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This dissertation investigates the effect of instructional video, metapragmatic 

discussion and explicit pragmatic instruction on the acquisition of the advice speech act 

(SA) by second language (L2) learners in fourth-semester Spanish courses at the 

university level. Though universals of pragmatics may facilitate the development of 

interlanguage pragmatics (ILP) (Kasper and Schmidt, 1996), L2 learners display a 

noticeably different L2 pragmatic system in both production and comprehension than 

native speakers (Bardovi-Harlig, 2001; Kasper, 1997). ILP research has shown that even 

 vii



among advanced L2 learners, L2 pragmatic competence is lacking (Kasper & Schmidt, 

1996; Kasper & Rose, 1999). In response to this problem, the investigation proposes an 

appropriate and effective way to facilitate the acquisition of L2 pragmatic knowledge. 

The study adopted a design including pretest, posttest, and delayed posttest with 

three groups, incorporating video, metapragmatic discussion, and pragmatic instruction 

into its treatments in order to teach sociopragmatic and pragmalinguistic components of 

the Spanish advice SA. The data used for the study were collected from the learners by 

means of role-play and were transcribed and quantitatively analyzed. The learners’ advice 

realizations were analyzed for the following: (a) advice head act; (b) typical linguistic 

items; (c) amount of speech; (d) level of formality; (e) level of directness; and (f) 

politeness. Also, assessments from instructors and learners about the treatments and the 

teaching of Spanish pragmatics were collected and analyzed. 

The findings of the investigation indicate that the instructional approach that 

included the use of video, metapragmatic discussion and pragmatic instruction, enabled 

the learners in this particular group to perform better than the other two groups in 

acquiring L2 pragmatic competence of the Spanish advice SA. These results imply that 

the L2 instructional techniques and opportunities for meaningful language practice in the 

classroom used here may result in gains of L2 pragmatic development. 
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CHAPTER ONE 

Introduction 

 

 

1.1 Statement of the problem 

Some interlanguage pragmatics (ILP) studies have observed that second language 

(L2) learners display an L2 pragmatic system that is noticeably different from that of the 

target language (TL) native speakers, both in production and comprehension (Bardovi-

Harlig, 2001; Kasper, 1997). ILP research has also shown that even among advanced L2 

learners, L2 pragmatic competence is lacking (Kasper & Schmidt, 1996; Kasper & Rose, 

1999). Miller’s (1974) article, “Psychology, language and levels of communication,” 

underscores the importance of L2 pragmatic competence. He states that most of our 

misunderstandings of other people are not due to any inability to hear them or to parse 

their sentences or to understand their words. Instead, a far more important source of 

difficulty in communication is the failure to understand a speaker’s intention. This cross-

cultural1 communication breakdown is referred to as pragmatic failure (Thomas, 1983). It 

is now generally accepted in the field of second language acquisition (SLA) that to be 

successful in learning an L2, the learner does not only need competence in the L2 

grammar and vocabulary but also, most importantly, communicative competence in 

general, and pragmatic competence in particular.  

In the Spanish L2 classroom, nonnative learners (NNLs) are often observed 

performing the advice speech act2 with structures that are considered inappropriate in the 

context of Hispanic culture. In giving advice, NNLs may use direct commands or 
                                                           
1 The word ‘cross-cultural’ is used to refer to not only native-nonnative interactions but also any 
communication between two people who do not share a common linguistic or cultural background 
(Thomas, 1983).  
2 Speech act represents what we do when we speak, i.e. apologizing, making a request or giving advice. 
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structures without softeners or politeness markers, or the wrong subject pronoun 

depending on whether they are addressing their colleague, a stranger, or an authority 

figure like their teacher or boss at the workplace. For example, 

(1.1)  Tú fumas mucho, deja de fumar. ‘You-INFORMAL smoke a lot, stop smoking.’ 

(1.2) Tu novio es muy malo, necesitas romper con él inmediatamente. ‘Your- 

INFORMAL boyfriend is very bad, you-INFORMAL need to break up with him 

immediately.’ 

(1.3)   Soy un buen trabajador. Dame un aumento de sueldo. ‘I am a good employee. 

Give-INFORMAL COMMAND me a pay increase.’       

(1.4)  No sabes bailar bien. Necesitas aprender a  bailar. ‘You-INFORMAL do not   

know how to dance well. You-INFORMAL need to learn how to dance.’ 

(1.5)  El sombrero que llevas está feísimo, quitátelo. ‘The hat you-INFORMAL are 

wearing is very ugly, take-INFORMAL COMMAND it off.’ 

 Advice-giving encounters are potentially offensive interactions to negotiate 

(Hudson, 1990). Someone must assume or be given the role of advisor and at least one 

other person must assume the role of advisee. The advisor’s role usually involves the 

proffering of advice about the advisee’s past behavior, morals, projected behavior, habits 

or any number of personal or impersonal topics, according to Hudson. The advisor could 

be a family member, a friend, a close associate, or a boss. DeCapua and Huber (1995) 

point out that in informal speech situations, advice-givers are asserting some uninvited 

expertise with respect to the recipient, as well as assuming the right to evaluate the 

situation, make judgments and issue directives. The recipient can interpret the proffered 

advice in such cases as negative criticisms and an insult to the recipient’s social 

competence. According to Wardhaugh (1985: 184), certain conditions must prevail in an 

advice encounter if an advisor is to give advice sincerely to another person in a 
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conversation. Wardhaugh states that the advisor must, first of all, assume that the advisee 

is likely to do or not do something if the advisor refrains from offering advice and 

therefore must have a different course of action as more appropriate for the advisee and 

in his best interest. Wardhaugh adds that in giving advice the advisee should know the 

following: that the advisor has the advisee’s best interest at heart; that the advisor is 

setting forth a course of action that is quite within the advisee’s capabilities and what the 

advisor thinks. Wardhaugh then concludes that if these preconditions are necessary 

preconditions for advising someone, the process can easily go wrong because the 

advisor’s perception of what the advisee proposes to do or not to do may be incorrect, the 

advisor’s opinion about what the advisee might find an acceptable alternative may be 

without foundation, or the advisor’s role may be called into question. 

 Commenting from the advisee’s point of view, Wardhaugh (1985: 185) says that 

it is not easy to respond to an utterance like, ‘Why don’t you do X?’ because it is not just 

a simple question, but rather a suggestion to actually do X. According to Wardhaugh, the 

person that produced the above utterance has suggested a course of action to the advisee, 

thus putting the advisor in a superior position. This fact occurs because the suggestion 

proposed a solution that the advisee apparently did not see or was reluctant to adopt 

without the proffered advice. Wardhaugh adds that the advisees can also exhibit their 

own superiority by refusing to take the suggestion if they consider it to be a poor one. 

In their analysis of advice, Brown and Levinson (1987) address face 

considerations describing giving advice as an “intrinsically face threatening” act (FTA) 

(p. 13). They define face as something that is emotionally invested, and that can be lost, 

maintained, or enhanced and must be constantly attended to in interaction. They state that 

the degree to which advice is an FTA varies among cultures depending on the social 

distance between the advisor and advisee, the amount of power that the advisee has over 
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the advisor, and the politeness strategies considered appropriate in a particular culture. 

Hinkel (1994: 72) also states that many sophisticated and culture-bound social, linguistic 

and behavioral concepts come into play in the giving of advice, thus making it a complex 

speech act (SA) to perform, especially for L2 learners.  

This study investigates the acquisition of the Spanish speech act of advice by 

NNLs of Spanish. Their oral production was recorded and analyzed for appropriateness 

according to the Spanish culture. 

Many studies on advice are based on data from the Anglo-American culture and 

they all point out the potential risk involved in giving advice, thus making a strong 

argument that advice in the Anglo-American culture is an FTA. In Spanish colloquial 

conversation,3 giving advice is not necessarily considered an FTA; however, politeness 

strategies are still used (Hernández-Flores, 1999). To buttress her point, Hernández-

Flores cites researchers like Kerbrat-Oreccchioni (1992), Haverkate 1994, Kienpointer 

(1997), and Bravo (1998b), who have indicated that politeness is not always used for 

reasons of conflict like avoiding or mitigating a threat to the other’s face but can also be 

used as a way of accomplishing a friendly and pleasant interaction. Hernández-Flores 

(1999) concludes that in giving advice, Spaniards reference their sociocultural ideology, 

which “takes into account the roles played in the Spanish setting, some behaviors, more 

or less ritualized, and the cultural values of Spanish ideology” (p. 47).   

The ability to give advice appropriately without hurting the ego of the advisee or 

being misunderstood is, therefore, a daunting task for an L2 learner. Bayraktaroglu 

(2001: 182) points out that advice as an act of solidarity is probably not widely practiced 

                                                           
3 Briz (1995) defines colloquial conversation in accordance with four features: (a) equality of the speakers’ 
situational roles; (b) close relationship between the speakers since they know each other and they have 
some shared experience; (c) the physical frame or place where conversation occurs is known by the 
speakers; and (d) topics of conversation belong to common and unspecialized knowledge. The conversation 
attains a higher degree of colloquialness if it has more of the four features listed.  
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in English-speaking communities because they are more oriented towards negative 

politeness,4 which is characterized by self-effacement, formality, and restraint. The 

features ascribed to face wants a focus on the individuality of people and on their right to 

privacy by claiming their own territories and social approbation of their own wants. The 

Spanish-speaking communities may be a bit different. Condon (1987: 88) states that it is 

the uniqueness of the individual that is valued in Mexico, a quality he says is not 

necessarily evident through one’s actions or achievements. He also points out that every 

person is part of a larger family grouping and therefore cannot be regarded as a 

completely isolated individual. This observation could be the reason why Spanish 

speakers of Mexico may be more willing than English speakers to give advice. 

Notwithstanding the complexity of advice, native speakers (NSs) of all languages 

tap a reservoir of linguistic and sociocultural knowledge to perform this speech act 

appropriately in a given context. This knowledge is called pragmatic competence. 

According to Bachman (1990), pragmatic competence includes two things: (a) 

illocutionary competence, which refers to knowledge of pragmatic conventions for 

producing language functions that are acceptable; and (b) sociolinguistic competence, or 

being able to perform appropriate language functions in a given context with a correct 

knowledge of sociolinguistic conventions. NNLs lack or have a very limited amount of 

this knowledge and often find themselves making inappropriate utterances as they 

attempt to give advice in the L2. 

Researchers in the field of SLA who have investigated interlanguage pragmatics 

(ILP) have documented formulations of SAs, such as request, apologies, and advice by 

learners of foreign and second languages (Blum-Kulka, House, and Kasper, 1989a and 

                                                           
4 Negative politeness consists of the speaker assuring the hearers that their negative-face wants are 
recognized and respected by the speaker and that their freedom of action will not be interfered with (Brown 
& Levinson, 1987). See chapter 2 for further discussion. 
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1989b; Kasper and Dahl, 1991; Bardovi-Harlig and Hartford, 1993; Kasper and Blum-

Kulka, 1993; Hinkel, 1994; House, 1996; Cohen, 1996b; Kasper and Rose, 1999). Many 

of these studies focus on L2 learners’ comprehension and production of these SAs as well 

as the presentation of TL pragmatics in language courses and teaching materials. The 

conclusions from these investigations indicate that many learners’ pragmatic knowledge 

of the target language (TL) is insufficient, even for learners with high levels of L2 

grammatical competence. In an effort to solve this problem, several studies have been 

undertaken on the different methods of teaching pragmatics in foreign and second 

language5 courses with the aim of finding the most effective one (Wildner-Bassett, 1984; 

Olshtain and Cohen, 1990; Lyster, 1993, 1994; House, 1996; Overfield, 1996).  

The present study examines the acquisition of pragmatic competence (PC) in 

Spanish advice-giving encounters by foreign language (FL) learners of Spanish in fourth-

semester Spanish courses at the university level. The study investigates the effects of 

video, metapragmatic discussion and explicit instruction in an L2 classroom on the 

acquisition of the pragmatic competence needed to perform the SA of advice in Spanish. 

The study contributes to the growing body of research on the acquisition of pragmatic 

competence in the L2 classroom and should help curriculum designers and language 

teachers in preparing their lesson plans and changing their teaching styles to help L2 

learners acquire better the ability to give advice in the target language that they are 

learning. This chapter provides further discussion of PC and studies on the acquisition of 

PC using video, metapragmatic discussions and or explicit instruction in addition to 

studies on advice. 

 

 
                                                           
5 Ellis (1994) defines foreign language learning as a language that is not spoken in the country where it is 
taught, whereas second language learning takes place in an immersion environment. 
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1.2 Interlanguage pragmatics and communicative competence 

The field of interlanguage pragmatics (ILP) is an important part of SLA. Kasper 

and Blum-Kulka (1993) describe ILP as a “second-generation hybrid” deriving from the 

two research traditions of L2 acquisition research and pragmatics. The ILP field is 

dedicated to research that deals with the speech act behavior of nonnative speakers. It is 

defined by Kasper (1998: 184) as “the study of nonnative speakers” comprehension, 

production, and acquisition of linguistic action in L2. The notion of interlanguage in 

SLA as introduced by Selinker (1972) is extended to cover the field of ILP. Selinker 

coined the term to represent the language learner’s developing linguistic system in the 

target language. Interlanguage includes all features from a learner’s L1 and the TL 

together with other phenomena that cannot be traced to these language systems. 

Selinker’s notion of interlanguage focuses only on the formal aspects of language; 

namely, syntax, phonology, morphology, and so on. This notion was then extended to the 

field of pragmatics by L2 researchers in their investigation of pragmatic knowledge of 

language learners in the TL. Pragmatic knowledge is the ability to understand and 

produce speech acts in a language.  

The concept of communicative competence (CC) encompasses knowledge and 

skills for using a language appropriately in particular social settings in addition to general 

linguistic competence. The theory of CC was an indirect effect of the Chomskyan 

revolution in linguistics that gave a somewhat limiting definition to the scope of 

linguistic theory6 (Spolsky, 1989). Chomsky’s concept of language gave an opportunity 

to Hymes (1972a) to propose a rival notion of communicative competence, building on 

Roman Jakobson’s (1960) analysis of the functions of language. Hymes pointed out that 
                                                           
6 Chomsky (1965) distinguished linguistic competence from linguistic performance. He defined the former 
as the underlying knowledge (to be accounted for in the grammar) of an idealized native speaker of a 
language and the latter as a large array of factors such as limitations of memory needed to explain the 
constraints on language productions. 
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appropriacy is a critical ingredient that Chomsky’s definition of linguistic competence 

omits. He defines communicative competence this way: 

 We have then to account for the fact that a normal child acquires knowledge 

 of sentences not only as grammatical but also as appropriate. He or she acquires 

 competence as to when to speak, when not, and as to what to talk about with  

            whom, when, where, in what manner. In short, a child becomes able to  

accomplish a repertoire of speech acts, to take part in speech events, and to 

evaluate their accomplishment by others…..(Hymes, 1972a: 277-8) 

This concept has had a great impact on the language teaching field. Even though 

Hymes proposed the concept without intending it to be used in the teaching of language, 

such researchers as Canale and Swain (1980), Savignon (1983), and Canale (1983b) 

sought pedagogical applications of this concept. Canale and Swain (1980) and Canale 

(1983b) identified four theoretical components of Hymes’ communicative competence: 

(a) sociolinguistic competence; (b) grammatical competence; (c) strategic competence; 

and (d) discourse competence. 

Sociolinguistic competence refers to the ability of the speaker both to use and 

understand language in different contexts appropriately. This competence includes 

performing such specific communicative functions as elicitation of information, 

description, and giving commands. On the other hand, grammatical competence is 

described by Savignon (1983) as the ability to recognize and manipulate lexical, 

morphological, syntactic, and phonological features of a language. This kind of 

competence does not include contextual appropriateness. The verbal and nonverbal skills 

that enable speakers to handle communication breakdowns usually caused by 

performance variables or the lack of linguistic or sociolinguistic competence are 

classified as strategic competence. Canale and Swain (1982) finally identified discourse 
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competence as a fourth component that is defined as the ability to combine ideas in order 

to make them formally cohesive and functionally coherent. This component was part of 

the sociolinguistic component in the original framework proposed by Canale and Swain 

(1980) but was later classified as a separate component in Canale’s (1983b) work. 

  Canale and Swain’s theoretical model of CC has given teachers a useful working 

tool for determining the aspects that should be focused on in order to help learners 

become competent speakers and listeners. 

Another model of “communicative language ability” was propounded by 

Bachman (1990). This framework has some direct interest to ILP studies and is consistent 

with earlier work in communicative competence (e.g., Hymes, 1972a, 1972b; Munby, 

1978; Canale and Swain, 1980; Savignon, 1983; Canale, 1983b). It recognizes that the 

ability to use language communicatively involves both knowledge of the language and 

the capacity to implement this knowledge. Bachman classifies language competencies 

into two types: organizational competence and pragmatic competence. Figure 1.1 

illustrates the various components of language competence diagramatically. 

 
LANGUAGE COMPETENCE 

 
 
 

      
                            ORGANIZATIONAL COMPETENCE                          PRAGMATIC COMPETENCE 
 
 
 
 
  
         GRAMMATICAL                           TEXTUAL        ILLOCUIONARY            SOCIOLINGUISTIC 
              COMPETENCE                                   COMPETENCE               COMPETENCE                                  COMPETENCE 
                                              
 
 
    Voc.  Morph.     Synt.  Phon/Graph.       Cohes.        Rhet. Org.   Ideat. Manip.    Heur.  Imag.            Sensit.  Sensit.    Sensit.  Cult. 
      Functs. Functs. Functs. Functs.        to Dial.  to Reg.   to Nat. Refs. 
            or Variety                      & Figs.       
                 Speech 

Figure 1.1 Components of language competence (Bachman, 1990: 87) 

 9



Bachman further sub-divides organizational competence into two types: (a) 

grammatical competence, which involves the knowledge of vocabulary, morphology, 

syntax and phonology / graphology to use language correctly; and (b) textual 

competence, which refers to the knowledge of the conventions for joining utterances or 

linguistic units together to form a text. The text is basically a unit of language, spoken or 

written, that consists of two or more utterances or sentences and is structured according 

to rules of cohesion and rhetorical organization. 

According to Bachman (1990), pragmatic competence includes two components: 

(a) illocutionary competence, which refers to knowledge of the pragmatic conventions for 

producing language functions that are acceptable; and (b) sociolinguistic competence, 

which is the ability to perform appropriate language functions in a given context with the 

correct knowledge of sociolinguistic conventions. 

Illocutionary competence enables us to use language to express a wide range of 

functions that Halliday (1973) describes in the context of child language acquisition. 

They are grouped into four macro-functions:  

(a) Ideational functions are used to express meaning in terms of our experience of the 

real world (Halliday, 1973) and to convey propositions or to exchange information 

about knowledge or feelings. They include giving lectures, publishing scholarly 

articles, pouring out one’s emotions in a diary, etc; 

(b) Manipulative functions are aimed at affecting the world around us. These 

functions can be “instrumental,” which means one can induce other people, including 

oneself, to do something by uttering advice, suggestions, requests, orders, commands, 

or warnings, or one may accomplish other things by making offers, promises, or 

threats. The functions could also be “regulatory,” which implies controlling other 

people’s behavior with or without their assistance by using rules, laws, and norms of 
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behavior. “Interactional” functions are used to form, maintain, or change 

interpersonal relationships;  

(c) A heuristic function is the use of language to increase our knowledge of the world 

around us. It is usually seen in acts like teaching, problem solving, learning, and 

conscious memorizing; 

(d) Imaginative functions are used for creative, humoristic, or esthetic purposes. They 

include telling jokes, creating metaphors or other figures of speech, constructing and 

communicating fantasies, etc. Several of these functions are performed 

simultaneously when language is in use. By giving an assignment to students in an 

amusing way, a teacher performs the ideational, manipulative, and heuristic functions 

and also the imaginative function all at once. 

The second component of pragmatic competence as classified by Bachman is 

sociolinguistic competence. This competence addresses sensitivity to register, which is 

the ability to perform language functions in ways that are appropriate to the context. 

Sociolinguistic competence includes the following:  

(a) Sensitivity to differences in dialect or variety, the ability of speakers to choose the 

appropriate regional or social variety or dialect for the right context (e.g., using a 

dialect with friends and a standard variety in school or official business places); 

(b) Sensitivity to differences in register requires the ability to choose the appropriate 

variations in language use within a single dialect or variety (e.g., spoken vs. written; 

formal vs. casual);  

(c) Sensitivity to naturalness is an aspect of sociolinguistic competence that enables 

the speaker to express or interpret an utterance in a native-like manner. This 

characteristic denotes that the utterance is linguistically accurate and does not sound 

strange or archaic, thus affecting its interpretability; 
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(d) Ability to interpret cultural references and figures of speech implies the 

knowledge of the extended meanings assigned by that culture to particular events, 

places, institutions, or people that enables learners to interpret correctly when 

references are made to them in an utterance. For example, a learner would have to 

know the history behind the word “Waterloo” to understand an utterance like “That 

was the president’s Waterloo,” in which reference is made to a great and final defeat 

(example from Bachman, 1990). 

According to Bachman (1990), communicative language ability has three 

components: (a) language competence; (b) strategic competence; and (c) psycho-

physiological mechanisms. Language competence includes organizational competence 

and pragmatic competence. Strategic competence is the ability to relate knowledge of 

language to the knowledge structures of the language user and also the features of the 

context in which communication takes place. In determining the most efficient ways of 

achieving communicative goals, strategic competence is used to perform assessment, 

planning, and execution functions. Psycho-physiological mechanisms, the last component 

of communicative language ability, are used to control the channel and the mode through 

which competence is implemented.  

All three components of communicative language ability are very important to 

this present study; however, it is the language competence component that has more 

direct implication for this investigation. For example, giving advice requires accessing 

linguistic material such as specific verb forms and vocabulary from organizational 

competence. The components of pragmatic competence are then utilized to assign forms 

to specific functions and social meanings to convey the advice. L2 learners have 

problems performing advice and other speech acts because their pragmatic competence is 

not developed enough to perform them successfully. This study seeks to find out how 
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pragmatic competence is acquired in a classroom environment. The findings have 

implications for language teachers. 

 

1.3 Acquisition of L1 and L2 pragmatic competence  

Research on the acquisition of pragmatic competence by L2 learners is very 

scanty compared to research done on the acquisition of L1 pragmatics. Children are said 

to receive extensive training on the pragmatic rules of language from their parents and 

other caregivers (Schieffelin and Ochs, 1986). Snow, Perlman, Gleason, and Hooshyar 

(1990) also argue that input from parents about politeness rules help children to acquire 

their L1 politeness system. To help children observe the correlation of certain language 

forms to certain functions, parents manipulate various contexts. They also teach children 

the types of forms to use in different situations. Even though children are not taught L1 

politeness rules per se by their parents, they somehow acquire them through the strategies 

they learn and through observation and participation in interactions. Clark and Clark 

(1977) point out, however, that early SA production is limited to assertions and requests. 

Becker (1982) further indicates that the production of request acts develops with age. 

Becker states that children start with gestures and sounds in their first attempts, followed 

by a diversified repertoire of direct and indirect strategies by age five. 

Some researchers have noted some differences between the children’s acquisition 

of L1 pragmatic competence and that by adult L2 learners. Bialystok (1993) proposes that 

children and adults face different learning tasks because in the L1, basic socialization and 

the acquisition of pragmatic strategies are happening at the same time, whereas L2 

learners “do not begin with a childlike naiveté about the social uses of language” (p. 47). 

The child’s primary learning task, according to Bialystok, is to develop analyzed 

representations of symbolic knowledge. The primary task of adult L2 learners is to 

 13



develop executive control over already available knowledge representations. Bialystok 

(1993) argues the point that “adults make pragmatic errors, not only because they do not 

understand forms and structures, or because they do not have sufficient vocabulary to 

express their intentions, but because they choose incorrectly” (p. 54). That is, they have 

not yet developed the sociopragmatic knowledge to enable them make contextually 

appropriate choices of strategies and linguistic forms (Kasper and Schmidt, 1996). 

Kasper and Schmidt (1996) point out that there is no existing empirical research 

that shows that children have an advantage over adults in the acquisition of pragmatics as 

they do in some aspects of SLA. They argue that, to date, no critical period has been 

proposed for pragmatics; pragmatic competence continues to expand throughout life. 

Therefore, adults are not affected by a biological factor that could be an impediment to 

their ability to acquire L2 pragmatics. Kasper and Schmidt (1996) further note that no 

order of acquisition for ILP exists similar to that found in interlanguage knowledge for 

such areas as morphology and syntax. They also state that pragmatic competence 

develops with a few routines or unanalyzed chunks that are deconstructed and become 

accessible for more complex speech. L2 learners then later increase their repertoire of 

routines and conventionalized strategies for various functions in the TL. 

According to Kasper and Schmidt (1996), input that is richer in qualitative and 

quantitative terms with regards to social and cultural features will result in better learning 

outcomes. Therefore, an L2 learning environment in the TL country is more likely to 

provide learners with the diverse and frequent input they need for pragmatic development 

than that found in a classroom learning context. As evidence, for example, Takahashi and 

Beebe (1987) note that the refusals of ESL learners are more native-like than those of 

EFL learners.  
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1.4 Review of L2 advice and L2 pragmatic competence research  

Advice giving as a SA is an area that has received very little study. Many of the 

investigations have been done with English data and the focus is mostly on the strategies 

and structural forms in which the activity of advice is realized. These studies indicate that 

advice giving has negative implications and needs to be mitigated for the interaction to 

proceed smoothly (Hudson, 1990; Wierzbicka, 1991; Tsui, 1994).  

Most research on L2 advice involves L2 English. L2 learners’ difficulty in giving 

advice has compelled researchers to use advanced learners as their subjects more often 

than not. In spite of the problems that learners encounter in trying to perform this speech 

act, there is no doubt it is an important tool for learners to have in their language 

repertoire if they want to have lasting relationships with native speakers of the target 

language. The element of sensitivity involved in performing advice and the high 

probability of being misunderstood or misinterpreted to offend the advisee make advice 

an interesting area for investigation in SLA. Bardovi-Harlig et al. (1991) argue that 

learners who do not use pragmatically appropriate language may appear rude and 

insulting.  

Several studies of complex SAs over the last two decades have demonstrated that 

L2 learners’ communicative competence depends greatly on their knowledge of the TL 

culture. For instance, Bentahila and Davis (1989) differentiate between knowledge of 

behavior associated with the TL culture and linguistic knowledge. According to Wolfson 

(1989), cultural differences extend to a level deeper than that of the speech act’s 

culturally defined notions and concepts. Therefore, studies of unsuccessful L2 discourse 

that often assume that SAs that are elicited from different cultures are similar should be 

viewed with caution. Interactional routines of each speech community are determined by 

that community’s norms and social frameworks (Coulmas, 1981). 
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Hinkel (1994) examines the differences in NS and NNL judgments of situations in 

which it is appropriate to give advice and the type of forms the advice can take. Using a 

survey based on written role-plays, Hinkel finds that NNLs and NSs similarly recognize 

the difference in social distance between a peer acquaintance and an authority figure. In 

both contexts, however, NNLs chose many more direct and hedged advice acts than did 

NSs. Hinkel’s (1994) findings demonstrate that in many cultures, the notion of giving 

advice may be viewed as “an expression of friendliness and interest, i.e. a conversational 

routine and/or a rapport-building activity, which is, however, considered inappropriate in 

some English-speaking cultures” (pp. 84-85). Hinkel therefore concludes that NNLs seem 

to rely on their L1 judgments of conversational appropriateness and politeness in 

performing their L2 SA of advice and need to be taught pragmatically appropriate topics 

and formulae in the L2.  

 DeCapua and Huber (1995) examine the manifestations of social norms of 

authority, expertise, and intimacy as reflected in the formulations of advice. They study 

speech samples of both native and non-native speakers of American English and find that 

advice-givers resort to strategies such as telling a story with references to a similar 

situation, using softeners, downgraders, mitigators, and hedges in advice construction “in 

order to avoid unwarranted bossiness” (p. 125). Hudson (1990) examines speech from 

radio phone-in programs and finds that advice constructions featured pseudo-cleft 

sentences, conditionals, and sentences with ‘I would do X.’ She concludes that these are 

mechanisms for agent de-emphasis meant to avoid a crude directive7 to the advice-

recipient to take a certain course of action. Banerjee and Carrell (1988) base their study 

on the structural forms of advice-giving by examining speech samples of native English 

speakers (Americans) and NNLs. Their findings were then grouped under Brown and 

                                                           
7 This term refers to a statement uttered with the intent of getting the listener to do something.  
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Levinson’s politeness strategies. They argue that context-specific factors such as the 

urgency of the situation, the degree of embarrassment, and the social distance between 

the interlocutors influence the actual formulation of advice. They conclude that NNLs use 

more direct utterances of advice than native speakers. 

Instead of focusing on how advice is formulated, Jefferson and Lee (1981) 

investigate the interactional consequences of advice in order to discover the type of 

response that it prompts from the advice recipient. Jefferson and Lee refer to advice as a 

“precursor of dispute” because it occurs after a statement of trouble in a conversation, 

usually causing the advisee to resist. They claim that the proffering of advice in the 

course of troubles-telling….may implicate an altogether different form of talk; i.e., not 

the telling of troubles, but a service encounter, in which the criterial categories are 

service-seeking and service-supplying (p. 410). 

The giving of advice in other cultures maybe quite different from the American 

culture. El-Sayed (1990) and Nydell (1987) stress the elaborate rapport-building speech 

acts that are prevalent in the Arabic culture and serve as a means of establishing group-

belonging. El-Sayed (1990) points out that the giving of advice in Arabic is not only an 

expression of friendliness but also largely conveys benevolence and support. Nydell 

(1987) notes that topics that are considered private are subject to cultural interpretation 

and issues such as children, health, physical comfort and well being, financial matters, 

professional qualifications, and personal contentment are openly discussed. Refusing 

advice on what Americans would consider private matters can be met with a sense of 

bewilderment and rejection. 

Masuda (1989) observes that the Japanese culture has a strong sense of group 

cohesiveness, explaining that interactions among Japanese are based on the assumption 

that what concerns one of them concerns all of them. Therefore offering advice 
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demonstrates an interest in the other’s well being, whereas Americans often see it as an 

invasion of their privacy. She warns L1 Japanese speakers that statements such as “Why 

aren’t you married?” and “You should have children” are inappropriate in the American 

culture. 

In the Turkish culture, advice giving is sensitive to relationships and emphasizes 

sharing, provided that the company is the right one (Bayraktarglu, 2001). Bayraktaroglu 

points out that advice giving by the Turkish signifies affection and brings the parties 

together for the solution of the problem, in contrast to Western individualism and 

competition for superiority. The Turks consider it a show of solidarity to help others to 

find a solution to their problems.  

The findings of Devine (1982) and Condon (1987) on politeness strategies 

employed in some Spanish-speaking cultures show that, while the speaker is expected to 

minimize a potential face-threat, the notions of how to accomplish this goal differ among 

speakers of Spanish and those of English. According to Condon (1987), among Mexican 

speakers of Spanish, giving personal advice can pose a potential threat to the addressee’s 

face. Condon further explains, however, that what is considered personal is subject to 

cultural variance. He states that in the Spanish culture, family, physical appearance and 

well-being, and job-related topics are not viewed as private. Both Condon (1987) and 

Devine (1982) point out that the giving of advice on impersonal matters in some Spanish-

speaking cultures can be used as a complex politeness strategy of providing affirmation 

when the advisors say what they think the advisee wants to hear in a somewhat 

exaggerated way. From these findings, it is safe to say that speakers of Spanish may 

threaten the addressee’s face without any intention to do so when they give advice in L2 

on what they perceive to be impersonal matters. 
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The performance of advice is determined by the different factors that exist in each 

culture. It is, therefore, important to know how each culture handles the giving of advice. 

It is safe to say that the Spanish culture is closer to the cultures mentioned above, with the 

exception of the Anglo-Saxon culture and to the SA of advice. 

 

1.5 Teaching pragmatics in the language classroom  

 Current curricula and pedagogical materials for second and foreign language 

programs are being developed with strong pragmatic components. Wesche (1994) points 

out the increasing shift of focus from phonological, morphosyntactic, and lexical features 

to a more “ecological” perspective that includes discourse features and genres, 

pragmatics, and the socialization of the learner through language. This change is due to 

the work of interlanguage pragmatics researchers. Their studies have investigated 

learners of different language backgrounds using a variety of data collection techniques 

such as natural conversations, role-plays, and written questionnaires. Some of these 

researchers have studied the effects of using video and explicit techniques for teaching 

pragmatics. The results of these studies and other similar ones lend support for the 

present investigation, some of which are reviewed here.       

 Liddicoat and Crozet (2001) study the effects that instruction of one target 

interactional practice has on Australian university learners of French as a foreign 

language. The particular interactional practice elicited responses to the question “Did you 

have a good weekend?” According to previous research, while this particular question is 

merely a phatic utterance, representing a ritualized greeting that does not require an 

elaborate response for Australians, it often elicits for the French a long response full of 

lively descriptions to which the listener is expected to attend. The potential for negative 

stereotyping, misunderstanding, and frustration is well documented. Liddicoat and Crozet 
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(2001) use role-plays in a pretest/posttest design with an intervening four-phase 

instructional treatment consisting of production, feedback, awareness raising, and 

narrative reconstruction. The role-play task based on the question “T’as passé un bon 

week-end?” ‘Have you had a good weekend?’ was performed by learner dyads who were 

videotaped. The researchers found that after instruction, learners closely approximated 

French norms in terms of both particular language features and content. After one year, a 

delayed posttest was conducted that showed the retention of only the content. The 

investigation concludes that interactional norms can be taught and acquired in a foreign 

language context even within the confines of a short-term program. Elements related to 

content of talk appear to have been more easily learned and integrated into target 

language interaction than those related to language form. Liddicoat and Crozet argue that 

these macro level aspects of cultural variability are more amenable to instruction because 

the impact of noticing can be more readily integrated into talk. They argue that speakers 

have greater control over aspects of language use, such as topic selection and information 

content, than over aspects of language form. The results also show that, without sustained 

conversational practice in the target language, it may be difficult to maintain gains made 

during instruction. 

            Tateyama (2001) notices that learners of Japanese often incorrectly use the 

Japanese routine expression arigatoo ‘thank you’ to express gratitude when a native 

speaker of Japanese would normally use sumimasen (literally ‘not finished’) because they 

feel obliged to repay an act of kindness when they receive one (Coulmas, 1981). After 

examining several popular Japanese textbooks used in US universities, the researcher 

found that most of them did not offer explicit information regarding when to use such 

expressions as gomen nasai ‘I’m sorry,’ or mooshiwake arimasen ‘I’m terribly sorry’ in 

addition to sumimasen.  
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 Recognizing the lack of introduction to basic expressions and their uses in early 

stages of learning Japanese, Tateyama examines approaches in the teaching of these 

routine expressions to beginning JFL learners. The participants for this study were 

learners enrolled in second-semester beginning Japanese at the University of Hawai‘i at 

Manoa. The students were divided into two groups. Four treatments of about twenty 

minutes each were given to each group over a period of eight weeks. One group of 

thirteen students received explicit instruction that included explanations on the use of 

sumimasen and other similar routine expressions and viewed short video extracts like 

Standard Japanese and Yasashii Nihongo ‘Easy Japanese’ from Japanese television 

programs. They were also given handouts that explained differences in the usage of 

routine formulas according to social contexts. The other group did not engage in any of 

the explicit metapragmatic activities. Instead, they were shown the same video clips that 

the explicit instruction group watched twice and were cautioned to pay attention to any 

formulaic expressions they might hear. 

 Learners were asked to fill out a background questionnaire before the treatments 

started. After every treatment, students had to write a one-paragraph narrative on what 

they had learned from the lesson. Both groups were given worksheets on the use of 

routine formulas consisting of discourse completion tests (DCTs), which they then used 

to prepare themselves for role-plays and multiple choice tests (MCTs). 

 Results showed no statistically significant difference between the two groups in 

the multiple-choice and role-play tasks. Tateyama argues, however, that a closer look at 

the errors in the MCTs reveals that the learners in the explicit instruction group were 

more successful in choosing the correct answers in items that required more formal 

linguistic expressions. These learners appear to have benefited from explicit teaching on 

how the seriousness of offense in the apology contexts, the degree of indebtedness in a 
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situation of thanking, and factors like age and social status can influence the choice of 

routine formulas. This observation by the researcher led to her conclusion that certain 

aspects of interlanguage pragmatics are teachable to beginners before they develop 

analyzed second language knowledge.  

 Ohta (2001a) carried out a longitudinal study of the development of the 

expression of alignment in Japanese as a foreign language in which she examined two 

adult learners as they develop the ability to use expressions of acknowledgment and 

alignment. The listener plays an important role in both American and Japanese 

conversation, using a number of strategies to show attention and empathy. Ohta points 

out that the strategies include questions, anticipatory responses, assessments, repair 

initiations, and back-channel responses. Japanese speakers, according to Maynard (1989), 

are very much verbal listeners who often use verbal expressions to show listenership. 

 The video-taped and audio-taped data for Ohta’s study were collected over one 

academic year following two learners through a Japanese language program. Ohta 

(2001a) concludes from the analysis of the data that learners do acquire listener-response 

expressions, and that they move from expressions of acknowledgment to alignment at 

different rates. She adds that the results not only reveal the sensitivity of learners to the 

pragmatic information available in the interactional environments of their classrooms, but 

also show the potential of the language classroom as a place where learners work to 

acquire an interactional style that they can use later on in real life situations. The results 

of her findings also help in understanding pragmatic development in the FL classroom 

and the role that classroom activities and teacher intervention play in developmental 

processes. This study is very important to the present investigation because it also uses 

the classroom as a place where learners work to acquire knowledge of the TL. They are 

also both longitudinal studies with data audio-taped for analysis.  
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 The next set of studies discussed includes the dissertations of Overfield (1996), 

Pearson (2001) and Witten (2002). All three dissertations apply L2 pragmatic theory to 

the Spanish L2 classroom with the single goal of: improving the pragmatic competence 

of L2 learners.  

 Overfield (1996) conducted a study that consisted of a test group and a control 

group with four independent variables: Audio tapes, short segments of authentic video, 

explicit instruction (teacher talk), and role-play activities. The test group was exposed to 

explicit instruction on grammar and L2 pragmatic features while watching the video, 

listening to the audio tapes or role-playing. On the other hand, the control group 

performed the same activities but without the explicit instruction. The findings indicate 

that the test group performed significantly better in the refusals than in apologies and 

requests. The relative effect of each of the variables, however, could not be determined. 

 In Pearson’s (2001) dissertation, she uses all the variables that Overfield (1996) 

used in her study with the exception of the audio tapes. For one of her test groups, she 

uses a video that the learners had previously seen, focusing on role-play activities and 

metapragmatic classroom discussion. The second test group performed only role-plays 

based on the situations they had seen. Her control group watched the same video 

segments, but did not take part in the role-play activities nor the metapragmatic 

discussion. She then analyzed the effect of the two different forms of input-enhancing 

classroom activities that used the short segments of the video. Having seen the entire set 

of episodes of the video in a previous semester, informants in this study were aware of 

the context from which the short segments were extracted, unlike the learners of 

Overfield (1996). Overfield (2001) provided her learners with segments of video with 

which they were not familiar. The learners in Pearson’s (2001) test group demonstrated 

statistical significance in the acquisition of some pragmatically appropriate forms of 
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apology. No significant improvement, however, was found in the acquisition of request 

and thanking strategies. She concluded, therefore, that metapragmatic classroom 

discussion has a somewhat positive effect on the learners’ acquisition of L2 pragmatics. 

 Witten’s (2002) research tests a specific instructional methodology based on 

Schmidt’s (1993) Noticing Hypothesis. In addressing the role of conscious awareness in 

learning L2 pragmatics, and how interactive video viewing can enhance pragmatic input 

and global comprehension, Witten (2002) uses a test and control group of learners. The 

learners participated in nine out-of-class viewings of the Destinos video series.  The 

control group was given plot-oriented quizzes in class the day following each viewing 

while the test group was provided with input enhancement treatments to address while 

viewing the video. In order to determine whether the enhanced video viewing had an 

effect on the use and awareness of L2 pragmatics, three instruments were use. They 

included a written feedback instrument, oral role-play activities, and multiple-choice 

tasks. Data analysis was done on all items concerning pragmatics and, regardless of task, 

a statistical significance was recorded favoring the test group. While the test group’s 

performance on the written task was statistically significant, results of its oral task, 

however, did not show any statistical significance. Also, results of the multiple-choice 

task did not reflect a difference between the two groups. 

 Witten (2002) made an effort to minimize overt pragmatic instruction or 

metapragmatic discussion in class in order to focus as exclusively on the role of enhanced 

interactive video viewing as possible. Overfield (1996) and Pearson (2001) took a 

different approach. For instance, Overfield (1996) exposed her test group to explicit 

instruction on grammar and L2 pragmatic features while watching the video, listening to 

the audio tapes, or role-playing. Pearson (2001) used small segments of the Destinos 

video series with which learners had been familiar from their previous semester and 
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isolated the variable of metapragmatic classroom discussions to determine their effect on 

the development of learners’ pragmatic competence. This present study, unlike those of 

Overfield (1996), Pearson (2001) and Witten (2002), focused on only the one speech act 

of advice in Spanish by learners. It used three independent variables: viewing of video, 

metapragmatic discussion in class, and explicit instruction. Compared with the approach 

of Witten (2002), this present study and Witten’s used a linguistic theory based on 

Schmidt’s Noticing Hypothesis, an instructional video and role-plays activities. 

Regarding the use of explicit instruction, however, this present study differs from 

Witten’s (2002) dissertation. Also, while this study considers explicit instruction as one 

of the major parts of the investigation, Witten (2002) minimized it as much as possible to 

enable her focus entirely on the role of enhanced interactive video viewing.  

  

1.6 Video, metapragmatic discussion and L2 pragmatic competence   

1.6.1 Authentic video viewing and acquisition of target language pragmatics  

The use of authentic video as a pedagogical tool in language classrooms has 

become a valuable resource tool for language teachers. Throughout the US, the 

availability of VCRs at home and at school is widespread, together with the recent 

emergence of Spanish TV channels. Thus, these factors have facilitated the use of this 

kind of linguistic input by Spanish learners. Authentic video is defined as “authentic 

television programming taped off-air and used with permission for educational purposes” 

(Weyers, 1999: 339). Researchers have claimed that it provides learners with many target 

language samples used in context by native speakers (Bacon and Finnemann, 1990; 

Liontas, 1992). Authentic video is also said to reflect current linguistic changes more 

effectively than printed sources (Richardson and Scinicariello, 1989). By its very nature, 

video captures valuable extra-linguistic clues and research shows that students’ ability to 
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understand and retain lexical items when provided with visual stimuli is increased 

(Snyder and Colon, 1988). Researchers who have worked on the issue of teaching culture 

of the TL in the classroom have also concluded that video appears to be a rich source 

because it presents learners with an image of a “living vibrant people who use the target 

language for daily communication” (Shrum and Glisan, 1994: 249). To further justify the 

need to use video to teach L2 pragmatics, Vogely (1998) stresses that some 

neuroscientists (Fiske and Taylor, 1984; Nisbett and Ross, 1980) have concluded that 

concrete visual images exercise the most powerful influence on learner’s behavior. Given 

that most of today’s learners have lived virtually all of their lives in the television era and 

have therefore been influenced by its visual orientation, visual images are even more 

powerful for them (Martínez-Gibson, 1998).  

L2 researchers and language teachers consider the use of video to draw the 

learners’ attention not only to formal grammatical features of the L2, but also to its 

pragmatic features. Lonergan (1984) points out that, “Exercises in appropriateness can 

easily be developed from video presentations of communication” (p. 45). Altman (1989) 

video-taped a second language lesson using a Total Physical Response (TPR) approach. 

He then showed the recorded lesson to another group of language learners. Both groups 

were given exams testing their vocabulary knowledge and they each performed equally 

well. He concluded that viewing video could be as beneficial for L2 vocabulary 

development as participating in classroom activities. Furthermore, Hadley (1993) and 

Vogely (1998) both point out that L2 learners receive cultural information through video 

that facilitates their understanding of the different background knowledge of people of 

different cultures. This background information needed to interpret information is also 

referred to as schema. It influences L2 learners’ thinking, attitudes, and actions. Video 

provides such cultural information to L2 learners who have not traveled to the area where 
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the TL is spoken. Hadley (1993) observes that university students who take foreign 

language classes as a requirement show a more positive attitude if the cultural component 

of the language is sufficiently emphasized. This reaction happens because these learners 

are generally interested in learning about the L2 cultures and people. These findings 

support the assumption of this investigation that video is a facilitative pedagogical tool in 

the acquisition of pragmatic competence in a classroom setting.  

Mauerhofer (1966) found that the audio-visual effects experienced by moviegoers 

could allow them to escape reality and to identify with the characters of the movie. Volpe 

(1993) points out that this kind of experience can allow a sense of surrender and total 

involvement on the part of the viewer. According to Bransford, Sherwood, and 

Hasselbring (1988), film provides a common experience to members of a group who 

view the same video. L2 learners individually or collectively can be psychologically 

drawn to a character in the video or movie and such empathy with the L2 character could 

facilitate pragmatic acquisition indirectly. 

Emphasizing the importance of culture in language learning, Lange (1999) states 

that “Language cannot be taught without cultural content” (p. 57). It is therefore 

necessary for L2 learners to develop some shared cultural schema with L2 native 

speakers because pragmatic competence is often a linguistic manifestation of deeply held 

cultural attitudes and beliefs.  

There are few empirical studies on the effectiveness of authentic video to teach 

culture, listening comprehension, lexical items, and communicative competence. Most of 

the existing studies, however, report positive gains with the use of the video. This current 

investigation discusses some of them in Section 5.2. The present study uses video 

recordings of naturally occurring discourse on advice giving together with role-played 
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situations by native speakers of Spanish. These recordings are used in the classroom as 

part of learners’ course material. In addition to these video treatments, learners from the 

experimental group hold a metapragmatic discussion each time after viewing the clips. 

More details are presented in Chapter Three. Rose (1994b) notes that videotaped 

discourse, whether natural or scripted, contains rich recoverable contexts that can be 

exploited in consciousness-raising activities. Authentic video may be the only effective 

means of importing authentic speech and culture into an FL classroom environment.  

  

1.6.2 Studies on video and metapragmatic discussion    

 Weyers (1999) investigates the effect of authentic video on language learners’ 

communicative competence. The study claims that authentic television programming is a 

valuable tool that provides high levels of input and improves the process of language 

acquisition in the learner. He argues that authentic video provides student viewers with an 

abundance of target language samples used in context by native speakers. His experiment 

was conducted at the University of New Mexico with two second-semester Spanish 

classes. One class represented the control group and the other was the experimental 

group, both of which were taught by the investigator. The control group followed the 

established curriculum for second-semester Spanish. In the experimental group, the 

learners received an experimental treatment that supplemented the regular curriculum. 

This treatment required that the learners in this group watch two episodes per week of the 

Mexican telenovela ‘soap opera,’ “María Mercedes” (Pimstein, 1992) taped from 

television. Each learner was given a brief written synopsis in English of the telenovela 

before the viewing started. Also, they were provided with a vocabulary list and a list of 

ten comprehension questions in Spanish. These aids served as advance organizers to help 
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them understand the development of the story line and certain colloquialisms, and also to 

help them listen selectively for the main points. 

 All participants were given pre- and post-treatment tests to measure listening 

comprehension and to assess oral production at the beginning and end of the experiment. 

The data were then evaluated on a scale of zero to five in five categories to assess the 

communicative competence of the learners. The five categories, based on the competence 

model proposed by Canale and Swain (1980) as well as on the ACTFL Oral Proficiency 

Guidelines, are: (a) confidence in speech; (b) scope and breadth of response; (c) 

style/flow of response; (d) effectiveness of message; and (e) communicative techniques. 

The results do not provide enough evidence to support the Alternative Hypothesis, which 

predicts that an increase in the quantity and quality of input via authentic video will result 

in an increase in the quantity and quality of the learners’ output. Nonetheless, the 

researcher points out that the experimental group experienced significant increases in 

listening comprehension and in three other areas of oral production, providing 

quantitative data to support the pedagogical value of authentic video in improving some 

language skills. The findings of this study are encouraging to foreign language instructors 

because they suggest that telenovelas are a valuable source of authentic target language 

usage that has a positive effect on learners’ communicative skills. The findings also 

support the current investigation, which uses video, metapragmatic discussion, and 

explicit instruction.  

 Herron et al. (1999) also conducted a study on the effectiveness of a video-

based curriculum in teaching culture in which beginning-level French students were 

shown 10 videos from French in Action as part of the curriculum. The three classes were 

taught by the investigator, a nonnative speaker (NNS) of French, and another teacher, 

also a NNS. Learners listened to scripted but authentic French speech as they watched 
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native speakers interacting in French cultural situations on video. This instructional video 

is a mystery story on film that unfolds over 52 lessons. These episodes reflect France’s 

culture today including topics such as people, institutions, artistic endeavors, customs, 

clothes, food, cities, and homes. The situations are culturally authentic; however, the plot 

is similar to a soap opera. The 30-minute video begins with a 10-minute dramatic scripted 

teleplay that portrays the relationships among the people in the story. The subsequent 20-

minute pedagogical portion includes explanations of expressions and conversations of the 

teleplay with the aid of illustrations, miming, cartoons, on-the-street interviews, movie 

clips, etc.  

 After viewing the video, learners then began to work on that particular lesson’s 

structures and expressions with an audio program. Learners could review the entire video 

as often as they wanted outside of class in the language laboratory. The teacher discussed 

key structures, checked comprehension, and led discussions on cultural topics. Learners 

worked in small groups and also engaged in role-playing activities related to the video. 

To assess the main effect of the video on cultural knowledge over time, learners were 

given a multiple–choice pretest at the beginning of the course and a posttest at the end of 

the semester. These tests assessed learners’ long-term gains in cultural practices; i.e., 

patterns of behavior accepted by a society, and cultural products, including tangible (e.g., 

sculpture) and intangible (e.g., a system of education) cultural items. In addition to these 

tests, post-video viewing tests that measured short-term retention of culture shown in that 

video were administered immediately. Learners also filled out a questionnaire that 

analyzed their perceptions of how well they learned about the foreign culture. The 

investigators concluded that the results from pre- to post-testing indicated “significant 

gains in overall cultural knowledge” (Herron et al., 1999: 518). 
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 Adair-Hauck, Willingham-McLain, and Youngs (2000) assessed the power of 

technology to improve beginning FL students’ cultural knowledge in a classroom setting. 

The participants were part of a technology-enriched language learning program that 

included computerized reading and grammar programs together with a video component. 

The video contained brief scenarios performed by native speakers in France and in 

Guadeloupe. Adair-Hauck et al. found that the treatment group with out-of-class 

multimedia activities significantly outperformed the control group, which had in-class 

multimedia activities on both the cultural pre-quiz and post-quiz. They did not find any 

significant difference between the two groups, however, in average cultural gain over the 

semester. 

 In spite of all the positive results obtained from studies on the effectiveness of 

video in helping students acquire a foreign language, it is possible to find a study that 

claims that video viewing is not totally beneficial to L2 learning process. Secules, 

Herron, and Tomasello (1992) investigated the benefits of the French in Action video 

series on beginning level L2 French learners. Their findings showed that the video did 

not significantly improve the learners’ ability in the areas of reading, writing, vocabulary, 

grammar, or idiomatic expression. They agreed, however, that it did lead to a significant 

increase in listening comprehension skills. 

 Some factors should be taken into consideration when using video in an L2 

classroom. Research shows that the most effective use of video is to show segments from 

2 to 10 minutes in length in the classroom (Garza, 1996; Lavery, 1984). Garza (1996) 

also adds that repeated viewing of the instructional video is essential, but stresses the 

importance of the teacher’s role as viewing moderator. Berwald (1985) mentions interest 

and enthusiasm as two important factors that the successful teacher needs in using video 

in the L2 classroom. Altman (1989) discusses the importance of integrating video into the 
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class curriculum. He notes that when the video component is used as enrichment, learners 

view the component as a dispensable “add-on” and, therefore, do not take it seriously. If 

it is incorporated as an integral part of the curriculum, however, Altman found that 

learners view it as a fundamental part of the class structure and hence give it all the 

necessary attention it deserves. Altman (1989) observes that learners’ comprehension of 

video tends to be based more on global meaning than on comprehension of specific 

words. Therefore, he states that the “golden rule of video” for the instructor is “Don’t 

expect or even seek full comprehension” (p. 42). The format of the video could also 

affect how much learners benefit from it, according to Berwald (1985). A soap opera 

format is beneficial to learners because it provides a window into interpersonal 

relationships between members of another culture and L2 pragmatics. For this present 

study, the video program was developed separately from the course materials and used as 

supplemental material. The present study does not have the soap opera format, but 

instead is based on role-play. Situations on advice were given to native Spanish speakers 

to role-play, which allowed for focus on various topics and for variation of politeness 

factors such as power, distance, and rank. 

 Due to the anticipated problems with full comprehension of the instructional 

video, the present study engaged learners in a metapragmatic discussion8 of each video 

clip that they viewed in which they talked about the pragmatic use of language in the 

video scenes. The discussion also provided them with explicit instruction on certain 

pragmatic aspects of the clip. 

 The studies by Weyers (1999), Herron et al. (1999), and Adair-Hauck et al. 

(2000) discussed here all show the effectiveness of video as an instructional instrument in 

                                                           
8 That is, learners engaged in a discussion of pragmatic features of the video scenes. For the purposes of 
this present study, a teacher-fronted format was used in which the teacher led the discussion in English with 
active participation of students.  
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providing learners with target language samples used in context by native speakers and 

cultural knowledge, thus facilitating the acquisition of pragmalinguistic and sociocultural 

knowledge of the L2. This present study, like those mentioned above, uses video with the 

same objective of helping the learners to acquire the L2 pragmatic competence. 

 

1.7 Summary of chapter and outline of the dissertation  

Pragmatic competence is arguably an important part of communicative 

competence; however, little attention is directed toward its acquisition process by 

researchers. Kasper and Schmidt (1996) state strongly the need for longitudinal studies in 

the area of acquisition of pragmatic competence. They agree that these types of studies 

are “sorely needed” and have “the greatest potential for uncovering developmental 

patterns in learners’ acquisition of pragmatic competence” (p. 153). This chapter began 

with a statement of the focus of this investigation: the effectiveness of video, 

metapragmatic discussion, and pragmatic instruction on the acquisition of L2 pragmatic 

competence by learners in a fourth-semester university level course. It examined 

interlanguage pragmatics and the development of communicative competence within the 

field of second language acquisition. Next, views of different researchers that compare 

L1 and L2 acquisition of pragmatic competence were discussed. More research in L2 

advice was reviewed, comparing the way advice is performed in other cultures with the 

way it is done in the American culture. Next, different studies on the teaching of L2 

pragmatics in the language classroom were discussed. The chapter concluded by 

presenting studies that use video and metapragmatic discussion in language classrooms to 

lend support to the present investigation.  

Chapter Two discusses the major formulations of Speech Act Theory (SAT). The 

theoretical frameworks used for this study are also discussed, which are the Politeness 
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Theory of Brown and Levinson (1987) and support for explicit instruction. The chapter 

concludes with the presentation of the research questions. 

Chapter Three presents an outline of the research methodology used in this study. 

It begins with a description of the subjects, data collection instruments, and procedure. 

Then an overview of the three groups and a framework of the data analysis are presented. 

Finally, results of the interrater reliability of coding are reported. Chapter Four reports 

and discusses the results of the present study. Chapter Five presents the conclusion of the 

study with a discussion of the findings, strengths, and limitations of the study, and 

suggestions for future investigations. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

Literature Review 

 

 In relation to communicative competence in L2 classrooms, sociolinguistic and 

pragmatic issues are important in developing pedagogy. In the past, the pedagogical 

emphasis was on the teaching of grammatical accuracy to the exclusion of pragmatic 

aspects. The result was learners’ and teachers’ disappointment and frustration because, in 

spite of the learners’ relative mastery of the grammar, they still lacked the ability to 

express themselves appropriately without offending native speakers and to understand 

native speakers when they spoke to them. The pragmatic failure in L2 learning generated 

much interest in the field of ILP. This chapter provides theoretical and empirical 

background pertinent to the present study of acquisition of L2 pragmatic competence in a 

classroom setting. It further discusses ILP and several other related issues, followed by an 

overview of empirical speech act studies. Because SA behavior is often considered to be 

related to speakers’ politeness concerns, the Anglo-Saxon and Spanish concepts of face 

and politeness are also discussed and compared. Finally, the research questions of the 

present study are presented and discussed.  

 

2.1      Pragmatics 

 A number of fields within and outside of cognitive science contribute to the 

domain of linguistic pragmatics. These include linguistics, philosophy, sociology, 

cultural anthropology, cognitive psychology, and rhetoric. Pragmatics is concerned with 

the use of language in the context of social life; however, as a theory of meaning it has a 

much longer history than is usually acknowledged, dating back as far as the 17th century 

Enlightenment Movement (Marmaridou, 2000). For instance, Locke (1975[1689]) 
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develops the concept of individuals’ freedom to construct their worlds of ideas (human 

knowledge) by linguistic means in his Essay Concerning Human Understanding. In that 

revolutionary essay, Locke stipulates that human beings construct their representation of 

the world in language use. Hobbes (1998[1651]) identifies and studies SA types within 

the context of his political philosophy, while Hume (1967[1739]) analyzes the SA of 

promising. Modern pragmatics thus evolved into two mainstreams from the works of 

such scholars as those mentioned above and others like Reid (1969[1785]), Garnier 

(1852), and Bréal (1991[1879]). The first mainstream, American pragmatism, is 

represented in the semiotic philosophical tradition of Peirce and Morris in the 1930s and 

the second, English ordinary language philosophy, is represented by Wittgenstein and 

Austin in the 1950s. It was developed by Searle into a theory of speech acts and 

intentionality and by Grice into a theory of meaning and communication.  

             In the field of ILP, the term pragmatics has been used largely to refer to SAs. 

Pragmatics has been defined differently by several authors according to their theoretical 

inclination, as discussed below. 

 Mey (2001: 6) defines pragmatics as “the use of language in human 

communication as determined by the conditions of society.”  The users of language are 

social beings who, according to Mey, depend on society’s premises to communicate 

using language. This area of linguistic research examines language as it is actually used 

by speakers to carry out their objectives within their limitations and abilities. 

 According to Leech (1983: 15), pragmatics is “the study of meaning in relation to 

speech situations.” He distinguishes grammar, which deals with static, abstract entities 

such as sentences and propositions, from verbal acts or performances that take place in 

particular situations at particular times. Verbal acts, he says, generate “utterances.” But 

he points out that these utterances are not verbal acts themselves but merely the products 
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of the verbal acts. Pragmatics studies the meaning of these utterances relative to speakers 

or users of the language. An utterance can vary from one word (No!) to one sentence or 

more. For Leech, the study of sentence meaning is semantics. 

 A definition that sums up that of Mey and Leech is one proposed by Crystal 

(1985), who states that “Pragmatics is the study of language from the point of view of 

users, especially of the choices they make, the constraints they encounter in using 

language in social interaction and the effects their use of language has on other 

participants in the act of communication” (p. 240). It entails communicative actions of 

SAs, different types of discourse, and speech events in their sociocultural context. 

Pragmatics is divided into two components by Leech (1983) and Thomas (1983): (a) 

sociopragmatics and (b) pragmalinguistics. Leech (1983) describes sociopragmatics as 

the sociological interface of pragmatics. This description refers to the social perceptions 

underlying participants’ interpretation and performance of communicative action. 

Researchers like Blum-Kulka & House (1989), Olshtain (1989), and Takahashi & Beebe 

(1993) have pointed out that speech communities differ in the degree of imposition of 

particular communicative acts, their assessment of the social distance and social power 

between a speaker and a hearer, and their rights and obligations. Thomas (1983) also 

points out that sociopragmatics is largely about social behavior, which makes it difficult 

to teach in the classroom.  

 Pragmalinguistics, on the other hand, refers to specific linguistic resources for 

conveying communicative acts and relational or interpersonal meanings. Such resources 

include linguistic forms that either soften or intensify the communicative act and 

pragmatic strategies. 
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2.2       Speech Act Theory  

 Speech Act Theory (SAT) describes how language can be used to do (emphasis 

mine) things instead of merely commenting on the state of the world. A typical utterance 

is one that is usually thought of as either merely stating a fact, as in “John goes to school 

three days a week,” asking a question as in “Is there life on Jupiter?” or acting as some 

sort of a command as in “Don’t be angry.” These three sentences do not contain the 

power to do anything on their own even though they have the potential to effect change in 

the world. In contrast, SAT describes sentences whose very utterance makes things 

happen. For instance, a couple is not married until the pastor utters the words, “I 

pronounce you man and wife”. These words are what actually cause the union to occur. 

Another example is a worker becoming unemployed immediately after his boss tells him, 

“You’re fired!” This phrase, once uttered, causes the employee to lose his job. In both of 

these situations, it is the act of saying the phrase that is important. In order for these 

utterances to have effect, however, certain felicity conditions must be met. These felicity 

conditions are essential to SAT and are discussed in the next section. 

 Goffman (1974) defines SAs as frames with a conventional meaning or intent, 

such as requests, apologies, orders, and advice. SAT originated from John L. Austin’s 

work in the 1940s and 1950s, which he published in 1962 as a book entitled How To Do 

Things With Words. John R. Searle (1969, 1979), who had studied under Austin in the 

1950s, further developed and codified the theory. The emergence of SAT is attributed to 

a direct reaction to the philosophical tradition of logical positivism and to its 

verificationist approach to linguistic meaning (see Levinson, 1983). The approach claims 

that if a sentence can be verified, or objectively assessed as true or false, then that 

sentence is said to be meaningful. In this light, truth-conditional semantics considers 

sentences to be true if they correctly describe states of affairs and false if their description 
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is incorrect. Austin, an Oxford philosopher, was among the first to disagree with this 

approach in a series of lectures in which he argued that sentences like (1) to (4) are used 

to do (emphasis mine) certain things and not to describe correctly or incorrectly the states 

of affairs: (1) I apologize; (2) I sentence you to ten years of hard labor; (3) I bet you 

sixpence it will rain tomorrow; (4) I give my word. He labeled these acts of betting, 

apologizing, passing sentence, and promising as speech acts because they are performed 

through speech. Speech acts, after they are performed, can change the world into a new 

reality. For example, after a sentence is passed on an accused person, it dramatically 

changes the world of that person. Sentences like those above are referred to by Austin as 

performative sentences. He further observes that even though these utterances cannot be 

assessed as true or false, they depend on appropriate circumstances or conditions in order 

to take effect. He calls such conditions felicity conditions (FC).  

 

2.2.1  Felicity conditions  

 Austin points out that since performative utterances are basically acts people 

perform in saying something, they may be successfully performed or they may go wrong. 

He then describes the following conditions that must hold in order for an act to be 

successful or felicitous: 

1. (a) A conventional procedure must exist with a conventional effect which means 

the procedure will include the uttering of certain words by certain individuals in 

certain circumstances (Austin, 1962). 

(b) The participants, roles, and the circumstances in a given case must be 

appropriate according to the specifications of the procedure. 
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2. The execution of the procedure should be done by all participants  

(a)  correctly, and 

(b)  completely (for instance, a bet must be accepted to be a bet; both people must 

say “I do” to become married). 

3. Participants must have the exact thoughts, feelings, and intentions that the 

procedure requires and if certain actions are specified, then the relevant persons 

must perform them. 
 

 These conditions are viewed by Austin as rules and the violation of any of them 

renders the performative utterance “unhappy.” For instance, if a judge faints in the 

middle of rendering a verdict, then 2(b) is violated. If a lady shows up in a marriage 

ceremony as the bride while the truth is that she is already married, 1(b) is violated. 2(a) 

is violated if, for example, a priest performing a baptism ceremony forgets to pour the 

holy water on the forehead of the baby. The act is said to be “infelicitous” or 

unsuccessful. Because the priest has not complied with the baptism procedures, the baby 

will not be considered baptized. 

 Drawing on Austin’s ideas, Searle (1969) proposes a number of conditions that 

have to be met in order for an act to be performed “successfully and non-defectively.” 

The first is the sincerity condition; that is, each SA contains a proposition and an 

illocutionary force that expresses the psychological state of the speaker. The second is the 

essential condition, which is the speaker’s linguistic goal, and the third is the direction of 

fit, that is, the relation of the speaker’s words to the state of the world. The table below 

shows Searle’s (1979: 44) felicity conditions for the SAs of request and promise. 
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Table 2.1      Felicity conditions on requests and promises 
 
     Conditions Directive [Request] Commissive [Promise] 
1.  Preparatory Condition H wants to perform A. S is able to perform A. 

H wants S to perform A. 
2.  Sincerity Condition S wants H to do A. S intends to do A. 
3.  Propositional Content  
     Condition       

S predicates a future act A 
of H. 

S predicates a future act A 
of S. 

4.  Essential Condition Counts as an attempt by S 
to get H to do A. 

Counts as the undertaking  
by S of an obligation to do  
A.  

S = speaker      H = hearer       A = action 

 A number of researchers have challenged the efficacy of Searle’s felicity 

conditions. Reiss (1985) argues that comprehension of verbal acts is based on the control 

of the instrumental functions and design of speech acts as devices and not on a set of 

rules like Searle’s felicity conditions. Trosborg (1995) also points out that Searle’s theory 

is based on a “logic of obligation and authority” that is not universal to all societies. An 

example is giving a command. According to Searle, if the speaker has authority over the 

hearer and the hearer is under obligation to the speaker, only then is a command 

felicitous. This view, however, does not account for commands among social equals such 

as members of the same family. 

 According to SAT (Austin, 1962; Searle, 1969), a speaker also performs certain 

actions in making an utterance that are characterized by a specific force. These actions 

are said to consist of three types of linguistic acts, namely:  

(a) Locutionary act: The conveyance of a propositional meaning; in other words, the 

act of saying something that has a meaning; 

(b) Illocutionary act: The performance of a particular language function; that is, 

saying something by means of some kind of conventional force associated with it 

either explicitly or implicitly; 
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(c) Perlocutionary act: The production of certain intentional consequential effects on 

the participants or the speaker or other persons.  

 The locutionary act conveys the literal meaning of the utterance while the 

illocutionary and perlocutionary acts serve to change the conditions in which the sentence 

is uttered. In explaining the difference between the three acts, Austin (1962) uses the 

utterance: He said to me “Shoot her!” The locution is basically the literal meaning of the 

two words “shoot” and “her.” The illocution has the force of urging, ordering, advising, 

etc.: He urged me to shoot her. “Shoot her” is therefore an utterance that contains an 

illocutionary force ordering the hearer to shoot. The perlocution persuades, forces, or 

frightens the hearer into performing the action: He persuaded (made, got, etc.) me to 

shoot her. 

 

2.2.2 The concept of an illocutionary act  

 Searle (1969) views a SA as an illocutionary act that results from the production 

of a sentence under certain conditions. Performing illocutionary acts is engaging in a 

rule-governed form of behavior, according to Searle. He distinguishes between two kinds 

of rules. Regulative rules regulate a pre-existing activity whose existence does not 

depend on these rules; for instance, the rules of etiquette regulate interpersonal 

relationships. Constitutive rules constitute and also regulate an activity whose existence is 

dependent on the rules. Searle cites the example of the game of football where the rules 

not only regulate the game but they also define it. The following conditions are deemed 

necessary for the performance of illocutionary acts: essential conditions; propositional 

content conditions; preparatory conditions; and sincerity conditions. These conditions 

have already been discussed above. Searle (1979) also points out that the illocutionary act 

has an illocutionary point or purpose that corresponds to the speaker’s intention; that is, 
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an utterance counts as a certain kind of act (e.g., a representation of something or an 

attempt to get the hearer to do something).  

 Austin (1962) groups the following classes of utterances into five categories 

according to their illocutionary force: verdictives; exercitives; commissives; behabitives; 

and expositives. This classification reveals families of related and overlapping speech 

acts, as Searle (1969, 1975, 1976, 1979) details. Austin then also proposes five major 

categories for SAs based on the illocutionary point of the act and its “fit” with the world. 

These categories are illustrated below with examples of the SA verbs in Spanish and 

English: 

1. REPRESENTATIVES 

decir, insister, quejarse de, jurar (que), deducir 

      state, insist, complain, swear, deduce 

2. DIRECTIVES 

sugerir, mandar, invitar, advertir, aconsejar  

      suggest, order, invite, warn, advise 

3. COMMISSIVES 

prometer, ofrecer, negar, amenazar, garantizar 

      promise, offer, refuse, threaten, guarantee 

4. EXPRESSIVES 

                                          agradecer, disculparse, felicitar, dar la bienvenida a  

      thank, apologize, congratulate, welcome 

5. DECLARATIONS 

nombrar, nominar, maldecir, bautizar, excomunicar 

name, nominate, curse, baptize, excommunicate 

                                                             [examples of verbs from Hardin, 1999: 31] 
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 The function of assertives (in the past referred to as “representatives”) is to 

convey information. Speakers commit themselves to the truth of the expressed 

proposition. Language is used to tell how things are; that is, a words-to-world fit. The 

illocutionary point of directives is to direct the hearer to do some future action by using a 

world-to-words fit. This concept means the speaker uses language to get the hearer to do 

something, as in requesting, pleading, advising, etc. Commissives are used to commit the 

speaker to some action in the future. The direction of fit is world-to-words. On the other 

hand, expressives have no direction of fit but merely express the feelings and attitudes of 

the speaker. Haverkate (1984) defines expressives as acts that establish a particular 

interpersonal relation between the speaker and the hearer. Lastly, declarations bring about 

changes in the world through utterances, as in declaring war, nominating a presidential 

candidate, marrying two single people, firing a worker etc. The making of declarations 

usually happens within an institutional context like government, employment, and 

religion. The direction of fit is both world-to-words and words-to-world without the 

expression of a psychological state. 

 The SA of giving advice, which is the focus of the present study, falls into the 

category of directives. In a study using Spanish and English data, Haverkate (1984) 

divides this category into two: impositives and nonimpositives. SAs such as requests and 

orders, which influence the hearer to perform an action for the benefit of the speaker, fall 

into the impositive group while nonimpositives are those SAs such as advice, 

recommendation, and warning, whose results primarily benefit the hearer. 

 

2.2.3 Direct and indirect speech acts  

 Speech acts can also be classified based on the directness of an utterance. 

According to Levinson (1983), SAs are either direct or indirect. He defines a direct SA as 
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one in which the illocutionary force is built into the structure of the sentence. For 

instance, with the utterance “Stop talking!”, the hearer understands the illocution in the 

utterance to be a directive without much difficulty or misunderstanding. Austin refers to 

these SAs as explicit performative sentences that he describes as direct and unambiguous 

expressions. He uses the word “implicit,” for those performative sentences that are 

ambiguous and deniable in terms of which act they are interpreted to be, depending on 

the situation open to the hearer. Searle (1979) describes an indirect SA as one performed 

using a structure that can be interpreted as a different act. The utterance, “It is hot in 

here,” may be interpreted as a request to turn down the heat or put on the air conditioner. 

It could also be a complaint if it were said emphatically or repeated. Indirect acts, 

therefore, depend on factors like mutually shared linguistic and non-linguistic 

background information, hearers’ inferential abilities, and the context where they are 

made in order to interpret the meaning of the speaker’s utterances. On the other hand, the 

structure of direct acts basically conveys the illocutionary force. 

 Searle (1975) proposes two types of indirectness in SAs: conventional and 

nonconventional. Conventionally indirect SAs are those whose force is conventionally 

associated with specific sentence patterns. Thus, their force, even though it can be 

calculated, is not. These utterances acquire conventional use while keeping their literal 

meaning. Searle (1979: 36-39) outlines in detail six groups of indirect forms, such as 

those that refer to the speaker’s wish “I hope you’ll do it” and those that address the 

hearer’s ability “Aren’t you going to eat your cereal?” On the other hand, the 

illocutionary force of non-conventionally indirect utterances is not conventionally 

associated with any particular sentence patterns and, for that reason, it has to be 

“calculated” (Grice, 1975). Using Searle’s (1975) example, when X says to Y, “Let’s go 

to the movies tonight” and Y replies, “I have to study for an exam,” X needs to go 
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through a calculation process to reach the conclusion that Y’s response is mainly 

intended to reject X’s proposal, rather than assert that the person has to study. The 

meaning of this kind of indirect act is largely context-embedded.  

 Searle and other researchers such as Brown & Levinson (1978, 1987) and Leech 

(1983) argue that the main motivation for using the conventionally indirect utterances is 

politeness, especially with directive and commissive verbs. These conventions, such as 

asking about someone’s ability (e.g., can you….?) or expressing one’s wishes (e.g., I 

hope / I would like….) facilitate communication between speakers and hearers. 

Furthermore, Cooperative Principles (Grice, 1975) that call upon participants to 

cooperate in order to make interactions effective and efficient also help hearers to 

interpret indirect directives. Another mechanism, contextualized conventions, allows 

specific meanings of the indirect utterances to be interpreted by other means that have 

nothing to do with the linguistic encoding of that particular SA. 

 Haverkate argues that SAs are not just direct or indirect. He proposes a continuum 

of directness. If an utterance falls at the indirect end of the continuum, it means the hearer 

needs more background information to interpret the illocutionary force and respond to it. 

Figure 2.1 below is adapted from Haverkate (1979: 105).    

 
Direct                                                                                                                                                                                                 Indirect 
  
 
 1                                                         2                                                 3                                                    4         
a) Cierra la puerta.                         a) Quisiera que se                          a) ¿Está cerrada la puerta?             a) Hace un frío tremendo aquí. 
   (Close the door.)                           cerrara la puerta                               (Is the door closed?)                       (It’s terribly cold here.) 
                                                         (I would like the door  
                                                          to be closed.) 
 
b) ¿Podrías cerrar la puerta?            b) Es necesario cerrar….               b) ¿Está abierta la puerta?  
    (Could you close the door?)         (It is necessary to …….)                (Is the door open?) 
 
c) Quisiera que cerraras la puerta. 
   (I would like you to close the door.) 
 
                                                                                                                                                        Adapted from Haverkate (1979: 105) 

Figure 2.1 Continuum of directness / Indirectness in Spanish requests 
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 The strategies under #1 in Figure 2.1 are at the part denoting most directness on 

the continuum. They specifically request the hearer to perform the action of closing the 

door, while the strategy under #4, the most indirect part of the continuum, simply 

comments on the condition of the place, thus making it very difficult for the hearer to 

interpret the intention of the speaker. Numbers 2 and 3 do not name the hearer, just like 

#4.  Their directness is higher than #4, however, even though they only mention the 

action of closing the door and question it, respectively. Researchers like Koike (1989a), 

Blum-Kulka (1989), and Trosborg (1995) present similar schemas for direct and indirect 

request strategies. 

 

2.2.4 Criticism of Speech Act Theory  

  Various criticisms have been leveled against SAT by a number of scholars such as 

Edmondson (1981), Levinson (1981; 1983), Wierzbicka (1991), Mey (2001), Gajaseni 

(1994), and Geis (1995).  

 One of the criticisms of the theory by Mey is that both Austin and Searle operate 

on the “one sentence, one case principle.” This description means they use sentences that 

are characteristic of the “case” under discussion to illustrate their theory. For instance, 

Mey points out that both Austin and Searle limit themselves to one isolated utterance of 

promising when discussing promises. He argues that when promises are examined from a 

wider perspective, it is seen that the context in which a promise is made is of great 

importance for its status as a promise and for its binding effects. Searle’s (1975) work on 

indirect speech acts attributes differences in indirect speech forms from one language to 

another to conventionalized idiomatic expressions. This view, however, was criticized by 

Wierzbicka (1991), who argued that the general mechanisms for indirect SAs are usually 

motivated by cultural norms, and they are culture-specific, not universal. Gajaseni (1994) 
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also points out some of the theory’s weaknesses. He states that the theory is limited in its 

application to conversation analysis because it focuses only on the speaker’s intention 

and beliefs while certain utterances like promises or bets are cooperative acts and, for that 

matter, cannot be performed by only one person. Moreover, he argues that the nature of 

communication depends greatly on the interaction between speaker and hearer. Gajaseni 

also makes the argument that SA analysis is mainly based on intuitive claims about 

isolated utterances. He points out that a stream of speech is frequently segmented into 

these isolated words and taken out of context. The theory, then, cannot explain how an 

utterance like “Well done” can be interpreted as either a compliment or a sarcastic 

remark. 

 

2.3 Theoretical framework   

This investigation uses two theoretical frameworks. One of them is the Politeness 

Theory of Brown and Levinson (1987), which provides a basis for analysis of the SA of 

advice produced by the Spanish L2 learners in this investigation. The other is the 

Noticing Hypothesis, which provides a basis for studying the role of conscious processes 

in L2 acquisition.   

 

2.3.1 Politeness Theory  

Reflected in language because of their very nature, politeness phenomena are 

generally considered to have the status of universal principles of human interaction. 

Gumperz (1987) observes that societies everywhere show these same principles at work 

but quickly adds that what counts as polite may differ from group to group, from situation 

to situation, or from individual to individual. Politeness can be expressed verbally and 

non-verbally. The present study focuses only on linguistic politeness; that is, the ways 

 48



people express politeness verbally through their use of language. The Politeness Theory 

proposed by Brown and Levinson (1987) is considered one of the most influential and 

comprehensive politeness models to date for the analysis of SA realization and various 

factors that can affect it. Many ILP and cross-cultural pragmatics researchers have used it 

to analyze the SA behavior of NSs and NNLs. The present study also finds it a very 

useful tool for analyzing the SA advice. The theory provides an insight into underlying 

cultural rules as well as social variables that affect different ways of giving advice.  

The push to study politeness as a research object in linguistic pragmatics was 

initiated by H.P. Grice’s (1975) seminal paper “Logic and Conversation.” He proposed a 

Cooperative Principle (CP), a principle which arose out of his belief that natural language 

does not diverge from formal logic; instead, speakers converse in a maximally efficient 

way by making use of background knowledge and “flouting” or violating a maxim in 

order to convey meaning through an implication. The fundamental assumption of the CP 

is that communication is primarily a cooperative activity. Grice (1975: 45) states the CP 

as follows: “make your conversational contribution such as is required, at the stage at 

which it occurs, by the accepted purpose or direction of the talk exchange in which you 

are engaged.” This principle contains four maxims, which are guidelines that 

interlocutors follow when they are communicating with others in the most effective ways 

possible. They include:  

   MAXIM OF QUANTITY 

1. Make your contribution as informative as required; 

2. Do not make your contribution more informative than required.  

   MAXIM OF QUALITY 

1. Do not say what you believe to be false; 

2. Do not say that for which you lack adequate evidence. 
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   MAXIM OF RELATION 

   Make your contribution relevant. 

   MAXIM OF MANNER 

   Be perspicuous, and specifically: 

1. avoid obscurity; 

2. avoid ambiguity; 

3. be brief; 

4. be orderly. 

Conversational maxims (Grice, 1975: 45-46) 

Grice points out that additional maxims might be needed to account for other 

aspects of language use. He then cites the politeness maxim as one of those maxims. The 

citing of politeness as an additional maxim prompted researchers to pay attention to 

linguistic politeness (Lakoff, 1973, 1979; Leech, 1977, 1983; Edmondson, 1979, 1981). 

All these researchers, however, view politeness in terms of maxims or rules in 

accordance with the concept of the Gricean maxims. The different approach to politeness 

proposed by Brown & Levinson (1978; 1987) is noted to have “proven to be the most 

influential proposal, extremely powerful in its generation of research and controversy” 

(Kasper, 1996c: 1). In postulating their theory, Brown & Levinson (1978; 1987) presume 

the validity of Grice’s (1975) CP for the use of language. These maxims are very 

pertinent to this investigation on acquisition of advice because an advisor is assumed to 

be knowledgeable in the area where advice is being sought. Because of that assumption, 

the advisor has authority over the advisee. Advisees, therefore, expect advisors to give 

them advice that is truthful and relevant to their problems.  
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2.3.1.1 Face 

The concept of face forms the basis of Brown and Levinson’s politeness 

framework. Kasper (1996) points out that the fundamental assumptions of this theory are 

a Weberian view of communication as a purposeful-rational activity, combined with 

Goffman’s (1967) concept of face, an individual’s publicly manifest self-esteem. 

Goffman (1967: 5) defines face as a self-delineated image in terms of self-approved 

social attributes. According to Goffman, individuals in interaction use a pattern of verbal 

and non-verbal acts through which they express their view of the situation and the actors 

involved. He adds that the pattern may be conscious or unconscious. The social value of 

that individual’s interactive practices is defined by the pattern others assume that the 

person has taken during a particular contact. Goffman (1971: 138f) points out that 

participants are assumed to adopt as a global interactional strategy, “the diplomatic 

fiction of the virtual offense, or worst possible reading.” Therefore, face is constantly at 

risk. Brown & Levinson (1987: 61) expand on this definition by pointing out that “face is 

something that is emotionally invested, and that can be lost, maintained, or enhanced and 

must be constantly attended to in interaction.” In general, people cooperate (and assume 

each other’s cooperation) in maintaining face in interaction. Such cooperation is based on 

the mutual vulnerability of face. Basically, for Brown and Levinson, face is the 

individual’s public self-image and they assume that each speaker comes into any 

conversation with two kinds of face:  

(a) Negative face: This construct represents the desire of people not to have their 

actions impeded by others and it allows distance and a preservation of status. 

(b) Positive face: This concept represents the expression of solidarity and the 

desire to have one’s values approved by others. 

 51



Acts like apologies, advice, suggestions, requests, thanking, and compliments are 

inherently face-threatening and require the use of politeness strategies to minimize that 

threat. Brown and Levinson refer to these acts as face-threatening acts (FTAs), and they 

are softened or intensified by the interlocutors according to their evaluation of the 

situation and the hearer. The researchers further outline five main strategies that range 

from avoiding the FTA altogether to carrying it out in different ways. In performing a 

particular SA, speakers first have a choice to make: they can do the act or avoid it. If they 

choose to do the act, they may go on record (baldly or without redress) or may speak off 

record using hints, rhetorical questions, irony, metaphor, etc. An on record strategy of 

doing an FTA can be achieved without a redressive action or by adopting either one or 

the two kinds of redress, namely positive politeness and negative politeness. There are 

three on record face-saving strategies. The first is performing an FTA baldly or without 

redress, which involves doing the FTA in the most “direct, clear, unambiguous and 

concise way possible” (e.g., “Do X!”). The second is performing the FTA with a 

redressive action that addresses the hearer’s positive face (i.e., positive politeness) and 

the third is doing an FTA with a redressive action that satisfies the hearer’s negative face 

(i.e., negative politeness).  

Positive politeness strategies stress closeness between speaker and hearer by 

confirming or establishing a common ground, referring to desirable attributes in the 

hearer or using in-group identity markers such as vocatives (e.g., mami ‘Mom’, patron/a 

‘Boss’) or markers of affection (e.g., diminutives like oye, mueve tu coche, por favorcito. 

‘Hey, move your car, pretty please [please + diminutive suffix – ito],’ from Curcó, 1998: 

155).  

On the other hand, negative politeness strategies are seen when the speaker 

assures hearers that their negative-face wants are recognized and respected by the speaker 
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and that their freedom of action will not be impeded. Hence, negative politeness is 

characterized by “self-effacement, formality, and restraint,” as described by Brown and 

Levinson (1987: 70). Examples of positive politeness strategies are showing deference to 

hearer’s social identity (e.g., Doctor ‘Doctor’, Maestro ‘Teacher’), asking for forgiveness 

before making a request (e.g., Perdone la molestia, pero me podría ayudar a sacar mi 

maleta del coche ‘Excuse the bother, but could you help me remove my bag from the 

car?’), and using indirect formulae (e.g., ¿Quieres sentarte aquí? ‘Do you want to sit 

down here?’). The fourth face-saving strategy is an off record strategy in which “there is 

more than one unambiguously attributable intention so that the actor cannot be held to 

have committed himself to one particular intent” (1987: 69). Linguistic realizations of 

this strategy include metaphors, rhetorical questions, ironies, tautologies, 

understatements, and all kinds of hints. The fifth face-saving strategy is to avoid 

performing an FTA completely. Figure 2.2 has a detailed schema of all the five possible 

strategy choices that speakers can use to deal with FTAs.   
 

Lesser 
                     1. Without redressive action, baldly 
         
                                           On record                                            2. Positive Politeness 
           Do the FTA                      With redressive action   
                                           3. Negative Politeness 
        4. Off record 
 
          5.Don’t do the FTA 
 
 
Greater 

 (Estimation of risk of face loss) 

Figure 2.2 Possible strategies for doing FTAs (Brown and Levinson, 1987: 60) 

Brown and Levinson (1987) point out that these strategies, along with their 

specific realizations, are potentially available to persons in any culture as rational means 
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of dealing with the face of others. They argue that the more an act threatens the speaker’s 

or hearer’s face, the more the speaker will want to choose a higher-numbered strategy. 

In assessing the seriousness of FTAs, Brown and Levinson (1987: 73) point out 

that speakers take into consideration three factors: the variables of social distance (D); 

relative power (P); and absolute ranking (R) as perceived by the interlocutors. These 

variables, they argue, contribute to the seriousness of an FTA and, consequently, to the 

determination of the level of politeness with which an FTA will normally be 

communicated. They derive this conclusion by devising a formula that assesses the 

weightiness of an FTA. They point out that acts such as giving advice and orders are 

essentially threats to the hearer’s face, while apologizing and confessing pose threats to 

the speaker’s face. Requests and offers, however, tend to threaten the face of both 

participants. The weightiness of an FTA is thus calculated in the following equation: 

 

(2.1)  Wx = D(S,H) + P(H,S) + Rx  

Wx          => Numerical value that measures the weightiness of the FTAx  

D(S,H)    => Value that measures the social distance between S and H 

P(H,S)     => A measure of the power that H has over S 

Rx           => A value that measures the degree to which an FTAx is rated an   

                                 imposition in that culture 

 

It is assumed that each of the values shown above can be measured on a scale of 1 

to n, where n is a small number. Wx is therefore the total sum of the three variables; 

namely, distance, power, and rank of imposition.  

The variable D is defined as a symmetric social dimension of similarity or 

difference based mostly on an assessment of the frequency of exchange of material and 
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non-material goods, face included, and also interaction. The variable P, an asymmetric 

social dimension of relative power, is the extent to which hearers can impose their desires 

and face needs on those of the speaker. The third variable R is defined by the degree to 

which cultural and situational impositions that interfere with the negative and positive 

face are ranked. Generally, there are two rankings for negative FTAs: impositions 

according to the expenditure of services (provision of time) and of goods (non-material 

goods like information and face payments). Regarding FTAs against positive face, the 

ranking is based on a calculation of the amount of “pain” that is inflicted on the hearer’s 

face by examining the hearer’s own desired self-image and that presented by the FTA. 

According to Brown and Levinson (1987), the variables P, D and R are context-

dependent for the simple reason that their values can be changed by speakers’ behavior, 

linguistically or otherwise. The researchers give a scenario of a bank manager who might 

be assigned a high rating of power regarding his professional status at the bank vis-à-vis a 

low rating for a common worker in the bank. They point out, however, that power may be 

reversed when the common worker represents his union, sits on a jury trying the 

manager, or pulls out his gun.   

In arguing for a universal theory of politeness, Brown and Levinson (1987) 

propose universality of face that, they say, is describable as two kinds of basic wants. 

They acknowledge that although its content may differ in different cultures and societies 

with regards to the exact limits of personal territories, both the speaker’s and hearer’s 

mutual knowledge of face and the social necessity to orient themselves to it in spoken 

interaction are universal. 

Much criticism of Brown & Levinson’s theory has centered on their notion of 

face. In Goffman’s (1967) original concept, face is said to be a public property “on loan” 

to the individual from society and a negotiable outcome of social interaction. In adopting 
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the concept, however, Brown & Levinson modified it to represent an individual’s 

unalienable possession that can be threatened but not taken away. Critics have argued that 

its individualistic orientation clashes with cultural orientations outside the Anglo-

American society, where face is associated predominantly with a recognition of 

interactants’ status in social hierarchies (Ide, 1989; Matsumoto, 1994). 

 

2.3.1.2 Other approaches to politeness  

The conversational contract approach proposed by Fraser and Nolen (1981) 

represents the most global perspective on politeness. Their concept of politeness refers to 

comporting oneself in consonance with the rules of the conversational contract at any 

given moment of the interaction. They argue that the contract has two types of terms: (a) 

specific and (b) general. The specific terms include, for instance, the kinds of SAs that 

are permitted and their content. These are maintained because of the particulars of the 

conversation. For instance, a child does not normally authorize the parent to do 

something. The general terms govern all ordinary conversations and are usually not 

negotiated; e.g., speaking the same language, waiting for one’s turn, and speaking 

sufficiently loudly. Using language appropriately is more or less equivalent to acting 

politely, according to their theory. In differentiating politeness in this broad sense from 

the aspect of linguistic activity where speakers deliberately express respect and 

appreciation, Fraser (1990) follows Goffman (1971) in referring to politeness as 

deference. 

Another approach completely denies the role of face in a theory of politeness. The 

supporters of the politic behavior approach, like Watts (1989), argue that politeness is not 

motivated by face concerns but rather is located in the larger context of politic behavior, 

described as a linguistic activity that serves to establish and maintain interpersonal 
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relationships. Gu (1990), arguing from the perspective of Chinese politeness, points out 

that politeness is better seen as adhering to social norms rather than as attending to the 

face wants of individuals. 

Leech (1983) proposes a Tact Maxim, which states that maximizing benefit to the 

hearer and minimizing cost to the speaker will usually result in politeness. In other words, 

tact is the need of participants to save and enhance face mutually. Leech (1977) points 

out that the more tactful a directive is, the more indirect and circumlocutionary it is. 

Thus, its role is to regulate interpersonal relationships by providing support and empathy 

and preventing offense. Lakoff (1977) proposes three rules of politeness from the 

speaker’s point of view: (a) don’t impose; (b) offer options; and (c) encourage feelings of 

camaraderie. She lists the basic strategies of politeness as distance, deference, and 

camaraderie, and points out that politeness supersedes any other strategy, even at the cost 

of intelligibility.  
 
Less polite / more explicit 
  
 Habla. ‘Speak’ – informal 

       commands 
 Hable. ‘Speak’ – formal  
 Sugiero que hable. ‘I suggest that you speak’ – suggestion  
 ¿Puede hablar?  ‘Can you speak?’ – request  
 Todo el mundo está callado. ‘Everyone here is silent’ – hint  
 Ø – avoidance  
 
More polite / less explicit 

Figure 2.3 Continuum of Politeness in Spanish (Koike, 1989a: 280) 
 

Koike (1989b) defines politeness as the communication of respect for the social 

relationship between speaker and hearer through use of communicative strategies that are 

recognized by a society as carrying a given illocutionary force. In Figure 2.3, Koike 
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posits the continuum of politeness in Spanish directives based on directness and 

indirectness of the illocutionary force. 

 

2.3.2 The Noticing Hypothesis  
  

The second theoretical framework for the present study is Schmidt’s (1990, 

1993a, 1993b, 1994a, 1994b, 1995) Noticing Hypothesis, which states that conscious 

noticing is a necessary and sufficient condition for converting input into intake in L2 

acquisition. According to Schmidt, intake is the language material that aids acquisition 

and is that part of the input that the learner notices. Schmidt (1995: 20) believes that 

learning requires “awareness at the level of noticing.” This section presents a summary of 

Schmidt’s arguments regarding consciousness in the learning of a foreign language. The 

section also looks at how relevant Schmidt’s model is to teaching pragmatics in an L2 

classroom.  

Consciousness raising (CR) is suggested by Fotos (1993) to precede noticing. CR 

refers to drawing learners’ attention and awareness to formal properties of language 

(Rutherford et al., 1985; Sharwood-Smith, 1981, 1993). The main difference between 

noticing and consciousness-raising is that “noticing has supposed implications for 

language processing and the actual acquisition of linguistic features” (Cross, 2002). 

Schmidt (1990) distinguishes three different senses of consciousness regarding L2 

acquisition: awareness; intention; and knowledge. The first sense, consciousness as 

awareness, embraces noticing. According to Schmidt (1995: 20), “the Noticing 

Hypothesis states that what learners notice in input is what becomes intake for learning.” 
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He further points out that whether a learner deliberately attends to a linguistic form in the 

input or notices it unintentionally, if it is noticed it becomes intake. Intake for Schmidt is 

a necessary condition for L2 acquisition. In the second sense, consciousness as 

intentionality, Schmidt states that learners can deliberately set out to learn something or 

they can learn something incidentally while their primary attention is focused on some 

other goal. The third sense, consciousness as control, states that the actual use of 

knowledge in performance involves conscious processes of selection and assembly. The 

following model proposed by Ellis (1997) helps to clarify Schmidt’s hypothesis and the 

role of noticing in L2 acquisition. 

 
 

Figure 2.4 The process of learning implicit knowledge (Ellis, 1997:119) 

9

Ellis’ model is based on current theories of L2 acquisition in which he presents 

two main stages involved in the process of input becoming implicit knowledge.  The first 

stage is where input becomes intake. At this stage, learners notice language features in 

the input, absorb them into their short-term memories, and compare them to features 

produced as output. Regarding short-term memory, Kihlstrom (1984) suggests that 

consciousness and short-term memory are basically the same and that language features 
                                                           
9 Implicit knowledge is memory-based rather than rule-based, easily accessible, both abstract and 
structured, and can be consciously analyzed. It manifests in naturally occurring language behavior and 
cannot be easily accessed separately from this behavior (Ellis, 1990).  
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must first be processed in short-term memory before they can be stored in long-term 

memory. He adds that features that are not processed into short-term memory or not 

further 

t from 

FL teac

encoded into long-term memory from short-term memory will be lost. The second 

stage is where intake is absorbed into the learner’s interlanguage system. Changes to this 

interlanguage system only occur when language features become part of the long-term 

memory. 

Many theorists like Chomsky (1965, 1986, 1990), Krashen (1982, 1983, 1985), 

Seliger (1983), and Gregg (1984) hold the traditional view that learning a language is 

primarily an unconscious process. This view of subconscious processes led to a shif

hing methods like grammar translation, which stressed the rules and patterns of 

the target language to teaching methods that emphasize interaction and a focus on 

meaning with error correction, focused practice, and little or no grammatical 

explanations. The Natural Approach (Krashen & Terrell, 1983) is a good example. 

Schmidt (1995: 9) counters this view by citing a vast survey of research in 

psychology and cognitive science and  pointing out that there is overwhelming agreement 

among many researchers such as Kilhlstrom (1984), Carlson and Dulany (1985), and Fisk 

and Schneider (1984) that there is no learning without attention. Though Schmidt (1990) 

acknowledges that both conscious and unconscious processes are involved in SL 

learning, he contends that conscious processes are a necessary condition for one step in 

the language learning process and facilitative for other aspects of learning. The one step 

referred to here by Schmidt is “noticing.” Schmidt’s Noticing Hypothesis and its role in 

language acquisition has attracted some support as well as criticism from researchers.  

Ellis (1994, 1997), Lewis (1993) and Skehan (1998) hold the view that noticing accounts 

for the way in which input becomes intake prior to processing and availability for 

integration into a learner’s developing system. Gass (1988) points out that noticing is the 
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first stage of language acquisition, Lynch (2001) characterizes it as an important 

component of successful language learning and Batstone (1994) describes it as “the 

gateway to subsequent learning” (p. 100). Though Sharwood-Smith (1981), Rutherford 

(1987) and McLaughlin (1987) are of the view that an important first step in language 

processing is noticing a feature in the input, unlike Schmidt, they think that noticing a 

feature in input may be a conscious or an unconscious process. They disagree with 

Schmid

ctors to be noticed are likely to be 

defined

t and Frota’s (1986) assertion that “noticing the gap” is in fact a conscious 

process. Ellis (1997) also disputes the claim that “noticing the gap” is a conscious 

process, citing Krashen’s (1982) argument that there are far too many features of 

language for them all to be acquired consciously. 

Schmidt (1993) extends the discussion about consciousness and learning to the 

field of ILP where he focuses on the different ways consciousness may be involved in 

learning the principles of discourse and pragmatics in an L2. He points out that pragmatic 

knowledge seems to be partly conscious and partly accessible to consciousness (p. 23). 

He adds that the role of awareness in L2 learning is also relevant for the learning of 

pragmatics. Then he goes further to make the following points: (a) in order to trigger 

encoding, learners need to notice the specific relevant pragmalinguistic and contextual 

features of an event and for any learning to occur, attention to input is a necessary 

condition; (b) paying conscious attention to linguistic features of the input and attempting 

to analyze their significance in terms of deeper generalizations are both very facilitative; 

and (c) the mere exposure to sociolinguistically appropriate input is not likely to be 

sufficient. He explains that acquisition of L2 pragmatic functions is sometimes opaque to 

language learners because the relevant contextual fa

 differently or may not be salient to learners. He adds that: (d) explicit teacher-

provided information about L2 pragmatics can also play a role in learning if only it is 
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accurate and not based entirely on erroneous native speaker intuitions; and (e) a 

consciousness-raising approach is justifiable (p. 36). 

Though very meaningful, the Noticing Hypothesis is a difficult concept to 

operati

zing the data, Schmidt and Frota compared the two 

sources

learners to TL structures through stress or intonation in teacher talk or color-coding in 

onalize. It is not always possible to tell at what point or stage in the learner’s 

consciousness “noticing” is realized. In this study, it was assumed that learners noticed 

the linguistic and pragmatic forms during the viewing of the video, the metapragmatic 

discussion or the pragmatic instruction. 

Within the field of L2 acquisition, there are studies that support the role of 

consciousness in language learning process. An example is Schmidt’s own acquisition of 

Brazilian Portuguese (Schmidt and Frota, 1986). Schmidt kept a diary of what he had 

noticed through instruction and also recorded his interactions with native speakers during 

a five-month stay in Brazil. In analy

 of data and found a significant association between recorded noticings in the 

form of diary entries and Schmidt’s use of linguistic forms. As such, Schmidt (1990) cites 

these findings as “strong evidence for a close connection between noticing and 

emergence in production” (p. 141).   

Explicit instruction in the current study focuses on those pragmatic areas that 

learners find problematic and confusing or for which they do not have any knowledge. 

Giving explicit instruction in these areas implies drawing learners’ attention and 

awareness to specific pragmatic aspects of the TL. It could also be considered 

consciousness-raising, a concept advanced by Sharwood-Smith (1981, 1993) and 

Rutherford and Sharwood-Smith (1985, 1988). The concept was later modified to input 

enhancement. The concept’s aim is to direct learners’ attention to particular linguistic 

aspects of a TL either through direct teaching of rules or paradigms or by alerting the 
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printed materials. Input enhancement facilitates the acquisition of these pragmatic aspects 

of the TL. This type of instruction is considered formal instruction and Ellis (1990: 130) 

defines

beneficial for both children and adults, and that both intermediate and 

advanc

 it as “direct pedagogic intervention” that “focuses on some specific property of 

the target language and tries to make the learner aware of what the correct grammatical 

use of the form is.”  

In an attempt to find out whether L2 instruction has any effect on language 

acquisition, Long (1983b) reviews eleven studies that examine the effect of formal 

instruction on the rate and success of L2 acquisition. He finds that six of the studies 

conclude that instruction helps, three show that instruction does not help, and two 

produce ambiguous results. Each of these studies used designs that compared learners 

receiving instruction and those experiencing exposure with or without instruction to see 

whether instruction or exposure produced the more rapid or higher levels of learning. 

Long (1983b: 374), based on his review, states that there is considerable evidence to 

indicate that L2 instruction does make a difference. He goes further to claim that 

instruction is 

ed learners benefit from instruction. He also indicates that the type of environment 

does not affect the benefit of instruction, nor do the means by which acquisition is 

measured.      

Researchers since the early 1980s have established that a foreign language 

learner’s development of various aspects of pragmatic competence may be facilitated by 

instruction of pragmatic routines and strategies in the foreign language classroom 

(Kasper, 2001). House (1996) observes that when such instruction is explicit, it appears 

to be very useful to learners because it enables them to develop an awareness and 

understanding of the differences between L1 and L2 pragmatic preferences. Thus, 

according to House (1996: 247) learners can “counteract negative L1 transfer through 
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‘noticing’ (Schmidt, 1993b) and through making attempts to use alternative, more L2 

norm-oriented expressions.” House (1996) compares two sections of a 14-week 

communication course on the use and functional distribution of everyday conversational 

routines taught to advanced German learners of English. One section was provided with 

explicit metapragmatic information and the other section was not. As a result of the 

metapragmatic information that learners of the explicit instruction group received, their 

awareness of preferred L2 practices was raised and they were able to ‘notice’ differences 

between L1 and L2 practices. Based on this evidence from the data, House concludes that 

the explicit instruction group performed better than the other group, especially in areas 

where the pragmatic preferences of the learners’ L1 differed from those of the TL due to 

the learners’ heightened awareness of L1-L2 pragmatic differences. She notes that 

metapragmatic information is essential in counteracting negative pragmatic transfer and 

promot

pragmatic fluency (House, 1996: 249).  

Wildner-Bassett (1994) found that beginning learners of German improved 

considerably in their ability to use routine formulas after having received instruction. A 

pilot study on the effects of instruction on pragmatics was carried out by Tateyama, 

Kasper, Mui, Tay, and Thananart (1997), involving beginning learners of Japanese at the 

explicit instruction while the other received implicit instruction. The instruction was on 

the Japanese pragmatic routine sumimasen ‘Thank you’ and related expressions of 

apologizing and expressing gratitude. Learners were then tested with multiple-choice 

questions and also asked to perform role-plays that were rated by native Japanese 

ing the use of a more varied and more interpersonally potent repertoire of different 

discourse lubricants, discourse strategies, and SA realizations, thus increasing learners’ 

 

University of Hawaii. The learners were divided into two groups; one group received 
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speakers. The results showed that the explicit instruction group outperformed the implicit 

instruction group. The rather notable difference between the two groups was a testimony 

to the e

 (4) activities; (5) social languages; (6) critical framing; and (7) 

transfo

                                                          

ffectiveness of the instruction. 

Gee (2004) argues for a sociocultural perspective on what is involved in literacy 

and language learning at any level for both children and adults. This perspective makes 

two key claims. The first claim states that learners do not learn language primarily at the 

‘level of things’; Rather, they learn one or several different varieties of the TL called 

‘social languages’ (Gee, 1996; 1999a). According to Gee, each social language offers 

speakers or writers distinctive grammatical resources with which to design their oral or 

written ‘utterances’ in order to become recognized by others and themselves as enacting a 

specific socially-situated identity and as engaged in a specific socially-situated activity. 

The second claim is that in social languages, meaning is not something that is ‘stored’ in 

the head and looked up or accessed. Meaning is ‘customized’, built, or assembled when 

and as we speak, write, listen, or read (Barsalou, 1999; Clancey, 1997). In order to 

acquire a social language within a Discourse10 and not just bits and pieces of a language, 

learners need to acquire the following (Gee, 2004): (1) situated meanings; (2) cultural 

models; (3) identities;

rmed practice. 

Every SL learner needs to negotiate new identities as they begin to learn the TL. 

Sociopolitical, sociohistoric, and sociolinguistic circumstances usually help shape 

 
10 The word ‘discourse’ is used by Gee (2004) to mean “ways of combining a specific social language with specific 
ways of acting-interacting-thinking-believing-valuing-feeling, as well as ways of coordinating, and getting coordinated 
by, other people, various tools, technologies, objects, artifacts, and various ‘appropriate’ times and places in order 
to be recognized as enacting a socially-situated identity and an appropriately –related activity.” 
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individuals’ understandings of themselves and the way they relate to the languages in 

their environment. In acquiring the TL, learners will have to construct a range of 

identities to serve specific purposes, memberships and contexts. Such identity kits, 

linguistic repertoires, and routines are designed to make others recognize them and to 

make them effective in their communication practices (Doran, 2004; Miller, 2004; 

Pavlenk

. This process should 

facilitate the development of L2 pragmatic competence by learners. 

2.4 
 

m can facilitate effective acquisition of TL pragmatic 

compet

ues?  

o, 2004)   

This present research unlike much past research intends to help learners construct 

a range of identities by providing them with authentic video, metapragmatic discussion, 

and explicit instruction with role-play activities in the L2 classroom

 

Research questions  

The aim of the present investigation is to determine whether pragmatic 

competence in the Spanish SA of giving advice can be acquired in a classroom 

environment over a period of one fifteen-week semester. The investigation examines 

whether the use of an instructional video, metapragmatic discussion, and pragmatic 

instruction in the classroo

ence by L2 learners. 

With this aim in mind, the investigation attempts to answer two questions:  

1.  How is learners’ production of advice affected by instructional techniq

2.  How do learners react to the use of the three instructional techniques? 
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The first research question attempts to find out which of the following three 

classroom settings or instructional techniques is the most effective, if at all, in helping 

learners acquire pragmatic competence in the oral production of the Spanish SA of 

advice: (a) a traditional teacher-fronted classroom; (b) the viewing of video in a language 

classroom; or (c) a combination of an instructional video, metapragmatic discussion and 

pragmatic instruction. Improvements in pragmatic competence in each of the three 

learner groups are measured and analyzed over a period of one fifteen-week semester. 

The second question seeks to learn the reaction and comments of learners and instructors 

to each one of the above-mentioned instructional techniques in the classroom. Their 

reactions toward these classroom techniques are reflected in the evaluations that were 

done at the end of the semester. These evaluations are analyzed using PROC TTEST 

statistical program and conclusions are drawn based on the results.   

Through analysis and comparison of the oral SA production and also examination 

of the evaluations of the learners in the three groups and their instructors, data are 

obtained to attempt to answer the second research question on how learners react to the 

use of the three instructional techniques. Tape-recorded data of role-play situations on 

advice by learners are examined by two trained Spanish native speakers to see if there are 

improvements in pragmatic competence in the following areas: (a) formulation of 

appropriate Spanish advice head act; (b) use of appropriate linguistic items; (c) use of 

appropriate amount of speech; (d) use of appropriate formality markings; (e) use of 

appropriate level of directness; and (f) use of appropriate politeness. It is the hypothesis 

of this present study that the use of video, metapragmatic discussion, and pragmatic 
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instruction will have the most facilitative effect on the acquisition of Spanish pragmatics 

by L2 learners. The assumption is that learners in this experimental group (Group 1) will 

xperience a significant improvement in their SA pragmatic competence at the end of the 

 with their counterparts in the other two groups. 

will retain the pragmatic 

Chapter Three discusses the framework of analysis, the three learner groups, and 

ent lessons to be used for this investigation. 

 

 

e

fifteen-week semester compared

 

2.5 Summary of chapter  

 Chapter Two reviewed the literature on SAT relevant to this study, followed by 

the two theoretical frameworks for the present investigation. The first framework, Brown 

and Levinson’s (1987) Politeness Theory, serves as the basis for the advice SA lessons, 

data collection, and analysis of the L2 learners’ SA behavior. Schmidt’s (1990, 1993a, 

1993b, 1994a, 1994b, 1995) Noticing Hypothesis is the second theoretical framework 

upon which the metapragmatic discussion and explicit pragmatic instruction are based. 

Unlike Krashen (1981, 1982, 1985), the study assumes that input alone, be it 

comprehensible or not, is insufficient to facilitate the acquisition of L2. Therefore, if 

learners’ attention is drawn to specific features of the TL pragmatics system through 

explicit instruction and metapragmatic discussion, they 

knowledge better. The chapter concludes with the presentation of the two research 

questions for the present investigation. 

 

the treatm
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CHAP ER 3 

cription procedures or methods. Then, a 

amework for the analysis of data is introduced, followed by a discussion of a 

ew liability.  

considered as experimental, consisted of one class of ten learners, while Group 3 (G3), 

T

Research Design 

 

 This chapter presents an overview of the methodology of data collection used in 

this study. In order to answer the research questions posed at the end of Chapter Two, 

data were collected from native Spanish speakers and non-native learners of Spanish on 

their SA production of advice giving. Questions of reliability, replicability, and validity 

are also addressed here. Beginning with a description of the subjects used in the study, 

the different groups into which they were divided, and the rationale for these divisions, 

the chapter then presents the data collection instruments used and the reasons why those 

instruments were chosen over others. The procedures for collecting each type of data are 

detailed, as well as a description of the trans

fr

fram ork for assessing interrater re

 

3.1 Participants in the study   

  The subjects for this study included forty students at the University of Texas at 

Austin who were enrolled in Spanish 312L (a fourth-semester Spanish course), and 

twenty native Spanish speakers from Mexico who did not know English. The forty 

learners were divided into three groups. Group 1 (G1), the experimental group, included a 

total of eighteen students from two classes. One of the two classes was taught by a native 

instructor from Mexico and the other by the investigator, who is a nonnative speaker of 

Spanish. Both of these instructors had been teaching for about 9 years. Group 2 (G2), also 
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considered as the control group,11 comprised twelve learners from two classes. G2 and 

one of the classes of G3 were taught by another native instructor from Mexico with 

nearly six years of teaching experience. The second class for G3 was taught by the 

investigator, who is a nonnative speaker of Spanish. G1 and G3 were formed with two 

classes each in an attempt to increase the number of potential participants because of the 

small size of the classes. These classes were randomly selected and two heritage speakers 

and three learners who had stayed in a Spanish speaking for more than six weeks were 

liminated from the study. 

.1.1 

e

 

3 Rationale for selecting subjects  

 L2 learners of Spanish at the fourth-semester university level were chosen as the 

subject population for this study for the following reasons. First, these learners are 

considered to be generally at the intermediate mid or high level (according to ACTFL 

standards) by the course coordinators at the University of Texas at Austin. As such, they 

are expected to have more or less a given consistency in the Spanish grammar that they 

learned in the first three semesters and also vocabulary knowledge sufficient at least to 

understand and perform basic communicative activities. Even though research in the area 

of ILP has indicated that being grammatically proficient does not make one pragmatically 

competent,12 the literature has not ruled out the facilitative role of linguistic competence 

in the acquisition of pragmatic competence. Olshtain and Cohen (1989) report that “it 

often happens that nonnative speakers are aware of the sociolinguistic need to apologize, 

                                                           
11 Group 3 was not a true control group since there was a slight intervention with the transcript of the 
instructional video given to each learner. Providing the learners with the video transcript, which we 
considered to be minimal input on giving advice, was an attempt to be fair with this group of learners.   
12 Olshtain and Blum-Kulka (1985) observe, “It has been shown repeatedly in the literature that second 
language learners fail to achieve native communicative competence even at a rather advanced stage of 
learning (or acquisition in the natural setting)” (p. 321) . Bardovi-Harlig and Harford (1990) make a similar 
observation in their study involving graduate students.  
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yet because their linguistic competence is limited, they use erroneous language forms and 

produce SAs that sound deviant or even create communication failure” (p. 62). After 

observing that lower-level learners of Spanish had difficulty identifying the illocutionary 

force of suggestions and particular difficulty with negative interrogative suggestions, 

Koike (1996: 275) concludes that it is important to have knowledge of the TL SAs at both 

the grammatical / lexical level and the pragmatic level of use. Furthermore, Bardovi-

Harlig and Dornyei (1998) and Hadley (1993) suggest that pragmatics is best taught and 

acquired when more advanced L2 learners are involved. Following an experiment using 

an alternative second-semester intensive Spanish course for her dissertation project, 

itten (2002) admitted that one of the drawbacks of her study was that the learners she 

 w  limited in L2 proficiency. The second reason for choosing the 

terme

as then given a cover letter stating the 

 whether they had traveled 

outside the US to any Spanish speaking country and how long they stayed there. This 

W

used ere relatively

in diate level course is that the course content includes the SA of giving advice.  

 

3.2 Procedures  

 Before the treatments started, the researcher visited each class and explained the 

purpose of the study to the learners. Each learner w

basic objectives of the study and its benefits to students and to the field of language 

pedagogy. After reading the letter, those who were interested signed it, thus agreeing to 

participate in the study. Some students opted out. 

 Those who agreed to participate in the study were then given a background 

questionnaire [see Appendices A and B] to complete. The questionnaire inquired about 

how many years the learners had studied Spanish in high school and in college, whether 

they were of a Spanish-speaking background, whether they used Spanish outside the 

classroom or not, and how often. Learners were also asked
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in tion was requested to eliminate learners who had stayed in a Spanish-speaking 

country for at least six weeks or more and heritage speakers. 

 Another group of subjects included native Spanish speakers. These native Spanish 

speakers were randomly selected from Monterrey and Linares, a town two hours from 

Monterrey, Mexico. The researcher contacted some of the speakers through friends and 

by visiting la Universidad Autónoma de Nuevo León (UANL), el Instituto Tecnológico y 

de Estudios Superiores de Monterrey (ITESM), and the main bus station in the city of 

Monterrey. Potential subjects were approached at random and asked if they would 

participate in a study. If they showed interest, they were given details of the study and the 

cover letter in Spanish to read. They were also promised to be treated to lunch by the 

researcher or given $5.00 to buy their own lunch after the data collection. Those who 

agreed to participate in the study signed a letter stating they agreed to be videotaped for 

the data and that the video clips, to be used only for academic purposes, would later be 

destroyed. Even though many of those who agreed to participate turned down the offer 

for lunch or the $5.00, some did accept the offer. Before the recording started, the 

speakers were asked to complete a background questionnaire, which sought information 

on their knowledge of English and their contact with native speakers of English in 

Mexico or outside the country. The objective was to get as much info

forma

rmation as possible 

n the degree of influence the individuals might have gotten on their language as a result 

er English speaking cultures.  

gathering of data through everyday observations of natural spoken interaction and 

o

of contact with American culture or oth

 

3.3 Data collection instruments   

 The collection of data for the study of SA behavior is generally realized via two 

kinds of methodologies; namely, ethnography and elicitation. Ethnography involves the 
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techniques generally used are observations and interviews. In elicitation, on the other 

hand, the researcher uses instruments such as discourse completion questionnaires and 

le-pla

akahashi, 

989a;

nse, and the range of formula. Thus, both approaches have positive and 

gativ

ro ys to collect speech data.  

 Labov (1972) notes that the ideal data are those that are derived from observation 

of people using language who are unaware that they are being observed. Data of that 

nature reflect the actual use of language. Several researchers, however, have expressed 

their concerns about the amount of time needed, the inability to control the variables 

involved, the low frequency and situational dependency of certain SAs, the difficulty of 

comparing and generalizing the findings, and the potential bias of recording the data 

(Fraser, Rintell, and Walters, 1980; Olshtain and Cohen, 1983; Beebe and T

1  Larsen-Freeman and Long, 1991; Hartford and Bardovi-Harlig, 1992).  

 As a result of these criticisms of the ethnographic approach, most researchers rely 

on elicitation techniques. Advantages associated with the elicitation approach include: (a) 

it can be used to obtain a large amount of data in a short period of time; (b) it can help 

create initial classifications of semantic formula and strategies occurring in natural 

speech; (c) it allows the study of the norms of socially acceptable behavior; (d) the 

researcher can control for specific variables of the situation; and (e) it can be used to 

search for features of universality and culture-specificity in speech act behavior (e.g., 

Beebe and Cummings, 1985; Olshtain and Blum-Kulka, 1985; Wolfson, 1989a). In spite 

of the many advantages of this approach, researchers such as Wolfson, Marmor, and 

Jones (1989) and Beebe and Cummings (1985) have questioned its ability to reflect real 

SA behavior, seen for example in the actual wording of utterances, the number of turns, 

the length of respo

ne e aspects. 
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 The present study combines both the ethnographic and elicitation approaches, 

under the assumption that the combination will yield richer data. Therefore, two 

ethnographic methods are used here: interviews with instructors and course evaluations 

by both students and teachers. In addition, the elicitation technique of the discourse role-

play instrument (DRPT) is used. This method best suits this study because it allows for 

the collection of more realistic data through oral role-plays. Oral data are the most 

ppropriate since the objective of this study is to measure the development of L2 

er  period of one academic semester. 

tion, and requires them to write what they would say in that situation (Brown, 

CSARP WDCT item constructed to elicit a request is seen in 

a

learn s’ pragmatic competence over a

 

3.4 Instruments for elicitation   

 Despite the fact that the assessment of pragmatic proficiency is a relatively new 

area, at least six types of instruments for elicitation have been tested to date (Brown, 

2001). They include (a) written discourse completion tasks; (b) multiple-choice discourse 

completion; (c) oral discourse completion; (d) discourse role-play; (e) discourse self-

assessment; and (f) role-play assessments. Among these six, the written discourse 

completion task (WDCT) is the most frequently used (see Kasper & Dahl, 1991) to 

gather empirical data in the field of ILP. The WDCT was first used by Blum-Kulka 

(1982) to study native and nonnative speaker requests in Hebrew. This instrument 

became widely known after its first systematic and extensive use in 1989 as the primary 

method of data collection in the Cross-Cultural Speech Act Realization Project 

(CCSARP). A WDCT is any instrument that asks learners to read a written description of 

a situation, which usually includes factors like setting, participant roles, and degree of 

imposi

2001). An example of a C

(3.1): 
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 (3.1)    At the University 

s. 

 

                   Ann missed a lecture yesterday and would like to borrow Judith’s note

                   Ann:     

                   Judith: Sure, but let me have them back before the lecture next week. 

iscouraging oral production. Moreover, because of too much time 

s draw

sonance with the instructional video used 

 

                                                                                        [Blum-Kulka et al., 1989: 14] 

  WDCTs are easy to administer because of their written format and control of 

variables, which allows for large-scale group testing. The main disadvantage associated 

with this instrument is that participants are required only to understand and produce 

written language, thus d

at their disposal and lack of another person with whom to interact, learners often produce 

stereotypical answers.  

 The DRPT instrument was used for this study for several reasons. First, since the 

goal of the study is to measure the development of pragmatic competence by learners, the 

most efficient way to get naturalistic data is through oral role-play. Oral production 

allows the participant little time to think about stereotypical answers, in contrast to 

written discourse completion tasks. Like the other instruments, however, this one also has 

it backs. Data must first be audio or video recorded and then transcribed. Rating the 

data could be cumbersome and expensive if the researcher must hire and train such raters.  

 Four situations in the DRPT instrument were designed to elicit the SA of advice 

from the participants. The situations were created in an open-ended format without a slot 

or prompt to guide the participants. These situations were designed to reflect the three 

variables of social distance (D), power (P), and rank of imposition (R) from Brown & 

Levinson’s (1987) Politeness Theory.  The goal was to create varying degrees of 

weightiness or estimated risk of face loss in con
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for this study. Of the four situations, two involved one peer to another and the other two 

reflected one authority figure to a subordinate.  

 The posttest and delayed posttest situations retained the same number of 

tuations and format; however, some small changes were made to each situation to avoid 

eir utterances from previous tests. 

themselves with a Sony tape recorder. G2 and G3 took the same tests as G1 

efore and after the treatments to guarantee a fair analysis and comparison among these 

advice. The context, topic, and certain variables like power, distance, 

lays would contain short sentences, commands, and few pragmatic strategies 

si

effects of the learners remembering th

 

3.5 Data collection procedure    

 All participants in the present study role-played the four test situations and 

recorded 

b

groups.  

 

3.6 Pretest, posttest, and delayed posttest  

 Each learner in the three groups was asked to take a pretest at the start of the 

semester before treatments began (see Appendix C). The test contained role-play 

situations that were recorded with a tape recorder. All the situations required the same 

function of giving 

and rank were altered in each situation to increase or decrease the degree of face threat to 

both participants.  

 The recordings were done during the class periods of the participating students. 

There were two classes in which a few learners did not finish all four situations due to the 

fact that the instructor provided only fifteen minutes for recording. These participants 

then were given the opportunity to complete the tasks in the next class. Learners were 

given a maximum of three minutes for each situation. It was assumed that these recorded 

oral role-p
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due to learners’ low L2 proficiency and lack of pragmatic knowledge of the advice SA in 

Spanish.  

 A posttest was conducted a week after the last treatment. Learners were again 

given four situations but the topics were slightly different to create the impression that 

these test situations were not exactly the same as the previous ones. This practice was 

done to discourage participants from copying the prompts to practice them later. The 

same maximum amount of three minutes was given to learners to role-play the test 

situations. After ten treatments within ten weeks of regular classes, learners were 

expected to show signs of development in pragmatic competence in their L2 oral 

e again changed slightly, to be role-played with the same dyads. This 

elayed posttest was intended to find out how well learners could retain the material that 

ns by the 

production, particularly those in the treatment group. The other groups were also 

expected to show development, but to a lesser degree.   

 A delayed posttest was carried out one month after the first posttest. The 

situations wer

d

they learned.  

 

3.7 Class observations / recordings and treatment evaluations  

 In addition to the recordings of the oral role-play data, other data were gathered 

on the acquisition of advice. The native instructor for the G2 and G3 was given a Sony 

tape recorder to audiotape the lessons in his two classes. The purpose of the recordings 

was to verify that the instructor had followed the instructions that the investigator had 

given him. The investigator, however, was able to be present for all the lesso

native instructor for G1 and therefore had the opportunity to observe the reactions of the 

learners and the metapragmatic discussion that took place during every lesson.  
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 At the end of the semester, instructors and learners were given evaluation forms to 

assess the lessons (see Appendices I, J and K).13 The evaluation form for G1 instructor 

was different from that for G2 and G3. It asked such questions as learners’ reactions to 

the lessons, the level of difficulty, whether the metapragmatic discussions in English 

were helpful, and general comments about the treatments. The form for G2 and G3 

omitted the metapragmatic questions. The learners’ evaluation form contained questions 

about the level of difficulty of the lessons and test situations, how helpful the 

metapragmatic discussions were, and the role the video played in helping with the 

understanding of the speech act in question, with raising or lowering the interest level, or 

 other class work. They were also asked to comment or give feedback about the 

  

following questions to check their 

mpre

with

lessons.   

   

3.8 An overview of the treatments for Group One (G1)  

 The participants in G1 saw an instructional video that contained recordings of 

native Spanish speakers. Eight of the ten video clips used for this group were recordings 

of role-plays on different advice giving situations and the remaining two were recordings 

of a regular counseling class.  These clips have a duration of about two to three minutes. 

All ten clips focused on the SA of giving advice, but the situations were varied so as to 

include different factors and topics. Learners were asked to watch each clip twice. After 

the first viewing, their instructor asked the 

co hension: (a) What happened in this video clip? (b) Who gave the advice and who 

was the receiver? (c) What was the advice about? 

 After a brief discussion of the above questions, the learners saw the clip for a 

second time. A metapragmatic discussion led by the instructor then followed. With the 

                                                           
13 Evaluation form adapted from Lyster (1993). 
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help of a tr

examined by l

were asked to d

 form, and the effect 

(b) 

 effect; 

fferences between  

ociated with that particular 

teacher was given a lesson that included a list of things and questions that had to be 

anscript, the speech of the advisor as well as the reaction of the advisee were 

earners and the instructor, focusing on the pragmatic elements. Learners 

o the following: 

(a) determine whether a formal or informal form of address was being used by 

the native speakers, why it was chosen over the other

it was intended to have on the interlocutors; 

examine the words and expressions used by both advisor and advisee in 

performing this speech act, and their intended

(c) analyze the body language to see whether it added anything to this speech 

act and determine if there were any similarities and di

Americans and the native Spanish speakers; 

(d) compare the utterance that contained the advice with what they thought 

would have been said in the same situation in English.   

 The first viewing focused on the content while the second focused on the form of 

the speech acts. During the metapragmatic discussion, the instructor taught some of the 

sociolinguistic and sociopragmatic rules and structures ass

video clip. The decision to allow the learners to watch each clip twice was made due to 

previous research that shows that L2 learners usually find it difficult to focus 

simultaneously on both content and form (VanPatten, 1989). 

 The metapragmatic discussion was in English; however, learners could respond in 

Spanish if they desired. The reason for this option was to motivate all learners to 

participate freely and actively in the discussion without being hindered by language 

limitations. Since the aim of the discussion was to raise pragmatic awareness in learners, 

the use of English helped learners who otherwise would not have participated. The 
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covered. After the metapragmatic discussion, the instructor gave learners a situation 

similar to that of the video clip they watched and asked them to role-play it with one of 

Ten treatments were administered once or twice a week from weeks 3 to 10 

 

tion. After the paired activity, one or two 

airs were selected to perform the situation before their colleagues in class, depending on 

e time that instructors had at their disposal. 

 

their classmates. Instructors who ran out of time for the role-play activity completed it in 

their next class. 

 

during a fifteen-week semester.  

 

3.8.1 Implementation of the ten treatments  

 Before the first video clip was shown to G1 learners, the investigator gave each 

learner a handout with definitions of some key words, namely pragmatics, sociolinguistic 

competence, gambits, and discourse strategies. The investigator then explained to the 

learners the meanings of these terms and how they were relevant to the study in which 

they were about to participate. The handouts ensured that the explanation was uniform to 

all learners. The instructional video served as a useful L2 pragmatic tool in aiding the 

learners to acquire pragmatic knowledge. The native Spanish speakers in the video are 

assumed to be models of correct Spanish pragmatic use, and their interaction provided the 

learners with rich pragmatic input. In addition, learners and instructors participated in a 

metapragmatic discussion on each video clip that was viewed and the teacher followed up 

with instruction on certain sociolinguistic and pragmatic elements. Learners were then 

divided into pairs to role-play a similar situa

p

th
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3 An overview of the treatments for Groups 2 and 3 (G2 and G3) 

 G2 was shown the instructional video with a transcript while G3 was given only a 

transcript. Neither of these two groups had explicit metapragmatic instruction as part of 

their treatment. The purp

.9 

ose was to compare the acquisition of pragmatic knowledge of 

plicitly teach any sociolinguistic or pragmatic elements related to the 

learners of all 3 groups. 

 G2 saw the same instructional video as G1. In each of the ten treatments, learners 

were shown a video clip twice. After the first viewing, learners were asked general 

comprehension questions by their instructor. Learners who had problems understanding 

the conversation were allowed to ask questions about the clip and the instructor explained 

the meaning of certain difficult words or expressions. They then watched the clip for a 

second time and answered the questions to which they could not find answers in the first 

viewing. The instructor then divided learners into groups and asked them to do a role-

play activity on a similar situation. Some of the learners then performed their speech act 

in front of their colleagues in the class. No metapragmatic discussion was held and the 

instructor did not ex

video or otherwise. 

 G3 had only a transcript of the instructional video, and never watched the video 

itself. Also, like G2, there was neither metapragmatic discussion nor explicit teaching. 

This was to simulate only reading a text to infer pragmatic information. Lessons were 

conducted in the normal manner. During each treatment, learners were paired to read a 

transcript of an advice giving situation. They were then asked some comprehension 

questions in Spanish to check whether they had understood what they read. Learners were 

required to answer the questions in Spanish and the answers were corrected by the 

teacher. Next, the learners were divided into groups and given a situation similar to the 
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one they had read to role-play (see Appendix F). During this time, the teacher walked 

d as participating.  

 with Spanish, the English utterances were 

anscribed in English. The utterances of the learners that were documented included 

s  O).  

 very inappropriate at (1) to 

ompletely appropriate at (5). The intermediate points range from inappropriate at (2), 

ore or less appropriate at (3) through appropriate at (4). 

 

aroun  to ensure that everyone w

 

3.10 Transcription of data  

 The instructional video was transcribed by native Spanish speakers. The 

investigator’s decision to use native speakers from Monterrey, the same city where the 

taping was done gave more validity to the text. The three female transcribers were each 

paid $50. All the pretests, posttests, and delayed posttests were transcribed by the 

investigator with the help of a colleague. In transcribing, the investigator did not correct 

any errors. Where English was used together

tr

pause and repairs (as seen in Appendix

 

3.11 Framework for data analysis  

 The pragmatic competence of the Spanish learners was assessed through 

classification of elements of the advice SA following criteria adapted from Hudson, 

Detmer, and Brown (1995) and Blum-Kulka et al. (1989). The criteria are: use of 

appropriate (a) advice SA; (b) typical linguistic items; (c) amount of speech; (d) 

formality; (e) level of directness; and (f) level of politeness. Learner utterances were 

evaluated by rating these six aspects of pragmatic competence. The raters were trained 

NSs who used a five-point Likert scale ranging from

c

m
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3 Ability to use an appropriate advice speech act  

 Even though learners were aware of the SA in question, NS raters were advised to 

consider and rate the degree to which each response captured the SA of advice. An advice 

utterance may begin with a different SA in an opening sequence, such as, Lo siento, pero 

creo que debes dejar de fumar, ‘I’m sorry, but I think you should stop smoking.’ In spite 

of the apology SA at the beginning, the entire utterance still expresses advice and would 

be considered appropriate by the raters. In a situation in which the utterance was very 

indirect or was intended to introduce a topic without getting to the point, raters still rated 

the utterance on its appropriateness. If they felt that the utterance did not contain an 

advice SA at all, they would rate it as inappropriate or completely inappropriate. If the 

utterance expressed some advice, however, they would have to decide whet

.11.1 

her the advice 

A was completely appropriate, somewhat appropriate, or not appropriate. 

  

at to the 

advisee

usually signal that the message has been received and accepted as part of the ongoing 

S

 

3.11.2 Appropriate use of typical linguistic items  

This category of appropriate use of typical linguistic items includes gambits, 

hedges, adverbial modifiers and hesitators. These items are put under this category 

because they all in one way or the other produce a mitigating effect on words or 

sentences that carry an illocutionary force that could be a potential face thre

 while maintaining the oral interaction between the advisor and advisee.  

Gambits are defined as discourse lubricants or markers used to gain time by 

filling pauses or showing understanding or interest. In rating the typical linguistic items 

in learners’ utterances, NS raters considered the following items under gambits: (i) 

Uptakers: These are items used to refer back to what the speaker has just said. They 
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discourse. They could communicate doubt, surprise, amazement, dismay, sympathy etc 

e.g. Oh my God --- ‘Dios mío’; Oh yeah --- ‘Ah ya yah’; What a shame! --- ‘¡Qué 

lástima!’; Really?--- ‘¿De veras?’ (ii) Clarifiers: These are used to make a communicative 

act more palatable to the hearer, e.g. to tell the truth --- ‘para decir la verdad’; you see --- 

‘ves’; or they are used to draw attention to or to highlight a point, e.g. listen --- ‘escucha’; 

look --- ‘mira’; the point is ---- ‘el hecho es que’ (iii) Starters: They are used most 

commonly in contras and counters. They usually indicate that the speaker has something 

to say, e.g. well --- ‘bueno,’ ‘pues.’ (iv) Aside: These are used to fill potential gaps. They 

are like a self-prompt and often stimulate the hearer to provide the prompt, e.g. Um/uh --- 

‘um, eh, este.’ 

Hedges, for the purposes of this present study, refer to adverbials (not sentence 

ones) used to avoid a direct or precise expression of one’s proposition or message, e.g. 

kind of --- ‘bastante, como’; more or less --- ‘más o menos’; somewhat --- ‘algo. 

Adverbial modifiers are those linguistic items that underrepresent the state of 

affairs denoted in a proposition, e.g. a little bit --- ‘un poquito’; Perhaps --- ‘tal vez,’ 

‘quizá(s)’; or overrepresent the reality in order to increase the force of the utterance, e.g. 

terribly --- ‘terriblemente’; absolutely --- ‘absolutamente.’ They can also be used to 

intensify some elements of the utterance, e.g. very --- ‘muy,’ ‘mismo’; indeed --- ‘ya lo 

creo,’ ‘sí, por cierto.’ 

Hesitators are deliberate malformulations used to impress upon the hearer that 

they have some reservation making the utterance, e.g. Um/erm/eh --- ‘um,’ ‘eh,’ ‘este.’ 

The production of non-typical speech may be due to L2 transfer or the misuse of a 
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particular linguistic item may be due to lack of pragmatic knowledge. Raters were asked 

to ignore grammatical errors. 

 
3.11.3 Appropriate amount of speech used 

 To perform a particular SA, native speakers of every language adjust their speech 

to fit the particular situation (Hudson et al., 1995). For instance, native speakers usually 

include an explanation for a request in both English and Spanish. Some researchers 

believe that variation in utterance length is due to level of proficiency, but others 

disagree. Hudson et al. (1995) claim that there is a degree of individual choice involved 

in how much one decides to say. Rating this aspect of pragmatic competence is very 

difficult because some individual variation is normal. Therefore, the two raters were told 

to consider all of the following according to their native intuitions: (1) the volume of 

information the advisor produces; (2) the context; (3) the type of situation; (4) factors like 

power, distance, and rank; and (5) their native intuitions. When in doubt, raters were 

asked to consult each other or seek a clarification from the investigator.   

 

3.11.4 Formality appropriateness  

 Learner utterances were evaluated for formality distinctions. Formality can be 

expressed through word choice, phrasing, use of titles, and choice of verb forms, as 

shown below: 
 

(3.2)    Pronouns: tú ‘you-informal’ vs. usted ‘you-formal’ 

Possessive adjectives: tu(s) ‘your-informal’ vs. su(s) ‘your-formal’ 

Verbal conjugations: Habla ‘speak-informal command’ vs. Hable  

                                   ‘speak-formal command’ 
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Titles: Señor ‘Mr.’,  Señora ‘Mrs.’, Señorita ‘Miss’, Profesor/a ‘Professor’                     

                                                                                   (examples from Pearson, 2001: 99)  

 The examples in (3.2) show that Spanish has two singular second person 

pronouns that indicate informal or formal relationships. Their adjectival forms (tu, su, 

‘your’) are parallel and they also have separate verbal conjugations (e.g., hablas, habla 

‘you speak’). Furthermore, by using titles like Profesor/a, Doctor/a, Señor/a, ‘Professor,’ 

‘Doctor,’ ‘Mr./Mrs.,’ as opposed to first names and familial titles like tío, mami and papi, 

‘uncle,’ ‘mom,’ ‘dad,’ speakers can show varying levels of social distance. The test 

situations were carefully created to include the three variables of Power, Social Distance 

and Rank of Imposition from Brown and Levinson’s (1987) Politeness theory. The 

content of the videotape and the transcript included distinctions made between formal and 

informal forms of address. In addition, the metapragmatic discussion for the G1 and the 

explicit instruction helped learners to know the pragmatic importance of the formality 

markers in Spanish. Considering the fact that the use of address forms varies considerably 

throughout the Spanish-speaking world,14 the evaluation of formality appropriateness in 

this study followed the data in the instructional video. It is not likely, therefore, that these 

learners would be aware of all the various address forms throughout the Spanish-speaking 

world.  

 

 

 

 
                                                           
14 Several researchers such as Uber (1984, 1985, 1997), Jaramillo (1990), Castro-Mitchell (1991), Rey 
(1994), Blas Arroyo (1994), and Placencia (1997) have shown that pronouns that mark formality and 
familiarity have different distributions among Spanish language varieties. For instance, Uber (1984, 1985) 
found that in Bogotá, Colombia, family members and close friends used usted. This pattern directly 
contradicts the parameters of formality and familiarity that learners acquire through formal course work at 
UT-Austin and the materials and treatments of this project.  
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(3.3) 

                                    Formal                          Informal  
Boss                              Classmates 
Older stranger     vs.     Family members 
Professor                      Friends 
Coach                 

 

  

 

                                                                                                (adapted from Pearson, 2001) 

 

3.11.5 Appropriate level of directness of advice strategy head acts15  

 This criterion of appropriate level of directness of advice strategy head act is an 

adaptation of a classification of request head acts by Blum-Kulka et al. (1989). An advice 

head act, according to the standards of Blum-Kulka et al. (1989), is defined as the 

minimal unit that can express advice, excluding those parts of the act sequence that are 

not essential. Directness16 describes the degree to which speaker intent is apparent from 

the utterance and is considered by Blum-Kulka et al. (1989) to be a pragmalinguistic 

category. Following Blum-Kulka’s coding scheme, the advice strategies in this study 

were divided among nine different types, as shown in Table 3.1 below.          

 According to this scale of directness of advice strategies, raters determined to 

what extent a particular advice strategy head act was direct or indirect and rated the level 

of directness accordingly on the Likert scale.  

 

 

 

                                                           
15 A head act is the minimal unit of a sequence that can potentially realize an act (Blum-Kulka et al, 1989) 
excluding those parts of the act sequence that are not essential.  
16 Directness is a property of direct speech acts classified by Brown and Levinson (1987) as unmitigated 
FTAs, that may be justified under unusual circumstances such as emergencies. Blum-Kulka (1987: pp. 131) 
also concludes that direct strategies are often viewed as impolite because ‘they lack a concern with face.’  
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Table 3.1 Advice head act strategies    
 
NO DIRECTNESS STRATEGIES DESCRIPTION AND EXAMPLES 
 
1 

Mood 
Derivable 

The mood of the verb signals a command. 
Stop smoking. 
Break up with him. 
Take a taxi to your work place. 

 
2 

Performative The illocutionary force is explicitly named. 
I am asking you to stop smoking. 
I am asking you to break up with him. 

 
3 

Hedged 
Performative 

The naming of the illocutionary force is modified by 
hedging expressions.   
I would like to ask you to stop smoking. 

 
4 

Obligation 
Statement 

An utterance that states the obligation of the hearer to 
carry out the act. 
You will have to stop smoking. 
You have to….                 You must …. . 

 
5 

 
 
 

D 
 
I 
 

R 
 

E 
 

C 
 

T 
 Want 

Statement 
An utterance that states the speaker’s desire that the 
hearer carry out the act. 
I really wish you would stop smoking. 

 
6 

Suggestory 
Formula 

An utterance that contains a suggestion to do something. 
How about stopping smoking? 

 
7 

 
 
CONVENTIONALLY 

INDIRECT 
Preparatory 
Condition 

An utterance that contains a reference to preparatory 
conditions. 
Could you stop smoking? 

 
8 
 

Strong Hint This type of utterance contains partial reference to an 
object or element needed for implementation of the act. 
You are seriously damaging your lungs and thus 
reducing your life span each time you smoke. 

 
9 

 
 

NON- 
CONVENTIONALLY 

INDIRECT Mild Hint An utterance that makes no reference to the advice 
proper but can be interpreted as advice by context. 
Be like the pope. (The pope doesn’t smoke.) 

 

                                                                                (adapted from Blum-Kulka et al., 1989)  

 

3.11.6 Appropriate level of politeness  

 Some of the elements the raters considered were aspects of formality, directness, 

intonation, syntactic, lexical and phrasal modifiers within the advice head act itself, and 

external modification of the advice head act using supportive moves and alerters. In 

rating an advice utterance, NS Spanish raters had to decide whether it was appropriate or 

polite to use the usted or tú form, names and address terms such as Juan or Dr. Lopez, or 
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attention getters like Perdóneme, ‘Excuse me,’ considering the situation and such factors 

as power, distance, and imposition involved (see Table 3.2).  
 

Table 3.2 Alerter strategies  
 

STRATEGIES DESCRIPTION / EXAMPLE 
Title / Role Doctor ‘Doctor’ 

Señor ‘Sir’ 
Attention Getter Oiga ‘Hey’ 

Perdóneme ‘Excuse me’ 
Hola ‘Hello’  

Family name Señor Doe ‘Mr. Doe’ 
First Name Juan ‘John’ 

 

 They also examined closely lexical downgraders and upgraders that serve to 

soften or intensify the force of the advice. These include: understaters or hedges (Could 

you put a stop to your smoking habit a bit earlier?), politeness markers (please), 

upgraders (Why don’t you put an end to that damn habit [smoking] of yours?) and 

consultative devices (Do you think you could stop smoking?).  

 

Table 3.3 Advice supportive move strategies  
 

STRATEGIES DESCRIPTION / EXAMPLE 
Preparatory Prepares the hearer for upcoming advice 

¿Puedo hablar contigo sobre tu hábito de fumar? “Can I talk to you about 
your smoking habit?” 

Grounder Offers reasons or justifications 
Me ha pasado lo mismo.. “I have been through a similar situation…” 
Como tu mejor amigo, creo que es la mejor cosa que hacer. “As your best 
friend, I feel it’s the right thing to do.” 

Disarmer Removes potential objections 
No vengo aquí para darte la culpa por lo que has hecho. “I am not here to 
blame you for what you’ve done.” 

Empathy Shows a sense of understanding of the hearer’s predicament 
Entiendo cómo te sientes ahora....... “I understand how you are feeling 
now….” 
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 Syntactic downgraders are also included, which involve the use of tense and 

aspect (I wondered if…), and the use of the interrogative and conditional clauses 

(Wouldn’t it be a great idea….?). Lastly, raters focused on supportive moves, which 

mitigate the face-threatening force of advice by preparing the hearer for upcoming 

advice, remove potential objections to the advice, or offer explanations or reasons for the 

advice (see Table 3.3 above).   
 

 
3.12 Reliability of coding / rating   

 Two native Spanish speakers, one a female and one male, both Spanish instructors 

at the University of Texas at Austin, were trained by the investigator on how to rate the 

data. The investigator prepared a training manual for them (see Appendix P) and during 

the training session they were taught how to evaluate the learners for each of the six 

strategies. Each of these raters then rated the recorded role-plays randomly selected from 

each of the three groups of learners. The investigator then took all the ratings of both 

raters and calculated the interrater reliability using the SPSS 11.01 program. The 

correlation coefficient was computed to determine if there were differences between the 

ratings. After the first measurement, the intraclass correlation coefficient between the two 

raters was determined to be 0.72. The raters were asked to do more ratings of sample 

data, and the interrater reliability scores improved. After the sixth sample ratings, the 

scores improved greatly ranging from 0.85 - 0.93, indicating a very high level of 

agreement between the two raters. With such a high interrater reliability on the sample 

data, raters were no longer asked to meet and discuss ratings on which they disagreed. 

Raters were allowed, however, to talk to each other and clarify their understanding of 

certain categories and elements to make sure they were in agreement as they evaluated 
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the data. When the two raters differed in their understanding of a particular pragmatic 

element, they contacted the investigator, who then clarified the issue. The fact that they 

conferred with each other and at times with the investigator whenever they encountered a 

problem while rating and also the high interrater reliability scores (0.85 to 0.93) ensured 

reliability and validity of the findings in this study.  

 

3.13 Statistical analysis  

 In this investigation, two statistical tests, PROC MIXED and PROC TTEST from 

SAS software (SAS Institute, 1999-2000), were used. The probability level of statistical 

significance was p < .05, the standard for the applied linguistics field (Hatch & Lazarton, 

1991). Statistical results that showed probability measures of 0.05 and less were 

considered significant. Where relevant, some marginally significant findings (p < .10) are 

also discussed. 

 The decision to choose PROC MIXED to run the data instead of ANOVA, which 

is most commonly used in linguistics, was based on the fact that these data were collected 

at different intervals over a period of one academic semester from individual learners 

who were divided among three different groups. The PROC MIXED program offers 

greater flexibility for modeling repeated measures data like the pre-, post- and delayed 

posttests used in this study because it was developed from the perspective of a “mixed” 

statistical model with both random and fixed effects (Singer, 1998). Therefore, the 

rationale for choosing this procedure over ANOVA is threefold. First, this program 

provides a mechanism for modeling the covariance structure associated with the repeated 

measures. Second, it can analyze data with missing values without discarding an entire 

subject’s data (Littell, Milliken, Stroup, & Wolfinger, 1996). Some learners missed class 

during some of the recording sections and others left one or two situations unfinished due 
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either to lack of time or other unknown reasons. Third, it is capable of handling a 

situation in which each subject is measured at different times and time intervals. 

 The PROC MIXED generates two results relevant to this investigation that show 

the significance of differences among the three groups of learners. The first is the Test of 

Fixed Effects that provides information on the effect of the group, role, and peer 

variables. The Test of Fixed Effects analyzes the overall interaction among these variables 

on the pre-, post- and delayed posttests for the differences among the groups as they 

change over time. Table 3.4 shows an example of the output from the Test of Fixed 

Effects for the use of appropriate expressions in advice among the three groups. 
 
Table 3.4 G1, G2, and G3 Tests of Fixed Effects for appropriate use of expressions 

in advice  
 

POSTTEST  
Den 

DF 
 

F Value 
 

Pr > F 
Group 15.3 1.66 0.2220 
Peer 21.1 4.60 0.0438 

 
EFFECT 

Group*Peer 18.4 2.95 0.0772 

 

Chapter 4 discusses the significant results. For instance, the significant effect for 

the peer variable for using appropriate pragmatic expressions in advice is reported as f = 

21.1, df = 4.60, p < .05. The results indicate that the advice of learners differ significantly 

depending on whether they are advising a peer or a non-peer.  

The second result that PROC MIXED generates is the Least Squares Means, 

which produces a result for each of the testing intervals (pretest, posttest and delayed 

posttest) as well as the performance of the groups on all tests. Table 3.5 shows the output 

from the Least Squares Means for the use of expression in advice by the three groups. 
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Table 3.5  Least Squares Means for the use of appropriate expressions in advice 
among G1, G2, and G3 
 

  
Estimate 

Standard 
error 

 
df 

 
t Value 

 
pr > |t| 

Group 1 1.1747 0.2714 13.7 4.33 0.0007 
Group 2 0.4987 0.3866 17.5 1.29 0.2139 

 
EFFECT 

Group 3 0.4965 0.3355 14.5 1.48 0.1604 

 

 The results of the Least Squares Means are reported using the same format as 

those of the Test of Fixed Effects. For instance, G1 significantly improved in the use of 

appropriate expressions in giving advice over G2 and G3 (df = 13.7, t = 4.33, p = .0007). 

Last but not least, PROC TTEST was also used to analyze the evaluations by learners of 

the lessons that were conducted during the treatment period. 

 

3.14 Summary of chapter 

 Chapter Three provided a detailed description of the research design used in this 

investigation. The characteristics of the subjects and how they were selected were 

discussed. Different data collection instruments and the procedure that was used to 

collect and measure the data were reviewed. The rationale for choosing the DRPT 

instrument for this present study was also discussed. An overview of the treatments for 

the experimental and control groups was given, followed by a discussion of the data 

transcription. Then the framework of analysis was outlined, along with each of the six 

pragmatic strategies that were rated by trained NSs. The rating procedure was described 

and the results of the interrater reliability test reported. Finally, the rationale for choosing 

two statistical tests, namely PROC MIXED and PROC TTEST, from SAS software to 

run the data was explained. Chapter Four presents the results of the data analysis. 
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CHAPTER FOUR 
 

Results and analysis 
 

In this chapter, the data collected are presented and discussed with regard to the 

effect of the instructional video, metapragmatic discussions, and pragmatic instruction on 

second language learners’ acquisition of pragmatic competence in the Spanish SA of 

giving advice. The following sections (4.1 to 4.6) contain the results of the PROC 

MIXED tests of the data that are used to evaluate the acquisition of Spanish pragmatic 

competence in giving advice by L2 learners. Answers are sought to the research questions 

stated in Chapter Two of this investigation: (1) How is learners’ production of advice 

affected by pragmatic instructional techniques? (2) How do learners react to each of the 

three instructional techniques? The six strategies described in Chapter Three that were 

used in rating the pragmatic competence of each learner’s Spanish advice SA are 

examined and discussed here. These pragmatic strategies include: (1) the appropriate 

advice SA; (2) typical linguistic items; (3) amount of speech; (4) formality; (5) 

directness; and (6) politeness. This chapter also reports the results of the analysis of the 

effect of pragmatic instruction and metapragmatic discussion by comparing the advice 

SA output of all three groups. The effectiveness of the use of an instructional video alone 

is also analyzed by comparing G2 with G3. The third analysis directly relevant to this 

investigation focuses on the effectiveness of combining the instructional video, pragmatic 

instruction, and metapragmatic discussion techniques in a classroom environment. The 

results in this chapter show that the combination of the three instructional techniques can 

be an effective way to help students acquire the pragmatics of giving advice in Spanish. 

The results also show that an instructional video alone could be helpful but is not as 

effective as a combination of the three techniques mentioned above. Section 4.7 
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summarizes the analysis of the Spanish learners’ SA of giving advice and the effects of 

the treatment, and draws conclusions on whether or not the procedures used in this 

research to help L2 learners acquire TL pragmatics were effective. The evaluation forms 

from both the teachers and learners about the lessons contain responses that are discussed 

and analyzed in Sections 4.9 and 4.10. Section 4.11 summarizes the evaluation results 

and Section 4.12 presents a summary of the contents of the chapter.  

 

4.1 Giving advice 

The sections that follow discuss the learners’ acquisition of pragmatic competence 

and analyze the effects that the three techniques of the instructional video, the 

metapragmatic discussion, and the pragmatic instruction had, if any, on the development 

of the learners’ pragmatic competence. In examining the pragmatic competence in the 

expression of advice SAs of each individual learner, six pragmatic strategies were 

quantitatively measured over a period of one academic semester. To address the first 

research question, a quantitative analysis of each group is performed and is used to 

compare the groups, followed by a linguistic analysis to seek support for the quantitative 

findings using the six pragmatic elements, namely, appropriate advice SA, typical 

linguistic items, amount of speech, formality, directness, and politeness. A statistical 

analysis was conducted on the posttest and delayed posttest data of the three groups using 

the pretest data as the baseline data. The results of these three groups compared in the 

sections that follow show growth of pragmatic competence or lack thereof regarding each 

of the six strategies mentioned above. Also, the results for each strategy show which type 

of situation did better than the other: a peer to peer situation (PtoP) or an authority to 

subordinate (AtoS) situation. A PtoP situation for the purposes of this present study is 

one that has characteristics of minus power, minus distance, and minus rank, such as a 
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friend advising another friend or a colleague advising a fellow colleague. An AtoS 

situation for the purposes of this present study is one that is characterized by +power, 

+distance and +rank. A teacher advising a student or a boss advising an employee are 

examples of this type of situation. The peer variable in the Tests of Fixed Effects refers to 

both the PtoP situations and the AtoS situations. A significant improvement, therefore, in 

the peer variable in the Tests of Fixed Effects means a number of things: (1) significant 

improvements in both the PtoP and AtoS situations; (2) significant improvement in the 

PtoP situations alone; or (3) significant improvement in AtoS situations alone. The Least 

Square Means scores indicate whether the significant improvement is in the PtoP or AtoS 

situations or both. Usually when there is no improvement in either type of situation, the 

group results are not shown. Likewise, when there is improvement in both types of 

situations, the individual group scores are not shown. 

 

4.2 Appropriate use of the Spanish advice speech act  

The following sections examine the Spanish advice SA by the three groups of 

learners in giving advice. In order to measure their improvement over one fifteen-week 

semester, the Spanish advice head act is examined first. An advice head act is the 

minimal unit that can realize an advice act, excluding the non-essential parts of the act 

sequence. The following examples of advice head acts (4.0, 4.1, 4.2, and 4.3) are taken 

from the NS video transcript, which was used as an instructional tool for G1 and G2:  

(4.0) Te aconsejaría que no fumaras ya más... ‘I would advise you-

INFORMAL not to smoke any longer ...’ 

(4.1) Lo importante es que no pierdas tu trabajo. ‘What is important is that you-

INFORMAL don’t lose your-INFORMAL job.’ 
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(4.2) Pues vete al trabajo. ‘Well, leave-INFORMAL COMMAND for work.’ 

(4.3) Tienes que darte otra oportunidad... ‘You-INFORMAL have to give 

yourself-INFORMAL another opportunity….’  

Upon examining the posttest data of the three groups on the appropriate use of the 

Spanish advice head act, the results of the Test of Fixed Effects (the overall interaction 

among the group, role and peer variables on the pre-, post- and delayed posttests to show 

the differences among the groups as they change over time) in Table 4.1 show that the 

peer variable effect (the effect on the learner’s advice depending on whether the learner is 

advising a peer or non-peer) is significant (df = 12.9, F = 6.00, p < 0.029). A significant 

score is an indication that learners either improved significantly in performing the peer 

situations or the non-peer situations or both using this strategy (see Table 4.27). The 

group variable effect (the change in the advice performing ability of all the groups) and 

the interaction between the group and peer are not significant on the posttest. The delayed 

posttest data, however, do not show any significant variable effect for any of the three 

variables; namely group, peer, and group*peer, as shown in Table 4.1 below. 
 

Table 4.1 Tests of Fixed Effects in the use of Spanish advice head act for G1, G2 and G3 
 

POSTTEST DELAYED POSTTEST  
 

f Value 
 
p 

 
f Value 

 
p 

Group 1.45 0.2745 0.94 0.4166 
Peer 6.00 0.0295 0.00 0.9919 

 
EFFECT 

Group*Peer 1.60 0.2421 0.94 0.4268 
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4.2.1 Group 1 vs. Group 2 

A comparison of the posttest17 data on the appropriate expression of the Spanish 

advice head act for the two groups shows the Least Squares Means for both G1 (t = 2.96, 

p < 0.019) and G2 (t = 2.90, p = 0.0095) to have improved significantly after the 

treatments. This significant improvement in G1 is attributable to the three instructional 

technqiues; namely, the instructional video, metapragmatic discussion, and pragmatic 

instruction to which learners were exposed. Even though G2 did not have any pragmatic 

instruction or metapragmatic discussion, the results also indicated an improvement in 

these learners’ appropriate use of the Spanish advice head act. This improvement could 

be due to their exposure to the instructional video or the role-play advice situations that 

were done in class as part of the treatment. G3’s result is compared with that of G1 in the 

next section. 
 

Table 4.2 Least Squares Means in Spanish advice head act use for G1 and G2  
  

POSTTEST DELAYED POSTTEST  
 

t Value 
 
p 

 
t Value 

 
p 

1 2.96 0.0197 1.96 0.0884  
GROUP 2 2.90 0.0095 0.44 0.6623 

  

Examples 4.4, to 4.9 are some of the appropriate advice head acts that learners in 

both G1 and G2 used in the posttest. These advice head acts communicate to the advisees 

what they need to do for their own benefit considering the situations in which they find 

themselves. The statistical analysis of the posttest data shows that these learners 

improved in their use of advice head act strategies. The result for G1 was not surprising 

                                                           
17 A posttest was conducted after the tenth and final treatment was administered to G1, G2, and G3. The 
posttest consisted of four advice situations. The posttests resemble the pretest situations but are slightly 
modified. 
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because learners were expected to be able to recognize and use these advice head acts 

with very little difficulty after watching the video, participating in the metapragmatic 

discussions, receiving the pragmatic instruction, and doing the advice role-plays. What 

was interesting was how well G2 did in the posttest because these learners were exposed 

only to the video and the role-plays in class. This finding led to two conclusions: (1) the 

metapragmatic discussion and pragmatic instruction did not have any meaningful impact 

on learners’ intake and input of the Spanish advice head act; and (2) the instructional 

video could be an effective tool for the acquisition of this feature because both groups 

improved significantly in the posttest. 

Excerpts of posttest data for G1: 

(4.4) Nadia: Yo recomiendo que tú no tomes cerveza (Situation 1) ... ‘I 

recommend that you don’t drink beer…’ (advising a best friend who drinks a lot 

of alcohol) 

(4.5) George: Pues, tal vez (<necesites) necesitas ah ir al... doctor y uh y pedir 

uh Prozac (Situation 3) .... ‘Well, maybe you need to go to the doctor and ask for 

Prozac…’ (advising a friend who shows signs of serious depression) 

(4.6) Sarah: Amigo, es importante que dejes (< de) beber alcohol18 (Situation 

1).... ‘Friend, it is important that you stop drinking alcohol…’ (advising a best 

friend who drinks a lot of alcohol) 

Excerpts of post-test data for G2 

(4.7) Dan: Pues, necesita ah hacer bien y sacar buenas notas en la escuela 

porque... (Situation 2) ‘Well, you need to do well and get good grades in school 

because...’ (advising a student on what career to choose) 

                                                           
18 Corrections of errors in learners’ responses are presented in parentheses. 
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(4.8) Loni: Blair, necesitas erm estudiar y...no..pens...piensas (< pensar) erm 

sobre (< en) tu novio (Situation 2).... ‘Blair, you need to study and not think about 

your boyfriend.... (advising a student on what career to choose) 

(4.9) Blair: No beba (< bebas) y no vayes (< vayas) a la calle seis, y necesitas 

(< ser) paciente19 (Situation 1)... ‘Don’t drink and don’t go to the Sixth Street, 

and you need (< to be) patient ….’ 

In analyzing the appropriate use of the Spanish advice head act in the delayed 

posttest20 data for both G1 and G2, the statistical results in Table 4.2 show that the Least 

Square Means for G1 (t = 1.96, p < 0.0884) improved marginally while G2’s 

improvement (t = 0.44, p < 0.6623) was non-significant. The marginal improvement (p < 

0.08) of G1 indicates that the learners’ ability to use the appropriate the Spanish advice 

head act in giving advice declined somewhat. This result could be because the ten 

treatments given were not sufficient to constitute intake.21 The Least Square Means for 

G2 (p < 0.66) in the delayed posttest shows a score that is not significant. This drastic 

reduction in the ability of learners in G2 to use the appropriate Spanish advice head act in 

giving advice is an interesting observation. The poor performance could be attributed to 

one or all of the following factors: the lack of metapragmatic discussion; pragmatic 

instruction; or insufficient treatments. Because G1 performed better than G2, it is 

therefore possible that the two factors of metapragmatic discussion and pragmatic 

instruction helped learners in G1 to retain more Spanish advice head act pragmatic 

knowledge. 

 
                                                           
19 It is difficult to interpret the last part of the sentence. The word order hints that there might be a missing 
verb. The verb ser is what the learner probably wanted to use because it would make the sentence 
meaningful. 
20 A delayed posttest was administered to learners of the three groups in the last week of the semester, a 
month after the posttest was administered. 
21 That part of input that becomes internalized for second language development. 
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4.2.2     Group 1 vs. Group 3    

A statistical comparison of the posttest data for the use of appropriate Spanish 

advice head act for G1 and G3, as seen in Table 4.3, shows the Least Square Means for 

G1 to be significant (t = 2.96, p < 0.019) and while the results for G3 (t = 0.47, p < 0.645)  

are not significant. The poor performance of G3 could be largely attributed to the lack of 

instructional video viewing because that factor had an effect in G1 and G2. Also, 

metapragmatic discussion and instruction could have made a difference if learners had 

been exposed to them. An analysis of the transcripts of G3 learners indicates that many of 

them either did not know how to construct the Spanish advice head acts or were 

handicapped by their lack of grammar and vocabulary knowledge. For instance, Bran, 

playing the role of a college advisor giving advice to Holly about what major to choose 

for her career, simply continued asking her questions, as in 4.10 below: 

(4.10)   Bran: Um, um ¿qué..? ‘Um, um what?’ (Responding to Holly who says 

she does not know whether to major in literature, government, communications, 

or anthropology because she likes all of them) 

Holly then goes on to tell him that she likes animals, to which Bran produces the question 

in 4.11: 

(4.11) Bran: Um ¿qué, qué tipos erm qué tipos de notas erm recibir (< recibes 

en) tus clases? ‘Um, what, what types um what types of grades um do you (get) in 

your classes?’ 

Holly tells him she gets As in all her classes and Bran continues to question her: 

(4.12)  Bran: ¿En todas las clases um con o con todos los subjects (< cursos)? 

‘In all the classes or with all the courses?’ 
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Finally, Bran tells Holly: 

(4.13) Bran: No sé um no sé que (< si) um debes trabajar en un trabajo que 

tiene (< tenga) todos los aspects (< aspectos) sujetos (< de las asignaturas), um 

pero no sé (< conozco) un trabajo que um que tiene (< tenga) todos. ‘I don’t 

know um, I don’t know if um you should work in a job that has all the aspects of 

the subjects, um but I don’t know a job that um has all.’ 

Bran was not able to formulate a Spanish advice head act after repeatedly asking Holly 

for information that could have helped him to do just that. What he finally did was to give 

advice by using implicature (4.13). 
 

Table 4.3   Least Squares Means in the use of Spanish advice head act for G1 and G3 
 

POSTTEST DELAYED POSTTEST  
 

t Value 
 
p 

 
t Value 

 
p 

1 2.96 0.0197 1.96 0.0884  
GROUP 3 0.47 0.6459 -0.10 0.9199 

 

In the delayed posttest, the Least Square Means scores for G1 show marginal 

improvement in the appropriate expression of the Spanish advice head act while the 

scores for G3 show very poor performance. The fact that learners in G3 were not exposed 

to the video, metapragmatic discussion, and pragmatic instruction seems to have 

contributed to this weak performance. G3’s poor performance in the delayed posttest was 

expected. G1’s marginally significant performance was noted, indicating that their gains 

in the posttest were not sustained over the longer term subsequent to the treatments.  
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4.2.3    Group 2 vs. Group 3 

There is a notable difference when the Least Square Means scores in the posttest 

data for G2 and G3 are compared on appropriate expression of the Spanish advice head 

act. G2 (t = 2.90, p = 0.0095) improved significantly at the end of the ten treatments 

while G3 (t = 0.47, p = 0.6459) did not. The main difference between these two groups 

was the instructional video. Learners in G2 watched this video of native Spanish speakers 

performing the SA of advice in different situations while G3 had only the video transcript 

that served like a traditional textbook. Table 4.4 below shows the Least Square Means 

scores in both the posttest and delayed posttest data. 
 

Table 4.4   Least Squares Means in the use of Spanish advice head act for G2 and G3 
 

POSTTEST DELAYED POSTTEST  
 

t Value 
 
p 

 
t Value 

 
p 

2 2.90 0.0095 0.44 0.6623  
GROUP 3 0.47 0.6459 -0.10 0.9199 

 

The Least Square Means score in the delayed posttest for G2 indicates a statistically 

non-significant improvement in the expression of an appropriate Spanish advice head act 

by the learners. These learners performed poorly probably because they were exposed to 

an insufficient amount of input from the video. The academic schedule could only permit 

a limited amount of class time to be used for this purpose and a regular curriculum would 

probably not allow any more time to be devoted to only one SA. There also could have 

been more improvement if learners had had metapragmatic discussions and pragmatic 

instruction, as shown in Table 4.2. G3 produced a highly insignificant result, which was 

not surprising considering the fact that learners in this group were not exposed either to 

the video, the metapragmatic discussion, or the pragmatic instruction. 
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 4.3    Appropriate typical linguistic items used in advice 
 
Under this category the appropriate use of typical linguistic items like gambits, 

hedges, adverbial modifiers, and hesitators are examined. For purposes of this present 

study, gambits include uptakers, clarifiers, starters, and asides, which are exemplified in 

Table 4.5 below. These are discourse markers used to establish, maintain, and end oral 

interaction (see chapter 3 for details).  

Another group of linguistic items included here are hedges. These are adverbial 

phrases used to avoid a direct or precise expression of one’s proposition or message (see 

examples in Table 4.5). 

Adverbial modifiers constitute the third group of linguistic items analyzed in this 

category. They underrepresent or overrepresent the state of affairs denoted in a 

proposition. They can also be used to intensify some elements of the utterance (see 

examples in Table 4.5).  

Last but not least, hesitators are also included in this category. These are 

deliberate malformulations used as discourse strategies. Even though they may have the 

same form as the aside of gambits, their function is different. The production of non-

typical speech may be due to L2 transfer or the misuse of a particular linguistic item may 

be due to lack of pragmatic knowledge. Raters were asked to ignore grammatical errors. 
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Table 4.5   List of typical linguistic items in a Spanish advice speech act 
 

  Type  Examples from English Spanish equivalents 
 
Uptakers 

Oh my God 
Oh yeah! 
What a shame! 
Really? 

Dios mío 
¡Ah ya yah! 
¡Qué lástima! 
¿De veras? 

Clarifiers To tell the truth 
You see 

Para  decir la verdad 
Ves  

Starters Well  Bueno / pues 

 
 
 

GAMBITS 

 
 
 

1 
 

Aside Um / eh / erm Um / eh / este 
 
2 

 
Hedges 

Kind of 
More or less 
Somewhat 

Bastante / como 
Más o menos 
Algo  

 
 
3 

 
 
Adverbial 
modifiers 

A little bit 
Perhaps 
Terribly  
Very 
Indeed 

Un poquito 
Tal vez / quizá(s) 
Terriblemente 
Muy / mismo 
¡ya lo creo! / sí, por cierto 

 
 
 

DISCOURSE 
STRATEGIES 

 

4 Hesitators Um / eh / erm Um / eh / este 

 

The following are some examples in context: 

 (4.14) Pues, te aconsejo que dejes de fumar. ‘Well, I advise you to stop smoking’  

(4.15) Para decir la verdad, las drogas no son buenas para tu salud. ‘To tell the  

 truth, drugs are not good for your health.’ 

 (4.16) Quizás, necesites hablar con tu profesor ‘Maybe, you need to talk with 

    your professor’     

This section examines typical linguistic items in the posttest and delayed posttest 

data of learners in the three groups. Table 4.6 displays the scores for the Tests of Fixed 

Effects for all three groups. The scores for the posttest data show that the group variable 

effect is not significant while the peer variable is significant (df = 21.1, F = 4.60, p < 

0.0438). This Test of Fixed Effects score for the peer variable in the posttest, which is 

significant, is only an indicator that there was a significant improvement in either the peer 

situations or the non-peer situations or both for the typical linguistic items (see Table 
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4.27 for details). The interaction between group and peer, however, is marginally 

significant. The delayed posttest data show the group and peer variable effects to be 

insignificant while the interaction between group and peer is found to be significant (df = 

187, F = 3.68, p < 0.0272).  The Least Square Means for the interaction between G1 and 

the peer variable indicated that G1 learners did better in peer situations (df = 15.4, t value 

= 2.98, p < 0.0091) than in non-peer ones when using typical linguistic items. 
 
Table 4.6     Tests of Fixed Effects in the use of linguistic items in advice for G1, G2, and 

G3 
 

POSTTEST DELAYED POSTTEST  
 

f Value 
 
p 

 
f Value 

 
p 

Group 1.66 0.2220 0.71 0.5040 
Peer 4.60 0.0438 0.02 0.8895 

 
EFFECT 

Group*Peer 2.95 0.0772 3.68 0.0272 

 

4.3.1    Group 1 vs. Group 2 

Table 4.7 below displays results of the statistical analysis of the posttest data of 

G1 and G2. This analysis focuses on the appropriate use of typical linguistic items in 

giving advice. The Least Square Means results show that G1 (t = 4.33, p < 0.0007) 

improves significantly over the ten-week period of treatment in appropriate use of typical 

linguistic items in advice situations while G2 (t = 1.29, p < 0.2139) does not. This 

improvement is attributed to the treatments that G1 received. Learners in this group 

watched the instructional video, had metapragmatic discussions in class about the video 

episodes, and received instruction from their teacher on the pragmatic aspects associated 

with the episodes while G2 learners only watched the video. With the metapragmatic 

discussion and pragmatic instruction, G1 learners were able to understand why certain 

linguistic items were appropriate and what type of effect they had on the advisor and 
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advisee. Focusing learners’ attention on those linguistic items appears to have raised their 

pragmatic consciousness, which then led to their ability to retain and produce more 

appropriate linguistic items than the learners in G2. 
 
Table 4.7    Least Squares Means scores for appropriate use of linguistic items in G1 and 

G2 
 

POSTTEST DELAYED POSTTEST  
 

t Value 
 
p 

 
t Value 

 
p 

1 4.33 0.0007 2.26 0.0421  
GROUP 2 1.29 0.2139 1.39 0.1778 

 

Example 4.17 below is a dialogue taken from the posttest data by two learners in 

G1. The situation posed to them is as follows: Nadia talks about her problems with her 

boyfriend. Her friend George, the advisor, reacts with Ah ya yah ‘Oh yeah, yeah’ and 

¡Qué lástima! ‘What a shame!’ to the advisee’s predicament. George uses these linguistic 

items to show interest and sympathy for Nadia. These linguistic items above are used 

appropriately before George asks what her problem is. This reaction gives a positive 

signal to the advisee that the advisor is concerned about her situation and is interested in 

what she has to say. This concern allows the advisee to feel comfortable, to open up, and 

to tell the advisor of the problem bothering her, which then leads to successful and 

effective advising. 

(4.17) Nadia: No sé, no quiero, no quiero uh nada, no quiero, no quiero dormir, no 

quiero uh nada, no sé... ‘I don’t know, I don’t want, I don’t want ah anything, I 

don’t want, I don’t want to sleep, I don’t want ah anything, I don’t know…’ 

George: ¡Ah ya yah! ¡Qué lástima! ¿Cuál, cuál es (< el) la problema? ¿Cuál, 

cuál eh qué, qué (< pasa) cosa es? ‘Ah ya yah! What a pity! What is the 

problem? What is the matter?’ 
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Nadia: No sé. Mi novio no me encanta, no me ama y mis padres no me aman. 

¿Qué me recomien... recomiendas? ‘I don’t know. My boyfriend does not love 

me, he does not love me and my parents do not love me. What do you-

INFORMAL recommend to me?’ 

George: Pero, pero te, te amo. Soy, soy tu amigo y,  y pienso que, que eres uh 

una, una mujer muy bonita y, y muy inteligente, y necesitas erm necesitas uh estar 

uh alegre. ‘But, but I love you-INFORMAL. I am, I’m your-INFORMAL friend 

and, and I think that you-INFORMAL are uh a very pretty and intelligent woman, 

and you-INFORMAL need um you-INFORMAL need to be happy.’ 

This dialogue shows how George uses appropriate linguistic items to maintain the 

conversation and make his friend comfortable enough to continue to seek his advice. The 

display of this pragmatic competence in linguistic items supports the statistical result in 

Table 4.7. 

In G2, learners did not undergo significant improvement in using appropriate 

linguistic items in advice situations, as the statistical analysis results show (t = 1.29, p < 

0.2139). In examining the structures in the pretest and posttest data, a number of English 

words and expressions were used, which is an indication that learners did not know how 

to express the concepts in Spanish. Example 4.18 is taken from the posttest data. In 4.18, 

Stuart advises his friend Crystal, who is experiencing problems with her boyfriend and 

her parents. He uses the English words for lack of Spanish alternatives. Loni’s reply 

shows her inability to use an appropriate linguistic item to self-prompt or to stimulate the 

advisee to provide the prompt. Because of a lack of appropriate linguistic items, Loni 

resorts to English. She says, “how do you say ‘think’?” when she could have said an 

utterance like, A ver.., ¿cómo se dice ‘think’? ‘Let’s see..how do you say think?’ ¿qué iba 

a decir? ‘what was I going to say?’ etc. 
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(4.18) Stuart: Yo, yo  estoy completamente de acuerdo, um me gusta también um 

alcohol y yo entiendo (< tu) su problema um porque um (< muchas veces) a 

muchos tiempos (< la) escuela ...eh sucks y, sometimes (< los novios) novias or 

(<o) novios (< son difíciles) dificil...y um a veces la (< única) solo solución (< 

para) a (los problemas de uno) sus problemas (< son) es (< las) drogas y (< el) 

alcohol. ‘I totally agree, um, I also like alcohol and I understand your-FORMAL 

problem um because school sucks a lot of times and sometimes girlfriends or 

boyfriends are difficult.... and um sometimes the only solution to one’s problems 

is drugs and alcohol.’ 

 Loni: Blair, necesitas um estudiar y...no…how do you say “think”? pens… 

piensas um sobre tu novio. ‘Blair, you-INFORMAL need to study and …how do 

you say ‘think’? …not think about your-INFORMAL boyfriend.’ 

The posttest data also showed that the peer variable effect was very significant in 

non-peer situations (df = 23.9, F = 4.22, p < 0.0003) as compared to peer situations (df = 

21.2, F = 2.50, p < 0.0208). Since the non-peer situations dealt with a difference in status 

and power between the advisor and advisee, learners appear to be more conscious of the 

rules that govern this type of relationship in a conversation. Non-peer situations were 

considered to be more unusual and therefore are more likely to be focused on by learners 

since the posttest was taken immediately after the treatments.  

An examination of the delayed posttest data shows that G1 (t = 2.26, p < 0.0421) 

improved significantly whereas G2 (t = 1.39, p < 0.1778) did not (see Table 4.6). The 

acquisition of typical linguistic items does not seem to be influenced in a significant way 

by the use of video in the classroom, as supported by the non-significant score of G2 in 

the appropriate use of typical linguistic items in giving advice. Comparing the posttest (t 

= 1.29, p < 0.2139) and delayed posttest (t = 1.39, p < 0.1778) scores, however, an 
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improvement is noted. Though this improvement is not statistically significant, the video 

appears to have had some effect on the learners’ use of this pragmatic strategy. On the 

other hand, G1’s statistical results (t = 2.26, p < 0.0421) indicate that the combination of 

metapragmatic discussion, pragmatic instruction, and the video viewing may have 

contributed to the significant improvement that these learners experienced in the delayed 

posttest. The metapragmatic discussion and the pragmatic instruction probably helped 

learners to retain their pragmatic knowledge of appropriate linguistic items acquired 

during the treatment period. As indicated earlier, the delayed posttest data showed that at 

a 5% significance level, there was an interaction between group and peer factors (df = 

187, F = 3.68, p < 0.0272).  

 

4.3.2    Group 1 vs. Group 3 

Table 4.8 shows the least square means scores of the posttest data for G1 and G3. 

These results indicate that G1 (t = 4.33, p < 0.0007) significantly improved in the 

appropriate use of linguistic items in giving advice while G3 (t = 1.48, p < 0.1604) did 

not. The improvement in G1 is likely due to the three factors; namely, the video viewing, 

metapragmatic discussion, and pragmatic instruction. G3 was not provided any of these 

three input activities, which probably led to the inability by the learners to improve in 

their use of appropriate linguistic items. Although they did read the video transcript and 

answer questions, that procedure in itself does not seem to have helped them in any 

significant way. 
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Table 4.8    Least Squares Means scores for appropriate use of linguistic items in G1 and 
 G3               
 

POSTTEST DELAYED POSTTEST  
 

t Value 
 
p 

 
t Value 

 
p 

1 4.33 0.0007 2.26 0.0421  
GROUP 3 1.48 0.1604 0.42 0.6780 

 

G3’s poor performance with appropriate linguistic items is statistically 

demonstrated in the results displayed in Table 4.8. In support of the statistical results, we 

examine sentences 4.23, 4.24, and 4.25, taken from the posttest data where Brook advises 

Chad not to quit the basketball team in spite of the problems he is facing. These sentences 

reflect the performance of G3 learners. While giving advice in Spanish, learners switched 

back to English whenever they did not know the appropriate linguistic items to use, as 

seen in the pretest, posttest, and delayed posttest transcripts. An examination of Brook’s 

verbal output reveals a lack of vocabulary, so he resorts to English a number of times.  

(4.23) Brook: ¿Qué um, um, what about… tú juegas básquetbol? …. 

‘What um, um, ¿qué… do you-INFORMAL play basketball?’ 

(4.24) Brook: Pero yo necesito um tú practicas um con el equipo. Um, so, 

oh  man!  … ‘But I need you-INFORMAL to practice with the team. Um, 

so, oh man!’ 

(4.25) Brook: Y take some tiempo away largo from uh equipo de 

básquetbol... ‘And take some time off from uh basketball team.’ 

A statistical analysis of the appropriate use of linguistic items in the delayed 

posttest data also shows similar results. That is, G1 (t = 2.26, p < 0.0421) improved 

significantly while G3 (t = 0.42, p < 0.6780) did not (see Table 4.7). The improvement in 

G1 is attributed to the use of the video, metapragmatic discussion, and pragmatic 
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instruction while the poor performance of G3 is due to lack of these three factors 

mentioned above. Without the appropriate linguistic items, many times learners switched 

to English linguistic items or kept on saying “um, um, um….”  

 

4.3.3    Group 2 vs. Group 3 

In Table 4.9, a comparison of the posttest Least Square Means scores on the 

appropriate use of linguistic items by G2 (t = 1.29, p < 0.2139) and G3 (t = 1.48, p < 

0.1604) shows that neither group experienced a significant improvement in use of these 

linguistic items. The only difference between the two groups is that G2 had access to the 

instructional video while G3 did not, which does not seem to have made any difference. 

Neither group had metapragmatic discussion or instruction by the teacher. These two 

input activities together with the instructional video probably would have helped learners 

to improve in their use of appropriate linguistic items.  
 

Table 4.9      Least Squares Means scores for appropriate use of linguistic items in G2 and 
G3               

 
POSTTEST DELAYED POSTTEST  

 
t Value 

 
p 

 
t Value 

 
p 

2 1.29 0.2139 1.39 0.1778  
GROUP 3 1.48 0.1604 0.42 0.6780 

 

An examination of the delayed posttest statistical scores shows no significant 

improvement in either group in the area of appropriate use of linguistic items. A 

comparison of the delayed posttest Least Square Means (t = 1.29, p < 0.2139) of G2 with 

the posttest Least Square Means (t = 1.39, p < 0.1778) shows that there was some 

improvement; however, that improvement is of no statistical significance. On the other 

hand, a comparison of G3’s delayed posttest (t = 1.48, p < 0.1604) and posttest scores (t = 
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0.42, p < 0.6780) shows no gain in pragmatic knowledge of learners in this group. 

Without metapragmatic discussion and pragmatic instruction, G3 did not have the 

appropriate pragmatic knowledge. The video could have also had some effect on these 

learners, causing some type of improvement as seen in G2, but G3 did not have that 

either.  

 

4.4       Appropriate amount of speech used in advice 

Knowing the appropriate amount of speech to use in a particular situation is 

considered part of pragmatic competence because native speakers of every language 

adjust their amount of speech to fit each particular situation (Hudson et al., 1995). 

Researchers interpret this strategy differently. Some believe that variation in utterance 

length is due to level of proficiency while others such as Hudson et al. (1995) think that 

there is a degree of individual choice involved in how much one decides to say. Hudson 

et al. agree, however, that non-native speakers with lower proficiency levels are more 

likely to use utterances that are very direct and shorter than those of an average native 

speaker to communicate only the most important information. For instance, a non-native 

speaker will be able to say, “Don’t drink alcohol” but may be unable to give a reason or 

an explanation due to low language proficiency. 

The appropriateness of the learners’ use of this strategy, like the other strategies 

analyzed above, was rated by the two native speakers of Spanish who examined all the 

data for each of the three groups of learners based on their native intuitions to determine 

whether an advice utterance was abrupt or seemed to provide too much unnecessary 

information. Table 4.10 shows the results of the Tests of Fixed Effects. In the posttest 

data, the effects of the group and peer variables are not significant and the interaction 
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between group and peer does not produce any significance. The delayed posttest data also 

does not produce any significant effects in the variables displayed in Table 4.10 below. 
 
Table 4.10 Tests of Fixed Effects in the use of appropriate amount of speech in advice 

for G1, G2, and G3 
 

POSTTEST DELAYED POSTTEST  
 

f Value 
 
p 

 
f Value 

 
p 

Group 0.33 0.7271 0.42 0.6644 
Peer 1.17 0.2873 0.11 0.7407 

 
EFFECT 

Group*Peer 1.16 0.3296 2.56 0.0798 

 

4.4.1     Group 1 vs. Group 2 

A comparison of the Least Square Means scores of the posttest data for G1 and 

G2 on the appropriate amount of speech shows that both groups improved significantly, 

seen in Table 4.11. Even though both groups experienced significant improvement, the 

level of improvement shown by G1 (t = 4.77, p < 0.0005) is higher than that shown by 

G2 (t = 2.34, p < 0.0316). The three factors of instructional video, metapragmatic 

discussion, and pragmatic instruction may account for G1’s performance. G2 also 

achieves a significant improvement with only the instructional video, however, which 

means that the acquisition of this particular pragmatic strategy does not necessarily 

require exposure to the three factors mentioned above. It is a strategy that could be 

transferred from L1, although there is no evidence that this transfer happened. 
 

Table 4.11 Least Squares Means scores for the use of appropriate amount of speech in 
advice for G1 and G2 

 
POSTTEST DELAYED POSTTEST  

 
t Value 

 
p 

 
t Value 

 
p 

1 4.77 0.0005 1.96 0.0751  
GROUP 2 2.34 0.0316 0.90 0.3777 
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The delayed posttest Least Square Means scores show the improvement by G1 (t 

= 1.96, p < 0.0751) to be of marginal significance. This performance by the learners 

could signal that the effects are not long-lasting. It could also be interpreted that the 

treatments were insufficient to allow learners to internalize the pragmatic knowledge they 

got from the video, the metapragmatic discussion, and the pragmatic instruction, or it 

could be that learners were not motivated to talk in Spanish the day they took the test. On 

the other hand, G2 (t = 0.90, p < 0.3777) reported insignificant improvement. This poor 

performance could be due to the one-month break, the lack of metapragmatic discussions 

and pragmatic instruction, or other reasons. 

 

4.4.2    Group 1 vs. Group 3 

Table 4.12 below shows the Least Square Means scores of G1 and G3. These 

results derive from a statistical analysis of the posttest and delayed posttest data on the 

use of appropriate amount of speech in giving advice in Spanish. The results from the 

posttest data show that both G1 (t = 4.77, p < 0.0005) and G3 (t = 3.20, p < 0.0085) 

improved significantly. Even though G3 was not exposed to any of the three factors that 

G1 was provided with, learners in G3 still improved significantly in their use of 

appropriate amount of speech in giving advice, which could be interpreted in several 

ways. First, perhaps learners did not need the instructional video, the metapragmatic 

discussion, and the pragmatic instruction to help them acquire this pragmatic strategy. 

Second, this strategy could have been transferred from L1. Third, the pragmatic 

knowledge could have been learned from reading the video script. A comparison of the 

Least Square Means scores of G1 and G3, however, shows a higher level of improvement 

in G1 than in G3, which demonstrates that the three factors are very important, even in 

this area of pragmatic competence. 
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Table 4.12 Least Squares Means scores for the use of appropriate amount of speech in 
advice for G1 and G3 

 
POSTTEST DELAYED POSTTEST  

 
t Value 

 
p 

 
t Value 

 
p 

1 4.77 0.0005 1.96 0.0751  
GROUP 3 3.20 0.0085 0.44 0.6688 

 

In the delayed posttest data, G1 (t = 1.96, p < 0.00751) experienced a marginal 

improvement while G3’s improvement (t = 0.44, p < 0.6688) was not significant. These 

scores provide further support for the claim that the three instructional techniques have a 

positive impact on the acquisition of pragmatic knowledge by learners.  

 

4.4.3    Group 2 vs. Group 3 

Table 4.13 displays the posttest and delayed posttest Least Square Means results 

of G2 and G3. A comparison of the posttest data of these two groups indicates that both 

groups improved significantly in their ability to use the appropriate amount of speech 

when giving advice in Spanish. Even though G3 (t = 3.20, p < 0.0085) did not watch the 

video, learners still experienced a significant improvement like those in G2 (t = 2.34, p < 

0.0316), who did watch it. From these results, it is safe to conclude that the video was not 

necessarily the one factor that brought about the significant improvement in learners’ 

ability to use the appropriate amount of speech in the given advice situations. 
 
Table 4.13 Least Squares Means scores for the use of appropriate amount of speech in 

advice for G2 and G3 
 

POSTTEST DELAYED POSTTEST  
 

t Value 
 
p 

 
t Value 

 
p 

2 2.34 0.0316 0.90 0.3777  
GROUP 3 3.20 0.0085 0.44 0.6688 
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The Least Square Means scores for the delayed posttest data show the levels of 

improvement for both groups to be non-significant. Although G2’s improvement (t = 

0.90, p < 0.3777) is not significant, it is still higher than that of G3 (t = 0.44, p < 0.6688), 

which means that the video viewing might have had a positive, though small, effect on 

learners in G2.  

 

4.5       Appropriate use of formality in advice 

The fourth pragmatic element studied is formality. This section analyzes the 

appropriate use of formality markers in giving advice in Spanish by examining the choice 

of verb forms, vocatives, possessive adjectives, second person pronouns, use of titles, and 

phrasing. For instance, a learner may choose an informal command versus a formal 

command, estudia ‘study-informal command’ instead of estudie ‘study-formal command’ 

or use a singular second person subject pronoun for formal situations (usted ‘you-

formal’) and the singular pronoun tú ‘you-informal’ for informal situations. Formality is 

also expressed using, for example, the Spanish possessive adjectives; tu ‘your-informal’ 

and su ‘your-formal’. Titles such as señor ‘Mr.,’ maestro ‘teacher,’ jefe ‘boss’ etc. 

express formality, as opposed to first names or familial titles. The posttest and delayed 

posttest data on the appropriate use of formality in performing the Spanish advice SAs in 

each group are analyzed in the following paragraphs and comparisons drawn among the 

three groups of learners. The Tests of Fixed Effects on the posttest data for the three 

groups for the use of appropriate formality markers show a significant effect for the peer 

variable (F = 9.40, df = 21.3, p < 0.0058). Also, as Table 4.14 shows, interaction between 

group and peer does not produce any significant result. In the delayed posttest data, the 

group variable effect (F = 2.74, df = 16.1, p < 0.0944) is marginally significant while the 

peer variable effect (F = 9.77, df = 8.73, p < 0.0127) is significant. At a 5% level of 
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significance, there is a significant interaction between the group and peer factors (F = 

5.45, df = 8.73, p < 0.0291).  
 

Table 4.14   Tests of Fixed Effects on formality for G1, G2, and G3 
 

POSTTEST DELAYED POSTTEST  
 

f Value 
 
p 

 
f Value 

 
p 

Group 2.34 0.1312 2.74 0.0944 
Peer 9.40 0.0058 9.77 0.0127 

 
EFFECT 

Group*Peer 1.68 0.2138 5.45 0.0291 

 

4.5.1    Group 1 vs. Group 2  

An analysis of G1 posttest data on how appropriately learners used formality in 

giving advice shows a significant improvement (t = 3.83, p < 0.0113) while G2’s 

improvement is not significant (t = 1.32, p < 0.2134). These results are displayed in Table 

4.15 below.  
 
Table 4.15 Least Squares Means scores for the appropriate use of formality in advice 

for G1 and G2 
 

POSTTEST DELAYED POSTTEST  
 

t Value 
 
p 

 
t Value 

 
p 

1 3.83 0.0113 1.93 0.1587  
GROUP 2 1.32 0.2134 2.28 0.0507 

  

 Both groups watched the video; however, G1 had the added advantage of 

metapragmatic discussion and pragmatic instruction. Since learners were able to discuss 

the socio-pragmatic contexts of formality, make comparisons with their native language, 

and have some pragmatic aspects of this strategy explained to them by their instructor, it 

appears that they were better able to internalize and retain the concepts. Their 
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counterparts in G2 only watched the video and, as the results show, their improvement 

over the same period of time was not significant. In the dialogue in 4.19, Nadia advises 

her friend George, who has started drinking heavily due to frustrations and personal 

problems in his life. Both learners in the posttest express themselves appropriately using 

informal pronouns as seen below. George calls the advisor by her first name “Nadia”, 

greets her informally Hola ‘Hi’, and uses the informal pronoun tú ‘you’ to address her. 

For her part, Nadia also uses the informal pronoun tú for George.   

(4.19) George: Hola Nadia, ¿cómo estás? ‘Hi Nadia, how are you-INFORMAL?’ 

Nadia: Bien, ¿y tú? ‘Fine, and you-INFORMAL?’ 

George: Ah, tengo, tengo ah muchísimos pro.. problemas. ‘Ah, I have, I have ah a 

lot of problems.’ 

Nadia: Sí, porque tú tomas mucho (< mucha) cerveza todos los días. ‘Yes, 

because you-INFORMAL drink a lot of beer everyday.’ 

George: Aja ja, tengo tengo que beber cervezas porque no me gusta (< gustan) 

mis problemas. ‘Ha, ha, I have, I have to drink beer because I don’t like my 

problems.’ 

Nadia: No, no ,no, pero tu vida es completamente (< mentirosa) men... mentiroso. 

‘No, no, no, but your-INFORMAL life is completely deceitful.’ 

 Analyzing the posttest data for G2 learners on the use of appropriate formality 

strategies, it appears that these learners still have problems using the appropriate subject 

and possessive pronouns for the proposed situations. For instance, after examining the 

same role-play that G1 did in 4.20-4.22, it was seen that Tom (advisor) should have used 

informal pronouns and verb structures because it was a peer-to-peer situation, but he did 

not, as exemplified in the following three examples. In the first one (4.20), Tom starts 

very appropriately with, Uh mi amigo…. ‘Uh my friend.’ He then begins to use the 
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formal possessive pronoun su, sus notas (4.20), su vida (4.20). In the other utterances 

(4.21) and (4.22), he uses the formal form of the verbs ha (< pensado) pensido.. ‘you 

have thought’ (4.21), debe hablar conmigo… ‘you should talk with me’ (4.22). 

(4.20) Tom:  Uh mi amigo, (< tus) sus notas son uh muy (< malas) mal y (< tu) 

su vida académica (< sufre) sufría y (< me preocupo) me preocupado (< por ti) 

contigo. ‘Uh my friend, your-FORMAL grades are very bad and your-FORMAL 

academic life is suffering and I am worried about you-INFORMAL.’ 

(4.21) Tom:  Uh mmm, um ¿(< has) ha, ha (< pensado) pensido sobre (< ir al) 

va a psiquiatra? ‘Uh mmm, um have you-FORMAL thought about going to see 

the psychiatrist?’ 

            (4.22) Tom: Uh, sí, es bueno, uh después de ir al psiquiatra, uh debe hablar 

conmigo otra vez. ‘Uh, yes, it’s good, uh after going to the psychiatrist, uh you-

FORMAL should talk with me again.’ 

The results from the delayed posttest data showed that learners in G1 (t = 1.93, p 

< 0.1587) did not retain this significant improvement in their pragmatic knowledge in 

spite of metapragmatic discussions and pragmatic instruction. These results could have 

occurred due to the confusing nature of the formality strategy, insufficient treatments, 

negative L1 transfer or the one-month break. On the other hand, G2, which performed 

poorly in the posttest data, experienced a marginally significant improvement (t = 2.28, p 

< 0.0507) in the delayed posttest.  

 

4.5.2    Group 1 vs. Group 3  

A comparison of G1 and G3’s expression of formality in advice situations 

indicates that G1’s posttest Least Square Means scores (t = 3.83, p < 0.0113) in Table 

4.16 improved significantly. This result indicates that learners in this group, after 
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receiving all the ten treatments, improved their pragmatic skills in expressing formality 

appropriately. On the other hand, learners in G3 (t = 1.09, p < 0.3071) did not show any 

significant improvement in the appropriate use of formality. This poor performance by 

G3 is probably due to the fact that learners in this group were not exposed to the 

instructional video, metapragmatic discussion, and pragmatic instruction. In examining 

the data of G3, there is a pattern of pragmatic errors that runs through the utterances of 

the learners as seen in example 4.23 In this example, Jill advises her friend Sara, who is 

frustrated with life and has taken to drinking. Jill begins appropriately by addressing her 

friend as amigo ‘friend’ and using the informal pronoun tú ‘you,’ which sets an 

appropriate tone of familiarity. Then she shifts from this strategy to one that expresses 

formality in the possessive adjective and verb forms: sus lecturas ‘your-formal lectures,’ 

está preocupado ‘you-formal are worried,’ su novia ‘your-formal girlfriend,’ sus 

profesores ‘your-formal teachers.’ These pragmatic errors suggest that Jill has not 

acquired this strategy. 

(4.23) Jill: Amigo, tú no necesitas beber alcohol, necesitas volver a clase (<para) 

y (< asistir a) asist...  asist...asistes erm (< tus clases) sus lecturas, erm su um, no 

(< estés) está (< preocupado) preocupada con (< tu) su novia porque um, ella  

(< no) es no importante, um, no (< tengas) está miedo uh, tú necesitas (< pedir) 

preguntar consejos (< a) con um (< tus) sus profesores... ‘Friend, you-

INFORMAL do not need to drink alcohol, you- INFORMAL need to return to 

class and attend your- INFORMAL lectures, um, do not be worried about your- 

INFORMAL girlfriend because um, she is not important, um, do not be afraid uh, 

you- INFORMAL need to ask for advice from your- FORMAL teachers….’ 
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Table 4.16       Least Squares Means scores for the use of appropriate formality in advice  
   for G1 and G3 
 

POSTTEST DELAYED POSTTEST  
 

t Value 
 
p 

 
t Value 

 
p 

1 3.83 0.0113 1.93 0.1587  
GROUP 3 1.09 0.3071 0.05 0.9627 
 

The delayed posttest data for G1 and G3 indicate that neither group experienced 

any significant improvement (Table 4.16) in the use of appropriate formality markers in 

giving advice. No significant improvements were also recorded for either group in the 

peer and non-peer situations. 

 

4.5.3    Group 2 vs. Group 3  

This section compares the posttest and delayed posttest data of G2 and G3 for 

appropriate formality markings in giving advice in Spanish. The posttest Least Square 

Means scores in Table 4.17 below indicate that neither group experienced significant 

improvement in use of the markers at the end of the ten-month treatment.   

The delayed posttest data show that G2 (t = 2.28, p < 0.0507) experienced 

marginally significant improvement in the appropriate use of formality markers, while 

G3’s improvement was non-significant (t = 0.05, p < 0.9627). 
 
Table 4.17 Least Squares Means scores for the appropriate use of formality in advice 

for G2 and G3 
 

POSTTEST DELAYED POSTTEST  
 

t Value 
 
p 

 
t Value 

 
p 

2 1.32 0.2134 2.28 0.0507  
GROUP 3 1.09 0.3071 0.05 0.9627 
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G2’s marginal improvement could be a sign that the video had some delayed effect on 

learners or the information gained in the class during the semester may have affected 

their performance. 

 

4.6       Appropriate use of directness in advice 

The fifth pragmatic strategy examined in this investigation is the ability to use the 

appropriate level of directness in giving advice in Spanish. The Spanish advice head act 

was analyzed and rated. The directness of an advice head act matters greatly with regard 

to the pragmatic impact it has on the advisee. It is also important to point out that the 

directness of the head act could be mitigated with other adjunct utterances. For Blum-

Kulka et al., directness describes the degree to which the speaker intent is apparent from 

the utterance, which they consider a pragmalinguistic category.22 Blum-Kulka et al.’s 

(1989) classification of request head acts according to level of directness was adapted to 

train the raters. The raters used Table 3.1 in Chapter Three to decide if an advice head act 

was direct or indirect. 

This section compares and analyzes the posttest and delayed posttest data of G1, 

G2, and G3 for the appropriate use of directness in giving advice in Spanish. An advice 

head act is considered appropriate in this investigation if it shows some kind of mitigated 

force. On the other hand, if it is direct, it could carry an illocutionary force that could 

possibly make it less appropriate and effective.  

            The Tests of Fixed Effects for the posttest data show significant improvement in 

the group variable (f = 11.16, p < 0.0007). The peer variable (f = 0.10, p < 0.7496) is not 

related to significant improvement; however, the Tests of Fixed Effects also indicate 

                                                           
22 A pragmalinguistic category refers to specific linguistic resources for conveying communicative acts and 
interpersonal meanings such as linguistic forms that either soften or intensify the communicative act and 
pragmatic strategies. 
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interaction between group and peer, but the effect is not significant (f = 0.70, p < 0.4972). 

The delayed posttest data in Table 4.18 show the group variable effect to be significant (f 

= 9.15, p < 0.0025) while the peer variable effect remains insignificant (f = 0.19, p < 

0.6680). The tests also show an insignificant effect of interaction between group and peer 

situation.  
 

Table 4.18   Tests of Fixed Effects on directness for G1, G2, and G3 
 

POSTTEST DELAYED POSTTEST  
 

f Value 
 
p 

 
f Value 

 
p 

Group 11.16 0.0007 9.15 0.0025 
Peer 0.10 0.7496 0.19 0.6680 

 
EFFECT 

Group*Peer 0.70 0.4972 1.11 0.3652 

 

4.6.1    Group 1 vs. Group 2  

This section compares the Least Square Means scores of the posttest and delayed 

posttest data of G1 and G2. The statistical results on the appropriate use of directness 

help define the difference between these two groups. In examining the posttest data of 

learners in G1, the Least Square Means score shows very significant improvement in 

learners’ ability to use the directness strategy in advice situations (t = 6.11, p < 0.0001). 

On the other hand, G2 learners do not improve significantly in this area (t = -0.27, p < 

0.7914). G1 performs better than G2 probably because learners were exposed to the 

video, metapragmatic discussion, and pragmatic instruction, while G2 only watched the 

video.   

We may examine some utterances (4.24-4.27) from G1 posttest data that contain 

advice head acts with less directness. In sentence 4.24, George advises his friend who is 

seriously depressed and is thinking about taking her life. George uses the verb necesitar 
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‘to need to’ which expresses an obligation to do something, but reduces the directness by 

placing tal vez ‘perhaps’ before it. The utterance then conveys a kind of suggestion or 

indirect statement, which is more appropriate for the situation because it is less face-

threatening to the advisee. 

(4.24) George: Pues, tal vez (< necesites) necesitas uh ir al... doctor y uh y pedir 

uh Prozac. ‘Well, maybe you-INFORMAL need to go to the doctor and uh and 

ask for Prozac.’ 

In 4.25, Emily advises her friend, who is frustrated with life and has started 

drinking. Since it is a sensitive issue, Emily starts her advice with a strong hint, which 

makes the advice indirect. By pointing out that alcohol is detrimental to her friend’s 

health and life in general, Emily is indirectly appealing to her to stop drinking without 

appearing to be giving commands or preaching. She then tells her friend to stop drinking 

but uses an impersonal structure (es importante que … ‘it is important that …’), which is 

also less imposing and direct. 

(4.26) Emily: (< El) Alcohol es muy (< malo) mal para tu salud y para tu vida 

pero um es importante que tú (< dejes) dejas eh (< de) beber la,  el 

alcohol. ‘Alcohol is very bad for your-INFORMAL health and for your-

INFORMAL life but um it’s important that you-INFORMAL stop 

drinking alcohol.’ 

In examples 4.26 and 4.27, Ashley and Mike advise their friends, who are suffering from 

depression. Ashley uses a structure that is indirect (yo recomiendo que…. ‘I recommend 

that….’). This structure does not put pressure on the advisee to carry out the intention or 

do what the advisor wants, so is also not as face-threatening. On the other hand, Mike 

uses an obligatory verb (necesitar ‘to need to’) but places a belief statement (creo que… 
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‘I think that…’) in front of it, which helps to reduce the illocutionary force that necesitar 

‘to need to’ creates, thus making it less direct.  

(4.26) Ashley: Yo recomiendo que tú (< descanses) descansas y comas (< un 

poco de la) un poco comida ..... ‘I recommend you-INFORMAL rest and 

eat a little.’ 

(4.27) Mike: Um.....  creo que tú necesitas hablar con ella sobre (< el) la 

problema y um...porque uh con muchos problemas la solución es 

solamente hablar. ‘Um.... I think that you-INFORMAL need to speak with 

her about the problem and um … because uh with many problems the only 

solution is to talk.’ 

Learners in G2 use the obligatory verb necesitar ‘to need to’ often without other words or 

expressions that can reduce the illocutionary force. Commands were also found in G2’s 

transcription. In sentence 4.28, Blair advises her friend about drinking by using direct 

commands which have a very high illocutionary force. She then follows with the verb 

necesitar. Crystal also uses the verb necesitar without any softeners. 

(4.28) Blair: No (< bebas) beba y no vayas a la calle seis, y necesitas (< ser) 

paciente. ‘Do not drink-INFORMAL COMMAND and do not go-

INFORMAL COMMAND to Sixth Street, and you-INFORMAL need to 

be patient.’ 

(4.29) Crystal: Necesitas ...uh comer más porque (< tu) su...su sueño (< está) es 

en (< un lío) trouble um y (< tus) sus notas en (tus) sus clases um son (< 

malas) malos. ‘You-INFORMAL need uh to eat more because your-

INFORMAL dream is in trouble um and your-INFORMAL grades in 

your-INFORMAL classes are bad.’ 
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Table 4.19 Least Squares Means scores for the appropriate use of directness in advice 
for G1 and G2 

 
POSTTEST DELAYED POSTTEST  

 
t Value 

 
p 

 
t Value 

 
p 

1 6.11 0.0001 4.18 0.0043  
GROUP 2 -0.27 0.7914 -1.42 0.1724 

 

Table 4.19 above shows the Least Square Means scores for the delayed posttest data. 

These scores show that G1 demonstrates significant improvement (t = 4.18, p < 0.0043) 

while G2 does not (t = -1.42, p < 0.1724).  

 

4.6.2    Group 1 vs. Group 3  

Comparing the posttest data of G1 and G3, learners in G1 improve considerably (t 

= 6.11, p < 0.0001) in expressing directness whereas those in G3 do not (t = -0.63, p < 

0.5387). This impressive improvement in G1 is attributed to the three instructional 

techniques. G3 did not have that exposure and, therefore, its improvement was non-

significant.  

Examples 4.30, 4.31, and 4.32 are taken from posttest data of G3. These learners 

used commands and obligation verbs like necesitar and deber ‘ought to, should’ without 

softeners to give advice. These expressions convey more directness and could potentially 

threaten the advisee’s face, as in: 

(4.30) Chris: No.. no (< dejes) sales el equipo porque tú eres un buen player 

(jugador). ‘No... don’t leave-INFORMAL the team because you-INFORMAL are 

a good player.’ 
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(4.31) Chris: Um, dedes (< debes) estudiar debes estudiar ( < mucho) muchos 

para tus clases. ‘Um, you ought-INFORMAL to study, you-INFORMAL ought to 

study a lot for your-INFORMAL classes.’ 

(4.32) Brook: Y (< toma un descanso) take some tiempo away largo (< del) from 

ah equipo de básquetbol. ‘And, take-INFORMAL COMMAND some long time 

away from the basketball team.’ 
 

 
Table 4.20 Least Squares Means scores for the appropriate use of directness in advice 

for G1 and G3 
 

POSTTEST DELAYED POSTTEST  
 

t Value 
 
p 

 
t Value 

 
p 

1 6.11 0.0001 4.18 0.0043  
GROUP 3 -0.63 0.5387 -1.05 0.3157 

 

The delayed posttest section of Table 4.20 shows that G1 (t = 4.18, p < 0.0043) 

experienced a significant improvement in using the directness strategy appropriately. 

G3’s improvement, however, is not significant (t = -1.05, p < 0.3157). 

 

4.6.3    Group 2 vs. Group 3  

Table 4.21 displays the statistical results of the posttest and delayed posttest data 

for G2 and G3. Neither group experienced any significant improvement in either the 

posttest or delayed posttest. Even though G2 watched the video, it appears not to have 

affected their performance significantly in either the posttest or delayed posttest.  
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Table 4.21 Least Squares Means scores for the use of appropriate directness in advice 
for G2 and G3 

 
POSTTEST DELAYED POSTTEST  

 
t Value 

 
p 

 
t Value 

 
p 

2 -0.27 0.7914 -1.42 0.1724  
GROUP 3 -0.63 0.5387 -1.05 0.3157 
 

 The directness strategy was acquired by G1, as shown by the significant 

improvements recorded in both the posttest and delayed posttest results. G2 and G3 did 

not record any significant improvements. It can, therefore, be argued that the acquisition 

of the directness strategy was brought about by a combination of video, metapragmatic 

discussion, and instruction. 

 

4.7       Appropriate use of politeness in advice 

The sixth and final strategy examined in this investigation is politeness usage. 

Learners’ advice utterances were judged and rated for politeness, taking into 

consideration aspects of formality, directness, intonation, syntactic and lexical or phrasal 

modifiers within the advice head act itself, and external modification of the advice head 

act using supportive moves and alerters. For instance, the Spanish usted “you-FORMAL” 

should be used to express politeness in situations where there is a power or social 

distance difference between the interlocutors. Also, verbs or structures that express some 

level of directness such as the verb “to want” and the imperative mood without a softener 

usually carry some face-threatening force in them and, therefore, frequently do not 

normally sound polite. Intonation is another factor that determines politeness in a 

discourse. By listening to the conversations of these learners, the native Spanish speaking 

raters were able to rate learners’ intonation with respect to politeness. Other aspects that 

were examined include the syntactic and lexical or phrasal modifiers within the advice 
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head act itself. These modifiers were divided into the two groups of downgraders and 

upgraders. Downgraders include some optional elements used to show respect or 

deference or to request a cooperative behavior (e.g., “please”), syntactic devices used to 

diminish the consequential effect an utterance may have on the hearer (e.g., the past 

tense, “I wondered if…” or the interrogative, “wouldn’t it be a good idea to….”), 

expressions used by the speaker to forewarn and forestall possible negative reactions by 

the hearer to the utterance (e.g., “You’re a nice guy, Jim, but…”), sentence modifiers 

used by speakers to vary the impact their utterance is likely to have on the hearer (e.g., 

“perhaps”), and adverbials used to avoid a direct or precise expression of one’s 

proposition or message (e.g., “more or less”). Upgraders, on the other hand, include 

adverbial modifiers used to increase the force of the utterance (e.g., “absolutely”), 

adverbial modifiers used to intensify some elements of the utterance (e.g., “very”), and 

expletives (e.g., “damn”) (see Tables 3.2 and 3.3 in Chapter Three for examples of advice 

supportive moves and alerters). 

The analysis of this last strategy begins with results of the Tests of Fixed Effects 

for the three groups in this study, displayed in Table 4.22. The posttest result for the 

group variable effect (f = 3.51, p < 0.0944) is not significant, whereas the peer variable 

effect (f = 12.38, p < 0.0019) is significant. Interaction between group and peer (f = 1.56, 

p < 0.2356) does not produce any significant effect. 
 

Table 4.22   Tests of Fixed Effects on politeness for G1, G2, and G3 
 

POSTTEST DELAYED POSTTEST  
 

f Value 
 
p 

 
f Value 

 
p 

Group 3.51 0.0944 2.63 0.1047 
Peer 12.38 0.0019 3.91 0.0630 

 
 
EFFECT Group*Peer 1.56 0.2356 6.09 0.0094 
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4.7.1    Group 1 vs. Group 2 

This section compares the posttest and delayed posttest Least Square Means 

scores for G1 and G2 on the use of politeness in giving advice in Spanish. Table 4.23 

shows the results for the posttest and delayed posttest data for these two groups. 

Examination of the posttest data shows that G1 (t = 4.50, p < 0.0031) experienced 

significant improvement in using politeness to give advice in Spanish. On the other hand, 

G2 (t = 1.59, p < 0.1497) did not improve significantly over the same period of time. This 

difference in output between these two groups can be attributed to the type of treatments 

that they received over the same period of time. Learners in G1 may have improved 

significantly due to exposure to video, metapragmatic discussion, and pragmatic 

instruction, whereas G2 only viewed the video.   

The following is a dialogue (4.33) from two learners in G1. George is advising 

Nadia, who is depressed due to problems with her boyfriend and parents. In giving the 

advice to Nadia, George is very careful with his choice of words. He starts first by 

assuring Nadia of his friendship and love and reminding her how pretty she is before 

using a verb that expresses obligation …necesitas uh estar uh alegre ‘…you need uh to 

be uh happy’ to give the advice. The three utterances in George’s second turn (4.33) 

before the advice constitute supportive moves known as disarmers, intended to remove 

potential objections. In 4.33, George places tal vez ‘maybe’ before the verb, which 

reduces the directness of the verb “necesitar” and makes the advice more polite. George 

also uses the tú-form and word amigo ‘friend’ to address Nadia, thus creating a friendly 

and relaxing atmosphere for the advising to occur. 

(4.33)  Nadia: No sé. Mi novio no me encanta, no me ama y mis padres no me 

aman. ¿Qué me recomien... recomiendas? ‘I do not know. My boyfriend 
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does not love me, he does not love me and my parents do not love me. 

What do you-INFORMAL recommend to me?’ 

George: Pero, pero te, te amo. Soy, soy tu amigo y pienso que, que eres 

uh una, una mujer muy bonita y, y muy inteligente, y necesitas um 

necesitas uh estar uh alegre. ‘But, but I love you-INFORMAL. I am, I’m 

your-INFORMAL friend and, and I think that you-INFORMAL are uh a 

very pretty and intelligent woman. And you-INFORMAL need uh you-

INFORMAL need to be happy.’ 

 Nadia: No quiero. No quiero nada. ‘I don’t want. I don’t want anything.’ 

George: Pues, tal vez (< necesites) necesitas uh ir al...doctor y uh y pedir 

uh Prozac. ‘Well, maybe you- INFORMAL need to go to the doctor and, 

and ask for Prozac.’ 

Nadia: Uh ven conmigo, ven conmigo a la oficina del doctor. ‘Um, come- 

INFORMAL COMMAND with me, come-INFORMAL COMMAND 

with me to the doctor’s office.’ 

George: Sí, sí voy…voy a ir con contigo a la oficina. ‘Yes, yes, I’m going 

to go with, with you-INFORMAL to the office.’ 

 Nadia: Gracias, mi amigo. ‘Thanks, my friend.’ 

 George: Uh, de nada, mi amiga. ‘Uh, you’re welcome, my friend.’ 
 
 In trying to advice his friend, George is aware that he is performing a SA that has 

some face threat and he, therefore, makes an effort to reduce this threat by doing a 

number of strategies using: (1) informal markers like tú to express closeness and 

friendliness; (2) informal commands in the right contexts like ven conmigo a la oficina 

del doctor ‘come-INFORMAL COMMAND with me to the doctor’s office’; (3) 
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adverbial modifiers like tal vez ‘perhaps’ to reduce the face threat by softening the verb 

necesitar; and (4) disarmers like te amo ‘I love you’ to remove any potential objection. In 

using these strategies, George’s advice is not rejected and the advisee does not seem 

offended or feel that her face has been threatened. George has succeeded in using the 

politeness strategy to advise his friend.  

Table 4.23 Least Squares Means scores for the use of politeness in advice for G1 and G2 
 

POSTTEST DELAYED POSTTEST  
 

t Value 
 
p 

 
t Value 

 
p 

1 4.50 0.0031 2.47 0.0981  
GROUP 2 1.59 0.1497 2.28 0.0469 

 

Examples 4.34 and 4.35 were found in the transcripts of two learners in G2. In the 

speech of this group, there were few supportive moves, in general, that reduced the face-

threatening force of advice head acts. In 4.34, Fred advises his friend, who is depressed 

due to problems with his girlfriend and parents. He uses an alerter mi amigo ‘my friend’, 

but then follows it up with a supportive move that could be heard as face-threatening: 

¿por qué no eres sociable? ‘Why are you not sociable?’ The question comes across as 

relatively impolite.  

(4.34) Fred: Mi amigo, ¿por qué no eres sociable?  Es importante que tú  tenías 

un buen tiempo (< te diviertas) con tus amigos. ‘My friend, why are you not 

sociable? It is important that you have fun with your-INFORMAL friends.’ 

In 4.35, Blair advises her friend, who has started drinking due to frustrations with 

life. She uses direct commands no beba ‘don’t drink’ and no vayas ‘don’t go’ that carry 

much illocutionary force and could make her sound as if she were imposing her will on 

the advisee. She also uses the verb necesitar ‘need to’ without any softener to reduce the 

force of obligation. These structures make Blair sound demanding and impolite.  
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(4.35) Blair: No beba (< bebas) y no vayas a la calle seis, y necesitas (< ser) 

paciente. ‘Don’t drink-FORMAL and don’t go-INFROMAL to Sixth Street, and 

you-informal need to be patient.’ 

The delayed posttest score for G1 indicates marginal improvement (t = 2.47, p < 0.0981) 

while G2’s improvement is significant (t = 2.28, p < 0.0469). Even though G1 improved, 

the scores do not reach a meaningful level of significance. G2’s significant improvement 

was not expected. The data do not give us any clues as to why learners in G2 did not 

experience any significant improvement in the posttest but did improve significantly in 

the delayed posttest. We may only guess that this behavior could have occurred due to 

such factors as knowledge gained during the semester, the role-plays, or a delayed effect 

of the video.   

 

4.7.2    Group 1 vs. Group 3  

This section compares G1 and G3 on how appropriately learners used the 

politeness strategy in giving advice in Spanish. Table 4.24 below displays the posttest 

and delayed posttest scores. In the posttest results, G1’s level of improvement (t = 4.50, p 

< 0.0031) is significant while G3’s is not (t = 1.14, p < 0.3106). This difference in the 

level of improvement is probably due to the instructional input that G1 received in the 

video, metapragmatic discussion, and pragmatic instruction. G3, on the other hand, did 

not receive input in any of the three above-mentioned forms.  
 
Table 4.24 Least Squares Means scores for the use of politeness in advice for G1 and G3 
 

POSTTEST DELAYED POSTTEST  
 

t Value 
 
p 

 
t Value 

 
p 

1 4.50 0.0031 2.47 0.0981  
GROUP 3 1.14 0.3106 0.30 0.7818 
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In the delayed posttest data, G1 experiences marginally significant improvement 

(t = 2.47, p < 0.0981) while G3’s improvement (t = 0.30, p < 0.7818) is not significant, 

showing the effects were long lasting.   

 

4.7.3    Group 2 vs. Group 3  

A comparison of the statistical results of the posttest and delayed posttest data for 

G2 and G3 shows the posttest Least Square Means scores for G2 (t = 1.59, p < 0.1497) 

and G3 (t = 1.14, p < 0.3106). Both these scores record non-significant levels of 

improvement, which means that even though G2 was exposed to the video, the learners’ 

improvement was not significant, just like G3 who did not watch the video (Table 4.25).  
 
Table 4.25 Least Squares Means scores for the use of politeness in advice for G 2 and G3 
 

POSTTEST DELAYED POSTTEST  
 

t Value 
 
p 

 
t Value 

 
p 

2 1.59 0.1497 2.28 0.0469  
GROUP 3 1.14 0.3106 0.30 0.7818 

 

On the other hand, in the delayed posttest results, Group 2 (t = 2.28, p < 0.0469) 

improves significantly while G3 (t = 0.30, p < 0.7818) does not. G2’s improvement could 

be attributed to the likely effect of the regular semester instruction or more experience 

with the language over time.     

 

4.8       Summary of results from SA analysis  

In an effort to answer the first research question for this investigation (How is 

learners’ production of advice affected by instructional techniques?), the previous six 

sections have dealt with statistical results from the three groups of learners, comparing 
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and analyzing their use of the advice head SA, linguistic items, amount of information, 

formality, directness, and politeness in giving advice in Spanish. The aim of this 

procedure was to determine if the instructional techniques were effective in helping 

learners acquire Spanish SA pragmatic competence. This section discusses the results and 

draws conclusions about the use of video, metapragmatic discussion, and pragmatic 

instruction in facilitating the acquisition of Spanish pragmatic competence by non-native 

learners in a classroom setting. 

 

4.8.1    Effects of instructional techniques (Treatment lessons)  

In G1, the instructional techniques used were a combination of video viewing, 

metapragmatic discussion, and pragmatic instruction. This three-prong instructional 

technique was intended to do the following: (a) present authentic sociolinguistic elements 

and visual imagery of the TL culture to learners; (b) draw attention to certain socio-

cultural and pragmatic aspects of the TL and learners’ own native language and focus 

learners’ attention on strategies that can be used to realize the Spanish SA of advice; and 

(c) teach learners in an explicit manner the pragmatics of the Spanish advice SA. Role-

plays by learners on advice situations were recorded at different stages of the 

investigation, rated by native Spanish speakers, and analyzed for improvement in 

pragmatic competence within the group and also compared with G2, which was exposed 

to only the video without the metapragmatic discussion and pragmatic instruction.    

Table 4.27 shows significant improvement in various strategies that learners in 

each group experienced over the course of the ten treatment lessons. The results of the 

statistical analysis of the posttest data indicate the possible effects of the instructional 

video, metapragmatic discussion, and pragmatic instruction on learners’ acquisition of 

pragmatic competence in G1 as compared to learners in G2. 
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Table 4.26 Statistical results on learners’ improvement in pragmatic competence due 
to different instructional techniques for G1, G2, and G3 

 
 

Advice Strategies  
Speech 
Act 

Linguistic 
Items 

Amount 
of Speech 

Formality Directness Politeness 

Group 1 * * * * * * 
Group 2 *  *    

 
Posttest 

Group 3   *    
        

Group 1 @ * @  * @ 
Group 2      * 

Delayed 
Posttest 

Group 3       

* = significant result (p < .05)  @ = marginally significant (p < .10) 
 

  Table 4.26 shows that learners in G1 out-perform their counterparts in G2. In all 

the six advice elements and strategies, G1 improves significantly, whereas G2 improves 

in only the two strategies of SA type and amount of speech. This difference in 

performance between the two groups is likely due to the effects of the video viewing, 

metapragmatic discussion, and pragmatic instruction. G2 was exposed only to the video 

and the learners improved significantly in only SA type and number of SA strategies and 

elements. The lack of metapragmatic discussion and pragmatic instruction probably 

deprived learners in this group of the opportunity to acquire pragmatic competence in the 

other four advice strategies. The SA strategies and amount of speech seem to be easier 

and less complicated to master than the other pragmatic elements and therefore do not 

necessarily require metapragmatic discussion and pragmatic instruction. For instance, one 

part of SA competence consists of using an appropriate advice head act to give advice. 

Learners in both groups had been exposed to vocabulary and grammar that are related to 

commands and the subjunctive mood and, therefore, were already familiar with them. 

After the treatment lessons their pragmatic competence increased significantly. On the 

other hand, the significant improvement in the appropriate use of amount of speech in 
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giving advice could have been due to transfer from learners’ native language, the video, 

or proficiency level of learners. 

A comparison of the statistical results of G1 with control G3 shows a large 

difference between these two groups regarding how well they performed in all the post-

test strategies. While learners in G1 improved significantly in all the six strategies, their 

counterparts in G3 improved significantly only in the strategy for the use of appropriate 

amount of speech. This discrepancy is attributed to the fact that G1 was exposed to the 

instructional techniques while G3, who experienced a traditional instructional technique, 

did not experience any of the three input activities. The amount of speech strategy in 

which G3 performed significantly well, does not require much pragmatic skill and 

perhaps the video, metapragmatic discussion, and pragmatic instruction did not relate to 

its mastery. Learners in G3, however, would likely have experienced significant 

improvements in the other five strategies had they been exposed to the input activities. 

Video viewing appears to be an effective tool in facilitating the acquisition of 

pragmatic competence because it can present visual images of the target people and their 

culture to learners. The effectiveness of video, however, cannot be fully achieved if it is 

not combined with metapragmatic discussion and pragmatic instruction. The statistical 

results of G2 and G3 support this claim. Even though G2 was exposed to the video, 

learners were able to improve significantly in only two strategies (SA type and amount of 

speech), which could have been due to learners proficiency level or transfer from their 

L1. G2 probably was not able to produce these two strategies because the learners were 

not exposed to metapragmatic discussion and pragmatic instruction. G3, without video, 

metapragmatic discussion, or pragmatic instruction, received an inferior quality of input 

than G2 because the learners did not experience the visual images of the TL, the 
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discussion, and instruction, and also the intonation and body language of the native 

speakers.   

Table 4.26 also displays the summarized delayed posttest statistical results of G1, 

G2, and G3. The delayed posttest was conducted a month after the conclusion of the 

treatment lessons. G1 sustained significant improvements in linguistic items and 

directness strategies while improving marginally in SA type, amount of speech, and 

politeness strategies. The marginal improvements indicate the treatment effects were not 

long-lived. It could also be due to the fact that the ten treatments that the learners 

received were not sufficient to have brought about internalization and eventual 

acquisition of the pragmatic elements and strategies. There was no significant 

improvement in the formality strategy for G1, and again the effects of treatment do not 

seem to last long. G2, however, experienced marginal improvement in use of formality in 

addition to politeness strategies after the one-month break. It is difficult to know whether 

the one significant improvement in G2’s delayed posttest data is a result of the video or 

previous pragmatic knowledge that learners had acquired in or outside the classroom.   

Learners in G3 showed no significant or marginally significant improvement in any 

of the six pragmatic strategies studied in the delayed posttest. This finding indicates that 

the video, metapragmatic discussion, and pragmatic instructional techniques can be an 

effective tool in helping learners in an L2 classroom setting to acquire pragmatic skills in 

Spanish.  

 In analyzing the data quantitatively, the study also examined which type of 

situation (PtoP or AtoS) improved significantly more than the other in the six strategies. 

Table 4.27 below carries the Least Square Means scores of PtoP and AtoS situations in 

each of the six strategies examined in this study. 
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Table 4.27 Least Square Means scores for peer and non-peer situations in each of the 
six pragmatic strategies 

 
  POSTTEST DELAYED 

POSTTEST 
TYPE OF STRATEGY TYPE OF SITUATION t value p t value p 

Peer 1.08 0.2958 1.10 0.2900 Advice SA 
Non-Peer 3.76 0.0014 0.66 0.5145 
Peer 2.50 0.0208 2.18 0.0470 Linguistic items 
Non-Peer 4.22 0.0003 1.90 0.0678 
Peer 4.06 0.0004 1.95 0.0670 Amount of speech 
Non-Peer 5.02 0.0001 1.25 0.2189 
Peer 1.46 0.2271 0.77 0.5269 Formality 
Non-Peer 3.62 0.0223 2.67 0.0756 
Peer 1.43 0.1606 0.42 0.6866 Directness 
Non-Peer 1.69 0.0967 -0.13 0.8949 
Peer 1.42 0.2915 1.91 0.1310 Politeness 
Non-Peer 2.62 0.0680 4.32 0.0099 

Significant result = p < .05   Marginally significant result = p < .10 
 

 In the posttest results, the non-peer (AtoS) situations showed significant 

improvement by the learners  when they used four of the six strategies, namely, the 

appropriate advice SA, linguistic items, amount of speech, and formality. For the 

directness and politeness strategies, the improvement was marginally significant. It could 

be argued that because the AtoS situations are marked, learners acquire the structures and 

pragmatic knowledge needed to perform them before the peer situations (PtoP). In the 

delayed posttest, even though the AtoS situations recorded one significant and two 

marginally significant improvements (see Table 4.27 above), the overall performance in 

AtoS situations was better than the PtoP situations. Examining the PtoP situations in the 

posttest results, significant improvements were shown only for linguistic items and 

amount of speech strategies. The delayed posttest results revealed one significant 

improvement and one marginally significant improvement. Comparing the pattern of 

performance of the PtoP and AtoS situations in both the posttest and delayed posttest 
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results, it is arguable that learners, in general, performed better in AtoS situations than in 

PtoP ones.  

 A closer look was then taken at the group level examining typical linguistic items, 

formality, directness, and politeness strategies while disregarding appropriate advice SA 

and amount of speech because the two were considered to require the least pragmatic 

competence for their realizations. Only the posttest results of the four strategies were 

examined and the following was found:  

 (1) G1 (t = 2.98, p < 0.0091) recorded a significant improvement in PtoP 

situations while using the linguistic items strategy. The AtoS situations did not 

experience a significant improvement. Both G2 and G3 did not record any significant 

improvement in neither the PtoP nor the AtoS situations;  

 (2) With the formality strategy, it was noted that G2 (t = 3.26, p < 0.0056) 

experienced a significant improvement in only the AtoS situations while G1 and G3 did 

not record any significant improvements;  

 (3) G1 experienced significant improvements in both PtoP (t = 3.63, p < 0.0035) 

and AtoS (t = 3.50, p < 0.0040) situations while G2 and G3 did not record any significant 

improvements at all; and  

 (4) G2 (t = 3.14, p < 0.0050) improved significantly in AtoS situations while PtoP 

situations did not illustrate such an improvement. G1 and G3 did not show any significant 

improvements in either the PtoP or the AtoS situations.  

This group level examination of four strategies revealed three significant 

improvements in AtoS situations and only one in PtoP situations. This finding supports 

our earlier conclusion that learners improve more significantly with AtoS situations than 

with PtoP ones. This finding could be due to the markedness of the pragmalinguistic 

information for the realization of AtoS situations. 
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4.9       Development of L2 pragmatics     

The results of the study indicate the effectiveness of a combination of video, 

metapragmatic discussion, and pragmatic instruction in a classroom setting to facilitate 

the acquisition of L2 pragmatics. Statistical figures from G1 indicate significant 

development in the pragmatic competence of the learners for the advice SA. For instance, 

the pretest data of these learners show a use of “want” and “need” expressions, direct 

commands without softeners, fewer supportive moves, problems marking formality 

appropriately, and fewer appropriate linguistic items. After the treatments, however, the 

posttest data reveal significant improvement in all the six strategies examined. For 

example, the direct commands tend to be replaced by indirect commands and more 

subjunctive sentences, supportive moves, expressions and formality markings were more 

accurate. The NS’s advice acts in the video had an effective impact on the structures that 

the learners produced in the posttest and delayed posttest. NSs used many of the 

following structures: Recomendar que / Aconsejar que / Sugerir que + Subjuntivo ‘To 

recommend that/ advise that/ suggest that + SUBJUNCTIVE,’ Ser importante que + 

Subjuntivo ‘To be important that + SUBJUNCTIVE,’ Necesitar + Infinitivo ‘To need to + 

INFINITIVE,’ Tener que + Infinitivo ‘To have to + INFINITIVE,’ Haber que + 

Infinitivo ‘To be necessary to or must + INFINITIVE,’ (No) + Infinitivo ‘(No) + 

INFINITIVE.’ Learners in G1 discussed the meaning and impact of these structures that 

NSs used in the video in the metapragmatic discussion session. The teacher then 

explained the nuances and the pragmalinguistic meaning and intended effect in a 

particular advice situation. The following are two excerpts from the NS data. In the first 

excerpt, Luisa asks for advice from her friend María as to what to do to get to work on 

time because she cannot find her car: 
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(4.36) Luisa: Pues fíjate que al salir hoy de mi casa me encuentro con que el 

carro no está y me urge, me urge estar ahorita en menos de 30 minutos en mi 

trabajo este.. ¿Qué puedo hacer?......¿Cómo podría yo solucionar este problema? 

‘Well, just imagine-INFORMAL this, upon leaving my house I find out that my 

car is not there and it is urgent, it is urgent that I be at work right away in 30 

minutes, uh… What do I do? How should I solve this problem?’ 

(4.37) María: Bueno, pues mira, yo te aconsejo que eeh resuelvas las cosas paso 

por paso. El carro, ya te lo robaron, este.. lo importante es que no pierdas tu 

trabajo... ‘OK, well, look, I advise you-INFORMAL to uh solve things step by 

step. The car has already been stolen from you-INFORMAL, uh… the important 

thing is to not lose your-INFORMAL job…’ 

In order to maintain the oral interaction and to show some interest and understanding and 

to signal that she is ready to say something, María uses discourse markers like bueno and  

pues ‘well.’ Then she goes on to use the aconsejar que + subjuntive structure. In the 

second excerpt, Mariluz has a problem with stopping smoking and asks her friend Juanita 

for help. 
 
(4.38) Mariluz: Tengo un problema muy grave; no puedo dejar de fumar, este  

eee... eee.. ya he ido con varios médicos y he tratado de dejar este, dejar este 

habito, mal habito. Este, a cada momento necesito del cigarro, entonces ya 

realmente yo quisiera dejar este mal habito que es el fumar va y no sé los 

peligros, las consecuencias que vaya a tener en un futuro pero, este realmente ya 

es molesto para mí. ¿Qué me aconsejarías? No sé... ‘I have a serious problem; I 

cannot stop smoking, uh...eeh....eeh.... I have already gone to see several doctors 

and I have tried to stop this, stop this habit, bad habit. Uh, I need a cigarette every 
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time, therefore, and, in fact, I would like to stop this bad habit which is smoking. I 

do not know the dangers, the consequences I am going to face in the future but, 

uh, in fact, it is already a bother for me. What would you-INFORMAL advise me 

to do? I do not know…’ 

(4.39) Juanita: Bueno, primero, es que más que nada, que tú estás consciente que 

te estás fumando, que se te está haciendo un vicio, yo te recomiendo más que 

nada que tengas por decir una asesoría con gente que tiene ese mismo problema 

y de alguna manera tratar de salir poco a poco porque no lo vas hacer de un día 

para otro. ‘OK, first of all, more than anything, you-INFORMAL are aware that 

you are smoking and that it is becoming a vice for you-INFORMAL, I seriously 

recommend that you-INFORMAL find, so to speak, a group of people with the 

same problem and in some way try to quit little by little because you-INFROMAL 

are not going to do it overnight.’ 

Juanita also uses bueno ‘OK or Well’ and primero ‘First of all’ to maintain the oral 

interaction. Then she goes on to use the phrase más que nada ‘more than anything,’ an 

upgrader to modify the sentence that follows. This sentence (tú estás consciente que te 

estás fumando, que se te está haciendo un vicio) is considered an advice supportive move 

that prepares Mariluz for an upcoming advice and remove potential objections to the 

advice. Juanita then uses the recomendar que + subjuntivo structure. Juanita also uses the 

phrase por decir as a hedge before the word asesoría to avoid a direct expression of her 

message and also the phrase de alguna manera before the verb tratar for the same effect. 

By focusing the learners’ attention on the above structures, phrases, and words used by 

native Spanish speakers in giving advice, the various pragmatic strategies were examined 

and explicitly taught to the learners in the experimental group.  
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The following excerpt (4.40-4.47) is an example from the posttest data of two 

learners in G1. Sarah advises her friend Matt to stop drinking alcohol. Her advice-giving 

competence increases after going through the ten treatments. Here the strategies she uses 

to give effective advice are examined. As stated at the beginning of this study, pragmatic 

strategies, not grammatical accuracy, was the center of focus. 

 
(4.40) Sarah: Amigo, es importante que dejes (< de) beber alcohol. ‘Friend, it is  
 
important that you-INFORMAL stop drinking alcohol.’ 
 
(4.41) Matt: Sí, pero hay muchos estreses (<mucho estrés) en mi vida y el  
 
alcohol es, es la (<mejor) respuesta más mejor. ‘Yes, but there is a lot of stress in  
 
my life and alcohol is, is the best solution.’  
 
(4.42) Sarah: Pues, eh no debemos beber eh durante la semana porque eh es  
 
importante que tú cae (< te lleves) bien con tus compañeras y tus padres y es  
 
importante que um saque (< saques) buenas notas en tus clases. ‘Well, eh, we  
 
should not drink eh during the week because eh it is important that you- 
 
INFORMAL get along well with your-INFORMAL mates and your-INFORMAL  
 
parents and it is important that um you-INFORMAL get good grades in your- 
 
INFORMAL classes.’ 
 
(4.43) Matt: ..sí, pero el alcohol no es el problema. No no no sé, no sé los los  
 
problemas que hay con beber. ¿Hay problemas con beber el alcohol? ‘...yes, but  
 
alcohol is not the problem. I do not know, I do not know the problems associated  
 
with drinking. Are there problems with drinking alcohol?’  
 
(4.44) Sarah: Eh, nunca asistías (< asistes a) tus clases especialmente por la  
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mañana um, um todos(< todo el) tiempo....estás cansada, I mean cansado. ‘Eh,  
 
you-INFORMAL never attend your-INFORMAL classes especially in the  
 
mornings, um, um, you-INFORMAL are tired all the time.’ 
 
(4.45) Matt: Sí, ¿Qué qué recomiendas? ‘Yes, what do you-INFORMAL  
 
recommend?’ 
 
(4.46) Sarah: Ah, recomiendo que um dejar beber, dejas beber, dejes beber  
 
um, no es bueno para tu vida. ‘Ah, I recommend that um, to stop drinking, you 
 
-INFORMAL stop drinking, um, it is not good for your-INFORMAL life.’ 
 
(4.47) Matt: Sí, gracias. ‘Yes, thank you.’ 

 

Sarah, the advisor in this situation, starts with an alerter, amigo, to establish a friendly 

atmosphere and gives a signal to Matt that she is ready to listen to him. She then uses a 

structure that avoids an agent, es importante que + subjunctive, to reduce the face-

threatening effect that the advice will have on Matt. She uses discourse markers like the 

starter pues to indicate that she is ready to say something and an aside eh to fill the gap. 

Then she goes on to use the third person plural, no debemos beber, to advise Matt, stating 

why it is important not to drink. The use of the first person singular and plural was seen 

in the NS data and discussed in class. This usage is an obvious improvement from her 

pretest performance where she sounded more direct and used structures that sounded as if 

she was blaming the advisee. This improvement is attributed to the impact that the NS 

video had on learners. 

 In another excerpt (4.48) from the posttest data of G1, George advises his friend 

Nadia, who just broke up with her boyfriend and is showing signs of serious depression.  
 
(4.48)  Nadia: Soy (< estoy) deprimida. ‘I am depressed.’ 
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George: ¿Por qué? ‘Why?’ 

Nadia: No me gusta vivir. No me gusta mi vida. No me gusta nada. No me gusta 

(< la) escuela. No me gusta todo. ‘I do not like to live. I do not like my life. I do 

not like anything. I do not like school. I do not like everything.’ 

George: ¿Por qué? ¿Cuál cuál es la la (< el) problema? ‘Why? What....what is 

the problem?’ 

Nadia: No sé, no quiero, no quiero uh nada no quiero, no quiero dormir, no 

quiero uh nada, no sé. ‘I do not know...I do not want....I do not want uh anything, 

I do not want, I do not want to sleep, I do not want uh anything, I do not know.’ 

George: ¡Ah ya yah! ¡Qué lástima! ¿Cuál cuál es la problema? ¿Cuál cuál eh 

qué qué cosa es (pasa)? ‘Oh yeah, yeah! What a pity! What ...what is the 

problem? What..what..eh what ...what is the matter?’ 

Nadia: No sé. Mi novio no me encanta, no me ama y mis padres no me aman. 

¿Qué me recomien... recomiendas? ‘I do not know. My boyfriend does not love 

me... he does not love me and my parents do not love me. What do you-

INFORMAL recommend?’ 

George: Pero pero te....te amo. Soy....soy tu amigo y.. y pienso que...que eres uh 

una...una mujer muy bonita y....y muy inteligente. Y necesitas um, necesitas uh 

estar uh alegre. ‘But...but I love you...you. I am....am your friend and ....and I 

think that...that you-INFORMAL are uh a ....a very beautiful woman and..and 

very intelligent. You-INFORMAL need um, you-INFORMAL need to uh be 

happy.’ 
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Nadia: No quiero... no quiero nada. I do not want...I do not want anything.’ 

George: Pues, tal vez (< necesites) necesitas uh ir al....doctor y uh....y pedir uh 

Prozac. Well, may be, you-INFORMAL need uh to go to the doctor and uh 

.....and ask for uh Prozac.’ 

Nadia: Um, ven conmigo, ven conmigo a la oficina del doctor. ‘Um, come-

INFORMAL COMMAND with me…..come-INFORMAL COMMAND with me to 

the doctor’s office.’ 

George: Sí, sí voy voy a ir con...contigo a la oficina. ‘Yes, yes, I will go, I will go 

with.....with you-INFORMAL to the office.’ 

Nadia: Gracias, mi amigo.. ‘Thanks, my friend.’ 

George: Uh, de nada, mi amiga. ‘Uh, you are welcome, my friend.’ 

In line 4.48, George uses expressions of empathy ¡Ah ya yah! and ¡Qué lástima! to signal 

that the message from Nadia has been received and accepted as part of the ongoing 

discourse. He then asks Nadia what her problem is. George does not directly give Nadia 

the advice. Instead, he prepares her for the upcoming advice with a number of disarmers 

in his fourth turn, which are supportive moves whose purpose is to remove potential 

objections to the advice. Examples of such disarmers are: (1) Pero pero te....te amo… 

‘But, but I love you…’ (2) Soy....soy tu amigo y.. ‘I am…I am tu friend and …’ (3) 

Pienso que...que eres uh una...una mujer muy bonita y....y muy inteligente ‘I think you 

are uh a, a very beautiful woman and very intelligent.’ George’s fifth turn contains the 

advice head act with the necesitar + infinitve structure. George prefixes the advice head 

act with a starter pues and then uses a downtoner, tal vez, which is a sentence modifier to 
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reduce the impact of the verb necesitar. George is aware of the pragmatic importance of 

the formality distinction and, therefore, uses the informal forms appropriately. The NS 

video together with the other instructional techniques used in this study may have helped 

George and other learners in G1 to acquire these pragmatic strategies. Example 4.49 is an 

excerpt from the pretest data of George and Nadia. 

(4.49) Nadia:   Hola George. ‘Hi George’ 

George: ¿Cómo estás? ‘How are you?’ 

Nadia:   Mmm, bien. ¿y tú? ‘Mmm, fine, and you?’ 

George: Uh, más o menos (( (  ))). ‘Uh, so-so’ 

Nadia:   Uh, ¿Qué? ‘Uh, What? 

George: Necesitas de.. dejar  (< de) fumando (< fumar). ‘You need to stop 

smoking’ 

Nadia:   ¿Por qué? ‘Why?’ 

George: Porque es es mal por ah para tu salud. ‘Because it is bad for your 

health’ 

Nadia:   ¿En serio? ‘Seriously?’ 

George: Sí, (((  ))) en serio. Tu tus uh tus pulmones uh son (< están) mal (< 

malos) ahora. ‘Yes, seriously. Your lungs are bad now.’ 

Nadia:   Um no quiero um dejar fumar. ‘Um, I do not want um, to stop smoking.’ 

George: ¿Por qué no? ‘Why not?’ 

Nadia:   Porque me gusta fumar. Es mi pasatiempo (((  ))). ‘Because I like 

smoking. It is my pastime.’ 
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George: Siempre siempre estás fumando y y no me gusta. ‘You are always, 

always smoking and I do not like it.’ 

Nadia:   Lo siento pero me gusta (((  ))). ‘I’m sorry but I like it.’ 

George: Pero, pero uh...Nadia, siempre hueles mal. ‘But, but uh, Nadia, you are 

always smelling bad.’ 

Nadia:   No. Huelo muy bueno. ‘No, I smell good.’ 

George: En serio. Uh, tus tus amigos no no uh no (< te) le (< gustarán) gustas. 

‘Seriously. Your friends will not like you.’ 

Nadia:   No no, no. En mi opinión tú hable hablas mucho. ‘No, no,no. In my 

opinion, you are talking a lot.’ 

This oral role-play was recorded before the treatments started. George is advising his 

friend Nadia to stop smoking. George begins the advice straight away without any advice 

supportive move like a grounder, a disarmer, or a preparatory (see 4.48). He uses the verb 

necesitar without any softener like tal vez. When Nadia asked him why she should stop 

smoking, George is very direct and to the point. He does not use sentence modifiers like 

‘I think..’ or ‘in my opinion’ to lower the degree to which he commits himself to the state 

of affairs referred to in his proposition. For instance, he tells Nadia the following: Tu tus 

uh tus pulmones uh son mal ahora ‘Your lungs are bad now’ and Nadia, siempre hueles 

mal ‘Nadia, you are smelling bad.’ He even uses the formal indirect object pronoun for 

his friend Nadia in the following sentence: Uh, tus tus amigos no no uh no le gustas 

‘your-INFORMAL friends will not like you-FORMAL.’ In this excerpt, George does not 

demonstrate pragmatic competence in strategies that include linguistic items, formality, 
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directness and politeness. From Nadia’s reaction, No no, no. En mi opinión tú hable 

hablas mucho. ‘No, no, no. In my opinion, you are talking a lot,’ one can conclude that 

George did not succeed in performing the advice SA. Analyzing excerpt 4.48, however, a 

great difference is noted in George’s pragmatic competence as he advises his friend 

Nadia, who is suffering from depression. George uses supportive move strategies to 

reduce the face threat of the advice. He also uses a downtoner tal vez and a discourse 

marker pues to reduce the illocutionary force of the sentence that follows. An uptaker 

¡Qué lástima! is used at the beginning of the conversation to express some sympathy and 

to signal to Nadia that he is interested in listening to what she has to say. These strategies 

were absent in George’s pretest data, which means, therefore, that their presence in the 

posttest data may be attributed to the video, metapragmatic discussion, and explicit 

instruction received by George. 

The delayed posttest statistical scores were not as impressive as the posttest 

scores. Learners experienced significant improvement in the use of linguistic items and 

directness strategies, and only marginally significant improvement in type of SA, amount 

of speech, and politeness strategies, and no significant improvement in use of formality 

markers.  

In the following delayed posttest excerpt, Emily, the boss of a McDonald’s 

restaurant, advises her employee on how to treat clients well. The data (4.50) show that 

learners in G1 did retain some pragmatic features that were acquired in the posttest 

period.   
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(4.50) Emily:   Hola, Ashley. ‘Hi Ashley’ 

Ashley:  Hola. ‘Hi’ 

Emily: Tu trabajo es terrible. Todos los personas (< toda la gente) dice 

que tú eres muy malo. ‘Your-INFORMAL work is terrible. Everyone says 

that you-INFORMAL are bad.’ 

Ashley:  Pero, no...... los..... las personas son um, um grosero 

(<groseras). ‘But, no...the....the people are  um, um gross.’ 

Emily:   Sí. Porque es … pero es importante que tú sonrie sonrías a los (< 

las) personas y hable hablas  a los personas (< hables con las) en un buen 

(una buena) manera. Yo recomiendo que tú no trabajas (< trabajes) en 

este restaurante si no te molesta. ‘Yes, because it is.....but it is important 

that you-INFORMAL smile at the people and speak with them in a nice 

manner. I recommend that you-INFORMAL do not work in this restaurant 

if it does not bother you-INFORMAL.’ 

In example 4.50, Emily starts with an appropriate alerter, hola Ashley, and follows with 

some preparatories that are intended to prepare Ashley for the upcoming advice. In 

Emily’s third turn, she uses the ser importante que + subjunctive structure and the 

recomendar que + subjunctive structure to advise Ashley. These are the type of structures 

that the NSs used in the instructional video. 

 The next excerpt is also taken from G1 delayed posttest data. In this situation, 

Sarah discovers that her best friend, who has just been admitted to same university where 

she is attending, is lagging behind academically. To advise him, she uses an appropriate 
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alerter amigo to address him and follows with a preparatory, an advice supportive move, 

which is meant to prepare Matt for the advice that she is about to give. Matt reacts 

defensively to the preparatory by saying tengo control de mi vida, señorita ‘I am in 

control of my life, young lady.’ Matt’s use of the alerter señorita is inappropriate unless it 

was used in a sarcastic or angry manner. Sarah does not give up and uses a strong hint 

pero te gusta ir (< a) las fiestas todos los días ‘but you like to go to parties everyday.’ 

This strong hint, which intimates that Matt is not in control of his life, could also serve as 

a preparatory for the advice she is getting ready to give. Her advice is framed in the 

recomendar que + subjunctive structure. 

(4.51)  Sarah: Amigo, yo estoy preocupada sobre tu vida y tu situación. ‘Friend, I 

am worried about your-INFORMAL life and predicament.’ 

Matt: ¿Por qué estás preocupada? Mmm, tengo control de mi vida, 

señorita. ‘Why are you-INFORMAL worried? Mmm, I am in control of 

my life, young lady.’ 

Sarah: Uh, pero te gusta ir (< a) las fiestas todos los días. Recomiendo 

que tú vayas a las fiestas solamente en los fines de semana. ‘Uh, but you-

INFORMAL like going to parties everyday. I recommend that you-

INFORMAL go to the parties only on weekends.’ 

The posttest statistical results of G2 do not show the kind of significant pragmatic 

development seen in the posttest results of G1. Even though G2 watched the video, that 

in itself was not enough to facilitate the acquisition of linguistic items, formality, 

directness, and politeness elements. Learners were able to improve significantly only in 
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the realization of the advice SA and the appropriate use of amount of speech. In the 

delayed posttest, G2 recorded significant improvement in only the politeness strategy. 

The video might have played some role, in addition to other factors that cannot be 

identified. If the video did indeed facilitate the acquisition of this strategy, it is interesting 

that it did not affect learners’ acquisition of the other five strategies.  

G3’s performance in the posttest and delayed posttest was inferior to that of G2. In 

the posttest scores, learners experienced significant improvement only in their ability to 

produce more speech. The production of more speech did not require the acquisition of 

much pragmatic skill because the proficiency level of learners in their fourth semester of 

Spanish is assumed to be sufficient to enable them produce an appropriate amount of 

speech. In the delayed posttest analysis, G3 attained no significant improvement in any of 

the six strategies.   

Statistical results of G1, G2, and G3 support the hypothesis of this investigation, 

which states that learners who are exposed to video, metapragmatic discussion, and 

pragmatic instruction in a classroom setting should improve their pragmatic competence 

more than learners who are exposed to only video and learners in a traditional classroom 

setting without video, metapragmatic discussion, and pragmatic instruction.  

 

4.10     Learners’ evaluations of the treatments and language learning   

This section addresses the second research question (How do learners react to 

each of the three instructional techniques?). Results of learners’ evaluations are reported 

here. The questions that learners answered covered their opinions about the SA lessons 

and testing as well as aspects of language learning. The evaluation forms (see Appendices 

I, J, and K) were adapted from Lyster (1993). Each learner was given the questionnaire to 

rate the SA lessons and testing procedure. Space was also provided for learners to 
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comment on the treatments and other issues related to language learning. Learners 

evaluated the following ten aspects of the (1) level of difficulty of instructional video; (2) 

level of difficulty of pre-, post-, and delayed posttests; (3) interest level of SA lessons; (4) 

information learned about giving advice in Spanish; (5) improved ability to give advice 

due to lessons; (6) usefulness of video clips on advice; (7) usefulness of metapragmatic 

discussions; (8) helpfulness of pragmatic instruction; (9) helpfulness of video script; and 

(10) Hispanic cultural aspects learned from video clips. Results were first tabulated by 

percentage and then by number. The means for all the answers were also calculated using 

a five-point scale. For instance, on the scale, the option of “Very Easy” was assigned the 

value of 1 while “Very Difficult” was assigned a 5. A total of eighty learners completed 

the questionnaires, which included forty learners from G1, eleven learners from G2, and 

twenty-nine students from G3. Rating responses are discussed in this section in addition 

to comments that learners made on the open-ended questions. To show the number of 

learners who gave a particular response to an open-ended question, the responses were 

tabulated in a number of tables.  

 

4.10.1   Group 1 learners’ evaluations   

In responding to the first question on the evaluation form regarding the level of 

difficulty of the instructional video, 65% of the learners in G1 indicated that the video 

was difficult and 22.5% said it was neither easy nor difficult, as indicated in Table 4.28. 

Approximately 7.5% found it either easy or very easy.  
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Table 4.28 G1 learners’ evaluations of the SA lessons (1 = lowest rating, 5 = highest 
rating) in percentages 

 
Level of 
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culty of 
instruct-

ional 
video 

 

Level of 
difficulty 

of 
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post- 
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Interest 
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SA 
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Informa-
tion 
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about 
giving  
advice 

in 
Spanish  
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ability to 

give 
advice  

Video 
clips 
on 
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useful 
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pragmatic 
discussion 

useful 

Pragmatic 
instruc-

tion 
helpful 

Video 
script 

helpful 
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video 
clips  

Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7 Q8 Q9 Q10 

  

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
 
1 

 
2.5% 

 
0% 

 
2.5% 

 
7.5% 

 
10% 

 
10% 

 
7.5% 

 
0% 

 
0% 

 
7.5% 

 
2 

 
5% 

 
10% 

 
37.5% 

 
32.5% 

 
37.5% 

 
37.5% 

 
32.5% 

 
17.5% 

 
17.5% 

 
35% 

 
3 

 
22.5% 

 
35% 

 
40% 

 
25% 

 
35% 

 
25% 

 
25% 

 
20% 

 
17.5% 

 
15% 

 
4 

 
65% 

 
52.5% 

 
12.5% 

 
30% 

 
10% 

 
25% 

 
25% 

 
42.5% 

 
35% 

 
40% 

 
R 
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T 
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S 

 
5 

 
5% 

 
2.5% 

 
7.5% 

 
5% 

 
7.5% 

 
2.5% 

 
10% 

 
20% 

 
30% 

 
2.5% 

 

The mean score for video difficulty was 3.65, which indicates that the video 

posed some difficulty for a majority of the learners. Also, in answering Question #11 

(What aspects of the lessons did you have trouble understanding?), most learners 

indicated that the native speakers on the video spoke too fast, thus making it very difficult 

to follow the conversation. Three learners indicated that poor video quality, low volume, 

and native speakers’ accent impeded comprehension of the video while seven said they 

had problems with the vocabulary. The accent of the native speakers on the tape seemed 

to have played a major role in affecting the difficulty of the video. Since learners were 

provided with a transcript that had a glossary, the question of vocabulary difficulty 

should not have arisen. This difficulty probably came about due to the learners’ inability 

to comprehend the accent of the NSs, which indicates that the video was not 

inappropriate for this proficiency level. 
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The second question asked about the level of difficulty of the pre-, post-, and 

delayed posttests (How would you rate the situations in the tests [pre-, post-, delayed]?). 

Fifty-two and half percent of learners indicated that the tests were difficult, 35% said they 

were neither easy nor difficult, and 10% thought they were easy. The mean score for 

level of difficulty was 3.48, which suggests a majority of the learners felt the situations 

were difficult to perform. The tests used the format of role-plays; therefore, learners had 

to produce their answers orally. This task was difficult for many of the learners, as 

reflected in their evaluation.  

Question #3 queried learners about how interesting they found the lessons (How 

did you find the lessons?). Thirty-five percent of the forty learners said they found the 

lessons interesting, 40% found them somewhat interesting and 7.5% found them not at all 

interesting (see Table 4.29). The mean score was 2.85, which indicates that the lessons 

were at least somewhat interesting for most learners. In the open-ended Question #13, 

most of the learners pointed out that the activity that most benefited them was the role-

plays, while others indicated they liked the metapragmatic discussions. Of the three 

learners who indicated that the lessons were not interesting at all, one of them wrote the 

following comment for Question #15 (Other comments):   

(4.52) “I found the lessons usually boring and uninvolved, plus it took class time 

away. Such as today, we should be studying for the final but are doing unrelated 

role-playing that has nothing to do, contextually speaking, with the final.”  

Some other learners felt the lessons were interesting but thought that they took away class 

time. Example 4.53 shows what one of them wrote in response to Question #15:  

(4.53) “I felt that these lessons took away from our class time. They would be 

helpful lessons if taught under different circumstances. I would like to do this 

again.”  
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The fact that learners were not going to be tested on these lessons and that they did not 

count toward the final grade in the course reduced the level of interest and seriousness of 

some learners.  

In response to Question #4 (Through these lessons, how much information did 

you learn about giving advice in Spanish in an appropriate manner?), more than half of 

the learners (65%) reported that these lessons helped them learn a lot of information 

about giving advice in Spanish in an appropriate manner (see Table 4.28). The mean 

score was 2.93, which is an indication that many learners believed they learned 

information on how to give advice appropriately in Spanish. Only two out of the forty 

learners indicated that they did not learn anything from the lessons. In response to 

Question #15, one of them wrote:  

(4.54) “This was a complete waste of time. Apparently you (the investigator) are 

under the impression that Americans are rude. We know how to use appropriate 

body language and tone of voice, and proper word usage.”  

These two learners and some others felt that because they were not receiving 

grades for anything related to these lessons, there was no need to take them seriously. 

These two learners even resented the lessons and felt the objective of the lessons was 

suspect. The comment of the learner in 4.54 is an example of how sensitive the issue of 

teaching culture and pragmatics in general to L2 learners can be. 

Question #5 asked learners if the lessons improved their pragmatic knowledge on 

giving advice in Spanish (In your view, did the lessons in general help you improve your 

Spanish in the area of knowing what is appropriate and what is not in giving advice in 

Spanish?). An overwhelming 82.5% of the learners agreed that the lessons improved their 

ability to give advice in Spanish. Only three learners indicated that the lessons did not 

help them at all. This small group of learners stated in the open-ended Question #15 their 
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lack of interest in the lessons because they were not part of the course and, more 

precisely, because grades were not awarded for the tests that were taken in class. The 

mean score of 2.68 suggests that the lessons were perceived to have improved the 

learners’ ability to give advice in Spanish, although not strongly.   

As displayed in Table 4.28, responses to Question #6 show that about half of the 

learners (52.5%) found the video clips useful in facilitating the acquisition of advice in 

Spanish.  

The mean score on the usefulness of the video clips was 2.73, which indicates that 

these clips had some usefulness to the learners. Only four out of forty learners did not 

find them useful at all. The reason could be that they understood nothing or little of what 

the native speakers were saying on the tape because many of them indicated in the survey 

that the native speakers spoke too fast for them to understand everything they were 

saying.   

In response to Question #7, which queried learners about the usefulness of the 

metapragmatic discussions on the video clips, 60% said they were useful while 7.5% felt 

they were not useful. The mean score for this question was 2.98, which indicates that 

many learners found the discussion useful for learning the Spanish speech act of giving 

advice.  

An overwhelming 82.5% of learners said Question #8 (Was the instructor’s 

explanation of certain structures and [sociolinguistic] rules helpful?) was helpful. A mean 

score of 3.65 confirms the fact that pragmatic instruction by the teacher was effective in 

allowing the learners to acquire the pragmatic knowledge of giving advice in Spanish. 

Also, as to whether the video script was helpful (Question #9) or not, again, 82.5% 

answered affirmatively. The mean score was 3.78, a confirmation of the video script’s 

usefulness.  
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The final evaluation question asked learners if the video clips helped them to 

learn some aspects of the Hispanic culture and more than half (57.5%) of them felt the 

clips were helpful. Only three out forty of the learners (see Table 4.29) did not find the 

clips helpful.    
 
Table 4.29 G1 learners’ evaluations of the SA lessons (1 = lowest rating, 5 = highest 

rating) in numbers 
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Learners  
 

Learners 
 

Learners 
 

Learners 
 

Learners 
 

Learners 
 

Learners 
 

Learners 
 

Learners 
 

Learners 
 

 
1 

 
1 

 
0 

 
1 

 
3 

 
4 

 
4 

 
3 

 
0 

 
0 

 
3 

 
2 

 
2 

 
4 

 
15 

 
13 

 
15 

 
15 

 
13 

 
7 

 
7 

 
14 

 
3 

 
9 

 
14 

 
16 

 
10 

 
14 

 
10 

 
10 

 
8 

 
7 

 
6 

 
4 

 
26 

 
21 

 
5 

 
12 

 
4 

 
10 

 
10 

 
17 

 
14 

 
16 

 
R 
A 
T 
I 
N 
G 
S 

 
5 

 
2 

 
1 

 
3 

 
2 

 
3 

 
1 

 
4 

 
8 

 
12 

 
1 

* N = Total number of learners 

The following discussion and tables examine the comments of the learners in 

response to the rest of the evaluation questionnaire (Questions 11-15). Some of these 

comments have been referred to in the rating questions (Questions 1-10) to support some 

of the answers.  

In response to Question #11, Table 4.30 below presents various aspects of lessons 

that learners found difficult.  
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Table 4.30 Aspects of lessons difficult to understand as evaluated by learners 

(Question #11) 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 
 

  
ASPECTS OF LESSONS DIFFICULT TO 
UNDERSTAND 

 
LEARNERS          
(n = 40) 

i Native speakers on video spoke too fast        20 
ii Difficult vocabulary         8 
iii Accent difficult to understand         6 
iv Poor audio         4 
v Making general statements and giving advice         1 
vi Sentence structure         1 

As indicated in Table 4.30, half of the learners had problems understanding the 

native speakers because they spoke too fast. This result is due to the fact that these 

learners were not used to listening to native Spanish speakers on videos. There were new 

words and expressions that were used, although a video script with a glossary had been 

provided to help learners. The accent of native speakers also posed a problem to learners. 

Only four of the learners said the audio quality made it difficult for them to understand 

the conversation. Three of the four learners who cited poor audio quality also indicated 

that the native speakers spoke too fast or the volume was too low.   

Table 4.31 provides a tabulation of the responses of learners to Question #12 

(What are some other aspects of Spanish that you would like to learn?). Eleven of the 

thirty-two learners who answered this question wanted to learn more Hispanic culture, 

eight preferred to learn slang, and four wanted to learn everyday conversation with 

commonly used phrases. Table 4.31 indicates other aspects in descending order. 
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Table 4.31 Other aspects of Spanish that learners would like to learn 
 

  
OTHER ASPECTS OF SPANISH 

 
LEARNERS        
(n = 32) 

i More culture        11 
ii Slang          8 
iii Everyday conversation with commonly used phrases          4 
iv More vocabulary          3 
v Oral proficiency          3 
vi Regional differences          2 
vii How to argue well          1 

 

Question #13 asked learners to indicate the activity that most benefited them and 

the one that was least beneficial to them. Tables 4.32 and 4.33 display the responses of 

learners.  

Table 4.32 Activity that was most beneficial as evaluated by learners (Question #13) 
 

  
MOST BENEFICIAL ACTIVITY 

 
LEARNERS        
(n = 31) 

i Role-plays        19 
ii Metapragmatic discussion after viewing video clips          5 
iii Viewing video clips          4 
iv Recording role-plays           2 
v Grammar lessons          1 

 

A majority of the learners who answered Question #13 felt that the activity that 

most benefited them was the role-plays, followed by the metapragmatic discussions. As 

shown in Table 4.31, the activity that least benefited learners by their own evaluation was 

viewing the video clips followed by recording the role-plays. As many learners noted in 

their evaluations, they had difficulty understanding the native speakers on the video 

because they spoke too fast. It is not surprising, therefore, that a majority of those who 

answered Question #13 indicated that viewing the video clips benefited them the least.  
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Table 4.33 Activity that was least beneficial as evaluated by learners (Question #13) 
 

  
LEAST BENEFICIAL ACTIVITY 

 
LEARNERS        
(n = 25) 

i Viewing video clips        18 
ii Recording role-plays          6 
iii Discussion          1 

 

Question #14 asked for suggestions to improve the lessons. Only twenty-nine 

learners answered this question, of which seven learners suggested that the quality of 

video clips should be improved. The second suggestion most cited was to make dialogues 

in video clips easier, followed by a request to make the native speakers speak more 

slowly. Table 4.34 shows the rest of the suggestions.  
 

Table 4.34 Suggestions for improving the lessons (Question #14) 
 

  
SUGGESTIONS FOR IMPROVING LESSONS 

 
LEARNERS        
(n = 29) 

i Improve quality of video clips          7 
ii Make dialogues in video clips easier          5 
iii Dialogues should be slow          4 
iv More time for lessons          3 
v More speaking and interaction          2 
vi More instruction on structures and rules          2 
vii Make situations more interesting and authentic          2 
viii More time on metapragmatic discussions          1 
ix Have native speakers come and interact with learners          1  
x Spend more time on vocabulary          1 
xi Do more written activities          1 

  

The videotaping was done by the investigator, who is not a professional in this 

field; nevertheless, the videos are of relatively good quality. Some of the recordings were 

made outside a building and it is possible that the surrounding noise affected the quality 
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of the audio. To address the issue of low volume in some parts of the tape, the volume 

was increased and the clip was played more than twice for learners in all groups.  

The last evaluation question (Question #15) asked learners to list other comments 

they had on the lessons, which was answered by only 14 learners. Table 4.35 shows that 

four out of fourteen of these learners commented that the lessons were very useful. Three 

felt that class time was taken away by doing these lessons. One comment lauded 

pragmatic instruction as very effective. One learner said that he liked the idea of using 

video as an instructional tool. Another comment said that the role-plays were very useful. 

There were three learners who had a negative attitude toward the lessons. They made 

comments like “lessons usually boring,” “complete waste of time,” and “did not learn 

anything.” These responses were not surprising because these learners believed that since 

they were not receiving credit for the work that they did for these lessons, it was a waste 

of time to focus their energy on them. Table 4.35 displays a summary of the comments. 
 

Table 4.35 Other comments  
 

  
OTHER COMMENTS 

 
LEARNERS      
(n = 14) 

i Lessons very useful          4 
ii Lessons took away class time          3 
iii Pragmatic instruction very effective          1 
iv Liked idea of video clips as part of lessons          1 
v Role-plays very useful          1 
vi Good organization of lesson material          1 
vii Lessons best suited for Spanish majors          1 
viii Lessons boring          1 
ix Waste of time, an assumption that Americans are rude          1 

 

Even though more than half of G1 learners found the instructional video and the 

tests to be difficult, these problems did not affect their interest in the SA lessons. In fact, 
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more than half of these learners indicated that the lessons helped them to learn the 

appropriate way to give advice in Spanish and that they also learned some Hispanic 

cultural information from the video clips. Also, more than half indicated that 

metapragmatic discussion and the video viewing were helpful to them. An overwhelming 

82.5% said the lessons actually improved their ability to give advice appropriately. 

Learners listed a number of things that they thought made the video difficult to listen 

which included difficult vocabulary, accent of native speakers, and poor audio. Half of 

these learners stated that the native speakers on the tape spoke too fast, however, The 

three most beneficial activities listed in order of importance by the learners are role-plays, 

metapragmatic discussion and video viewing. Even though viewing the video was not 

their most favorite activity because many of them could not understand some of the 

things they were hearing, more than half of them said they gained some cultural 

information from the clips. Although a majority felt that the lessons were useful, a 

handful expressed their unhappiness about valuable class time being wasted mainly 

because they were not going to receive grades for the activities. 

 

4.10.2   Group 2 learners’ evaluations     

The first question on the evaluation form asked learners to rate the level of 

difficulty of the instructional video used in the lessons. Over 73% said that the video was 

difficult, 18% said it was neither easy nor difficult, and 9% said it was very difficult. 

Table 4.36 and Table 4.37 display the statistics in percentages and numbers respectively.  
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Table 4.36 G2 learners’ evaluations of the SA lessons (1 = lowest rating, 5 = highest 
rating) in percentages 

 
Level of 

difficulty of 
instructional 

Video 
 

Level of 
difficulty 

of 
pre-, post- 
delayed 
posttests 

Interest 
level of 

SA 
Lessons 

Information 
learned on 

giving advice 

Lessons 
improved 
ability to 

give advice 

Video 
clips 
on 

advice 
useful 

Video 
script 

helpful 

Aspects of 
Hispanic 
culture 
learned 

from clips 

Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7 Q8 

 

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
1 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 36.36% 27.27% 9.09% 
2 0% 0% 27.27% 18.18% 27.27% 18.18% 9.09% 45.45% 
3 18.18% 27.27% 27.27% 27.27% 36.36% 36.36% 18.18% 18.18% 
4 72.73% 72.73% 36.36% 27.27% 27.27% 9.09% 27.27% 18.18% 

 
 
Ratings 

5 9.09% 0% 9.09% 27.27% 9.09% 0% 18.18% 9.09% 
 

The 3.9 mean score for Question #1 indicates that the video was difficult for most 

learners. In responding to Question #2 (How would you rate the situations in the tests 

[pre-, post-, and delayed], 73% of learners again thought the tests were difficult while 

27% felt they were neither easy nor difficult. The mean score for the level of difficulty is 

3.72%, an indication of considerable difficulty.  

Question #3 (How did you find the lessons?) asked learners to evaluate the 

interest level of the lessons. Twenty-seven percent said they found the lessons interesting, 

another 27% found them somewhat interesting, and 36% said they were a little 

interesting. The mean score of 3.27 indicates that the lessons were somewhat interesting 

to the learners.  

Question #4 asked learners to rate the amount of information that they learned 

about giving advice appropriately in Spanish. Eighteen percent of learners said they 

learned enough information, 27% said the information was more or less enough, 27% 

said they gained only a bit of information, and the other 27% said they learned nothing. A 

3.62 mean score indicates that they felt they learned some information on giving advice 

in Spanish. In the same vein, Question #5 queried learners about whether the lessons 

helped them to improve their Spanish pragmatic knowledge in performing advice. 
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Twenty-seven percent of learners said the lessons probably helped them, 36% said the 

lessons perhaps helped them, 27% others said the lessons probably did not help them 

improve their Spanish in the said area, and 9% said the lessons did not help at all. The 

mean score for this question is 3.18, which is an indication that many believed the lessons 

did perhaps help them improve.   
 
Table 4.37 G2 learners’ evaluations of the SA lessons (1 = lowest rating, 5 = highest 

rating) in numbers 
 

Level of 
difficulty of 
instructional 

Video 
 

Level of 
difficulty of 
pre-, post- 

delayed 
posttests 

Interest 
level of 

SA 
Lessons 

Informa-
tion 

learned on 
giving 
advice 

Lessons 
improved 
ability to 

give 
advice  

Video 
clips 

on advice 
useful 

Video 
script 

helpful 

Aspects of 
Hispanic 
culture 
learned 

from clips 
Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7 Q8 

 
 
 
 
 
*N=11 Learners 

 
Learners 

 
Learners 

 
Learners 

 
Learners 

 
Learners 

 
Learners 

 
Learners 

 
1 0 0 0 0 0 4 3 1 
2 0 0 3 2 3 2 1 5 
3 2 3 3 3 4 4 2 2 
4 8 8 4 3 3 1 3 2 

 
 
Ratings 

5 1 0 1 3 1 0 2 1 

*N= Total number of learners 
 

In response to Question #6 (How useful were the video clips in helping you learn 

this aspect of Spanish [giving advice appropriately]?), about 9% said they were 

adequately helpful, 36% said they were more or less helpful, 18% said they were a little 

bit helpful, while 36% of the learners in this group said the video clips were not helpful. 

G2 was not exposed to metapragmatic discussion and pragmatic instruction on the video. 

A mean score of 2.18 shows that only some of the learners believed the video clips had 

just a little impact in helping them improve their Spanish.  

Approximately 63% of learners said the video script helped them (Question #7). 

Twenty-seven percent said the script did not help at all while 9% said it helped a little. 

The mean score of 3.0 indicates that it did more or less help them. The last rating 
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question (Question #8) asked whether the video clips helped them learn some aspects of 

the Hispanic culture. Approximately 45% said the clips helped them learn some aspects 

of the Hispanic culture, another 45% said the clips helped them a little, and 9% said the 

clips did not help them at all. The mean score of 2.72 indicates that the learners were not 

sure that lessons helped them learn some aspects of the Hispanic culture.  

Analyzing G2 learners’ evaluations, more than half of them (73%) indicated that 

the video and tests were difficult. About 45% said the lessons were either a little 

interesting or not interesting at all. As to the amount of information that they learned to 

help them give advice appropriately, more than half said they learned a bit or nothing at 

all. Thirty-six percent of these learners also indicated that they did not gain pragmatic 

knowledge from these lessons. Although more than half of the learners believed the video 

was of little or no help at all, 45% indicated that the video helped them to learn some 

aspects of the Hispanic culture. G2 evaluations suggest that the difficulty of the video 

might have reduced learners’ interest in the SA lessons, which in turn could have affected 

the group’s ability to acquire the advice SA. It could also be argued, however, that the 

lack of metapragmatic discussion and explicit instruction was the reason for G2’s feeling 

that they had not learned much from the lessons.   

Table 4.38 displays a tabulation of the responses to the four open-ended questions 

(Questions #9 to 13). Question #9 asked learners what aspects of the lessons created 

difficulties in understanding. Eighty-six percent of learners who answered the question 

said the dialogues were very fast in the video clips. Only 14% said they had problems 

understanding because of poor audio quality.  
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Table 4.38 A tabulation of answers to open-ended questions #9-13 
 
Question #9 Aspects of lessons learners had trouble understanding   No. of Learners (7)

i Dialogues in video clips too fast 6 
ii Poor audio 1 

   
Question #10 Other aspects of Spanish learners would like to learn No. of Learners (9)

i To speak fluently 6 
ii Conversational Spanish 2 
iii Learn different accents 1 

   
Question #11 Most beneficial activity in the lessons No. of Learners (6)

i Role-plays 4 
ii Video clips 2 

 Least beneficial activity in the lessons No. of Learners (6)
i Video clips 5 
ii Role-plays 1 
   

Question #12 Suggestions for improving the lessons No. of Learners (6)
i More oral practice needed 3 
ii Discussion about conversations on video clips 1 
iii Video clips should be played back more than twice  1 
iv Improve video quality and make characters speak slowly 1 

   
Question #13 Other comments on the lessons No. of Learners (1)

i Great lessons, they indicate how much there is still to learn 1 
   

 

Question #10 asked learners to note other aspects that they would like to learn. 

Sixty-seven percent of learners who answered this question said they would like to learn 

how to speak fluently, 22% said they would like to learn conversational Spanish and 11% 

said they would like to learn the different Spanish accents. Question #11 asked learners to 

list the activities in the lessons that most and least benefited them. Only six learners 

answered this question.  

From this number, 67% of them indicated that the role-plays were the most 

beneficial to them and 33% felt it was the video clips. As to the activity that least 

benefited these learners, 83% said it was the video clips and only 17% said the role-plays 
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benefited him the least. Question #12 asked for suggestions to improve the lessons. A 

majority of the suggestions said that more oral practice in class was needed. There were 

other suggestions like: discussions on dialogues in the video clips, learners should be able 

to watch the video clips more than twice, the video quality should be improved, and the 

characters should be made to speak slowly. The last question (Question #13) asked 

learners to list other comments and only one learner wrote:  

 (4.55) “It was a great lesson. It made me realize how much I still have to learn” 
 
 In listing the aspects of the lessons that posed the most difficulty, 86% indicated 

that the native speakers in the video spoke too fast for their understanding, while only 

14% attributed their difficulty in understanding the video to poor audio quality. The most 

beneficial activity in the lessons cited for G2 was the role-plays and the least beneficial 

was the video clips. An overwhelming majority of G2 learners want to be able to speak 

Spanish fluently and nearly half of them think that more oral practice is needed to 

improve the SA lessons. 

 

4.10.3   Group 3 learners’ evaluations     

G3’s evaluation questionnaire was slightly different from that of G1 and G2 

because learners were not exposed to the video, metapragmatic discussion, and pragmatic 

instruction that these two groups experienced. Learners in G3 only read the video script 

quietly in class (simulating a traditional teacher-fronted classroom) and then answered 

the questions that were posed to them by their teacher.  

The first question on the questionnaire asked learners to rate the level of difficulty 

of the lessons. More than 72% of the learners rated the lessons as not difficult while some 

28% thought the lessons were difficult. A mean score of 3.13 indicates that they believed 
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the lessons were neither easy nor difficult. Tables 4.39 and 4.40 display the ratings in 

percentages and numbers, respectively.   

In response to Question #2 (How would you rate the situations in the tests [pre-, 

post-, and delayed]?), some 59% said the tests were not difficult while 41% said they 

were difficult. The mean score of 3.2 indicates the tests were neither easy nor difficult. 
 
Table 4.39 G3 learners’ evaluations of the SA lessons (1 = lowest rating, 5 = highest 

rating) in percentages 

 
Level of 
difficulty 

of SA 
Lessons 

Level of 
difficulty 

of 
pre-, 
post- 

delayed 
posttests 

Interest 
level of 

SA 
Lessons

Information 
learned on 
performing 

advice 

Lessons 
improved 
ability to 

give 
advice  

Aspects 
of 

Hispanic 
culture 
learned 

Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 

 

100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
1 3.44% 0% 3.45% 6.90% 10.34% 20.69% 
2 6.89% 20.69%  34.48% 44.83% 44.83% 44.83% 
3 62.06% 37.93% 31.03% 17.24% 20.69% 24.14% 
4 27.58% 41.38% 24.14% 20.69% 17.24% 10.34% 

 
 
Ratings 

5 0% 0% 6.90% 10.34% 6.90% 0% 
 

 

 Question #3 asked whether learners found the lessons interesting or not. Sixty-

nine percent found them interesting while 7% did not find them interesting at all. The 

mean score for this question is 2.96, which is an indication that many learners believed 

the lessons were somewhat interesting.   

Question #4 queried learners on how much information they learned about giving 

advice appropriately in Spanish. Twenty out of twenty-nine learners said they learned 

enough information while six learned just a little and three did not learn anything. A 2.82 
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mean score indicates that learners believed the information learned was not greatly 

helpful to give advice in Spanish.   
 
Table 4.40 G3 learners’ evaluations of the SA lessons (1 = lowest rating, 5 = highest 

rating) in numbers 
 

Level of 
difficulty 

of SA 
Lessons 

Level of 
difficulty 

of 
pre-, 
post- 

delayed 
posttests 

Interest 
level of 

SA 
Lessons 

Information 
learned on 
performing 

advice 

Lessons 
improved 
ability to 

give 
advice  

Aspects 
of 

Hispanic 
culture 
learned 

Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
*N=29 

Learners 
 

Learners
 

Learners
 

Learners 
 

Learners 
 

Learners
 

1 1 0 1 2 3 6 
2 2 6  10 13 13 13 
3 18 11 9 5 6 7 
4 8 12 7 6 5 3 

 
 
Ratings 

5 0 0 2 3 2 0 

 *N=Total number of learners 
 

Question #5 asked learners whether the lessons generally helped them to improve 

their ability to give advice in Spanish. Seventy-six percent of learners said the lessons did 

help them while twenty-four percent said the lessons probably did not. The mean score 

calculated was 2.65, which means they believed the lessons probably did not help them 

greatly improve their ability to give advice in Spanish. 

Question #6 asked whether anything was learned about the Hispanic culture and 

45% said a little, 21% said they did not learn anything at all, and 34% said they did learn 

some things about the Hispanic culture. The mean score calculated was 2.24. This 

indicates that the learners believed they learned only a little about the Hispanic culture. 
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Table 4.41 A tabulation of answers to open-ended Questions #7-10 
 
Question #7 Other aspects of Spanish learners would like to learn No. of Learners (21)

i Conversational Spanish 6
ii More on culture 5
iii More vocabulary 3
iv To speak fluently 2
v Regional dialects 2
vi Slang 1
vii Listening comprehension 1
viii Primitive civilizations 1

Question #8 Most beneficial aspect of the lessons No. of Learners (19)
i Role-plays 12
ii Vocabulary 3
iii Discussion 1
iv Lecture 1
v Listening 1

 Least beneficial activity in the lessons No. of Learners (9)
i Role-plays 4
ii Vocabulary 2
iii Culture 2
iv Recordings of role-plays 1

Question #9 Suggestions for improving the lessons No. of Learners (17)
i More time for activities 4
ii More oral interaction 3
iii Conversational Spanish 2
iv Make lessons more interesting 2
v Give homework 2
vi Review recordings to correct errors 1
vii Devote less time to role-plays 1
viii Vary situations in role-plays 1
ix Shorten readings 1

Question #10 Other comments on the lessons No. of Learners (4)
i Some of the lessons seem to drag 1
ii Reduce number of role-plays 1
iii Early start of class (8:00am) affected participation 1
iv Everything was okay 1

 

The remainder of the evaluation questionnaire (Questions #7 to 10) consists of 

open-ended questions, and Table 4.41 above displays a tabulation of the responses. 
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Question #7 asked learners to list other aspects of Spanish they would like to learn. The 

aspects listed repeatedly were conversational Spanish, more culture and vocabulary.  

Question #8 asked learners to indicate the lesson aspects that most and least 

benefited them. Out of nineteen learners who answered this question, 63% wrote down 

“role-plays” as the activity that most benefited them. With regard to the activity that least 

benefited them, out of nine learners who answered that part,  44% of them felt role-plays 

were the least beneficial to them, 22% said vocabulary least benefited them, another 22% 

said it was culture and only one thought recording of the role-plays was the least 

beneficial.   

 Question #9 asked for suggestions to improve the lessons and seventeen learners 

responded to this question. There were about nine different suggestions; most of them 

favored giving more time to do activities in class.  

The final open-ended question (Question #10) asked for any other comments on 

the lessons. Only four learners made comments. The first comment said the lessons 

seemed to drag on, the second said the number of role-plays should be reduced, the third 

comment concluded that participation in class was affected because class started too early 

(8:00am), and the final comment said everything was fine with the lessons.  

 G3’s lesson format was different from those of G1 and G2 and, therefore, these 

learners had to complete a different questionnaire. Regarding the level of difficulty of the 

lessons, more than half of G3 learners rated them more or less difficult. In rating the tests 

(the same tests were given to all three groups), 41% said they were difficult. More than 

half of G3 learners also found the lessons interesting and indicated that they had learned 

enough information about giving advice appropriately. As to whether the lessons helped 

them to improve their ability to give advice in Spanish, 66% answered affirmatively. 

Thirty-four percent of G3 learners said they learned some things about the Hispanic 
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culture during the lessons, 45% said a little was learned, and 21% said nothing at all was 

learned. Twelve out of nineteen of the learners indicated that role-plays were the most 

beneficial activities in the lessons. G3 learners indicated that they would want to more 

Spanish culture and conversational Spanish. To improve the SA lessons, some of them 

suggested more time for activities and more oral interaction. 

 In summary, the questionnaires for the three groups were a little bit different from 

each other because of the different treatments that each group received. Questions about 

viewing the video, metapragmatic discussions and explicit instruction were not asked G3 

learners. G2 had questions about the use of the video but no questions on metapragmatic 

discussion and explicit instruction while G1 was asked questions on all the three inputs. 

More than 70% of G1 and G2 learners that used the video all agreed that the video was 

difficult to follow because of the native speakers’ accent, the fact that they spoke too fast, 

and poor audio quality in two of the ten video clips. Also, more than half indicated that 

the tests which consisted of role-plays were difficult since they were not allowed to re-

record their role-plays. Even though both groups indicated that the video was difficult, 

more than 60% said that the SA lessons were interesting. Also, 45% of G2 said the video 

clips were useful in helping them learn the advice SA while more than half of G1 

indicated that the clips were useful in facilitating their acquisition of the advice SA. 

Regarding the question of gaining knowledge of the Hispanic culture from the clips, more 

G1 learners (57.5%) than G2 learners (45.5%) said they did gain adequate knowledge. As 

to how much information they got from the SA lessons, more G1 learners (65%) said 

they received enough information while only 45% of G2 learners indicated they got 

enough information. On the question of whether the lessons did help them improve their 

ability to give advice appropriately, 82.5% of G1 answered affirmatively as compared to 

63% of G2. On the questions of metapragmatic discussion and explicit instruction, 60% 
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of G1 learners indicated that the metapragmatic discussion was useful to them while an 

overwhelming 82.5% said the pragmatic instruction was helpful in getting them to 

acquire pragmatic competence in the Spanish advice SA. On the final question of whether 

the video script was beneficial to them, both G1 (72.5%) and G2 (63.6%) agreed it was. 

In their comments, most learners from both groups stated that the most beneficial activity 

in the lessons was the role-plays and the least was the video. Some of the suggestions on 

improving the SA lessons by G2 were more oral practice, discussion on the video clips, 

and better audio quality. G1 suggested that the audio be improved, slower and easier 

dialogues on the video clips, and more time for SA lessons. 

 G3 was without video, metapragmatic discussions, and explicit instruction. More 

than half of G3 Learners found the SA lessons somewhat difficult and 41% indicated that 

the tests were difficult. About 31% thought that the lessons were a little interesting while 

more than half said they had learned enough information to enable them give advice in 

Spanish. Also, more half indicated that the SA lessons improved their ability to give 

advice. But when asked how much knowledge on Hispanic culture they had gained from 

the lessons, about 45% said a little while 21% said nothing. A majority of those who 

wrote down comments indicated that they would like to learn conversational Spanish and 

Spanish culture. More than half of G3 learners, just like their counterparts (G1 and G2), 

also stated that role-plays were the most beneficial activities in the SA lessons. They 

suggested more time for oral activities.    

 

4.11     Instructor evaluation 

Each instructor was given an evaluation form at the end of the semester to 

complete (see Appendix J). This form was adapted from Lyster (1993), and consisted of a 

number of items in which instructors rated aspects of the lessons. Space was also 
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provided to indicate the average time spent on each lesson and for instructors’ comments 

on the lessons in general. The ratings were coded on a five-point Likert scale to measure 

the following: (a) the level of difficulty (1 = “very easy” to 5 = “very difficult”); (b) how 

much learners liked the lessons (1 = “not at all” to 5 = “completely”); and (c) the extent 

to which the goal of the lessons were achieved (1 = “not at all” to 5 = “completely”). In 

the following sections, a tabulation of the ratings by the instructors is presented and a 

discussion of these ratings together with the comments is done.  

 

4.11.1   Ratings by instructors    

Ratings for each instructor in each of the three groups were tabulated. Table 4.42 

shows ratings for instructors in G1. The mean on a five-point scale for each question is 

calculated for the two instructors in Group 1. Table 4.43 displays ratings for one 

instructor in G2 and Table 4.44 displays ratings for two instructors in G3 with the mean 

on a five-point scale for each question.  
 
 

4.11.1.1 Group 1 instructors’ evaluations   

In rating the first question on the evaluation form (see Appendix L), both 

instructors,23 with a rating of 4, agreed that learners liked viewing the video clips even 

though they noted in their comments that some learners found some words were difficult 

to understand.   

Regarding the level of difficulty of the video clips, the mean rating for the two 

instructors was 4.5, which means the instructors found the video clips difficult for 

learners. Even though learners had the script for the video clips, they still had problems 

following the conversations on the tape for two reasons: (1) they were not used to 

                                                           
23 The investigator was one of the two instructors for G1. 
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working with a video as part of their normal classroom instruction; and (2) learners had 

problems with how fast the Spanish native speakers on the video spoke. The instructors 

also noted that learners had difficulties answering questions on the clips. The clips were 

played twice so that learners would understand most of the conversation but even that 

procedure did not seem to solve the problem completely. 

The video script was used for reference during the discussions and learners who 

did not fully understand the clips could read it over again. The instructors gave a mean 

rating of 3.5, which shows that they found the script useful to learners. Some learners 

referred to it whenever they missed a word or a whole sentence. Also, it was helpful to 

the learners for the metapragmatic discussion.  

With a 4.5 mean, the instructors indicated that the metapragmatic discussions 

were very useful to learners. Learners and instructors discussed each video clip 

thoroughly, examining a number of factors that included context, advisor and advisee’s 

relationship, the choice of words and their effect on the participants, body language and 

intonation, and differences between the TL culture and the American culture.  

The mean rating for pragmatic instruction by the instructors was 4. The 

instructors thought that the pragmatic instruction was helpful to learners because it helped 

them to understand the pragmatic strategies, sociolinguistic rules, and sociocultural 

elements in Spanish, their significance, and their effect on the ensuing talk.  

Regarding Question #6, both instructors felt it was completely appropriate to have 

learners do the metapragmatic discussion in English because all learners had the 

opportunity to participate in the discussion without any language limitations. Question #7 

asked about the extent to which the objective of the lessons was achieved, and both 
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instructors noted a 4-point rating. They believed that the objective of the lessons was 

achieved because they felt learners improved in their pragmatic performance.  

Table 4.42 G1 instructors’ evaluations of the SA lessons on a five-point scale (1 = 
lowest rating, 5 = highest rating)  

 
Learners 

liked 
video 
clips 

Level of 
difficulty 
of video 

Video 
script 
useful 

Meta-
pragmatic 
discussion 

useful 

Pragmatic 
instruction 

helpful 

Meta-
pragmatic 
discussion 
in English 

helpful 

Objective 
of lessons 
achieved 

Time 
spent 

on 
each 

lesson 

 

Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 Q6 Q7 Q8 
Group 
1A 
Teacher   

 
4 

 
5 

 
3 

 
4 

 
4 

 
5 

 
4 

19 
minutes 

Group 
1B 
Teacher 

 
4 

 
4 

 
4 

 
5 

 
4 

 
5 

 
4 

17 
minutes 

 
Mean 

 
4 

 
4.5 

 
3.5 

 
4.5 

 
4 

 
5 

 
4 

18 
minutes 

 

Concerning the attitude of learners toward the lessons as a whole, the following 

are two comments from the instructors:   

(4.56) “Some students liked these exercises a lot, but some others did not. But this 

is the case with any exercise we do in class: some students want to learn as much 

as possible from each exercise we do in class while others are just concerned with 

exercises that are going to be graded. Therefore, students who did not see they 

would get any concrete benefit (i.e., grades) did not make any effort to learn from 

these exercises and consequently they did not learn and in fact may have even 

resented the exercises. Fortunately, I believe this was the attitude of just a few.” 

(4.57) “Students liked the video viewing section even though it was obvious that 

some of them had problems understanding everything because they were not used 
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to listening to native Spanish speakers on a video. The students liked the visual 

images and the fact that they could actually hear native speakers in their own 

voices. Also, I noticed that students really got into the metapragmatic discussion 

and asked some very interesting and insightful questions regarding the Hispanic 

culture.”   

Learners were told from the very beginning of the advice lessons that they were 

not going to be graded on the three tests that they would be given during the semester. 

This information was supposed to have a positive impact on their participation in the 

lessons and tests but, on the contrary, some of the learners then saw no need to take the 

lessons and tests seriously since they were not going to be held responsible for the 

material in the lessons.  

 

4.11.1.2     Group 2 instructor’s evaluation  

G2 had only one section with one instructor,24 as indicated in Table 4.43 below. 

Unlike G1, learners in this group were exposed only to video. Regarding the first 

question (On the whole, did the students like viewing the video clips?), the instructor 

gave it a 4 out of a 5-point scale, which means he believed the learners liked the video 

clips they saw. The instructor, however, noted that the clips were difficult for the learners 

and the audio was of low quality in only two episodes. It is possible the poor audio 

quality contributed to the difficulty that the learners experienced. As to whether the video 

script was useful to learners and whether the objective of the lessons was achieved, the 

instructor gave a rating of 3 to each of these two questions. The 3-point rating suggests 

                                                           
24 A native Spanish speaker from Mexico. 
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the video clips were more or less useful to learners and the objective of the lessons was 

also more or less achieved. The estimated time spent on each lesson was fifteen minutes. 
 
Table 4.43 G2 instructor’s evaluations of the SA lessons on a five-point scale (1 = 

lowest rating, 5 = highest rating) 
 
 Learners 

liked video 
clips 

Level of 
difficulty of 

video 

Video script  
helpful 

Objective of 
lessons 

achieved 

Time spent 
on each 
lesson 

 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5 
Group 2 
Teacher 

 
4 

 
4 

 
3 

 
3 

 
15 minutes 

 

Between the two instructors, an average of eighteen minutes was spent on each 

lesson. This average is more than the average time used by G2 (an average of 15 minutes) 

and G3 (an average of 13). This difference existed because G1 had more input than the 

other two groups. It could, therefore, be argued that G1 performed better because of the 

extra time on task. But this effect is not likely because three to five minutes of extra time 

for G2 and G3 will not necessarily guarantee the acquisition of pragmatic competence if 

everything else in the classroom stays the same. Extra time could lead to more practice or 

class time which could benefit the learner, but it is doubtful that this small amount of 

additional time would translate into the acquisition of pragmatic knowledge without 

metapragmatic discussion and explicit instruction.  

4.11.1.3    Group 3 instructors’ evaluations    

Table 4.44 below displays the results of the evaluations by the two G3 

instructors.25 G3 represented the traditional classroom, in that learners were not exposed 

to video, metapragmatic discussion, or pragmatic instruction.  

                                                           
25 One of the two instructors was the investigator of this present study. 
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Table 4.44 G3 instructors’ evaluations of the SA lessons on a five-point scale (1 = 

lowest rating, 5 = highest rating) 
 
 Learners liked 

the lessons 
Level of difficulty 
of video transcript 

Objective of 
lessons achieved 

Time spent on 
each lesson 

 Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 
Group 3A 
Teacher 

 
5 

 
3 

 
2 

 
13 minutes 

Group 3B 
Teacher 

 
5 

 
2 

 
2 

 
13 minutes 

 
Means 

 
5 

 
2.5 

 
2 

 
13 minutes 

  

Regarding whether learners liked the lessons, both instructors were unanimous in 

agreeing that learners liked the lessons very much. With regard to the video script that 

learners used as their text for the lessons, the mean rating for both instructors was 2.5, 

which is interpreted to mean neither good nor bad. The objective of the lessons was to 

facilitate the acquisition of pragmatic competence; however, neither instructor felt that 

the objective was thoroughly achieved. Each instructor spent an average time of thirteen 

minutes on each lesson because, unlike the other two groups, they did not have to watch 

the video or have metapragmatic or pragmatic instruction.  

In summarizing the instructors’ evaluations for all three groups, I will start with 

G1. G1 learners consisted of two sections of the same class, one of the sections taught by 

the investigator of this present study and the other taught by another instructor. The 

instructors were in agreement that learners were interested in viewing the video clips but 

they were quick to add that some of the learners had problems understanding everything. 

The instructors also found the video to be difficult for a majority of the learners who 

could not cope with the speed of the speech because they were not used to it. The 

instructors’ mean (3.5) on the usefulness of the script to learners indicated that the script 

was useful because it served as a reference for the learners during the metapragmatic 
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discussion and also it helped those learners that had problems following the video. 

Metapragmatic discussions were considered to be very useful to the learners with a mean 

rating of 4.5 because instructors saw that learners benefited a lot doing those discussions. 

They also agreed that it was appropriate to allow learners to do those discussions in 

English because no one could then use language difficulty as an excuse not to participate. 

With a mean rating of 4, the instructors felt that explicit instruction was useful to the 

learners and they also believed that the objective of the SA lessons was achieved because 

learners improved in their pragmatic competence. 

G2 had only one section with one instructor. The instructor noted that the learners 

liked to watch the video but added that they had difficulties understanding everything and 

that could have been due to poor audio on two of the clips. The instructor also found the 

script to be more or less useful and the objective of the lessons more or less achieved. 

 G3 had two sections of the same class like G1. One of the sections was taught by 

the investigator of this present study. Both instructors indicated that learners liked the 

lessons very much; however, regarding the script, the two instructors felt it was alright. 

The objective of the lesson was to teach the advice SA to learners; however, the mean 

rating of 2 by both instructors is interpreted to mean that the objective was at best not 

achieved.  

 

4.12 Summary of evaluation analysis     

The previous sections analyze the answers to the evaluation questionnaires by the 

instructors and the learners regarding the SA lessons and the tests that were conducted in 

this project. Through the analyses that were performed, both positive and negative 

aspects of the treatments given to the learners and also of the testing format that was used 

for this project were identified. Some of the answers of these instructors and learners are 
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important because they help shed more light on the findings of this investigation and they 

could also help future researchers in the area of acquisition of pragmatic competence in a 

classroom setting.  

Three groups of learners were involved in this study. G1, the experimental group 

that was exposed to an instructional video, metapragmatic discussions, and pragmatic 

instruction, and their instructors, indicate some positive and problematic aspects of the 

lessons. The general impression of the lessons by both learners in this group and 

instructors was that they were useful. Their comments indicated that the activities that 

most benefited them were role-plays and metapragmatic discussions. About half of these 

learners (20) said they had difficulties understanding the video clips because the 

characters, who are Spanish native speakers, spoke too fast. Others had difficulty with the 

accent or found some of the vocabulary too difficult to understand, even though each 

learner was provided with a video script with a glossary at the bottom. Another aspect 

that presented some problems was the testing procedure, which took the form of 

recordings of the role-plays with a tape-recorder. Some learners felt uncomfortable with 

it and others were not able to record all the twelve situations (four each for the three tests) 

that were required of them because they ran out of time. The recordings were usually 

done at the end of the class, and no more than twenty minutes were reserved for the 

recording. Learners had about five minutes of time to do each situation. For some 

learners, twenty minutes were not sufficient for the four situations. Learners were not 

given grades for these tests and, because of that fact, three learners remarked that the 

lessons were a waste of class time. The policies of the Department of Spanish and 

Portuguese at the University of Texas at Austin did not allow the use of the test grades 

for these lessons as part of their course grade. Learners were informed of this fact and 
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had the option to opt out of the study or to sign up for it. These three learners agreed to 

participate and, therefore, their data were included in this analysis. 

Thirty-three out of forty learners and the two instructors believed that the lessons 

did help to improve the pragmatic skills of learners to give advice appropriately. These 

comments support the main claim of this investigation regarding the effects of pragmatic 

instruction. Some learners cited the usefulness of metapragmatic discussion, pragmatic 

instruction, and even the video clips, despite the fact that many of them had problems 

understanding the audio portion, as important factors in helping them acquire the SA of 

giving advice. Another positive aspect of the lessons was that the video clips helped 

learners to learn other aspects of the Hispanic culture.   

Last, but not least, many learners expressed interest in learning more culture, 

slang, and conversational Spanish. The desire to handle everyday conversation seemed 

very important to them. They believed the video clips would be more effective if the 

characters spoke more slowly and used less difficult words, and if the video quality were 

improved. They also suggested more time for oral interaction in class and more pragmatic 

instruction. Undoubtedly the more learners listen to native speakers, the more they will 

become accustomed to their accent and rhythm, and the less difficult it will be for them to 

understand them. Regarding learners’ difficulty with the new vocabulary used by native 

speakers in the video, providing a video script with a glossary and making sure those new 

words are reviewed before the clip is shown to learners proved helpful. 
 
 

4.13 Summary of the chapter    

The data for this investigation were analyzed and the results were presented in 

this chapter. Each of the three learner groups’ performance on the SA tests was evaluated. 

The evaluation focused on six pragmatic strategies and elements used by learners in this 
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study to give advice in Spanish, which were SA realization, linguistic items, amount of 

speech, formality, directness, and politeness. The data of learners in the three groups 

were analyzed quantitatively and also some linguistic analysis was done to see if any 

growth in pragmatic competence occurred in the six areas mentioned above. Since each 

group was exposed to different treatments during the period of one semester, 

comparisons were made between these three groups to see if there were any significant 

differences in the way each group acquired pragmatic competence in the SA of giving 

advice. In comparing the posttest statistical results on G1’s and G2’s improvement in 

pragmatic competence, it was observed that G1 improved significantly in all the six areas 

of pragmatic strategies analyzed in this study while G2 experienced significant 

improvement only in two areas, which were SA realization and amount of speech. This 

finding indicates that in the posttest data, G1 learners showed a significant improvement 

in the use of appropriate SA and linguistic items in Spanish. They also improved 

significantly in their use of appropriate amount of speech, formality structures, directness, 

and politeness. G2’s improvement, on the other hand, was seen only in the area of 

appropriate use of the Spanish speech act and an appropriate amount of speech to use in 

giving advice. The reason for this difference between these two groups is attributed to the 

different treatments to which these groups were exposed. G1 was exposed to an 

instructional video, metapragmatic discussion, and pragmatic instruction, whereas G2 

was exposed only to the instructional video. In the delayed posttest data for G1, the 

statistical results showed significant improvements only in the areas of linguistic items 

and directness, marginally significant improvements in the appropriate Spanish advice 

SA, amount of speech and politeness strategies, and no significant improvement in the 

formality strategy. On the other hand, G2 experienced a significant improvement in the 

politeness strategy and a marginally significant improvement in the formality strategy. 
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The other four areas under investigation recorded no significant improvements for G2. 

The disappointing delayed posttest results for G1 and G2 were attributed to a number of 

factors; namely, insufficient treatments, the one-month break, and the different treatments 

that each group experienced.  

A comparison was also made between G1 and G3. G3 was designated as the 

traditional classroom and thus was not exposed to an instructional video, metapragmatic 

discussion, or pragmatic instruction. The statistical results of the posttest data in G1 

revealed a significant improvement in the use of all the six pragmatic elements, whereas 

the results in G3 showed a significant improvement in only one area: the use of 

appropriate amount of speech in giving advice. This large difference between these two 

groups was attributed to the treatments that each group received. The results of statistical 

analysis of the delayed posttest data for both groups again revealed a large difference 

between them in how much each group improved pragmatically in the six areas. There 

was no significant or marginally significant improvement in any of the six pragmatic 

areas under study for G3, while G1 recorded two significant and three marginally 

significant improvements, respectively.  

The final comparison was made between G2 and G3. A statistical analysis of the 

posttest data of both groups showed some difference between them. G2, with the 

advantage of viewing the instructional video, performed better than G3 by recording 

significant improvements in the use of appropriate SA and appropriate amount of speech, 

while G3 improved significantly only in the use of appropriate amount of speech. In the 

delayed posttest analysis, the results for G2 showed improvement in formality and 

politeness while for G3, there was no significant improvement in any of the six pragmatic 

areas.   
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Again, the statistical results of the posttest data for the three groups support our 

hypothesis that when learners of a L2 are exposed to the instructional techniques of an 

instructional video, metapragmatic discussion, and pragmatic instruction in a classroom 

setting, they will acquire pragmatic competence in that target language. The question of 

being able to retain all the acquired pragmatic knowledge is not clear. This study was 

handicapped by the amount of time available to conduct the experiment. The lack of time 

prevented more treatments that could have been given to the learners, which could have 

assured more retention of the pragmatic competence that was acquired after the 

treatments. 

Also analyzed in this chapter are data from the evaluation forms. These forms 

contained responses from learners and instructors to questions about the quality of the SA 

lessons and tests given in this study. The opinions were mixed. Both instructors and 

learners noted that the video clips were difficult to understand for a number of reasons. 

For some learners, poor audio quality and accent of native speakers posed the most 

difficulty; however, both instructors and learners added that the videos were useful in 

helping learners to acquire pragmatic and cultural knowledge. Most of the learners also 

felt that the tests were difficult since they had to perform oral role-plays. Both teachers 

and learners offered some suggestions as to how to improve the lessons and tests in the 

future. The general objective of the SA lessons was achieved for G1 in spite of the 

problems mentioned above. This assertion is supported by the statistical results and also 

comments from G1 learners who indicated that their ability to give advice in Spanish  

was improved by the pragmatic knowledge on Spanish advice they had received from the 

video, the metapragmatic discussion, and the pragmatic instruction. For G2, the objective 

was not achieved to satisfaction and this was reflected in the statistical results and 

comments from students. The quantitative results for G3 showed that G3 learners did not 
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benefit from these lessons. Comments from both G3 learners and instructors indicated 

that the lessons did not achieve the goal of facilitating the acquisition of the Spanish 

advice SA in G1 learners.  

The fifth and final chapter discusses the contribution of this study to interlanguage 

pragmatics and SLA.  
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CHAPTER FIVE 
 

Conclusion and implications 

  

This chapter reviews the effects of the use of an authentic instructional video, 

metapragmatic discussion, and pragmatic instruction on L2 acquisition of the SA of 

Spanish advice found in the study in a number of ways. Section 5.1 discusses the findings 

of this investigation with relation to the research questions. Section 5.2 addresses the 

pedagogical implications of this study for SLA. Section 5.3 looks at the effect of this 

study on pragmatics and interlanguage pragmatics, and Section 5.4 examines the effect of 

video, metapragmatic discussion, and pragmatic instruction on communicative 

competence. In Section 5.5, the limitations of the study are addressed. Finally, Section 

5.6 suggests recommendations for future research in SLA and L2 pragmatics.  

 

5.1 Discussions of findings and research questions   

Video is considered a very useful tool that can provide very valuable information 

on TL pragmatics for L2 learners (Rose, 1994b; Koike, 1995; Garza, 1996). Swaffar and 

Vlatten (1997) indicate that authentic foreign language videos can show learners different 

L2 registers and cultural contexts. In addition, they provide visual cues as well as 

auditory material helpful for better comprehension and learning of the content presented. 

According to Rose (1994b), videotaped discourse, be it natural or scripted, contains “rich 

recoverable contexts which can be exploited in consciousness-raising activities” (p. 58). 

Metapragmatic discussion is one way of exploiting videotaped discourse in an attempt to 

raise consciousness of pragmatic elements in the TL. Explicit instruction of L2 

grammatical or pragmatic elements also raises the learner’s consciousness of these 
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elements and facilitates their acquisition (Schmidt, 1993a; Bardovi-Harlig, 2001). This 

study investigated the hypothesis that video, together with metapragmatic discussion and 

pragmatic instruction, facilitates the acquisition of pragmatic competence in the Spanish 

speech act of giving advice. Data were collected from the three groups of learners and 

quantitative and linguistic analyses were done focusing on the following six pragmatic 

elements: advice SA realization, linguistic items, amount of speech, formality, directness, 

and politeness.   

The first research question for this investigation concerned which of the three 

classroom instructional techniques made it possible for learners to acquire pragmatic 

competence more effectively: the traditional teacher-fronted language classroom of 

which a text dialogue was read; a language classroom that used an instructional video; or 

a language classroom that combined an instructional video with metapragmatic 

discussion and pragmatic instruction. The second research question touched on how 

learners responded to the use of the three instructional techniques.   

The posttest results showed that learners in the traditional teacher-fronted 

language classroom (G3) experienced a significant improvement in only one of the six 

pragmatic elements tested for in this study, which was use of the appropriate amount of 

speech in performing the Spanish SA. The significant improvement by G3 learners in this 

one strategy could be seen not as pragmatic acquisition but rather as general linguistic 

gains over time. In the delayed posttest results obtained at the end of the semester, a 

month after the posttest was conducted, learners in this group did not show any 

significant improvement in any of the six pragmatic elements.  

Learners in G2 who saw the instructional video showed significant improvement 

in the posttest results in two areas: use of appropriate Spanish advice SA and appropriate 

amount of speech in performing advice. The acquisition of these two pragmatic strategies 
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could have been due to gains over time and facilitated by the instructional video. The 

other pragmatic areas showed some improvement but not at significant levels. The 

delayed posttest results showed that learners in G2 improved significantly in only the 

politeness strategy. They did not show the same significant improvement in the Spanish 

advice SA and the amount of speech strategy, which they had shown earlier in the 

posttest data. These delayed posttest results could have been due to the video that learners 

watched and also to the knowledge that they might have acquired from the course as a 

whole.   

G1 was in a language classroom that combined the use of an instructional video 

with metapragmatic discussion and pragmatic instruction. Results from the posttest data 

showed that learners improved significantly in all six pragmatic elements. This 

significant development of pragmatic competence in the six pragmatic areas was most 

likely due to the input from the instructional video, the metapragmatic discussion, and the 

pragmatic instruction that they received from the instructor. A combination of these three 

techniques appears to be effective in facilitating the acquisition of pragmatic competence. 

A month after the end of treatment, results of a delayed posttest revealed significant 

improvement in the use of appropriate linguistic items and directness strategies, and 

marginally significant improvement in the Spanish advice SA realization, amount of 

speech, and politeness strategies, while the formality strategy did not show any 

significant improvement. In the delayed posttest, learners were not able to retain the 

pragmatic knowledge they had learned and demonstrated in all six areas during the 

posttest, probably for the following reasons. First, the one-month break in treatments 

seems to have affected the learners’ pragmatic knowledge in four of the six areas. Their 

lack of acquisition of pragmatic knowledge was probably due to these factors: (1) 

insufficient treatments to which learners were exposed, thus making retention and 
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internalization of the pragmatic knowledge ineffective; (2) the fact that most learners did 

not take the lessons seriously because the tests they took were not going to be graded and 

used as part of their course grade; and (3) a possible problem with distinguishing between 

tú and usted second-person pronouns because English does not have a dual pronominal 

system of address and learners usually forget to make that distinction in their use of the 

subject pronouns, possessive adjectives, and conjugations of verbs. This distinction is 

usually not acquired very quickly and the effect is seen on G1 learners’ poor performance 

in the delayed posttest. In spite of G1’s unimpressive performance in the delayed posttest, 

this group still outperformed G2 and G3.  

The findings of this study lend support to Sharwood-Smith’s (1981) concept of 

consciousness-raising,26 which is a way of directing learners’ attention to some particular 

linguistic aspects of a TL, and also to Schmidt’s (1993a) Noticing Hypothesis regarding 

the instruction of pragmatics, which refers to the conscious perception of material to be 

attended to by learners. The experimental group (G1), which was led to focus specifically 

on pragmatic forms by the type of treatments to which they were exposed, performed 

better than G2 and G3 in both the posttest and delayed posttest results. VanPatten (1990) 

points out that it is difficult, especially for low level proficiency learners, to focus on both 

form and meaning simultaneously. He argues that in the real world of input processing, 

the primary focus is on meaning; therefore, it is logical to assume that instruction may 

help learners to focus on specific linguistic features in an attempt to improve the chances 

of intake.  

Results of Witten’s (2002) study on Spanish requests and apologies, which 

intends to measure the development of both an awareness of interlingual pragmatic 

differences and more appropriate L2 pragmatics usage by the learners, indicate gains of 

                                                           
26 A concept propounded by Sharwood-Smith (1981), which he later renamed input enhancement.  
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statistical significance in only the written task administered to the test group. The oral 

and multiple-choice tasks used in her study did not show any significant improvement. 

The data from this present study were obtained almost exclusively from the oral-play 

activities that were administered in the pretest, posttest and delayed posttest tasks. The 

results from the statistical analysis show a significant improvement in the posttest of G1 

and also some improvement in the delayed posttest for certain pragmatic elements over 

its counterparts G2 and G3. The results of this present study are considered more valid 

and accurate because the improvement experienced by the learners is measured against 

the results of the pretest, which was taken before the start of the treatments. Witten’s 

(2002) study does not have a pretest and, therefore, it is very difficult to determine 

whether there was any improvement at all. Another difference between this study and that 

of Witten (2002) is that Witten used minimal explicit instruction on pragmatics and 

metapragmatic discussion in the classroom while this study utilized these techniques 

greatly to help the learners acquire specific pragmatic competence.  

The results of this investigation also show some support for the effectiveness of 

the use of authentic video in the classroom. G1 and G2, which used the video, performed 

better than G3, which did not. G1 outperformed G2, however, due to the added input 

provided in metapragmatic discussion and pragmatic instruction. Weyers’ (1999) study of 

the effect of authentic video on communicative competence also demonstrates the 

importance of video as a tool in the second language acquisition process. Weyers 

concludes that the authentic Spanish-language soap opera video he used in his class 

increased the listening comprehension skills of his learners and their confidence in 

generating output and the scope and breath of their discourse (p. 347). Weyers’ (1999) 

study was successful in increasing the listening comprehension ability of the learners, the 

confidence level in their speech, and their ability to provide greater detail in their 
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discourse, while the results of this present study indicate a statistical improvement in the 

learners’ ability to perform the advice SA in a socioculturally and pragmalinguistically 

appropriate manner. Although both studies used authentic video, this present study’s 

approach was very different. The learners were exposed to explicit instruction and 

metapragmatic discussion and they were also given the opportunity to practice 

performing the SA in role-play activities while Weyers’ learners just watched the soap 

opera and answered comprehension questions that required recall of the plot or summary 

of the dialogue. 

 In the posttest, the six pragmatic strategies were all affected by the treatments in 

G1 as was expected because of the extra input; namely, video, metapragmatic discussion, 

and explicit instruction to which the learners were exposed. Also, the fact that G1 got 

extra time of three minutes compared with G2 and five minutes compared with G3 could 

have contributed to how well they performed in the posttest and delayed posttest. It is to 

be noted, however, that those extra minutes were used to introduce the extra input which, 

it is argued here, is the reason for the significant improvement that G1 experienced in the 

posttest and delayed posttest. On the other hand, it is not probable that if G2 and G3 were 

to get the same extra minutes they would have improved significantly in all the six 

pragmatic areas under discussion in the present study because those extra minutes would 

only have increased their practice time or lesson time but would not have given them the 

vital extra input that G1 received. G2, however, did experience significant improvements 

in two of the six strategies in the posttest; namely, advice SA and amount of speech. It is 

believed that the video may have helped G2 learners by raising their awareness of the 

advice head act, thus resulting in a significant improvement in the posttest. G3, however, 

did not show any sign of significant improvement in either the posttest or the delayed 

posttest. It is believed that the lack of extra input mentioned earlier is the reason for the 
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poor performance. G2 also experienced a significant improvement in the amount of 

speech strategy in the posttest just like G1 and G3. In fact, this strategy was the only one 

in which all the three groups experienced significant improvements in the posttest. The 

amount of speech strategy was not easy to evaluate. During the training session for the 

NS raters, they were told that in rating this strategy, they needed to consider all of the 

following: (1) the volume of information the advisor produces; (2) the context; (3) the 

type of situation; (4) factors like power, distance, and rank; and (5) their native intuitions. 

When in doubt, raters consulted each other and sometimes they both consulted with the 

investigator. It seems that the strategy of amount of speech did not show an effect from 

the extra input, at least in the case of G3, to bring about a significant change in the 

posttest. This finding means, therefore, that this strategy may not necessarily need an 

increased pragmatic awareness to be realized. Results of the delayed posttest for the three 

groups showed that none of these groups experienced a significant improvement for this 

variable. G1 was the only one that showed a marginally significant improvement, leading 

to the conclusion that maybe the realization of the amount of speech strategy does not 

entail pragmatic competence. 

G2 did not experience significant improvements in the other four strategies; 

namely, typical linguistic items, formality, directness, and politeness. Linguistic items are 

easier to acquire when attention is drawn to them and their pragmalinguistic and 

sociopragmatic meanings and effects are explicitly taught. G2 and G3 did not have that 

input; hence, their poor performance on both the posttest and delayed posttest is probably 

due to that factor. G1 did receive that input, which affected its performance significantly 

in both the posttest and delayed posttest.  

The formality strategy is another area where both G2 and G3 did not experience 

significant improvement (see Table 4.25 in Chapter 4). Formality is a difficult strategy. It 
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not only involves distinguishing between the pronouns tú and usted, but also having 

knowledge of the Spanish verb morphology, which could be confusing for some L2 

learners because of L1 interference. In addition, the sociopragmatic meanings and 

implications of the formal and informal uses are very important as well. This is one area 

where the metapragmatic discussion and explicit instruction is crucial because English 

does not have the same distinction of pronouns of address. G2 and G3 did not receive 

these two treatments; however, G2 did watch the video but without the metapragmatic 

discussion and instruction, which could have raised the learners’ awareness and possibly 

have led to intake and acquisition. The posttest results showed a significant improvement 

in the formality strategy for G1 learners; however, there was no significant improvement 

in the delayed posttest. This occurrence could be due to three reasons: (1) insufficient 

treatments that resulted in lack of acquisition; (2) the complexity of the pronominal 

system of address; and (3) the cessation of the treatments coming too early during the 

period of the study.  

The directness strategy was the other strategy in which G2 and G3 did not 

experience significant improvements (both the posttest and the delayed posttest). Use of 

this strategy could be difficult to master without metapragmatic discussion and explicit 

instruction in the L2 classroom. Here learners not only need to know the type of 

structures that could be used to express directness or indirectness but also the intended 

sociopragmatic effects of these structures on the hearer, intonational contours, the context 

within which they can or cannot be used, and the extent to which power, distance, and 

rank can affect the choice of the type of structure. G1 had experienced metapragmatic 

discussion and explicit instruction, which may have led to these significant improvements 

in both the posttest and delayed posttest. 
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Politeness strategy combines aspects of formality, indirectness, and linguistic 

items that express politeness. Some aspects of this strategy are easily transferable from 

English to Spanish; however, there is still the need for knowledge of the sociopragmatic 

rules of the TL culture. Politeness is a very important aspect in giving advice because of 

the inherent face threat of the advice SA. In the posttest, G2 and G3 did not experience 

any significant improvements in conveying politeness while G1 did. The fact that G1 

improved significantly can be attributed to the extra input the learners received. Watching 

native speakers use language on video and discussing aspects of politeness associated 

with performing the advice SA can allow L2 learners to understand the SA better and to 

compare its realizations with those of their L1.  G1 learners had the opportunity to do that 

while G2 and G3 did not. More importantly, G1 received explicit instruction on all the 

aspects of politeness, which facilitated the learners’ ability to perform advice 

appropriately in the posttest. In the delayed posttest, as expected, G3 did not show any 

sign of significant improvement while G1 learners improved marginally. The marginal 

performance of G1 learners could be a result of insufficient treatments that did not lead to 

complete acquisition of the politeness strategy. It could also be that the one-month break 

in treatments occurred too early or that learners were more worried about their final 

examinations which were around the corner than the delayed posttest since they were not 

going to receive any grade. What was surprising was G2’s significant improvement in 

expressing politeness in the delayed posttest. The result could be a delayed effect of the 

video, or perhaps something that their instructors made them aware of in the course of the 

semester.  

In closely examining how G1 expressed politeness in the posttest and delayed 

posttest as compared to G2 and G3, the following was found: 
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(1) A high level of indirectness in the form of strong hints, modifiers that reduce 

the direct effect of words and sentences, and the use of the subjunctive. For instance, in a 

posttest situation where Emily is advising Ashley (G1) not to drink alcohol, she gives her 

a strong hint to stop, saying an opinion, Sí, yo pienso que….pero alcohol es muy 

peligroso. ‘Yes, I think that….but alcohol is very dangerous.’ In the same situation, 

Emily also uses a question format to advise her friend as follows: ¿Es posible que tú 

vienes a la fiesta pero no beber alcohol? ‘Is it possible that you go to the party and not 

drink alcohol?’ Understanding the importance of young people to socialize, Emily 

attempts to advise her friend politely to go to the parties but to avoid alcohol. Modifiers 

like talvez or quizá(s) ‘perhaps’ were also used to reduce the direct impact of certain 

verbs. An example of this usage is found in G1 data where George is advising Nadia to 

go to the doctor, Tal vez necesita suh ir al doctor… ‘Maybe you need to go to the 

doctor…’ Also, verbs and structures like recomendar ‘to recommend,’ sugerir ‘to 

suggest,’ aconsejar ‘to advise,’ and ser importante que ‘to be important that,’ were found 

throughout G1 posttest and delayed posttest data. For instance, Sarah in advising her 

friend Matt tells him the following: Recomiendo que tú vayas a las fiestas solamente en 

los fines de semana. ‘I recommend that you go to the parties only on weekends.’ 

(2) Use of advice supportive moves and alerters. The G1 data also contained 

many alerters that were used by the advisors to express politeness, closeness, and 

friendship. In a situation where Matt is the coach of a basketball team and Sarah is one of 

the players, alerters are used. Sarah addresses Matt by jefe ‘boss’ and Matt addresses 

Sarah by her first name Hola Sarah. In a different situation where Matt advises Sarah, he 

starts with an alerter (in bold), Mi amiga, ¿qué estás haciendo con tu vida? ‘My friend, 

what are you doing with your life?’ In the same situation, Matt uses a supportive move 

strategy that expresses a compliment and politeness: Tú eres muy bonita, eres muy muy 
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bonita..., eres un un persona tonta. ‘You are very beautiful, you are very very 

beautiful…, you are a foolish person.’ This disarmer in bold was meant to reduce the face 

threat that the following sentence conveyed. 

G2 data had fewer expressions of indirectness in posttest and delayed posttest data 

compared with G1. No modifiers like tal vez or quizá(s) ‘perhaps or maybe’ were found 

in G2 data; however, many alerters like amigo/a ‘friend’ and first names were found. G3 

data lacked modifiers that reduce the face threat, had some alerters just like G1 and G2, 

and contained very few indirect structures. Politeness was poorly expressed as learners 

were direct and brief in their advice and some continuously used recomendar ‘to 

recommend’ in one sentence for all their situations. 

   In analyzing the different aspects of L2 learners’ advice in this present study, a 

number of features were found about each group and how their learners perform the 

Spanish advice SA. G1 learners used the six strategies they learned from the SA lessons 

in performing advice appropriately. The posttest results showed that they formulated 

appropriate Spanish advice head acts as they performed the advice SA. The linguistic 

analysis also revealed the use of appropriate linguistic items that included features like 

discourse lubricants and hedges that G1 learners used to maintain the flow of the 

interaction and to mitigate the face threat that is inherent in the advice SA. It was also 

found that learners used the appropriate amount of speech needed to give advice 

considering things like context, volume of information the advisor produces, type of 

situation, and features that reflected power, distance, and rank. G1 learners used the 

pragmatic knowledge learned from the SA lessons to facilitate their use of appropriate 

formality markers in the posttest. The delayed posttest, however, showed that they had 

not retained this pragmatic information, which indicates it was not acquired, making it 

the only strategy that did not show any significant or marginally significant improvement 
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in the delayed posttest. The data also showed G1 learners’ use of the directness and 

politeness strategies they learned from the SA lessons. Different structures expressing 

hints, rhetorical questions, recommendations, etc. and adverbial modifiers were used to 

communicate indirectness and politeness. On the other hand, G2 learners had to rely only 

on their usual language skills. They were better, however, than their G3 counterparts who 

did not see the instructional video which they had. G2’s overall performance was better 

than G3 in both the posttest and delayed posttest. A significant and a marginally 

significant improvement in politeness and formality strategies, respectively, was a rather 

surprising finding. It is believed that the video might have had a delayed effect on their 

performance or it could have been due to knowledge gained over the course of the 

semester or something that the teacher taught them. 

It was also found that after the SA lessons, G1 learners produced longer sentences 

when giving advice. They also used more statements than questions and they were 

generally polite and less direct. The following are excerpts from Ashley and Emily’s 

pretest, posttest, and delayed posttest data that illustrate some of those features. In the 

first excerpt, Emily advises her friend Ashley, who is performing poorly in school 

because her deadbeat husband is putting a lot of pressure on her at home.  
 
Pretest: Situation #1 
 

(5.1) Ashley: No soy muy agradable. ‘I’m not very fine.’ 

Emily:  ¿Por qué? ‘Why?’ 

Ashley: Um, mi novio es terrible. ‘Um, my boyfriend is terrible.’ 

Emily:  Yo sé. ¿Qué es la, eh el problema? ‘I know. What is the uh the 

problem?’ 
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Ashley:  Es mandón y aprehente (< aprensivo) y uh no es cariñoso. ‘He is 

bossy and apprehensive and uh he is not affectionate.’ 

Emily:   Yo recomiendo que tú hables con él. ‘I recommend that you talk 

with him.’ 

Ashley:  Sí, pero no escuche (< escucha). ‘Yes, but he does not listen.’ 

Emily:   Yo recomiendo que tú no dejes (< salgas) de la universidad. ‘I 

recommend that you don’t leave the university.’ 

Ashley:  Bueno. Es fantástico. ‘Good. It’s fantastic.’ 

Emily:    Gracias. ‘Thank you.’ 

Ashley:  Adiós. ‘Bye.’ 

Emily:   Adiós. ‘Bye.’ 

Excerpt 5.1 was produced before Emily was exposed to the treatments. After listening to 

her friend’s problem, Emily goes straight away to her advice, yo recomiendo que tú 

hables con él ‘I recommend that you talk with him.’ When her friend comes back and 

says her boyfriend does not listen to her, Emily again goes straight with her advice, yo 

recomiendo que tú no dejes de la Universidad ‘I recommend that you don’t leave the 

university.’ When Ashley reacts, saying, Bueno. Es fantástico ‘Good. It’s fantastic.’ 

Emily abruptly ends the advice with gracias ‘thank you.’ Even though Emily was able to 

use the recomendar structure, her sentences were short and straight to the point. She did 

not use advice supportive moves before the advice head acts. Her use of the word gracias 

‘thank you’ expresses politeness but was not used in the appropriate context. She had just 

given her friend advice; therefore, her friend Ashley is the one who should thank her. 
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 In excerpt 5.2, Emily is again playing the role of an advisor. She advises her 

friend Ashley, who has a drinking problem. This excerpt is from the posttest data, which 

were recorded after the treatments. 

Posttest: Situation #1 

(5.2) Ashley:  Hola Emily. ‘Hi Emily’ 

Emily:   Hola Ashley. ¿Qué tal? ‘Hi Ashley. How are you?’ 

Ashley:  Pues, yo soy beber (< bebo) alcohol todos los (< todas las) 

noches y me gusta alcohol mucho..., ‘Well, I drink alcohol every night and 

I like alcohol a lot....’ 

Emily:    Sí, yo pienso que.. pero alcohol es muy peligroso. ‘Yes, I think 

that...but alcohol is very dangerous.’ 

Ashley:   Sí yo chocó(< choqué) mi carro y uh no asiste (< asistí) a mis 

clases y no estudié. ‘Yes, I crashed my car and uh I did not attend my 

classes and I did not study.’ 

Emily:    Es terrible. ‘It’s terrible.’ 

Ashley:   Sí. No sé. ‘Yes. I don’t know.’ 

Emily:    (< El) Alcohol es muy mal (< malo) para tu salud y para tu vida 

pero um es importante que tu dejas (< dejes de) uh beber la,  el alcohol.. 

‘Alcohol es very bad for your health and for you life but um it is important 

that you stop uh drinking alcohol.’ 

Ashley:   Sí, pero ¿cómo (< qué) beber (< bebo)? ‘Yes, but, what do I 

drink? 
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Emily:     Beber agua y leche. ‘Drink water and milk.’ 

Ashley:   ........ Es bueno. ‘Es good.’ 

Emily:    ¿Es posible que tú vienes (< vayas) a la fiesta pero no beber (< 

bebas) alcohol? ‘Is it possible that you go to the party but you don’t drink 

alcohol?’ 

Ashley:   No sé. ‘I don’t know.’ 

Emily:    Es importante que tú .....trates. ‘It is important that you...try.’ 

Ashley:   Es... No quiero beber alcohol. ‘It is ... I don’t want to drink 

alcohol.’ 

Emily:    Sí. Yo ....... Um, ¿Cómo (< es) tu um relación con tus padres? 

‘Yes. I ... Um, how is your relationship with your parents?’ 

Ashley:  Mis padres beben alcohol también. ‘My parents drink alcohol 

also.’ 

Emily:   ¿Sí? ‘Yes?’ 

Ashley:   Sí. ‘Yes.’ 

Emily:    Lo siento. Es importante que tú no seas uh la (< lo) mismo, 

como tus padres. ‘I’m sorry. It is important that you don’t be the same, 

like your parents.’ 

Ashley:   Sí, debo hablar con mis padres. ‘Yes, I should talk with my 

parents.’  

Emily:  Sí, comunicar (< es) muy importante en tu familia. ‘Yes, 

communication is very important en your family.’ 
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Ashley:   ¿Necesito no (< necesito) beber? ‘Don’t I need to drink?’ 

Emily:    Sí es verdad. ‘Yes, that’s true.’ 

Ashley:   Gracias. ‘Thank you.’ 

Emily:     Adiós. ‘Bye.’ 

After listening to Ashley’s problem, Emily does not start right away with her 

recommendation as she did in the pretest. Instead, she begins with a strong hint, sí, yo 

pienso que …pero alcohol es muy peligroso ‘yes, I think that…but alcohol is very 

dangerous,’ which intimates that her friend should stop drinking. In her next turn, she 

shows sympathy, saying, es terrible ‘it’s terrible,’ when Ashley tells her that she crashed 

her car and missed classes. Then, in her fourth turn, she precedes her advice with a 

grounder, an advice supportive move strategy, which offers a reason or explanation for 

the advice she is about to give, alcohol es muy mal para tu salud y para tu vida…, 

‘alcohol is very bad for your health and your life….’ When Ashley asks her what she 

should drink, Emily uses the infinitive, beber agua y leche ‘drink water and milk.’ The 

infinitive, although grammatically inappropriate here, has less illocutionary force than the 

bare command form like, bebe ‘drink.’ In Emily’s sixth turn, she uses a question format 

in giving the advice, which appears to be a rhetorical question. It represents an indirect 

and polite way of telling her friend to go to the party but to avoid drinking alcohol at the 

party. Ashley says she does not know and Emily again uses another indirect structure, but 

this time tries to get her friend to answer in the affirmative. She says, es importante que 

tú ...trates ‘It is important that you...try,’ and it works. Ashley accepts her advice. Emily 

then continues to ask about her parents. When Ashley tells her that her parents also drink, 

Emily reacts appropriately with lo siento ‘I’m sorry,’ knowing that it is a painful subject 

for her friend to confront. Emily then uses another indirect structure in her advice, es 
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importante que tú no seas uh la mismo, como tus padres ‘It is important that you don’t be 

the same, like your parents.’ This time, Emily ends the advice with adiós ‘bye,’ not 

gracias ‘thank you.’ In excerpt 5.2, Emily as an advisor has shown improvement, as 

compared to excerpt 5.1. Her sentences are longer and she uses hints, rhetorical 

questions, and the ser importante que structure to advise her friend Ashley.  

 Excerpt 5.3 is taken out of the delayed posttest data. In this role-play, Emily is 

again the advisor. This time she is advising her friend Ashley who likes to have fun at 

parties and that is taking a toll on her school work. 

Delayed posttest: Situation #1 
 

(5.3) Ashley:    Hola, Emily. Yo soy una (<  ) estudiante de la universidad de 

Tejas. Yo soy, asiste, asisto (< a) las fiestas todos los (< todas las) noches 

y tomo muchas ..... drogas y no estudio. ‘Hi Emily, I am a student from the 

University of Texas. I attend parties every night and I take a lot of …. 

drugs and I don’t study.’  

Emily:     ¡Qué lástima! Las drogas son muy peli... peligrosos para um tu 

uh salud y um las fiestas mmm son bien pero es importante que un 

estudiante no asiste (< asista a) las fiestas todos (< todas) las noches 

porque es importante que una un estudiante estudie um porque la escuela 

es muy importante para su futuro. ‘What a pity! Drugs are very dangerous 

for your health and um the parties are good but it is important for a student 

not to attend the parties every night because it is important them to study 

um because school is very important for their future.’ 

 206



Ashley:    Y saco malas notas, solamente F y D. Yo no soy um....  ¿qué 

recomiendas para yo (< mí)? ‘And I get bad grades, only Fs and Ds. I am 

not um.... What do you recommend that I do? 

Emily:      Ashley, es posible que tú uh recibas um buenas notas si asis, 

asistas (< asistes ) a las clases y um y estudiar (< estudias) pero su (< tu) 

tiempo es importante. ‘Ashley, it is important that you uh get um good 

grades if you attend classes and um and study but your time is important.’ 

Ashley:    Gracias. ‘Thank you.’ 

Emily:     De nada. Adiós. ‘You’re welcome. Bye.’ 

 Emily’s sentences in this excerpt (5.2) are still longer than those in excerpt 5.1. 

After listening to Ashley’s problems, Emily exclaims, ¡Qué lástima! ‘What a pity!’ This 

exclamation communicates sympathy for her friend and sends a positive signal to Ashley 

that her problems will be attended and that she is likely to get some advice from a friend. 

Emily does not give direct advice. She uses two grounders, las drogas son muy peli... 

peligrosos para um tu uh salud and um las fiestas mmm son bien pero... ‘Drugs are very 

dangerous for your health and um the parties are good but…’ before she gives the advice. 

In addition to using the advice supportive move strategy, Emily uses indirect structures in 

her second turn; e.g., es importante que un estudiante no asiste las fiestas todos las 

noches porque es importante que una un estudiante estudie um porque la escuela es muy 

importante para su futuro ‘it is important for a student not to attend the parties every 

night because it is important them to study um because school is very important for their 

future.’ 

 Comparing G2 and G3 learners’ advice with G1, it was observed that the sentence 

structures of G2 and G3 were shorter than those of G1. Both G2 and G3 used the 
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recomendar structure; however, the structures lacked advice supportive move strategies. 

Learners in both G2 and G3 were more direct than those in G1 in performing the advice 

SA. Few or no modifiers were used in the case of G3 while G1 learners used a number of 

them to mitigate the face threat. After the analysis of the data for the three groups, this 

present study shows that G1, who experienced video, metapragmatic discussion, and 

pragmatic instruction, gave advice generally characterized by politeness with long 

sentence structures. Few questions are used. Most of the advice is in statements with 

many indirect structures like recomendar que ‘to recommend that,’ ser importante que 

‘to be important that,’ and modifier + necesitar ‘to need.’  It is likely that their more 

elaborate and softened advice was influenced by the three instructional techniques used 

here. 

  

5.2 Implications for SLA, ILP and language instruction    

The notion of communicative competence was introduced by Hymes in the mid-

1960s but it was not until the early 1970s that it began to catch the attention of linguists 

and researchers. Hymes (1972) pointed out the importance of using language 

appropriately, saying that “there are rules of use without which the rules of grammar 

would be useless” (p. 278). His ideas come in reaction to Chomsky’s (1965) theory of 

transformational-generative grammar, which was based on idealized language. Chomsky 

distinguished between competence (one’s knowledge of the system of the language) and 

performance (one’s actual use of the language). Since that time there has been a shift 

from focus on linguistic forms to actual use of language. This trend has caught the 

attention of researchers and curriculum developers, and provided “a sturdy framework for 

integrating linguistic theory, research, and teaching practice” (Savignon, 1991: 263). The 

results of this study show the level of acquisition of pragmatic competence in a classroom 
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setting by each learner group. As illustrated by Bachman’s (1990) model of language 

competence (see Figure 1.1 in Chapter One), pragmatic competence consists of many 

different components. Research has shown that speakers’ realizations of SAs and other 

aspects of L1 pragmatics are affected by age (Becker, 1982; Clark & Clark, 1977), 

gender (Hobbs, 1990), cultural values (Brown & Levinson, 1987), intonation (Koike, 

1998; Yuasa, 1998) and dialectal variation (Curcó, 1998). Also, when formulating SAs, 

speakers make choices based on other variables such as personality and setting. The task 

of acquiring SAs is made more difficult due to all the different variables that affect the 

pragmatic use of language. In addition to these variables, pragmatic competence also 

depends on the grammatical system of the target language for successful encoding of SA 

forms, which means that for speakers to express their utterances in an appropriate 

manner, they need knowledge of various lexical and grammatical items. For instance, it is 

very easy for learners to make errors in Spanish when assigning formality differences or 

conjugating the verb in the formal or informal form because Spanish has multiple second 

person pronouns and a highly inflected verbal morphology. Bardovi-Harlig (1999) points 

out that “although grammatical competence may not be a sufficient condition for 

pragmatic development, it may be a necessary condition” (p. 677). Research by Olshtain 

and Blum-Kulka (1985) and Bardovi-Harlig and Hartford (1990) has shown that highly 

grammatically proficient learners do not necessarily have the same high levels of 

pragmatic competence.  

Much research in ILP has focused on the use of TL pragmatics by learners instead 

of their acquisition of pragmatic competence in the TL. Building on the work of Kasper 

and Schmidt (1996), Bardovi-Harlig (1999) proposes a research agenda that emphasizes 

acquisition of TL pragmatics, such as the development of the pragmatic system of 

learners and other factors that might affect acquisition. Many of the ILP studies have 
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centered on SA formulations by advanced learners. The present study, however, 

contributes to an acquisition-based agenda by investigating the development of pragmatic 

competence of fourth-semester university learners who have been exposed to an 

instructional video, metapragmatic discussion, and pragmatic instruction. In this study the 

developing linguistic systems of the learner have been examined together with the 

learner’s use of TL items in various situations. It was found that lexical and 

morphological errors affected the appropriateness ratings of learners’ realizations of 

Spanish SAs. In order to do an effective job of assessing the development of TL 

pragmatics, “investigations of learners’ pragmatic competence need to reflect the level of 

overall L2 knowledge” (Pearson, 2001: 234). We therefore strongly suggest that future 

L2 pragmatics studies examine both the pragmatic and grammatical competence of 

learners.  

Examining the relation between pragmatic competence and grammatical 

competence, Bardovi-Harlig (1999) asked whether pragmatic competence is built on a 

platform of grammatical competence (p. 686). She found that a majority of ILP research 

made only passing references to grammatical and lexical competence, with a few 

exceptions (Eistenstein & Bodman, 1986; Blum-Kulka & Levensten, 1987). More 

research is needed in ILP to document and analyze interlanguage pragmatics in the earlier 

stages of SLA. Bardovi-Harlig (1999) also suggests testing for grammatical competence 

as well as pragmatic competence in future studies. This present study indicates that both 

ILP and SLA will benefit greatly if ILP researchers expand their investigations to include 

assessments of grammatical knowledge.  

With the current prevalence of proficiency-oriented curricula, many SL educators 

and practitioners accept communicative language teaching methodology in the language 

teaching profession as the most appropriate and effective. Many textbooks published in 
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recent times tend to be oriented toward proficiency, yet there are few or no activities 

specifically targeted at teaching pragmatic competence. Sifianou (1992) points out that 

knowledge of the target culture conventions that govern politeness behavior and underlie 

surface forms seems central to the acquisition of sociocultural awareness in L2. The 

investigator of the current study also shares Holmes and Brown’s (1987) viewpoint that 

“a laissez-faire, or osmotic approach, in which the teacher expects students to simply 

‘pick up’ or absorb relevant knowledge without explicit teaching, risks disempowering 

learners, [deprives] them of choice and sophistication in their use of [L2] ” (p. 543). 

Schmidt (1993a) argues that learning the pragmatics of an L2 requires focusing attention 

on linguistic forms, functional meanings, and relevant contextual features. He states that 

the mere exposure of learners to sociolinguistically appropriate input in the TL is not 

enough to facilitate the acquisition of TL pragmatics unless explicit instruction is added. 

He notes that even learners who progress to more advanced levels of communicative 

competence still need some instruction on specific strategies needed to produce certain 

TL SAs. Bardovi-Harlig (2001) supports this assertion, making a strong case for the 

necessity of instruction by documenting that L2 learners differ greatly from native 

speakers in the area of pragmatic production and also comprehension in the TL when 

they do not receive instruction in pragmatics.  

Language teachers do not have to wait until learners attain a certain level of 

linguistic competence before they begin to teach pragmatics. Our findings in this study 

show that learners can benefit from the approach in this investigation even if their L2 

grammatical competence has not been fully formed, as was the case with the learners 

who participated in the study. In spite of the fact that communicative methods have 

become very popular in language pedagogy, many language textbooks still follow a 

sequence of grammatical structures. The textbook used by the learners in this study 
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contains grammatical structures, cultural information, and communicative activities; 

however, there are no specific activities geared toward helping learners to acquire 

pragmatic knowledge.27 The lessons used in this study tried to help learners to acquire 

pragmatic competence. Another way to foster pragmatic awareness suggested by 

researchers such as Carel (1999) and Overfield (1996) is training learners in ethnographic 

observation. In the present study, the role of the teacher in teaching pragmatics was found 

to be very important. In addition to explaining the pragmatic aspects of the video scenes, 

the teacher also directed learners’ attention to aspects of TL pragmatics in class 

discussions and role-play practice.  

The teaching of pragmatics in the language classroom enhances the objectives of 

communicative methodology by providing learners with additional contexts to 

understand and acquire TL forms. The acquisition of pragmatic competence seems to be a 

very difficult task; however, following Pearson (2001), if instruction in pragmatics is 

started at the earliest levels of L2 learning along with instruction in grammar and 

vocabulary, learners should be able to develop pragmatic competence in conjunction with 

other areas of linguistic competence. Many studies have dealt with the importance of 

pragmatic ability in L2 learners, pointing out the likelihood that these learners lapse 

unconsciously into the norms of their L1 culture and language and cause unintended 

offenses if they do not pay conscious attention to the relevant sociocultural factors in a 

given context (e.g., House & Kasper, 1981; Thomas, 1983; Holmes & Brown, 1987). It is 

therefore important for L2 teachers to help learners to develop “metapragmatic ability – 

the ability to analyze language in a conscious manner” (Thomas, 1983: 98). This 

                                                           
27 The textbook used in the learners’ fourth semester course was Punto y aparte: Spanish in review, moving 
toward fluency by Foerster, Lambright and Alfonso-Pinto, an intermediate-level Spanish textbook that is 
based on the concept of task repetition. The book focuses on and recycles seven major communicative 
functions: description, comparison, reaction and recommendation, narration in the past, expression of likes 
and dislikes, hypothesizing and talking about the future.  
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knowledge should make the acquisition process of pragmatics easier for learners because 

they will understand the reasons for their choice of pragmatic strategies and the 

implications and consequences. 

 

5.3 Strengths of the present investigation   

One of the strengths of this study is the fact that authentic input was used. The L2 

learners watched a video of native Spanish speakers interacting with each other in 

situations that involved giving advice in Spanish even though they complained about the 

speed and accent of the native speakers on the tape. They then held metapragmatic 

discussions in which they examined both the pragmalinguistic and kinesthetic behavior 

displayed. The DRPT was chosen to elicit oral production of the SA of advice from 

learners. This instrument allowed the collection of data appropriate for this kind of 

research, where the oral output of the learners was analyzed for pragmatic development. 

This method of data collection allowed the gathering of natural oral data that gave more 

validity to this study. Therefore, this instrument is considered to be very important and a 

major strength of this investigation. The final strength of this study is the fact that it 

focused on only the one SA of giving advice. This aspect was viewed as positive for the 

learners because it eliminated the problem of burdening them with other SAs, thus 

making it easier to retain and internalize the material.  

 

5.4 Limitations of the present investigation    

The present study has some limitations in the number of subjects, lesson 

treatments, and quality of video sound. G1 had eighteen learners while G2 and G3 had 

ten and twelve learners, respectively. Even though these numbers were statistically 

appropriate to do a study like this one, each group ideally should have had the same 
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number of learners to allow for efficient statistical analysis and more reliable results. This 

number was not possible, however, because some learners dropped the class later on 

during the semester and others missed two of the three tests, making it necessary to 

eliminate them from the study. With more subjects, it is possible that G1 could have 

experienced significant improvement in all the six pragmatic strategies in the delayed 

posttest. Unfortunately, few instructors were willing to participate in this study with their 

students. If this study is replicated in the future, it is recommended to use a much larger 

pool of subjects.  

Another limitation was the amount of input that was provided for the learners 

through the lessons. Only ten treatments were included in the schedule, one per week for 

ten weeks. Class time spent on each treatment for G1 was twenty minutes because the 

reality is that the instructors had other teaching priorities for the semester and could not 

spend more time on the treatments. The classes were held three times a week and if the 

treatments had been given at least twice a week for the ten weeks, a minimum total of 

twenty treatments would have been completed. This amount of input may have helped 

learners in the G1 to retain their pragmatic competence in all the six pragmatic strategies 

in the delayed posttest. The fact that learners showed significant improvement in all the 

six pragmatic strategies in the posttest but did not repeat the same performance in the 

delayed posttest shows that they did not reach the acquisition stage, possibly due to 

inadequate amount of input they received.  

The instructional video was not professionally produced; therefore, the sound 

quality of one or two scenes was poor. Those particular scenes were replayed more than 

twice to learners.  

Finally, the findings of this study are limited by the population of learners who 

participated in it. The learners consisted of university students only in a fourth-semester 
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Spanish course in a large American university. Based on their class enrollment and their 

willingness to participate, they were included in the study.  

 

5.5 Directions for future research  

This investigation is essentially a preliminary, quasi-longitudinal study on the 

acquisition of pragmatic competence by non-native Spanish speakers in a classroom 

setting. There are very few case, longitudinal, or cross-sectional studies on the acquisition 

of TL pragmatics. More research is needed in this area to document the sequence of 

pragmatic development in L2. This information could then be used to craft 

methodologies to use in teaching pragmatics in the language classroom.  

The Spanish SA of advice has not been well researched. Though it is difficult for 

learners to acquire the SA compared with other SAs, its acquisition and the acquisition of 

the other SAs could be facilitated through more research on Spanish SAs. The advice SA 

is considered difficult to perform because it requires the ability to express politeness, and 

to hedge and manage the conversation well to reduce the face-threat that is associated 

with this SA.  

To have a better understanding of the Spanish advice SA, the notions of face and 

politeness in the Spanish culture need further investigation. Hernández-Flores (1999) is 

of the view that some of the cultural features that Brown and Levinson’s (1987) concept 

of negative and positive face displays do not fit the Spanish sociocultural ideology of 

colloquial conversations. Wierzbicka (1991) points out that Brown and Levinson’s 

(1987) theory of politeness is based on the notion of face, which is a characteristic value 

of Anglo-Saxon communities. She describes this face as having features which focus on 

the individuality of people and their right to privacy. In a comparative research about 

Swedish and Spanish business interactions, Bravo (1996) describes face a little bit 
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differently based on Fant’s (1989; 1992) cultural studies. She uses the concepts of 

autonomy and affiliation,28 which resemble Brown and Levinson’s concepts of negative 

and positive face. Further research, therefore, on the linguistic structure of advice should 

reveal more to us about this particular SA which could be used to enhance the teaching of 

TL pragmatics. Also, the findings of future research could provide resources for the 

development of foreign language curricula that would reflect authentic uses of language 

by NSs. 

An interesting contextual variable that future research may include is gender. An 

examination of how it interacts with other variables such as topic and the status of the 

addressee in an advice situation will produce much valuable data. Studies have shown 

that gender plays an important role in interacting with other variables in compliment and 

compliment response behavior (Holmes, 1988; Wolfson, 1989b). In analyzing the data 

for this study, it was noted that, in most of the pragmatic areas, women performed better 

than men in giving advice. Reasons that account for this observation are not offered here 

because gender was outside the scope of the study. 

Last, but not least, future research needs to look at responses to the SA and also in 

the context of dialogue to see how the SA evolves over time along the lines of 

interactional competence (Hall 1995).  

 

 

 

 
                                                           
28 Bravo (1996) sees autonomy and affiliation as methodological categories dealing with face and 
responding to human requirement. According to Bravo, autonomy refers to the fact of perceiving and to be 
perceived by people as someone with his own surroundings inside the group while affiliation refers to the 
fact of perceiving and to be perceived by people as an integrated part of the group. These two categories are 
regarded by Bravo as empty and are required to be filled with the components of a particular group’s 
sociocultural identity. 
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5.6 Summary of chapter 

This chapter has discussed the conclusions of the present study, the implications 

of the findings for SLA and ILP research, and the applications to pedagogy.   

First, the findings were discussed, taking into consideration the research questions 

of the study. It was concluded that the best classroom teaching technique that allowed L2 

learners to acquire significant pragmatic competence in performing advice was one that 

combined the instructional video with metapragmatic discussion and pragmatic 

instruction because of extra quantity and form of input. The most ineffective technique 

was the traditional teacher-fronted classroom with only a text to read because pragmatics 

is inherently tied to context, and texts do not provide enough context. 

The importance of grammatical competence in the acquisition of pragmatic 

competence was also discussed, noting that it may not be a sufficient condition for 

pragmatic development but it may be a necessary condition (Bardovi-Harlig, 1999: 677). 

Bardovi-Harlig also concluded from the findings that language teachers do not have to 

wait until learners reach a given level of linguistic competence before they begin to teach 

pragmatics. L2 learners are capable of acquiring pragmatic competence like the other 

language competencies if they are explicitly taught.  

The teaching of pragmatics to L2 learners in the language classroom advances the 

objectives of a communicative methodology because it provides learners with additional 

contexts to understand and acquire the TL forms. Strengths and limitations of the study 

were also discussed and directions for future investigations in SLA and L2 pragmatics 

were provided. 
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Appendix A 
 

BACKGROUND QUESTIONNAIRE FOR NATIVE ENGLISH SPEAKING 
STUDENTS  

 
Please circle response and elaborate as needed or desired. 

 
1. Gender: Male Female       
2. Year in School:  Freshman     Sophomore     Junior Senior      Graduate 
3. Language(s) you speak at home            
4. Have you ever lived outside the US?                    yes            no 

If yes, where and for how long?  
Place:           
Length of time:           

5. Have you traveled outside the US?         yes  no 
If yes, where?        

6. Does your family use a language besides English? yes  no 
If yes, what language(s) and in what circumstances?  
             
 
             

7. Have you studied other languages besides Spanish?       yes  no 
If yes, what language(s) and for how long?  

      Language(s):           
      How long?             
8.   How long have you been studying Spanish?     
9.   Major motivation for studying Spanish at this time. (Please, elaborate if necessary) 
 

a. Interested in the language 
b. Interested in the culture 
c. Have friends who speak the language 
d. Required to take a language course to graduate 
e. Need it for my future career 
f. Need it for travel 
g. Other:             
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Appendix B 
 

BACKGROUND QUESTIONNAIRE FOR NATIVE SPANISH SPEAKERS 
 

Please circle response and elaborate as needed or desired. 
 
1.    Gender: Male Female 
2.     Age:        18 – 25      26 – 30     31 -35     36 – 40      41 – 45       46- 50    51 - 55 
3.    Level of education:   

a. High School 
b. College 
c. Graduate school 
d. Other        

4.    Language(s) you speak at home         
5.    Do you speak or use a language besides Spanish? 
       If yes, what language(s) and in what circumstances? 
       Language(s):       
      Circumstances:              
6.   Have you ever traveled or lived outside Mexico?              Yes           No 

If yes, where and for how long?  
Place:           
Length of time:           

7.   Have you ever studied English or any language at school?  Yes  No 
If yes, what language?        

      For how long?     
8.   Do you watch American movies?       Yes          No 
      If yes,   in what language? 
      a.  English 
      b.  Spanish 
      c.  Both 
9.   Do you interact with native English speakers?         Yes           No 
      If yes, how often          
      In What type of situation? 
      a.  Business 
      b.  Social 
      c.  Other          
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Appendix C 
 
 

DISSERTATION PROJECT 
THE UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS AT AUSTIN 

SPANISH AND PORTUGUESE DEPARTMENT 
 

 
PRETEST SITUATIONS 

 
Students can choose any classmate they prefer to do the following role-plays.   

INSTRUCTIONS TO STUDENTS: Before you start, decide between you and your partner who is going to 
be student # 1 and who will be student # 2. Student # 1will play the role of an advisor for situations 1 and 2 
with his/her partner the receiver of the advice. Then Student # 2 will be the advisor for situations 3 and 4 
with his/her partner acting as the receiver. Students are required to do this in the most natural manner 
possible spending about 2 to 3 minutes on each situation. **DO NOT SAY ONE SENTENCE, STOP 
THE TAPE, THINK AND THEN GO BACK ERASE IT AND RECORD AGAIN. JUST IMAGINE 
THAT YOU ARE GIVING THE ADVICE IN A REAL LIFE SITUATION. 
 
 
 
STUDENT # 1 
 

1. Your best friend’s life is in serious trouble. You’ve known her/him since childhood and 
you’ve always been there for each other in times of trouble. You are both attending UT 
and s/he just got married about a year ago. Your friend’s spouse is deadbeat in addition to 
cheating on her/him. S/he has to work two jobs to take care of her/him. This has affected 
her/his academic work a lot and s/he is about to make the decision to drop out of college. 
Advise her/him. 

 
2. You are a language professor at UT and you have a very troublesome student in your 

class. This student is the clown in the class and never takes anything you say seriously. 
He challenges you unnecessarily and ridicules you a lot of the time. Worst of all, he’s 
failing the class. Advise him. 

 
 

STUDENT # 2 
 

3. Your best friend smokes a lot and has become so addicted that s/he can’t sit down at one 
place for 30 minutes without smoking. In addition to that he does drugs.  Advise him on 
the dangers to her/his health and the people around him. 

 
4. You are a supervisor at a company you work for and one of your workers is making your 

work unpleasant for you and his co-workers. He is never punctual to work and when he 
arrives he’s the first one to take his break. He disrespects you as the supervisor by 
arguing with you and not taking instructions. Almost all his co-workers are complaining 
about his bad attitude at work. This has created a very unhealthy working environment 
for your workers and some of your workers are beginning to feel that you are a weak 
leader. Advise him. 
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Appendix D 
 

DISSERTATION PROJECT 
THE UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS AT AUSTIN 

SPANISH AND PORTUGUESE DEPARTMENT 
 

POSTTEST SITUATIONS 
 

Students should do these role-plays with the same partner they had for the pretest.  
INSTRUCTIONS TO STUDENTS: Before you start, decide between you and your partner who is going to 
be student # 1 and who will be student # 2. Student # 1will play the role of an advisor for situations 1 and 2 
with his/her partner the receiver of the advice. Then Student # 2 will be the advisor for situations 3 and 4 
with his/her partner acting as the receiver. Students are required to do this in the most natural manner 
possible spending about 2 to 3 minutes on each situation. **DO NOT SAY ONE SENTENCE, STOP 
THE TAPE, THINK AND THEN GO BACK ERASE IT AND RECORD AGAIN. JUST IMAGINE 
THAT YOU ARE GIVING THE ADVICE IN A REAL LIFE SITUATION.  
 
STUDENT # 1: Advisor:        
 

1. Your best friend drinks a lot of alcohol and this has started to affect her/his academic life. 
When you met here in UT, s/he wasn’t like that. You’ve had several discussions with 
your friend and s/he has expressed her/his frustration with life in general. S/he is not in 
good terms with her/his parents, s/he has just broken up with her/his boyfriend/girlfriend 
and very recently her/his roommate has been giving her/him a lot of trouble. Your friend 
thinks that the best solution is to drink. You know the dangers of drinking for a young 
person like your friend. Advise her/him 

 
2. You are an academic advisor at UT and a student comes to you for some advice as to 

what career to choose. The student is very good in science but loves languages. The 
student wants a career that will help her/him be very useful to society and at the same 
time make a lot of money. Advise her/him. 

 
STUDENT # 2:  Advisor:         
 

1. You’ve just noticed a drastic change in your best friend’s life. The two of you have 
known each other since you became longhorns. S/he was a very sociable, hardworking 
student and loved to have fun. Now s/he is showing signs of serious depression. S/he 
isolates herself/himself, feels like taking her/his life, complains of inability to sleep, 
anxiety, lack of appetite, tiredness, headaches etc. You are aware that s/he broke up 
recently with her/his boyfriend/girlfriend. This situation is affecting your friend’s 
academic performance. Advise her/him.  

 
2. You are the coach of UT women/men’s basketball team and one of your best players 

comes to you for advice. The player is thinking about quitting the team due to a lot of 
problems s/he is facing. For instance, her/his parents have just gone through a bitter 
divorce, her/his friends are pressurizing her/him to use drugs, s/he is having problems 
making good grades in school because of the many hours that s/he puts in for practice. 
Advise her/him. 
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Appendix E 
 

 
DISSERTATION PROJECT 

THE UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS AT AUSTIN 
SPANISH AND PORTUGUESE DEPARTMENT 

 
 

DELAYED POSTTEST SITUATIONS 
 

Students should do these role-plays with the same partner they had for the pretest and posttest. 
INSTRUCTIONS TO STUDENTS: Before you start, decide between you and your partner who is going to 
be student # 1 and who will be student # 2. Student # 1will play the role of an advisor for situations 1 and 2 
with his/her partner the receiver of the advice. Then Student # 2 will be the advisor for situations 3 and 4 
with his/her partner acting as the receiver. Students are required to do this in the most natural manner 
possible spending about 2 to 3 minutes on each situation. **DO NOT SAY ONE SENTENCE, STOP 
THE TAPE, THINK AND THEN GO BACK ERASE IT AND RECORD AGAIN. JUST IMAGINE 
THAT YOU ARE GIVING THE ADVICE IN A REAL LIFE SITUATION.  
 
 
STUDENT # 1: Advisor:        
 

1. Your best friend in high school just got admitted to UT this year and is having a lot of 
problems adjusting to life in the university. S/he likes to party a lot and manages her/his 
time poorly. As a result, s/he is overwhelmed with schoolwork and that has seriously 
affected her/his academic performance. You had a discussion about this last week and 
s/he revealed something more disturbing to you; s/he had started using performance-
enhancing drugs to help improve her/his grades. Advise her/him. 

 
2. As a professor in UT, you notice a very unusual behavior in class on the part of one of 

your students. This student was very abusive with one of her/his colleagues during class 
and when you tried to stop her/him, s/he disrespected you too. You invite the student to 
your office and you give her/him some advice about that behavior. 

 
 

STUDENT # 2:  Advisor:         
 

3. Your best friend is in a rocky and abusive relationship. This has affected her/his life so 
much. S/he has told you that whenever s/he gets into an argument with the 
boyfriend/girlfriend, they end up fighting and seriously injuring each other. Your friend 
confides in you that her/his boyfriend/girlfriend once pulled a gun on her. You are very 
concerned about her /his safety. Advise her/him. 

 
4. Your are the boss at a McDonalds Fast food restaurant and you have repeatedly received 

complaints from clients about one of your employees. This employee is very 
disrespectful towards clients. Her/His attitude is driving away a lot of your clients. You 
think this is a serious problem. Advise her/him. 
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Appendix F 

 
ADVICE SITUATIONS FOR PRACTICE IN CLASS 

PEER TO PEER 
 

1. Your best friend’s brother has just been admitted to UT. He is very excited about it but at the 
same time nervous because this will be his first experience as a college student and moreover 
UT is a very big university. He asks you for advice. 

2.  Your roommate likes to party a lot, brings friends to your apartment and chats deep into the 
night. S/he is getting bad grades in all her/his courses for this semester. Advise her/him. 

3. Your best friend is suffering a lot of stress. Her parents have just gone through a very bitter 
divorce, s/he recently discovered that her/his boyfriend/girlfriend has another lover and for the 
first time s/he is in danger of failing three of her/his courses this semester. Very confused and 
depressed s/he seeks advice from you. 

4. Your roommate has just made his decision to pull out of college in order to marry his fiancée. 
You think that it’s a crazy idea because he is in his last year of college. Your roommate loves 
his fiancée a lot and is afraid he would lose her if he doesn’t stop school now, get a job and 
take care of her. Advise him 

5. Your best friend is getting rather too large for your liking. You’ve invited her/him several 
times to go with you to the gym and s/he always has an excuse. You know the consequences 
of carrying a lot of weight and you feel the need to advise your friend.  

 
AUTHORITY FIGURE TO SUBORDINATE OR STRANGER 

 
6. You are the coach of the UT men’s or women’s basketball team. Your team just suffered a 

very embarrassing defeat at the hands of an unrated team. You feel that the defeat is due to 
several factors among which are coming late to practice, poor relationship among players and 
coaching team and laziness. Advise your team. 

7. A recently married woman/man that you don’t know comes to you to seek advice on divorce. 
S/he has just been married for less than three months and has just discovered that s/he and 
her/his partner are totally incompatible. For this person, the best way to resolve this situation 
is to seek a divorce. Advise him/her. 

8. You run into a stranger who asks you for some advice. His car has just broken down on the 
highway and he has to be at work in 15 minutes. He has already received two warnings from 
his boss and is afraid that he could lose his job if he got to work late. He’s confused and very 
disturbed. Advise him as to what to do to resolve this situation. 

9. Imagine that you are the president of the students’ organization in UT and you’ve been invited 
to give advice to a freshman who missed the orientation this year about what he needs to do to 
have a successful academic and social life in UT. 

10. You are the boss at your workplace and one of your workers has an unruly behavior. He never 
follows your instructions and is very lazy. In addition, he doesn’t get along with his co-
workers. Advise him 

11. Imagine that you are the principal of a high school in Austin and the Spanish teacher in your 
school comes to ask you for advice on how to generate students’ interest in Spanish. There is 
a language lab in the school that is well equipped but not fully utilized. The Spanish teacher is 
very much committed to getting every student in the school speaking at least some basic 
Spanish and needs some advice from you as to how to accomplish this goal. Advise him/her. 
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Appendix G 
 

Rating Scale 
 

Very inappropriate   1  -  2  -  3  -  4  -  5    Completely appropriate 
 

                                                                

Pretest / Posttest / Delayed Posttest Situation 1 

Advice:  Response: 
Advice speech act 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5   
Linguistic items 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 Linguistic items 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 
Amount of speech 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 Amount of speech 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 
Formality 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 Formality 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 
Directness 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 Directness 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 
Politeness 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 Politeness 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 

 
 

Pretest / Posttest / Delayed Posttest Situation 2 

Advice: Response: 
Advice speech act 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5   
Linguistic items 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 Linguistic items 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 
Amount of speech 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 Amount of speech 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 
Formality 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 Formality 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 
Directness 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 Directness 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 
Politeness 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 Politeness 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 
 
 

Pretest / Posttest / Delayed Posttest Situation 3 

Advice: Response: 
Advice speech act 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5   
Linguistic items 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 Linguistic items 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 
Amount of speech 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 Amount of speech 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 
Formality 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 Formality 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 
Directness 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 Directness 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 
Politeness 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 Politeness 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 
 
 

Pretest / Posttest / Delayed Posttest Situation 4 

Advice: Response: 
Advice speech act 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5   
Linguistic items 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 Linguistic items 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 
Amount of speech 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 Amount of speech 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 
Formality 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 Formality 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 
Directness 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 Directness 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 
Politeness 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 Politeness 1 – 2 – 3 – 4 – 5 
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Appendix H 

 
SAMPLE LESSONS 

 
Treatments 
These are three sample lessons for the three groups involved in this present study. The treatment 
for each group is different. 

 
 

GROUP 1 (Experimental group) 
[Video, Metapragmatic Discussion & Explicit Instruction] 

Sample Lesson Plan 
[15-20 minutes] 

 
1. Introduction: The instructor gives students some background information about the video 

clip they are about to view [1 minute]. 
2. View of video clip [2:00 – 3:15 minutes]. 
3. Get students to answer comprehension questions on video clip. Teacher asks students the 

following questions  [2 minutes]: 
a. What happened in this video? 
b. Who were the giver and receiver of the advice? 
c. What was the advice about? 

4. Students view the video clip for the second time [2:00 – 3:15 minutes].  
5. After the second viewing, they are put into groups to have a metapragmatic discussion 

about the clip. The teacher provides students with the following questions to guide them 
in their discussions [4 minutes]:  

 
• What form(s) of address (tú or usted) did the giver and receiver of the advice use? 

Why? 
• Did you notice anything in the choice of words, structure of the sentence(s) and 

verbal forms by the people talking? Point out the word(s) or phrase(s) and comment. 
• Given a similar situation in English, would you use the same words or verbal forms 

or is it normal to hear this kind of performance? How different will native English 
speakers have done it? 

• Comment on the body movements, gestures, gazes and emotional expressions. Do 
any of these affect the meaning of the utterances or add more meaning to the advice 
given in the video? If yes, in what way and why? 

6. After or during the discussion, the instructor teaches the pragmatic aspects that were 
encountered in the video. By doing that, the instructor raises their level of consciousness 
and understanding of the grammatical, pragmalinguistic and sociopragmatic rules of the 
target language [2 minutes].  

7. Students are then paired up to role-play a situation similar to the one they watched on the 
video. They are reminded to apply the rules discussed in class and also to use 
conversational routines and other pragmatic features they might have observed from the 
video clips to help them role-play [4 minutes].  

8. One or two groups are chosen by the instructor to perform in front of the class. Instructor 
provides feedback and answers ant question [2 minutes] 
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GROUP 2  

[Video without Metapragmatic Discussion and Explicit Instruction] 
Sample Lesson Plan 

[15-17 minutes] 
 

1. Introduction: The instructor gives students some background information about the clip 
 they are about to watch [1 minute].  
2.   Viewing of video clip [2:00 – 3:15 minutes]. 
3.   The instructor then asks students comprehension questions based on what they just 
 watched. There may be some questions that students will not be able to answer and may  
 need a second viewing in order to answer them. There is no metapragmatic discussion or  

 pragmatic instruction. [2 minutes] 
4.  Second viewing of video clip [2:00 – 3:15 minutes]. 
5.  More comprehension questions for students to answer [2 minutes]. 
6. Students are paired up to role-play a situation on giving advice [4 minutes].  
7. One or two pairs are chosen by the instructor to role-play in front of the class [2 minutes]. 

 
 

GROUP 3 (Control group)  
[Traditional classroom. No video. No Metapragmatic Discussion. No Explicit Instruction] 

Sample Lesson Plan 
[12-14 minutes] 

 
1. Introduction: The instructor gives students some background information about the 

transcript they are about to read. [1 minute] 
2. Students read the script of a video clip on one of the advice-giving situations but they  

don’t get to watch the video itself [2 – 4 minutes].  
3. The instructor asks students comprehension questions based on what they read. There is  

no metapragmatic discussion and no pragmatic instruction [3 minutes]. 
4. Students are paired up to role-play a situation on giving advice. [4 minutes] 
5. One or two pairs are chosen by the instructor to role-play in front of the class [2 minutes]. 

 
Accompanying materials: 

• Teacher’s Guide: The guide provides the teacher with instructions on teaching the lesson. 
• Student Video script: Each student is given a script of the instructional video. 
• Student worksheet: This contains a number of role-play situations used in the class. 
• Student notes: Only Group 1 students are given a list of definitions of some of the 

linguistic terms used in the lesson. 
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Appendix I 
 
 

STUDENT EVALUATON FORM FOR 
GROUP ONE (EXPERIMENTAL GROUP) 

 
Circle the most appropriate response 
 
1.  How would you rate the lessons with the instructional video? 
     Very easy         easy         neither easy nor difficult           difficult         very difficult 
  
2.   How would you rate the situations in the tests [pre-, post, and delayed]? 
     Very easy         easy         neither easy nor difficult           difficult         very difficult 
  
3.  How did you find the lessons? 
     Very interesting        interesting          somewhat         a little           not at all interesting 
       
4.   Through these lessons, how much information did you learn about giving advice in  
      Spanish in an appropriate manner? 
      Very much              enough              more or less               a bit                 nothing 
 
5.   In your view, did the lessons help you to improve your Spanish in the area regarding what is  
       appropriate and what is not in giving advice in Spanish? 
      Definitely   probably         perhaps       probably not not at all 
  
6.   How useful were the video clips in helping you to learn this aspect (pragmatic) of Spanish? 
      Not at all         a little       more or less     adequately         completely 
 
7.   How useful were the [metapragmatic] discussions on the video clips? 
      Not at all         a little       more or less     adequately         completely 
 
8.   Was the instructor’s explanation of pragmatic features and [sociolinguistic] rules helpful? 
      Not at all         a little       more or less     adequately         completely 
 
9.   Did the video script help in any way? 
      Not at all         a little       more or less     adequately         completely 
 
10.  The video clips helped me to learn about some aspect of the Hispanic culture. 
       Not at all         a little       more or less     adequately         completely 
    
11.   What aspects of the lessons did you have trouble understanding? 
12.   What are some other aspects of Spanish that you would like to learn? 
13.   Of all the activities in the lessons, which one benefited you the most? And the least? 
 Most:            
 Least:            
14.   What suggestions do you have for improving the lessons? 
15.   Please list any other comments you have on these lessons below:  
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Appendix J 
 

STUDENT EVALUATON FORM FOR 
GROUP 2  

 
Circle the most appropriate response 
 
1.  How would you rate the lessons using the instructional video? 
     Very easy         easy         neither easy nor difficult           difficult         very difficult 
  
2.   How would you rate the situations in the tests [pre-, post, and delayed]? 
     Very easy         easy         neither easy nor difficult           difficult         very difficult 
  
3.  How did you find the lessons? 
     Very interesting        interesting          somewhat         a little           not at all interesting 
    
4.   Through these lessons, how much information did you learn about giving advice in  
      Spanish in an appropriate manner? 
       Very much              enough              more or less               a bit                 nothing 
  
5.   In your view, did the lessons help you to improve your Spanish in the area regarding what is  
      appropriate and what is not in giving advice in Spanish? 
      Definitely  probably      perhaps          probably not        not at all 
 
6.   How useful were the video clips in helping you learn this aspect of Spanish? 
      Not at all         a little       more or less     adequately         completely 
 
7.   Did the video transcript help in any way? 
      Not at all         a little       more or less     adequately         completely 
 
8.  The video clips helped me to learn about some aspects of the Hispanic culture. 
       Not at all         a little       more or less     adequately         completely 
 
9.  What aspects of the lessons did you have trouble understanding? 
10. What are some other aspects of Spanish that you would like to learn? 
11. Of all the activities in the lessons, which one benefited you the most? And the least? 
 
 Most:            
 Least:            
 
12. What suggestions do you have for improving the lessons? 
13.  Please list any other comments you have on these lessons below:     
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Appendix K 
 

STUDENT EVALUATON FORM FOR 
GROUP 3  

 
 
Circle the most appropriate response 
 
1.  How would you rate the lessons? 
     Very easy         easy         neither easy nor difficult           difficult         very difficult 
 
2.   How would you rate the situations in the tests [pre-, post, and delayed]? 
     Very easy         easy         neither easy nor difficult           difficult         very difficult 
 
3.  How did you find the lessons? 
     Very interesting        interesting          somewhat         a little           not at all interesting 
 
4.   Through these lessons, how much information did you learn about giving advice in  
      Spanish in an appropriate manner? 
      Very much              enough              more or less               a bit                 nothing 
 
5.   In your view, did the lessons help you to improve your Spanish in the area regarding what is  
       appropriate and what is not in giving advice in Spanish? 
      Definitely  probably      perhaps          probably not        not at all 
 
6.   Did you learn anything about the Hispanic culture? 
      Not at all         a little       more or less     adequately         completely 
 
7.   What are some other aspects of Spanish that you would like to learn? 
 
8.   Which aspect of the lessons benefited you the most? And the least? 
 
 Most:            
 
 Least:            
 
9.   What suggestions do you have for improving the lessons? 
 
10.  Please list any other comments you have on these lessons below:  
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Appendix L 
 

INSTRUCTOR EVALUATION FORM FOR 
GROUP 1 (EXPERIMENTAL GROUP) 

 
 
Circle the appropriate answer: 
 
1.  On the whole, did the students like viewing the video clips? 
 
     Not at all         a little       more or less     adequately         completely 
 
2.  What was the level of difficulty of the video clips in general? 
 
     Very easy          easy           neither easy nor difficult          difficult         very difficult 
 
3.   In your opinion, do you think the video script was helpful to students? 
 
      Not at all         a little       more or less     adequately         completely 
 
4.   Was the metapragmatic discussion on each video clip helpful to students in your opinion?  
 
      Not at all         a little       more or less     adequately         completely 
 
5.   Did the explicit instruction help students in understanding the pragmatic strategies and     
      sociolinguistic rules associated with each video clip? 
       
      Not at all         a little       more or less     adequately         completely 
 
6.  In your opinion, was it helpful to have the metapragmatic discussion in English?  
 
      Not at all         a little       more or less     adequately         completely 
 
7.  To what extent do you think the objective [i.e. to acquire pragmatic competence] of the lesson    
      was achieved? 
      Not at all         a little       more or less     adequately         completely 
 
8.  How much time do you think you spent on each lesson approximately?     
 
 
COMMENTS: [Please, mention any problems you encountered, suggestions, your candid opinion 
on the whole project, etc.] 
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Appendix M 
 

INSTRUCTOR EVALUATION FORM FOR 
GROUP 2  

 
 
Circle the appropriate answer: 
 
1.  On the whole, did the students like viewing the video clips? 
 
     Not at all         a little       more or less     adequately         completely 
 
2.  What was the level of difficulty of the video clips in general? 
 
     Very easy          easy           neither easy nor difficult          difficult         very difficult 
 
3.   In your opinion, do you think the video script was helpful to students? 
 
      Not at all         a little       more or less     adequately         completely 
 
4.   To what extent do you think the objective [i.e., to acquire pragmatic competence] of  
       the lesson was achieved? 
 
      Not at all         a little       more or less     adequately         completely 
 
5.   Estimated time spent on each lesson:       
 
 
COMMENTS: [Please, mention any problems you encountered, suggestions, your candid opinion 
on the whole project, etc.] 
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Appendix N 
 

INSTRUCTOR EVALUATION FORM FOR 
GROUP 3  

 
 
Circle the appropriate answer: 
 
1.  On the whole, did the students like the lessons? 
 
     Not at all         a little       more or less     adequately         completely 
 
2.  What was the level of difficulty of the video clips in general? 
 
     Very easy          easy           neither easy nor difficult          difficult         very difficult 
 
3.   In your opinion, do you think the video script was helpful to students? 
 
      Not at all         a little       more or less     adequately         completely 
 
4.   To what extent do you think the objective [i.e., to acquire pragmatic competence] of  
       the lesson was achieved? 
 
      Not at all         a little       more or less     adequately         completely 
 
5.   Estimated time spent on each lesson:       
 
 
COMMENTS: [Please, mention any problems you encountered, suggestions, your candid opinion 
on the whole project, etc.] 
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Appendix O 
SAMPLE  TRANSCRIPTION 

 
GROUP ONE 

DELAYED POSTTEST  
SITUATION # 1 

Advisor:  Lisa 
Advisee:  Anna 
 
Ana: Hola Lisa, ¿cómo cómo estás? ‘Hi Lisa, how how are you?’ 
Lisa: Bien, bien, y tú, ¿cómo estás? ‘Fine, fine, and you? How are you?’ 
Ana: Eh, no estoy bien. No me gusta la universidad de Texas. ‘Eh, I’m not fine. I don’t like the 

University of Texas.’ 
Lisa: ¿Por qué? La universidad es muy bueno. ‘Why? The University is very good.’ 
Ana: Eh, a mí no me gusta. ‘Eh, I don’t like it.’ 
Lisa: ¿Por qué? ‘Why?’ 
Ana: Oh, no no estoy eh pasando mis clases.. ‘Oh, I’m not passing eh my classes.’ 
Lisa: Y ¿por qué no pasando mis clases? ‘And why not passing my classes? (why are you not 

passing your classes?)’ 
Ana: Y me gusta ir a los a las fiestas muchas. ‘And I like to go to a lot of parties.’  
Lisa: Oh, por eso no tienes tiempo para estudiar tus clases porque.... ‘Oh, therefore you don’t 

have time to study for your classes because.....’ 
Ana:        [Exactamente] ‘[exactly]’ 
Lisa: Te está en las fiestas y .. pero en los las semanas um tienes um las fiestas porque durante 

la semana necesitas estudiar para los clases y los fines de semana pueden ir a las fiestas. 
‘You are at the parties and ....but during the week um you have parties because during the 
week you need to study for the classes and the weekends you can go to the parties.’ 

Ana: Bien. Eh, eh no eh pero me gusta me gusta ah ir a las fiestas y no no puedo dormir. 
‘Okay. Eh, eh no eh but I like, I like to go to the parties and I cannot sleep.’ 

Lisa: Y entiendo pero durante la semana necesitas estudiar para tus clases pero pueden ir a 
las fies.. fiestas en los fines de semana. Si no estudiara para los clases, you gonna fail. 
‘And I understand but during the week, you need to study for your classes but you can go 
to the parties during the weekends. If you don’t study for the classes, you gonna fail.’ 

Ana: A a mí, a mí no me importa. Uh, uh, el semestre próximo. ‘For me I don’t care. Uh, uh 
next semester.’ 

Lisa: Pero um, um, wait... ‘But um, um, wait..’ 
Ana: Y también, um yo uso um las drogas. ‘And also, um, I use um drugs.’ 
Lisa: ¿Por qué necesitas usar las drogas? ‘Why do you need to use drugs?’ 
Ana: Oh, no sé .... las drogas son a las fiestas me asis... me asiste. ‘Oh, I don’t know..the drugs 

at the party help me....’ 
Lisa: Pero las drogue droga drogas causan um, um um ####. ‘But the drugs cause um, um, 

um...###’ 
Ana: Oh, no no me importa. ‘Oh, I don’t care.’ 
 
 
* Unintelligible utterance   #### 
* Pause ……….. 
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Appendix P 
 

HANDOUT FOR GROUP ONE  
 

DEFINITIONS 
 
Pragmatics:  
 
 It is the study of language from the point of view of users, especially of the choices they 
make, the constraints they encounter in using language in social interaction and the effects their 
use of language has on other participants in the act of communication. 
 
Sociolinguistic Competence: 

This involves the appropriate use of language within various social contexts or situations. It 
can be seen as "verbal etiquette." Research has shown that parents rarely teach any grammar to their 
children, but that they are very active in teaching them how to make appropriate requests, apologies, 
expressions of gratitude, etc. From this we may infer that humans are more concerned with 
appropriateness than correctness in speech. 

If you remember back to your childhood, you were probably never told to say "May I please 
have a piece of candy" instead of "Give me some candy," because that is the way that people in your 
country should make requests. On the contrary, you were probably taught to say it that way, because 
it was "good" and "polite." In other words, verbal "manners" are taught as though they are exactly the 
same among all humans. The problem is that this is not always the case. But, since people are taught 
this way, they expect all people to have the same concepts of what would be polite and what would be 
rude to say in a given situation. So, while people are tolerant of grammar errors in young children 
and foreigners, they are not as tolerant of sociolinguistic faux pas. Therefore, when you travel to a 
foreign country or deal with foreigners in the future, sociolinguistic competence is perhaps the most 
important indicator of how you will be perceived by the people to whom you speak. 

While parents focus on sociolinguistic competence and allow children to learn grammar 
mostly on their own, in the foreign language classroom, instructors take the opposite approach. 
Grammar is taught extensively while matters of social etiquette are usually relegated to the end of the 
chapter where they are usually overlooked due to time concerns. In defense of instructors, these 
sections are also overlooked, because sociolinguistic competence would be extremely difficult to 
teach in a classroom setting. While young children are in natural social situations where their parents 
can be constantly reminding them of the appropriate thing to say in each situation, in a classroom, 
only the teacher is a native or near-native speaker and the setting is not "natural" at all. The only way 
the teacher could reasonably teach appropriate requests would be to say, in English, something like 
"When you're in a fancy restaurant, say . …x . ., When you're in a dive, say . . y . ., When you're 
with a friend, say . . z . ." The instructor could try to simulate these different situations in the 
classroom, but again, this would be very artificial and might still not be helpful to the students. This is 
where these video elements can be very helpful. In these video clips native Spanish speakers interact 
in natural and semi-natural environments where they give advice to other native speakers of different 
ages, socioeconomic status, and gender. If you focus your attention on what is said in various 
situations, you will learn a great deal about sociolinguistics of giving advice in Spanish. 
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Strategic competence:  
 

Learning a foreign language is very different from other types of learning. This is because if 
your instructor speaks the language you are learning, you cannot understand every word they are 
saying. (But, if they speak English, you won't learn at all!) Therefore, you must get used to feeling 
“lost” and using every context clue available in order to get the gist of what is being said. For many 
students this is very frustrating. As adults, we are used to understanding almost everything we hear 
and don't like feeling uncertain. However, the truth is that your instructor is probably speaking much 
more slowly than other Spanish speakers you will encounter. Therefore, in order to be a successful 
language learner, it is extremely important that you develop strategies that enable you to relax, listen 
for words or look for body language that you recognize, and then "piece these together" and make 
educated guesses in order to fill in the gaps and try to figure out what is being said. This is what is 
called "strategic competence." Until you become proficient in the language, this ability will be 
extremely important for your listening comprehension. The characters in these video clips speak to 
each other as you will find in a normal conversation. This gives the viewer a chance to develop 
strategic competence in the comfort of his or her home before getting into a stressful situation in a 
foreign country. 
 
GAMBITS 
 

They are discourse lubricants used to establish, maintain, and end oral interaction. For 
example, it is common for a hearer to nod his head, or say things such as “Really”, “Indeed”, “Oh”, 
“Mmh” and so on, while he is listening to what the speaker is saying. These items support the speaker 
by showing interest, understanding etc. Gambits can occur alone or can occur during the current 
speaker’s turn-at-talk. 
 
Three Categories of Gambits: 
 

1. Uptaker: Refers back to what the speaker has just said and signals that the message has 
been received and accepted as part of the ongoing discourse.  
Neutral: I’ve heard what you have to say. 

 Exclaim: “Oh my God”, “Good Heavens”, “Oh”, “Really” 
 Communicating doubt, surprise, amazement, dismay etc 
 Intonation may suggest a speaker’s attitude; e.g.  “Excuse me”, “yes” 
 Go-on: Stands alone pre-, mid, post-message. Could be neutral or emotive. 

2. Clarifier: Relates to the utterance currently being produced. 
Cajoler: It is used to make the communicative act of the speaker more palatable to the 
hearer. A kind of appeal for sympathy. It is used when speaker has something unpalatable 
to say. Example: 
  A:   What did you think of my lecture? 

B:   Well, erm it was you know very interesting of course  
but to tell the truth, I thought erm you know really  
you might have paid more attention to the audience. 

Underscorer: Used by speaker to draw attention to or highlight a point he’s making to get 
the hearer’s full attention. E.g.  

— Look I'll tell you what... 
— What I'm really getting at is ... 
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— The basic problem is this ... 
— This is the point 

3. Appealer: Invites the hearer’s acknowledgment or agreement. In general the feature a 
rising intonation. E.g.  

                          A:   John, you couldn't lend me five pounds could you? 

B:   Erm, well, I've only got about three pounds on me actually. 

A:   Hm even that would help.  
 

B. Okay well, I'll see what I can spare, is that all right? 
A.  Great! 

4.   Starter:   It may appear at the beginning of a speaker’s turn at talk. Used most 
      commonly in contras and counters. A starter usually indicates that “I now have   
      something to say”. 
             Now you know it’s not easy. 
                  Well, I’m afraid I’m a bit busy at the moment. 
                  Well, I’d love to but…. 
                  Well, yes of course. 
 
4. Aside: A useful survival technique for the learner. It is used to fill potential gaps.        
      It’s like a self-prompt but often stimulates the hearer to provide the prompt. This  
      enables the speaker to continue talking successfully. Can occur anywhere in a 
      conversation.   
                     Erm, oh, let me see now… 
                                      Yes, what’s it called.. erm…? 
                                      Just let me think.   
                                      What was I saying..? 

 
 
 

DISCOURSE STRATEGIES 
 
They reflect how speakers make use of their knowledge of interactional structures, 
manipulating these in order to gain their own conversational goals. 
 

DOWNGRADERS 
 
1. Politeness marker:  Optional element used to show deference or respect and to  
      kind of request a cooperative behavior, e.g. please 
2. Play-down: Syntactic device used to tone down the intentional consequential  
      effect an utterance may have on the hearer. 

a) past tense: I wondered if… 
b) negation: Mightn’t it be a good idea… 
c) interrogative: Mightn’t it be a good idea? 
d) Modal: Mightn’t… 
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3. Hedge: Averbials (not sentence ones) used to avoid a direct or precise expression of 
one’s proposition or message, e.g. Could you kind of lend us some records? 

      kind of 
  more or less 
  somehow 

4. Understater: Adverbial modifiers that underrepresent the state of affairs denoted  
      in the proposition, e.g.  I am a little bit disappointed in you. 
   a second 
  not very much 
  a little bit 
5. Downtoner: Sentence modifiers used by speaker to vary the impact his utterance is likely 

to have on the hearer, e.g. Could you just move over a bit? 
  just 
  simply 
  possibly 
  perhaps 
6. Minus committer: Sentence modifiers used to lower the degree to which the  
      speaker commits himself to the state of affairs referred to in his proposition, e.g.  
      I think you’ve made a mistake. 
   I guess 
   In my opinion 
7. Forewarn: A kind of disarmament device used by the speaker to forewarn and  
      forestall possible negative reactions by the hearer to his utterance, e.g. 
         You’re a nice guy, Jim, but… 

   Not to take anything away from you, but… 
8. Hesitator:  Deliberate malformulations used by the speaker to impress on the  
      hearer the fact that he has some reservation making the utterance, e.g. erm, er… 
9. Agent avoider: Syntactic devices used by the speaker to avoid direct attack on  
      the hearer. The speaker does this by not mentioning either himself or the hearer,  
      e.g.  This is just not done, Mr. Robinson. 

 
UPGRADERS 

 
1. Overstater:  Adverbial modifiers used to overrepresent the reality in order to increase 

the force of the utterance, e.g.  
                 Absolutely, terribly, frightfully 
2. Intensifier:  Adverbial modifier used to modify some elements of the utterance,  
      e.g. very, so, really, just, indeed 
3. Plus committer: Sentence modifiers used to express a heightened degree of  
      commitment, e.g. certainly, obviously, really, I’m sure 
4. Aggressive Interrogative: The use of the interrogative mood by the speaker to  
      involve the hearer with the aim of intensifying the impact of his utterance, e.g.  
      Why haven’t you told me before? 
5. Rhetorical appeal:  By using this can of appeal, the speaker tries to prevent the  
      hearer from not accepting the proposition in his utterance, e.g.  
  You must understand that… 
  Anyone can see that… 
  It’s common knowledge that. 

 237



Appendix Q 
 
 

TRAINING MANUAL FOR NATIVE SPANISH SPEAKING RATERS 
 
 
GAMBITS 
 
These are discourse lubricants used to establish, maintain, and end oral interaction. For example, it 
is common for a hearer to nod his head, or say things such as “Really”, “Indeed”, “Oh”, “Mmh” and 
so on, while he is listening to what the speaker is saying. These items support the speaker by showing 
interest, understanding etc. Gambits can occur alone or can occur during the current speaker’s turn-
at-talk. 
 
Categories of Gambits: 
 

1.  Uptaker: Refers back to what the speaker has just said and signals that the message 
has been received and accepted as part of the ongoing discourse.  
Neutral: I’ve heard what you have to say. 

 Exclaim: “Oh my God”, “Good Heavens”, “Oh”, “Really” 
 Communicating doubt, surprise, amazement, dismay etc 
 Intonation may suggest a speaker’s attitude; e.g.  “Excuse me”, “yes” 
 Go-on: Stands alone pre-, mid, postmessage. Could be neutral or emotive. 

2.  Clarifier: Relates to the utterance currently being produced. 
Cajoler: It is used to make the communicative act of the speaker more palatable   to the 
hearer. A kind of appeal for sympathy. It is used when speaker has something unpalatable 
to say. Ex. 

   A:   What did you think of my lecture? 

B:   Well, erm it was you know very interesting of course  
but to tell the truth I thought erm you know really  
you might have paid more attention to the audience. 

Underscorer: Used by speaker to draw attention to or highlight a point he’s making to get 
the hearer’s full attention. Ex.  

— Look I'll tell you what... 
— What I'm really getting at is ... 
— The basic problem is this ... 
— This is the point. 

3.  Appealer: Invites the hearer’s acknowledgment or agreement. In general, it features a 
rising intonation. Ex.  

                        A:   John, you couldn't lend me five pounds, could you? 

B:   Erm well, I've only got about three pounds on me actually. 

A:   Hm even that would help. 
 

B. Okay well, I'll see what I can spare, is that allright? 
A.  Great! 
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4.   Starter:   It may appear at the beginning of a speaker’s turn at talk. Used most  commonly in     
          contras and counters. A starter usually indicates that “I now have something to say”.  

           Now you know it’s not easy. 
                  Well, I’m afraid I’m a bit busy at the moment. 
                  Well, I’d love  to but…. 
                  Well, yes of course. 
5.   Aside: A useful survival technique for the learner. It is used to fill potential gaps.    
                 It’s like a self-prompt but often stimulates the hearer to provide the prompt. 
                 This enables speaker to continue talking successfully. Can occur anywhere 
                  in a conversation.   
                      Erm, oh, let me see now… 
                                      Yes, what’s it called …erm…? 
                                      Just let me think.   
                                      What was I saying..?  

 
 
 
DISCOURSE STRATEGIES 
 
They reflect how speakers make use of their knowledge of interactional structures, 
manipulating these in order to gain their own conversational goals. 
 
 

DOWNGRADERS 
 
1.  Politeness marker:  Optional element used to show deference or respect and to  
      kind of request a cooperative behavior, e.g. please 
2.  Play-down: Syntactic device used to tone down the intentional consequential  
      effect an utterance may have on the hearer. 

a) past tense: I wondered if… 
b) negation: Mightn’t it be a good idea… 
c) interrogative: Mightn’t it be a good idea? 
d) Modal: Mightn’t… 

3.  Hedge: Averbials (not sentence ones) used to avoid a direct or precise expression  
            of one’s proposition or message, e.g. Could you kind of lend us some records? 
      kind of 
  more or less 
  somehow 

4.  Understater: Adverbial modifiers that underrepresent the state of affairs denoted  
      in the proposition, e.g.  I am a little bit disappointed in you. 
   a second 
  not very much 
  a little bit 
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5.  Downtoner: Sentence modifiers used by speaker to vary the impact his utterance  
      is likely to have on the hearer, e.g. Could you just move over a bit? 
  just 
  simply 
  possibly 
  perhaps 
6.  Minus committer: Sentence modifiers used to lower the degree to which the  
      speaker commits himself to the state of affairs referred to in his proposition, e.g.  
      I think you’ve made a mistake. 
   I think… 
   I guess… 
   In my opinion… 
7.  Forewarn: A kind of disarmament device used by the speaker to forewarn and  
      forestall possible negative reactions by the hearer to his utterance, e.g. 
         You’re a nice guy, Jim, but… 

              Not to take anything away from you, but… 
8.  Hesitator:  Deliberate malformulations used by the speaker to impress on the  
      hearer the fact that he has some reservation making the utterance, e.g. erm, er… 
9.  Agent avoider: Syntactic devices used by the speaker to avoid direct attack on  
      the hearer. The speaker does this by not mentioning either himself or the hearer,  
      e.g.  This is just not done, Mr. Robinson. 
 
 

UPGRADERS 
 
1.  Overstater:  Adverbial modifiers used to overrepresent the reality in order to increase the   
      force of the utterance, e.g. 
                 Absolutely, terribly, frightfully 
2.  Intensifier:  Adverbial modifier used to modify some elements of the utterance,  
      e.g. very, so, really, just, indeed 
3.  Plus committer: Sentence modifiers used to express a heightened degree of  
      commitment, e.g. certainly, obviously, really, I’m sure 
4.  Aggressive Interrogative: The use of the interrogative mood by the speaker to  
      involve the hearer with the aim of intensifying the impact of his utterance, e.g.  
      Why haven’t you told me before? 
5.  Rhetorical appeal:  By using this kind of appeal, the speaker tries to prevent the  
      hearer from not accepting the proposition in his utterance, e.g.  
  You must understand that… 
  Anyone can see that… 
  It’s common knowledge that.. 
6.  Expletive: Examples are: Shit, Damn 
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ADVICE HEAD ACT  
 
What is an advice head act?  An advice head act is “the minimal unit which can realize an 
advice” Blum-Kulka et al (1989) excluding those parts of the act sequence which are not 
essential.  

 
 

Table 1  ADVICE HEAD ACT STRATEGIES 
 

NO DIRECTNESS STRATEGIES DESCRIPTION AND EXAMPLES 

 
1 

Mood 
Derivable 

The mood of the verb signals a command. 
Stop smoking. 
Break up with him. 
Take a taxi to your work place. 

 
2 

Performative The illocutionary force is explicitly named. 
I am asking you to stop smoking. 
I am asking you to break up with him. 

 
3 

Hedged 
Performative 

The naming of the illocutionary force is modified by hedging 
expressions.   
I would like to ask you to stop smoking. 

 
4 

Obligation 
Statement 

An utterance that states the obligation of the hearer to carry out the 
act. 
You will have to stop smoking. 
You have to….                 You must …. . 

 
5 

 
 
 

D 
 
I 
 

R 
 

E 
 

C 
 

T 
 Want 

Statement 
An utterance that states the speaker’s desire that the hearer carry 
out the act. 
I really wish you would stop smoking. 

 
6 

Suggestory 
Formula 

An utterance that contains a suggestion to do something. 
How about stopping smoking? 

 
7 

 
 
CONVENTIONALLY 

INDIRECT 
Preparatory 
Condition 

An utterance that contains a reference to preparatory conditions. 
Could you stop smoking? 

 
8 
 

Strong Hint This type of utterance contains partial reference to an object or 
element needed for implementation of the act. 
You are seriously damaging your lungs and thus reducing your life 
span each time you smoke. 

 
9 

 
 

NON- 
CONVENTIONALLY 

INDIRECT Mild Hint An utterance that makes no reference to the advice proper but can 
be interpreted as advice by context. 
Be like the pope. (The pope doesn’t smoke.) 

 
   (adapted from Blum-Kulka et al., 1989)  

 
 
Table 2  ALERTER STRATEGIES 
 

STRATEGIES DESCRIPTION / EXAMPLE 

Title / Role Doctor ‘Doctor’ 
Señor ‘Sir’ 

Attention Getter Oiga ‘Hey’ 
Perdóneme ‘Excuse me’ 
Hola ‘Hello’  

Family name Señor Doe ‘Mr. Doe’ 
First Name Juan ‘John’ 
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ADVICE SUPPORTIVE MOVES 
 
These are moves that mitigate the face-threatening forces of advice by preparing the hearer for an 
upcoming advice, remove potential objections to the advice, or offer explanations or reasons for 
the advice. 
 
 
Table 3  ADVICE SUPPORTIVE MOVE STRATEGIES 
 

STRATEGIES DESCRIPTION / EXAMPLE 

Preparatory Prepares the hearer for upcoming advice 
¿Puedo hablar contigo sobre tu hábito de fumar? “Can I talk to you about your 
smoking habit?” 

Grounder Offers reasons or justifications 
Me ha pasado lo mismo.. “I have been through a similar situation…” 
Como tu mejor amigo, creo que es la mejor cosa que hacer. “As your best friend, I 
feel it’s the right thing to do.” 

Disarmer Removes potential objections 
No vengo aquí para darte la culpa por lo que has hecho. “I am not here to blame 
you for what you’ve done.” 

Empathy Shows a sense of understanding of the hearer’s predicament 
Entiendo cómo te sientes ahora....... “I understand how you are feeling now….” 

 
As raters for this project, you will be expected to rate the appropriateness of native speaker (NS) 
and nonnative learner (NNL) responses to discourse role-play task (DRPT) items on the 
following six strategies: 

1. Correct speech act used 
2. Appropriate formulaic expressions 
3. Appropriate amount of speech used  
4. Degree of formality 
5. Level of directness 
6. Level of politeness 
 

To begin with the training process, we will first examine each of these six aspects. Explanations, 
examples and trouble-shootings will be given to you and questions, doubts and concerns from 
you addressed to everyone’s understanding and satisfaction. The criteria for rating will be 
examined and the manual will conclude with some practice examples.  
 
A five-point scale will be used in rating. The numbers on the scale have the following meanings: 
 
1 => Very inappropriate 
2 => Not appropriate 
3 => More or less appropriate 
4 => Appropriate 
5 => Completely appropriate 
  

Very  inappropriate  1  -   2  -  3  -  4  -  5     Completely appropriate 
                                                                                
The word “appropriate” for the purposes of our study means acceptable to the native speaker and 
his/her community of speakers while “inappropriate” means not acceptable.   
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HOW TO RATE THE SIX PRAGMATIC STRATEGIES 
 
 
1.  Ability to use the appropriate advice speech act 
 

NS raters are required to listen carefully to the advice giver and rate the degree to which 
his/her utterances capture what they consider to be the advice speech act the situation or advisee 
intended to elicit. Raters are required to ask this question: How appropriate is this speech act of 
advice for this situation? 

Problems raters may encounter in rating: It is possible that the advisor might begin the 
advice with an apology or a compliment: ‘I’m sorry I have to talk to you about this but I think it 
would do your health a lot of good if you were to stop smoking’ or ‘You look cool smoking but 
my advice to you as a friend is that you stop it because it can destroy your life.’ As long as the 
utterance contains the speech act in question (advice), it should be considered “appropriate” and 
rated accordingly. We expect ratings of the speech act to be extreme, either 1 or 5. However, it is 
left to the individual rater to use the other numbers on the scale if they think they are appropriate. 
 
2. Typical linguistic items 
 

NS raters are to look out for typical native expressions, gambits and so on in the speech 
of the participants. Non-typical expressions by NNL may be due to transfer from NNL’s native 
language or NNL’s lack of knowledge of the appropriate Spanish phrase. See examples of 
gambits above. There are a lot of non-typical expressions, transfers and use of direct English 
words, expressions or phrases. We hope the raters’ native speaker intuitions will serve them well 
in rating them. The raters will ask the following question: How appropriate are the linguistic 
items or the wordings?  

For this study, grammaticality is not an issue. Therefore, raters are required not to take 
grammatical errors into account in their effort to rate this aspect or for that matter any of the other 
aspects of the data. 

Problems raters may encounter in rating: Raters may find out that it is very difficult to 
assign a numerical rating to this category. Some utterances may have more than one non-typical 
wording. This even complicates decision making. In this situation, raters are required to judge the 
acceptability of the utterance as a whole just like all the other categories. Whenever raters are 
having problems distinguishing between ungrammatical wording and non-typical wording, they 
are required to follow their native speaker intuitions. 
 
 
3. Amount of speech used  
 

NSs of every language adjust the amount of speech to fit the particular situation (Hudson 
et al., 1995). For instance, native speakers always include an explanation for a request. Even 
though some researchers might want to believe that variation in utterance length is due to level of 
proficiency, others see it differently. Hudson et al. (1995) think that there is a degree of 
individual choice involved in how much one decides to say. An advice might begin with “Do not 
smoke” without a reason or explanation because the NNL’s language is inadequate to explain the 
“why?” For this study you will need to ask this question: How appropriate is the amount of 
speech used or the information given? You will need to consider all of the following: (i) the 
volume of information the advisor produces; (ii) the context; (iii) the type of situation; (iv) factors 
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like power, distance, and rank; and, (v) their native intuitions. When in doubt, consult each other 
and if you don’t arrive at an agreement, consult with the investigator. 

Problems you may encounter in rating: NS raters should confront the difficulty of 
deciding how much speech and or information is appropriate for a given situation. This is because 
raters will have to realize that some individual variation is normal. With their native speaker 
intuition they should be able to determine if an advice utterance was abrupt or seemed to provide 
too much unnecessary information. 
 
 
LEVELS OF FORMALITY, DIRECTNESS, AND POLITENESS 
 

It is usually very difficult to make a clear distinction among formality, directness and 
politeness because they are often overlapping. It is therefore very important to keep these three 
elements distinct in mind as NS raters rate each utterance. The question they will ask is: How 
appropriate is each element? 

Problems they may encounter in rating: It might be irritating or even seem a waste of 
time for them to rate these three speech act elements because they are not totally exclusive. 
However, we would like them to know that their ratings of them will give a clearer picture of the 
role that each of them plays in the data. This could be key to the findings of this study.  
 
4. Formality appropriateness 
 Learner utterances will be analyzed and rated on the basis of formality distinctions. 
Formality can be expressed through word choice, phrasing, use of titles, and choice of verb forms 
as shown below: 
    

• Pronouns: tú ‘you-informal’ vs. usted ‘you-formal’ 
• Possessive adjectives: tu(s) ‘your-informal’ vs. su(s) ‘your-formal’ 
• Verbal conjugations: Habla ‘speak-informal command’ vs. Hable  

                                                 ‘speak-formal command’ 
• Titles: Señor ‘Mr.’,  Señora ‘Mrs.’, Señorita ‘Miss’, Profesor/a ‘Professor’ 
 

                           
                                                                                    Examples from Pearson (2001)  
 
 The examples above show Spanish as a language with two singular second person 
pronouns that indicate informal and formal relationships respectively. Their adjectival forms are 
parallel and they also have separate verbal conjugations. Furthermore, by using titles like 
Profesor/a, Doctor/a, Señor/a, etc as opposed to first names and familial titles like tío, mami and 
papi, speakers can show varying levels of social distance. The test situations were carefully 
created to include the three variables of Power, Social Distance and Rank of imposition. The 
evaluation of appropriateness in this study follows the system used in UT-Austin and the course 
materials. It is therefore not likely that these learners would be aware of all the various address 
forms through out the Spanish-speaking world. For instance, Uber (1984, 1985) found that in 
Bogotá, Colombia family members and close friends used usted. This directly contradicts the 
parameters of formality and familiarity that learners have acquired through formal course work in 
UT-Austin and this project materials and treatments. 
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     Figure 1     
 
 
   
                                      

Formal                          Informal  
Boss                              classmates 
Older stranger     vs.     family members 
Professor                      friends 
coach                  

 
5. Level of directness of advice strategy head acts  
 
 This coding scheme is an adaptation of Blum-Kulka et al. (1989) classification of request 
head acts according to level of directness. An advice head act according to the standards of Blum-
Kulka et al. (1989) will therefore be defined as “the minimal unit which can realize an advice” 
excluding those parts of the act sequence which are not essential. Directness describes the degree 
to which speaker intent is apparent from the utterance and is considered by Blum-Kulka et al. 
(1989) a pragmalinguistic category.  
 With the help of the scale of directness of advice strategies in Table 1, raters should be 
able to figure out to what extent a particular advice strategy head act is direct or indirect. This 
will therefore help them to rate the appropriateness of the level of directness in the advice. 
 
6. Level of politeness 
 
 To rate the level of politeness, raters will have to consider aspects of formality, 
directness, intonation, syntactic and lexical or phrasal modifiers within the advice head act itself 
and external modification of the advice head act using supportive moves and alerters. For 
instance, NS raters will have to decide whether it is appropriate or polite to use the usted or tú 
form, names and address terms such as Juan or Dr. Lopez or attention getters like Excuse me 
taking into consideration the type of situation and factors like power, distance and imposition. 
Lexical downgraders and upgraders which serve to soften or intensify the force of the advice 
respectively will be closely examined. See Table 3. 
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