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Approaches to pragmatic knowledge mediation 1 

Seyed Vahid MERGHATI KHOEI, University of Limerick, Irland 2 

As Bardovi-Harlig and Griffen (2005) and Salmani Nodoushan and 3 
Daftarifard (2011) argue, classroom activities can raise L2 pragmatic 4 
awareness and provide learners with the information they need to 5 
become competent users of the target language. Yet, for these activities 6 
to be successful, teachers should select appropriate instructional goals, 7 
approaches, and materials (Allan & Salmani Nodoushan, 2015; Salmani 8 
Nodoushan, 2003; 2006a,b; 2007a; 2008a,b; 2009; 2010; 2011; 2013a; 9 
2014a; Salmani Nodoushan & Pashapour, 2016). The present study is 10 
divided into five sections grounded in teaching pragmatic knowledge. 11 
Section one addresses the teachability of pragmatic features, Section 12 
two reviews literature on explicit versus implicit approaches to 13 
teaching pragmatics. Sections three and four discuss focus on form 14 
versus focus on forms approaches, and traditional versus experiential 15 
approaches to teaching pragmatics. Finally, section five examines 16 
textbook driven versus online driven approaches. The findings support 17 
for a combination of focus on form and focus on forms in pragmatic 18 
awareness instruction . Websites that supply learners with authentic 19 
language in action, have been shown to work as successful alternatives 20 
when combined with traditional classroom instruction. The role of 21 
technology depends on the genre of pragmatics you aim to teach. 22 
Backchannel signals and reactive expressions have been taught 23 
successfully through telecollaboration. Finally, for speech act requests, 24 
the best technological instrument at this time is the CARLA website, 25 
Dancing with Words: Strategies for Learning Pragmatics in Spanish as 26 
supported by Cohen (2008). 27 

Keywords: Pragmatic Competence; Pragmatic Teachability; Pragmatic 28 
Knowledge Mediation  29 
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2. Are Pragmatic Features Teachable?  32 
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After reviewing multiple studies investigating the effects of pragmatic 1 
instruction, Rose (2005) comes to the conclusion that research conducted 2 
thus far provides ample evidence in support of the teachability of pragmatic 3 
features. He draws the following conclusions: (a) learners who receive 4 
instruction in pragmatics consistently outperform those who do not, (b) 5 
pragmatic instruction appears to outpace exposure alone, and (c) without 6 
instruction, in an environment that presents learners with ample opportunity 7 
for meaningful use of and exposure to the L2, learners can acquire some, if 8 
not many, pragmatic features. Diving into research addressing the debate on 9 
explicit vs. implicit pragmatic instruction, he finds that there is considerable 10 
support for explicit instruction and thereby the noticing hypothesis. Rose 11 
does not dispel the idea of learning pragmatics implicitly. He purely 12 
summarizes findings in the literature that confirm the facilitative role of 13 
pedagogical interventions. Finally, he concludes that:  14 

. . . there is considerable evidence indicating that a range of features of 15 
second language pragmatics are teachable. These include a variety of 16 
discoursal, pragmatic, and sociolinguistic targets of instruction, such as 17 
discourse markers and strategies, pragmatic routines, speech acts, 18 
overall discourse characteristics, and pragmatic comprehension.  19 

(Rose, 2005, p. 397) 20 

Thus, on the basis of the empirical evidence reviewed by Rose, we can 21 
conclude that pragmatics is teachable, and that learners that receive explicit 22 
instruction tend to outperform their non-explicitly instructed counterparts.  23 

3. Explicit vs. Implicit Approaches  24 

To elucidate Rose’s (2005) findings further, a few research studies involving 25 
the role of explicit and implicit instruction in pragmatic awareness teaching 26 
are reviewed in brief detail. Koike and Pearson’s (2005) study involving 99 27 
third-semester second language learners of Spanish from two U.S. public 28 
universities (The University of Texas at Austin, and Bowling Green State 29 
University) revealed that explicit instruction and feedback are effective in 30 
helping learners understand pragmatic elements. Participants were divided 31 
into 5 groups: (a) explicit pre-instruction with explicit feedback (EPEF), (b) 32 
explicit pre-instruction with implicit feedback (EPIF), (c) implicit pre-33 
instruction with explicit feedback (IPEF), (d) implicit pre-instruction with 34 
implicit feedback, and (e) no pre-instruction and no feedback. The treatment 35 
parameters exercised were modified from those set by Rosa and Leow (2004) 36 
to include explicit, implicit or no instructor feedback because Koike notes that 37 
some form of feedback is expected by learners. As can be inferred by the 38 
division of participant groups, the experimental procedure included both 39 
explicit or implicit pre-instruction, and either explicit or implicit feedback by 40 
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instructors; excluding the control group which received neither pre-1 
instruction nor feedback on the suggestion task. Both the EPEF and the EPIF 2 
groups received a list of ways to express Spanish suggestions and to respond 3 
to them.   4 

All experimental groups saw Spanish suggestions demonstrated in multi-turn 5 
dialogues across three lessons. The dialogues reflected conversations 6 
between two friends where one had a problem, and the other suggested 7 
solutions. The friend with the problem was not easily accepting of the 8 
suggestions offered, so conversation followed. The experimental tasks 9 
included the completion of both a multiple choice and an identification task. 10 
Learners used common suggestion forms, but were also allowed to indicate 11 
the types of suggestions they themselves would use to communicate the 12 
suggestions. Finally, pre-, post- and delayed post-tests were administered. All 13 
tests were formatted the same. The pretest and the delayed posttest were 14 
identical, but the posttest differed in content. The results of their study 15 
suggest that implicit instruction and feedback in the form of recasts (i.e., a 16 
correct rephrase of the language that the learner stated by the instructor or 17 
other more advanced speaker of that language) might be helpful in the 18 
production of appropriate pragmatic utterances by learners.  19 

Ifantidoue (2010) examined whether genre-specific conventions can be 20 
acquired through explicit instruction, if pragmatic competence and language 21 
knowledge are positively correlated, and if pragmatic competence can 22 
develop by explicit instruction using genre-based applications. Her objective 23 
was to observe learners’ performance in two courses in order to investigate 24 
correlations between language tasks (e.g., between synthesis and summary) 25 
and pragmatic tasks (e.g., between metapragmatic analysis and genre 26 
conversion). She assessed the correlations and looked for strengthening 27 
effects of one aptitude on the other. The study results indicated that (a) it is 28 
possible to teach genre-specific competences and have improved candidates’ 29 
performance be the outcome of similar description-of-data tasks, (b) 30 
linguistic proficiency is positively correlated with genre-specific 31 
competences, (c) language knowledge is positively correlated with pragmatic 32 
competence, and (d) for low proficiency learners, performance in pragmatic 33 
competence tasks does not improve when accompanied by explicit pragmatic 34 
instruction. Ifantidoue’s argument does not discourage explicit instruction for 35 
intermediate or high-proficiency language learners, simply low proficiency 36 
ones.  37 

Fukuya and Martinez-Flor (2008) investigated whether different types of 38 
instruction (explicit and implicit) affected learners’ use of pragmatically 39 
appropriate and linguistically accurate suggestions differently depending on 40 
the tasks they performed. Participants were 49 native speakers of Spanish 41 
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who had learned English as a foreign language in Spain. They were randomly 1 
divided into two groups according to type of instruction: implicit and explicit. 2 
On average the implicit group had studied English for roughly one year longer 3 
than the explicit group. Background data was gathered via a questionnaire. A 4 
placement test indicated both groups had an intermediate proficiency level, 5 
with the implicit group testing slightly higher than the explicit group. Both 6 
groups completed two tasks (e-mail and phone messages) in DCT form two 7 
weeks prior to instruction and one week after instruction. E-mail and phone 8 
were chosen instead of traditional DCT fill-in the space tasks because the 9 
researchers argued that DCTs by phone and e-mail were less limiting, more 10 
open ended, and psychologically real; participants expressed their own 11 
intentions. The pragmatic competences taught and measured were 12 
suggestions and downgraders. Instruction took place during six 2-hour long 13 
sessions. The explicit group received instruction which moved the learner 14 
from awareness-raising to production. Seven videos of native speakers 15 
performing suggestions and downgraders were utilized over the course of the 16 
sessions. After their awareness was raised, a table of target forms was 17 
presented to the learners. Finally, to review, they completed a multiple choice 18 
test and acted out role-plays. The implicit group watched the same videos as 19 
the explicit group, but the implicit group’s videos were enhanced by captions 20 
and preliminary descriptions of the social situations. They also partook in 21 
listening and reading tasks and role-plays; however, the transcripts for their 22 
role-plays had the suggestions and downgraders bolded. When learners used 23 
the wrong pragmalinguistic form for the situation, the teacher, one of the 24 
researchers, used a recast system created by Fukuya and Zhang (2002). 25 
Answers to the pre- and posttests were assessed based on pragmatic 26 
appropriateness and linguistic accuracy. This study provided further evidence 27 
that learners receiving explicit instruction slightly outperform their implicitly 28 
instructed counterparts on posttest assessment. In this particular study, 29 
performance on the phone task was higher for the explicit group, while 30 
participants’ performance in the e-mail task was on par. The researchers 31 
argue for urging teachers to use a variety of assessment tasks to rate 32 
pragmatic performance because performance in one form of assessment 33 
might cause inappropriate evaluation of the learners’ knowledge.  34 

4. Focus on Form vs. Focus on Forms Approaches  35 

The debate on instruction includes the roles of focus on form versus focus on 36 
forms in the classroom (Long, 1991). When teaching pragmatics, focus on 37 
forms instruction is the traditional way to assist students in the reproduction 38 
of explicitly taught conventional phrases, while focus on form instruction 39 
teaches the meaning behind those conventional phrases implicitly. Both Koike 40 
and Pearson (2005) and Soler (2005) favor Schmidt’s (1990) noticing 41 
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hypothesis, which states that learners notice specific target language features 1 
as a result of instruction which, in turn, promotes learning. As was inferred 2 
earlier in chapter 2 section 2: Why is Pragmatic Competence So Important, 3 
noticing is particularly essential for pragmatic learning because the  4 
pragmatics of a language are specific to each dialect, as well as culture and 5 
sub-culture of a language. Thus, as language teachers we should continue to 6 
be encouraged to include explicit, implicit, focus on form, and focus on forms 7 
instruction in our classrooms in order to help our learners notice the 8 
differences and similarities between pragmatics across languages. But, now 9 
the question is, what is the best venue for teaching this  10 

5. Traditional vs. Experiential Approaches  11 

Different genres of pragmatics have been taught in classrooms in the past but, 12 
have they been taught in a meaningful and comparable manner which at least 13 
attempts to provide learners with pragmatically, level-appropriate language? 14 
Gilmore (2004) investigated discourse features of seven dialogues published 15 
in textbooks between 1981 and 1997; then, compared them to authentic 16 
interactions. He found that the language differed considerably–not in favor of 17 
textbooks. His research questions were:  18 

(a) how artificial have dialogues in the average textbook been, and what is 19 
it exactly that makes them less real?, and  20 

(b) would inclusion of any missing features make materials less effective, 21 
as suggested by Widdowson (1998), or does it depend on the individual 22 
characteristics of each one?  23 

To limit the research to one genre of pragmatics, service encounter dialogues 24 
were selected from the textbooks surveyed. Also, service encounters were 25 
easily replicable outside the classroom, which aided in the collection of 26 
similar, meaningful, and comparable authentic data. Transcripts from the 27 
aforementioned textbooks were reviewed. The information receiver’s 28 
(listener) questions were noted, reformulated, and exercised in authentic 29 
encounters outside the classroom. In the end, the results clearly showed that 30 
textbooks from 1981-1995 lacked in comparable authentic dialogue. 31 
However, new-at-the-time textbooks—New Headway Intermediate (1996), 32 
Getting Ahead (1999), and Cutting Edge (2001)—rated higher on the eight 33 
discourse features measured in the earlier textbooks (1981 - 1997), even 34 
though they were still lacking considerably in comparison to their authentic 35 
data counterparts. Reasons suggested by Gilmore as an educated explanation 36 
for these differences were:  37 

1. Materials writers have started to include discourse features in their 38 
dialogues.  39 
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2. Materials writers traditionally tended to use dialogues as a medium to 1 
reinforce grammar or present vocabulary and functional language.  2 

3. Materials writers have had structural/functional pedagogic aims.  3 
4. Materials writers may have deliberately chosen not to include authentic-4 

like dialogs, although it is more likely that they had just not considered 5 
doing so in the past.  6 

While Gilmore does not answer his research questions directly, he does infer 7 
that  dialogues in the average textbook have been substantially limited 8 
compared with those expected in authentic language, and (b) inclusion of 9 
missing pragmatic features, at least for service encounters, would not make 10 
the materials less effective, rather it would  enrich the text.  11 

If enriching the text by including missing pragmatic features would not make 12 
the materials less effective in a traditional classroom (i.e., a classroom where 13 
the teacher teaches from a chosen textbook), then one could make the 14 
argument that student participation in a study abroad program would either 15 
render the non-enriched materials less effective, or prove the enriched 16 
materials helpful. Shively (2011) used enriched materials by including a 17 
speech act intervention, and a non-traditional textbook: Maximizing Study 18 
Abroad: A Student’s Guide to Strategies for Language and Culture Learning 19 
and Use (Paige, Cohen, Kappler, Chi, & Lassegard, 2006). While it is difficult to 20 
argue whether or not these enriched materials proved helpful, results of the 21 
study reveal that participants adopted some pragmatic norms of the Toledo 22 
speech community. As already noted, the most prevalent change in speech 23 
was a shift from speaker-to-hearer-oriented verbs in requests. However, this 24 
change did not have an impact on interactional consequences perhaps 25 
because Toledeños are used to interacting with foreigners. Even though 26 
students’ adoption of pragmatic norms did not have a great impact on 27 
interactional consequences, in the discussion, Shively notes that the simple 28 
instruction and reflection on these differences made them aware that there 29 
are differences in the meaning behind language in context.   30 

6. Textbook-Driven vs. Online-Driven Approaches  31 

If instruction on pragmatics surfaces in textbooks, it generally appears in 32 
short little blurbs, grouped together with “culture” at the end of the chapter 33 
as we observed with Gilmore (2004). Wintergerst and McVeigh (2011) agree 34 
that teaching about the target culture, including a focus on intercultural 35 
communication instead of focusing on the sound system, grammar, and 36 
vocabulary is a “relatively recent development in language teaching” (p. 119). 37 
They emphatically encourage language teachers to break out of the 38 
traditional way of teaching culture, of which pragmatic awareness is a major 39 
component, and bring a general awareness about it into FL classrooms. One 40 



 

 

45 International Journal of Language Studies, 11(2), 39-58 

suggestion of theirs is to get students involved through contact assignments 1 
and experiential learning. In areas where the target language is spoken, these 2 
types of assignments are more easily implemented. As long as students are 3 
carefully prepared for the assignment or task, the opportunity to experience 4 
intercultural communication in their own backyards can have an especially 5 
positive effect on students’ confidence levels (Wintergerst & McVeigh, 2010).  6 

However, if learners do not have access to authentic pragmatics acquisition 7 
opportunities through textbooks or in their own backyard, then the Internet 8 
is an alternative outlet to find good resources. Of course technology is ever 9 
changing and very soon the statements made in the next chapter will become 10 
out of date. It is advised that teachers continually educate themselves on 11 
available technology resources.  12 

7. The Role of Technology in Pragmatic Instruction  13 

In her state-of-the-art review, Belz (2007) derived three basic observations of 14 
computer mediation (CM) and computer-mediated communication (CMC) in 15 
L2 pragmatics instruction and research:  16 

1. L2 pragmatic development is facilitated by the delivery and connections 17 
afforded to language learners through CM, which increases access to 18 
genuine materials and opportunities to participate in meaningful 19 
interactions. These materials and opportunities may take many forms: 20 
self-directed websites housing project- based interactions with NS 21 
keypals (aka: telecollaboration), or multimodal NS pragmatic 22 
performance examples accompanied by explicit discussions of 23 
pragmatic knowledge.  24 

2. Corpora can be constructed from CM interactions between NS and NNS, 25 
or NNS and NNS. These corpora can then be tapped to track L2 learners’ 26 
pragmatic competence development over time.  27 

3. CM provides a context of authenticity where L2 learners’ may be made 28 
aware of their emerging L2 pragmatic competence through carefully 29 
designed and executed pedagogical interventions which direct learners’ 30 
attention to NSs’ operationalization of focal pragmatic features. (p. 63).  31 

8. Video Conferencing and CMC Tools  32 

Video conferencing use for teaching pragmatics has been researched by 33 
Sardegna and Molle (2010). Even though their participants were neither 34 
second language learners of Spanish, nor learning speech act requests, 35 
teachers can still glean some insights from this study into the effectiveness of 36 
using video conferencing as a tool for teaching pragmatics. The participants 37 
were Japanese English as a foreign language (EFL) students (5 active, 30 38 
observers). The pragmatic knowledge taught through a two- hour 39 
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videoconference, and later analyzed by the researchers, were verbal 1 
backchannel signals and reactive expressions. Besides finding evidence in 2 
favor of the effectiveness of teaching pragmatics through videoconferencing, 3 
the researchers also noted some problems they faced as a result of the 4 
medium: (a) the videoconferencing technology interfered at times with the 5 
nature of communication in the form of lags or muffled dialogue interchange, 6 
and (b) the U.S. instructors found it very difficult to establish eye contact with 7 
participants and observers. From this study we gain an important 8 
understanding of the challenges that teachers may be up against when using 9 
video- conferencing as a tool to promote pragmatic awareness. Economidou-10 
Kogetsidis (2011) reports on pragmatically inappropriate email requests by 11 
EFL learners and the affects they have on faculty. She investigated the 12 
following research questions:  13 

(a) What is the degree of directness and amount of lexical/phrasal and 14 
external modification employed in the English e-requests of Greek 15 
Cypriot university students?  16 

(b) What forms of address do Greek Cypriot students (NNSs of English) 17 
employ in their e-mails to faculty?  18 

(c) To what extent to British native speaker lecturers perceive unmodified 19 
and direct e-mails from students as abrupt and inappropriate?  20 

Participants in her study were 24 lecturers (11 female and 13 male), all from 21 
various universities in the UK with ages ranging from late 20s to over 50. 22 
Lecturers took a perception questionnaire on-line that consisted of six e-mail 23 
messages where they were asked to judge each e-mail’s appropriateness on a 24 
5-point Likert scale as if it were from one of their university-aged students 25 
with whom they were not close to, but were familiar with. The Likert scale 26 
rated the messages on politeness and abruptness.  27 

Lecturers quantitatively explained the linguistic features from the messages 28 
that affected their perceptions of the e-mails. E-mails judged were authentic, 29 
selected from a bank of 200 that were sent to 11 faculty members over the 30 
course of 18 months and written by NNSs of English studying at a major, 31 
private, English-medium university in Cyprus. Economidou-Kogetsidis found 32 
that direct strategies employed by the NNSs can spur pragmatic infelicities by 33 
appearing to give the faculty no choice in request compliance. The following 34 
contribute to the former statement: the omission of greetings and closings, 35 
underuse of lexical/phrasal downgraders, and notable variation of address 36 
forms. While this study does not report on how to teach pragmatic awareness 37 
through instruction on e-mail, it is one of the few, along with Fukuya and 38 
Martinez-Flor (2008) that suggest NNSs could benefit from explicit e-mail 39 
instruction not  only supplied by ESL/EFL teachers, but from the 40 
incorporation of such instruction in curricula and textbooks.  41 
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From the perspective of speech act theory, Sykes (2005) studied the influence 1 
of synchronous CMC (SCMC) on pragmatic development. Specifically, she 2 
studied the application of head acts (HAs) and supporting moves (SMs) in 3 
invitation refusals. Participants were 27 third-semester L2 learners of 4 
Spanish. The effects of three types of synchronous discussions were 5 
investigated: (a) face-to-face (F2F), (b) oral chat (Wimba), and (c) written 6 
chat (local program). The treatment consisted of participants first being 7 
video-taped in F2F oral role-plays (pretest). Then, they received F2F 8 
classroom instruction. Next, in a computer lab, students took part in a 20-9 
minute self-directed online instructional component which incorporated 10 
videotaped model dialogues. After that, the learners were assigned to 11 
synchronous discussion groups: F2F, oral chat, or written chat. Within their 12 
groups, they employed their respective communicative mode to practice 13 
refusal dialogues together and discuss questions pertaining to invitation 14 
refusal.  15 

Finally, learners again participated in videotaped F2F oral role-plays 16 
(posttest). Sykes’s findings showed that the group that used the most complex 17 
HAs and largest variety of SMs was the written chat group. Sykes proposes 18 
that this finding may be explained by the simple fact that when writing, more 19 
time is afforded for both construction of responses and reflection and that 20 
this group was the only one that received  multimodal  processing  (oral  21 
practice/instruction  and  written practice/discussion). Belz (2007) 22 
commenting on this study states, “This is an important finding for the design 23 
of classroom tasks that speaks to the advantages of blending, that is, the 24 
alternation of CM with more traditional forms of instruction” (p. 53).  25 

As reported by Belz (2007), Cohen and Sykes’s (2007) presentation on 26 
Strategies, CMC, and learning pragmatics at the 17th international conference 27 
on pragmatics and language learning in Honolulu, HI, on March 26-28 brought 28 
the prospective value of video games for the development of pragmatic 29 
competence in L2 Spanish to the discussion table. The idea is that learners 30 
would use the manmade, virtual, 3-D, immersive environments to develop 31 
pragmatic competence by engaging in a variety of speech acts through 32 
different modes of communication: written, oral, gestural, and environmental. 33 
The advantages of these kinds of interactions are many: individually- paced 34 
instruction, adoption of various participant roles, multimodal processing 35 
opportunities, and possible high emotional payoffs for low risk interactions 36 
(p. 53). The advantages of using other forms of CMC, like e-mail, text chat, oral 37 
chat, or video chat, besides video-conferencing are that the learner is usually 38 
having a more intimate conversation or experience with the data either 39 
synchronously or asynchronously, and that “communication is language 40 
based to an even greater extent than before” (Egbert & Hanson-Smith, 2007, 41 
p. 68). However, when using these other forms of CMC learners’ are still 42 
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slightly removed from the context of the situation and they might miss key 1 
body language, which helps convey a speaker’s message. As Egbert and 2 
Hanson-Smith state: The language of e-mail, for instance, is less formal than 3 
other written language because it is written with greater speed and less 4 
attention to detail (e.g., spelling mistakes are tolerated) and because it is 5 
generally private rather than intended for large audiences; yet because it is 6 
written rather than spoken and because of the distance between sender and 7 
receiver, e-mail retains some qualities of written language. This intermediate 8 
language also presents new challenges to language learners already 9 
struggling with variation in genre and style in the target language (p. 68). 10 
Basically, learners easily fall into the eavesdropper role even though they 11 
have the ability to transcend that status (p. 69).  12 

9. Corpus Data  13 

With Corpus data, L2 learners may easily fall into the role of eavesdropper as 14 
well. Without instruction that scaffolds their learning, learners could easily 15 
read the corpus data, notice the differences between native speakers’ 16 
language and their own, but not adapt any of the noticed nuances. Besides, 17 
there are many different types of corpora that may include one or more of 18 
these data sources as Native speaker data, learner data ,Data from a select 19 
group of native speakers/L2 learners, Data from a select time frame, 20 
Longitudinal data, Data from different contexts, Data created from class 21 
projects. Belz and Vyatkina (2005) essentially created their own corpus of 22 
data from a classroom telecollaboration among L2 learners. Their 23 
productions were simultaneously entered into a corpus as they were 24 
composed. This process enabled researchers to access learner output on a 25 
day-to-day basis. Not only did the researchers create their own sub-corpus of 26 
data, but over the course of the telecollaboration, their learners’ interactions 27 
were added to the existing Telecollaborative Learner Corpus of English and 28 
German (Telekorp) which had existed for 5 years at the time of their article’s 29 
publication. The strength in Belz and Vyatkina use of the Telekorp is that they 30 
included not one but multiple pedagogical interventions, which “included 31 
focused instruction (FI) in semantics, syntax, and pragmatics of the target 32 
MPs [modal particals]” (p. 25). Modal particals are “non-declinable ‘small 33 
words,’…that are of vital importance to the accurate interpretation of 34 
interaction in German because they index the speaker’s attitude towards 35 
particular utterances and interlocutors . . .” (p. 18). Basically, Belz and 36 
Vyatkina’s study was highly effective in exhibiting the successful use of 37 
corpora with focused instruction in aiding learners in the adoption of modal 38 
particals over the course of a one-semester telecollaboration project. Their 39 
study may not be generalized to other pragmatic awareness instruction 40 
efforts, but it is worth noting that, because the telecollaboration project was 41 
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long-term and project-based, it enabled the performance of typically 1 
examined speech acts: apologies, refusals, expressions of modality, and 2 
refusals. Mainly, Belz and Vyatkina emphasize that, “Telecollaboration 3 
facilitates the compilation of learner corpora because the electronic nature of 4 
the process data obviates both digitization and transcription” (p. 41). Most 5 
corpora are not used or created in this way. Therefore, there are many other 6 
weaknesses associated with using corpora to teach pragmatic awareness that 7 
were not mentioned in the Belz and Vyatikina’s article. If language teachers 8 
use a corpus that was not developed through a telecollaboration in their 9 
classroom, then the students would most likely not be familiar with the 10 
context or the principal speakers. Most corpora, like Telekorp, have data from 11 
different learners at different points in time, with different learning 12 
environments. All of these factors can result in a great deal of authentic data 13 
that is hard for learners to navigate through without the aid of an instructor.  14 

10. Websites  15 

A website, on the other hand, has the capability for students to learn the 16 
context of the data (written, oral, and visual) from the written text provided 17 
on the website as well as through audio and visuals. In the near-future, I do 18 
not doubt that we will see video-based corpora, but for now websites that 19 
incorporate audio and visual examples of authentic interactions will help 20 
learners understand the material a great deal more than if the information is 21 
only presented explicitly in class. Websites like Dancing with Words, set up by 22 

the Center for Advanced Research on Language Acquisition (CARLA)1, 23 
incorporate learner awareness through speaking, listening, reading, and 24 

writing. In comparison, websites like Discourse Pragmatics2 developed in 25 
2007 by César Félix-Brasdefer at Indiana University offer limited aid to 26 
learners: definitions and examples of different speech acts without audio or 27 
video. On the website, it appears that there is a listening function, but upon 28 
multiple visits to the site, I found the sound option not available.  29 

11. Conclusion  30 

Language is not only used to say things, but also to do things (Austin, 1962; 31 
Capone & Salmani Nodoushan, 2014; Salmani Nodoushan, 1995; 2006c,d; 32 
2007b,c,d; 2008c,d; 2012; 2013c; 2014b,c; 2015a,b; 2016a,b,c,d; 2017; 33 
Salmani Nodoushan & Allami, 2011). Social cooperation and order in 34 
linguistic interaction are determined by a speaker’s language used and the 35 

                                                 

1 http://www.carla.umn.edu/speechacts/sp_pragmatics/home.html 
2 http://www.indiana.edu/~discprag/index.html 
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meaning of the language interpreted by the listener (Wintergerst and 1 
McVeigh, 2010).  2 

Authentic examples of the meaning of language in context have not always 3 
been incorporated in second language learning textbooks (Gilmore, 2004). In 4 
study abroad research, explicit instruction has been shown to have more 5 
positive effects than implicit instruction (Fukuya and Martinez-Flor, 2008; 6 
Koike and Pearson, 2005). Subsequently, Koike and Pearson (2005) and Soler 7 
(2005) have shown  support for a combination of focus on form and focus on 8 
forms in pragmatic awareness instruction. However, Infantidou (2010) 9 
recommends reserving explicit pragmatic instruction for intermediate or 10 
high-proficiency language learners. Now, for language learners without 11 
access to real-world encounters, websites that supply learners with authentic 12 
language in action (specifically, speech act requests), like Dancing with 13 
Words, have been shown to work as successful alternatives when combined 14 
with traditional classroom instruction (Cohen, 2008).  15 

The role of technology depends on the genre of pragmatics you aim to teach. 16 
Backchannel signals and reactive expressions have been taught successfully 17 
through telecollaboration. Economidou-Kogetsidis (2011) suggests that e-18 
mail request instruction be added to textbooks and supplied by ESL/EFL 19 
teachers. Invitation refusals were learned best by L2 Spanish students whom 20 
were exposed to both CMC through written chat and traditional classroom 21 
instruction (Sykes, 2005). Modal partials were adopted by L2 learners of 22 
German when they were exposed to a combination of a personally created 23 
corpus and traditional classroom instruction (Belz & Vyatkina, 2005). Finally, 24 
for speech act requests, the best technological instrument at this time is the 25 
CARLA website, Dancing with Words: Strategies for Learning Pragmatics in 26 
Spanish (Cohen, 2008). Therefore, the role of technology in pragmatic 27 
awareness instruction, specifically speech act requests, at this time, is to 28 
support and blend with traditional instruction approaches by supplying more 29 
authentic examples of language in context than is currently/will ever be 30 
found in a paperback textbook.  31 
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