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EXPLICIT INSTRUCTION / IMPLICIT INSTRUCTION / APPROPRIACY OF

ENGLISH REFUSALS

The speech act of refusal is an important part of pragmatic competence that
has led to a great research interest in the field of interlanguage pragmatics. The
present study was of teaching first-year students at English major level at a Chinese
university how to use English refusals appropriately. The purposes of the study were
to compare the results in achievements from before and after instruction of Chinese
EFL students learning English refusals; to compare the different teaching effects
between explicit and implicit instruction to Chinese EFL students; to examine the
retention of Chinese EFL students learning English refusals after instruction; and to
investigate the students’ opinions about the instruction.

The present study was a quasi-experimental study with both quantitative
and qualitative approaches. Fifty-eight participants from two separate intact groups
participated in the study. Twenty-nine students were in the explicit and the implicit
groups respectively. The teaching targets were of four types, i.e. refusals to
invitations, suggestions, offers and requests and three kinds of status (high, equal and
low) in a familiar relationship. Pretest, posttest and delayed posttests were used to

obtain the scores and the instrument for the tests was a written DCT.  Pair-sample
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and independent-sample t-tests and effect size were used for analyzing quantitative
data. Analyzing the responses of the written DCT and categorizing the data from the
written self-report were the methods used for the qualitative data.

The results revealed that the participants learned how to refuse
appropriately in English after the explicit and the implicit instruction. The learners
did well in learning refusals to invitations, offers and requests and performed better in
the aspects of quality of information and level of formality. The explicit instruction
was better than the implicit instruction for teaching English refusals. The
performances in refusals to invitations and requests and in quality of information,
level of formality and strategies choices in the explicit group were better than those in
the implicit group. The participants could retain appropriate uses of English refusal
patterns after three months, but the achievements decreased in refusals to invitations
and requests and in three aspects of appropriacy: correct expressions, quality of
information and level of formality in the delayed posttest. Lastly, students’ opinions
about the instruction they received were positive.

The present study provides more evidence to prove the effects of teaching
pragmatic competence. It was hoped that addressing pragmatic issues in language
teaching would raise learners’ consciousness of pragmatic competence and thus,

contribute to an improvement in EFL pragmatic learning.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The present study aims at investigating the effec¢tsstruction on the
appropriacy of English refusals by Chinese EFLastitsl The purpose of the study
is to test the effects of instruction using botlplext and implicit teaching methods
under the noticing hypothesis as the theoretieah&work. This chapter provides an
introduction and the background to the entire studyhe background information
includes the current problem, the rationale of shely, the objectives of the study
including the research questions and the hypoth#sesignificance of the study and
the terms used in the present study. In the fotigwthe scope and limitations of the
study will be presented. Finally, the outline lbé tthesis and a summary are briefly

described.

1.1 Satement of the Problem

Refusal is a speech act which is an impopart of pragmatic competence
that has aroused a great research interest iniglte df interlanguage pragmatics
(ILP). Previous studies have found that there igdlifference between English
refusals and the refusals of other cultures. Tiierdnce between English and
Chinese refusals can be found as well. Accordingvannaruk (2005, 2008), the
three most frequent refusal strategies used by &ares are explanation, positive
feeling and gratitude; whereas the results in CNerand Zhang's (1995) study show

that Chinese three most frequent refusal strategeseason (explanation), regret and



alternative. It seems that there is a differenetsvben the two; therefore, there is a
need for the teaching of English refusals to ChertesL students.

The present study is located in classroom researthinterlanguage
pragmatics, which is the interface of pragmatiex;oed language acquisition and
educational research. To be more specific, thegmtestudy is an interventional
study or the study of teaching pragmatic competenee teaching students how to
refuse appropriately in English. Teaching in ma®cond and foreign language
teaching contexts, curricula and materials developerecent years include strong
pragmatics components or even adopt a pragmaticoagp as their organizing
principle. According to Kasper and Rose (2001pefe is now a large and
fast-growing literature on learners’ use and aatjarsof L2 pragmatic ability (p.3)”.
Many studies have proved that pragmatic abiliteachable, e.g. Billmyer (1990a, b),
Lyster (1994), Morrow (1995), Liddicoat and CroZ2001) and Silver (2003) (see
2.2.2). Many recent studies have adopted Schm(#i¥93) noticing hypothesis as
their theoretical framework, for instance, Takah@§®1), Yoshimi (2001), Silver
(2003) and Alcon (2005) (see 2.4.2). These studiesgood examples of teaching
pragmatic competence.

However, teaching pragmatic competence is stilk@lem, especially as
regardshowandwhat toteach. Can potentially universal principles ddtraction in
pragmatics be found? Do the principles for teaghpnagmatic competence share
similarities with the principles of teaching granmnaocabulary and other language
skills? Can particular strategies of instructialove differentially appropriate for
different pragmatic learning targets, institutioaald socio-cultural contexts? At the

same time, what contents should a teacher teadledaning pragmatic competence?



On what norm should the learning targets be bas&d80, can noticing hypothesis

be supported fully in the field of ILP? These Bsinave become important topics in
the field of ILP studies (Kasper & Rose, 2001). nfgostudies have dealt with the
problems from different angles, for instance, Talsd (2001), Yoshimi (2001),

Koike and Pearson (2005), Martines-Flor and Fuk(®@05). However, studies

concerning teaching methods and contents of insbruin interlanguage pragmatics
are still needed. These are the issues that gsept study will address.

From the perspective of Chinese EFL context, sykabated for different
levels of English students involve pragmatic corapeé as a key principle for
teaching and learning, e.g. syllabus for middleostistudents, syllabus for college
English students and syllabus for English majotdowever, China is a test-driven
country. To many students, the purpose of learkinglish is to pass different kinds
of examinations. Surprisingly, very few items e§ting pragmatic competence are
covered in large scale tests of China such as htidvatriculation English
Examination (for high school students entering avemsity), College English Tests
(Band 4 & 6) (for the % and the ¥ year students of a university), Test for English
Majors (TEM 4 & 8) (for the ?' and the & year students of English major) and
Public English Test System (1-5) (for any levelGlfiinese EFL learners). Thus,
efforts to improve pragmatic competence in Chireastitl at the theoretical stage.

In terms of teachers, because of the test-drivieratson, it seems that few
Chinese teachers realize the importance of teagihregmatic ability (cf. Cook, 2001;
Cohen, 2008). They think teaching vocabulary arangnar is more important than
pragmatic competence. Even many Chinese Englisichégs doubt whether

pragmatic competence can be taught. They belleateeixposure can automatically



lead to the acquisition of pragmatic ability.

As to learners, many Chinese students are not awarheir lack of
pragmatic knowledge (cf. Cook, 2001; Cohen, 200&8)hinese EFL learners, even if
they are intermediate or advanced learners, doknotv how to use appropriate
English to express themselves. As Liu (2004) enpla

In China, it is not uncommon phenomena that aniEmdgarner can get
over 600 points in Test of English as a Foreignduage (TOEFL) and
over 2000 in Graduate Record Examination (GRE)dmgs not know

how to make a simple request in English in real momication
situation or understand common indirect speech gzi¥)

1.2 Rationale of the Sudy

One of the reasons for the above problems is theffiniency of a large
number of studies to convince teachers and learhatspragmatic ability can be
taught. In a review of the academic literaturepoagmatic refusals, the following
gaps have been found:

First, among refusal strategies of cross-cultucahgarison, many kinds of
refusal strategies have been investigated in difitecultures by many studies such as
Beebe et al. (1990), He (1998), Nelson et al. (20@2annaruk (2005, 2008) (for
details, see 2.1.1 and 2.1.2). However, therevang few studies on the instruction
of appropriate refusals to EFL learners. Only fetudies can be found, namely,
King and Silver (1993), Morrow (1995), Kondo (200and Silva (2003). In these
four studies, only three of the studies, i.e., Marr(1995), Kondo (2001), Silva
(2003), had an obvious effect, King and Silver'893) study had no teaching effect
due to the short instructional time (for detaike 2.5.2).

Second, previous studies mainly adopted explieitheng method to teach



pragmatic learning targets such as requests, corapts and suggestions (Kasper &
Rose, 2002; Rose, 2005). Some researchers hadedradopt explicit and implicit
methods to compare the effects (Rose & Ng, 200kafashi, 2001; Tateyama, 2001,
Yoshimi, 2001; Martinez-Flor & Fukuya, 2005; Alca2)05; Koike & Pearson, 2005;
Takahashi, 2005). Most previous studies draw tleaclasion that explicit
instruction is better than implicit instruction. uBfor teaching refusals, only one
study, i.e., Kondo (2001), has so far involved tmacept of explicit vs. implicit
methods in the instruction of English refusals émel results show that both explicit
and implicit methods are very effective in teachifrgglish refusals.

Third, no studies to date utilize different stimmibypes of refusals. Beebe,
Takahashi and Uliss-Weltz’s (1990) study has cli@skifour refusal stimulus types
according to the status of a refuser in differéntasions. These types are refusals to
invitations, suggestions, offers and requests;sefistatus is classified as low, equal
or high. These classifications have been a clasgidel for later researchers to
follow. However, previous studies did not follove&be et al.’s (1990) patterns for
teaching, the research just dealt with refusala general pattern, e.gd love to +
regret + excuseén Silver’s (2003) study.

Fourth, in regard to the long-term effects of ianstion, very few
instructional ILP studies adopted the delayed pesttt For instance, Morrow (1995),
House (1996), Liddicoat and Crozet (2001), Koikel &earson (2005) conducted a
delayed posttest one to twelve months after instmc However, a delayed post-test
should have been used by some studies in ordesctrtain the long-term effect of
explicit and implicit instruction. Alcon (2005) ecemmends that “although the

institutional constraints may influence the reskalesign, future research should make



use of a delayed post-test in order to determinethdr the effects of explicit and
implicit instruction are retained some time aftestructional period” (p.429).

Fifth, very few studies can be found to teach pratnability among
Chinese EFL students, e.g. Yoshinori and Zhang4dp@haching English requests to
Chinese university students. However, no reseesdi@ve yet conducted a study of
Chinese EFL students of learning and teaching gp@te English refusals. In
China, many researchers were interested in antigaésn of Chinese EFL students’
pragmatic ability (e.g. Wang, 2001). Furthermoseme studies concerning the
importance of teaching requests and complimengs Jeéang, 2005) can be found, yet
very few studies deal withowandwhat toteach. Likewise, no research is available
on teaching English refusals to Chinese EFL stident

The above reasons provide strong support to thenedé of the present
study, that is, research to date on teaching pragm@mpetence has been limited, nor
does it include any studies relating to the teaglohEnglish refusals. Furthermore,
whatandhow toteach are major problems to be solved in ILP studi These issues

are the major task for the present study.

1.3 Research Objectives and Research Questions

The main purpose of the present study is to testdhching effects of the
explicit and implicit instruction. The teachingfedfts can be reflected by the
comparison of the achievements before and aftémictson, the comparison between
explicit and implicit instruction, and the retentieffect some time after instruction.
The above effects can be supported from the dataiiten self-report. Specifically,

the purposes of the present study are:



1) To compare the achievements of the Chinese HEtlests learning English
refusals which resulted from before and after irdton and to investigate its effect
size;

2) To compare the different teaching effects betwdlee explicit and implicit
instruction to Chinese EFL students and to invastigis effect size;

3) To examine the retention of English refusals @lyinese EFL students after
instruction and to investigate its effect size;

4) To investigate the students’ opinions towardsitistruction.

Based on the above objectives of the study, tHevimig research questions
are proposed:

1) Are there any differences for Chinese EFL studestag English refusals in
terms of appropriacy before and after instruction?

2) Are there any differences between explicit and iaiplinstruction to the
teaching of English refusals in a Chinese EFL cdfite

3) Can Chinese EFL students retain the appropriateolusmglish refusals after
instruction?

4) What are Chinese EFL students’ opinions towardsetk@icit and implicit
instruction for teaching English refusals?

Among the above four research questions, the firsthe third research
guestions are the main task of the present studyttay are related to the process of
the experiment, hence, three research hypothesgs@rosed.

For the first research question, as Kasper and R¥) argued that there
were mixed results on the teachability of pragmategets in the previous

instructional ILP studies. Most previous instroogl ILP studies proved that there



was an improvement after instruction, e.g. Morrd®95), Liddicoat and Crozet
(2001), and Silver (2003). Some studies achievem-affect result, for instance,
Olshtain and Cohen (1990), King and Silver (1993)Castro (1997a), and Salazar
(2003). Although the previous results were mixgw results overall showed an
improvement. The present study intends to expliuether these effects of
improvement. Therefore, the first hypothesis isodlsws:

Hypothesis 1. Chinese EFL students will learn to use more English
refusals in terms of appropriacy after instruction.

For the second research question, mostiquevstudies testified that
explicit instruction was better than implicit insttion, e.g. House (1996), Rose and
Ng. (2001), and Takahashi (2005). Some studieseprdhe opposite results, as
Kobota (1995) found that implicit instruction wasgtter than explicit instruction.
Other studies showed inconclusive results, i.eetieere no differences between the
two teaching methods, e.g. Fukuya et al. (1998juifa and Clark (2201), and Alcon
(2005). To further explore the results, the prestudy assumes the null hypothesis
as follows:

Hypothesis 2: There are no differences between explicit andicipnstruction to the
teaching of English refusals in a Chinese EFL cdnte

For the third research question, some Itldkrs argued that the retention
in the delayed posttest could be found, but theedeing in retention was correlated
to the length of time. These results were refkabeMorrow (1995), House (1996),
Liddicoat and Crozedt (2001) and Koike and Pear@fiD5). The present study
aims at examining if the retention continues aiftstruction; therefore, it is assumed

that



Hypothesis 3: Chinese EFL students cannot retain all the gppte uses of

English refusals after instruction.

1.4 Significance of the Sudy

Since several reasons can be established for tiomake of the study, the
significance of the study can be illustrated abofos.

In regard to research, the present study will addenevidence to prove the
effects of teaching pragmatic competence, in then€&de context in particular,
because very few related studies could be fourad @hinese EFL learning situation.
The study will test if explicit and implicit teactg methods can be used effectively in
the instruction of pragmatic competence. Also, ¢batents of instruction, i.e. the
four stimulus types, could be checked in ordeiirid but if they are teachable or not.
Furthermore, the retention effect will be checkedas to add support to the teaching
effect of teachability in instructional ILP studies

The present study takes the noticing hypotheses thgoretical framework.
Many previous instructional ILP studies have proteat different levels of noticing
result in understanding and intake, e.g. Morrowdg)9 Takahashi (2001),Silva (2003),
Alcon (2005). Therefore, it is hoped that thisdstumay support Schmidt’s (1993)
noticing hypothesis in the field of ILP studies.

Concerning its application, the results will begdfel to curriculum and
syllabus designers. The findings of the study Wi of great help to syllabus
designers in teaching materials, language teagbactice and principles and typical
expressions or patterns of learning targets. Amrds teaching, the bias towards

teaching pragmatic competence may be reduced te sxtent. Teachers may be
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convinced by the study that instruction is bett@ntexposure in an EFL context; thus,
their confidence may be enhanced in teaching pragnability, i.e., pragmatic
competence is teachable. Therefore, progress in E&gmatic teaching can be
made. In terms of learning, learners will be emagad to practice native-like
English more. It is hoped that addressing the mpediy issues in language teaching
will raise learners’ consciousness of pragmatic getence and thus, contribute to an

improvement in EFL pragmatic learning.

1.5 Definitions of Termsin the Sudy

The present study focuses on teaching the first-ysadents in the
English major programme at a Chinese university howuse English refusals
appropriately. The teaching methods are explicd amplicit ones in order to
compare the effects of the two teaching methodsthi® two methods are commonly
used in previous studies. The effects of instaimctire measured by testing learners’
appropriate use of English refusals or their choicEnglish refusal strategies before
and after instruction. The key term is instructievhereas teaching, training and
even a general term, e.g. treatment or experimentused interchangeably in the
study. Other related terms are effects, Englishseds, appropriacy and Chinese
EFL students. They are defined as follows:
1) Explicit instruction

This kind of instruction requires students taypdeliberate

attention to the forms of English refusals with @&w to

understanding them. Students are provided witHi&ngefusals

data that illustrate the form of English refusatsl are asked to
work out how the form works for themselves. (EIB905, p.717)
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2) Implicit instruction

This kind of instruction requires learnersnéer how a form works

without awareness. Students are asked to memdiggish

refusals data that illustrate the form. The datpresented to the

students without any special attempt to draw th#dgntion to the

targeted form. The targeted form is highlightedsome way

(e.g., using italics) to induce noticing. (ibid.)
3) Effect

Effect refers to something produced by an actioa cause. In the present
study, the effect of instruction is used with asddefined as the achievements of
explicit and implicit instruction. The achievemegman be represented by the scores
of the tests including learning or teaching effeaftsr a treatment and the retention of
appropriate English refusals within several monilesg. three months) after
instruction.
4) English Refusals

Arefusal is a speech act by which a speaker “daioiengage in an action

proposed by the interlocutor” (Chen, Ye & Zhang939p.121). Many expressions
of English refusals have been found in previoudis) for exampld,d love to but |
cant this weekendThat would be nice if | had tim@Vannaruk, 2005, 2008).
Refusals may include four stimulus types: refusimgtations, refusing suggestions,
refusing requests and refusing offers. Each tyméudes three different kinds of
status, i.e. refusing a person of higher statulisieg a person of equal status,
refusing a person of lower status. The socialadst between the speakers and
refusers is between acquaintances or familiar pstsoThe norm for English refusals

is American English refusals in the present stumBcause most previous studies

investigated the patterns of American English raffuigather than British English
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refusals (for details, see 2.1.1 and 2.1.2).
5) Appropriacy

Appropriacy refers to the appropriateness of uskwglish refusals.
Therefore, appropriacy and appropriateness are ingg@dhangeably in the study. It
contains four aspects, i.e. correct expressionglityuof information, strategies
choices and level of formality. The first aspeccludes the typical use of
expressions from the native speaker’s perspectideaa appropriate pattern without
grammatical mistakes. The second aspect is thditygus information given
according to the situation. The third aspect & ldvel of strategies choices. The
fourth aspect refers to the level of formality eegged through the degree of formal or
informal word choice and the degree of politenestable to the situation (for details,
see 3.5.1.4 and Appendix D).
6) Chinese EFL students

In a general sense, EFL refers to English as agiolanguage. According
to Richards, Platt and Platt (2000), EFL refersEtgglish in countries where it is
taught as a subject in schools but not used asdaumeof instruction in education nor
as a language of communication (e.g., in governnirsiness, or industry) within the
country (p.155). EFL students may refer to anyletiis who learn English as their
foreign language. In the present study, Chinededfidents refer to those that have
already studied English for 6 or 7 years in a nadstthool of China and have entered
a Chinese university for the first year of an Eslglmajor programme. Hence, the

populations are the first-year English major stugle universities in China.
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1.6 Scopeand Limitations of the Sudy

The present study aims to examine the tsffeCteaching English refusals
in a Chinese EFL context. Its scope is confinethéofollowing areas.

The present study is limited to a comparisb the achievements after the
explicit and implicit instruction of English refusato Chinese EFL students. It is
intended to evaluate the teachability of pragmatmpetence. Different teaching
methods can vyield different learning effects. Tgresent study is confined to a
comparison of the differences between explicit amgblicit instruction. It is
expected that the results from explicit instructiwil be better than from implicit
instruction. Teaching effect will be reflected ltlye degree of retention of the
learning targets by the students. The delayedegsistill test the retention effect so
as to check the long-term effect of teaching.

The learning targets of English refusals lmcated in American English.
Four stimulus types of American English refusals @re focus of learning targets,
because refusals are usually initiated by anothmrech act, i.e. invitations,
suggestions, offers or requests. The core patheftargets is the appropicay or
appropriateness of English refusals which is endmbth four aspects, that is, correct
expressions, quality of information, strategiesicé® and level of formality. Among
the four aspects, the strategies choices are ttterps or strategies of American
English refusals which are the focus of four aspectt is hoped that the four
stimulus types and the four aspects of appropriadly be proper forms for the
learning targets to be followed up in a furthedsgtu

However, due to the restrictions of theeegsh situation, the present study

has some limitations as well. The number of pigdicts is relatively small which
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means that full-scale results cannot be generalimad the study. Therefore, the
present study can only represent a complete stndysmall scale.

Extraneous effects cannot be avoided, ussc#he study cannot guarantee
that the effect of instruction is only from thedtment. Students may learn some of
the learning targets through other channels duhegexperiment, e.g. through e-malil
or chat on line, though those who acknowledgedttieat had learned English refusals
were excluded from the study at the very beginoiipe treatment.

The teaching targets are focused on AraeriEnglish refusals which may
not be generalizable to other English varietieshsag British English or Australian
English. Due to the limitations of previous stigdien the patterns of American
English refusals, the present study has to be wmedfimainly to American English
refusals. Furthermore, the norm for the refusaltepns is sensitive to the situation
and is slightly biased. As a matter of fact, timsitation is always an issue in the
studies of ILP.

The instructional time is comparatively ghbecause of the relatively large
number of the instructional targets.  The foumsius types of English refusals are
taught and it cannot be guaranteed that studentsligast the targets in such a short
time.

Written Discourse Completion Task (DCTaisontroversial method of data
collection and is often challenged by other redeans due to its lack of authenticity.
And the rating criteria for written DCT are subjgetand not justifiable as for many

other large-scale oral tests, e.g. TOEFL oral test.
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1.7 Outline of the Dissertation

Chapter one is the background to the present stutlye statement of the
problem, rationale of the study, significance o #tudy, and the terms used in the
present study are presented. Then the objectifetheo study and the research
hypotheses are established. Finally, the scopeliamthtions of the study and a
summary are briefly described.

Chapter two will review the related literature inef parts. The first part is
refusal strategies in interlanguage. The secontl ipaabout the teachability of
pragmatic competence. The third part deals witbraparison between explicit and
implicit teaching in ILP. The theoretical framewofor LIP is illustrated for the
background of teaching pragmatics in the fourtht.pafhe fifth part will be a
summary of previous instructional ILP studies imthg the research design and
specific studies of teaching English refusals.

Based on the second chapter, Chapter three wiititite the design of the
present study. Then according to the design,a gildy will be conducted and the
results will be presented. In line with the implions from the pilot study, a
description of the participants and data collectrothe main study will be given.

Chapter four presents the results of the presendtysn four parts, i.e. the
results of written DCT for the pretest and the =it the results of written DCT from
the explicit and the implicit groups in the postteke results of the posttest and the
delayed posttest; and the data from written s@lbre are described in detail to
confirm the results of written DCT.

Chapter five discusses the results of the presady svith a comparison of

previous studies in four aspects: factors for thaching effect after instruction;
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factors for the differences of explicit and implimistruction; factors for the retention
effect after instruction; and the interpretation tbe results in terms of noticing
hypothesis.

Chapter six is the last chapter of the whole diasen. It will deal with
the findings and the implications both in termdexching and research. And some
suggestions for instruction in pragmatic competesiog@ a further study will also be

discussed.

1.8 Summary

This chapter is the background to the prestidy. The problems relating
to the awareness of teaching and learning pragroatigpetence in and outside China
indicate that studies of teaching English pragmatimpetence are needed. Based
on the existing problems, the research questiodsesearch hypotheses are proposed
so as to test whether there is a significant défiee between explicit and implicit
teaching methods in teaching English refusals leedod after instruction. Then, six
terms are defined: explicit instruction, implicitstruction, effect, English refusals,
appropriacy, and Chinese EFL students. Due totdmntime and few previous
studies in the literature for reference, the prestndy deals with teaching the
appropriateness of English refusals for the fiestity English major students at a

Chinese university.



CHAPTER 2

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE

This chapter will review the related literature relation to the research
guestions and the research hypotheses in five.pdrte first part is interlanguage
pragmatics (ILP) of English refusals which coversmeékican, EFL learners and
Chinese refusal strategies investigated in theipusiterature. This part is related to
the contents of the teaching targets. The secamt ip instructional ILP studies
focusing on the teachability of pragmatic competeaad the effects of teaching
different kinds of speech acts. The third parteeg the comparison between explicit
and implicit instruction in ILP. The fourth pareals with the theoretical background
to ILP. The fifth part summarizes previous instimigal ILP studies including the

research design and previous studies of teachiggdbrrefusals.

2.1 English Refusals in Interlanguage Pragmatics

The purpose of reviewing Englishussfls is to offer the norm for the
patterns or strategies of English refusals. A ganeview of comparative studies
between English and other countries’ refusal sgrateis presented. Then, American
English refusal patterns are compared to those Kif Earners to find out what
transfer occurs among EFL learners. On this bastsymparison of American and

Chinese refusal strategies is made.
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2.1.1 An Overview of Previous Comparativet&dies of Refusal Strategies

Previous comparative studies of safwstrategies were mainly confined to
the field of speech acts. The study of speechm@otdades researchers with a window
on human interaction. Blum-Kulka, House and Kasfi89) claimed that the
investigation of speech acts among other thingsvaltl researchers to make claims of
universality, revealed the social implications ceyed by modes of performance, and
uncovered cultural differences in interactive &iges. In general, previous research
has focused on the realization of a particular slpeet within a given language and
the realization of a particular speech act acresguages, or the production (or,
occasionally recognition) of a particular speech iaca language by non-native
speakers of that language (Gass & Houck, 1999; éa&@Schmidt, 1996; Kasper &
Rose, 2002). Among those speech acts that haeeseelca great deal of scrutiny are
requests, apologies, compliments, and increasingfiysals.

There are many kinds of definitions of refusal frdifferent perspectives.
In respect to face theory, according to Brown armbihson (1987), a refusal is
without doubt, then, a face-threatening and negBtiaffective speech act. Refusals
are “highly face threatening speech acts becauseg itivolve the rejection of a
request which the communicator felt was legitintatenake” (Daly, Holmes, Newton
& Stubbe, 2004, p.948)". Regarding the interactbthe interlocutor and the refuser,
refusals are defined differently. A refusal is okiad of speech act which has
functions as a unit of communication and is gemgi@nsidered as a speech act by
which a speaker “denies to engage in an actiongsex by the interlocutor” (Chen,
Ye & Zhang, 1995, p.121). From the point of vietvbehaviour, Kline and Floyd

(1992 as cited in Daly, Holmes, Newton & Stubbe)£2(.948) define a refusal as an
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attempt to bring about behavioural change by eragpng the other to withdraw
his/her request. And they identify the core congrdras clearly indicating opposition
to granting a request.

A more comprehensive definition of refusal is o#igrby Gass and Houck
(1999) as follows.

Refusals are one of a relatively small number efesp acts which can
be characterized as a response to another’s gctdeequest, invitation,
offer, suggestion), rather than as an act initiabgd the speaker.
Because refusals normally function as second pats pthey preclude
extensive planning on the part of the refuser. Aedause extensive
planning is limited, and the possibilities for reape are broader than
for an initiating act, refusals may reveal grea@mplexity than many
other speech acts. (p.2)

Many comparative studies of refusals have beenwtiad. Rubin (1983 as
cited in Gass & Houck, 1999) set out nine waysayirsgno, which she claimed were
similar across a number of cultures. Typical exi@snpvere offering an alternative,
general acceptance with excuses, general accept@noeoffer but giving no details.

Perhaps the best-known and most frequently citatiesy for analyzing
refusals was developed by Beebe and her colleagBegbe, Takahashi and Uliss-
Weltz (1990) broke down refusal responses into seimérmulas (those expressions
which can be used to perform a refusal) and adfuf@stpressions which accompany a
refusal, but which cannot by themselves be usqektiorm a refusal). Furthermore,
in Beebe et al.’s (1990) study, they classifiethstus types according to the status of
the refuser in different situations which provid@smodel in their study. These
stimulus types were request, invitation, offer asufjgestion; refuser status was

classified as lower, equal or higher. These diassions have been a typical model

for later researchers to follow.
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Many studies of comparison of American refusal tetees and other
countries’ refusal strategies have been produdksl.reviewed by Nelson, Al Batal,
and El Bakary (2002), Stevens’s (1993) study wasfitlst study to compare Arabic
and English refusals. Hussein (1995) maintainatlitidirect refusals were used with
acquaintances of equal status and with close fsi@hdinequal status. AL-Issa (1998)
found that Jordanians were more likely to expresgat (e.g., “I'm sorry”) than
Americans and that both groups employed explansiteord reasons more than any
other strategy.

Nelson, Crason, Al Batal and El Bakary (2002) irtiggeded similarities
and differences between Egyptian Arabic and AmariEaglish refusals using a
modified version of the discourse completion testedloped by Beebe et al. (1990).
Nelson et al.’s (2002) study analyzed data accgrthnfrequency types of strategies,
the direct/indirect dimension of communication ef\gender, and status.

Also, many studies have conducted comparisons ffsak strategies
between American and oriental countries. The figdiof Beebe et al. (1990) clearly
demonstrated the importance of status in the rkfasategies selected by the
American and Japanese respondents. Inook (199texs in Wannaruk, 2004)
compared the speech act of refusals between Komgah&mericans. It was found
that Americans generally used fewer strategies @pans did. But when refusing a
person of higher status, both groups used mortegtes than elsewhere.

In Saeki and O’Keefe’s (1994 as cited in Nelsonakt 2002) study,
Americans and Japanese were similar in that battoehted more when the candidate
was unqualified and both employed more literal aficect strategies than the

researchers had anticipated. Wannaruk (2004) tigeesd the similarities and
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differences between Thais and Americans in thectpeet of making refusals. The
study revealed that both groups used similar gjiredewith different frequency. Both
social status and types of eliciting acts influehttee use of refusal strategies.

In sum, American refusal strategies and other cedturefusal strategies
share some similarities with explanation (reasajh@ most favoured strategy, but
there are a lot of differences in other sides. ré&toee, we have reasons to compare

whether there is transfer for EFL learners.

2.1.2 American and EFL Refusal Strategies

American and other countries refusal strategies/ var many aspects.
Without exception, EFL refusal strategies are ficed by their mother tongue. The
following studies have proved this conclusion.

Beebe et al. (1990) investigated pragmatic transyedapanese learners of
English and examined if refusal strategies to retpjeinvitations, offers and
suggestions varied according to the social stdttiseanterlocutors. It was found that
transfer from Japanese to English existed in thleerprfrequency and content of
semantic formulae used in the refusals.

Bardovi-Harlig and Hartford (1991) studied rejeosoused by native
speakers of English and proficient nonnative speaké English during academic
advising sessions. The non-native speakers ofignghcluded Arabs, Chinese,
Japanese, Korean, Malay and Spanish. It was fdbhatl non-native speakers
employed questioning as an avoidance strategy t&. mThey frequently delayed
their rejection or remained silent as a methocepation.

Robinson (1992 as cited in Wannaruk, 2005) studaections in English
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used by twelve female Japanese ESL learners. dtfaind that both intermediate
and advanced learners realized the differences deetwAmerican and Japanese
cultures in terms of appropriate refusal behavioB&ibjects with lower proficiency
were likely to be influenced by their L1 refusahbgiors. On the contrary, those with
higher proficiency adopted American English refugedtegies.

He (1998) compared patterns of refusal strategZese speakers to that
of native speakers of American English and learpnérShinese whose native tongue
was American English. The three groups were diffein the frequency with which
different strategies were employed. Among thadhim strategies, there were six major
refusal strategies including explanation, altexatdirect refusal, regret, dissuasion and
avoidance strategies. The general patterns wat€tiinese and Americans were at the
two extremes, and differed in the use of most ef tiajor strategies under varied
circumstances. Learners were in the middle ofwtleenative groups.

Al-Issa (2003) examined the phenomenon of socioallttransfer and its
motivating factors within the realization pattern$ the speech act refusal by
Jordanian EFL learners. EFL refusal responses wemapared with similar data
elicited from native speakers of English respondmgnglish and native speakers of
Arabic responding in Arabic. The results showegehareas in which sociocultural
transfer was existed in EFL learners’ speech: @&oicselecting semantic formulas,
length of responses, and content of semantic fasaul

Similar to Al-Issa’s (2003) study, Wannaruk’s (20@508) study examined
the occurrence of pragmatic transfer by Thai EFRltriers in the speech act of refusal.
EFL refusal data were compared with similar dateitel from native speakers of

English responding in English and native speakéfBhai responding in Thai. The
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findings revealed that pragmatic transfer existeathoice and content of semantic
formulae. Among the choice of semantic formulaexplanation’ was the most
frequently used strategy by native speakers of &hdi American English and Thai
EFL learners. Both native speakers of Thai and Weae English gave clear and
acceptable explanations. Of the three most frefjuarsed semantic formulae
summarized by the study, after the first one---larption, ‘negative ability’,
‘gratitude’, ‘positive feeling’ and ‘regret’ wereanked secondly or thirdly. L1 culture
and language proficiency were important factorgragmatic transfer.

Kwon (2003) investigated the occurrences of pragma@ansfer in the
refusals of Korean EFL learners with different levef English proficiency. Findings
showed that pragmatic transfer was observed igralips of EFL learners. There
was a positive correlation between pragmatic tereshd learners’ proficiency.

In general, the use of EFL learners’ refusal sgiateis influenced by their
native languages. Thus, it is believed that ERdrrders need more practice to be

native like.

2.1.3 American vs. Chinese Refusal Strategies

Liao and Bresnahan’s (1996) analysis revealedAharicans and Chinese
used different formulaic expressions in refusalsl applied different strategies.
Overall, Americans used more strategies than Caimesnaking refusals. Chinese
people were more economical at making excuses. Chieese tended to begin the
refusal with an apology, an indirect strategy,doléd by a reason. Americans tended
to offer different reasons in refusals and did Imeditate to give a reason if they were
right. The majority of both cultures provided vageasons to refuse a person of high

status. In general, Liao and Bresnahan (1996)ddbat 1) when the Chinese refused
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a member outside the family, they tended to rehyselaiming exterior factors; 2) the
expression of ‘I'd love to’ was not a formulaic egpsion in Chinese refusal as in the
equivalent American expression; 4) one common nufdpoliteness in refusals in
Chinese was: address form (if the refusee is di btgtus), plus one of the politeness
markers of apology followed by a reason for refusal

According to Liao and Bresnahan @9%he Chinese culture is generally
believed to be collectively oriented and the Amaniandividually oriented. The logic
of a more collective society would conclude thavgde would be more reluctant to
resist compliance. For example, in Liao and Breana1994) they found that more
Chinese people, compared with Americans, felt thelationship with others was
more important than their own accomplishments. d@ytrast, more Americans
tended to feel comfortable being singled out faig® or rewards, and enjoyed being
unique and different from others. The Chinese waoge willing to give up their
request after being refused once, unlike Americamterparts, more of whom would
persist in their request. In Liao and Bresnahdt96) study, 24 strategies in
Mandarin Chinese refusal were offered as follows:

1) silence, hesitation, lack of enthusiasm; 2) offgram alternative; 3)
postponement; 4) putting the blame on a third partgomething
over which you have no control; 5) avoidance; 6negal
acceptance without giving details;7) divert andtrdit the
addressee; 8) general acceptance with excuse;yBigsahat is
offered or requested is inappropriate; 10) exteyeal internal no;
11) statement of philosophy; 12) direct no; 13) usec or
explanation; 14) complaining or appealing to feglih5) rationale;
16) joke; 17) criticism; 18) conditional yes; 19esgtioning the
justification of the request; 20) threat; 21) ertdmo, internal yes;
22) statement of principle; 23) saying I'm sorry4)2code-
switching. (p.706)
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Chen, Ye and Zhang (1995) summarized the most caoynused Chinese
substantive refusal strategies were reason (exjpdanaalternative and direct refusal.
In terms of four initiating act, the order varie@lo request rank, the order was reason,
alternative and regret, direct refusal and otherssuggestion rank, the order was
reason, alternative and avoidance; to invitatiarkrahe order was reason, direction
refusal and regret; to offer rank, the order wasswde interlocutor, direct refusal,
reason and other. As to refuser’s social stasorder for the higher rank, the equal
and the lower rank was different (see Table 2.Zhe order for higher rank was
reason, dissuade interlocutor and others; the do¥eequal rank was reason, regret
and alternative; the order for lower rank was reastternative and direct refusal.

To sum up, American and Chinese refusal strategay in different
degrees in terms of different stimulus types arifiéigint kinds of status. Differences

between American and Chinese refusal strategiebeaammarized as follows:

Table 2.1 American Three Most Frequeht Used Refusal Strategies

Stimulus Refuser's Three Most Frequently Used Refusal Strategies
Type Status
Invitations Higher 1 Explanation 2. Positive feeling 3. Negative apilit

Equal 1.Explanation 2.No, Gratitude 3.Future ptanace
Lower 1. Explanation 2. Gratitude 3.Regret
Suggestions Higher 1. Explanation 2. Alternative 3.Negatability,
Pause filler
Equal 1. Explanation 2.Pause filler 3.Posifeeling
Lower 1. Explanation 2. Alternative 3.Negatalality

Offers Higher 1. Explanation 2. Gratitude 3.Negative &pili
Ros feeling
Equal 1. No 2. Gratitude 3. Explaoati
Lower 1. Give comfort 2. Letting the interlocutuff
the hook
Requests Higher 1. Explanation 2. Alternative 3. Rdgre
Equal 1. Explanation 2.Regret 3. Altdive

Lower 1. Explanation 2. Regret 3. Posifigeling
(adapted from Wannaruk, 2005, 2008)
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From Table 2.1, we can see that “explanation” ie thost popular
American refusal strategy; the other strategies “gratitude”, “alternative” and
“regret”. The “gratitude” and “alternative” strgies can be found in different
stimulus types. But “regret strategy” is only leaghin refusals to requests. Chinese

refusal strategies have different patterns. THeviing table shows the differences.

Table 2.2 Chinese Three Most Frequently Used Redal Strategies

Stimulus Refuser's Three Most Frequently Used Refusal Strategies

Types Status
Invitations 1. Reason 2. Directrefusal 8gFet
Suggestions 1. Reason 2. Alternative Av8idance
Offers 1. Dissuade interlocutor 2. Diregfusal
3. Reason
Requests 1. Reason 2. Alternative 3r&leg
Higher 1. Reason 2.Dissuade interlocutor
3. Direct refusal
Equal 1. Reason 2.Regret 3rAtigve
Lower 1. Reason 2. Alternative 3. Direfusal

(adapted from Chen, Ye & Zhang, 1995)

The above table shows that Chinese refusal steteagie mainly “reason”
which has the same meaning as “explanation”, ‘adteve”, “regret” and “direct
refusal”, but no “gratitude” strategy is used amadmg three most frequent strategies.
This is different from American refusal strategiebere these strategies can be found
in different stimulus types and the different kirafstatus of the refusers.

By comparison, it is found that “explanation” (rea} is the most popular
strategy among both American and Chinese. Thensleand the third most popular
strategies, however, vary. Therefore, it is ba@that Americans and Chinese have

different refusal patterns and, consequently, tieeeneed for teaching Chinese EFL
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learners about American English refusal strategieélse American refusal strategies

guoted above will be the standard norm for theruasion in the present study.

2.2 Teachability of Pragmatic Competence in Instrational

Interlanguage Pragmatics Studies

In terms of pragmatics and language teaching, uostm is a result of
planned pedagogical action directed toward the iaitopun of pragmatics (Kasper &
Rose, 2002). It can also be referred to as pedeajagtervention, i.e. the effects of
different instructional strategies for second laamggi pragmatic learning (Rose, 2005).
In general, the previous research findings indatdteat, “for those for whom the
classroom is the only opportunity for exposure Poithput, ‘instruction’ is beneficial”
(Doughty, 2003, p.259-261). Many studies (see2.ihdicate that there is a good
effect from instruction and therefore, the teaclitgbof pragmatic competence is
predictable. These studies can provide a ratifumastablishing Hypothesis 1 and 3.
In order to illustrate the concepts in a scientifi@y, the term of pragmatic

competence should be defined. Then a review aftildies on teachaility is given.

2.2.1 Definitions of Pragmatic Competence
Pragmatic competence, for learners wishing to aedgiie pragmatics of a
second language, is “how to do things with targetgbage words and how to
communicate actions and the “words” that implentkatn are both responsive to and
shape situations, activities, and social relatiggesh(Kasper & Roever, 2005, p.317).

Pragmatic ability and pragmatic competence are ugecthangeably in this study.
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Pragmatic competence is one of the important paftsommunicative
competence proposed by Hymes (1972) and a reviselglrby Bachman and Palmer
(1996). The domains of pragmatic competence degreel to as sociopragmatic and
pragmalinguistic competence (Leech, 1983; Thom283)1L According to Kasper and

Roever (2005),

Sociopragmatic competence encompasses knowledipe oélationships
between communicative action and power, socialadc, and the
imposition associated with a past or future evkngwledge of mutual
rights and obligations, taboos, and conventionatiees, or the social
conditions and consequences of “what you do, what ® whom”
Pragmalinguistic competence comprises the knowladgeability for use
of conventions of means (such as the strategiesefdizing speech acts)
and conventions of form (such as the linguisticmferimplementing
speech act strategies). (p.317).

In other words, we can say that in the presentysfpughgmatic competence
is the ability of using language appropriately érbehaving like a native speaker.
Studies that have addressed teachability strongfgest that most aspects of L2
pragmatics are indeed amenable to instruction,itisatuctional intervention is more
beneficial than no instruction targeted to pragmigarning, and that for the most part,
explicit instruction combined with ample practicgportunities results in great gains
(Kasper & Roever, 2005).

The learning or acquisition of pragmatic competeiscelosely related to
interlanguage pragmatics or second language pragrdavelopment which is an
interdisciplinary field covering two areas: pragmogaiand second language acquisition.

Most researchers still argue that pragmatic conmgetean be acquired automatically
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if learners have sufficient exposure to the tatgaguage. But in the EFL context,
instruction is more explicit and salient and, assult, more effective. Therefore, we

should teach rather than wait until the result ceme

2.2.2 The Effects of Teachability

Instruction for learning pragmatics is often congghwith non-instruction
in the early stage of study in the field of ILPre¥ous studies showed that learners
receiving instruction in learning pragmatics outpened those who had not received
any instruction. These studies have examined tegadkffects of different kinds of
speech acts such as requests, apologies and ddast.studies proved that there was
a good effect from instruction. But some studigsorted the opposite results. The
following are some studies concerning to this issue

Billmyer (1990a, b) taught 18 intermediate Japarileseners of English
how to compliment appropriately with comparisonooie control group. The study
adopted pretest-posttest design and data wereneltéirough elicited conversation.
Several measures of learner performance of comptsn&ere used, including:
frequency of occurrence of norm-appropriate comelits; level of spontaneity; level
of appropriateness; well-informedness of utteraaoet adjectival repertoire. Replies
to compliments were evaluated by reply type andeftect on the interaction and
length of reply. On five of seven measures, subjat the tutored group showed
complimenting behavior more closely approximatingtive speaker norms than

subjects in the untutored group, which supportesl ittea that formal classroom
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instruction in social rules of language could assearners in communicating
appropriately and meaningfully with native speakers

Bouton’s (1994) study with 14 international studeintan academic English
course investigated whether classroom instructiorspecific rules and patterns of
implicature could speed acquisition of interpretiskjlls. Results suggested that
formal instruction could be effective when focused the more formulaic
implicatures, while the less formulaic forms weserasistant to formal instruction as
they appeared to be. In Bouton's (1994) study, ékperimental group achieved
results as high as those observed with previouseirsion students who had spent
four years living in the US, but there was no suprovement for the control group.

Lyster's (1994) experimental participants outperfed uninstructional
learners on all tasks except informal oral producgtiwhich all learners used
appropriately. In Lyster's (1994) study, a set fohctional-analytical materials,
entailing the study and practice of sociostylistégiation, was implemented in three
eighth-grade French immersion (FI) classrooms kgyrthespective teachers during
French language arts classes over a five-week ¢peri®re- and posttests indicated
that functional-analytical teaching improved Fldgats’ sociolinguistic competence
in at least three ways.

Wildner-Bassett (1994) investigated pragmatic detiee and procedural
knowledge as realized by routine formulas and csat®nal strategies with 19

American college students learning German as arfset@anguage. The results
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suggested that language instruction that had tla¢ godeveloping metapragmatic
declarative and procedural knowledge resulted & peogress toward proficiency,
even at an elementary level of language instruction

Morrow’s (1995) case study of intermediate-levehglksh-as-a-Second-
Language students was conducted to investigatedpacity of formal speech-act
instruction to promote pragmatic development in pheduction of two problematic
speech acts: refusals and complaints. The reéusdi/ses of discourse features (viz.,
semantic formulae) revealed increases in the upeldéness strategies, especially of
negative politeness strategies. Analyses of pitbpns and modifiers in the
complaint data revealed gains in pragmatic competerhich were indicated by such
changes as increased indirectness, more complglanations, and fewer explicit
statements of dissatisfaction. These results stgdethat speech-act instruction
helped the subjects to perform complaints and atfus/hich were clearer, more
polite and, to a limited extent, more native like.

Kubota (1995) investigated the teaching of conwasal English
implicature of 126 Japanese English-as-a-Foreigmguage learners. University
student participants were divided into three groapd given a multiple choice test
and a sentence-combining test. Results indicdtadeixperimental groups generated
significantly better responses. In addition, ndjscts extracted the expected
pragmatic generalizations from the treatment they tvere applying to the new items.

Also, the conscious-raising groups performed bettehe post-test than in the pre-
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test, and they had significantly higher scoreshaduessing of items in the first post-
test than in the pre-test. Results confirm thacheg conversational implicature
through explicit explanations of rules and conssiass-raising tasks is effective.

Liddicoat and Crozet (2001) investigated the effaaitinstruction given to
Australian university students of French as a fprdanguage on the acquisition of
one target interactional practice, namely, respantlh a question about the weekend.
The study lasted thirteen weeks and included aesgteposttest and delayed posttest
(one year later) design. The data analysis useepth qualitative approach with role
play. The study has shown that interactional nocars be acquired even within the
confines of a short-term program. The study alsman®d that consciousness-raising
about conversational style and content could leachinge in learners’ language and
the conversational style was amenable to teachimganguage classroom.

Yoshimi (2001) examined whether an explicit instimital approach with
expanded opportunities for communicative practioel deedback could facilitate
learners’ development of the target-like use ofad@se discourses markers in the
production of an extended story-telling task. Yosls (2001) instructional learners
showed a dramatic increase in frequency of intemaat markers, but no similar
increase in their use by the control group was veske

The applicability of recasting to the pragmalingigisevel was the mission
of Fukuya and Zhang's (2002) study. This studyestigated the effects of implicit

feedback on Chinese learners of English in learngight pragmalinguistic
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conventions of request. Both pragmatic recast @mdrol groups performed role-

plays; the former received recasts on their reqagtstwhereas the latter did not. The
results of discourse completion tests yielded tighdr effect sizes of the pragmatic
recast group. Both groups also built up confideincspeaking to an interlocutor of

higher status, perhaps due to the interaction thighinstructor and their peers.

Silver’'s (2003) study was set up to further invgstie whether relatively
explicit instruction might be useful for L2 pragntadevelopment, and the most
appropriate and effective ways to deliver the pramgninformation to L2 learners.
Adopting a pre-test/post-test design with treatnagrat control groups, it incorporated
metapragmatic awareness into task-based methodalogprinciples in its
instructional treatment in order to teach the sm@gmatic and pragmalinguistic
components of the speech act of refusals. Theinfysd illustrated that the
instructional approach enhanced the L2 pragmatiayabf students performing the
speech act in focus. This suggested that L2 pepagdich aimed at providing
learners with metapragmatic information associatgkd meaningful opportunities for
language use might result in benefits in learners.

Safont (2003) investigated the effects of instutton requests by focusing
on the use of internal and external modificatiod abtained the data through role
play. Safont (2003) found that her participantsveéd a marked increase in the use

of request modification in the posttest.



34

However, Kasper and Rose (2002) and Rose (200%3)eatigat results
provided by teachability studies have been mixéthe above studies proved to be
teachable, but the following studies show the opeassults, but there is a room for
improvement in their research design.

In Olshtain and Cohen’s(1990) study pre- and p@sitihg measurement of
18 adult English-as-a-Second-Language learnerdbgpaspeech act behavior found
no clear-cut quantitative improvement after tragnialthough there was an obvious
gualitative approximation of native-like speech aethavior in terms of types of
intensification and downgrading, choice of strajeggyd awareness of situational
factors. As Kasper and Rose (2002) commented pheyided a mere one hour of
instruction, which could hardly be considered sigint for learners to master the
more advanced aspects of apologizing in English.

King and Silver’'s (1993) study had the same probksnOlshtain and
Cohen’s (1990) study. They investigated the rdfagategies of intermediate-level
second language learners and the potential forlaigng sociolinguistic competence
in nonnative speakers through classroom instructidhe subjects were six college
students of English as a Second Language and tkey aéided into treatment and
control groups. Pre- and post-test questionnaiesgyned to elicit refusals in English
were administered. Questionnaire results indicttatithe instruction in refusals had
little effect. Data from the telephone intervieevealed no effect. Patterns of

response found in certain questionnaire situatiams, the large disparity between
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written and spoken refusal strategies, were fountde of special interest and had
implications for further research.

LoCastro (1997aipvestigated the extent to which pedagogical irgetion
could facilitate the development of pragmatic cotapee in English. The study
found no change after nine weeks of instructiomtipipants continued to rely on
bare head acts at the time of the posttest. Ithanstudy, LoCastro (1997b) reported
on an analysis of the evidence of politeness inadegpe English-as-a-Second-
Language high school textbooks. Analysis revedlet the textbooks were not
exposing learners to important aspects of linguipbliteness in English. Ways in
which the teaching of politeness might be fackitatvere considered. Kasper and

Rose (2002, p.252) and Rose (2005) commented oadto®’s (1997 b) study as:

There is reason to believe that her pretest-pastteasure may have
contributed to the lack of instructional effect®sgite a relatively
lengthy instructional period. She relied on traipgs of a single group
discussion conducted in a reading class to determihether
individual learners had benefited from instructiam politeness
strategies provided in a speaking class. If it Wwas goal to assess
learners’ ability touse these strategies in interaction, more than a
single observation would have been advisable becaus possible
that participants lacked ample opportunity to destiate what they
might have learned in a single session. ( p.391)

Salazar (2003) dealt with the effects of instruction requests. The
participants showed very short-lived effects frdme instruction during a treatment
session-----by the time of the posttest, thesectffbad disappeared. Rose (2005)

commented: “Salazar provided a mere 40 minutessifuction or even less because
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the first of her two 20 min sessions was used tmiadter the pretest. This can
hardly be considered sufficient for mastering ayeaaf request strategies” (p.391).
Teaching pragmatic competence in previous studiregjeneral, is very
effective. But some studies show the oppositelteat is, there is no improvement
in teaching and there is no difference betweenpitetest and posttest because of
some problems in the research design. It seeatghb result of teachability is still
an issue that needs further research. Therefoi® sensible to test Hypothesis 1 to
explore the question as to whether there is ardifiee between the achievements
before and after instruction. Furthermore, amdmg studies reviewed, very few
studies adopted the delayed posttest to test thiteg effect, e.g. Lyster (1994),
Morrow (1995), Liddicoat and Crozet (2001). Hendge,is important to use

Hypothesis 3 to examine the retention effect.

2.3 Explicit and Implicit Instruction in Instructional Interlanguage
Pragmatics Studies
This section aims at summarizing #ffect of the explicit and implicit
instruction in instructional ILP studies. In order make a clear difference, the
definitions of the two instructions should be givefihen, the detailed procedures of
the instructions are described so as to providerpiai teaching steps for the present
study. The previous studies may be a reasonabtmate for the establishment of

Hypothesis 2 and 3.
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2.3.1 Definitions of Explicit and Implicit Instruction
Explicit and implicit teaching methods are not nawsecond language
acquisition (SLA). Many definitions can be eadibyind. Early in the 1990s, Stern
(1992) noted that “the explicit-implicit dimensi@just whether the learner should be
taught to approach the learning task consciousinastellectual exercise, or whether
he should be encouraged to avoid thinking about l#mguage and absorb it
intuitively” (p.327).

According to Stern (1992), an explicit teachingattgy assumes that
second language learning is, for many people, anittog process leading to an
explicit knowledge of the language. The teacheahhiques of the explicit teaching
are observation, conceptualization, explanationemmomic devices, rule discovery,
relational thinking, trial-and-error, explicit ptéeze, and monitoring. The implicit
strategy has manifested itself in three ways: srtrough implicit practice; the other
is through experiential approaches which focuslélaener’s attention on interesting
activities and content involving the use of theasetlanguage; the last one is through
creating a receptive state of mind in the learner.

Norris and Ortega (2000) argued that explicit unstion was rule
explanation (deductive/ metalinguistic), or hadediion to attention to forms and
arrives at rules; while implicit instruction was tnoule explanation, and has no
direction to attend to forms. Doughty (2003) htidt “explicit instruction includes

all types in which rules are explained to learnersyhen learners are directed to find
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rules by attending to forms. Conversely, impliogtruction makes no overt reference

to rules or forms” (p.265).

2.3.2 Explicit and Implicit Teaching Methods in Interlanguge Pragmatics

The instructional studies in SLA have been flounighyet the studies which
have investigated instructional L2 pragmatic adtjais and interlanguage pragmatic
development are still limited (Kasper, 2001a, 2Q0ddshinori & Zhang, 2002; Silva,
2003). Among Norris and Ortega’s (2000) quantieasynthesis and meta-analysis of
studies on the effects of instruction on varioogliistic features conducted between the
years of 1980 and 1998, only two studies, Bout@94) and Kubota (1995), out of the
49 studies included in their pool, investigated éfffects of explicit instruction on L2
pragmatics. Furthermore, the majority of studiastite effects of instruction in ILP
have vyielded findings which favored explicit ingttion in the teaching of L2
pragmatics. Studies of Wildner-Bassett (1984, )19B®use (1996), Tateyama et al.
(1997), Rose and Ng (2001), Takahashi (2001) redetdat learners in the explicit
group outperformed other groups in the use of #nget forms. The following will
present the activities used in explicit and imphicstruction among these studies.
A. Explicit Teaching Method

The explicit teaching method has been used sysieaiigt in the
instructional ILP since 1990s, e.g. House (199&cdbes the following procedures:

explicit metapragmatic information concerning theeuand function of routines



39

provided orally; provision of handouts containingpkcit metapragmatic information;
listening to tapes of their own language behavaurto-feedback elicited linking
observed performance of metapragmatic awareness.

However, more scientific procedures can be traceg io 2000s, e.g. Rose
and Ng's (2001) deductive teaching: viewing a bfieh segment to introduce the
topic; receiving a handout and brief lecture onidpgompleting a worksheet
requiring them to identify the syntactic formulak amditional compliments. The
other studies share similarities more or less taesas the above, e.g. Takahashi
(2001); Tateyama (2001); Alcon (2005); MartinezfFdad Fukuya (2005); Koike and
Pearson (2005). The most typical is Yoshimi’s (0€tudy in which procedures have
five systematic and complete steps:

1) the explanatory handout: information about theefion and use of the target items.

2) the NS model: exposure to native models of non&b, extended discourse and
the use of target items in such discourse.

3) the planning session: opportunities for planniimg production of nonformal,
extended discourse.

4) communicative practice: opportunities for comioative practice of the target
items in conjunction with extended discourse.

5) corrective feedback: feedback on the use oktatgms and the production of

extended discourse (p.225-227).



40

B. Implicit Teaching Method

The typical features of implicit teaching methode aproviding no
information providing as House (1996) noted in $tisdy: no information providing,
more extensive conversational practice given imktes information providing,
handouts listing situationally appropriate utteeamnakens provided instead; listening
to tapes of their own language behavior; feedbadkacher-initiated, giving rules but
withholding metapragmatic explanations.

Rose and Ng's (2001) inductive teaching tries tooemage learners to learn
the targets through induction: viewing a brief fisagment to introduce the topic and
additional examples; providing students with queito guide their own discovery
of pragmatic patterns or generalizations; compietn worksheet on the form of
English compliments without the benefit of expligtagmalinguistic information;
brief post-task summary discussions, but not piagidhe explicit pragmalinguistic
information at this (or any other) time. While &ashi (2001) classified implicit
teaching in three different conditions:

1) in the form-comparison condition, comparing th@vn request strategies with
those provided by native-English speaking requesterthe corresponding
situations.

2) in the form-search condition, finding any “na&tiylike) usage” in the input
containing the target request strategies.

3) in the meaning-focused condition, listening aedding the input and answer
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comprehension questions (p.174).

Tateyama (2001) and Alcon’s (2005) studies shapesescommon features,
for example, before watching the video clips, pgysttention to any formulaic
expressions they might hear; viewing short videdraets containing the target
features twice; not engaging in any of the exphuogtapragmatic activities.

Martinez-Flor and Fukuya (2005) compared the cotscepf input
enhancement and recast for instruction. The forfoeused on watching some
videotaped situations in which a native speakerEaflish made a suggestion,
including captions in boldface on the screen whemeAcan NSs of English in the
videotape made suggestions, the target forms apgear bold type for the implicit
group. The latter focused on recasting an inapgatgor inaccurate suggestion by
using one of the selected target forms dependintheracademic status. Whereas
Fukuya and Zhang (2002) focused on recast andtt@ofollowing steps:

1) When a learner makes an inappropriate requestetiober recasts it by using one
of the target request conventions.

2) When the learner makes an appropriate request latam incorrect linguistic
form, the teacher recasts the form.

3) The teacher ignores other cases if learners mhakeorrect usage and form (p.5).

Koike and Pearson (2005) focused more on implegtiback, learners were
informed only whether their answer was correct ligy teacher stating “Si” ‘Yes’ or

simply nodding or moving on to the next item, ocarrect by the teacher saying
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“What was that?” or “Mm-I didn’t understand”.

Silva’s (2003) study relied on thethodological principles of task-based
language teaching which could be categorized a$idinfeaching in line with Ellis
(2005). Ten steps of the method are as followsislng tasks, not texts, as unit of
analysis; 2) promoting learning by doing: role-pegyaspects of the tasks themselves;
3) elaborating input; 4) providing rich input; S)auraging inductive chunk learning;
6) focus on form; 7) providing negative feedbacl; r8specting developmental
process and ‘learner syllabuses’; 9) promoting jperative/collaborative learning; 10)
individual instruction (p.60).

Reading through the explicit and implicit teachimgethods used by
previous researchers in ILP, the main featuresbeasummarized as follows, which

will be employed for the present design.

Table 2.3 General Features of Explicit and ImplicitTeaching

Stages Explicit Teaching Implicit Teaching
1) Presentation of Telling learners directly Encouraging learners todf
Learning Targets out the patterns

2)Awareness-raising Enhancing learning targets  Encouraging learners to
Activities compare

3) Planning Session Learners preparing while Learners preparing while
teachers giving explicit teachers giving implied

direction direction
4) Communication  Learner acting out while  Learners acting out
Session teachers re-enforcing

learning targets

5) Feedback Directly correction No correction
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2.3.3 The Comparative Studies of Explicit and Implicit Instruction in
Interlanguage Pragmatics

Many previous studies prove that pragmatic competeran be taught
through different teaching methods. Comparing #fgectiveness of different
teaching approaches, most studies selected tws tyfpgedagogical intervention, i.e.
explicit versus implicit teaching. As a consequertbe explicit teaching method may
be used more in teaching pragmatic ability, conghat@ the implicit method.
However, different results from comparisons of ti® methods were found in
previous studies.

Wildner-Bassett's (1984,1986) work on gambits tpress (dis) agreement
in a business context found the explicit group etftpmed those who received
instruction based on the principles of suggestapedierms of the quality of gambits.

House’s (1996) explicit learners evidenced bettgegration of elements
into discourse than was observed for the implicdug. House (1996) explored
whether pragmatic fluency was best acquired by ipra@v of input and opportunity
for communicative practice alone, or whether leesn@ofited more with additional
explicit instruction in the use of conversationalitines. His study hypothesized that
such instruction raised learners’ awareness of fhections and contextual
distributions of routines.

Tateyama et al. (1997) found that beginning learnefr Japanese as a

foreign language role-play performance benefitedemhen they were provided with
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metapragmatic information on the various functi@fissumimaserthan when they
were not, although they were only given 50 minnstiuction.

Rose and Ng's (2001) study found that learnershi& éxplicit group
outperformed their implicit counterparts in respioigd to compliments which
underscores the utility of metapragmatic discussi@nse and Ng (2001) reported the
results of a study which compared the effects dtiative and deductive approaches
(essentially the same as the explicit and implagpproaches) to the teaching of
English compliments and compliment responses toveusity-level learners of
English in Hong Kong. Results for compliment respes revealed a positive effect
only for the deductive group, which indicated thdhough inductive and deductive
instruction might both lead to gains in pragmaliistja proficiency, only the latter
might be effective for developing sociopragmatioffmiency.

Takahashi’'s (2001) study on biclausal request forewgaled that learners
in the explicit group outperformed all other groujsthe use of target forms.
Takahashi (2001) examined the effects of input robment on the development of
English request strategies by Japanese EFL leaatesisJapanese university using
four input conditions. The results indicated tha¢ degrees of input enhancement
influenced the acquisition of request forms, explieaching having the strongest
impact, followed by form-comparison, form-searchg aneaning focused.

Koike and Pearson (2005) examindeé teffectiveness of teaching

pragmatics information through the use of explmitimplicit pre-instruction, and
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explicit or implicit feedback, to English-speakitegrners of third-semester Spanish.
Results indicated that the groups that experieesgticit pre-instruction and explicit
feedback during exercises performed significanditdr than the other experimental
group and the control group in multiple choice igenThese findings are encouraging
for the use of pragmatic instruction in the classnato develop a greater pragmatic
competence.

Takahashi (2005) provided an in-depth qualitatialysis of instructional
effects in L2 pragmatics. The results indicateat tturing the treatment, the learners
in the form-comparison condition noticed the tangejuest forms to a greater extent
than those in the form-search condition.

Despite the above studies which give support toekglicit instruction,
some studies produced different results. Some stidiae opposite results, and others
showed no difference between the explicit and ianpihethods, though both methods
revealed a good effect. Kubota’'s (1995) replicatainBouton’s (1994) study on
implicature comprehension actually found learnaran implicit group outperformed
those in an explicit group. As commented in RE&@09), in this study, “the use of
items on the pretest and posttest were part ofrédament. This raises a number of
validity issues that militate against looking toardh for a theoretical (or other)
explanation of her study” (p.395).

Fukuya et al.’s (1998) exploratory study examineel éfficacy of Focus on

Form at the pragmatic level. Specifically, compgriFocus on FormS (interactions
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followed by explicit debriefing on pragmatic formed Focus on Form (interactions
followed by debriefing on meaning), the researclmvestigated to what extent these
two paradigms of language instruction affectedees’ ability to make requests.
Although no significant differences were found ampdhe three treatment groups,
these inconclusive findings should not be seervaierce of the failure of Focus on
Form in the realm of second language pragmaticsuictson. The brevity of the
treatment, combined with the implicit nature of tlreatment made statistically
significant results unlikely.

Fukuya and Clark’s (2001) studies showed an inc@ming result, because
the posttest revealed no significant differencesssctreatment groups in the use of
the target feature. “The reasons for this maydseilted of a complex relationship
between length of instruction, learner proficiedeyel, and difficulty of learning
targets that must be considered in assessing thetefof length of instruction on
pragmatic learning” (Rose, 2005, p.395).

Tateyama (2001) presented the findings on the tsffe€ explicit and
implicit instruction in the use of attention ge#ierexpressions of gratitude, and
apologies to beginning students of Japanese agedgiiolanguage. The results
indicated that some aspects of interlanguage pracgnaere teachable with the two
methods to beginners before they developed thé&yatnl analyze second language
knowledge.

Martinez-Flor and Fukuya (2005) examined the adéfeof two types of
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pragmatic instruction (explicit and implicit) oral@ing head acts and downgraders in
suggestions. The results revealed that both ekplid implicit groups had post-
instructional improvements in their production ohgmatically appropriate recasts
could be implemented at the pragmatic level.

Alcon (2005) investigated to what extent two instronal paradigms—
explicit versus implicit instruction ---affecteddmers’ knowledge and ability to use
request strategies. Results of the study illustiéihat learners’ awareness of requests
benefited from both explicit and implicit instrumti.

Still, some studies proved resistant to instructibtouse (1996) found that
even though learners in her explicit group had madeonsiderable progress in
incorporating pragmatic routines and discourseteggras into role-play interaction,
they continued to show negative transfer from Germiaiddicoat and Crozet (2001)
and Yoshimi (2001) also found learners had diftiguihcorporating some target
features into online interaction.

From the above review, both explicit and implicietimods can result in a
positive effect. However, the results of the esiplnethod are generally better than
the implicit method in the preceding literature Spite of opposite results in some
studies. Since possibilities for different resuigst, such as that implicit instruction
is better than explicit instruction and that theray be no difference between the two
methods, therefore, it is better to check if thexea difference between the two

instructions in Hypothesis 2 in this study. Furthere, as only two studies (House,



48

1996; Koike & Pearson, 2005) adopted the delayesdtest, it is recommended that
the present study adopts a delayed posttest toheesetention effect. Hypothesis 3

is necessary in the present study to examine atkmng effect of instruction.

2.4 The Theoretical Framework of Interlanguage Pragatics

Noticing hypothesis has been anortgnt theoretical framework in the
fields of Second Language Acquisition (SLA) andtrinstional ILP studies. The
following review should provide an understandinghad theory on which this present

study is based.

2.4.1 Noticing Hypothesis in Second Language Acqitisn

Since Schmidt (1990, 1993, 1994, 1995) advanced hdsmbecome known
as the “noticing hypothesis”, the concept has berlely discussed in SLA. This
hypothesis claims that for acquisition to take pldearners must consciously notice
forms (and the meanings these forms realize) inrtpet. Noticing, however, is not
seen as guaranteeing acquisition. It is only tteeessary and sufficient condition for
the conversion of input to intake for learning” (Badt, 1994, p. 17). That is,
noticing enables learners to process forms in thleart-term memory but does not
guarantee they will be incorporated into their depmg interlanguage.

The *“noticing hypothesis” (Schmid,990, 1993, 1994, 1995) has
acknowledged the role of consciousness in langlesgaing and argues that learners

must first consciously “notice”, that is, demont#ra conscious apprehension and
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awareness of some particular form in the input teeny subsequent processing of
that form can take place. In other words, noticinga necessary and sufficient
condition for the conversion of input to intake fearning (Leow, 1997).

The noticing hypothesis is concerned with the ahitphase of input
processing and the attentional conditions requioednput (the L2 data available in
the learner’s environment) to become intake (tHessuof the input that the learner
appropriates to build the interlanguage) (Kaspar@se, 2002). Two key terms are

defined by Kasper and Rose (2002) as follows:

Noticing is defined as the “conscious registratafnthe occurrence of
some event”. It refers to surface level phenomand item learning;

understanding is implied “the recognition of sonemeral principle, rule,

or pattern”. It refers to deeper level(s) of abstion related to (semantic,
syntactic, or communicative) meaning, system leayn{p.21)

Robinson (1995) defined the concept of noticingrtean “detection plus
rehearsal in short-term memory, prior to encodmtpng-term memory” (p.296). He
viewed awareness as the “function of the interpicateof the nature of the encoding
and retrieval processes required by the task” (9.a0d “not only critical to noticing
but also distinguishing noticing from simple detest (p.298).

As Rosa and Leow (2004) noted, according to Schifii€l93), the only
material that can be taken in is that of whichitigdvidual is aware. To account for
item learning versus system leaning, Schmidt (1@@3)ted two levels of awareness:
awareness at the levels of noticing and understgndi This view has been

contradicted by Tomlin and Villa (1994), whose figiained model of attention made
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detection (that is, attention without any crucialer for awareness) the first step
toward language development. In their view, awassnmay enhance input
processing, but its presence is not required. m&aoi (1995) incorporated both
Schmidt’s and Tomlin and Villa’s attentional postiibns into his model by positing
that noticing included detection and rehearsal hortsterm memory. By placing
noticing further along the acquisitional processnthdetection, Robinson (1995)
concurred with Schmidt (1993) that lack of awarsn@®cluded learning.

Empirical support for the facilitative effects ofwareness on foreign
language behavior and, consequently, for Schmi{d@®0 and elsewhere) noticing
hypothesis, has been found in a few published ass-based studies, e.g., Alanen,
1995; Leow, 1997; Robinson, 1997a, 1997b; Rosa9;1R8sa and O’'Neil, 1999 ( as
cited in Leow, 2000).

Leow’s (1997) study quantitatively and qualitativelddressed the role of
awareness in relation to Schmidt’'s (1993) notidmygothesis in SLA. It analyzed
both think-aloud protocols produced by 28 beginnaaiylt L2 learners of Spanish
completing problem-solving task and their immedigterformances on 2 post-
exposure assessment tasks, a recognition and rwptteduction task. The study
suggested that different levels of awareness ledifferences in processing; more
awareness contributed more recognition and accuveteen production of noticed
forms; the findings provided the empirical suppéot the facilitate effects of

awareness on foreign language behaviour.
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In another study of Leow (2000), quantitative ajdlitative study of the
effects of awareness on 32 adult second langua®jeofiLforeign learners’ subsequent
intake and written production of target Spanish photogical forms were examined,
the study indicated that learners who demonstrate@dreness of the targeted
morphological forms during the experimental expestwok in and produced in
writing significantly more of these forms when caangd with the group that
demonstrated a lack of such awareness. Also, awareers significantly increased
their ability to recognize and produce the targateatphological forms in writing
after exposure, whereas the unaware group didFratn a theoretical perspective, no
dissociation between awareness and learning waslfouthis study, the results of
which were compatible with the claim that awarenetsyed a crucial role in

subsequent processing of L2 data.

2.4.2 Noticing Hypothesis in Interlanguage Pragmads
Schmidt (1993) extended his discussion about consness and learning to
the field of ILP. He focused on the ways consam@ss may be involved in learning
the principles of discourse and pragmatics in asgdanguage. He added that what
he had been defending so far, regarding the roéavafeness in L2 learning, was also
relevant for the learning of pragmatics. He raigegfollowing points as summarized:
1) learners need tmotice the specific relevant pragmalinguistic and contekt

features of an event in order to trigger encodigg that attention to input is a



52

necessary condition for any learning at all, aratt thhat must be attended to is not
input in general, but whatever features of the ingay a role in the system to be
learned; 2) consciously paying attention to lingaideatures of the input and
attempting to analyze their significance in ternisdeeper generalizations are both
highly facilitative; 3) simple exposure to socidinstically appropriate input is
unlikely to be sufficient.

Schmidt (1993) concluded that “for the learningpofigmatics in a second
language, attention to linguistic forms, functionaleanings, and the relevant
contextual features is required” (p.35). He claintbat learners experienced their
learning, that attention was subjectively expersghcas noticing and that the
attentional threshold for noticing was the samthaghreshold for learning.

Schmidt (1995) applied his distinction between ¢ing and understanding

to pragmatics as follows:

In pragmatics, awareness that on a particular cmc@®meone says to
their interlocutor something like, “I'm terribly sty to bother you, but
if you have time could you look at this problem?®’ a matter of
noticing. Relating the various forms used to thetrategic

development in the service of politeness and rezogn their co-

occurrence with elements of context such as satisdhnce, power,
level of imposition and so on, are all matters aflerstanding. (as
cited in Kasper & Rose, 2002, p.27)

Schmidt (2001) stated that “the objects of attentend noticing are
elements of the surface structure of utterancethéninput---instance of language,

rather than any abstract rules or principles of clwhsuch instances may be
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exemplars”(p. 5). In addition, Schmidt (2001) ciad that “most discussions
concerning the role of attention in L2 developmieaus exclusively on morphology
and syntax, although a few have dealt with lexig@hrning and pragmatic
development ”(p.6-7). Koike and Pearson (20089 agued that “since the majority
of focus-on-form studies address grammatical dgretnt, more research is needed
on the effect of focus-on-form and pragmatic depeient” (p.483).

The results obtained by many researchers (e.g.yauku Clark, 2001;
Silva,2003; Takshashi, 2005) in the field of ILRidies support Schmidt's (1993)
noticing hypothesis, since they illustrated how mgklearners notice the specific
target language features as a result of instrugiromotes learning. As Kasper and
Rose (2002) noted that “considering its demongiratgential as a major theoretical
foundation of second language learning, it is aedtion that cognitive theory will
remain a key approach to explain interlanguagerpeaaig development” (p.61).

In fact, most ILP studies in the instruction of gmaatic ability included the
view of noticing hypothesis as their theoreticalnfiework. Rose and Ng (2001) took
induction-deduction opposition to represent a cantm as a representation of certain
elements of Schmidt’s (1990, 1992, 1993, 1994)cirtgi hypothesis. In their study,
learners in the explicit group outperformed theiplicit counterparts in responding to
compliments. Therefore, their study supportednbiicing hypothesis.

Takahashi (2001) held that “lots of previous stagieovided evidence that

high levels of attention-drawing activities, asmnegented by presenting metalinguistic
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information and corrective feedback, were more foklfor learners in gaining the
mastery of target-language structures than simpf@sure to positive evidence”
(p.171). The study examined the effects of diffitied degrees of input enhancement
to determine whether such findings were replicatethe context of Japanese EFL
learners learning English request strategies. sthdy demonstrated that the target
pragmatic features were found to be most effectileirned under the condition of a
high degree of input enhancement with explicit rpetgmastic information. At the
same time the performance of those participantsthen implicit enhancement
conditions without providing the target pragmatatiures in the input did not lead to
learning. Thus, the degree of input decides tlgeegeof noticing the learning targets.
Yoshimi (2001)noted that communicative practice and correctieglback

might enhance the “noticing” afforded by explicitstruction. The experimental
instruction approach had an overall beneficial a&ffen the learners’ use of the
interactional markers. The instructional approagemed to increase learners’
attention to the interactional demands of the tag&n in areas where no explicit
instruction was provided. Yoshimi (2001) believ&thmidt's (1993) noticing
hypothesis that linguistic development derived frcamparing one’s own output with
native production and recognizing the differencather than simply being exposed
to instruction that highlighted these differencéherefore, her study suggested that
receiving feedback on one’s own production wouldekpected to have a beneficial

effect on the learner, whereas over-hearing feddibacanother learner would not
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necessarily be expected to have this effect.

Silva’s (2003) study was set up to further invedgggvhether relatively explicit
instruction might facilitate for L2 pragmatic dempinent and the most appropriate and
effective ways to deliver the pragmatic informatiori2 learners. It has yielded findings
which illustrate the effectiveness of teaching Hueiopragmatic and pragmalinguistic
components of the speech act of refusals in Ameiiigaglish. In line with Schmidt’s
(1993, 1995) suggestions regarding the L2 pragnfedittires that instruction directed at
assisting learners with their ILP development sthautorporate, it is hoped that this study
will be able to cater to the specificities of itaguage pragmatic development.

Alcon’s (2005) study seemed to provide evidencepstng Schmidt
(1993). According to Schmidt (1993, 2001), leagniequires awareness at the level
of noticing and what learners notice in input issivbecomes intake for learning. The
author also considers that there is no learnindiowmit attention, since whatever
learning might result from unattended processingéevant compared to the results
of attended processing. Regarding Alcon’ (2006)gt learners in the instructional
treatment groups, in contrast to the control gravgeded to pay attention to relevant
forms, to their pragmalinguistic functions, andtie sociopragmatic constraints these
particular forms involved in requests. From thisrgpective, and during the
instructional period, the different macroprocessgght have been triggered and
learners might have been involved in various stdga® noticing to storing new

knowledge in working memory. This could explainythe results of the production
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post-tests indicated an improvement in performance.

Takahashi’s (2005) findings supported Schmidt’9(d,9993, 1994, 1995,
2001) noticing hypothesis, which claimed that farttier second language (L2)
development, learners had to notice the L2 featurdise input. He held that higher
levels of awareness were associated with more @pbnditions and learners with
greater awareness had an increased ability to nem®m@nd produce target forms than
those with lesser awareness. The above indicatgdtiie level of awareness was a
crucial determinant for the level of intake of L&rhs. This, in turn, implied that if
higher levels of awareness were assured by matipglaput, then learner’s intake
of target forms could be greatly enhanced, evempiicit input conditions.

Previous instructional ILP studies have supportedrtoticing hypothesis
from the level of noticing, understanding and irtaltt is hoped that the present study
will also be able to support this hypothesis. Remnore, the noticing hypothesis can

also be employed to interpret the results of tles@nt study.

2.5 A Summary of Instructional Interlanguage Pragnatics Studies

The previous sections have alresslyewed instructional interlanguage
pragmatics studies in detail; however, a summangeeded to gain an overall picture
which will be of great help to the present studyafation to the research design and

the study of specific English refusals.
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2.5.1 Research Design of Previous Instructial Interlanguage Pragmatics

Studies

Most research designs of previous instructional $turRlies are quantitative
studies; few of them are qualitative studies; Vieny, however, are of mixed design
covering both quantitative and qualitative researthe research designs of previous
studies have the following features.

Firstly, the number of participants in both quaatitte and qualitative
designs is comparatively small. Most of the prasistudies have no more than 20 in
number. For example, Olshtain and Cohen’s (198@)ysselected 18 adult English-
as-a-Second-Language learners to learn apologidisyyBr (1990a, b) taught 18
intermediate Japanese learners of English how igpment appropriately. In King
and Silver’s (1993) study, only six college studeot English as a Second Language
were divided into treatment and control groups.utéa’s (1994) study which had 14
international students in an academic English eyurvestigated whether classroom
instruction on specific rules and patterns of igtiure could speed acquisition of
interpreting skills. Wildner-Bassett (1994) invgated pragmatic declarative and
procedural knowledge as realized by routine formwad conversational strategies
with 19 American college students learning GermanaaSecond Language. In
Morrow’s (1995) study, 20 subjects consisted oefdles and 11 males enrolled in

two spoken English classes in an intensive Endbsiyuage program in the U.S.
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Liddicoat and Crozet (2001) taught French intecazl norms to 10 second-year
university-level English students for learning Frlen Yoshimi (2001) had an even
smaller sized group because he was conducting @ stasly, with only 5 in the
explicit group and 12 in the control group who weedive speakers of English and
who were being taught to learn Japanese at uniydesiel. Fukuya and Zhang's
(2002) study employed 11 in the experimental graog 9 in the control group. In
Silver’s (2003) study, fourteen low-intermediatarigers from various L1s were
randomly assigned to both control (7) and treatniéngroups.

However, there are two exceptions to the studig¢b l@w numbers which
have a total number of more than 100. They arddtai(1994) and Kubota’s (1995)
studies. Among Bouton’s first two studies in 198G-the number is 436 NNSs and
in 1990-93 the number is 304 NNSs. Kubota’s (3%956dy investigated the teaching
of conversational English implicature of 126 JapganeEnglish-as-a-Foreign-
Language learners. These studies prove that atstrucan also be effective even if
the groups contain a relatively large number ofists.

In terms of the comparison between explicit andlicitpinstruction, the
number of participants is very crucial as well.tyfical feature in the previous study
is the adoption of intact class with numbers ofdgetn 20-60 for each. For example,
House (1996) selected 32 very advanced German msitivstudents of English with
15 in the explicit group and 17 in the implicit g Rose and Ng (2001) had a total

number of 44, 3 intact classes of undergraduatéests in Hong Kong with 16 in the
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deductive and the inductive group respectively Badh the control group. Takahashi
(2001) employed 107 Japanese college studentsaet groups with 27 for the explicit
group, 25 for the form-comparison group, 24 for fimen-search group and 31 for the
meaning-focused group. Tateyama (2001) taughtegihhing students of Japanese as
a foreign language with 13 in the explicit groug d® in the implicit group. Alcon
(2005) had 132 high school students with 44 ingkgicit group, in the implicit group
and in the control group. Martinez-Flor and Fuk(@®@@05) had 81 Spanish learners of
English, 3 intact classes with 24 in the explicdwp, 25 in the implicit group and 32 in
the control group. Koike and Pearson (2005) sete&@9 adult native speakers of
English learning Spanish with 67 in the treatmewiug and 32 in the control group.
Takahashi (2005) selected 49 Japanese collegenstu@eseparate intact groups with
25 in the form-comparison group and 24 in the feearch group.

Secondly, from the above examples, we can seetdlgdt languages vary
including English which is the most popular, FrenGerman and Japanese. For
instance, there are six cases of teaching End@iglimyer (1990 a, b), Bouton (1994),
Morrow (1995), Kubota (1995), Fukuya and Zhang @Qénd Silver (2003); two cases
of French, Lyster (1994) and Liddicoat and CroZ00Q); one case of German in
Wildner-Bassett (1994) and one case of Japanegeshimi (2001). As to the language
level of the participants, all the participantslie above studies are at university level
with some previous experience of language learnififpese studies mean that it is

better to teach pragmatics at a comparatively ldgél because of the issues of cultural
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understanding. Concerning the participants’ natargguage, participants have the
same native language in most studies, but threkestare with speakers of different
native languages, e.g. Morrow (1995) with 7 JapandsKorea, 4 Columbia and 5
other; Yoshimi (2001) with 4 English and 1 Chineged Silver (2003) with learners
from various L1ls (Japanese, Chinese, TaiwanesdiaBerand Portuguese). The
examples show that teaching pragmatics can be ctedlwith the students who have
the same language background which can be muatrgasi it can also be carried out
with students who have different backgrounds aridi@s. In addition, only one study,
i.e., Fukuya and Zhang (2002) have Chinese studiesntsing English. Their subjects
are freshmen and sophomores at English major &ekhey have learned English for
about eight years and none of them had lived iBraglish-speaking country.

Thirdly, in the previous instructional ILP studigege amount of instructional
time is comparatively short. The usual time in grevious studies is around 4-8
weeks. For instance, Rose and Ng (2001) had 6redssting 30 minutes for each
and lasting 6 weeks for the whole course; Takah@€ti1l) had 90 minutes per week
lasting 4 weeks. Tateyama (2001) had 20 minutesdoh lesson in a course lasting 8
weeks. Takahashi (2005) taught 90 minutes per veeek 4 weeks. Koike and
Pearson (2005) used 3 sessions lasting 20 min €gtoflongest teaching time in the
previous studies lasted for a whole term (e.g. 43véeks) with 2 hours a week. For
instance, Lyster (1994) taught 12 hours of weeksude (1996) taught 14 weeks;

Alcon (2005) taught 2 hours a week for 15 weeksrtiMez-Flor and Fukuya (2005)
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adopted 6 two-hour sessions throughout a 16-weakser.

Fourthly, as regards the number of groups, it isim@ne to four treatment
groups and one control group. For example, mogteprevious studies had control
groups (Kubota,1995; Fukuya & Clark, 2001; Rose &, N2001; Alcon,2005;
Martinez-Flor & Fukuya, 2005; Koike & Pearson, 2D03ut the following studies
did not have any control groups, House (1996), yeatea et al. (1997), Takahashi
(2001), Tateyama (2001) and Takahashi (2005). pietest-posttest design was
commonly used in many previous studies in 1990sinkiance, Billmyer (1990 a, b),
Lyster (1994), Kubota (1995) and Tateyama et &97). In 2000s, many studies also
adopted such a design, e.g. Fukuya and Clark (2608d9e and Ng (2001), Fukuya
and Zhang (2002), Silver (2003), Alcon (2005) anarfihez-Flor and Fukuya (2005).

As to the long-term effects of instruction, verwfstudies among the previous
studies adopted the delayed posttest. For instavioerow (1995) had the delayed
posttest after six months. House (1996) conduttex tests entitled in pretest, interim-
test and final test which was similar to a delagedttest design. Liddicoat and Crozet
(2001) carried out a delayed posttest after one yeaike and Pearson (2005) conducted
a delayed posttest four weeks after instructiomweéler, some studies also suggest that
in order to ascertain the long-term effect of eotpland implicit instruction a delayed
post-test should have been implemented. Alcon5RB8commends that “although the
institutional constraints may influence the reseatesign, future research should make

use of a delayed post-test in order to determiretiven the effects of explicit and implicit
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instruction are retained some time after instractigperiod” (p.429).

Fifthly, in terms the instruments for assessmergc@urse Completion Task
(DCT), multiple choice and role play occupy a doamnplace, though these methods
are usually controversial among scholars. DCT wagployed widely in many
previous studies, e.g. Olshtain and Cohen (1990)g kand Silver (1993), Rose and
Ng (2001), Takahashi (2001), Pearson (2001), Al¢pD05), Martinez-Flor and
Fukuya (2005).Many ILP studies also employed role play as arrunsént for data
collection. The rich potential of role plays isidsnt from their use in L2
developmental pragmatics research on communicatitesuch as requests (Hassall,
1997; Scarcella, 1979; Trosborg, 1995), complaifiiosborg, 1995), apologies
(Trosborg, 1995), greetings (Omar, 1991), gambitéldher-Bassett,1984,1986),
routine formulae (Tateyama, 2001; Tateyama, Kadgar, Tay & Thananart, 1997),
pragmatic fluency (House, 1996), and interactignadppropriate responses to
guestions (as cited in Liddicoat & Crozet, 2001). some studies written DCT and
role play are common instruments within a studyowever, DCT needs further
improvement from the perspective of validity andiatglity. Furthermore, new
methods are needed to test pragmatic ability.

Sixthly, the methods of data analysis are usualllgee quantitative or
gualitative. ANOVA and t-test were mainly used fprantitative data analysis, for
example, Billmyer (1990), King and Silver (1993)3a¥oshimi (2001) used frequency

and percentage to count the data. Most of therd usest to compare the mean
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scores such as Bouton (1994) and Alcon (2205);atepemeasured ANOVA for pre-
post-delayed test design, e.g. Lyster (1994) andeRand Ng. (2001); one-way
ANOVA for three independent samples of experimaougs and control group such
as Alcon (2005), Martinez-Flor and Fukuya (2005) #&voike and Pearson (2005).
Very few of them used an effect size to calculdte effects of instruction, for
example, Fukuya and Zhang (2002) and Martinez-&hor Fukuya (2005).

As to the qualitative data, role play, elicited eersation and observation
were used in the previous studies, for examplémBér’s (1990a, b) studies adopted
pretest-posttest design and data were gained throelicited conversation.
Interaction in conversation with native English-glpers studying Japanese was
observed. Morrow’s (1995) oral data were collecpemr to, following, and six
months after the intervention by means of severi-saunctured role-play tasks which
prompted subjects to perform three direct comptasntd four refusals with peer
interlocutors. The data were analyzed using holrsttings of clarity and politeness,
and comparisons of the pretest and posttest disiwits of discourse features with
those of native-English-speaking controls. Kul@@95) gave a multiple choice test
and a sentence-combining test to three groupsdidodt and Crozet’s (2001) data
analysis is in depth qualitative with role playilv&r's (2003) data were collected by
means of role-play and were transcribed, and atgqtiaé discourse analytic approach
was used to examine the learning outcomes in gagnrent group. Yoshimi’s (2001)

data were the performances on the pre- and posti@stelling task. The analysis



64

focused on the learners’ use of Japanese discadeers.

On the whole, the previous studies from the yed&@02fre well-designed
and more systematic, although the first studies ffam 1990. The above analyses
will be a useful reference for the research desighe present study.

2.5.2Previous Instructional Studies of English Refusals
Teaching English refusals is one of the teachimgeta included in many
kinds of speech acts. Very few studies deal va#ithing English refusals. Until now,
there have only been four studies of teaching Bhglefusals, i.e. King and Silver
(1993), Morrow (1995), Kondo (2001) and Silva (2p@3 summarized in Table 2.4.

Making a comparison among the four studies, theviohg features can be obtained.

Table 2.4 Previous Instructiongtudies of English Refusals

Author Participant Time Group Instructional Data Assessment
Targets Collection
King & 6 70 1EG refusal to pretest, written DCT
Silver, intermediate min 1 CG requests &  posttest telephone
1993 university invitations percentage talk
students (equal &
unequal
status)
Morrow, 20 students, 3 1EG general pretest, judgment test
1995 intact class, hours 1 CG pattern posttest, self-report
and ('d loveto  delayed role-play
30 + regret posttest
min + excuse) t-test
Kondo, 35 Japanese -- 1EG general pretest, oral DCT
2001 learners of 11G pattern posttest
English
Silva, 11 low 55 1EG general pretest, retrospective
2003 intermediate min 1 CG pattern posttest recall
learners ('dlove to  qualitative questionnaire
+ regret approach  role-play
+ excuse)

EG= Explicit Group, CG=Control Group, IG=Implicitr@up
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Firstly, the participants in the previous studies Bess. The highest total
number of the studies was 35 Japanese learnersghk in Kondo’s (2001) study.
Morrow (1995) had 30 students in one intact grd4pin control group; Silver (2003)
had 11 low intermediate learners. The smallestbmirof participants was King and
Silver's (1993) study with 6 intermediate univeysistudents. In terms of a
representative of population, it is recommended e number of participants in the
present study should be large.

Secondly, the teaching time of the previous stugiemparatively shorter.
The longest time was Morrow’s (1995) study with @uis and 30 minutes. The
shortest one was Silva’s (2003) study with 55 masut However, King and Silver
(1993) and Silva (2003) have almost the same lergih the teaching result was
different, Kind and Silver’s (1993) study had nadbing effect, but Silva (2003) did.
This result indicates that the longer the timerttgge obvious and stables the effect.

Thirdly, the teaching method used in the four ssids mainly the explicit method.
In the four studies, only Kondo’s (2001) study @ddpa comparison of explicit and implicit
methods. The other three studies used only theiexpethod to examine the teachability
which was a major task in the early study in thklfof ILP. Recently, the trend has been to
focus more on what method is more effective.

Fourthly, the teaching targets in these studigzoticonsider four different stimulus

types and three different kinds of refusing stat@nly King and Silver's (1993) study
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considered a refusing situation, but it only taughisals to requests and invitations between
speakers of equal to unequal status which wereamoplete. The other three studies only
dealt with a general pattern by sayiidgjove to + regret + excuserhich seems to be easy to
teach and easy to learn for the learners. The cwrelicated the pattern is, the more
difficult it is to teach, and therefore, the harnties to achieve a good effect.

Fifthly, only one study, Morrow (1995) adopted past-delayed test which
seems to be a more well-rounded research desigmdd<(2001) used explicit and
implicit groups and it had no control group. Bbetother three studies all had an
explicit and a control group. It is better to haveontrol group to make a contrast
between instruction and non-instruction.

Sixthly, the method for data collection in the f@tndies is single dimension,
that is, written DCT, role play, written-report agdestionnaire were used separately
in each study. The reliability and validity of osiegle type of data cannot guarantee
the results in a better way. Therefore, a mixesigieincluding a quantitative and a
gualitative design is highly recommended.

Seventhly, the theoretical framework is not cleanlyicated in these studies.
In the four studies, only Silva’s (2003) study sthto test the hypothesis but with task-
based principles. The other three, however, digtabe the theoretical framework.

Lastly, in the four studies, King and Silver's (B3%tudy had no teaching
effect due to the shortness of time; while the otheee studies had an obvious effect

and this may be due to the fact that the teaclarget was very easy to learn, though
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the teaching time was very short.
2.5.3 An Overview of Instructionalnterlanguage Pragmatics Studies
Previous sections have already reviewed instruatidbP studies from
different perspectives. The following table sumizes the previous interventional
ILP studies in a broad way including five aspeatghors, theory, instructional targets,

instruction methods and research design.

Table 2.5 Interventional Interlanguage Pragmatis Studies

Author Theory Instructional  Instructional Research Design
Targets Methods
House & grammar discourse explicit pretest-posttest,
Kasper, teaching markers, implicit L2 baseline
1981 strategies
Wildner- pedagogy pragmatic  eclectic pretest-posttest,
Bassett routines suggestopedia control
1984, 1986
Billmyer, - compliments  +/-instruction pretest-posttest,
1990a, 1990b control, L2
baseline
Olshtain & - apologies teachability pretest-posttest,
Cohen, 1990 L2 baseline
King & - refusals explicit pretest-posttest
Silver, 1993
Lyster, 1994  cognitive theory  sociostylistic+/- instruction  pre-post-delayed-
variation test, control,
classroom
observation
Wildner- - pragmatic teachability one group,
Bassett routines pretest-posttest,
1994 strategies
Bouton, 1994 consciousness- implicature +/- instruction  pretest-posttest,
raising control,
Kubota, consciousness- implicature rule pretest-posttest,
1995 raising explanation delayed posttest,
control
House, 1996 matapragmatic pragmatic explicit pre-interim
instruction fluency implicit posttest,
classroom
observation,

interviews
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Morrow, -- complaints, teachability/ pretest-posttest,
1995 refusals explicit delayed posttest,
L2 baseline
Tateyama et matapragmatic  pragmatic explicit posttest
al., 1997 instruction routines implicit
Fukuya, 1998 -- downgraders consciousness one group,
(requests) raising pretest-posttest
Fukuya et al., -- requests focus on form pretest-posttest,
1998 focus on forms control,
Pearson, matapragmatic  thanks, metapragmatic pretest-posttest,
1998 instruction apologies, discussion vs. delayed posttest,
commands, additional input
requests
Fukuya & noticing mitigators input posttest, control
Clark, hypothesis (requests) enhancement,
2001 explicit
Liddicoat & noticing interactional four-phase pretest-posttest,
Crozet, 2001 hypothesis norm instructional delayed posttest
treatment
Rose & Ng, noticing English inductive pretest-posttest,
2001 hypothesis compliments deductive control
&
compliment
responses
Takahashi,  noticing English degree of input pretest-posttest
2001 hypothesis request enhancement
Tateyama, noticing gratitude, explicit posttest
2001 hypothesis apologies implicit
Yoshimi, noticing discourse explicit pretest-posttest,
2001 hypothesis markers control
Kondo, 2001 noticing refusal explicit pretest-posttest
hypothesis implicit
Fukuyu & recast request implicit recast group,
Zhang, 2002 control group,
pretest-posttest
Silva, 2003 task-based refusal explicit implicit group,
noticing control group,
hypothesis pretest-posttest
Alcon, 2005  noticing requests explicit pretest-posttest,
hypothesis implicit control
Martinez- focus-on- suggestions  explicit pretest-posttest,
Flor & form downgraders implicit control
Fukuya, 2005
Koike & noticing suggestion & explicit pretest-posttest,
Pearson, hypothesis suggestion  implicit delayed posttest
2005 focus-on- response
form
Takshashi, noticing requests two pretest-posttest
2005 hypothesis instructional

conditions
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(adapted from Kasper, 2001, p.48-49)

Based on Table 2.5, the features and limitationze¥ious ILP studies are
illustrated:

The research on interlanguage pragmatics mainhy fhee 1990s shows that the
research is relatively older, but moves towardsiistematic stage from the year 2000.

The theory researchers rely on is primarily cogeitiheory, especially from
the late 1990s until now. This finding further ggvevidence to the conclusion drawn
by Kasper and Rose (2002) that cognitive theoryasy popular in the field of
interlanguage pragmatics. However, more studies@ll needed to verify the theory
in different aspects.

As to the instructional targets or goals, the npagtular one is speech acts
which involve apologies, complaints, requests andgsestions. The others may
include discourse strategies and pragmatic compsstie  Although the studies
cannot cover all speech acts, they are powerfulpgedictable in terms of theory and
application. However, only four studies are radate English refusals and their
research design has some weaknesses.

Instruction methods are comparatively single dinmns Previous
instructional ILP studies prove that teaching pratoncompetence is applicable and
teachable. The methods of explicit and implicétraction are the focus of the studies

as in other areas of second language acquisitimwever, the procedures for the two
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instructional methods vary in different studies andre studies are recommended to
confirm the procedures and the effects of instourcti

The research design is principally quantitativewimch pretest and posttest,
some with a control group are widely used. Soméhei are designed to refer to
gualitative research in terms of the methods of oravritten self-report. However,
few studies employ mixed methods to triangulate rdsearch source and analysis.
Therefore, more studies of the mixed design ardexke Furthermore, few studies use

a delayed posttest, thus, a further study needsrisider this issue.

2.6 Summary
This chapter offers a very broad review of therditere mainly from two

aspects: refusal strategies and instructional Hugiss. In line with the preceding
literature, the frequently used American Englisfusal strategies are generated by
means of comparing with Chinese refusal strateglde noticing hypothesis for the
theoretical framework of explicit and implicit meits is reviewed. The procedures
for the two teaching approaches are presented.dataecollection methods are DCT,
role play and multiple choices. Principally t-testd ANOVA are used for data
analysis. The research design of previous instnati ILP studies is mainly a
guantitative with small number of participants,aictt groups, treatment groups and
control groups, and a pretest-posttest design. sd leatures will provide a good

rationale for the research design of the preseityst



CHAPTER 3

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

This chapter will discuss the principles of thesamt research methodology
including the research design, method of data ciidle and data analysis. In general,
the research design will be firstly demonstrateb illustrate the research design,
features of the participants, instructional targatstructional methods, procedures,
materials, and time are discussed in detail. Néet instruments of data collection,
scoring procedures, test paper design and adnatiasirwill be presented. Then the
statistical methods for analyzing the quantitaiila#da and procedures for analyzing
gualitative data will be clarified. Based on thesearch design, a pilot study is
conducted and the processes and the results opilitestudy will be presented.

Lastly, the research process of the main studyheilexplained.

3.1 Research Design

When conducting research, the method is critided. Robson (1993) notes,
“the general principle is that the research stratmgstrategies, and the methods or
technigues employed must be appropriate for thetopmes you want to answer” (p.
38). The title of the present study indicates thatpurpose of the study is to test the
instructional effect of teaching English refusalastgies. Thus, the present study
belongs to interventional classroom research witlexperiment which measures the

effect of a treatment by identifying causal relatibips among variables. Several
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different types of experiments are commonly distisged, depending on whether
they have an experimental group and a control groupether participants are
randomly assigned to each group, and whether teetedf the treatment is measured
by a pre- and a posttest (Bernard, 2000; Cres@@03). Interventional classroom
research is usually quasi-experimental becauseehessity of working with intact

groups makes random assignment impossible.

The present study adopted empmrtal groups, explicit and implicit, but
without a control group. Some interventional ildeguage pragmatics studies did
not make use of control groups, for instance, WildRassett (1994), Tateyama et al.
(1997), Tateyama (2001), Koike and Pearson (20@)eally due to ethical or
practical constrains. The present study took #meesapproach.

According to Table 2.4 and l\%hapter 2, most interventional ILP studies
employed mainly pretest and posttest. Only a hdnadlf studies (Morrow, 1995;
Liddicoat & Crozet, 2001; Koike & Pearson, 2005paded the use of delayed
posttests. Some studies (Rose & Ng, 2001; Takah2@dl) indicated that a delayed
posttest was planned, but not possible becausastitutional constraints or the
unavailability of participants. Ideally, delayedgitests should be a standard design
feature in interventional research because withtbetr use it is not possible to
determine whether the gains that students madeudghronstruction are durable
(Kasper & Rose, 2002). The present study, theeefased a delayed posttest as

another assessment of outcomes. The formatés! lest follows:
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Quasi-experimental Design
Intact Group

Explicit
Group

Implicit
Group

v

Figure 3.1 The Research Design of the Study

In line with the above design, the variables in #tedy are described as
follows. The independent variable was a methodessmted by explicit and implicit
instruction involving two treatment groups, i.e.pigit group (EG, henceforth) and
implicit group (IG, henceforth). The dependentiaflle was the scores of the pretest,

the posttest and the delayed posttest for thréererit groups.

Table 3.1 The Format of Independent and Dependent Variables

Independent Dependent Variable
variable
Method Test Scores
Explicit & Implicit Pretest
Instruction Posttest
(EG & IG) Delayed
Posttest

EG=Explicit Group, 1G= Implicit Group
According to Robson (1993), “experimental studies appropriate for
explanatory studies. They may be qualitative andl@antitative” (p.42). Creswell
(2003) suggests three alternative strategies ofiiipgwhich make a very clear
distinction between quantitative and qualitativeit proposes to combine the two

methods as mixed methods. The quantitative relsearethod tries to answer
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predetermined instrument based questions in linke performance data and attitude
data; the results are shown by statistical analydike qualitative method tries to
answer open-ended questions based on interview dasgrvation data, document
data and audiovisual data. The results are shgvtexth and image analysis.

There are six major mixed methods approaches aocprd Creswell
(2003). The sequential explanatory strategy waptad in the present study. This
strategy is the most straightforward of the sixanapixed methods or approaches. It
is characterized by the collection and analysigjudntitative data followed by the
collection and analysis of qualitative data. Th®ngy is given to the quantitative
data. The purpose of the sequential explanatosigddypically is to use qualitative
results to assist in explaining and interpreting findings of a primarily quantitative
study. Many previous interventional studies oeifgnguage pragmatics were either
guantitative or qualitative study separately, nangstudies involved mixed methods
(see Table 2.5), let alone the four studies onirieuction of English refusals (see
Table 2.4). This strategy has the following adeges:
1) It is straightforward; 2) It is easy to implemdrecause the steps fall into clear,
separate stages; 3) The design feature makes yt teaslescribe and to report
(Creswell, 2003, p.215). The steps are as follows:

QUAN—?* qual
QUAN—/ QUAN —*» Qua—> Qual—————> Interarion

Data Collection  Data Analysis Data collenti Data Analysis of Entire Analysis
(Creswell, 2003, p.213)

In line with the above sequential explanatory stygit the procedures of the

present study are as follows. Quantitative dateewiestly calculated and represented
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by the frequency, mean scores and standard deviafiovritten DCT. Then the
analysis of the responses of the written DCT whedtected the qualitative data was
followed; other qualitative data were the classificns of written self-report. Finally,
the interpretation of the entire analysis was otfld by involving both quantitative

and qualitative data.

3.2 Participants

As noted in 3.1, the preseatigtwas a quasi-experimental design; therefore,
the participants were selected without random assgt. There were 58 students in
total and 29 students in each class. They werénthet groups of the regular class.
The name of the course was “Speaking English”.

The participants were the first-year English majimidents from the English
Department of the College of International Studi¢sGuizhou University, China.
Before they entered the university they had studiedlish for six to seven years.
They were typical samples of Chinese EFL studeni$ieir purpose in learning
English was to pass a national exam for enteringigersity. The focus of their
learning was reading, writing, grammar and vocatyule&Spoken English was a by-
product of their English studies. To help studextguire spoken language, speaking
was included. One of the goals and objectiveshfer‘Speaking English” course was
how to use speech acts (e.g. suggestions, apalogifgsals, requests, etc.)
appropriately in different social settings. Thestinctional targets matched the
requirements of the present study. The experim@stconducted in their first term
of the first academic year before they really bethair “Speaking English” course.

Before the experiment, the background informatiboud the participants
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was investigated. The scores of the National Malation English Examination

(NMEE) were required so as to check whether th&qgigants were at the same level
of English proficiency. Those who had studied imekica or other English speaking
countries and had learned how to refuse in Enghsbugh native speakers or other
means were excluded for the study. Gender wasorngidered as a variable in the
study, thus, the same number of males and femadssselected if they could match
the above requirements. The questionnaire wasrasheried at the same time for the
pretest. The background information survey wagtamriin Chinese so as to make it
comprehensible to the respondents and their ansmenes in Chinese as well. The

detailed format is presented in Appendix C.

3.3 Instructional Targets

Several principles are set for the selection dfutsional targets:

Firstly, at least three most frequently used AnwricEnglish refusal
strategies should be taught. As noted in 2.1, ipusvstudies had provided many
English refusal strategies, but four previous ssdiocused on only one or two
strategies, King and Silver (1993) utilizing tlegret and excuspattern, Silva (2003)
taking positive opinion + regret + excusas a general pattern for instruction. As
shown in 2.1, the most frequently used refusal sgiméormulae or refusal strategies
are “explanation”, whereas “positive feeling/negatfeeling”, “gratitude”, “regret”,
“alternative” etc. are put in the second or thedhiepending on different situations or
status of refusers (see Table 2.1). However rigsettable that no previous studies of

instruction of refusal strategies had taken diffiéstrategies into consideration. Thus,

the present study considered the three most frélyuesed semantic formulae so as
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to make the study complete and systematic.

Secondly, four well-organized or well-recognizedmsius types are
considered for refusing situations: 1) refusalgtatations; 2) refusals to suggestions;
3) refusals to offers; and 4) refusals to reque#tsiong the four studies, only King
and Silver (1993) considered the situations, bey tised only two stimulus types, i.e.
refusals to invitations and requests. The othediet used the stimulus types as a
general pattern.

Thirdly, different kinds of refuseasd interlocutors’ status were taken into
consideration. The refuser’s status and intertmtsistatus were a lower refuser to a
higher interlocutor (L-H henceforth), an equal sguto an equal interlocutor (E-E
henceforth), and a higher refuser to a lower interdor (H-L henceforth). Among the
previous studies, only King and Silver’s (1993)dstwonsidered two kinds of status:
equal and unequal status, which was not suffid@nthe learning targets.

Fourthly, the standard for native-speaker norms Awasrican English. The
prevailing practice of native-speaker baseline waserican English in many
comparative studies of English and non-English cipesct (Nelson et al.; 2002;
He,1998; Wannaruk, 2004, 2005, 2008). Therefdgliss of American English as a
native speaker norm would be systematic and camdist

The present study adopted mainly the researchnigsdof Beebe et al.
(1990), King and Silver (1993), Nelson, Al Bataddal Bakary (2002), Al-lIssa (2003)
and Wannaruk (2004, 2005, 2008). Their studie®raed with the standards set
above. In general, the present study took Wanre@005, 2008) categories of
English refusal strategies. The design of theepadt provided the three most

frequently used semantic formulae/strategies widmgples or patterns to be attached.
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Furthermore, it provided the details of status w@oand distance. However, the
present design adopted Wannaruk's (2004, 2005, )20Gbf®lings with some
modifications. The participants in her studies eve&i0 American postgraduate
students. The situation in the present study vapsseed to undergraduate students
doing refusals on campus or in American compaiesause Chinese undergraduates
go to America either for postgraduate study onworking in an American company.
As to status / power and distance, refusals to ftumulus types were mainly
confined to acquaintance or close relationships/ben speakers, because they were
quite common in daily life. Also, most previousidies utilized the situation which
occurs between familiar relationships. Some of #iwations designed by
Wannaruk’s (2004, 2005, 2008) studies were betvegamgers, which were replaced
by a familiar relationship in the present study.

The patterns used in the present study are simpbepted as follows. The
details are in the handout for the students (Padf lAppendix A. The contents were
adopted from the previous research (Wannaruk, 2Q005, 2008). Before the
instruction, American native speakers were invitedvaluate the validation of the
expressions. Changes were made according toetadination.

1) Refusals to invitations: I'd love to, but | cantefusing to higher status); No,
thanks, maybe next time (refusing to equal stat@), thanks for the
invitation, but | am really too busy (refusing tmler status).

2) Refusals to suggestions: | had something in mirghnit (refusing to higher
status); That would be nice if | had time (refustngequal status); Well, it's
very important, I'll change next time (refusingltaver status).

3) Refusals to offers: | would really like to, but..efusing to higher status); No,
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thank you (refusing to equal status); Don’'t womgfsing to lower status).

4) Refusals to requests: Oh, | have so much to do’t ®ary do that for you?
(refusing to higher status); I'm sorry (refusingeiqual status); I'd really like
to help you out but I'm afraid | really don’'t hatiee time (refusing to lower

status) (adopted from Wannaruk, 2004,2005,2008).

3.4 Process of | nstruction

3.4.1Instructional Materialsand Time
To avoid bias in the research, the instructor waatave speaker of English
who was a teacher of the intact groups rather ttenresearcher. Before the
instruction, the researcher trained her to folldwe procedures. The instructional
materials included two parts, one was for the utdtr, and the other was for the
participants. The handout for the instructor wasative English refusals model for
learners to imitate. The contents of materialseiplicit and implicit groups were
exactly the same and designed based on instruttangets in section 3.3 with some
modifications. They were selected from Englishtliexks and previous research
findings. Before the instruction, these materiaése proofread by American native
speakers to check if the situations designed inntléerials were real in American
English situations. Each of the four types wasgassl in different situations and
were acted out by two American English native spesak Their acting was recorded.
The situation will be presented in Table 3.2 (fetails, see Appendix A).
According to previous instructional studies of Esiglrefusals, e.g., King
and Silver (1993), Morrow (1995), Kondo (2001) asidva (2003), teaching one

speech act needed at least one class hour (50asjrartd at most 2 class hours. The
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present study taught only one speech act, but $boulus types of one speech act

including three different kinds of status, therefothe instruction time for the study

should be prolonged. Thus, the instructional twes two hours for each of the

stimulus types and lasted for four weeks. It whsped that the real instruction

would be conducted after the participants’ regalass so as not to affect their regular

learning. The time outline of the instruction wn in the following table:

Table 3.2 Contents of Instructional Materialsand Timefor EGand |G

Time Unit Dialogue
The 1st 1.Refusals t¢ 1.Refusing a teacher’s invitation to a party (L-H)
Week: Invitations 2. Refusing a friend’s invitation to see a movieHE
2 hours 3. Refusing a junior classmate’s invitation to $pfea an
orientation program (H-L)
The 2nd 2.Refusalsto 1. Refusing a boss’s suggestion to change a progsitjn
Week: Suggestions a little bit (L-H).
2 hours 2. Refusing a friend’s suggestion to have a partyour
house (E-E)
3. Refusing a high school student’s suggestiokifpthe
details (H-L)
The 3rd 3.Refusals tc 1. Refusing a dean (teacher)’s offer of teaching
Week: Offers assistantship (L-H)
2 hours 2. Refusing a friend’s offer for a ride (E-E)
3. Refusing a cleaning lady’s payment for a brokase
(H-L)
The 4th 4. Refusals to: 1. Refusing a mother’s request (L-H)
Week: Requests 2. Refusing a classmate’s request to use a comfitHey
2 hours 3. Refusing a junior member’s request for an inesw

(H-L)

L-H=a lower refuser to a higher interlamut
E-E= an equal refuser to an equal interlocutor
H-L= a higher refuser to a lower interlocutor

3.4.2 Instructional Methods and Procedures

For the explicit group, the explicit method wasdige the study. The same

components as Yoshimi (2001) proposed in his stuehe followed. For the implicit

group, the implicit method was adopted. Similapstto those in the explicit method

were followed, but no explicit information was pided. The procedures used were



81

based on the combination of the form-comparisonditmm and the form-search
condition in Takahashi’'s (2001) study and implieédback procedures in Koike and
Pearson’s (2005) study. The following shows aflptecedure of every step (for the
detailed lesson plan, see Appendix B).

Table 3. 3 Instructional Proceduresfor EG and |G

Procedures EG IG

1.NS Model 1) Learners listening to segments same as EG
for each dialogue
2) Learners answering the questions
focusing on the gist of the
dialogue and refusal realizations

2.Explaining 1) Teacher explaining explicity =~ Form-searching and form-
Handout about the function and use of comparison:
refusal strategies 1) Learners finding any usage

2) Teacher leading a discussion containing the English
and comparison of Chinese and refusals strategies
American English refusals 2) Learner comparing their own
strategies refusal strategies with those
native-English refusals in the
corresponding situations
3) Teacher providing no
comments of learners’
discovery and their discussion

3.Planning 1) Learners planning the 1) Learners planning the
Sessions production nonformal, extended production nonformal,
discourse extended discourse based on
2) Learners listening to the what they find.
dialogues again 2) Learners preparing in pairs
3) Learners preparing for role play3) Teacher never giving an
based on the situation in the explicit use in refusal
dialogues strategies and encouraging
4) Learners working in pairs learners to find by themselves

5) Teacher offering an explicit use
in refusal strategies whenever
learners need

4.Communication 1) Learners having communicativel) same as EG
Session practice of the target items in  2) No explicit instruction
conjunction with extended
discourse
2) Teacher selecting several pairs
to act out the dialogue
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5. Feedback 1)Corrective feedback: Teacher  Implicit feedback:

providing feedback on the use Learners being informed only
of target items and the whether their answer is correct
production of extended by the teacher stating ‘Yes' or
discourse simply nodding or moving on

2) Teacher commenting on to the next item, or incorrect
felicitous/infelicitous by the teacher saying “What
realizations of refusals and was that?” or “Mm-I didn’t
correcting explicitly any understand.

inappropriate use

EG=Explicit Group, 1G= Implicit Group

3.5 Data Collection

As noted in 3.1, the research design of the presemy was a mixed
method. Therefore, both quantitative and qualitatdata were involved. The
guantitative data were collected through writtenTD@hile the qualitative data were
obtained through the analysis of the responsesrittew DCT and the categorization
of written self-report. The pretest was condudbedfbre the treatment; the posttest
was carried out immediately after the treatmerd;dblayed posttest was administered
three months after the treatment. The rationaltliertime of administration of the

tests will be explained in 3.5.1.3. The formashe®wn as follows:

Table 3.4 The Format of Data Collection

Test EG IG Time
Pretest Written DCT Written DCT One month before
Instruction

Posttest Written DCT Written DCT After Instruction
Written Self- Written Self- After Written DCT
report report

Delayed Written DCT Written DCT Three months after

posttest Instruction

3.5.1 Written DCT

3.5.1.1 Rationale of Using Written DCT
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Discourse Completion TasfDCT) items typically consist of a situational

description followed by a brief dialogue, with (@ast) one turn as an open slot to be

completed by the participant (hence the term “disse completion”). The specified

context is designed to constrain the open turrdhat a specific communicative act
is elicited. DCT formats vary in a number of ways:

1) whether they include a first pair part or regen rejoinder type;

2) whether respondents have to provide both (pdatourse contributions;

3) whether the instructions include specific refieeeto opting out, that is, choosing
not to perform the act in question, thus, perngttihe researcher to identify
sociopragmatic differences in the appropriatene$ss communicative acts
(Bonikowska,1988 as cited in Kasper & Rose, 2002).

Written DCT was chosen for many reasons. It iy é@asdminister because
of using paper-and-pencil. Written DCT allows tlesearcher to control features of
the situation. The present study had four stimtypes and three different kinds of
status and many different situations. It was d@able method for the design with
different situations. Written DCT can quickly gatHarge amounts of data in a short
time. Written DCT can make it easy to statisticalbmpare responses from different
groups without any need for transcription. Datwiteld with written DCT are
consistent with naturally occurring data, at leiasthe main patterns and formulas
( Billmyer & Varghese, 2000; Golato, 2003).

However, written DCT has limitations. For exampleitten DCT data do
not show the interactional facets of a speech eveftitten DCT is only written
receptive and productive language and it does modweage oral production or self-

reflection. The oral production was not the maurpmse of the present study,
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therefore, this limitation was not a major problefithe study. Furthermore, written
DCT is difficult to score because it requires réang, training, scheduling, and
paying raters (Brown, 2001). This problem could dmved if the design was

systematic and rigorous.

3.5.1.2 Design of Written DCT

Since the instructional materials were based onnafark’s (2004, 2005,
2008) four types of refusals, the types and forafatritten DCT for the tests were
similar to her studies with a slight modificatiorhe pretest, posttest and delayed
posttest used the same test so as to easily cortygaresults between the three tests.
The only difference was that there was a backgrouridrmation survey for
participants in Chinese in the pretest, and theroad the items was different in the
three tests.

The general situation was similar to the situationmstructional materials,
but with different topics and contents, and is présd as follows (for details, see
Appendix C).

a) Refusals to invitations
1. Refusing a professor’s invitation to atteddaure (L-H)
2. Refusing a friend’s invitation to dinner (B-E
3. Refusing a freshman'’s invitation to lunchl(H-
b) Refusals to suggestions
4. Refusing a boss’s suggestion to write litminders (L-H)
5. Refusing a friend’s suggestion to try a nest (E-E)
6. Refusing a student’s suggestion to have rooneersation in a foreign language

class (H-L)



85

c) Refusals to offers
7. Refusing a boss’s promotion with a movenalétown (L-H)
8. Refusing a friend’s offer of some money (E-E
9. Refusing a nanny'’s offer to buy a new pen (H-L)

d) Refusals to requests
10. Refusing a professor’s request for help (L-H)
11. Refusing a classmate’s request to borrow clas=ss (E-E)
12. Refusing a junior relative’s request (H-L)

To validate the written DCT, some American natipeakers, who were
males and females in equal numbers and aged be®@=40, were invited to do the
test to check whether the results were similah&research findings in the previous
studies. They helped to check the appropriatetifee rubrics in the written DCT as

well.

3.5.1.3 Administration of Written DCT

In order to eliminate the pretest effect on theatireent, the pretest was
administered one month prior to the treatment. pbsttest was conducted one day
after the treatment. The delayed posttest was umied three months after the
treatment including a two-month vacation, becatgetteatment finished one month
before the end of the term. Some previous stutbeslucted the delayed posttest at
different times. The shortest one was Koike arar$te (2005) after only one month,
Morrow (1995) conducted it after six months. Thadest one was one year later in
the study of Liddicoat and Crozet (2001). Thespre study adopted a different time
to the previous studies so as to determine ifélselts were similar.

All three tests contained the same 12 items andtter of these 12 items
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was altered on the pretest, posttest and delaystlegst The time allotted for each
test was 30 minutes. Respondents did it indepédlyderthout discussion with their
classmates. Participants were allowed to ask amgtopns if they were not clear.
The procedures for the three tests were mostlgdhn®e and are put as follows:
1) Offering purpose of written DCT and its potehtiaefulness
The researcher told the participants the reasontivayest was conducted,
because it was helpful for their English learninthe researcher promised feedback
on the results to the participants. The partidpawere informed that if they
performed well in the test, they could earn an w@alikl score in their final
examination.
2) Explaining the instruction
The researcher explained how to do the questioaraithe participants.
The researcher encouraged them to ask the questitwey did not understand about
the rubrics. If they needed any other help, tiseaecher would provide it.
3) Checking the answer
After the participants submitted the questionnaihe, researcher checked
the answers to avoid any unchecked or not unanswesponses. If it did happen,

the students would be required to complete them.

3.5.1.4 Scoring Procedures of Written DCT

The rating criteria were four aspects of appropriaccording to Hudson et
al. (1992, 1995) and Hudson (2001), i.e. corregressions, quality of information,
strategies choices and level of formality. Therappacy or appropriateness was
marked by analytic Likert 5 in line with Hudson®001) format. The scale of 5

refers to “completely appropriate”; the scale ahdicates “mostly appropriate”; the
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scale of 3 means “generally appropriate”; the scll2 means “not very appropriate
but acceptable”; the scale of 1 indicates “not appate and not acceptable”. The
detailed criteria were explained as follows. THeole format of rating criteria is put
in Appendix D.

The first aspect was correction expressions. Hsigect refers to the
typical use of expressions from the native speakperspective which included an
appropriate pattern without grammatical mistakes,spite of the fact that the
linguistic accuracy was not the focus of the studis category includes the typical
expressions used for refusals to speakers of diftinds of status. The raters might
depend on their native speaker’s intuition to juddpe correctness, i.e. how
appropriate the wording or the expressions are.os&husing very appropriate
expressions and having no grammatical errors cobtdin the full score 5. If there
were not any grammatical mistakes or only one grativa mistake and appropriacy
was not completely appropriate, the score was etiuo 4. If the number of
mistakes and the degree of inappropriateness wereased, the scores were reduced
to 3,2 and 1.

The second aspect was quality of information anderred to
appropriateness of information given by the stuslerit the studies of Hudson et al.
(1992, 1995) and Hudson (2001) and some otherestudig. Liu (2004), this aspect
referred to the amount of information. Howeverwas very hard to measure the
information by the amount, and the present study considered appropriateness and
length, therefore, it was adjusted to quality oformation. An appropriate and
lengthy explanation for refusal is needed for soratve speakers, also, the situation

for the written DCT of the present study was lodavaly in a familiar relationship
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which needed a longer utterance. But non-natiealsgrs of low proficiency might
use very direct and thus shorter-than-native-speakiterances. If a refusal began
with “I can’t” without any reason or explanationght be judged as inappropriate. If
a student used an appropriate and lengthy seniedceling reasonable explanation,
he or she might be marked with a score of 4 orThose who used very short
sentences including only two words as “I can’t” eemnarked with 2 or 3.

The third aspect was the level otegies choices which tested if learners
could choose the strategies provided in the legrtangets. This category referred to
refusal strategies such as explanation, positieénfg, gratitude etc. used by native
speakers. Those who could choose the three nmexgidntly used American English
refusal strategies provided in the learning targetse marked with 5. Those who
chose strategies one less than the learning seategre deducted one.

The fourth aspect was level of formality. Formaldould be expressed
through the degree of formal or informal word cleoand the degree of politeness.
Use of colloquial speech could be appropriate avidepin American English when
the situation was informal and between friends,ili@as and co-workers. Use of
formal speech could be appropriate and polite éensikuation of high to low and low
to high status. However, a degree of approprig®iceuld be applied. Those who
could select words of for being very polite and rayppiate to the situation might be
marked with the full score of 5. Those who did nsé polite and appropriate words
were marked a lower score than 5.

The overall score of each item was the mean scoseares for the four
aspects. This score was obtained through the gddifour scores and divided by 4

and the whole number was used without a decimaitpaif the decimal point was
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above 5, it was rounded up; if it is lower thant4yas rounded down. For instance,
4+3+2+4=3.25, the final score was 3; and 5+5+4+B54the final score was 5. The
full score of a written DCT was 60 since there wgBeitems in the test paper as
indicated in 3.5.1.2, i.e. 5 (full score of eacm) times by 12 (items) = 60. The final
total score of each student was the mean scoteedimo raters. In the same way as
was calculated for each item, the final score wasded off. For example, for
55+50=52.5, the final score was 53. The reliabiht the interraters was checked by
the use of the Pearson correlation. Before thmgathe two raters who were
American English native speakers were trained lmwark based on the instruction
for rating given in Appendix D. They could discuge criteria and show their
agreement on the criteria. Then, they marked ieddently without further
discussion.

In order to show the above procedures, an examplene student’s
responses for refusing an offer of $20 from a peisfoequal status is provided. The
scores were graded by the two American ratershiempresent study in line with the
above rating criteria. Before marking, the twceratwere trained how to follow the
rating criteria. The analysis according to therfaspects of appropriacy in the rating
criteria is followed.

5: completely appropriate

You are so kindgratitude) but | really want to solve the problem by myself
(explanation) Thank you all the samgratitude). (The average score is
5+5+5+5=5)

In terms of correct expressionBhank you all the same a very good expression

for showing “gratitude”;but | really want to solve the problem by myselalso a
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very appropriate expression for showing explanatibinere are no grammatical
mistakes in the expressions. As to quality of infation, the sentences contain an
appropriate and lengthy content for expressingtityide” and “explanation”. In
strategies choices, they just match with the |egrrtargets which means it is
completely appropriate. The level of formality iery appropriate, because the
word choice is suitable for status and the poligendegree is marked by the use of
“gratitude” strategy. They are polite in this sition. Therefore, the scores for the
four aspects are 5, the full score. The overafigpgmance is excellent.
4: mostly appropriate

Thank you(gratitude) My mother will give me money as soon as possible

think | can go through ifexplanation). (The average score is 4+4+4+4=4)
For correct expressions, the expressions for shpvgnatitude” and “explanation”
are mostly appropriate. There are no grammaticéslakes. Hence, the score is 4.
The quality of information is appropriate and ldngtwith two sentences for
explanation. Therefore, the score is 4 as welle $trategies choices are appropriate,
because strategies are the same as the learngegstaut with some variations. Then
this aspect is marked 4. The level of formalityropriate, because it is polite by
showing gratitude. The score is 4 as well. Treeefthe total score for it is 4, i.e.
mostly appropriate. The overall performance isdjoo

3: generally appropriate
No (no),thanks(gratitude),| can manage iexplanation)
(The average score is 4+2+4+2=3).

In terms of correct expressions, the expressioms appropriate and have no

grammatical mistakes, and the score for it is 4ut Be quality of information is
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simple and short with one word “no”, especially thentencd can manage ifor
explanation is comparatively shorter, and the sdereéeduced to 2. As to the
strategies choices, they are exactly the sameealedinning targets, but the degree of
appropriacy is not very high, and the score i88écause of this, the level of formality
is very low, because it shows slight impolitenedshus, it obtains 2 for being not
appropriate. On the whole this answer is adequate.
2. not very appropriate, but acceptable

No (no), thankg(gratitude) (The average score is 2+1+3+2=2).
The expressions are correct in grammar, but not appropriate. Thus, the score for
the correct expressions is 2. The quality of infation is very short and too direct
with only one word “no” for refusal, and then theoee for it is only 1 which is the
lowest. Comparatively speaking, the strategiescelsoare very close to the learning
targets, but it lacks the most important strateggxplanation”, and the score for it is
3, a little higher than the other aspects. Sihas incomplete in strategies choices,
the level of formality is not very appropriate, hase it is very direct and not very
polite. Therefore, the total score for it is o8ly The overall performance is poor.

1: not appropriate, not acceptable

That would be findpositive) But you know, I'm a waste girl, I'm afraid | will

cost the $20 in one ddgxplanation) (The average score is 1+1+1+1=1).
This is a very inappropriate example. The expogssiare not very appropriate for
explanation by saying'm afraid | will cost the $20 in one day The quality of
information can not be appropriate too since ih@ correct in expressions. The
strategies choices are far away from the learrangets and the level of formality is

not very appropriate as well. Therefore, the tetadre for it is only 1 which is the
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lowest among the five scales. The overall perforreds very poor.

3.5.1.5Analysis of the Responses of Written DCT

Calculating the mean score of written DCT couldyaydin a general

picture of the results, a detailed performancehefwritten DCT data could be found
in the qualitative analysis of written DCT. Theopedures for the analysis are as
follows. Firstly, the classifications were dividedcording to four stimulus types:
refusals to invitations, refusals to suggestiordugals to offers and refusals to
requests, because these four types were the famite learning targets for the
present study. Secondly, the refusals strategiese wclarified in line with
classification of refusal strategies proposed bgligeet al. (1990, p72-73) which were
well recognized and cited mostly in the previousdss and are put in Appendix E.
The reason for indicating the strategies is thatléarning patterns were mainly the
refusal strategies or patterns in the present stukirdly, the refusals strategies
finding in the written DCT were compared with theailning patterns in Part Il of
Appendix A so as to examine how far the studentseveavay from the learning

targets.

3.5.2 Written Self-report
3.5.2.1 Rationale of Using Written Self-report
After the participants finished doing written DCGX written self-report was
conducted. The form of the written self-reportmere participant-directed, open-
ended and inclusive. These report data could éurtbnfirm the learners’ answers in
written DCT. It could triangulate the researchigerpretation of authentic discourse

data, as one of several data types in a multimetdmamburse approach, and as one of
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the main data sources (Kasper & Rose, 2002). Timgsets served as one source of
data about learners’ views of the appropriatenéssfosals. Furthermore, these data

could be used as further confirmation of the effedftinstruction.

3.5.2.2 Design of Written Self-report
The purposes of the written self-report aimed ath&r confirming the
results of the written DCT and evaluating the instional effects. Then some
guestions were presented to elicit the participaatié-report on their feelings of the
differences between their strategies use beforeatfiadthe treatment, for example:
----Have you noticed any changes in your perforreanevhen
realizing refusals after instruction? If so, how they change?
Please specify.
----- What do you think of the teaching method ugedhe instruction
of teaching American refusals?
There were four questions written in Chinese aadnlers were required to
respond in Chinese. Chinese could make learnewearclearly since their English
level could not guarantee that they would expréesnselves freely and correctly.

The detailed format is shown in Appendix G.

3.5.2.3 Administration of Written Self-report

Written self-report was administered after the terit DCT to each
participant. They were encouraged to answer thestoues according to their real
learning experience after instruction. They wemeoeiraged to answer as much as
possible. Participants were required to write mbtbey provided less information

than the researcher needed, for example, if theeata wrote only “yes, I've learned
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a lot”, they were required to add more specifiorniation.

3.5.2.4 Proceduresfor Categorizing Written Self-report

The procedures to categorize the self-report dat@as follows. Firstly, the
data provided by the respondents were translated English since their answers
were in Chinese. Secondly, the English translati@s looked through carefully.
Thirdly, every single roles or opinions were idé&at in detail. Fourthly, the
researcher looked at differences and similaritegsvben the statements so as to group
them. Fifthly, these statements were grouped rguglto several categories in order
to answer the questions raised in written self-repdixthly, the examples were
found from data to illustrate the categories. Bn#e conclusions were drawn from

the responses.

3.6 Data Analysis

3.6.1 Quantitative Data

The scores in the written DCT administrating in finetest, the posttest and
the delayed test were quantitative data. The seees analyzed by Statistic Package
for the Social Sciences (SPSS 13.0) and could bd tes answer the three research
guestions respectively.

In response to Research Question One, first ottadl results of difference
between the pretest and the posttest in each gnmrp obtained through paired
samples t-test. Meanwhile the mean, standard tleviéSD), t value were calculated
in order to show the value of significant level.urthermore, the treatment effect
should be considered. Therefore, effect size vwasmmended. Effect size could

measure the magnitude of a treatment effect. ditaies the amount of relationship
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between one variable and another variable in adatdized way (Howitt & Cramer,
2000). As Cepeda (2008) pointed out:

“In order to obtain the effect size of the dependgmoups for within-

subjects studies, one must correct for dependenoa@means in order to

make direct comparisons to effect sizes from betwsedjects studies. To

do this, the correlation between the two meansedad, so that Morris

and DeShon’s (2002) equation 8 can be applied?) (p.
According to effect size calculator designed by €gp(2008), the values of mean,
SD and correlation were needed so as to obtairvahes of Cohen’'dd of within-
group Furthermore, the distribution of score in the pestt was counted. The
frequency of the distribution was a sensible ingicaf the teaching effect, because it
could offer a full picture of distribution of themes. In addition, the range of the
mean scores between the pretest and posttest watedoso as to indicate the rank
order of four aspects of appropriacy.

In response to Research Question Two, an indepensimple t-test
between groups was used to gain the result of rdiffees between explicit and
implicit groups in written DCT of the posttest. @its effect size could be obtained
from the effect size calculator of between groupscker, 1999). A comparison of
distribution of scores in the posttest between BG K> was made to examine the
detailed tendency of the scores. Except the abibnerange of the posttest score
between EG and IG was calculated. By doing thoesjctthe difference between the
two groups in four aspects of appropriacy be madedetailed score distribution.

In response to Research Question Three, a paireples t-test was
employed for the result of the posttest and delgy@sttest in each group. Its effect

size could be gained from the same format as Ras&uestion One. Furthermore,

the distribution of score in the delayed posttesbiag EG and IG was presented so as
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to obtain a full picture of the difference of thmges in the posttest. Same purpose as
Research Question One, the range of the mean sketegen the posttest and the

delayed posttest was calculated.

3.6.2 Qualitative Data

The above three research questions were answeradtitgtively. The
analysis of the responses of written DCT could beduas a qualitative answer.
According to the procedures of classification venttDCT in 3.5.1.5, the analysis of
the responses could embody the performances instouulus types and four aspects
of appropriacy among the pretest, the posttestlamdielayed posttest. The analysis
could be adopted as examples for a further exptamat the quantitative data.

Based on the procedures in 3.5.2.4, the resultgriten self-report were
obtained to answer Research Question Four. There four questions in written
self-report. For Question One, the data showdteiflearners had any changes in the
performance of refusals after the treatment. Feesflon Two, the learners declared
if they had benefited from the instruction. For eé3tion Three, the answers
commented on the teaching methods used in theuat&tn in the views of learners.
For Question Four, the respondents answered thiieyf could definitely use the
refusal expressions they had learned in the instrugvhen they actually faced a real

conversation in an English-speaking context.

3.7 ThePilot Sudy

3.7.1 The Purpose
The pilot study allowed the researcher to collesgtdback about how the

instrument worked and whether it performed the dasiat had been designed for.
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Based on this information, alterations and fineettine final version of the research
design could be made (Dornyei, 2003; Oppenheim219%herefore, the purpose of
the pilot study is to check the appropriatenesghef principles for the research
methodology and whether the following items arerappate or not for the main
study: i.e. 1) the number of participants; 2) téaghprocedures; 3) instructional
materials; 4) instructional time; 5) instructionatgets; 6) test papers design; 7) test
papers wording; 8) scoring procedures; 10) stasiktmethods; and 11) qualitative

analysis method.

3.7.2 Participants

Sixty-seven first-year English major students frotme College of
International Studies at Guizhou University, Chparticipated in the pilot study.
Five students who missed one test among the pretestiest and delayed posttest
were excluded in calculating data, though they fa&en part in the major process of
training. Thus, sixty-two valid data were collatteThirty-two participants were in
the explicit group and thirty in the implicit group Based on the Background
Information Survey about participants, the averggars of learning English before
entering the university was 7.3 years, the shomest four years, the longest was
fifteen years, and 56.6% subjects had learned &mdbr six years. The averages
score on the National Matriculation English Exantima (NMEE) of the explicit and
the implicit groups were 118.75 and 114.40 (out®®) respectively. Also, according
to the statistic of an independent sample t-témsret was no significant difference
between two groups in terms of English level (t31 4= .26>.05).

Seven participants reported that they had learmagligh refusal strategies.

Then the researcher interviewed them, they deckii@dhey learned from a textbook,
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but not systematically. It was assumed that thdyndt learn and were not excluded
in the pilot. Nobody declared that they had beerEnglish-speaking countries.
Furthermore, only three people reported they fratiyespoke English with native

speakers, and the majority of the participantsated that they occasionally or rarely

spoke English with native speakers.

3.7.3 Administration of Instruction and Tests

The pilot study was conducted in the second ternfiret year of the
participants at the College of International Stedi@uizhou University, China. The
pretest was administrated in March, 2007, one mdbeflore the experiment. The
administration procedures followed the proceduresdction 3.5.1.3. The test was
conducted smoothly.

One month later, in April, the instruction begaml dasted four weeks. The
learning targets, the instructional material arel ittstructional time were exactly the
same as the research design in sections 3.3 andA\&er the treatment, written DCT
and written self report were conducted as plannétke participants learned the whole
materials very seriously and treated the testhais tisual exams. At the end of April,
the training and the posttest finished. No furtiest was informed to the participants.

Three months later, the delayed posttest was coediuat the end of the
term in July, 2007. Due to the limited time, thedayed posttest was conducted three
months after instruction without a two-month vagati If it was conducted after the
vacation, the delayed time would be five monthsalwhdid not fit for the present
research design. The purpose of the delayed posites to test if the learners could
remember the learning strategies after a vacatibeanwthere was no exposure for

English.
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3.7.4 Method of Data Collection
Written DCT and written self-report were the mainstruments for
collecting the data in the pilot. Before administg the written DCT of the pretest,
six American native speakers, three males and flereales with the average age of
34 were invited to do the written DCT. Their résulvere almost the same as the
previous studies. Furthermore, the instructioaitents of NS model were evaluated
by them. They all agreed that they were real ireAoan English.

For the scores of the written DCT in the pretdss, posttest and the delayed
posttest, the raters of marking are very importd@cause their marking may
influence the results. Therefore, before the fdrmarking, two American native
speakers who were the instructors of English caatem at Guizhou University,
China and had been teaching EFL learners for maaysy were trained how to mark.
They discussed the criteria with the present rebearand marked two test papers
together and then the rest were marked indeperydenthe final score of each
participant was the average mean score of the aters. The full score for each
participant was 60.

To guarantee the reliability between the scaletheftwo American native
raters, the Pearson correlation was used by testitngg scores of two raters could
balance. According to the p value in three diffiéreests of the two groups, the
Pearson correlations of rater 1 and rater 2 weayeifsiantly correlated, p values of
the three different test were smaller than .01t iBwerms of the r values of different
tests in the two groups, the values in the posttesthe two groups and the delayed
posttest for the explicit group were located in thedium size, because they were

lower than .75. It seemed that the two raters eged be trained carefully so as to
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avoid a big range of the grading scores.
As to the written self-report, it was conductedeafvritten DCT. The
participants were required to write as much asiptess Some of them wrote less,

they were interviewed orally so as to avoid thesmig data for the information.

3.7.5 Results of Written DCT

In order to find out if there were any differendes Chinese EFL students
using English refusals in terms of appropriacy befand after instruction, the scores
of the pretest and the posttest within explicit amglicit groups in the pilot study
were compared respectively. The results of a gaeenples t-test indicate that only
the scores within the explicit group were signifittg different, t=-4.46, p=.001<.05.
The mean score in the pretest in EG was 40.75nkbe posttest it increased to 43.66.
This result means that participants in the expligitup could learn how to refuse
appropriately after instruction. The implicit gmwas not significantly different, t=-
1.50, p=.142>.05, but the mean score of the pasttas a little higher than that of the
pretest, 37.30 for the pretest and 38.43 for thettpst. It seems that the implicit
learning could also lead to a good result but rothigh as the explicit learning.
Furthermore, the d value in the explicit group beked to the large size, it was larger
than the value .8 according to Cohen (1988), d=.82while the d value in implicit
group belonged to the small size, because it wasrlthan the value .5 according to
Cohen (1988), d=-.28<.5.

To test the differential effectstiween explicit and implicit instruction to

the teaching of English refusals in a Chinese Ediitext, an independent samples t-
test was used for testing the mean difference Brivig5 and IG of the posttest. To

test the effect size between explicit and implgribups, the effect size calculator of
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between groups was used. The result reveals lieatnean scores of explicit and
implicit groups were significantly different, t=84p=.001<.05. The mean score of
the explicit group was 43.66 and much higher tHaat bf the implicit group, i.e.
38.43, in spite of the fact that SD value of EG@.was larger than that of IG (2.37).
This means that explicit method was much betteteaching effect in comparison
with the implicit instruction. Through the effesize calculator (Becker, 1999), the d
value in both groups belonged to the large sizealrse it was much larger than the
value .8 according to Cohen (1988), d=2.17>.8. rdfoee, there was a significant
difference between these two groups. The reasomhfe result in the pilot study
could be that there was difference between EG @nfbil the pretest, it was for sure
that there was a difference in the results of psstas shown by the independent
sample t-test. The statistic analysis shows tieastores for the pretest in EG and I1G
were significantly different before the treatmett3(24, p=.002<.05), the mean score
for EG was 40.75, but 37.30 for IG. This resuttioates that the treatment should be
conducted between two groups which showed no difieg in the score of the pretest.
To compare the retention effect of Chinese EFLesttgl appropriate use of
English refusals after instruction, a paired sampiest was used. From the analysis
figures, we found that although the mean scoreHerexplicit group in the posttest
was comparatively high, i.e. 43.66, the mean stmréhe delayed posttest was 42.41
and lower than that of the posttest. Thus, thexg avsignificant difference among the
explicit group, t=2.44, p=.021<.05. This resultang that the participants in the
explicit group could not remember the learning ¢ésgas expected within three
months. For the implicit group there was no sigaifit difference. The mean scores

for the two tests are 38.43 and 38.40 respectivelf4, p=.962>.05. In spite of some
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variations among EG and IG, it was likely that #féects of retaining after three
months in the groups were comparatively good. @tiect size of EG and IG in
posttest and delayed posttest was not large. ffeet size in the explicit group was
small, d=.433; the value was not more than the omediize .05. While the d value in

the implicit group was .008, smaller than .2 whiackans the small scale.

3.7.6 Results of Written Self-report

The results of written self-report were used foisveering the fourth
research question: “What are the Chinese EFL statepinions towards the explicit
and implicit instruction for teaching English reéls’? From the four answers of
written self-report after treatment, the answerQtestion One and Two were almost
the same. Almost all participants in explicit antplicit groups declared that they
knew how to refuse to the people from differentdsirof status in different situations
after the treatment, and they knew a systematic atdynglish refusals as well. The
teaching materials were acceptable, because theywedl organized and concise.

When the participants were asked in the writtef-reglort for Question
Three if the teaching methods in two groups respagtwere feasible, only two of
them disagreed with the teaching method. The ntgjof participants agreed that the
teaching procedures were clear, and the handouts well arranged. The teaching
time was also acceptable for them.

The students were asked to offer an answer for t@@ueBour if they could
use the English refusals strategies when facirgphsituation after instruction. The
answers to this question were positive. Most einthdeclared that they could use

them freely because the teaching left them a vegpdmpression.
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3.7.7 Implications of the Pilot Sudy

As indicated in 3.7.1, the purpose of the pilotdgtwas to examine the
aspects in relation to the following: the numbeipafticipants, teaching procedures,
data collection and data analysis. They were aubelks follows.

In terms of participants, the number of the pgraaits could meet the
necessity of the study. The selection method &stigipants seemed to be valid. The
four questions in the Background Information Survesre set appropriately. The
answers to the four questions could be analyzedckssified easily. However, the
number of students in two experimental groups wasgual, to guarantee the equal
distribution of score among the subjects, it wattelbdo have an equal number of
subjects in the two experimental groups.

In terms of teaching including teaching procedunestructional materials,
instructional time, instructional targets, gensgralpeaking, they were all acceptable
according to the students. However, some paritgaffered some very helpful
advice, e.g., more dialogues were needed; therpatter the English refusals varied
less and they wanted to learn more patterns. Asmdito hours were needed for
revision after instruction. These suggestions vegl@pted for the main study.

In regard to the data collection covering test pap#esign, test papers
wording, scoring procedures, some modifications ldidae made. In the pilot it was
found that two situations for written DCT were mptite acceptable for participants.
In the situation of offering $20 to a friend, forost Chinese students this was
unacceptable. Another one was refusing an ineitattb a person of equal status; the
reason offered according to the situation was tlyati can't stand this friend’s

husband/wife”. For most Chinese this excuse cooldbe acceptable too. Hence, the
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two situations would be explained to the studentoaling to the way of American
culture in the main study. In a situation of refigsan invitation to a person from
higher status, one of American raters suggestddtlibaname of the professor could
be put for calling, because it was acceptable tbac@rofessor’s name directly in
America. In addition, the students’ answers to @heestion One and Two in the
written self-report were little overlapped, thuse students were mentioned to make a
clear answer for the two questions or they coulacdrabined for the analysis in the
main study to avoid redundancy.

From the perspective of the criteria for ratinge @f the raters was puzzled
by criteria of the first category (the correct eegsions). Since this category
considered the correctness of expressions, lirnguasturacy should be the focus of
criteria; therefore, the main study would take Ulirsgic accuracy into consideration.
The method for testing the reliability and validiss valid. However, the process of
validation of the written DCT needed more detapeocedures.

In the pilot study, Pearson cotiefavalues of the two raters were not very
high. This means that the two raters for the nstillly needed to be trained strictly.
It was better to have the two raters to mark twahoee papers together firstly and
then discussed carefully about the criteria to dtloe difference between inter-raters.

As to data analysis, i.e. statistical methods aodliptive method, the
guantitative method for the grand score of pre-plesayed test was acceptable. But
the detailed four aspects of appropriacy were ree¢alelaborate. In the main study
they would be presented. The gualitative data e@sdme examples to illustrate the
students’ improvement, non-improvement and eveeatng to show the variation of

the results in a more specific way. These wouldded in the main study.
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There are still other aspects for modification. e Tddministration time of
the delayed posttest was recommended to condueé thmonths after instruction
including two-month vacation. Due to the constsaifi term period in the pilot, the
delayed posttest was conducted after three monitowt a two-month vacation.
The main study was suggested to reconsider theatiom carefully and adjusted to
requirement of the research design. The most itmpbimplication from the analysis
was that before the treatment the selection ofi@k@nd implicit groups should be
based on the result of the pretest, only the twaugs with similar scores could be

considered as the treatment groups.

3.8 The Main Sudy

Based on the implications from the pilot study, thmin study was
conducted more carefully in terms of selection abjscts, teaching method,
teaching time, data collection and statistic meshe¢chich will be presented in the

following parts.

3.8.1 Participants
Sixty-three first-year students of English majoonfr the College of
International Studies at Guizhou University, Chiparticipated in the main study.
One student who missed the delayed posttest wéisdextin calculating data, though
she had taken part in the major process of traiaimd) had taken the pretest and the
posttest. Hence, sixty two valid data were codldctHowever, the number of the two
experiment groups was not equal because of intasses. An equal number of the
two experimental groups was recommended so asdiol avsensitively high or low

score as indicated in the pilot study. Therefdogyr students’ data was deleted
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randomly. As a result, twenty-nine participantsrevén the explicit and implicit
groups respectively and the total number of thdestts was fifty-eight. Based on the
Background Information Survey about participarte, averages of age of the explicit
and implicit groups were 18.93 and 19.07 respeltivédhese results suggested that
the participants in the present study were veryngoalmost equal to high school
students because they just entered the univensityttee experiment began at the time
of the beginning of their university life. The amge scores of the National
Matriculation English Examination of explicit anthplicit groups were 116.41 and
116.16 (out of 150) respectively. According to Htatistic of an independent sample
t-test, there was no significant difference betwéga groups in terms of English
level (t=.093, p=.926>.05), which indicates thHa# English level of the two groups
was equal.

There were four questions for participants to amswme Background
Information Survey. Question 1 referred to thegtanof students’ learning English
before they entered the university. The average yé¢ learning English before
entering the university in EG was 6.52 years, tamlper for IG was 6.83 years, the
shortest one was six years, the longest one wdsdawears. More than half of both
EG and IG students had learned English for sixsygle percentages were 51.3% for
EG and 54.9% for IG. 30.2% EG students and 30@%tudents had learned English
for seven years. Thus, the majority of the subjdwd studied English for six or
seven years. These figures indicate that the &qmey for learning English had no
difference between two groups.

Question 2 asked if students had learned Englifslsas strategies before.

Nobody declared that they had ever learned. Qaregiasked if they had been to
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English speaking countries. Nobody reported they thave been to English-speaking
countries. Question 4 asked how frequently thedksgEnglish with native speakers.
Only one (3.5%) EG student reported that he fredyespoke English with native

speakers, but he had never learned English regisategies from English native
speakers and had never been to English speakingrimsu Therefore, he was not
excluded from the study. Though 14.8% EG partimipaand 3.4% IG participants
had occasionally spoken to English native speakbesy also had never learned
English refusal strategies and had never been gtigbnspeaking countries, and they
were included in the study. And the majority oé tharticipants (82.1% for EG and

96.5% for IG) declared that they seldom or neveksEnglish with native speakers.

3.8.2 Administration of Instruction and Tests
The main study was conducted in the first term idtfear students of

English major at the College of International Sésdat Guizhou University, China.
The pretest was administered in October, 2007itsteday of the subjects’ new terms
(first term of their university life) and one monthefore the experiment. The
administration procedures followed the proceduresdction 3.5.1.3. The test was
conducted smoothly. After the pretest, the tepepawere marked by two American
native speakers according to the procedures i8.31Bwas assumed that the subjects
in EG and IG had a similar level in the scores MBE (see 3.8.1), but also there
were no differences in the pretest as shown iddth@wing table.

Table 3.5 A Comparison of the Pretest in Written DCT between EG and |G
IG 33.31 2.56 29

Group M SD n df t Sig.
EG 3341 2.41 29 56 .158 .875
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From the above table, one can see that the scorabd pretest of DCT
were not significantly different before the treatih@=.158, p=.875>.05). The mean
scores of the two groups were 33.41 and 33.31 wiae almost the same and very
low. This result indicates that the treatments agnthe two experimental groups
were assumed equally in the perspective of Englisificiency and pretest. It was
hoped that this balance might guarantee a valigdtrés the posttest.

With an equal English level and scores of the gtebetween EG and IG,
one month later, in November, the instruction begad lasted four weeks. The
instructional material, the learning targets arel ittstructional time were exactly the
same as the research design in sections 3.3 and Betonly difference with the pilot
study was that the experiment was conducted imagelar course time. Because the
instructor, an American native speaker, was justtdacher of “Speaking English”
course and it was easy for her to conduct it withen control. After the treatment,
written DCT and written self report were conductel planned. The participants
learned the whole materials very seriously andtie¢ceéhe tests as their usual exams.
At the beginning of December, the training and gbsttest finished. No further test
was informed to the participants.

Three months later, the delayed posttest was coedat the beginning of
March, 2008. In January and February, after thattnent in December, the subjects
had their winter vacation for two months. Marchswiae beginning of the new term.
Therefore, it was good to conduct the delayed psstfter a term break to testify if
the test could activate their memory. This modiiiecn was gained from the

implications of the pilot study.
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3.8.3 Method of Data Collection

Same as the pilot study, written DCT and writtelf isgport were the major
instruments for collecting the data in the mairdgtuln the pilot study, the reliability
of the content of the test paper and the instroaticontents of NS model were
evaluated by six American native speakers, threlesmand three females with the
average age of 34. The results in the pilot prabhed the reliability of the test paper
and teaching materials were valid. For the rabhgvritten DCT in the pretest, the
posttest and the delayed posttest, the same pnasetad been adopted as the pilot
study since the result of it was dependable. Treyas follows.

Firstly, two American native speakers were seleftesh the instructors of
“Speaking English” course at Guizhou University,i@hand they had been teaching
EFL learners for many years and were very resptndgidr their work and very
willing to do the marking job. One of them had e rater in the pilot study.
Secondly, they discussed the criteria, marked &®b papers together and discussed
the reasons for offering scores based on the ieritender the guidance of the
researcher. Thirdly, they marked the papers inudgatly. Finally, after they
finished marking in four weeks, the researcherudated the average mean score of
the two raters. The full score for each partictpaas 60.

Having finished the above procedures, to guaratiteeeliability between
the scales of the two American native raters, thar$on correlation was used by

testing as shown in the following.
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Table3.6 Correation of Rater 1 and Rater 2

Group  Test Rater Mean SD n Pearson Sig.
Correlation

EG Pretest 1 32.07 245 29 .819 ** .001
2 34.38 2.43

Posttest 1 5141 2.63 29 738 ** .001
2 55.28 2.58

Delayed 1 51.62 231 29 .924 ** .001
posttest 2 5245 2.98

IG Pretest 1 31.90 225 29 .905 ** .001
2 34.62 2.84

Posttest 1 4748 242 29 .902 ** .001
2 50.07 2.10

Delayed 1 48.17 1.46 29 .603* .001
posttest 2 47.38 2.02

** means that correlation is significant at theDl8vel.
* means that correlation is significant at the 0&&el.

Table 3.6 demonstrates that the scores of twosratauld balance and the r
values for the pretest, the posttest and the delagsttest for explicit and implicit
groups were very high. And they were significardtyrelated, p value was smaller
than .01. Furthermore, the values of mean and &den two raters were similar.
The values of the Pearson correlation of the twersawere, in general, higher than
the large size of .75. However, the values inpgbsttest of EG (r =.738) and the
delayed posttest of IG (r = .603) were comparagidelver and belonged to the
medium size. To reduce the large range, the meanes of the two raters were used.
The detailed analysis about quantitative and cataleg written DCT will be presented
in sections 4.1, 4.2 and 4.3.

In regard to the analysis of the responses of emiDCT, each student’s
answers in the pretest, the posttest and the dklaysttest were put together so as to
compare the changes among the different tests. r@thsal strategies were clarified

according to Beebe et al. (1990) and then theydcbal compared with the learning
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targets. The analysis was presented in the wastrategies when conducting in a
general teaching effect through the comparison éetwthe pre-post-test, the posttest
between EG and IG, and among post-delayed-testit Was in four aspects of
appropricay, the examples were analyzed in these &spects in detail. These
detailed responses were put in Appendix F. Howedvecause of the limited space,
only two samples for each stimulus types in EG l&hdiere selected for presentation.
As to the written self-report, different from thdop study and in order to
avoid participants’ interaction, it was conductégbrathe written DCT. In doing so,
students could do it independently at the same tmitkout discussion. The
participants were required to write as much asiptess After their submission, the
researcher checked in detail so as to avoid missfognation. Some of them wrote
less, they were asked to write more or were ingsved orally so as to avoid the
missing data for the information. The detailedlgsia will be shown in section 4.4.
According to the procedures of categorization ofittem self-report
presented in section 3.5.3.4, all the answers tibenrself-report were translated from
Chinese to English. Then they were categorizedrdarg to some similar patterns in
answers. Based on the categorization, the congmahgtween EG and IG were
figured out through the sample analysis. They vegralyzed according to the order
of four questions in the written self-report anck thnalysis was followed. The

classification of the written self-report is putAppendix H.

3.9 Summary

This chapter mainly described the whole researdigde The present

study was a quasi-experimental study with a mixepr@ach. The total number of
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participants in the main study was 58 first-yeardenhts of English major in China
from two intact groups, 29 students in EG and 2EsinThe instructional targets were
four types of refusals and three kinds of statues fiamiliar relationship. The teaching
methods were explicit and implicit methods. Th&tractional time lasted four weeks
with 2 hours per week. Three tests were used tamkhe scores and the instrument
for the tests was written DCT. T-test and effeizte swere used for analyzing
guantitative data. Analysis of the responses dtewr DCT and categorizing the data
of written self-report were the methods for the Igative data. All the procedures
were tested in the pilot before the main study.

On the whole, the pilot study suggested that tlseaech methodology
designed in Chapter 3 was acceptable. The sateofigarticipants, instructional
targets and procedures were appropriate. Howerdy instructional time was
suggested being lengthened, and instructional rpatteeeded more variations. Test
paper design including wording and scoring procesiwas feasible, but there were
some modifications in some situations and scoriitgrea for written DCT. Methods
of data analysis were good enough to present thdtse In line with the above
implication from the pilot study, the detailed immation of participants, research
process and data collection in the main stwedre provided. The results and

discussion will be shown in the following chapters.



CHAPTER 4

RESULTS

This chapter will present the results of the madirdg both quantitatively
and qualitatively. The results will be presentedaading to the research questions
and research hypotheses which deal with the isaués following four parts:

4.1 The teaching effects after instruction;

4.2 The comparison between the explicit and imipistruction;

4.3 The retention after instruction; and

4.4 The students’ opinions about the instruction.

4.1 The Teaching Effects after I nstruction

In response to the first research question: “Arerdhany differences for
Chinese EFL students using English refusals in desfrappropriacy before and after
instruction?” the analysis of the teaching effectsgeneral and four aspects of
appropriacy were considered as evidence to the eanswnd both quantitative and
gualitative results of the pretest and the positestritten DCT are described and
presented so as to test Hypothesis 1 proposedapt&hl.

4.1.1 A General Comparison between the Pretest and the Posttest within
EGand IG
The general teaching effects in the present studyeweflected by the

comparison of the mean scores between the pratdsthe posttest and distribution
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frequency of improvement among the students afigruction. The comparison of
the mean scores can test Hypothesis 1 if theresigraficant difference between the
two tests. As indicated in 3.6.1, effect size naasure the magnitude of a treatment
effect. Therefore, the teaching effects of théruttion can be measured through the
measurement of effect size. Furthermore, theidigion of improvement can find
out to what extent the students improved afteruesion.

To find out the general teaching effects, the ssafepretest and posttest
within the two groups were compared respectivdlgerefore, a paired samples t-test
was used for the statistic method to obtain theltgdor the first research question

and to test Hypothesis 1. The comparison canumrihted as follows:

Table 4.1 A Comparison between the Pretest and the Posttest within EG and I1G

Group Test Mean SD n df t Sig.

EG Pretest 33.41 2.4129 28 -31.47* .0005
Posttest 53.45 2.44

IG Pretest 33.31 2.5629 28 -28.63* .0005
Posttest 49.14 2.18

*t value is significant at the 0.05 leyehe- tailed).

Table 4.1 shows the comparison results of writt€Tetween the pretest
and the posttest within the explicit group (EG) ahe implicit group (IG). It
indicated that the pretest and the posttest in botlips were significantly different.
The mean scores in the pretest of EG and IG wanelow, 33.41 for EG and 33.31
for IG which equal to the scale of 2 meaning “netyappropriate but acceptable”
according to the grading criteria for written DGSe€ Appendix D); whereas the mean
scores increased highly in the posttest, 53.4%rand 49.14 for IG which equal to
the scale of 4 meaning “mostly appropriate” acaugdio the grading criteria for

written DCT (see Appendix D). Therefore, the ssowithin both explicit and
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implicit groups were significantly different, foryalue of both EG and IG was .0005
far lower than .05. The result means that paidicip in both groups could learn how
to refuse appropriately after instruction. Althbudpe mean score of the posttest in
the implicit group was not as high as that of tlplieit group, the mean score of
posttest was higher than that of the pretest. Tdssilt can show that the implicit
instruction could also lead to a good result butashigh as the explicit instruction.
Based on the t-value, mean score and standard tideviahe value of
Cohen’s d was calculated through Cepeda®g) effect size calculator shown as

follows:

Table 4.2 Effect Size of the Pretest and the Posttest within EG and |G

Group Test Mean SD n Correlation Sig. d

EG Pretest 33.41 2.4129 .004 98 -5.86
Posttest 53.58 2.44
IG Pretest 33.31 2.5629 .22 24 534

Posttest 49.14 2.18

Table 4.2 shows the effect size of written DCT agtime pretest and the
posttest within EG and IG. The table indicated tha effect sizes in both groups
were large, d=-5.86 and -5.34, which were largantthe value of larger size .8
according to Cohen (1988). Furthermore, the catia of both EG and IG was low
and there was no significant difference, p=.98623b. These results reveal that the
scores in the pretest were low and could not rasulhe low score of the posttest.
From the above results we can conclude that thewél de an increase in scores in
the posttest and the scores increased in the positee the results of a treatment.

In order to obtain the distribution of improvemémtdetail, the frequencies

of improvement from the pretest to the posttestewsaiculated. By calculating, we
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found that most students obtained a very greatargment, that is, in the pretest they
obtained only the score of 2 or 3, but in the msétthe scores increased to 4 or 5.
Some of them made an improvement with one scalefrom 2 to 3, or 3 to 4, or 4 to

5. The detailed distribution is put in the folliowy table.

Table 4.3 Frequency of Improvement in the Posttest within EG and 1G

EG G
Sign  Frequency %  Frequency %
>2 24 82.8 18 62.1
>1 4 13.8 11 37.9
= 1 3.5 0 0
Total 29 100 29 100

>2 means the score foritiygrovement is 2;
>1 means the score foritlygrovement is 1;
= means the scores of the pretest anddbktest are equal.

Table 4.3 reveals that the majority of studentsbath groups had the
improvement with two scales. In other words, tegréde of the improvement could
be from “inappropriate” to “mostly appropriate”, dgenerally appropriate” to
“completely appropriate”, and the percentage (83.88the explicit group was higher
than that (62.1%) of the implicit group. In EG, &8dents improved from 2 to 4, and
this improvement means that 82.8% of the studeitsot perform appropriately in
the pretest, but in the posttest the studentsopaidnce was mostly appropriate. In IG,
18 students which occupy 62.1% had the same ireredbe table also shows that
only some of the students made an improvement enthscale, 13.8% EG students
had this improvement which was much lower than ithplicit group with 37.9%
students. In addition, only one EG student didimgrove and no IG students had the

same case.



117

From the responses of written DCT in the pretest e posttest (see
Appendix F), among the four stimulus types in gahethe strategies used by the
students in the posttest performed better tharetinothe pretest. The types of better
performance were refusals to offers and requestsuse the students’ strategies use
was similar to the learning targets. Below is aameple from EG 23 in refusals to
offers in the low-to-high status (L-H). The tosdore and the mean scores for the
four aspects of appropriacy graded by the two satere indicated after the excerpt
(for the rating criteria see 3.5.1.4 and Append)x Dhe situation in written DCT of
the posttest was that EG 23 had been working iadaertising agency for some time.
The boss offered her a raise and promotion, bovdlved moving. She did not want
to go. One day, the boss called her into his effic
Boss: I'd like to offer you an executive positionaur new office in Hicktown. It's a

great town---only 3 hours from here by plane. Aadchice raise comes with the
position.
EG 23 refused by saying:
Pre: Sorry (regret),boss. | think if you let me continue my work, miake it better
(future acceptance with a condition). 3, 2, 2, 2=2
Post: It sounds a good opportunitypositive), but 1 am preparing the coming
examination(explanation). 4, 4, 3, 5=4

Comparing with the learning targets of refusaloffers in the L-H status
(see Part Il of Appendix A) which were “negativeiliép or positive feeling”,
“gratitude” and “explanation”, the strategies usedthe pretest were “regret” and
“future acceptance” and were deviant from the le@ypatterns. Thus, the score for

the aspect of strategies choices was 2. But tiagegies used in the posttest were
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“positive feeling” and “explanation” which were yeclose to the learning patterns.
No “gratitude” strategy was used and was diffefemin the learning targets. Thus,
the score for it increased to 3 and the overalteséor EG 23 increased from 2 to 4.
The similar example could be found in IG in refgs&d offers and requests. The
above analysis indicated that teaching refusatdfewms was very effective.

Concerning to the refusals to invitations, the b@ag effect in this type was
partly effective. The strategies used in the lowtigh status (L-H) were very close to
the learning targets such as “positive feeling’edative ability” and “explanation”,
especially, the patterns of “positive feeling” sua$ “I'd love to” and “I'd like to”
were used very frequently by the students. Thealtr@sdicates that teaching in this
situation was successful. But in the equal-to-ed&aE) status, the “gratitude”
strategy was seldom used by the students whichweas common in the learning
targets. And in the high-to-low status (H-L), stats also rarely used “regret”
strategy which was also ranked as the most frecgtesiegies in the learning targets.
This result means the instruction of refusals toetations in these two situations was
not very successful.

However, the total mean scores for the refusalsugggestions increased in
the posttest. But it was found that the qualimthata did not show the same increase
as the quantitative data, because in general thierps used in the posttest were
different from the learning targets. Among thesthmost frequent learning strategies,
only “explanation” strategy was used by all thedstuts in three different situations,
but the other two strategies were different from lgarning targets. The following is
an example from IG 14 in refusals to suggestioris-t status. The situation was that

IG 14 was at a friend’s house watching TV. Therfd recommended her some snack.
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She turned it down, saying she had gained weigthtdzeh not feel comfortable in her

new clothes.

Friend: Hey, why don’t you try this new diet I'veén telling you about? It can make

you lose weight.

IG 14 refused by saying:

Pre: Dont you know that, the more delicious the snagkthe more weight will
increase(explanation with question). 2, 2, 2, 2=2

Post:No (no), thanks (gratitude)l’'m now trying to lose weight so that | can put my
new clothes ofexplanation). 3, 4, 2, 3=3

The learning targets in refusals to suggestiong Weause filler”, “positive
feeling” and “explanation”. The only strategy usedhe pretest was explanation and
no other two strategies of the learning targetseveenployed. Therefore, the score for
the aspect of strategies choices was only 2. Tiests used “no” and “gratitude”
strategies in the posttest, but these two stradegiere not the learning targets.
Therefore, the score for this aspect was 2 as welterms of the learning targets the
teaching of refusals to suggestion was not vergessful, in spite of the fact that the
overall score improved from 2 to 3 and the straggised by the students in the two
tests were reasonable according to the intuitiodmvofAmerican raters.

In conclusion, according to the above results, gtsively, the teaching
effects of explicit and implicit instruction weres ggood as expected, because the
scores in the posttest improved and there was rafisent difference between the
pretest and posttest and its effect size was lafealitatively, teaching refusals to
offers and requests were very effective, teachefgsals to invitations was partly

effective, and the least effectiveness was tead@hgals to suggestions. In general,
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the above results indicate that Chinese EFL stgdevere able to use more
appropriate English refusals patterns after inswac Therefore, Hypothesis 1 was
accepted, because there was difference betweetones before and after instruction

and there was an improvement after instruction.

4.1.2 A Comparison between the Pretest and the Posttest within EG and 1G
in Four Aspects of Appropriacy
The focus of the present study is to test the iegchffect in terms of
appropriacy, then the detailed aspects of approypmgere compared so as to examine
in what aspects the students showed the differandeto answer the first research
guestion and to test Hypothesis 1 further. Acaaydio the criteria for the written
DCT, four aspects were considered to rate approprfeom correct expressions,
quality of information, strategies choices and leMeformality. The comparison of
the mean scores of the four aspects was reflegtdtiebpaired samples t-test. The
following summary table will present quantitativelyhen the qualitative data will be

presented to confirm the results.
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Table4.4 A Comparison of Four Aspects of Appropriacy in the Pretest and

the Posttest within EG and |G

Appropriacy Group Test Mean SD Range n. df t Sig.
of Mean

Quality of EG Pretest 3252 247 24.27 29 28 -40.22* .0005

Information Posttest 56.79 2.60

IG Pretest 33.07 2.44 1696 29 28 -28.24* .0005
Posttest 50.03 2.52
Level of EG Pretest 34.10 2.70 23.45 29 28 -45.13* .0005
Formality Posttest 57.55 1.50
IG Pretest 35.21 251 1662 29 28 -26.19* .0005
Posttest 51.83 2.23
Strategies EG Pretest 31.64 292 21.29 29 28 -28.64* .0005
Choices Posttest 52.93 2.99
IG Pretest 32.66 3.16 1458 29 28 -21.69* .0005
Posttest 47.24 2.14
Correct EG Pretest 32.53 2.25 17.81 29 28 -30.53* .0005
Expressions Posttest 50.34 3.63
IG Pretest 31.93 2.10 1628 29 28 -30.07* .0005
Posttest 48.21 2.87
*t value is significant at the 0.05 level (et&iled).

From Table 4.4, the mean scores of the pretesitim ¢groups were very low,
but increased highly in the posttest. There wagaificant difference between the
pretest and the posttest, p value was .0005 andh mnaller than .05. In EG, the
mean score of the pretest was 31-35 which was @rdgcording to the category of
rating scale, for it was “not very appropriate”t bloe scores of the posttest increased
to above 50 which was 4, for it was “the most appede”. This similar result could
be found in IG. The mean scores of the posttels were between 47 and 51, though
not as high as the explicit group, they were mughér than the mean scores of the
pretest which were from 31 to 35. These findinglidate that there was a very high
improvement after treatment in four aspects of @appacy in both EG and IG.

According to the range of the mean scores, thedsigimprovement in EG

was quality of information, the range was 24.2°€; second one was level of formality,
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the range was 23.45. The improvement in stratediegces was ranked in the third,
the range was 21.29. The lowest improvement wagcoexpressions, the range was
17.81. The results in IG were similar as EG. Témeges of the mean scores in the
quality of information and level of formality wethe highest, which were 16.96 and
16.62 respectively. The lowest ranges of the mseores were in the correct
expressions and strategies choices, which wereHha 14.58 respectively. Briefly,
students in EG and IG could offer appropriate imfation and proper forms of
English refusals after instruction. But their eegBions were not as good as expected
and so were the strategies choices. It is expeghtadhe major aspect of appropriacy,
i.e. strategies choices, could be improved thedsgh Surprisingly, the mean scores
of itin EG and IG were much lower than the otlieee aspects, it was even worse in
IG which was the lowest in four aspects. It cobtlconcluded that the effects of
teaching English refusal strategies were not gawslgh and there was a room to
improve it.

The above quantitative analysis reveals the resullg in terms of scores
and number. The qualitative description could axplthe detailed patterns of an
improvement. Therefore, based on the responsesittén DCT (see Appendix F), an
example from EG 9 in the L-H status of refusalsntatations was selected to show
the whole process of improvement. The situatios sigpposed that EG 9 was in her
professor’s office talking about her final paperiethwas due in two weeks. The
professor indicated that he had a guest speakeingaim his next class and invited
her to attend that lecture but she could not. Sthdent’s status was low because the
professor was in high status. Hence, this wadwsakto an invitation from higher

status.
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The professor: By the way, | have a guest speakemy next class who will be
discussing issues which are relevant to your papésuld you like to attend?

EG 9 refuses by saying:

Pretest:_| very like tattend(positive feeling) but | cant(negative ability) because |

have to see my friend in the hospifakplanation) 1 really very Sorry

(regret) 2,3,2,3=3
Posttest: Oh, I'd love t¢positive feeling)ut | can’t(negative ability) |1 have a lot of

work to do. As you know, the final examinatiocaming(explanation)

5/5,55=5

In terms of correct expression, in the pretesteieression “I very like to

attend” had the same meaning as “I'd love to”, ibwas not as appropriate as the
meaning of “I'd love to” and grammatical incorréob. Also, the last expression for
showing “regret” was not grammatically correct. nide, it was graded the score 2.
While in the posttest, the expression for showihg positive feeling was very
appropriate and there was no grammatical mistakiee score increased to 5 in the
posttest. In terms of quality of information, thentence for explanation in the pretest
was very short and direct. Then the score of is Bafor “mostly appropriate”.
Whereas the sentence was long and had a genemaingdiast in the posttest: “I have
a lot of work to do; then the specific explanation was offered: “As yaow, the
final examination is coming”. Therefore, the scorereased to 5 in the posttest. In
terms of strategies choices, the strategies usdbeirpretest were almost the same
except “regret” strategy which was not very appiatprand incorrect. Therefore, the
student was marked 2 in the pretest. The strategied in the posttest were exactly

the same as the learning targets and the scoréwdds terms of level of formality,
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both expressions in the two tests were formal garteto refusing to a higher status

person. However, the expression in the pretestta@asumble by saying “Sorry”,

and there was no need for this situation accortbritpe learning targets. Hence, the
score in pretest was 3, but increased to 5 in tis&¢st.

Another example is IG 2 in the H-L status of refsda suggestions. The
situation was assumed that IG 2 was a languagédeat a university. It was just
about the middle of the term and one of her stiglasked to speak to her. IG 2 was a
teacher and the status was higher, her studeninwéiee lower status. Hence, this
example was a refusal to suggestions from the Ietetus.

Student: Ah, excuse me, some of the students \atiad after class recently and we
kind of feel that the class would be better if yawuld give us more practice in
conversation and less on grammar.

IG 2 refused by saying:

Pre:I’'m not giveyou chance to practichegative ability). But now we need basic

(explanation). 2, 3,3,2=3
Post: It's a good idea(positive feeling),but | think we must learn step by step
(explanation)maybe next step I'll do what you sdalternative). 4,5, 4,5=5
In terms of correct expressions,fttst sentence in the pretest “I'm not give
you chance to practice” was an incorrect expresgworshowing “negative ability”
and there was a grammatical mistake as well. Almsecond sentence “But now we
need basic” was incorrect to express the meanitgpta the basic knowledge at first.
Therefore, the score for it was only 2; while ie ghosttest the sentence “It's a good
idea” was appropriate expression for showing “pesiteeling”. And the sentence “I

think we must learn step by step” was an appraprédpression for expressing to
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learn something basic. It was better than theeptet Therefore, the score for it
increased to 4. In terms of quality of informatidhe explanation sentence in the
pretest “But now we need basic” was a short andnmadete expression; while the
same explaining sentence “but | think we must lestap by step” was much better
than the pretest. Therefore, the score improvethfB in the pretest to 5 in the
posttest. In terms of strategies choices, only $wategies were chosen in the pretest
and no “alternative” strategy was used, thus, tweswas 3. The strategies in the
posttest were almost the same as the learningtsabyg with some variations of
“negative ability” strategy. Therefore, the scaras 4. In terms of level of formality,
the posttest was more polite and formal than tleéept which was appropriate for this
status. The score changed from 2 to 5.

In conclusion, according to the above results,glveas a big improvement
for Chinese EFL students using English refusalstarms of four aspects of
appropriacy after instruction. The comparativeheigimprovements in EG and 1G
were the quality of information and level of forntgl whereas scores of the correct
expressions and strategies choices in EG and I@ wemparatively lower. This
result testified further for Hypothesis 1. The bthpesis can be accepted because there

was a difference and an improvement in four aspgfcappropriacy after instruction.

4.2 The Comparison between the Explicit and Implicit I nstruction

In response to the second research question: ‘Beestany differences
between explicit and implicit instruction to thetding of English refusals in Chinese
EFL context?” the comparison of the posttest betwe@® and IGwas made in terms

of mean scores of written DCT, effect size, disttibn of scores and four aspects of
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appropriacy. The results are presented both gatmély and qualitatively. It is
hoped that Hypothesis 2 can be tested to deterihthere is a significant difference

between explicit and implicit instruction.

4.2.1 A General Comparison of the Posttest between EG and 1G
The comparison between explicit and implicit instron was made through
the mean scores and the standard deviation of db#egt of EG and IG so as to
examine Hypothesis 2 if there was a significarfedénce between the mean scores of
two groups. Therefore, an independent samplet taas used for testing the mean
difference between EG and IG of the posttest. Heumore, Cohen’s d value was
calculated through Becker's (1999) effect size walkor with the t-value, the mean

score and the standard deviation. The followitdetahows the results.

Table 4.5 A Comparison of the Posttest in Written DCT between EG and I1G

Group M SD n df t Sig. d
EG 5345 2.44 29 56 7.08* .001 1.86
IG 49.14 2.18 29

* t value is significant at the 0.05 level (twoleal).

Table 4.5 reveals that the mean scores of explrait implicit groups were
significantly different, t=7.084, p=.001<.05. Theean score of the explicit group
was 53.45 and was higher than the value 49.14eointiplicit group, though the range
of them was not very large. This result means that explicit instruction was
statistically higher than the implicit instructiomteaching effect. In other words, the
explicit instruction seemed to be an effective way teaching how to refuse in

English. The implicit instruction could be usedt@aching pragmatic competence as
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well, but was not an effective teaching methodhesexplicit instruction. From the
table, the effect size of the two groups was lafgehen’s d=1.86>.8 and we could
conclude that the effect size of the implicit grougs smaller than the explicit group.
Furthermore, the distribution of ssone EG and IG was counted according
to the frequency of the scores so as to show tteleld tendency of the scores in each

group. The following table can show the detaflgdres.

Table4.6 A Comparison of Distribution of Scoresin the Posttest between EG

and IG

Score EG G
Frequency % Frequency %

#43 0 0 1# 35
46 0 0 1 3.5
#HAT 1# 3.5 4 13.8
48 0 0 5 17.2
49 0 0 5 17.2
Total 1 1 3.5 16 55.2
50 2 6.9 5 17.2
51 3 10.3 5 17.2
52 4 13.8 2 6.9
53 5 17.2 0 0
*54 3 10.3 1* 35
55 4 13.8 0 0
56 4 13.8 0 0
*57 3* 10.3 0 0
Total 2 28 96.4 13 44.8

Grand Total 29 100 29 100
*57 highestin EG  *5Highest in IG
#47 lowestin EG #48west in IG

From Table 4.6, 28 EG students obtained the sdmosgea50 and occupied
96.4%; while 13 IG students which occupied 44.8%erh that score. Only one EG
student obtained the score below 49; whereas 12%55IG students obtained the
score and occupied more than half of total IG sttgle The highest score in EG was

57 and three students (10.3%) gained the scorde wie highest score in IG was 54
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and only one student (3.5%) obtained the scoree folowing Figure 4.1 can show

the tendency in a different form.

20% mEG

mG

15% _|

10% _|

5%—|

0%—

43 46 47 48 49 50 51 52 53 54 55 56 57

Figure 4.1 A Comparison of Written DCT in the Posttest between EG and |G

The above figure reveals that the central tendém&G was concentrated in
the score from 52 to 57 which was very high; wihile central tendency in IG was
concentrated in the score from 47 to 51 which watsvery high and lower than that
of EG. The highest score in EG was 57 and wasehitan the highest score in IG
which was 54. The lowest score in EG was 47 arsl mgher than the lowest score
in IG as well which was 43. The scores from 4%1owere occupied by IG which

was comparatively low, but the scores from 52 tavgre occupied by EG which was

comparatively high.
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Comparing the responses of the posttest betweeardGG (see Appendix
F), we found that among the four stimulus typespxormances of EG in refusals to
invitations and requests were better than thaGpbkcause the strategies used by EG
were closer to the learning targets than thosé&inlh the performance in refusals to
offers, there was no difference between EG andéGause both EG and IG students
could use English refusal strategies almost theesasmlearning strategies, and the
good teaching effect was obvious. In the perforrean refusals to suggestions, there
was no difference between EG and IG as well, bth B¢ and IG students could not
use English refusal strategies the same as leataiggts, and the teaching effect was
unsuccessful.

In refusals to invitations, in the L-H status b&® and IG students could
use the same strategies as the learning targetheik-E status, more EG students
could use “gratitude” strategy, but few IG studamed the strategy; in the H-L status,
many EG students could use “regret” strategy appatgby as the learning targets, no
IG students used this strategy appropriately. efogals to requests, in the L-H status
and E-E status EG students could use more “regred”“alternative” strategies than
IG students; in the H-L status, “positive feelirgifategy as one of the learning targets
was used more by EG students. The analysis iredidhtt the explicit group could
achieve a better result than the implicit groupeifusals to invitations and requests.

In refusals to offers, both EG and IG students wdetbst the same English
refusals patterns as the learning targets. Ih{Hestatus, the students in both groups
could use the learning targets strategies suclpasitive feeling”, “gratitude” and
“explanation”; in the E-E status, almost all thedsints in both groups could use the

targets strategies such as “no”, “gratitude” anxptfanation”; in the H-L status, 100%
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students in both groups used “giving comfort” arekting the interlocutor off the
hook” strategies which was very perfect. The asialghows that the teaching effect
in refusals to offers was good, but there was noouis difference between EG and IG.

However, in refusals to suggestions, the strategimasloyed in both groups
were almost the same, but all far away from thenleg targets. In the L-H status,
except “explanation” strategy, no students in bgtbups used the strategies in the
learning targets such as “negative ability” anddalative” strategies. Rather, the
students adopted “future acceptance” and “positeading” strategies which were
deviant from the learning targets. In the E-Eugastudents in both groups tended to
use more “no” and “gratitude” strategies ratherntlfpause filler” and “positive
feeling” strategies. In the H-L status, studensedimore “positive feeling” and
“gratitude” strategies instead of “negative” andtémative” strategies. The analysis
indicates that the teaching effect in refusalsuggestions was not very effective and
the explicit and implicit instruction had the sameffectiveness.

To sum up, according to the above results, thei@kgkaching could
achieve a better effect than the implicit teachifitne effect size of the explicit group
was comparatively larger than that of the implgribup. The frequency of the higher
scores in EG was higher than that of IG. Qualiedyi, in teaching refusals to
invitations and requests the explicit teaching Wetier than the implicit teaching. In
teaching refusals to offers and suggestions thexe mo difference between the two
instructions, but teaching refusal to offers waeaive; while no good instructional
effect could be found in teaching refusals to ssggas. Although there was a partly
ineffectiveness in the qualitative data, a conodmscan be drawn that there was

difference between the explicit and implicit instion. Therefore, Hypothesis 2 can
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be rejected because there was a difference betwyeenwo instructions and the

explicit instruction was better than the implicistruction.

4.2.2 A Comparison of the Posttest between EG and I G in Four Aspects of

Appropriacy

Same purpose as indicated in section 4.1.2, fquecs of appropriacy, i.e.
correct expressions, quality of information, stgiés choices and level of formality
were compared between EG and IG separately. Hoped that the second research
guestion and Hypothesis 2 were tested in the fepeets of appropriacy.

Table 4.7 A Comparison of Four Aspects of Appropriacy in the Posttest between

EGand IG
Appropriacy Group n Mean SD Rangeof Mean df t Sig.
Quality of EG 29 56.79 2.59 6.76 56 10.04* .001
Information IG 29 50.03 2.52
Level of EG 29 5755 1.50 5.72 56 11,44* .001
Formality IG 29 51.83 224
Strategies EG 29 5293 2.99 5.69 56 8.33* .001
Choices IG 29 47.24 2.15
Correct EG 29 50.34 3.64 2.13 56 2.48* .016
Expressions IG 29 4821 2.87

* t-value is significant at the 0.05 level(twtailed).

Table 4.7 compares four aspects of appropriaciierposttest between EG
and IG. The mean scores of four aspects werefisignily different between the two
groups, p=.016 and .001<.05. The mean scoreseadxplicit group were 50-57 and
the highest score was 57.55. These mean scoES wwere much larger than the IG
mean scores in which only two of them were about e standard deviation of EG
in the correct expressions was 3.64 which was tafgen that of IG with 2.87. The

central tendency of EG was not good as that of Kwever, this range did not
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influence a general better result of EG. In gelnéhna four aspects of appropriacy in
EG were much better than those of IG.

Specifically, the order of four aspects of appracyi was ranked according
to the degree of range of the mean scores betwé&emrte 1G, then the quality of
information was put in the first rank, because ithean score of EG was 56.79, the
range with IG was 6.76. Under such an analysissi&t@ents could offer appropriate
information much better than IG students. The sda@nk was level of formality,
because the range of EG and IG in this aspect wi&s 5This difference shows that
EG students could use more proper refusal pattears IG students. The third rank
was strategies choices, the range of the two grovwgss 5.69. It seemed that the
explicit teaching was better than IG in teachinglish refusal strategies, though the
scores for both groups were not very high. Theektwank was correct expressions,
the range between the two groups was only 2.13.e [Blwest rank of correct
expression means that the students in both groeps mot good at using appropriate
English refusals expressions, though the statisticalysis revealed there was a
significant difference.

The above quantitative data indicate the differeme®veen the four aspects
of appropriacy. The qualitative data show theeddhce between EG and IG in a
different angle (see Appendix F). Take EG 20 &d®5b who gained the highest score
in EG and IG respectively as an example to shovdifierence. The situation was one
inviting EG 20 or IG 25 to dinner, but he/she rgddlad something important to do and
could not accept the invitation. It was a refusahn invitation from the equal status.
Friend: How about coming over for dinner Sundayhtf?g We're having a small dinner

party.
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EG 20 and IG 25 refuse by saying:
EG 20: No (no), thanks(gratitude). I've had another appointmer(explanation).

Maybe next timéfuture acceptance). 5, 5, 5, 5=5
IG 25: Oh, no(no),you know | have a meeting to attend Sunday r(gkplanation).

5,4,3,4=4

In terms of correct expressions, both EG 20 an@3@ained the full score,
because the expressions were appropriate andweeeeno grammatical mistakes. In
quality of information, the information expressedEG 20 was more than IG 25. EG
25 expressed more information by using gratitude falure acceptance. That was
why EG 20 obtained the full score, while 1G 25 vgaaded the lower score than EG
20. The strategies choices by EG 20 were morelthé@b. Four strategies were used
by EG 20 and were similar to the learning targetisereas only two strategies were
selected by IG 25 which was away from the learriargets. The score for EG 20
was the full score of 5; while the score for IG \®&s only 3. Since the strategies
choices were marked well in EG 20, the level ofifality was completely appropriate,
because it was polite and proper to the situatibime score for it was 5; the score for
IG 25 was 4 because the strategies choices werasnappropriate as EG 20. From
the analysis EG 20 was better than IG 25.

Even the students who gained the lowest score irRGIG could show the
difference. The lowest score in EG was 47 whilédnt was 43. Only one student in
EG and IG obtained the lowest score respectivdlyey were EG 4 and IG 15. Take
refusals to request in the equal status as an dganipe situation was that a classmate,

who frequently missed classes, asked to borrow E@hdl IG 15's class notes, but
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he/she did not want to give them to him. This wagfusal to request from the equal
status.
The classmate: You know | missed the last classildCbplease borrow your notes
from that class?
EG 4 and IG 15 refused by saying:
EG 4:I'm sorry (regret). | think you must borrow other@lternative). | need it to
review my classe@®xplanation). 3,5, 4, 4=4

IG 15:0h, no(no),I'll use it in a momengexplanation). 3, 3, 2, 3=3

In terms of correct expressions, theression of EG 4 was not very
appropriate such as “I need it to review my classesgpecially the phrase “review my
classes” was not appropriate. The score for it3va3he expression of IG 15 had no
grammatical mistakes, but the expression was sHdrerefore, the score for it was 3,
too. As to the quality of information of EG 4was very lengthy with three sentences.
The score for it was the full score 5. But thetesroes used by IG 15 were very short
and the information was not lengthy. The scoratfaras only 3. The three strategies
used by EG 4 were same as the learning targetswiibt some variations in
expressions and the score for it was 4. The numbstrategies used by IG 15 was
two and only “explanation” strategy was same addhming targets and the score for
it was 2. Furthermore, the level of formality wadite by using “I'm sorry” to show
“regret” strategy or “you may borrow others” to ghéalternative” strategy. Thus,
the score for EG 4 was 4, but for IG 15 it wase&tduse the degree of politeness was
not very high.

In general, EG was better than IG in terms of faspects of appropriacy.

Specifically, the quality of information, level &drmality and strategies choices in EG
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were much better than those in IG. The correctresgions in EG did not perform
better than that in IG as the other three aspettse results in the four aspects of
appropriacy can also determine the difference arettibn in Hypothesis 2. That is,
there was a difference between the explicit andiampnstruction and the explicit

instruction was better than the implicit instruatio

4.3 The Retention Effect

In response to the third research question, “Caneé3le EFL students retain
the appropriate use of English refusals after urtsion?” the mean scores, effect size
and four aspects of appropriacy of the posttestdaidyed posttest were compared
guantitatively and qualitatively so as to refletie tretention effect. Also, the
distribution frequency of the delayed posttest wasinted. The purpose of the
comparison is to examine if the students can reatenearning targets three months

after instruction. As a result, Hypothesis 3 cartdstified accordingly.

4.3.1 A General Comparison of the Posttest and the Delayed Posttest
Firstly, the mean scores of the posttest and tHayeé posttest were
compared and a paired-samples t-test was used tm @samine Hypothesis 3 in
general.

Table 4.8 A Comparison of the Posttest and the Delayed Posttest within EG

and IG
Group Test Mean SD n df t Sig.
EG Posttest 53.45 2.4429 28 2.42* .022
Delayed Posttest52.03 2.57
IG Posttest 49.14 2.1829 28 2.99* .006

Delayed Posttest48.00 1.53
*t value is significant at the 0.05 level (twailed).




136

The mean scores of the delayed posttest in EG@raktreased. The mean
score for the delayed posttest of EG was compatgthigh, i.e. 52.03, but lower than
that of the posttest. There was a significantedsiice in the explicit group. The
participants in the explicit group could not reme&mthe learning targets as expected
within three months. For the implicit group, tle®es in the delayed posttest decreased
and there was a significant difference as well.e Tirean score (48.00) of the delayed
posttest was lower than that (49.14) of the pdsttds a consequence, the effects of
retention after three months in the implicit growgre not very good as expected.

Secondly, the effect size of EG and IG was caledlatTo obtain the effect
size, the value of Cohen’s d was calculated throGgipeda’s (2008) effect size
calculator. Its effect size was small in both greu Because d values of the two
groups fall in the comparatively lower size. Comgpi@aely speaking, the effect size
of the explicit group was smaller than the impligibup, because d value of EG
was .45 which fall in the lower size, i.e. loweath.5; while d value of the implicit
group was larger than that of EG, .58 which fallhe medium size, i.e. larger than .5,

but smaller than the large size of .8. The follogviable shows the results.

Table4.9 Effect Size of the Posttest and the Delayed Posttest within EG and 1G

Group Test Mean SD n Corréation Sig. d
EG Pretest 53.45 2.4429 21 .266 .45
Delayed Posttest52.03 2.57
IG Posttest 49.14 2.1829 44* .18 .58

Delayed Posttest48.00 1.53
*correlation value is significant at the 0.09dé

Thirdly, in order to detect the full distributiorf ecores for every student,
the frequencies of decreasing, improving and ngoravement were counted as

shown in Table 4.10.
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Table 4.10 Distribution of Scoresin the Delayed Posttest within EG and 1G

Sign EG G
Frequency % Frequency %
< 19 65.5 14 48.3
> 8 27.6 6 20.7
= 2 6.9 9 31.0
Total 29 100 29 100

< means the sdorehe delayed posttest decreased,;
> means the sdorehe delayed posttest increased;
= means the scofdbe posttest and the delayed posttest werd.equa

From the above table, the scores of the delayetigsbsmong the majority
of students decreased, some students made an ienpeov in the delayed posttest
and very few of them did not improve in the delapedttest. 65.5% EG students and
48.3 % IG students’ scores decreased in the delagstiest. It seems natural that the
students could not remain exactly same scoreseapdkttest. However, 27.6% EG
students and 20.7% IG students had improved. ite spnot very high percentages,
the treatment was somewhat effective and could nsakee students retain for a
period of time. 6.9% EG student and 31% IG stuslebtained the same low scores
as the posttest. This sameness indicates furbliarthe instruction seemed to be
effective and could make the students keep at thastame level as the posttest.

If we compared the responses of the delayed postidsthe posttest (see
Appendix F), we could find that the performance refusals to invitations and
requests was comparatively good in comparison wighpretest. But the students
could not retain the achievement as they did inptbsttest because their strategies use
decreased in the delayed posttest and there weasatone strategy different from the
learning strategies especially in refusals to atiohs and requests. For example, in
EG of refusals to invitations, in the L-H statusdestudents in the delayed posttest

used “positive feeling” and “negative ability” stegies, but in the posttest many
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students used them; in the E-E status few studesets “no” and “gratitude” strategies,
instead they used more “positive feeling” stratadych were quite different from the
posttest; in the H-L status “future acceptancedtstyy which was not the focus in the
learning targets was used more than other stratedreEG of refusals to requests, in
the L-H and E-E status, “alternative” strategy wsed less by the students in the
delayed posttest. Similar decreasing could bedonnG in these two stimulus types.
The above analysis can confirm the quantitativaultesthat after three months
students could memorize the most strategies buasiekpected as in the posttest. As
a matter of fact, it was natural that they could manember exactly the same as the
posttest.

In refusals to offers and suggestions, the strasegised in the delayed
posttest were almost the same as the posttesttmE® and IG. Differently, the
strategies used in refusals to offers in the delgp@sttest were closer to the learning
targets. But the strategies used in refusals ggestions were far away from the
learning targets. Regardless of the opposite ¢aseuld show that the instruction
could make students remember at least the samiealetiee posttest.

In general, the result could be summarized thatré¢hention for learners
was better than the pretest, though it was notas @s the posttest. The effect size
was not large in both groups because of decreasinghe delayed posttest.
Comparatively speaking, the effect size of the iekpyroup was smaller than the
implicit group. Qualitative data reveal that theategies used in the delayed posttest
decreased and not as expected as the posttestiadigpe refusals to invitations and
requests. In refusals to offers and suggestitresstudents kept the same level as the

posttest. The decreasing in the delayed postegsbdstrates that the retention degree
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was not as good as the posttest after instrudbiginit was much better than the pretest.
Hence, Hypothesis 3 was rejected, i.e. the studeatsretain appropriate use of

English refusals three months after instruction.

4.3.2 A Comparison between the Posttest and the Delayed Posttest in Four
Aspects of Appropriacy
To further answer the third research question angdt Hypothesis 3, four
aspects of appropriacy were used. The scores brt&& and IG were compared,
and then the paired-samples t-test was adopterkasmied in the following.
Table 4.11 A Comparison of Four Aspects of Appropriacy in the Posttest and the

Delayed Posttest within EG and I1G

Appropriacy Group Test Mean SD Range n df t Sig.

of Mean
Correction EG Posttest 50.34 3.64 5.96 29 28 5.97* .001
Expressions Delayed 44.38 4.75
Posttest

IG Posttest 48.21 2.87 4.49 29 28 7.01* .001
Delayed 43.72 3.48

Posttest
Quality of EG Posttest 56.79 2.60 4.38 29 28 5.96* .001
Information Delayed 52.41 3.17

Posttest

IG Posttest 50.03 2.52 106 29 28 2.27* .031
Delayed 48.97 1.84

Posttest
Level of EG Posttest 57.55 1.50 3.69 29 28 9.21* .001
Formality Delayed 53.86 2.01

Posttest

IG Posttest 51.83 2.23 221 29 28 4.99* .001
Delayed 49.62 1.56

Posttest
Strategies EG Posttest 52.93 2.99 3.07 29 28 3.65* .001
Choices Delayed 49,86 2.74

Posttest

IG Posttest 47.24 2.14 -45 29 28 -1.25 219
Delayed 47.69 2.17
Posttest

*t value is significant at the 0.05 level (twadled).
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From the above table, we could see that the ca&&iand IG was slightly
different. The mean scores of posttest and delgyesttest in EG were all
significantly different, p=.001<.05. Instead otieasing in the delayed posttest, the
mean scores in EG all decreased. Among the fqecés of appropriacy, the aspect
of correct expressions was the first one that desa®@ most, the range of the posttest
and the delayed posttest was 5.96. The scoreaalitygof information and level of
formality decreased the second and the third ntbst,ranges were 4.38 and 3.69
respectively. This rank indicates that these tlasgects were not emphasized in the
instruction of EG; thus, the students forgot. Tinest less decreasing was the aspect
of strategies choices, the range was 3.69. Prgbablay be that strategies pattern
had left a very strong impression on the students.

While in 1G, the tendency of a decrease was diffevdth EG. The mean
scores in the correct expressions, quality of miaiion and level of formality were
significant different, p=.001, .031<.05. Howev#re mean scores of the strategies
choices had no significant difference, p=.219>.8ame as EG, the biggest range was
in the correct expressions, i.e. 4.49, but the s@gange was in level of formality
which was comparatively smaller, i.e. 2.21. Theal4est range was only 1.06 in
quality of information. These two ranges had tippasite rank with EG. This
tendency means that these three aspects weremyampressive for students to learn.
Interestingly, instead of decreasing, the meanescobrthe strategies choices in the
delayed posttest increased a little from 47.24 T®%69. The reasons may be that
strategies pattern had left a very strong impressiothe students.

The above decreasing could be reflected in theoresgs data of written DCT

(see Appendix F). Here is an example from EG 25he E-E status of refusals to
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requests. The situation was assumed that a clésswmiao frequently missed classes,
asked to borrow EG 25’s class notes, but she digvaat to give them to him.
The classmate: You know | missed the last classuldCl please borrow your notes
from that class?
EG 25 refused by saying:
Post:Oh, I'm sorry(regret). I'm still using it (explanation). Perhaps some else can
help you(alternative). 5,4,5,5=5
Delayed:I’'m sorry (regret),but | cant(negative).I’'m using it now (explanation).
54,3,4=4

In terms of correct expressions, the student irh kests used correct
expressions for different patterns and there wergrammatical mistakes. The scores
for this were 5. In quality of information, thength for “regret” and “explanation”
was not very long, e.g. “I'm sorry”, “I'm using now”. Thus, the scores for them
were both 4 which means “mostly appropriate”. démits of strategies choices, the
strategies used in the posttest were almost the smnthe learning targets, that is,
“regret”, “explanation” and “alternative”. The geofor it was 5 which meant
“completely appropriate”. While the strategiesdigethe delayed posttest were away
from the learning targets without “alternative”argy. Therefore, the score for it was
reduced to 3. Since the level of strategies clsoreas appropriate in the posttest, the
level of formality was appropriate by expressingre2 and explanation in a polite
way. Consequently, the score for it was 5 as wBllit for the delayed posttest, the
strategy use was not very appropriate, the levérohality was “mostly appropriate”

by using only regret and explanation. Therefdre,dcore for it was 4.
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Another example is from IG 9 in the H-L status efusals to offers. The
situation was that IG 9 was at his home with hisnid. He was admiring the expensive
new pen that his father gave him. His friend betgen down on a low table. At this
time, his nanny went past the low table, the pérofethe floor and it was ruined.
Nanny: Oh, | am so sorry. I'll buy you a new one.

IG 9 refused by saying (Knowing she is only a tgena

Post: Forget it (give comfort),that’s just an accidenflet off the hook). Besides, |
want to change a new oflet off the hook). 5,4,5,5=5

Delayed:Forget (give comfort),it's just an accidentlet off the hook).l won't blame
you(give comfort). 3,4,5,4=4

In terms of correct expressions, the three sensemcéhe posttest were all
correct in expressions and grammar. The scoret fmas full, i.e. 5. But in the
delayed posttest, the first word “Forget” was naprapriate, and the score for it was
3. In quality of information, the information imoth tests was not very strong and
sentences were comparatively short, but they werepable, therefore, the scores for
them were equal, that was 4. In strategies chpicesiparing with the learning
patterns, the strategies used in the posttest werg appropriate, especially the
second “let off the hook” strategy was a furthepgament for the first one. The
score for it was 5. While in the delayed posttdst, sentence “I won't blame you”
was another way for giving comfort which was appiate as the posttest. The score
for it was 5. In terms of level of formality, itag a formal situation because of the
higher to lower status, both of them were polite only difference was the strategies
choices in the delayed posttest were lower tharptsttest. Therefore, the score for

them was different, the delayed posttest decreased.
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To sum up, the scores in the delayed posttest asetemostly in three
aspects of appropriacy: correct expressions, qualtinformation and level of
formality. The strategies choices decreased le@sialitative data confirmed the
guantitative data. This result can also confirnpéthesis 3 because the students can

retain appropriate uses of English refusal strategi four aspects of appropriacy.

4.4 Opinions about the I nstruction

To answer the fourth research question: “What de €hinese EFL
students’ opinions about the explicit and implicistruction for teaching English
refusals?” four questions were raised in the writself-report. The answers to the
first and second question mainly concerned with ¢hanges in learning refusal
strategies and English learning after instructiorhe answers to the third question
dealt with the opinions about the explicit and immipkeaching methods. The answers
to the fourth question were the opinions aboutrétention of the learning refusal
strategies. Based on the criteria of transcripiio®.5.2.4, the detailed classifications
of all the answers were made and they are put peAgix H. The following sections

deal with the classifications in general.

4.4.1 Changes after Instruction
Question One in the written self-report is “Haveuaywticed any changes in
your performances when realizing refusals aftetrilesion? If so, how do they
change? Please specify”. According to the clasdifins, there were two kinds of
answers: positive and negative.
For the positive answers, almost half of EG stuslemtd the majority of 1G

students held that they had known different pastefmEnglish refusals. And some EG
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and IG subjects declared that after learning theyewikely to say more “Thank you”
and “I'd love to but | can’'t” which were not useeéry often in Chinese refusals, and
they could avoid repetition of “Sorry” in every ttion which usually happened in
Chinese refusals. Both EG and IG students thotlgtitthey were influenced heavily
by Chinese culture before their learning. Als@ytieported they knew how to refuse
more politely and more euphemistically. Their thboureflected their changes after
explicit and implicit instruction. This result dduprove the first research question of
present study further that there was a good effié@xplicit and implicit instruction.
On the negative side, they held that there werenmay changes after instruction,
because the patterns of the different types warelasi and there was no obvious
difference. The number in this answer was very.fe@nly four IG participants
declared it, while no EG students thought so.

As to Question Two in the written self-report, “What aspects did the
instruction benefit to your performance of Engligarning? Please refer to the
specified part of the instruction”, this part coolifer the answer to the fourth research
guestion in another aspect. According to the dlaasons, more than half of EG
subjects showed that they benefited a lot in kndgéeabout English culture and
customs and differences between Chinese and Engbshe subjects in IG declared
so. Again most EG and IG students declared thatinistruction was good for
improving their oral and listening ability and thépew the different forms and
patterns of English refusals. Their clarificatioan confirm the answer to the first
research question, i.e. there was an improvemdst #fhie explicit and implicit
instruction.  Furthermore, Hypothesis 1 was tedbgdthe confirmation of the

difference between the pretest and the posttebtriG and IG.
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4.4.2 Comments on Teaching Methods

The third question in the written self-report wasHhat do you think of the
teaching method used in the instruction of teachmgerican refusals?”. The
answers to this question could be two sides. Oa highly praising, the other held
that there was a room for an improvement in thehieg method.

In general, both groups thought that teaching effems good, because the
instruction made them know more about English @@fymatterns and they enjoyed
learning it. The general comments they offeredlmahsted as follows:

1) Very detailed, systematic and well-focused cohtgood interaction,
teaching materials and handout; and good to behtaby a native
speaker.

2) Enlarging more knowledge about English cultunel avidening views;
Creating a real situation, enjoying real refusaategies, easy to learn
and understand, and very interesting.

3) Practicing and improving oral and listening #piland language
ability;Creating a bridge between English and Cééand correcting
many mistakes made in learning English refusals.

4) Flexible, useful and practical method; makingbsiorn learning live;

knowing more about American teaching method.

5) Teaching how to speak, how to be a good humangband the

development of human being.

6) Close to native English and enriching our life

In terms of teaching method including content, hag material, handout,

interaction, design etc., some subjects in thei@kaind implicit groups thought that
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the methods were very detailed and systematic. @rthe subjects in the explicit
group reported:I*'ve learned a lot form it. It's a pity that it dnlasted four weeks and
it would be nicer to be longér Part of subjects in the implicit group thoughat
method was flexible, useful and practical, and d@de boring learning alive and made
them know more about American way of teaching.

With regard to the comparison of the explicit taaghand implicit teaching,
in general, the implicit teaching was criticized o Some 1G subjects did not think
that they had benefited more after the implicitrmstion, because they thought that
the patterns of English refusals were similar ahdytcould not make a clear
distinction. This case might be due to the faet tihhe implicit teaching method did
not show the comparison of different situationshefefore, some subjects might be
confused. As a result, the explicit instructiorulcblead to a better effect than the
implicit instruction. This result can confirm the&econd research question and
Hypothesis 2, that is to say, there was a diffezdnetween the explicit and implicit
instruction, the former was clearer than the latter

However, some students in both groups held thaetlhvas a room for the
instruction to improve. Some EG students suggesiatdthe forms of teaching needed
to change in flexibility. Other IG students suggesthat a more clear comparison
between Chinese and English refusals was highlymmetended. For example, in the
feedback step in IG, a teacher might offer the sagigns to student’s action and
offered some comparisons of the patterns so asalerthem remember the patterns
deeply. Briefly, the implicit instruction had sordesadvantages and could not be over

the explicit instruction.
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4.4.3 Opinions about Retention after Instruction

Question Four in the written self-report was “Douythink you can

definitely use the refusal expressions you leaindadstruction if you actually face a
real conversation in an English-speaking contextiy®\Please explain”. There were
three kinds of answer. The first was quite agreedbe second was partly agreeable,
the last one was disagreeing.

In line with the analysis, the majority of EG ar@é $ubjects were sure that
they could use the English refusal patterns inah s#¢uation, because they thought
there were lots of English refusal strategies irtimind. The real situation could
activate their memory and then they could use thexibly. Some subjects indicated
that they could use the refusal strategies but high anxiety. They explainedYes,
| can, but at first, a little nervous; Yes, but metll-performed, need practice; Yes,
but may be influenced by Chinese culture; Yes thearetical speaking it is OK
The explanation confirms the third research quadhat the subjects could memorize
the patterns after instruction. However, a smalit @f subjects declared that they
could not use them even if in a real situation,aose they were nervous and they
could not make a clear difference between diffesgtniations. The frequency of it in
IG was bigger than that of in EG. Hence, the @xplnstruction could make the
subjects feel more confident in using American safwstrategies; while the implicit
instruction could not reach the outcome as theie@kphstruction. These opinions
could support the third research question and Hgsis 3. Hypothesis 3 was
rejected by the fact that the students could rethen appropriate use of English
refusals patterns, however, the retention effec elecreasing in comparison with the

posttest.
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4.5 Summary

In this chapter the results of the written DCT ahd written self-report
were presented. The quantitative data were andlygendependent sample t-test and
paired samples t-test, and the frequency of digioh of scores was accounted. The
effect size of different groups was calculated tigio the effect size calculator. As to
the qualitative data, the responses of written D@¥e first illustrated and then an
analysis was presented. Lastly, the transcribiedpatim the results of the written
self-report were presented. From the analysis; fesearch questions have already
been answered. The three hypotheses have beé#iedestThe answer to the first
research question was positive, both explicit anglicit instructions were good to
teach American English refusal strategies. Thepdthesis 1 was accepted. The
answer to the second research question was thed thas a difference between
explicit and the implicit instruction. Generallpesaking, the former was better than
the latter. Hence, the null hypothesis of Hypohess rejected. The answer to the
third research question was positive too. Studeoisld retain English refusal
strategies three months after instruction. Thssiitecould reject the null hypothesis in
Hypothesis 3. The answer to the fourth researestqun shows that students felt they
had learned a lot from the instruction, the teaghirethods were acceptable to them
and they were sure they could use what they hadddan a real situation. All above
answers could be found not only in the quantitatie¢éa, but also in the qualitative
data. The results in these two kinds of data \mbr®st the same. The following two

chapters will discuss the results in detail andrsanize the findings.



CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION

This chapter will discuss the results of the prestundy by comparing with
the previous related studies in the literatureeevin four parts. The first part will
illustrate reasonable explanations for the resoltsteaching effect for teaching
pragmatics which deal with the first research qoasand Hypothesis 1. The second
part will discuss the second research questionHymbthesis 2 including the results
of the comparison between the explicit and the icitpinstruction in teaching
pragmatics. The third part will discuss the thiedearch question and Hypothesis 3
concerning the retention of English refusal stri@e@fter instruction. The last part
will offer the possible reasons for the interprietatof the results from the perspective

of a theoretical framework, i.e. noticing hypotlsefgir the present study.

5.1 The Teaching Effects after Instruction

One of the objectives of the present study wasxtmene the effects of
instruction for teaching pragmatics. The firste@sh question was concerned with
the issue if instruction of pragmatics was teachabHypothesis 1 assumed that
there was an improvement after instruction. Acoadto previous analysis in
Chapter 4, the results could prove that there wgsaal effect of teachability after
instruction in the present study. Therefore, Higpsts 1 was accepted. The

following three sections will discuss the resuttdime with 4.1.1 and 4.1.2.



150

5.1.1 Factorsfor | mprovement after Instruction

As noted in the first part of 4.1.1, the presentdsgtproved that both explicit
and implicit instruction had a positive effect mathing English refusals. That is,
learners receiving instruction in learning pragesmbutperformed those who did not.
By comparison with the previous related studieg finesent study shared some
similarities with them in the following aspectsietmumber and language level of
participants, amount of instructional time, resbatesign and data collection. Other
possible interpretation for an improvement aftestinction in the present study could
be found as discussed in the following three factor

The first factor is that both EG and IG studentswadd a great interest in
learning how to refuse in English appropriatelyt whs their first time for them to
learn English in this way because they learned imginly in written forms such as
reading, vocabulary, grammar and writing beforeytlkatered the university. The
teaching, also, was conducted by an American teaufe arose their great curiosity.
After each period, students reported they activigighed their task by searching on
line for the related patterns and practicing whatythad learned with their American
teacher. Their motivation was very high; therefahe learning was very effective.
The same case could be found in Tateyama’s (2@0dy.s One important reason can
account for a good effect of explicit teaching is $tudy is motivation, that is, those in
the explicit group who indicated a strong intenestearning Japanese and Japanese
culture could score higher. In Cohen’s (2008) &sadle study, using the website for
learning Spanish pragmatics and performing requagtdogies, and service encounters,
it was found to be strong learner motivation toiaye pragmatic skills.

The above analysis could be proved in the datdefwritten self report.
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When being asked for how much the instruction reeligehis/her English learning,
EG 8 declared that:fitstly, the instruction taught us how to refusées politely;
secondly, it makes me understand that English legrmust learn culture and habit;
finally, it improves the interest of English leargiand it makes me know | have to
work very carefully, EG 10 stated thathis instruction not only let me know how to
speak in a proper way, but also it taught me howd@ good human being and think
about human life  From the answer we could see that the instacsieemed to be
far beyond learning and to be good for cultivatstigdents’ value and belief to human
life. 1G 11 expressed the similar idedt improves my spoken English and makes
me know | should enlarge my knowletdge

The second factor is that the teaching method & gdresent study was
suitable for the students. The explicit teachimghlghted the importance of every
pattern and illustrated very clearly in which sttaa a proper strategy could be
applied; the implicit teaching encouraged the leesnto find the difference by
themselves which made the learners learn the tpagdrns by heart. According to
the comments on the teaching methods in the dataitién self-report, the majority
of students held that the teaching method was good.

Several comments could be found in students’ arswefhe first one
offered by EG 5 was thatt'is near our daily life and easy to learn and enstand.
IG 9 commented thattHe teaching is simple and applicable to many sitgje
because it can make students use them in a realslif the effect is very obvibus
The second one offered by EG 8 was that the past our English learning is
inflexible, but now what we are learning is muchrengivid and it enhances our

English in every aspect 1G 19 declared thatit' makes us learning actively rather
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than passively memoriziihg The third one was that instruction was condddig an
American native speaker teacher and was very wvitdch was supported by EG 13.
IG 23 also agreed that they had a very good intieraavith the native speaker
teacher. The fourth one was that the instructiad b clear aim and made the
students understand easily, which was written bylZG The fifth one was proposed
by IG 24: ‘“The instruction makes us know American teachingqadeand can make
us follow fashioh

The third factor is that the amount of instructibiae of the present study
was proper for the students, that is, 8 hoursngdor four weeks with two hours per
week. Generally speaking, the longer the teachimg is, the better the effect of
teaching is. Even 50 minutes’ teaching can leaa ¢ood effect, no wonder for the
longer time. The instruction time for the treatiesas usually short in most of the
previous studies due to the features of every $paetc The usual time was several
hours such as 2-8, e.g. Billmyer (1990 a, b) withh®urs, Morrow (1995) with 3.5
hours, Fukuya and Zhang (2002) with seven 50-misagsion during a 10-day period.
The shortest one was Silver’s (2003) study withyd@t minutes for teaching refusal.
The longest one was Liddicoat and Crozet (2001l WRB-week period. Yoshimi’s
(2001) explicit instruction component was added tonthe regular third year
curriculum (80 contact hours), and accounted fquraxmately 30% of the total
contact hours. Yoshimi's (2001) study involved theagmatics teaching into a
curriculum which could yield much better resultaritothers.

In conclusion, interests made the students gainingorovement after
instruction. A very systematic teaching method endlde students improve after

instruction.  Proper instructional time was anotpessible factor that led to an
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improvement. Hypothesis 1 was testified by thevelibree factors which provided

sound rational for the assumption.

5.1.2 Factorsfor Variation in Four Stimulus Types

Qualitative data in the second part of 4.1.1 shotted, in general, there
was an obvious difference between the pretest lamgasttest. But in some aspects
there was no difference. Among the four stimujyees of learning targets, teaching
refusals to offers and requests were very effecteaching refusals to invitations was
partly effective, and the least effectiveness weeching refusals to suggestions.
Reasons for the results are illustrated as follows.

In teaching of refusals to offers and requests stiigects could use almost
the same as the learning targets. One of themsdsothis is that American ways of
refusing to offers and requests are the same aw&hway of patterns. For example,
one of American frequently used refusal strategee®ffers is “gratitude” which
usually happens in Chinese culture. Another typarze is American frequently
used refusal strategies to requests is “regrefitexgly by saying “Sorry”, which is
mostly used in Chinese culture, too. There isurprsse that Chinese students could
easily learn the target patterns. The similarigiween the native culture and
learning culture facilitated teaching and learniing target patterns. In this case the
more similarity between the two cultures is, thgéda the effect size is produced, and
therefore, the more positive the teaching effect is

As to the good teaching effect of refusals to sffand requests, as noted
above, since the similarity of American and Chineskure in these two types made

the students easily understand the learning targetse students even could perform
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very well in the pretest. For example, in the Hthtus of refusals to offers, most
students have already known how to use “Don’t woay “giving comfort” strategy
and “Never mind, | know it was an accident” astileg the interlocutor off the hook”
strategy. It is no wonder that they could usedtnategies well in the posttest, even
in the delayed posttest. In refusals to requastdiree different kinds of status, the
learning targets involve “alternative” strategy dnegret” strategy by saying “Sorry”
which are often used by Chinese people when thessee According to Chen, Ye
and Zhang (1995), Chinese three most frequentld uvstisal strategies to requests
are “explanation”, “alternative” and “regret” (sdable 2.2). Thus, the students
could transfer these Chinese strategies to Englisbmatically.

In refusals to invitations, however, some partshaf teaching had a very
good effect but some parts needed attention to asiphr  In EG and IG, strategies
used by the subjects could be exactly the samleealedrning targets in a situation of
low-to-high status (L-H). The reason for thishatt students were very familiar with
the patterns such as “I'd love to” or “I'd like to” Thus, they could use these patterns
very fluently. Interestingly, some students thitikat they should not use the
negative ability expressions including “I can't” tefuse a person of higher status.
But the strategies used in the equal-to-equal st@ftE) and the high-to-low status
(H-L) were slightly different with the learning tgets. Subjects seldom employed
“Thanks” to friends, because they thought that #swinnecessary among friends.
“Regret” strategy was seldom used by the studentke posttest, because they were
very cautious about using it and they tried to dwaing the same patterns in Chinese.
It seems that the students were unclear aboutghepriate strategies in a proper

situation.
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The most difficult type for teaching wasfusals to suggestions. In
general, the strategies used by the subjects watedvin different situations. The
subjects had been confused by some strategiesoaitdi ot judge which one was the
most appropriate. There were at least two aspestsaling no obvious teaching
effect. The first aspect was that in three diifér&inds of status, except the
“explanation” strategy, no strategies used in thetgst and the posttest by the
students shared the same strategies as the leaangegs. The second one was the
strategies used in the pretest and the posttest alerost the same and no variations
in the posttest, or in other words, no improvingcteng effect was produced in the
posttest. The reasons can be offered as follose is that the patterns for English
refusals to suggestions itself are changeable, ngnd lengthy. And the patterns
offered for the student to learn were not well swariged. It was not easy and
applicable for the students to memorize. Thus,stinéents might forget the target
patterns and adopted their own patterns. The ash#rat the American instructor
did not teach it in a very clear way. Through tleservation of the video tape, it
was found that when teaching this stimulus typeletts puzzled in learning and
raised some questions about the patterns to tieichsr, especially the comparison
between American and Chinese culture in refusassigigestions. But the instructor
could not answer very satisfactorily due to lackodéwledge of Chinese culture.

However, based on the data in the written self#tefowr IG students held
that there were no changes for them after inswocti IG 2 expressedtliere are no
changes because we just practice English refusaldass but after class we say in
Chinesé. 1G 21 added: &fter instruction, | almost forget, in a real sitien | still

say ‘I'm sorry”. The reasons for this are that the real situmati@s needed when
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practicing and English patterns that they had ke@dprobably were little complicated.
To sum up, the similarity of American and Chinesdtuwre could be
facilitative to the learning of English refusalsdffers, request and invitations. Due
to the complicity of English refusals patterns tmggestions, this type might be
difficult to learn. This illustration could suppothe acceptance of Hypothesis 1

mostly, though there was no difference in the pernces of refusals to suggestions.

5.1.3 Factorsfor Variation in Four Aspects of Appropriacy

Based on 4.1.2, in terms of four aspects of appmopr there was an
improvement for Chinese EFL students using Engleshsals after the explicit and
implicit instruction. The comparative higher impements in EG and IG were the
quality of information and level of formality, a ggible reason was more emphasis by
the instructor. Throughout the whole teaching pss¢ the instructor emphasized
more on how to refuse in a polite way and how te lamger expressions, thus, the
level of formality and the quality of informationene comparatively easy to learn by
the students.

As analyzed in 4.1.2, teaching strategies choicas the focus of the
instruction, it was assumed that performances is éispect should be better than
other aspects. But the performances in stratefieikes were not good as expected
due to the complication of four stimulus types oigksh refusals. For example, in
general, “positive feeling” and “regret” strategiase frequently used in different
types and different situations. The students mightonfused by the varieties of the
patterns and were not sure in which situation ttayld use them. Therefore, their

performances in strategies choices may be influnce
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Concerning to the correct expressions which waddhst performance in
the four aspects, the reasons may be due to thetHat the student’s English
proficiency was not very high. Some serious gratitabmistakes might appear.
Probably due to the low English proficiency, it wdsficult for the students to
balance which were the appropriate English refusgisessions when the complexity
appeared in refusals to suggestions. A higheuwuistig proficiency level correlated
with a higher level of pragmatic awareness, whi@swn agreement with Schauer’s
(2006) study of pragmatic awareness in an ESL dAddentext.

Because of more emphasis on the quality of infaonatnd level of formality,
the students could learn the two aspects well. tDiee low English level and complex
English refusals patterns, correct expressions saratiegies choices could be difficult
aspects to teach and to learn. Despite of difterém the degree of improvement in the

four aspects of appropriacy, Hypothesis 1 coulddeepted reasonably.

5.2 The Comparison between the Explicit and Implicit I nstruction

Most studies comparing the effectiveness of diffeteaching approaches
selected two types of pedagogical intervention, ianall cases the intervention could
be constructed as explicit versus implicit instimct Although previous studies
merely focused on the explicit and implicit teachmethods, the studies reveal much
information.  Pragmatic competence can be taughbutgh different teaching
methods, or we can say that different teaching atsthresult in a different learning
effect. By comparison, the results of comparis@remmixed in previous studies.
Most of them showed that an explicit instructiorulcbyield a better result than an

implicit instruction. Some studies showed the ggijgoresult, or even there was no
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effect at least in some aspects. The present,studygneral, supports the results of
most studies in which the explicit instruction wa®re effective than the implicit
instruction in teaching most types of refusals. wdweer, some aspects were found to
have no effect. In terms of Hypothesis 2, thedvatsults of the explicit instruction
could reject the assumption because there was faratite between the two
instructions. The following part will discuss theasons for those achieving a good

result and those without a good effect.

5.2.1 Factorsfor Better Resultsin Explicit Instruction

As shown in the first part of 4.2.1, the quantitatdata of the posttest in EG
and IG showed that the explicit group outperforntteel implicit group. That is to
say, the explicit teaching could achieve a bettégce than the implicit teaching.
The effect size of the explicit group was compasdyi larger than that of the implicit
group. The distribution of the scores in the eplieaching could result in much
higher scores than the implicit one. In geneifa, explicit instruction was salient
and targeted at what the learners wanted becaudbeoftrategy instruction or
strategy-building intervention. As noted by Col@008) and Cohen and Shively
(2007), strategy instruction could be an importammponent to pragmatics
instruction, because such instruction was saliedtexplicit.

The above discussion is on the side of explicitrutdion. However, the
present study also presented a significant imprevemn the implicit instruction. The
only difference was that the input condition waéedent, and its learning outcome was
different. For example, implicit feedback as ogpet of the input condition was a

typical kind of implicit instruction which was usedthe present study. In the present
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study, the implicit instruction was not better thdre explicit one. One of the
reasons is that the implicit feedback was emplayedl the students were not clear if
their patterns used in practice were right or wrbegause the instructor did not give
a clear correction of the students’ inappropriatage. Kasper (2001b) does not
believe that the implicit feedback is an effectivastructional option for
sociopragmatics. Learning objects have to be fedyse., one learning problem),
well identifiable, intensive, consistent, and unambusly and promptly correctable.
Although in ILP studies, Fukuya et al. (1998), Fykuand Zhang (2002),
Martinez-Flor and Fukuya (2005) tried to prove adeffect of an implicit feedback,
the effectiveness for teaching pragmatics will rest the innovative ideas of
researchers in the next decade.

Concerning to other possible factors, teaching oektis a crucial factor
that leads the difference of the results. Thehwacmethods in the present study
were explicit and implicit teaching method with ifetence in the explanation stage
and feedback stage. The explicit instruction fedusn teacher’s clear explanation
and highlighted the important difference and explieedback. The implicit one
emphasized on students’ searching the differenendblves and the implicit
feedback. These features have the similarity wh previous studies. And the
results always show that the explicit one was bdtian the implicit one. For
instance, Wildner-Bassett (1984, 1986) found thalieix group outperformed those
who received instruction based on the principlesugfgestopedia. House’s (1996)
explicit learners evidenced better integration lefreents into discourse than that was
observed for the implicit group. Tateyama et 41997) found that beginning

learners of Japanese as a foreign language rojegagormance benefited more
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when they were provided with metapragmatic infoiorabn the various functions of
sumimasenthan when they were not. Rose and Ng's (20013ystound that
learners in the explicit group outperformed themplicit counterparts in responding
to compliments underscores the utility of metapratjen discussion where
sociopragmatics was concerned.

Furthermore, the analysis in the written self-repbpwed that only a small part
of EG subjects declared that they could not usdignefusal strategies they had learned
in the treatment even if in a real situation, beeaihhey were nervous and they could not
make a clear difference between different situation But more IG students
acknowledged so. The explicit instruction coulckeéhe subjects feel more confidence
in using American refusal strategies; while the liaipinstruction could not reach the
outcome as the explicit instruction. This resudisveonsistent with the quantitative data,
the reason for this may be that the explicit ircdtam offered more chance for the students
to practice in class and enhanced their confideniearning English refusals.

Salient features in the explicit instruction couldike the students learn the
target patterns instantly and, therefore, the denfte in learning could be enhanced. The
implicit feedback in the implicit instruction washalear in teaching and the students
could not benefit from the teaching directly. Téfere, the difference in Hybvpothesis 2

was demonstrated due to the salient features edplecit instruction.

5.2.2 Factorsfor Variation in Four Simulus Types
The present study generally supported the expingtruction from the
guantitative data. Qualitatively, the same resaoilild be found, but in some stimulus

types there were no differences between the ekplra implicit instruction. They
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are discussed as follows.

Firstly, in the present study, according to thelitptave data in 4.2.1, the
posttest results in the explicit group were bettan the implicit group in refusals to
invitations and requests. The reasons for thisltresay be due to EG students’
knowledge about the two types being better than & cording to the comparison
with target strategies, in the pretest EG studeats already known the refusals to
invitations and requests strategies because tla¢egies used in the pretest and
posttest had no differences between the expliotigrand learning targets; while IG
students could not use refusals to invitationsraqgdests strategies appropriately both
in the pretest and posttest.  Another reason coelthat the salient features in the
explicit method made the students learn the stiedezpsily as discussed in 5.2.1.

Secondly, there was no difference betwine explicit and implicit groups
in refusals to offers. Or put it in other wordsthp explicit and implicit instruction
could produce an improving result in learning pragos, but no difference between
the two for which was better. As indicated in 8,JAmerican and Chinese cultures
in refusals to offers were similar and both EG #adstudents could easily adopt the
strategies in the tests.

Thirdly, another case in the preseutlgtis that there were no differences
between the two methods and there were no goodhitepeffects as well. The
typical example was teaching refusals to suggestiorany situations. One of the
reasons is that the complicity of strategies inf@vsome uncertainties and cultural
differences. In one aspect American strategiegfmsals to suggestions tend to be
complex and flexible and are not easy to learnptiner aspect, Chinese refusal

strategies tend to show “positive feeling” firstndathe learners were heavily
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influenced by it. Both factors confused them. o reason is that the implicit
instruction was tricky. The teaching made learnmsl the pattern themselves.
Since the patterns were not certain, the studentkl cmot find them out. These two
factors could be found more or less in the previstuslies. Fukuya et al. (1998) and
Fukuya and Clark’s (2001) studies showed an incsne result. The reasons may be
resulted by “a complex relationship between lergftinstruction, learner proficiency
level, and difficulty of learning targets that mib& considered in assessing the effects
of length of instruction on pragmatic learning” g9 2005, p.395).

The above inconclusive results could be furthetampd in teaching method.
According to the data in the written self-reporot&G and IG students respectively
disagreed that the teaching methods were good.y Pheposed some suggestions.
EG 20 suggested that the teaching method needetptove. EG 27 stated thah#
method is OK, but it needs time for me to suitrttethod. IG 13 advised thatit’
would be nice that if teacher could provide us s@uggestions in practite IG 27
held that the method needs to be more impressiveShe suggested thata“
comparison between three different kinds of stétigh, equal, low) is badly needed.
Otherwise | would not know and be confused by tpeessions in different situatichs

Qualitatively, in refusals to invitations and regtgeexplicit teaching was
better than the implicit teaching. The reasondctbe that the students’ knowledge
in these types in the explicit group was bettentimathe implicit group. In refusals
to offer and suggestions, there were no differermEseen the two groups. The
reason for refusals to offers might be the sintyaof the two cultures and the
explanation for refusals to suggestions could bat tthe patterns were very

complicated. Due to the variation, Hypothesis 2 wartly supported.
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5.2.3 Factorsfor Variation in Four Aspects of Appropriacy

As indicated in 4.2.2, EG was better than IG inmierof three aspects of
appropriacy, that is, quality of information, leaflformality and strategies choices in
EG were much better than those in IG. The perfagean correct expressions of
EG was not better than that in IG as the otherthspects. One possible reason for
this is that the target patterns in terms of prapgrmation, formality and strategies
were the foci of the learning and teaching. In #xplicit group, the instructor
adopted the explicit instruction and highlightededd aspects, therefore, the
impression left on the students were very deep. iléNh the implicit groups, these
aspects were implied in the teachers’ implicit nastion and the students were
encouraged to find out these differences by therasel The impression left on them
could not be very deep. The above analysis inglic#ttat the different degree of
emphasis may lead to a different learning effedthe explicit instruction might lead
to a very high degree of emphasis, and hence etiraihg effect was comparatively
good, while the degree of emphasis in the impgjoiiup was not very strong, and thus,
the learning effect could not be good.

Specifically, the focus of teaching in the presstudy was teaching the
strategies or patterns of English refusals, it veken for granted that the aspect of
strategies choices should be gained the highest sloot the scores for this aspect in
the average were ranked in the lower place. IntB& score for it was ranked the
third place; while in IG the score for it was tlestl place of the four aspects. It
reveals that EG was better than 1G in the aspestrategies choices. The data in
the comparison of the posttest between EG and 3 ghat the effect of teaching

strategies choices was not very good. For exampline equal to equal status, the
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implicit group was not very good in refusing anitation due to using more “positive
“strategy. The same case happened in the higlowostatus, both EG and I1G
learners adopted too much “positive” and “regretategies. The reason for this is
that the implicit instruction did not emphasize mothe differences of these
strategies.

Furthermore, because of incorrect expressions@nchtich information, the
implicit group was not good in three different sitions in refusals to offer. The
reason for this is that they used too many stragegind explained with too many
words, therefore, led to errors and redundancy. otlder case for being ineffective
was that there was no significant difference betw&® and IG in refusals to
suggestions, especially in the implicit group. the lower to higher status, the
learners used more “gratitude” and “positive” stgaes.  In the equal to equal status,
the strategies they used were too formal. In tigh ko low status, their strategies
choices were not very good because they used npogtive” strategy. One of the
reasons for the above inappropriacy is that thesevireavily influenced by Chinese
culture. Another reason is that there was a probtethe implicit instruction. 1G
subjects suggested highly a clearer comparisondegtwWhinese and English refusals.
Also, in the feedback step, teachers might offerctamments to student’s responses
and provided some comparisons of the patterns so asake them remember the
strategies or patterns better.

Due to the salient features in the explicit instirg, the performances in
quality of information, level of formality and stegyies choices in EG were better than

that in IG. Heavily affected by Chinese culturel amot clearly presented features in
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the implicit instruction, the strategies choicesildonot perform well enough in IG.

The rejection of Hypothesis 2 was supported fullyhie four aspects of appropriacy.

5.3 The Retention Effect

According to Kasper and Rose (2002), a delayedgxiss a standard design
feature in interventional research because withibeir use it is not possible to
determine whether the gains that students madedhrmstruction are durable. The
results presented in 4.3.1 reveal that in comparisdh the pretest the gains that
students made through instruction were durabléenperspectives of quantitative and
gualitative data, four stimulus types and four atp®f appropriacy. However, the
there was a decrease in comparison with the pasttel/pothesis 3 was rejected in
two aspects. On the one hand the direction waativegbecause there was a decrease
in the delayed posttest. The factors for the desare discussed as follows. On the
other hand there was an improvement in comparistntie pretest. The factors will

be discussed in 5.4.3.

5.3.1 Factorsfor Decreasing in the Delayed Posttest
As indicated in 4.3.1, the present study proveshibth explicit and implicit
instruction did a good effect in retention of Esglirefusals. In comparison with the
pretest, the scores in the delayed posttest géangely. But in comparison with the
posttest, the scores in the delayed posttest damtea The case in EG and IG was the
same. From Table 4.8, the mean score for the @jioup in the posttest was
comparatively high, but the mean score for theydalgosttest was lower than that of
the posttest. This decrease means that the jpantitsi in the explicit group could not

remember the learning targets as expected aftee tmonths. Similarly, the results
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in IG indicated the same case. The mean scoleald¢layed posttest in IG was also
lower than that of the posttest. The decrease mdwmates that the effects of
retaining after three months in the implicit growpre not good as expected. The
decrease of the delayed posttest was natural, be@suthe time past, the memory for
the learning targets could decrease. Similar teswluld be proved in Liddicoat and
Crozet's (2001) results in their delayed posttddraa year. The learners in their
study produced contents which was similar to thaddpced immediately after
instruction, but features of form had changed amaremclosely resembled the
language behaviour found before instruction. Inki€kcand Pearson’s (2005) study,
the scores in the delayed posttest in general deede

Other factors for this decreasing could be foundhm data of the written
self-report. Some students stated that they hadcamdidence in using English
refusal strategies as indicated in 4.4.3. EG @8 Hedt she would be a little nervous.
EG 4 offered the reason thdie€’cause it lacks more practice and maybe | caruset
them very well IG 8 agreed that she lacked practice and mayteecould not use
them very fluently. EG 28 provided another reaat “because of some personal
reasons like inactive personality and bad spokegligh, maybe | can not refuse very
well’.  1G 2 held that ' can not say it very well because of culture défees and
different habits. IG 5 explained that there is a problem in teaching method,
because some comparisons are not well differefiate

Although it is natural for decreasing in the delhymosttest, because of
some personal reasons such as nerves or perssmalitd so on, the scores in the
delayed posttest could not be as high as that enpivsttest. Hypothesis 3 was

rejected because of the negative results.
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5.3.2 Factorsfor Decreasing Scoresin Four Stimulus Types

Qualitative data in the second part in 4.3.1 rexedhat the numbers of
students’ strategies decreased in the delayedegbstecause there was at least one
strategy different from the learning strategieseesgly in refusals to invitations and
requests. The reason may be that the learningttamgere complex because they
involved four stimulus types and three differentds of status. These complicating
patterns made the students forget some trifle reiffees between them. For example,
the students could only remember “I'd love to” agieneral pattern in refusals to
invitations after the treatment, they might forgefut in which exact situation three
months after the treatment. Therefore, it is ratéwr them to forget one or two
strategies taught by the teachers.

Also, there was one case proved resistant to theuction among some
students. In the present study, such a case wgaécat In the pretest, some
students liked to use “regret” strategy by sayisgrfy” in every situation which is
only used in refusals to requests in American edfagategies, but a commonly used
Chinese strategy in every situation. After indtiaut the above situation was
reduced, but still few students kept on using ifThey could not change it
immediately after instruction and let alone afteree months. If the time is past,
they may forget the learning targets and use tbein patterns again. Likewise,
House (1996) found that even though learners in éxglicit group had made
considerable progress in incorporating pragmatigimes and discourse strategies
into role-play interaction, they continued to evide negative transfer from German.
Liddicoat and Crozet (2001) and Yoshimi (2001) afeoind that learners had

difficulty incorporating some target features iotdine interaction.
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In refusals to offers and suggestions, the studaysthe same score as the
posttest. The strategies used in refusals to®ffethe delayed posttest were close
to the learning targets. Comparatively speakihg,gatterns in this type were easy
to learn and remember. Therefore, it was for shaethe students could retain after
three months. Those having the same scores blubwtia good effect were refusals
to suggestions in three different kinds of statughis failure may be due to the fact
that the input of refusals to suggestions by tls&ruction was not very effective.

To sum up, due to the complicated four stimulusesy@nd complex
patterns in different situations, it is very natufar the students to forget some
strategies patterns. The decreasing could alsatrefypothesis 3 from a negative

direction.

5.3.3 Factorsfor Decreasing Scoresin Four Aspects of Appropriacy
The results in 4.3.2 indicated that in terms ofrfaspects of appropriacy, the
scores of correct expressions, quality of inforovatand level of formality in the
delayed posttest decreased most. The strategiexesh decreased the least.
Qualitative data confirm the quantitative data. oTpossible factors can explain
these results.

One factor is that the strategies patterns werefdbas of the learning
process. The materials were provided in the forafattrategies patterns and the
instructor put an emphasis of strategies in teaghiherefore, the strategies were
strengthened in the students’ memory. Therefdreiy tscores for it were not very
low. The other three aspects could not be fullgupeed in the students’ mind after a

period of time, because the other three aspects amphasized less. As indicated



169

in Tomlin and Villa (1994), “in general, the humamnd seems limited in the sense of
not being able to process fully all of the stimbémbarding it at any given time”
(p.188).

Another factor is that the students’ interest iarhéeng kept very high.
Even after instruction, some students still hop@dearn more patterns of English
refusals. Some students’ awareness of refusingpppately was activated and they
tended to be willing to communicate with Englishtivea speakers and searched on
line for more English refusal patterns and straegi Therefore, the scores for
strategies choices decreased less. Instead otaddeg, |G scores for this aspect
increased. The reason for this may be that IGestisdvere more active in learning.

In general, attention as limited-capacity systend amterest could be
accounted for the students’ very good attentiorthm four aspects of appropriacy.
This positive effect could be strong support to #ssumption in Hypothesis 3,

because students can retain the patterns in fpectsof appropriacy.

5.4 From the Per spective of Noticing Hypothesis

5.4.1 An Overview of Noticing Hypothesis
An important purpose of the present studg wo examine if noticing can
produce a good learning and teaching effect. Tdwmults shown in Chapter 4
indicate that an awareness of noticing could yaidmprovement in the posttest and
even in the delayed posttest in comparison withptetdest. This result seems to
support Schmidt's (1993) noticing hypothesis. Agxansequence, Hypothesis 1
could be proved that the difference after instarcinight be due to noticing factors in

the instruction. In fact, most ILP studies in thstruction of pragmatic ability hold
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the view of noticing hypothesis as their theordtitamework, e.g. Rose and Ng
(2001), Takahashi (2001), Tateyama (2001), Yoshia@01), Fukuya and Zhang
(2002), Silva (2003), Alcon (2005), Takahashi (2008lartinez-For and Fukuya
(2005) and Koike and Pearson (2005). It can beladed from the previous studies
that cognitive theory was and will remain a key raagh to explain interlanguage
pragmatic development (Kasper & Rose, 2002).

According to Kasper and Rose (2002), the noticiggolthesis deals with
condition of input and attention and how attentmakes learners intake. There are
two key terms in the hypothesis. One nsticing that refers to surface level
phenomena and item learning. The othewumslerstandingthat refers to deeper
level(s) of abstraction related to (semantic, sgtidaor communicative) meaning and
system learning. Empirical support for the faatite effects of awareness on
foreign language behavior and, consequently, fohn8dt's (1990) noticing
hypothesis, has been found in a few published assbased studies (e.g.,
Alanen,1995; Leow, 1997; Robinson, 1997a, 1997lkaRd999; Rosa and O’Nell,
1999 as cited in Leow, 2000).

Schmidt (1995) applied his distinction betweawaticing andunderstanding
to pragmatics. In pragmatiasoticing means awareness of a particular pattern
relating to some speech acts such as requestsalefand so on.Understanding
means that learners can use the various forms tivéhconsideration of politeness,
elements of context such as social distance, poeeel of imposition and so on
(Kasper & Rose, 2002).

The response to the first research question in pfesent study was

concerned with the issue if noticing could leaditalerstanding. The answer to this
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guestion was positive. Hence, Hypothesis 1 wa®@ed positively. Then the
response to the second research question was moirexghe degree of noticing and
the outcome of understanding. The answers showitteee was a different degree if
the noticing was different. Therefore, Hypothe8isvas rejected because of the
degree of noticing. The more noticing was, thadoainderstanding was. Finally,
the response to the third research question wdmdoout if noticing could yield
good intake and achieve the final goal of retentiofhe answers to this question
were affirmative. Hypothesis 3 was rejected beeaa$ good retention in
comparison with the pretest. Generally speakihg, results in the present study
supported the noticing hypothesis and testifiectiinee hypotheses. However, there
are some minor facets different from the noticingpdthesis. The following
sections will discuss the results of the first tord research question and three

hypotheses.

5.4.2 Noticing and Under standing after Instruction

According to the first part of 4.1.1, quantitatidata revealed that the
teaching effects of explicit and implicit instrumti were good, because the scores in
the posttest improved; and there was a signifid#ference between the pretest and
posttest; and effect sizes were large. It was abhbdue to the fact that the
instruction produced a good teaching and learnifece From the perspective of
noticing hypothesis, if the learners were taughhttice the target forms, a good
effect could be achieved. In other words, therutsion could make the learners
notice English refusals’ patterns and strategigbentarget language. Consequently,

this result seems to support Schmidt's (1993) midiypothesis in terms of the
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aspect that noticing could lead to understandirdytha understanding could result in
a good learning effect.

Based on 4.1.2, the improvement for Chinese EFdestts using English
refusals was salient in terms of four aspects qfr@miacy after the explicit and
implicit instruction. The comparative higher impements in EG and IG were the
quality of information and level of formality, wheas scores of the correct
expressions and strategies choices in EG and I@ wemparatively lower. This
prominent feature may be because of more emphégisality of information and
level of formality by the instructor during the tdéng. Attention was drawn by the
instructor; therefore, the students might notieefdrms specially.

Specifically, the above results testify noticing pbthesis in different
aspects. The present study suggested that difféegrls of awareness led to a
difference in processing, i.e. more awareness itatéd more recognition and
accurate production of noticed English refusalsnfar The findings of the present
study provided the empirical support for facilitefi the degrees of awareness on
pragmatic competence. The present study also atetic that learners who
demonstrated awareness of the targeted Englishaisfiorms during the experimental
exposure took in speaking significantly more ofséhdorms. Leow’s (1997, 2000)
studies quantitatively and qualitatively addresdezirole of awareness in relation to
the noticing hypothesis in SLA. The results oladirby Fukuya and Clark, 2001,
Silva,2003 and Takshashi, 2005 and so on in thid ¢ ILP studies supported
Schmidt’'s (1993) noticing hypothesis, since thdysirated how making learners
notice the specific target language features agdtreginstruction promoted learning

(Alcon, 2005).
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In line with the data in the written self-repors andicated in 4.4.1, the
majority of students declared that they had learhed to refuse appropriately in
English and had known the differences between Ghkirend English refusals. It
means that both groups benefited from the instacti Most EG and IG subjects
reported that they were more likely to say morediik you” and avoid repetition of
“Sorry” in every situation because they noticedttlfzese patterns were different
between American and Chinese refusals after tle@iming. Here are some typical
answers for changes after instruction of Englishsas from EG and IG respectively.

EG 8 held that Yes, there are a lot changes. When refusing ip#se, |
could only say ‘I'm sorry’, and it was very diffitfior me to say more in detail. But
after this instruction, | have known a lot of redlisvays, and have known how to
refuse to different persons in different situatioasd make the refusals more
reasonable and understandable EG 10 made even more interesting comments,
“after instruction, | even like to say ‘I'd love boit | can’t’ and can say more ‘thanks’
or ‘thank you’ or ‘thank you for your invitation/ggestion”. 1G 11 expressed the
same ideas:After instruction, my refusal act is not limitedlyprNo, thanks’ or ‘I'm
sorry’. | can have different refusals way to diffiet persons The answers for
above can be accounted for that before the ingtruc€hinese EFL students only
knew English refusal strategies, e.g. ‘I'm sorry’ ‘dlo, thanks’. They seldom
expressed ‘I'd love to, but | can’'t’. They werdluenced heavily by Chinese refusal
habit of saying ‘sorry’ quite often. Such negatitransfer was reduced after
instruction.

In sum, the relationship between noticing and ustdeding illustrated that

the learners noticed the learning targets and desper understanding could appear.
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The fact that noticing leads to understanding gnadmist support for the acceptance
of Hypothesis 1. Noticing makes the differencemriitstruction and explains further

the acceptance of Hypothesis 1.

5.4.3 Degree of Noticing and Under standing

As indicated in the first part of 4.2.1, there wa@ifference between the
explicit and implicit instruction. The quantitativdata show that the explicit
teaching was better than the implicit teaching. e Tésponse to the second research
guestion and Hypothesis 2 is to testify the degsEenoticing and the result of
understanding. The answers show that there waleaedt degree if the noticing
was different. From the perspective of noticingpdiyesis, this difference may be
due to the degree of noticing. Probably the sttglerttention in the explicit group
was stronger than the implicit group. And the keaits explicit explanation and
explicit feedback could enhance the students’ amem® While the implicit
comparison and feedback might mislead the studmmdstheir notice was not very
concentrated. A conclusion in the present studylbmdrawn from is that the high
degree of noticing can be stronger in teaching mped competence. In fact, the
issue of the depth of noticing or awareness ande#sning outcome has been
controversial in the field of SLA. Despite of tle®ntroversy, previous studies
provided further evidence that higher levels of @mass were associated with more
explicit conditions and that learners with greatemareness had an increased ability to
recognize and produce target forms than thoselesthawareness (Leow, 2000).

Furthermore, the improvement in the posttest méaaisthe high degree of

noticing leads to very effective intake. In otheords, the level of awareness is a
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crucial determinant for the level of intake of La@rhs. This statement, in turn,
implies that if higher levels of awareness wereuass$ by manipulating input, a
learner’s intake of target forms could be greathhanced, even in implicit input
conditions. As held by Takahashi (2001), “lots mfevious studies provided
evidence that high levels of attention-drawing\atiés are more helpful for learners
in gaining the mastery of target-language strustalh@an simple exposure to positive
evidence” (p.171). Takahashi (2001) found thatttrget pragmatic features were
found to be most effectively high degree of inputh@&ncement with explicit
metapragmatic information. At the same time thdgomance of those participants
in the implicit enhancement conditions who failedrovide the target pragmatic
features in the input did not lead to learning. u3hthe degree of input enhancement
can determine the degree of noticing the learranggets.

Besides, corrective feedback in the proceduresxpfiat instruction can
enhance the degree of noticing. Feedback wasattestage of the explicit and
implicit instruction in the present study. For tleplicit instruction, the correction
was direct and obvious; for the implicit instructithere was no correction. Same as
Yoshimi (2001)noted, communicative practice and corrective feekllmaay enhance
the “noticing” afforded by the explicit instruction Therefore, the present study
suggested that receiving feedback on one’s ownuyatazh would be expected to have
a beneficial effect on the learners in EG, whereas-hearing feedback to the other
learners in IG would not necessarily be expectduhie this effect.

In addition, the various forms of input led to motg, that is, the four
different stimulus types (refusals to invitatiossggestions, offers and requests) and

three different situations (high, equal and low)dmahe students notice the different
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English refusals patterns related to these typet situations. Therefore, the
students can have an awareness to notice the esiffdorms and various input.
Koike and Pearson (2005) argue that it was not éasjetermine the form of the
input in the classroom that most effectively aideticing by the learners. Therefore,
it should be explicit so that learners could dedilgeinformation from explanations
and rules, rather than implicit, by which learnegrduce it by observation, intuition,
and analogy. In regard to the nature of inpugdele input may well benefit EFL
students. Same statement could be found in theusigon about availability of
pragmatic input in Cohen and Shively’s (2007) study

To sum up the above discussion, quantitatively,pib&sible interpretations
for the explicit group being better than the impligroup were because of the
different levels of noticing, different outcomesinfake, and different forms of input
in teaching. The degree of noticing could illustréhe rejection of Hypothesis 2,

because the more noticing is, the stronger thetele

5.4.4 Intake and Retention after Instruction

In general, the results in 4.3.1 could be summdribat the retention for
learners was good because the scores in the defmatest were better than the
pretest, though it was not as good as the posttdste reason accounted for this is
that the explicit and implicit instruction left tretudents a very good impression and
they could remember the target patterns even aftewinter vacation. As a
consequence, their noticing was very clear anditifession was deep as well.
This result indicated that noticing could yield gomtake and therefore, the study

achieved the final goal of retention. Koike andiBen’s (2005) study proved the
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same results. They conducted a delayed posttesiveeks after instruction. The
scores in the delayed posttest were comparativegiieh than the pretest. This
indicates that an instruction could yield an immment even after a period of
instructional time.

In terms of four stimulus types, those with a gadtect in the delayed
posttest were refusals to invitations and request$e typical expression that used
correctly by the learners was “I'd love to”. Afterstruction students knew that this
expression was often used for refusing to invitadiin the low to high status and
should not be used in other situations. But in phetest they were confused and
used in any situations. Another improvement was 8tudents learned to avoid
saying “Sorry” in any situations. They knew “Sdrsgrategy should only be used to
refuse to requests in English. This improvemerthéresult of understanding and
intake that makes the students retain.

As noted in 4.4.3, most students declaredhe written self-report that
when they faced a real situation, they could renamhat they had learned. The
reasons could be found in the data of written segbrt. EG 5 explained thatthe
instruction is very impressive and has a very clean. After learning, | can
remember the native like expressions and so whecela real context | can use them
very welf. |G 13 shared the same opinion thétis the first time for me to learn
English in such an impressive way, it improves poksen English Five students in
EG and IG respectively thought thahére are a lot of refusal strategies in my brain.
I've learned a lot of good English refusals and g&mnglish knowledde

Briefly, the above discussion illustrated that aioiyy the learning targets by

the explicit and implicit instruction could produee good learning result and the
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retention could be gained via final intake. Theddaetention could be a possible

reason for the explanation of Hypothesis 3.

5.5 Summary

This chapter mainly discussed the reasons forabelts in response to three
research questions and research hypotheses. Thaeaaons for results of the first
research question and hypothesis were that théitepime and teaching methods
were appropriate. The major reason for the resilthe second research question
and hypothesis was a very clear and systematichitgpaanethod in the explicit
instruction. The good teaching effect could act¢olam the answer in the third
research question and hypothesis. Some othermeasaold be traced to account for
the non-effect instruction.  First, teaching methodhe implicit group was not very
clear and systematic. Second, the learners weailheinfluenced by Chinese
culture and habit and could not avoid Chinese wasefusals. The above reasons
could also be traced back in the noticing hypothesiThose who had paid much
attention to the target forms could produce a coatpeely good refusal strategy.
That means attention made them aware. The levd¢gree of attention or noticing
could yield different learning outcomes. The input teaching method in the
implicit group was not very much highlighted ane tiesult of the learning was not as
good as what was found in the explicit instructiofinally, very good noticing could
lead to very good intake and retention. The delgyesttest in the present study
explained well for this final statement. Besiddse data in the written self-report

supported the results for the three research aquesséind hypotheses.



CHAPTER 6

CONCLUSIONS

In this chapter, the research findings will be swariged and a conclusion
will be drawn according to the results of the pnésgudy. Implications to teaching
and learning will be presented. Finally, suggestifor the further study will be

described in detail.

6.1 A Summary of the Findings

In line with the results and discussion in the pras chapters, the four
research questions raised in the study can be aadwead the hypotheses established
could be tested in the following aspects.

Generally speaking, the effect of learning Englisfusals is positive after
instruction. The participants learned how to refappropriately in English after the
explicit and implicit instruction. The main reasofor the good results of teaching
effects are that the students were highly motivatled teaching time and teaching
method were appropriate. From the perspectivetiofutus types, the learners did
well in learning refusals to invitations, offers damequests. The similarity of
American culture and Chinese culture could be t&sible reasons. Because of the
complicity of English refusals patterns to suggestj the students’ performance in
refusals to suggestions might not be well enough.terms of appropriacy, EFL

learners performed better in the aspects of qualityinformation and level of
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formality; whereas the performances in correct eggions and strategies choices
were comparatively weaker. Due to the low Englstel and complex English
refusals patterns, the students’ performances mecb expressions and strategies
choices could not be well-done. These findingsldc@upport strongly to accept
Hypothesis 1. That is, there was a differencéhefscores between the pretest and
posttest. The difference tended to be a posttikection, because the achievements
of the posttest were much better than that of tb&ept.

As to the comparison of the two instructions, thx@lieit instruction is
better than the implicit instruction for teachinghdlish refusals. The implicit
instruction is an effective method for instructiohEnglish refusals, but it is not as
good as the explicit one. The major reason isrg gkear and systematic teaching
method in the explicit instruction; while the teahmethod in the implicit group is
not as clear and systematic as the explicit ombée second reason is that the learners
were heavily influenced by Chinese culture and thabd could not avoid Chinese
way of refusals. However, qualitatively, the penfiances in refusals to invitations
and requests in explicit group were better thars¢hm the implicit group. The
reasons could be that the students’ knowledgeasethypes in the explicit group was
better than that in the implicit group. In refissép offers and suggestions, there was
no difference between the two groups. The reé&sorefusals to offers might be the
similarity of the two cultures and the explanatfonrefusals to suggestions could be
that the patterns were very complicatedDue to the salient features in the explicit
instruction, the performances in quality of infotroa, level of formality and
strategies choices in EG were better than IG. vieaffected by Chinese culture and

not clearly presented feature in the implicit iostron, the learners could not perform
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well enough in the strategies choices. The figginan also offer evidence to reject
Hypothesis 2, i.e. there was a difference betwherekplicit and implicit instruction.
In terms of the effect, the achievement of the iekphstruction was better than the

implicit instruction.

Furthermore, the participants can retain Englishsads patterns after three
months. Comparing to the pretest, the scorebaendelayed posttest improved, the
good teaching effect and students’ interest ofniegr can account for this result;
while comparing with the posttest, the achieventmureased in the delayed posttest.
This decrease may be natural after a period of tantleout exposure. Qualitative
data reveal that the strategies used in the delggsttest decreased and not as
expected as the posttest, especially in refusalsvttations and requests. In refusals
to offers and suggestions, the students kept tine $avel as the posttest. The scores
in the delayed posttest decreased mostly in thepecis of appropriacy: correct
expressions, quality of information and level ofnh@lity. The strategies choices
decreased less. Attention as limited-capacityesyscould be accounted for the
students’ decrease in scores. These findingswargnarized from the answers to the
third research question. The findings could rejegpothesis 3. There was a
difference between the posttest and the delayettesbs However, the retention
effect tends to be a negative direction. Theesof the delayed posttest decreased.

Lastly, students’ opinions to the instruction afferaative. Qualitative data
in written self-report show students feel that tiheye improved in learning English
refusal patterns after instruction. Because nstgtlents declared that they had
learned how to refuse appropriately in English had known the difference between

Chinese and English refusals. As to the commentshe teaching methods, the
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majority of students reported that the method vaaxlg Several reasons could be found
in students’ answers. First, the patterns weawsecto students’ daily life and easy to
learn and understand. Second, the learning wasamd enhanced students’ English in
every aspect. Third, instruction was conductedatnyAmerican native speaker teacher
who made the instruction very vivid. Fourth, thstruction had a clear aim and made
the learning targets understandable. Fifth, tigruction made the students know
American teaching method and made them follow fashiMost students declared that
when they faced a real situation, they could renegmitat they had learned.
The above results can be found a reasonable iptatjpn in Schmidt’s

(1993) Noticing Hypothesis. Those who had paid Imattention to the target forms
could produce a comparatively good refusal strate§pecial attention made them
aware. This explanation could support Hypothesig hie level or degree of attention
or noticing could yield different learning outcome$herefore, the input or teaching
method in the implicit group was not very much Higited and the result of the
learning was not as good as the explicit instructid he better result of the explicit
instruction could be a reasonable support to rdjgetassumption of Hypothesis 2.
Finally, very good noticing could lead to very gomtake, and thus, good retention.
The delayed posttest in the present study explaweltithe final statement. As a
consequence, the good retention in the delayedgsostould be obtained and then

rejected Hypothesis 3.

6.2 Pedagogical | mplications
Since the results of teaching pragmatic competaneaffirmative and the

findings of the present study reveal that goodotdfecan be achieved through the
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explicit and implicit teaching, therefore, the inggltions to the pedagogy can be
summarized in the following aspects.

Firstly, teaching English refusals can adopt ther fetimulus types for the
instruction rather than employ the general pattsuch as “I'd love to, but | can't”.
Refusals to invitations, suggestions, offers amguests are very common English
refusals types and these types can be flexibléferent situations including refusing
to a person of high status, equal status and latust The patterns of these English
refusal strategies can be varied and the teaclkee to make a very clear comparison
between them.

Secondly, when teaching English refusal patternERa learners, English
culture and learners’ native culture need to ptd the instruction so as to make the
learners have a very clear picture of the diffeesngetween the two cultures. As the
present study indicated, teaching English refudalsoffers and requests are
comparatively easy, because the Chinese and Enghssals share lots of similarities.
For example, using “regret” strategy by saying “Isarry” to refusing requests are
used in both English and Chinese. Thereforesthéents can learn it automatically.
But English refusals to invitations and especiadifusals to suggestions are difficult
to teach, because there are some variations betiegiish and Chinese refusals.
Therefore, in these situations, the cultural ddfere should be compared so as to
make the students have a clear distinction betvresmn.

Thirdly, among the four aspects of appropriacychéag correct expressions
and strategies choices are comparatively hard atieetcomplexity of the patterns or
strategies, refusals to suggestions and invitatiomarticular. Hence, teachers need

to pay special attention to the difference of tlad¢tgyns, expressions and strategies;
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otherwise the students may be confused by therpattéfered by the teachers’ input.
Fourthly, in terms of teaching effectiveness, tkglieit instruction is highly

recommended for the instruction of English refusals the explicit instruction,
learners can learn the patterns directly, rathan tinfer and search the patterns
indirectly. The teachers may highlight the leagniargets by an explicit explanation;
therefore, the learners can learn the patternsratically.

Finally, different degrees of noticing can leadltfferent teaching effects.
Hence, if a teacher wanted to make the students tee targets well, he/she would
put a special emphasis on a real pattern for legrnilf the students could be taught
with a very strong effect, a stronger impressioaythvould achieve. Hence, the
teachers are recommended to emphasize to Englisisale to suggestions and
invitations because these two types are complicatebiclear noticing is needed to
pay attention to. In order to make the studeotgce the patterns, teachers need to
make the dialogue of English refusals patternsdvand interesting. The situations
offered by the teachers should be real, and if ipesssome opportunities for
communication with native speakers should be cdefatethe students to make them
practice in a real situation. Therefore, teacheegd to prepare more for the

instruction.

6.3 Suggestions for Further Research

The present study tends to prove that English atfuare teachable and
different teaching methods can result in diffeteaching effects. However, due to some
limitations of the present study, some factors migit be considered in the experiment.

The following factors may be taken into the consitien for the further study.
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Number of students may be enlarged in the furthetys The participants
in the present study were from the intact groups la#longed to a small sample size
because of being lower than 30 students. If watw@a make the study robust in
population, the further study may take a larger @ansize, e.g., larger than 30
students into consideration. |If it did so, a skngize calculator is needed.

To avoid extraneous effects such as an interactith friends of high
English level, English native speakers or searcbmg¢jne during the experiment, if it
is possible, the future study may select the stisdeho never have chances to know
the learning targets or choose those who are pod&nglish and never know any
English refusals patterns at all as subjects.

To overcome the norm for the teaching targets, ntemglish refusals
patterns are needed. In the future, if more stud@nducted in British English or
other varieties of English could be found out, thiee patterns could be used for a
comparison and the learners could learn more pattar expressions. Furthermore,
some patterns such as refusals to suggestionstaemadify in a simple and clear
way based on more related studies.

More time is needed for students to practice theeps so as to make them
digest the learning targets thoroughly. Thereftne,further study needs to invent a
situation for the students to practice or use dagrling targets in a real situation and
to test if they could use the learning targetsilligxin a real life.

The reliability and validity of the design of wett DCT need to consider
carefully so as to make it authentic and justigabh further study needs more related
studies for reference to modify the situation oftten DCT. Furthermore, the criteria

for assessing the responses of written DCT, fopeets of appropriacy in particular,
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need to state concretely to avoid subjectivityf it lis possible, interaction in the
response of the situation may be considered aandatd to judge the appropriateness.

Therefore, role plays are needed for the confiromadif the results in written DCT.
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Appendix A

Instructional Materials

Part | Handout for Instructor ( For Explicit and Implicit Groups)

Unit 1 English Refusals to Invitations
Dialogue 1: Refusing a teacher’s invitation to a pdy (lower to higher status)
Teacher: I'm having a party for my students thiseskend. Will you be able to
come?
Student: I'd love to, but | can't. | have to workhave a lot of homework due in the
next week. Thank you for the invitation.

Teacher: That’s too bad. | was hoping you coulth€o

Dialogue 2: Refusing a friend’s invitation to see aovie (equal to equal status)
Rose and Nancy live in a same dormitory. One exgeRiose invites Nancy out.
Rose: We are going to see a movie tonight. Wouldlj® to come along?
Nancy: Mmm, no, you know | don’t like movies toaua.

Rose: That's too bad. Well then, maybe next time.

Dialogue 3: Refusing a junior classmate’s invitatin to speak for an orientation
program (higher to lower status)
John is a senior undergraduate. Mike, a sophomdre 8 in charge of the
“Students’ Organization”.
Mike: The “Students’ Organization” will hold an entation program for the
freshmen this Thursday. The topic is about lifetloe university campus. So

we would like to invite you to be a guest speaker.
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John: Oh, thanks for the invitation, but | alredtyve a previous engagement, so |
won'’t be able to attend.

Mike: I'm sorry to hear that. Maybe next time.

Unit 2 English Refusals to Suggestions
Dialogue 1: Refusing a boss’s suggestion to changeoroject design a little bit
(lower to higher status)
The boss and Johnson, an engineer of the compaaydiscussing about their
company’s new project design.
Boss: | think your design is a little too smallwduld suggest that you make it bigger.
Johnson: Hmm... | had something in mind. | was timgkthat smaller will be
more suitable for our customers.

Boss: Okay. You know what'’s best for the customer

Dialogue 2: Refusing a friend’s suggestion to hawe party in your house (equal
to equal status)
Gaby: Let’'s have a party.
George: What a good idea. When shall we have it?
Gaby: What about Saturday evening?
George: Fine and where shall we have it?
Gaby: In your flat.
George: Oh..., you know what my landlady’s like. S¥@n't let us have a party there.
Gaby: Let’s ask Doris. Perhaps we can have ienfflat.

Dialogue 3: Refusing a high school student’s sugdies to skip the details
(higher to lower status)
High School Student: | already understood evergliinthe first chapters. You don’t
need to bother with all the gritty details. Whynttgyou skip the details?
College Student: Well, actually it's very importahiat we review it anyway. That
way, you can show me how much you know, too.
High School Student: Alright. No problem.
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Unit 3 English Refusals to Offers

Dialogue 1: Refusing a dean (teacher)’s offer of teaching

assistantship (lower to higher status)

Today a teacher calls Mary into his office.

Teacher: Our department needs to hire a teachsigtast this term. We think you
are best suited for the job. You will work twelkieurs a week. It will take
you some time. But it is a good experience. Awa interested in taking the
job?

Mary: It sounds like a great opportunity, but I'migg to have to pass onit. | am just
too busy.

Teacher: Well then. Maybe next time.

Dialogue 2: Refusing a neighbor’s offer for a ridgequal to equal status)

Tim is walking down the street and it starts ragnimard. A young guy, who lives
nearby and is an acquaintance, stops the car &rd dim a ride.

Young guy: It’s raining cats and dogs! Do you naegtte?

Tim: No. Thanks. I'm almost there.

Young guy: Okay. Bye.

Dialogue 3: Refusing a cleaning lady’s payment fora broken vase
(higher to lower status)

Peter arrives home and notices that his cleanidy il extremely upset. She comes

rushing up to Peter.

Cleaning lady: Oh God, I'm so sorry! | had an avdccident. While | was cleaning |
bumped into the table and your china vase fell lanodte. | feel just terrible
about it. I'll pay for it.

Peter: Oh, never mind, don’t worry about it. Jtist an accident.

Cleaning lady: Thank you. It's very kind of you.

Unit4 English Refusals to Requests
Dialogue 1: Refusing a mother’s request (lower toigher status)
Mother: | wonder if you could go to the bank andilrtfas package at the post office

for me tomorrow.
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John: Oh, I'm sorry, Mom, but | can’t. | have thitctor’s appointment. Can’t Carrie
(sister) do it for you?

Mother: Never mind. I'll go there myself.

Dialogue 2: Refusing a classmate’s request to usecamputer (equal to equal
status)

Tina is in a computer room working on an assignme&htch is due tomorrow

morning. It is late at night and she still haotatb do. The computer room is very

crowded and there are students waiting to usedh®puater. One of Tina’s classmate

approaches her.

Classmate: Excuse me. Do you think you could letuse the computer for twenty
minutes?

Tina: I'm sorry. 1 still have a lot to finish be®® tomorrow. Perhaps someone else
does not have such a tight deadline.

Classmate: That's okay.

Dialogue 3: Refusing a junior member's request for an interview
(higher to lower status)

During lunch time at the university, a junior memli@ Robson’s department asks

Robson for a favor.

Junior member: | am doing a project that requirestminterview subjects. Could |
interview you for 15 minutes?

Robson: | really like to help you out, but I'm aftd’'m really strapped for time right
now and can't really afford to.

Junior member: That's too bad. Thanks anyway.
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Part Il Handout for Participants---Types of English Refusals

For Explicit Group

Unit

1 English Refusals to Invitations

3.Explanation

Refuser Learning Situation/
/Interlocutor | Targets Typical Expressions Distance
Status
Lower to 1.Positive Id love to but | can't this weekend; Refusing a
Higher Status| feeling I'd love to, but | can’t. | have to work; |teacher’s /a boss'’s
2 Negative I’d love to but | ha_ve a lot of stats invitation toa
ability homework due in the morning; party (fam_|I|ar
. |Oh, I'd love to, but | have to be out ofelationship)
3.Explanation )
town for the weekend;
I'd like to come but I've already made
plans.
Thank you for the invitation. Maybe sor
other time.
Equal to 1. No Nah, | need to get back and work on miRefusing a
Equal Status | 2.Gratitude, project; friend’s invitation
Future Oh, no, you know | don 't like movies tgoto see a movie
acceptance much (familiar
3. Explanation| No, thanks dude, maybe next time relationship)
Higher to 1.Gratitude Oh, thanks for the invitation, but | alreadyRefusing a junior
Lower Status | 2.Regret have a previous engagement so | waretudent’s or an

be able to attend.
Sorry, but I'm not prepared enough
address the group. Maybe next time
Thanks, I'm honored but | am really tg
busy.

employee’s
tanvitation to
speak for a
decture, to attend
a party or dinner
(familiar

relationship)
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Unit 2 English Refusals to Suggestions

Refuser Learning Situation
/Interlocutor | Targets Typical Expressions /Distance
Status

Lower to 1.Negative Well, | had planned to take another coufdeefusing an

Higher Status

ability, Pause
filler
2.Explanation
3.Alternative

next semester. I'll take the stats af

that.

Hmm...I had something else in mind. | wa
course or a

thinking | ought to take Professor
class since it's only offered every oth
semester. And | thought | would pick U

eadvisor’s

D

F5]‘51mi|iar

suggestion to
study another

boss’s suggestion

stats over the summer. elationship)
| would rather not. | think | know enough
to be able to figure it out.
Equal to 1.Pause filler | That would be nice if | had time Refusing a
Equal Status | 2.Positive That's how | meant for it to be friend’s
feeling Oh, I'm tired of working on it. I'm just suggestions

3. Explanation

going to hand it in and see what | get.

about a research
topic orto try a

Higher to
Lower Status

1.Negative
ability

2. Explanation

3. Alternative

new design
(familiar
relationship)
In order to understand the rest of it, | mudkefusing a
go over the first chapters. student’s

Well, actually it's very important that we

review it anyway. That way, you can

show how much you know, too!
I'll change the design next time.

suggestion to
skip the details
or an employee’s
suggestion to
change a design
(familiar
relationship)
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Unit 3 English Refusals to Offers
Refuser Learning Situation
/Interlocutor | Targets Typical Expressions /Distance
Status
Lower to 1.Ppositive It sounds like a great opportunity, but I'mRefusing a
Higher Status feeling (Negative| going to have to pass on it. | am just fodean'’s offer
ability), busy. or a boss’s
2. Gratitude No. Thanks. | have a number of other thingsffer
3.Explanation | want to focus on. (familiar

I'm afraid | have too much to do.

| would really like to, but I'm really busy
these days and | wouldn't be able to g
you 100%.

relationship)

ve

Equal to 1. No No. Thank you you're very kind. Refusing a
Equal Status | 2. Gratitude , [riend’s offer
3. Explanation N?,;/irl'rgzngk)éou. | don't have far to go ang or a ride/a
¥' piece of cake
No. Thanks. I'm almost there. o
; (familiar
No. Thank you. I'm full. . .
relationship)
Higher to 1. Give a comfort | Don't worry. Refusing a
Lower Status| 2. Letting the Never mind, | know it was an accident. cleaning
interlocutor off lady’s paying
the hook. for broken

vase (familiar
relationship)
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Equal Status

2.Expanation
3. Alternative

until tomorrow morning. | have so much le
to do.
I'm sorry | still have a lot to finish befor

Refuser Learning Situation
/Interlocutor | Targets Typical Expressions /Distance
Status
Lower to 1. Explanation | Oh, | can't. | have that doctor’'s appointmenRefusing a
Higher Status| 2. Alternative Can't Carrie (sister) do that for you? mother’s
3. Regret Oh, Boss! | have so much to do tomorrowequest or a
Can’'t Mary do that for you? boss’s
I'm sorry Mom, but | can’t. | have to be at theequest
library tomorrow. (familiar
relationship)
Equal to 1.Regret I'm sorry but | need to be glued to this computdrefusing a

rffriend’s
reqguest to uss
ea computer or

tomorrow. Perhaps someone else does|totborrow
have such a tight deadline. something
I'm really behind but I'll let you know when I'm (familiar
done if you still need it. relationship)
Higher to 1.Positive I'm terribly sorry but | don't have a minute. Refusing a
Lower Status | feeling I'm sorry but | really don't have the time rightjunior
2. Regret now. member’s
3. Explanation | I'd really like to help you out but I'm afraid I'm request to
really strapped for time right now and cap’'interview /a
really afford to. student for
Sorry, I'm late for an appointment. help of an
assignment
(familiar

relationship)

(adopted from Wannaruk 2004, 2005, 2008)
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For Implicit Group

Unit 1 English Refusals to Invitations

---I'd love to but | can't this weekend.

---I'd love to, but I can’t. | have to work.

---I'd love to but | have a lot of stats homeworkedn the morning.

---Oh, I'd love to, but I have to be out of towrr ihe weekend.

---I'd like to come but I've already made plans.

---Thank you for the invitation. Maybe some othpre.

---Nah, | need to get on back. | was going to wamkhe project.

---Oh, no, you know | don't like movies too much.

---No, thanks dude, maybe next time.

---Oh, thanks for the invitation, but | already kaa previous engagement so | won't
be able to attend.

---Sorry, but I'm not prepared enough to addressgiftoup. Maybe next time.

---Thanks, I'm honored but | am really too busy.
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Unit 2 English Refusal to Suggestions

---Well, I had planned to take other course thatester. I'll take the stats after that.

---Hmm...1 had something else in mind. | was thirkinought to take Professor X’
class since it's only offered every other semestend | thought | would pick up
stats over the summer.

---1 would rather not. | think | know enough to akle to do it.

---That would be nice if | had time.

---That’s how | meant for it to be.

---Oh, I'm tired of working on it. I'm just gointp hand it in and see what | get.

---In order to understand the rest of it, | mustoger the first chapters.

---Well, actually it's very important that we reweit any way. That way, you can
show how much you know, too!

---I'll change the design next time.



210

Unit 3 English Refusal to Offers

---I'm afraid | have too much to do.

---It sounds like a great opportunity, but I'm ggito have to pass it up. |am just too
busy.

---No. Thanks. | have a number of other thingsahtto focus on.

---1 would really like to but I'm really busy theskys and | wouldn’t be able to give
you 100%.

---No. Thank you you’re very kind.

---No. Thank you. | don’t have far to go and IMié okay.

---No. Thanks. I'm almost there.

---No. Thank you. I'm full.

---Don't worry.

---Never mind, | know it was an accident.
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Unit4 English Refusals to Requests

---I'm sorry Mom, but | can’t. | have to be at thierary tomorrow.

---Oh, | can’t. | have that doctor’s appointmefan’t Carrie (sister) do that for you?

---Oh, Boss! | have so much to do tomorrow. Cry do that for you?

---I'm sorry but | need to be glued to this compuiatil tomorrow morning. | have
so much left to do.

---I'm sorry | still have a lot to finish before nwrrow. Perhaps someone else does
not have such a tight deadline.

---I'm really behind but I'll let you know when I'done if you still need it.

---I'm terribly sorry but | don’t have a minute.

---I'm sorry but | really don’t have the time righow.

---I'd really like to help you out but I'm afraidrh really strapped for time right now
and can't really afford to.

---Sorry I'm late for an appointment.

(adopted from Wannaruk 2004, 2005, 2008)



Appendix B

L esson Plan

1. For Explicit Group

Unit 1 English Refusalsto Invitations
Time: 100 minutes
Objectives: To learn how to refuse to invitations in differestuations
Materials:
1) A cassette of three dialogues including Englishisals to invitations
2) Handout of sample dialogues for listening
3) Handout of types of English refusals----Unit 1 (éxplicit group)
Procedures:
Sep 1: Exposure of NS model (15minutes)

Listen to the cassette includingésample dialogues (see Appendix A: Part I---Unit
1) one by one and then answer one question aftérdtalogue (without script).
Question 1 to Dialogue 1: Did the student accepti¢lacher’s invitation? If no, Why?
Question 2 to Dialogue 2: Did Nancy accept Rose/gation? If no, why?

Question 3 to Dialogue 3: Did John accept Mikeigtation? If no, why?
Listen to the cassette again (with script) and angie questions:

How did the student refuse his teacher?

How did Nancy refuse Rose?

How did John refuse Mike?

What are the differences between these three tefusa
Step 2. Theexplanatory handout (15 minutes)

The teacher gives out a handout about “Types afdason Targets: English
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Refusals to Invitations” (see Appendix A: Handoat Participants---For Explicit
Group, Unit 1) and then summarizes the expressants functions of American
refusals to invitations.

Americans tend to begin with expressions lik&ell" "Thank yod, "I'd
love to go," then use an expression of regret/apology follovsydan excuse to
speakers of either higher, lower, or equal statspressions of regret and gratitude

are used frequently in declining invitations, e.g.

Refusing a boss's invitation to a farewell pargfysing a person of higher status):
| can't attend on Saturday evening. | apologize.
Refusing a friend's birthday invitation (refusinfriend):

Oh, | feel bad about this. I'm really sorry. hta

Saturday evening? Oh, goodness, | have a dated@gtevening.

Now look at the handout. Let’s read the table toge Can you find any
differences between three different kinds of statuare there any similarities and
differences between Chinese and American Englisisaés to invitations?

Step 3: The Planning Session (20 minutes)

Listen to the cassette again, and therk in pairs to prepare the dialogues
for refusing an invitation from your teacher, ydtiend and your junior classmates.
Try to speak naturally.

Step 4: Communicative practice (30 minutes)
Now act out your dialogue, and yourragwill be videotaped.
Step 5: Corrective feedback (20 minutes)
Now | show your acting. Let’s discuisgether if you say the refusal

expressions appropriately.
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Unit 2 English Refusalsto Suggestions

Time: 100 minutes
Objectives: To learn how to refuse to suggestions in diffestutations.
Materials:
1) A cassette of three dialogues including Englefhsals to suggestions
2) Handout of sample dialogues for listening
3) Handout of types of English refusals----Unitf@r explicit group)
Procedures:
Step 1. Exposure of NS model (15minutes)
Listen to the cassette including threeatjaks (see Appendix A: Part I---Unit 2)
one by one and then answer one question afterddaldyue (without script).
Question 1 to Dialogue 1: Did Johnson accept thresBsuggestion? If no, why?
Question 2 to Dialogue 2: Did George accept Gabggestion? If no, why?
Question 3 to Dialogue 3: Did the college studeceat a high school student’s
suggestions? If no, why?
Listen to the cassette again (with script) and &nghe questions:
How did Johnson refuse his boss?
How did George refuse Gaby?
How did the college student refuse the high sckaalent?
What are the differences between these three tefusa
Step 2. Theexplanatory handout (15 minutes)

The teacher gives out a handout about “Types ofrdason Targets:
refusals to suggestions” (see Appendix A: HandautRarticipants---For Explicit
Group, Unit 2) and then summarizes the expressants functions of American
refusals to suggestions.

In general, native speakers of American Englishd tém be sensitive to
status equals versus status unequals (either haghewer). They talk to people of
higher or lower status than themselves in a simitay, but they speak to status
equals in a different way than status unequals. ifgtance, they tend to sayHank
you' at the end of their refusal to a friend (equakst) who makes an invitation, but

not with others of unequal status. Offering aeralative to be pursued by the refuser
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or making suggestions for the recipient of the sefuto carry out are common
strategies. In few cases, expressions of gratiaundieattempts to dissuade are offered
as well.

Now look at the handout. Let’s read the table toge Can you find any
differences between three different kinds of statuare there any similarities and

differences between Chinese and American Engliisaés to suggestions?

Step 3: The Planning Session (20 minutes)

Listen to the cassette again, &ed work in pairs to prepare the dialogues
for refusing a suggestion from your teacher, yoientl and your junior classmates.
Try to speak naturally.

Step 4: Communicative practice (30 minutes)
Now act out your dialogue, and yaating will be videotaped.
Step 5: Corrective feedback (20 minutes)
Now | show your acting. Let's dissutogether if you say the refusal

expressions appropriately.
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Unit 3 English Refusalsto Offers

Time: 100 minutes
Objectives. To learn how to refuse to offers in different sttaas
Materials:
1) A cassette of three dialogues including Englefhisals to offers
2) Handout of sample dialogues for listening
3) Handout of types of English refusals----Unitf@ explicit group)
Procedures:
Sep 1: Exposure of NS model (15 minutes)
Listen to the cassette including thredodjaes (see Appendix A: Part I---Unit 3)
one by one and then answer one question afterdaldyue (without script).
Question 1 to Dialogue 1: Did Mary accepttiecher’s offer? If no, why?
Question 2 to Dialogue 2: Did Tim accept the yogaoyg's offer? If no, why?
Question 3 to Dialogue 3: Did Peter accept thenateplady’s offer? If no, why?
Listen to the cassette again (with script) and angie questions:
How did Mary refuse his teacher?
How did Tim refuse the young guy?
How did Peter refuse the cleaning lady?
What are the differences between these three tefusa
Step 2. Theexplanatory handout (15 minutes)

The teacher gives out a handout about “Types ofrdason Targets:
refusals to offers” (see Appendix A: Handout fortlegants---For Explicit Group,
Unit 3) and then summarizes the expressions anctifuns of American refusals to
offers.

When a cleaning woman offers to pay for a brokesepAmericans might
say, 'Don't worry' or "Never min and reinforce it with expressions like Know it
was an accident/etting the interlocutor off the hook.

Now look at the handout. Let's read the table thbge Can you find any
differences between three different kinds of statusre there any similarities and

differences between Chinese and American Englisisaés to offers?
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Step 3: The Planning Session (20 minutes)

Listen to the cassette again, &ed work in pairs to prepare the dialogues
for refusing an offer from your teacher, your fideand your junior classmates. Try
to speak naturally.

Step 4: Communicative practice (30 minutes)
Now act out your dialogue, and yaating will be videotaped.
Step 5: Corrective feedback (20 minutes)
Now | show your acting. Letscuss together if you say the refusal

expressions appropriately.
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Unit 4 English Refusalsto Requests

Time: 100 minutes
Objectives: To learn how to refuse to requests in differentagibns
Materials:
1) A cassette of three dialogues including Englefhisals to requests
2) Handout of sample dialogues for listening
3) Handout of types of English refusals----Unitfdr (explicit group)
Procedures:
Step 1. Exposure of NS model (15minutes)
Listen to the cassette includingeéndialogues (see Appendix A: Part |---
Unit 4) one by one and then answer one questi@n eftich dialogue (without script).
Question 1 to Dialogue 1: Did John accept his micshrequest? If no, why?
Question 2 to Dialogue 2: Did Tina accept hersiaate’s request? If no, why?
Question 3 to Dialogue 3: Did Robson accept jumember’s request? If no, why?
Listen to the cassette again (with script) and angie questions:
How did John refuse his mother?
How did Tina refuse his classmate?
How did Robson refuse his junior member?
What are the differences between these three tefusa
Step 2. Theexplanatory handout (15 minutes)
The teacher gives out a handout about “Types afdagon Targets: refusals
to requests” (see Appendix A: Handout for Partioiga-For Explicit Group Unit 4)
and then summarizes the expressions and functiolsierican refusals to requests.
Excuses are commonly given as part of Americansedfu Americans
typically start with expressing a positive opinion feeling about the requests or
requester (or pause filletshh/well/oh/uhmwhen talking to a higher-status person),
then express regreltrq sorry), and finally give an excuse, especially whenitako
someone of higher or lower status than themseluesqual status). With equal
status, Americans generally give an expressionegfet or apology, then give an
excuse, e.g.

Refusing a boss' request to stay at work late:
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Sorry, | have plans. | would but | have plangam't do it today. | had a prior
commitment and since you just told me now, and imft sisually ends at
seven, | probably can't stay late this evening.

I'd really like to. Really? But, you know | can'tve got a lot of stuff I've got

to do. Perhaps we can do it another time? Buglds a bad time.
Refusing to lend a classmate notes:

| just don’t feel comfortable giving yany notes because | worked so hard

and it doesn't seem that you've done that much.

Now look at the handout. Let's read tAble together. Can you find any
differences between three different kinds of ststueAre there any similarities and
differences between Chinese and American Engliisaés to requests?

Step 3: The Planning Session (20 minutes)

Listen to the cassette again, &ed twork in pairs to prepare the dialogues for
refusing a request from your teacher, your friend gour junior classmates. Try to
speak naturally.

Step 4: Communicative practice (30 minutes)

Now act out your dialogue, and youiragtvill be videotaped.
Step 5: Corrective feedback (20 minutes)

Now | show your acting. Let's discusgyether if you say the refusal
expressions appropriately.

Notes: Part of the above passages taken Felm-Brasdefer (2002), American

English Refusals. Retrieved from

http://carla.umn.edu/speechacts/refusals/index.html
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2. For Implicit Group

Unit 1 English Refusalsto Invitations
Time: 100 minutes
Objectives: To learn how to refuse to invitations in differestuations
Materials:
1) A cassette of three dialogues including Englefhsals to invitations
2) Handout of sample dialogues for listening
3) Handout of types of English refusals----Unitfar (mplicit group)
Procedures:
Sep 1: Exposure of NS model (15minutes)

This procedure is the same as Step 1 of Unit kphi@t group.
Sep 2: Form-sear ching and Form-comparison (15 minutes):

Now find out any patterns of American refusalsrtaitations in the three
dialogues. Then the teacher gives out the hanidoluding patterns of refusals to
invitations (see Appendix A: Handout for ParticipanFor Implicit Group, Unit 1).
Now compare the patterns in the handout with theepe you have found out.

Sep 3: The planning session (20 minutes)

Listen to the cassette again, and then work insp#r prepare the
dialogues for refusing an invitation from your teag your friend and your junior
classmates. Try to speak naturally.

Step 4: Communicative practice (30 minutes)
Now act out your dialogue, andiyacting will be videotaped.
Step 5: Implicit feedback (20 minutes)

Now | show your acting. (Learners will be informedly whether their
answer is correct by the teacher stating ‘Yes'imp$y nodding or moving on to the
next item, or incorrect by the teacher saying “Whats that?” or “Mm-| didn’t
understand.”)
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Unit 2 English Refusalsto Suggestions

Time: 100 minutes

Objectives: To learn how to refuse to suggestions in diffestutations
Materials:

1) A cassette of three dialogues including Englefhsals to suggestions
2) Handout of sample dialogues for listening

3) Handout of types of English refusals----Unitf@ (mplicit group)
Procedures:

Step 1. Exposure of NS model (15minutes)

This procedure is the same as Step 1 of Unit Xphi@t group.
Sep 2: Form-sear ching and Form-comparison (15 minutes):

Now find out any patterns of American refusals sggestions in the three
dialogues. Then the teacher gives out the hanidoluding patterns of refusals to
suggestions (see Appendix A: Handout for Partidipas-or Implicit Group, Unit 2).
Now compare the patterns in the handout with theepe you have found out.

Sep 3: The planning session (20 minutes)

Listen to the cassette again, and then work inrspaiprepare the dialogues
for refusing a suggestion of your teacher, yowarid and your junior classmates. Try
to speak naturally.

Step 4: Communicative practice (30 minutes)
Now act out your dialogue, and yoctiray will be videotaped.
Step 5: Implicit feedback (20 minutes)

Now | show your acting. (Learners will be informedly whether their
answer is correct by the teacher stating ‘Yes'imp$y nodding or moving on to the
next item, or incorrect by the teacher saying “Whats that?” or “Mm-I didn'’t

understand.”)
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Unit 3 English Refusalsto Offers

Time: 100 minutes

Objectives. To learn how to refuse to offers in different sttaas
Materials:

1) A cassette of three dialogues including Englefhisals to offers
2) Handout of sample dialogues for listening

3) Handout of types of English refusals----Unitf@r (mplicit group)
Procedures:

Sep 1: Exposure of NS model (15 minutes)

This procedure is the same as Step 1 of Unit phi@t group.
Sep 2: Form-sear ching and Form-comparison (15 minutes):

Now find out any patterns of American refusals tifers in the three
dialogues. Then the teacher gives out the inctugatterns of refusals to offers (see
Appendix A: Handout for Participants---For Implicgroup, Unit 3). Now compare
the patterns in the handout with the patterns yaeHound out.

Sep 3: The planning session (20 minutes)

Listen to the cassette again, aed thork in pairs to prepare the dialogues
for refusing an offer of your teacher, your friemdd your junior classmates. Try to
speak naturally.

Step 4: Communicative practice (30 minutes)

Now act out your dialogue, and yoctiray will be videotaped.
Step 5: Implicit feedback (20 minutes)

Now | show your acting. (Learners will be informedly whether their
answer is correct by the teacher stating ‘Yes'imp$y nodding or moving on to the
next item, or incorrect by the teacher saying “Whats that?” or “Mm-I didn'’t

understand.”)
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Unit 4 English Refusalsto Requests

Time: 100 minutes

Objectives: To learn how to refuse to requests in differentagibns
Materials:

1) A cassette of three dialogues including Englefhsals to requests
2) Handout of sample dialogues for listening

3) Handout of types of English refusals----Unitfdr (mplicit group)
Procedures:

Sep 1. Exposure of NS model (15minutes)

This procedure is the same as Step 1 of Unit &phi@t group.
Sep 2: Form-sear ching and Form-comparison (15 minutes):

Now find out any patterns of American refusals ¢guests in the three
dialogues. Then the teacher gives out the hanidoluding patterns of refusals to
requests (see Appendix A: Handout for Participatfter Implicit Group, Unit 4).
Now compare the patterns in the handout with theepe you have found out.

Sep 3: The planning session (20 minutes)

Listen to the cassette again, &aed work in pairs to prepare the dialogues
for refusing an offer of your teacher, your friemdd your junior classmates. Try to
speak naturally.

Step 4: Communicative practice (30 minutes)

Now act out your dialogue, and yaating will be videotaped.
Step 5: Implicit feedback (20 minutes)

Now | show your acting. (Learnevdl be informed only whether their
answer is correct by the teacher stating ‘Yes'imp$y nodding or moving on to the
next item, or incorrect by the teacher saying “Whats that?” or “Mm-I didn'’t

understand.”
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Background Information Survey

Name Class

Gender Age

Score of National Matriculation English Examinatior{written)

1. How long have you learned English before yoeetttis university?

2. Have you ever learned American English refusategies?

Yes No
If yes, Where
How long How many hours per week

3. Have you ever been to English —speaking cowtrie

Yes No

If yes, where

How long

4. How frequently do you speak English with naspeakers?

Frequently Occasionally Rarely Never

Part 1. Written DCT

In this questionnaire, you will find several comnuation situations in which
you interact with someone. Pretend you are thegpein the situation. You must
refuse all requests, suggestions, invitations,aifets. Write down your response.
Respond as you would in an actual situation.
1. You are in your professor’s office talking abgour final paper which is due in

two weeks. Your professor indicates that he hgsiest speaker coming to his



226

next class and invites you to attend that lectwe you cannot. (Invitation:
refusing to higher status)
Your professor: By the way, | have a guest speakeny next class who will be
discussing issues which are relevant to your pap@fould you like to
attend?

You refuse by saying:

2. A friend invites you to dinner, but you haversthing important to do and you

really can’t stand this friend’s husband/wife. \tation: refusing to equal status)

Friend: How about coming over for dinner Sundayht?g We’re having a small
dinner party.

You refuse by saying:

3. You are a senior student in your department.fre8hman, whom you met a few
times before, invites you to lunch in the universiafeteria but you do not want to
go. (Invitation: refusing to lower status)

Freshman: | haven't had my lunch yet. Would yée ko join me?

You refuse by saying:

4. You are at your desk trying to find a reportttyaur boss just asked for. While
you are searching through the mess on your desir poss walks over.
(suggestions: refusing to higher status)

Boss: You know, maybe you should try and organiaarself better. | always

write myself little notes to remind me of thingsPerhaps you should give it a
try!

You refuse by saying:
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5. You are at a friend’s house watching TV. Thend recommends a snack to
you. You turn it down, saying that you have gaineeight and don't feel
comfortable in your new clothes.

Friend: Hey, why don’t you try this new diet I'veedn telling you about? It can

make you lose weight. (suggestions: refusing t@aestatus)

You refuse by saying:

6. You are a language teacher at a universityis jlist about the middle of the term
now and one of your students asks to speak to you.

Student: Ah, excuse me, some of the students \atiag after class recently and we

kind of feel that the class would be better if yamuld give us more practice in
conversation and less on grammar. (suggestionsiref to lower status)

You refuse by saying:

7. You've been working in an advertising agency nfow some time. The boss
offers you a raise and promotion, but it involvesving. You don’t want to
go. Today, the boss calls you into his office. ffgjo refusing to higher status)

Boss: I'd like to offer you an executive positionaur new office in Hicktown. It's
a great town---only 3 hours from here by plane. dAa nice raise comes with
the position.

You refuse by saying:

8. You are going through some financial difficudtie One of your friends offers you
some money but you do not want to accept it. (offfusing to equal status)
Your friend: | know you are having some financidffidulties these days. You
always help me whenever | need something. | cadh yeu $20. Would you
accept it from me?

You refuse by saying:
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9. You are at your home with your friend. You aemiring the expensive new
pen that your father gave you. Your friend sets pen down on a low table.
At this time, your nanny goes past the low tallle, pen falls on the floor and it is
ruined. (offer: refusing to lower status)

Nanny: Oh, | am so sorry. I'll buy you a new one.

You refuse by saying (Knowing she is only a teenage

10. Your professor wants you to help plan a classypbut you are very busy this
week. (request: refusing to high status)
Professor: We need some people to plan the clasg. pdo you think you can
help?

You refuse by saying:

11. A classmate, who frequently misses classes, tasBorrow your class notes, but
you do not want to give them to him. (requestusefg to equal status)
Your classmate: You know | missed the last clagdould | please borrow your
notes from that class?

You refuse by saying:

12. You only have one day left before taking alfeseam. While you are studying
for the exam, one of your junior relatives, whoinshigh school, asks if you
would help him with his homework but you cannotrequest: refusing to lower
status)

Your relative: I'm having problems with some of migomework

assignments. Would you please help me with somenyohomework
tonight?

You refuse by saying:
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2. Posttest

Name Class

In this questionnaire, you will find several comnuation situations in
which you interact with someone. Pretend you keeperson in the situation. You
must refuse all requests, suggestions, invitati@rg] offers. Write down your
response. Respond as you would in an actual isituat
1. A friend invites you to dinner, but you have sihing important to do and you

really can’t stand this friend’s husband/wife. \tation: refusing to equal status)
Friend: How about coming over for dinner Sundayht?fgWe’re having a small
dinner party.

You refuse by saying:

2. You are at your home with your friend. You aemiring the expensive new
pen that your father gave you. Your friend seésghn down on a low table. At
this time, your nanny goes past the low table,pbe falls on the floor and it is
ruined. (offer: refusing to lower status)

Nanny: Oh, I am so sorry. I'll buy you a new one.

You refuse by saying (Knowing she is only a teenage

3. A classmate, who frequently misses classes, taskerrow your class notes, but
you do not want to give them to him. (requestusefg to equal status)
Your classmate: You know | missed the last clagSould | please borrow your notes
from that class?

You refuse by saying:
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4. You are in your professor’s office talking abgour final paper which is due in
two weeks. Your professor indicates that he hgsest speaker coming to his
next class and invites you to attend that lectwe ywu cannot. (Invitation:
refusing to higher status)

Your professor: By the way, | have a guest speakeny next class who will be

discussing issues which are relevant to your papéfould you like to
attend?

You refuse by saying:

5. You are at your desk trying to find a reporttthaur boss just asked for. While
you are searching through the mess on your desiyr poss walks over.
(suggestions: refusing to higher status)

Boss: You know, maybe you should try and organiaarself better. | always

write myself little notes to remind me of thingsPerhaps you should give it a
try!

You refuse by saying:

6. You are a senior student in your department.freshman, whom you met a few
times before, invites you to lunch in the univergiifeteria but you do not want
to go. (Invitation: refusing to lower status)

Freshman: | haven't had my lunch yet. Would yée ko join me?

You refuse by saying:

7. You are a language teacher at a universityis jltst about the middle of the term

now and one of your students asks to speak to you.
Student: Ah, excuse me, some of the students vaédmg after class recently and
we kind of feel that the class would be betterafixould give us more practice

in conversation and less on grammar. (suggestédnsing to lower status)
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You refuse by saying:

8. You only have one day left before taking a fiaghm. While you are studying
for the exam, one of your junior relatives, whoinshigh school, asks if you
would help him with his homework but you cannotreqluest: refusing to lower
status)

Your relative: I'm having problems with some of migomework

assignments. Would you please help me with somenyohomework
tonight?

You refuse by saying:

9. You've been working in an advertising agency nfowsome time. The boss
offers you a raise and promotion, but it involvesving. You don’t want to
go. Today, the boss calls you into his office. ffgo refusing to higher
status)

Boss: I'd like to offer you an executive positionaur new office in Hicktown. It's
a great town---only 3 hours from here by plane. dAa nice raise comes with
the position.

You refuse by saying:

10. You are at a friend’s house watching TV. Thend recommends a snack to
you. You turn it down, saying that you have gaineeight and don't feel
comfortable in your new clothes.

Friend: Hey, why don’t you try this new diet I'veedén telling you about? It can

make you lose weight.  (suggestions: refusing teakstatus)

You refuse by saying:

11. Your professor wants you to help plan a clastypbut you are very busy this

week. (request: refusing to high status)



232

Professor: We need some people to plan the clagg. paDo you think you
can help?

You refuse by saying:

12. You are going through some financial difficedti One of your friends offers
you some money but you do not want to accept bffe: refusing to equal
status)

Your friend: | know you are having some financidffidulties these days. You

always help me whenever | need something. | cad Y®u $20. Would you
accept it from me?

You refuse by saying:



Appendix D
Criteria for Assessing Participants’ Responses to
Written DCT

You are to rate the appropriateness of the resganfsEFL learners to the
written DCT items on the four aspects: correct egpions, quality of information,
strategies choices, level of formality. The appiagy or appropriateness is marked
by analytic Likert 5, that is, 5--completely appriape; 4—mostly appropriate;
3—aqgeneral appropriate; 2--- not very appropriatednceptable; 1--- not appropriate

and not acceptable. The format is as follows.

Criteria for Four Aspects of Appropriacy

Scalg
Correct Quality of Strategies Level of
Expressions Information Choices Formality

5 Completely Completely Completely Completely
appropriate appropriate appropriate appropriate

4 Mostly Mostly Mostly Mostly
appropriate appropriate appropriate appropriate

3 Generally Generally Generally Generally
appropriate appropriate appropriate appropriate

2 Not very Not very Not very Not very
appropriate appropriate appropriate appropriate
but acceptable but acceptable but acceptable but acceptable

1 Not Not Not Not
appropriate appropriate appropriate appropriate
and and and and
not acceptable not acceptable not acceptable not acceptable

O | The mean score of the above four items

O= Overall score

Explanations of the above criteria are providedowel The following
criteria are just for your reference. You are $e your native speaker intuition and
reactions and compare them to what your nativekgpeagrm might be. Do not use

what you think might say as the sole criteria fouryrating.
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1. Correct Expressions
This category includes the typical expressions usedefusals in three
different kinds of refuser status (low-high, eqaglial and high-low). The correct
expressions referred to an appropriate patternowitgrammatical mistakes, in spite
that the linguistic accuracy was not the focushefsétudy. You may depend on your
native speaker’s intuition to judge the correctneBse question to ask is: How
appropriate is the wording/are the expressions?e cFiteria can be as follows:
5: Completely appropriate
Complete appropriate expressions and no grammaticthkes
4: Mostly appropriate
Appropriate expressions, no or at most one grancadatiistake
3: Generally appropriate
Generally appropriate expressions, one grammaticsibke
2: Not very appropriate, but acceptable
Not very appropriate expressions, two or three gnatical mistakes
1: Not appropriate, not acceptable

Not very appropriate expressions, mora theee grammatical mistakes

2. Quality of Information
This aspect refers to appropriateness of the irdtion given by the
students. An appropriate and lengthy explanatmmréfusal is needed for some
native speakers, also, the situation for the wribéCT of the present study is located
only in a familiar relationship which needs a longdterance. But non-native
speakers of low proficiency might use very directnda thus
shorter-than-native-speakers utterance. If a abtusgins with “I can’t” without any
reason or explanation may be judged as inapprepriatYou can judge
appropriateness based on your intuition. The @uress: How appropriate is the
quality of information?
5: Completely appropriate
Completely appropriate with very lengthy sentences
4: Mostly appropriate
Mostly appropriate with lengthy sentences
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3: Generally appropriate

Generally appropriate with short sentences
2: Not very appropriate, but acceptable

Not very appropriate with very short sentences
1: Not appropriate, not acceptable

Not appropriate sentences with very short sentences

3. Strategies Choices
This category refers to refusal strategjles explanation, positive feeling,
gratitude etc. used by native speakers. Those @@ choose the three most
frequently used American English refusal strategewided in the learning targets
can be regarded as the holder of scale of 5. Yay judge according to your
intuition. The question is: How appropriate is Htetegies choice?
5: Completely appropriate
Exactly same as the learning targets
4: Mostly appropriate
1 strategy with some variations to the learningdts
3: Generally appropriate
1 strategy different with the learning targets
2: Not very appropriate, but acceptable
2 strategies different with the learning targets
1: Not appropriate, not acceptable

No strategies same as the learning targets

4. Level of Formality

Formality can be expressed through the degreerofdioor informal word
choice and the degree of politeness. Use of colddgpeech can be appropriate and
polite in American English when the situation idormal and between friends,
families and co-workers. Use of formal speech lmarappropriate and polite in the
situation of high to low and low to high status. owever, a degree of
appropriateness can be applied. You are the juddée question is: How

appropriate is the level of formality?



5: Completely appropriate

Use very polite and very appropriate words fordteation

4: Mostly appropriate

Use polite and appropriate words for the situation

3: Generally appropriate
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Use some words being not very polite and not vemyraepriate for the

situation

2: Not very appropriate, but acceptable

Use words being not very polite and nat/\appropriate for the situation

1: Not appropriate, not acceptable

Use very impolite words and completely not very rappiate for the

situation
(adapted from Hudson et al., 1992,1995; Hudso@10

The following examples are analysis of s®ign four stimulus types.

They are just for your reference.

Stimulus Learning Student’s Correct Quality of Strategies | Level of
Types/Status Targets Response Expressions | Information | Choices Formality
Refusals to Invitations
Professor: 1.Positive Oh, I'd love 5 5 5 5
By the way, | have a feeling to (positive Completely | Longer Three Very polite
guest speaker in my | 2.Negative feeling) appropriate | sentences for strategies | and formal
next class who will ability but | can’t for explanation | uses word
be discussing issues | 3.Explanation | (negative expressions | and having a| exactly choice
which are relevant ability). and no general same as
to your paper. Would | have a lot of | grammatical | meaning the
you like to attend? work to do mistakes first, then learning
(explanation). the specific | targets
As you know, explanation
L-H the final
examination
is coming
(explanation)
Friend: 1. No Oh,no (no), |5 4 3 4
How about Coming overl 2.Gratitude, you know | Completely | Mostly No Polite and
for dinner Sunday night?  Future have a correct appropriate | gratitude | informal
We're having a small acceptance | meeting to expression, | with lengthy | strategy | but without
dinner party. 3. Explanation | attend Sunday| no sentence for showing
E-E night grammatical | explanation “gratitude”
(explanatim). | mistakes
Freshman: 1.Gratitude I'm sorry 3 3 3 4
| haven't had my 2.Regret (regret), Generally Generally No Polite and
lunch yet. Would 3.Explanation | | have no time| appropriate, | appropriate, | gratitude | informal
you like to join me? now though no but short strategy without
(explanation). | grammatical | sentences showing
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H-L | | mistake | gratitude
Refusals to suggestions
Boss: 1.Negative Well, um, | 4 5 4 5
You know, maybe ability, have Mostly Completely | Some Very polite
you should try and Pause filler | something in appropriate, | appropriate | variations | and very
organize yourself 2.Explanation | my mind no and with appropriate
better. | always 3.Alternative | (explanation). | grammatical | sentences pause word
write myself little Maybe next mistakes filler, but
notes to remind me time I'll try no
of things. Perhaps (future negative
you should give it a acceptance). strategy
try!
L-H
Friend: 1.Pause filler Don'’t you know | 2 2 2 2
Hey, why don't you| 2.Positive that, the more Expressions | Expressions | 2 strategies | Not very
try this new diet I've feeling _ Qelicious the snal not very being nc_)t very | missing, pc_)lite
been teling you 3. Explanation is, the more weig approprlate in approprla_te, only _ Wlth_out
bout? It K will increase | spite of no though with explanation saying
about _Can ma (explanation with| grammatical lengthy strategy “positive
you lose weight. question). mistakes sentence same as the| feeling”
learning
E-E target
Student: 1.Negative I'm not give you | 2 3 3 2
Ah, excuse me, somg  ability chance to Incorrect Generally No Not very
of the students were | 2- Explanation | practice expressions appropriate alternative | polite and
talking after class 3. Alternative (nggative and _ yvith short and| strategy appropriate
. ability). But 2 grammatical | incomplete
recently and we kind now we need mistakes sentences
of feel that the class basic
would be better if you (explanation).
could give us more
practice in
conversation and less
on grammar.
H-L
Refusals to offers
Boss: 1.(Negative It sounds a good 4 4 3 5
I'd like to offer ability), opportunity Mostly Mostly No Very formal
you an executive pos_itive (positive), _but | appropri_ate appropriate gratitude and poli_te
position in our new feellng am preparing the expressions with strategy expression
N . 2. Gratitude coming and no and not very
offlce in Hicktown. 3.Explanation examination grammatical direct
It's a great (explanation). mistakes sentences
town---only 3 hours
from here by plane.
And, a nice raise
comes with the
position.
L-H
Friend: 1. No No (no), thanks | 5 5 5 5
| know you are 2. Gratitude (gratitude). | Completely Completely Exactly Very polite
having some financia 3. Explanation | think | can be correct appropriate same as the| and
difficulties these able to work it expressions ngq with very learning appropriate
out successfully | grammatical lengthy targets to the
days. You always (explanation). mistakes sentences situation
help me whenever |
need something. |
can lend you $20.
Would you accept it
from me?
E-E
Nanny: 1. Give Forget (give 3 4 5 4
Oh, | am so sorry. I'll|  comfort comfort), it's just | Generally Mostly Exactly Mostly polite
buy you a new one. 2. Letting the an accident (let | appropriate, 1| appropriate, same as the| and
interlocutor off the hook). | grammatical lengthy learning appropriate
off the hook. | won't blame you | mistake sentence targets
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H-L | | (give comfort). | | | |
Refusals to requests
Professor: 1. Explanation | I'm sorry(regret), | 5 5 4 5
We need some 2. Alternative | can't Completely Completely Future Very polite
people to plan the 3. Regret (negative). appropriate, appropriate, acceptance | and formal
class party. Do you | have a lot to no lengthy strategy
hink ) help? do (explanation), | grammatical sentences with some
think you can help® maybe next time | mistakes variations
(future of
L-H acceptance). alternative
Classmate: 1.Regret Oh, no (no), 'l | 3 3 2 3
You know | missed 2.Expanation useitina Generally Generally 2 strategies | Not very
the last class. Could || 3- Alternative moment appropriate, appropriate, different polite,
please borrow your (explanation). though no short from the without
5 grammatical sentences learning gratitude
notes from that class mistakes targets (no | and regret
regret and | strategies
E-E alternative
strategy)
Relative: 1.Positive I'm so sorry 4 5 3 4
I'm having problems feeling (regret). | can't Mostly Completely No Polite and
with some of my 2. Regret come (negative). | appropriate appropriate positive formal but
homework 3. Explanation | I'm busy with expressions, | and lengthy strategy no positive
. my examination | no explanation feeling
assignments. (explanation). grammatical
Would you please mistakes
help me with some of
my homework
tonight?
H-L

L-H=a lower refuser to a higher interlocutor
E-E= an equal refuser to an equal interlocutor
H-L= a higher refuser to a lower interlocutor




Appendix E
Classifications of Refusal Strategies

For Assessing the Perfor mances of Written DCT)

|. Direct
1. Performative (e.g., “I refuse”)
2. Nonperformative statement
1) “No”
2) Negative willingness/ability (“I can’t”, “Won’t”, “I don’t think so.”)
Il. Indirect
1. Statement of regret (e.g., “I'm sorry...”; “Idkterrible...”)
2. Wish (e.g. “l wish | could help you...”)
3. Excuse, reason, explanation (e.g., “My childvéll be home that night.”; “ |
have a headache.”)
4. Statement of alternative
1) I can do X instead of Y (e.g., “I'd rathet.“l'd prefer...”)
2) Why don't you do X instead of Y (e.g., “WHgn’t you ask someone else?”)
5. Set condition for future or past acceptarecg.( “If you had asked me eatrlier, |
would have...”)
6. Promise of future acceptance (e.g., “I'll doéxt time”; “I promise I'll...” or
“Next time I'll..."---using “will” of promise or “promise”)
7. Statement of principle (e.g., “l never do Iasis with friends.”)

8. Statement of philosophy (e.g., “One can'tdedareful”.)
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9. Attempt to dissuade interlocutor
1) Threat or statement of negative consequetact®e requester (e.g., “l won't
be any fun tonight” to refuse an invitation)
2) Guilt trip (e.g., waitress to customers wiant to sit a while: “I can’ make a
living off people who just order coffee.”)
3) Criticize the request/requester, etc. (stat@ of negative feeling or opinion);
insult/attack (e.g., “who do you think you are?THat'’s a terrible idea!”)
4) Request for help, empathy, and assistancdpping or holding the request.
5) Let interlocutor off the hook (e.g., “Domiorry about it.”; “That’s okay”)
6) self-defense (e.g. “I'm trying my best.” i’ doing all | can do”.)
10. Acceptance that functions as a refusal
1) Unspecific or indefinite reply
2) Lack of enthusiasm
11. Avoidance
1) Nonverbal
a. Silence
b. Hesitation
c. Do nothing
d. Physical departure
2) Verbal
a. Topic switch
b. Joke
c. Repetition of part of request, etc. (€gonday?”)
d. Postponement (e.g., I'll think about it.”)
e. Hedging (e.g., “Gee, | don’'t know” “I'm nstire.”)
Adjunctsto Refusals
1. Statement of positive opinion/feeling of agreem@mhat’s a good idea...”;
“I'd love to...")
2. Statement of empathy (e.g., “l realize you are diffécult situation.”)
3. Pause fillers ((e.g., “uhh”; “well”; “oh”; “uhm”)
4. Gratitude/appreciation
(Cited in Beebe, L.M., Takahashi, T., & Uliss-Welkz, 1990, p.72-73)



Appendix F
Responses of Written DCT in the Pretest, the Posttest
and theDelayed Posttest (Excerpts)
A. Explicit group
Thefirst type: Refusalsto invitations
1. Invitations (EG9) Li Yanging( Johnathan)

1) Low to high

Pre: 1 very like to atten¢positive), but | can’'t (negative). because |dday see my

friend in the hospitable(explanation). | reallywsorry(regret). 2, 3, 2, 3=3

Post: Oh, | love to (positive) but | can’t (negady| have a lot of work to do. As
you know, the final examination is coming (explama}. 5, 5, 5, 5=5
Delayed: It's very considerate of you (gratitudeHowever | can’t come (negative)
for that the final paper is due in two weeks (erplion). 4, 4, 3, 4=4
2) Equal to equal
Pre: Oh, thank you for your invitation (gratitude)But | have something important to
do (explanation). Pleased allow me invite you rntaxte (future alterative).
4,4,3, 4=4
Post: Oh, no (no) as you know your wife don't like and | really can’t stand your
wife (explanation). 4, 3,3, 2=3
Delayed: Thank you for your invitation (gratitude)However, |1 have something
important this Sunday night (explanation). 5, %434
3) High to low
Pre: Oh, thank you (gratitude), but_| had invaefriend of mine to restaurant
(explanation). 3, 3, 3, 3=3

Post: Oh, thank you for your invitation (gratitudeit | already have a previous
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engagement (explanation). So | won'’t be ableotoe (negative). 5, 5, 3, 4=4
Delayed: Oh. It's a pity (regret) that | have arpleo go out in lunch time
(explanation). 3, 3, 3, 4=3

2. Invitations (EG 15) He Lingling
1) Low to high
Pre: Er, I'm glad to attend it (positiyebut | must keep my promise to my friend
(explanation), what about next time (future acceptd, I'm sorry (regret).
3,3,3,3=3
Post: I'd really love tdpositive), but I'm too busy (explanation). 5, 5535
Delayed: I'd like to (positive)but I'll attend another lecture and | have promised
that (explanation). maybe next time(future acaeggr 4, 4, 3, 4=4
2) equal to equal
Pre: I'd like that (positive). what about you comeemy house for dinner Sunday
night? (future suggestion) 2, 2,1, 2=2
Post: No (no), maybe we’ll have next time (futulermative), | really want to stay
with you alone (explanation). 4, 4, 3, 4=4
Delayed: I'd like to (positive), but I'm busy thedays (explanation), if I have time,
I'll invite you to dinner (future alternative), ok® 4, 3, 4=4
3) High to low
Pre: I'm sorry (regret), | have no time now (exg@aan). 3, 3, 3, 2=3
Post: Thanks for your invitation (gratitude), bum Ireally busy now (explanation).
Maybe next time (future alternative). 5, 5, 3, 5=5
Delayed: I'd love to (positive) but there is somethelse | must do (explanation).

Maybe next time (future alternative). 4, 4, 2, 3=3

The second type: Refusalsto suggestions
3. Suggestions (EG 28 ) Tao Yongfeng
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1) Low to high:
Pre: Oh, you are right (positive). But | have mywnoway of doing things
(explanation). | will do better, Please believe (fogure alternative).
3,3, 3,4=3
Post: Hmm, | had something in mind (explanation)think | can remember what |
must do (explanation with confidence). Thanks fgour suggestion
(gratitude). 4, 4, 2, 3=3
Delayed: Thank you for the advice (gratitude), de@ss. But | think | can make it
(explanation with confidence). 2, 3, 2, 3=3
2) Equal to equal
Pre: The diet is fine (positive), but I've gainea siuch weigh now and my new
clothes can't fit me (explanation). 3, 3, 2, 3=3
Post: No (no), thanks (gratitude). I'd better (rmegative). [I've gained too much
weight and I'm afraid my new clothes won't suit explanation). 4, 4, 2, 4=4
Delayed: Oh, no (no). They are delicious (pos)tivaut I'm afraid that my new
clothes will complain (explanation). 3, 3, 5, 5=4
3) High to low
Pre: EG As a university student, you all shouldes®pon yourselves, don’t you
think so? (explanation with suggestion) 3, 3,233
Post: Maybe you're right (positive), but | thinkexf you master grammar well, then
you can practice, too (explanation). 5,5, 3, 4=4
Delayed: Very good advice (positive). But it isvaus that most of you are
making rapid progress in this method, haven't yoticed it? (explanation)

4, 4,3, 4=4

4. Suggestions (EG20 ) Zhang Hu (James)
1) Low to high

Pre: Sorry (regret), sir. I'm afraid | can’t agreéh you (negative). Because I'm
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not used to writing myself little notes to reminieings (explanation). 3, 3, 3, 3=3

Post: | would rather not (negative). 1 think | kmdhow to deal with myself
(explanation). 3,4, 3,4=4
Delayed: Thanks for your suggestion (gratitude}, Idhink | have my own opinion
to solve it (explanation). 3, 3, 3,4=3
2) Equal to equal
Pre: No (no), | have gained weight and | don’t feeiny new clothes (explanation).
Just take it for yourself (dissuade interlocutor}, 3, 2, 2=3
Post: No (No), thank you (gratitude). You are véugpd (gratitude). I'm full
(explanation). 3, 3, 2, 3=3
Delayed: No (no), thank you (gratitude). But | ddeel comfortable (explanation).
3,3,2,3=3
3) High to low
Pre: It's good to you to say so (positive). Buwnh so busy that | don’'t have any
other time (explanation). I'm sorry (regret), haabout talking with your
friends and classmates (alternative)? 3, 3, 3, 3=3
Post: Thanks for your suggestion (gratitude). ¢Hange the design next time
(future acceptance). 3, 3, 2, 4=3
Delayed: Oh, I'm sorry about that (regret), becals® something important to do
(explanation). 2, 2, 2, 3=2

Thethird type: Refusalsto offers
5. Offer (EG14) Fan Shuzhen
1) Low to high
Pre: Thank you for your offering (gratitude), bos®ut it's too far away from my
house (explanation). I'm afraid | couldn’t have agb time (negative).
3,3,4,4=4

Post: It sounds like a great opportunity (positiv@)t I'm going to have to pass on it.
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| think it's too far away from here (explanation)5, 5, 3, 5=5
Delayed: Oh, thank you for your offering (gratitydeg sounds like a great chance
(positive). But it's too far away from my homepml’'afraid I'll be homesick
(explanation). 5,5, 5, 5=5
2) Equal to equal
Pre: Thank you very much (gratitude). But | thihkwill overcome these
difficulties on my own soon (explanation). 3, 3433
Post: No (no), thanks (gratitude). 1 think | cam dble to work it out successfully
(explanation). 5,5,5,5=5
Delayed: Thank you very much (gratitude), but hkhi can make it out successfully
(explanation). 5, 4, 3,5=4
3) High to low
Pre: You don’t need to do so (dissuade). Althoitighruined, it’'s valuewill never
change (give comfort). 3, 3, 3, 3=3
Post: Oh, never mind. Don’t worry about it (givendort). It just an accident

(let off the hook). 3,5, 5, 5=5

Delayed: Oh, never mind (give comfort). It's jast accident (let off the hook). 5,
5 5,555

6. Offers (EG 23) Fu Tiejun (Tammy)
1) Low to high

Pre: Sorry (regret), boss. 1think if you let nentnue my work, I'll make it better
(future acceptance with condition). 3, 2, 2, 2=2

Post: It sounds a good opportunity (positive), buam preparing the coming
examination (explanation). 4,4, 3, 5=4

Delayed: That's a good opportunity for me (posifjveut | want to live in this town
(explanation). 4, 4, 3,5=4

2) Equal to equal
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Pre: Oh, it's very kind of you (gratitude). Butwant to solve it by myself
(explanation). 3, 3, 3, 3=3

Post: Oh, I'm afraid | have too much to do (exptaorg. 5, 4, 3, 5=4

Delayed: Thank you (gratitude), but | can go thitoitgexplanation). 4, 3, 3, 4=4
3) High to low

Pre: oh, it's doesn’t matter (give comfort), narie you should care (remind). 3, 3,
2,3=3

Post: Don't worry (give comfort), | know it was accident (let off the hook). 5, 5,
5, 5=5

Delayed: Oh, I think this is a accident, not yoault (let off the hook), never mind

(give comfort). 5, 5, 5, 5=5

Thefourth type: Refusalsto requests
7. Requests (EG25 ) Mao Nan
1) Low to high
Pre: I'm afraid | can’t (negative). I'm very buslyis week (explanation). | will
try my best to help it next time (future alternadivSorry, professor (regret).
3,3,4,4=4
Post: Oh, I'm sorry (regret). I'm just too busysthweek (explanation). Perhaps
John can help you (alternative). 5,5, 5, 5=5
Delayed: I'm sorry (regret). I'm very busy this &e(explanation). Perhaps Lucy
can help you (alternative). 5, 5, 5, 5=5
2) Equal to equal
Pre: I'm afraid you can’t (negative). My notesrfrahat class is not very clear
(explanation). 3, 3, 2, 3=3
Post: Oh, I'm sorry (regret). I'm still using #Xplanation). Perhaps some else can
help you (alternative). 5,5, 5, 5=5

Delayed: I'm sorry (regret), but | can't (negative) I'm using it now
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(explanation). 5, 4, 3,4=4
3) High to low
Pre: I'm afraid | can't help (negative). Tomorrasvthe day of my final exam, so |
must review my lessons now (explanation). 3, 3=3
Post: Oh, I really want to help you out (positiveyt I'll take the final exam
tomorrow (explanation). So I really can't affol(hegative). 5,5, 4, 5=5
Delayed: Oh, I’ sorry (regret), but | can’t helpuw¢negative). I'm very busy now

because of the final exam (explanation). 5, 57, 5

8. Requests (EG4) Bao Anni (Ann)
1) Low to high

Pre: I'm sorry. Professor (regret). | have maryrkathis week (explanation). |
want to help you (positive). But | have no timegnation). [I'll ask help
for my classmates (alternative). 3, 3, 4, 4=4

Post: I'm sorry (regret). | have many homewdokdo this week (explanation).

Can’t Jane do that for you (alternative)? 3, 5%

Delayed: I'm terribly sorry (regret). | must filismy report this week
(explanation). Maybe next time (future acceptancé).5, 4, 5=5
2) Equal to equal

Pre: I'm sorry (regret). | need these notes farien® my classes (explanation).
You can borrow another one (alternative). 4, 48}

Post: I'm sorry (regret). | think you must borr@thers (alternative). | need it to
review my classes (explanation). 4, 4, 5, 4=4

Delayed: | have to say sorry to you (regret). kadat to review my lessons
(explanation). 4, 4, 3,4=4
3) High to low

Pre: | want to help you (positive). But I'm studgi for my exam (explanation).

If you can wait, I'll help you after exam. Theihdve enough time to help you
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(future alternative). 4, 4, 3, 3=4

Post: I'm so sorry (regret). | must study for mgdi exam (explanation). Maybe
next time (future acceptance). 5, 5, 3, 5=5

Delayed: I'm sorry (regret). | must attend a mmagtitonight (explanation).

Maybe next time (future acceptance). 5,5, 3, 5=5

B. Implicit group

Thefirst type: Refusalstoinvitations

1. Invitations (IG7) Xu Shichao(Amy)

1)Low to high

Pre: Sorry (regret), | have no time in the nexsslgexplanation). 1, 2, 2, 2=2

Post: I'd love to (positive). But | have a lot sdmework to finish (explanation).
4,4,3, 4=4

Delayed: I'd love to (positive). But the next weldkave a lot of things to do in the

Student Union (explanation). 4, 4, 3, 4=4

2) Equal to equal

Pre: I'd love to (positive), but I'm afraid | carftave many things to do on Sunday
(explanation). 3, 3, 2, 3=3

Post: Oh, no (no), | don't want to go (negative). have many things to do
(explanation). 4, 4, 3, 4=4

Delayed: Oh, sorry (regret). | am very busy to@@yplanation). 3,4, 3, 4=4
3) High to low

Pre: I'm afraid | can’t (negative). | have my lunaleady (explanation). 2, 2, 2, 3=2

Post: I'd love to (positive), but I afraid | canlhegative). I'm very busy now
(explanation). So maybe next time (future accean 3, 4, 2, 4=3

Delayed: Oh, sorry (regret). I'm busy now (explkao@. Maybe next time
(future acceptance). 4, 3, 3,4=4
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2. Invitations (IG 27) Chen Si (Carri)
1) Low to high
Pre: Oh, | think that will be great (positive). tBUm afraid that | can't go

(negative), because | will _attend a importanteeting in that day

(explanation). 3, 4,5, 4=4
Post: I'd love to (positive), but | can’'t (negatjve My final paper is due in two
weeks (explanation).__Thans fgour invitation (gratitude). 3,5, 4, 5=4
Delayed: It's my honor (gratitude), but I'm busy idoing my homework
(explanation). Thanks for you invitation (gratie)d 4, 4, 2, 4=4
2) Equal to equal
Pre: That sounds great (positive)! But I'm busy ndpimy work on Sunday
(explanation). 3,2, 2, 3=3
Post: Hmm, No (no). You know I'm busy in my woekxplanation). 4, 4, 3, 4=4
Delayed: No (no), thanks (gratitude). | have adbtthings to do (explanation).
5,4,5,5=5
3) High to low
Pre: Sorry (regret), | have many thittgdo now, so | can’t go with you (explanation).
3,3,3,3=3
Post: Thanks for your invitation (gratitude), | lea& lot of work to do (explanation),
maybe next time (future acceptance). 4, 4, 3, 4=4
Delayed: That's a good idea (positive). But |lstihve a lot of work to do

(explanation). Maybe next time (future acceptanceé), 4, 3, 4=4

The second type: Refusalsto suggestions
3. Suggestions (IG 25) Wang Tingting (Chesin)
1) Low to high
Pre: | think | needn't try it (negative), if | male®me notes which will waste me so

much time that | can't finish the work you give md. must save every time to
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work hard (explanation). 4, 4, 3, 3=4
Post: Thanks (gratitude), it's a good idea (posijtivbut | have something in my
mind. It's just an accident. | always have a gaogdngement about my job
(explanation). 4, 3, 2, 3=3
Delayed: It sounds a good idea (positive), buirikh will do it better (explanation).
4, 3, 3, 4=4.
2) Equal to equal
Pre: Oh, thanks (gratitude), but I'm very satisfieith my weight. It's so healthy.
| also can buy some new clothes now. How wondétrfal (explanation).
3,3,2,2=3
Post: Oh, No (no). | can't gain weight any morecduse | feel so bad in my new
clothes (explanation). 3, 3, 3, 4=3
Delayed: No (no), thanks (gratitude). | feel scemmow (explanation). 3, 3, 2, 3=3
3) High to low
Pre: Maybe you are right (positive), but you mustef final examinations which
have so many grammars on it. At that time, corates isn't there
(explanation). 3, 3, 2, 3=3
Post: Thanks for your suggestions (gratitude), Ibkmow that the best method to
study the language for you (explanation). Don’tnydgive comfort).
4,4,2,3=3
Delayed: It sounds not bad (positive), but | haae l plan to the language study
(explanation). Thanks (gratitude). 4, 4, 2, 3=3

4. Suggestions (IG 14) Li Mei(Miki)
1) Low to high
Pre: It's a good idea (positive), but | want to noye my ability of remember
(explanation). 4,4, 3,3=4

Post: Umm... | have something in my mind, but | thimiting notes will take me a
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lot of time (explanation). 4,4, 2,4=4
Delayed: That sounds a good idea (positive), libink | can practise the ability of
memory in my way (explanation). 4,4, 3, 4=4
2) Equal to equal
Pre: Don't you know that, the more delicious thadnis, the more weight will
increase (explanation with question). 2, 2, 2, 2=2
Post: No (no), thanks (gratitude). I’'m now tryitaylose weight so that | can put
my new clothes on (explanation). 3, 4, 2, 3=3
Delayed: Sorry (gratitude), | have gained weigtd hfeel uncomfortable in my new
clothes (explanation). 3, 3, 2, 4=3.
3) High to low
Pre: | know that practice makes perfect and pradscimportant (positive), but if
you don’t know grammar, how could you speak in E&injl (explanation with
qguestion). 2,3, 2, 3=3
Post: | think it's necessary for you to grasp thengmar before you have a
conversation. So you'd better practice more omngnar (explanation).
4,4,2,3=3
Delayed: Good advice (positive), but if you coutdgfasp the grammar, how can

you give a good conversation? (explanation withstjoa). 4, 3, 2, 3=3

Thethird type: Refusalsto offers
5. Offers (IG 15) Wang Fang (Joan)
1) Low to high
Pre: Thank you very much (gratitude). | know i¥sgood job, but | very miss

everything of hergexplanation). 3,4, 3,4=4

Post: It sounds very well (positive), but | have liee with my parents here
(explanation). 4, 4, 3,4=4

Delayed: I'm very glad to hear it (positive), bufsifar from my family
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(explanation). 1don’t want to accept it (negafive4, 4, 3, 4=4
2) Equal to equal

Pre: 1 know it very important for mositive), but you have told me that you'll send

money to you parents (explanation), so | can’'t pt¢eegative). Thank you
(gratitude). 3, 3, 3, 3=3
Post: No (no), | still have some money to supporself (explanation). 5, 4, 3, 4=4
Delayed: | have borrowed some money from Jane &agpilon). 4, 3, 2, 3=3
3) High to low
Pre: Don't worry (give comfort), it doesn’t matt@ive comfort). | still have other
pensto write. 1 don’t need a new one (let off the hpak 4, 5, 4=4
Post: Don't worry (give comfort), it's just a aceidk (let off the hook). 4, 4, 4, 5=4
Delayed: Don't worry (give comfort), it's just a@dent (let off the hook).

5,5,5,5=5

6. Offers (1G9) Liu Xi (Landseer)
1) Low to high
Pre: Thank you very much (gratitude). Althougheaecutive position has so much
attraction. | love the life | have now better (Eation). You may ask
someone other (alternative). 4, 3, 3, 3=3
Post: That's a good chance (positive). But | preféehere I'm living now
(explanation). Thank you (gratitude). 4, 4, 555=
Delayed: | think it's a good chance (positive), bptefer my life now (explanation).
4,4,3,4=4
2) Equal to equal
Pre: It doesn't matter (give comfort). | can daiough it by myself (explanation).
Thank you for your hot heart (gratitude). 2, 3333
Post: Thank you (gratitude). | thank | can get tiglo the problem by myself
(explanation). 4, 4, 3, 4=4
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Delayed: Oh, you are so kind (gratitude), but I adlve it by myself (explanation).
4,4,3, 4=4
3) High to low
Pre: Don’t care about it (give comfort). You austja teenager, besides you don’t

want this happentoo (let off the hook). There is no need to laugew one

(negative). 3,4, 3,4=4
Post: Forget it (give comfort), that's just an aegit (let off the hook). Besides, |
want to change a new one (let off the hook). &, B=5
Delayed: Forget (give comfort), it's just an acciti€let off the hook). | won't
blame you (give comfort). 3, 4, 5, 4=4
Thefourth type: Refusalsto requests
7. Requests (1G22) Xu Yuangiu (Terrry)
1) Low to high
Pre: Oh, | am so sorry (regret). I'm very busy thisek. | have a lot of work to do
(explanation). 4, 4, 3, 3=4
Post: | think it's a great opportitunitipr me (positive). But this week I'm very
busy doing my homework (explanation). 4, 4, 2, 4=4
Delayed: | think it's a good chance for me (posjivbut | have to finish my
homework, I'm very busy (explanation). 4, 4, 2, 4=4
2) Equal to equal
Pre: I'm afraid | can’t (negative). | just have ¢em to Lily (explanation). 3, 3, 2, 3=3
Post: No (no), I'm reading it now (explanation).34 3, 4=4
Delayed: Sorry (regret), I'm busy in studying, tmete is necessary for me
(explanation). 4, 3, 2, 3=3
3) High to low
Pre: Oh, I'm afraid | can’t (negative). You knowohly have one day left before
taking a final exam. I'm too busy to help you (expation). 3, 3, 2, 3=3

Post: | really want to help you with your homewdgositive). But | must get
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preparation for my final exam (explanation). 4344=4
Delayed: I'd love to (positive). But now I'm busg preparing my final exam, it’s

very important for me (explanation). 4, 4, 3, 4=4

8. Requests (IG18) Ye Huan (Doris)
1) Low to high

Pre: I'm sorry (regret), | think | can’t do it (nagve). Because I'm very busy this
week (explanation). 3, 3, 3, 3=3

Post: I'm sorry (regret). I'm very busy this weekxplanation). I'm afraid | can't
do it (negative). 3,4, 3, 3=3

Delayed: It sounds a good chance (positive). Butdb busy (explanation). Maybe
next time (future acceptance). 3,4, 4, 3=4

2) Equal to equal

Pre: Sorry (regret), my notes are using bynoe (explanation). 2, 3, 3, 2=3

Post: I'm afraid | can't give them to you (negajive Because I'm using them now
(explanation). 4, 4, 2, 3=3

Delayed: I'm afraid you can't (negative). I'm usirignow (explanation). 4, 4, 2, 3=3

3) High to low

Pre: Sorry (regret), | think | couldn’t (negative)l have another thing to do
(explanation). 3, 3, 3, 3=3

Post: | really like to help you out (positive) blin ready for my final exam
(explanation). Maybe next time (future acceptancé), 4, 3, 4=4

Delayed: | want to give you help (positive). Buhadve_too many homeworto

ready for my final exam (explanation). 3, 4, 3, 4=4



Appendix G
Written Self-Report (English and Chinese)

Name Class

1. Have you noticed any changes in your performances when realizing refusals

after instruction?  If so, how do they change? Please specify.

2. In what aspects did the instruction benefit to your performance of English

learning? Pleaserefer to the specified part of the instruction.

3. What do you think of the teaching method used in the instruction of teaching

American refusals?

4. Do you think you can definitely use the refusal expressions you learned in the
instruction if you actually face a real conversation in an English-speaking

context? Why? Please explain.
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Appendix H

Categorization of Written Self-report

A. Explicit Group
1. Changes
Agree
1) Yes, knowing western custom in refusal.
1 (EG1), 2(EG2), 3 (EG6), 4EG?28)
2) Yes, knowing different forms and patterns of Erglisfusals
1(EG2), 2(EG3), 3(EG4), 4 (EG5), 5 (EG6), 6(REGEEG11), 8(EG12), 9(EG13),
10 (EG14), 11(EG15), 12(EG20), 13(EG22), 14(EG25)
3) Yes, knowing to say more polite and more euphemisti
1 (EGY9), 2(EG16), 3 (EG17), 4(EG18), 5(EG23EG24)
4) Yes, | like to say “I'd love to but | can’t”.
1(EG10), 2(EG19), 3(EG21)
5) Yes, learn to say more: Thank you” and avoid say8gry “in every situation.
1 (EG23), 2(EG24), 3(EG27), 4(EG.29)

Disagree: None

2. Benefitsto English learning
1) Knowledge about how to refuse appropriately in kstgl
1(EG1), 2(EGS6), 3(EG11), 4(EG12), 5(EG21), 6(Ex;25EG28)
2) Knowledge about native English
1(EG2), 2(EGb5), 3(EG16), 4(EG17), 5(EG18)
3) Knowledge about English culture, customs and lijées
1(EG2), 2(EGb5), 3(EGS8), 4(EG11), 5(EG12), 6(EGTBEG1S)
4) Difference between Chinese and English
1 (EG3), 2(EG14), 3(EG15), 4(EG20)
5) Improving oral and listening English ability
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1(EG 2), 2(EGS8), 3(EG11), 4(EG18), 5(EG19), 6(RZ(EG24)
6) Different forms and patterns of English refusals
1(EG9), 2 (EG23), 3(EG29)
7) Good to daily life
1(EG12)
8) Learning through real situation and dialogue
1(EG14)
9) Avoid saying “Sorry “in every situation
1(EG27)

3. Teaching methods
Agree:
1) Creating a bridge between English and Chinese anckating many mistakes
made in learning English refusals
1(EG2), 2(EG3), 3(EG25)
2) Enlarging more knowledge about English culture lagithg close to native English
1(EGS6), 2(EG11), 3(EG16), 4(EG19), 5(EG29)
3) Good for practicing oral and listening ability
1 (EG9), 2(EG12)
4) Creating a real situation, enjoy real refusal sgyggs, easy to learn and understand,
and interesting.
1 (EG1), 2 (EG4), 3 (EG 5), 3(EG10),(£G12), 5 (EG26)
5) Method being flexible, useful and practical, makistubborn learning live,
knowing more about American teaching method.
1(EG8), 2(EG24)
6) Very detailed, systematic and well-focused contguatpd interaction, teaching
materials and handout, and good to be taught hyenspeaker.
1(EG13), 2(EG17), 3(EG21), 4(EG22), 5(EG23),G2B)
7) Teaching me how to speak, but to consider how tchis@an being and the
development of human being.
1(EG10)
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Disagree:

1) Need to improve in forms
1(EG20)

2) Not to be accustomed quickly
1(EG27)

4. Usingin areal situation
Agree
1) Using through practice in a real situation
1(EG1), 2(EG2), 3(EG3), 4(EG5), 5(EG6), 6(EGS8), GB), 8(EG14),
9(EG15), 10(EG17), 11(EG20), 12(EG21), 13(EG22)(EBR3), 15(EG24),
16(EG28), 17(EG29)
2) Alot of refusal strategies in my brain with gooddlish knowledge
1 (EGY), 2(EG10)
Partly agree:
1) Yes, but at first, a little nervous.
1(EG3), 2(EG11), 3(EG17)
2) Yes, but not well-performed, need practice.
1 (EG4)
3) Yes, but influenced by Chinese culture.
1(EG 6)
4) Yes, but theoretical speaking it is OK.
1(EG8)
Disagree:
1) No, I can', different way of thinking, a little neous.
1(EG19), 2(EG26), 3(EG27)

B. Implicit Group

1. Changes

Agree

1) Yes, knowing western custom in refusal
1 (IG1), 2 (IG2, 3 (IG10)
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2) Yes, knowing different forms and patterns of Esigrefusals.
1(1G6), 2(1G7), 3(1G8), 4 (1G9), 5 (IG11), 6(IGL27(1G14), 8(IG15), 9(1G16),
10(1G17), 11(1G18), 12 (1G19), 13(1G20), 14(1G225(1G23), 16(1G24), 17(1G25),
18(1G26), 19(1G27), 20(1G28), 21(1G29)
3) Yes, learn to say more polite and more euphémnmist
1 (1G18)
4) Yes, learn to say more: Thank you”, avoid to &grry “in every situation.
1 (IG1), 2(1G6), 3(1G9), 4(1G11), 5(1G14), 6(1@), 7(1G18), 8(1G20), 9(1G22),
10(1G23), 11(1G24), 12(1G25), 13(1G26), 14(1G29)
Disagree:
Not many, less chance to refuse English nativalsgre and they are the same
and there is no difference.
1(1G2), 2(1G5), 3(1G13), 4(1G21)

2. Benefitsto English learning
1) Knowledge about how to refuse appropriately mglish
1(1G3), 2(1G9), 3(IG15), 4(1G18), 5(1G22), 6(18r 7(1G27), 8(1G28),
9(1G29)
2) Knowledge about native English
1(1G19)
3) Knowledge about English culture, customs areddifyle
1(1G4), 2(1G6), 3(1G10), 4(1G18), 5(1G19), 6(IGRT(IG23)
4) Difference between Chinese and English
1 (1G2), 2(I1G16)
5) Improving oral and listening English ability,peglifferent situations using different
patterns and enlarging knowledge
1 (IG1), 2 (IG11), 3(1G12), 4(1G16), 5(1G17), &19), 7(1G20), 8 (1G23), 9(1G25),
10(1G28)
6) Different forms and patterns of English refusals
1(IGb), 2 (IG17), 3(1G21), 4(1G26)
7) Good to dalily life
1(1G12)
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8) Being good to be taught by a native speakehémelout being good.
1(1G13)
9) Learning through real situation and dialogue
1(1G14)
10) Avoiding saying “Sorry “in every situation.
1(1G8), 2(1G14), 3(1G24)
11) Feeling curiosity about American English
1(1G6)
14) Knowledge about communication skills
1 (1G7)

3. Teaching methods

Agree

1) Creating a bridge between English and Chineseecting many mistakes made in
learning English refusals and Chinese style Engbéirsal
1(1G1), 2 (IG 2), 3 (IG15), 4(1G25)

2) Enlarging more knowledge about English culturd widening our view
1(IGb), 2(1G7), 3(1G21), 4(1G29)

3) Close to native English and enriching our life
1(1G14), 2 (1G24), 3(1G25)

4) Practicing and improving oral and listening &piand language ability
1 (1G4), 2(1G7), 3(1G11), 4(1G18), 5(1G23), 6(18R 7(1G26)

5) Creating a real situation, enjoying refusal tefyees, easy to understand, easy to
learn, making up dialogue and practice.

1 (1G9), 2 (IG16), 3 (IG17), 4(1G 19)

6) Teaching method being flexible, making stubbt@arning live, interesting and
vivid, knowing more about American teaching methtehching method being
useful and practical.
1(1G8), 2(1G9), 3 (1G12), 4(1G18), 5(1G19), 6(IBR 7(1G24)

7) Very detailed, good interaction and teaching emals, systematic design with

analysis and comparison, good to be taught by eapeaker.
1(1G2), 2 (IG3), 3(I1G6), 4(1G12), 5(1G18), 6(I13p
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8) Teaching me how to speak, but also to consider to be human being and the
development of human being.
1(1G10)
Disagree:
1) Need to improve in exercises, less to the péemer suggestions.
1(IG13)
2) Not to accustom quickly, not clear in differé&mds of status, not clear comparison.
1(1G27)

4. Usingin areal situation
Agree:
1) Using through practice in a real situation
1(1G1), 2 (IG3), 3 (IG4), 4 (1G9), 5(1G11), 6(IG}, 7(I1G), 8(1G14), 9(1G18),
10(1G19), 11(1G22), 12(1G25), 13(1G26), 14(1G29)
2) There are a lot of refusal strategies in myrbrail’'ve learnt a lot of good English
refusals and good English knowledge.
1(1G6), 2(1G9), 3(1G24), 4(1G28)
Partly agree:
1) Yes, but not sure, at first, a little nervous.
1 (1G17), 2(1G)
2) Yes, but not well-performed, need practice.
1 (IG7), 2(1G20), 3(1G23), 4(1G27)
3) Yes, but Influenced by Chinese culture.
1(1G 2), 2(1G16), 3 (1IG27)
5) Yes, but theoretical speaking it is OK.
1 (IG8)
Disagree:
1) Partly can, | feel they are same, there is ffer@ince and | may forget.
1(1G5), 2(1G15), 3(1G21)
2) No, | can't, different way of thinking, a littieervous.
1(1G19), 2(1G26), 3(1G27)
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