
 163 

CHAPTER 6 
INSTRUCTIONAL EFFECTS ON PERFORMANCES OF 

COMPLAINT BEHAVIORS BY CHINESE LEARNERS OF 

ENGLISH 

 

     The purpose of this chapter is to provide answers to research questions 4 and 5. 

Sections 6.1 and 6.2 address research question 4, which investigates the extent to 

which explicit teaching affects the learners in the acquisition of complaint behaviors. 

Since the effects of explicit teaching have been well established in most ILP research 

(see Rose, 2005 for a complete review), these two sections go further to examine if 

this type of pedagogical intervention worked similarly or differently for the high- and 

low-proficiency learner groups as well as for the performances elicited by the DCT 

and role play tasks. Therefore, section 6.1 investigates the learners’ post-instructional 

DCT performances, while section 6.2 focuses on their post-instructional role play 

performances. Additionally, in order to understand the learners’ perceptions of explicit 

teaching, their self-reports were analyzed in terms of general impressions, teaching 

materials and learning difficulty, as seen in section 6.3. Finally, the findings presented 

in this chapter are summarized and discussed in section 6.4. 

6.1 Learners’ Post-instructional DCT Productions 

     In this section, the learners’ post-instructional performances were compared to 

the American and the pre-instructional performances to examine the degree of 

attainment of L2 complaint behaviors under explicit instructional condition. Section 

6.1.1 examines the distributions of the individual strategies and section 6.1.2 

investigates the distributions of the two-strategy patterns.  
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6.1.1 Strategy Distributions Used by NNS-H and NNS-L Before and After 

Instruction 

     In this section, both the high- and low-proficiency learners’ post-instructional 

performances were compared to the American performances in the first place with 

respect to the frequencies of the six strategies identified in the present study, which 

include opting out, (OP), indirect complaint (IC), indirect accusation (IA), direct 

complaint (DC), request for repair (RR) and threat (TH). Then further investigations 

were conducted to compare each groups’ pre- and post-instructional performances 

respectively. Section 6.1.1.1 reports the quantitative findings, and section 6.1.1.2 

reports the qualitative findings.  

6.1.1.1 Quantitative Analysis 

As indicated in section 5.1.1.1, the learners of both proficiency groups differed 

significantly from the Americans in terms of strategy distributions in the 

pre-instructional DCT performances, as shown in Table 6.1. 

Table 6.1 Distributions of the six individual strategies used by NS-A, NNS-H and 
NNS-L in the pre-instructional DCT 

Subjects OP IC IA DC RR TH Total 

NS-A 2 

(0.64%) 

141 

(45.34%) 

15 

(4.82%) 

24 

(7.72%) 

119 

(38.26%) 

10 

(3.22%) 

311 

(100.00%) 

NNS-H 3 

(0.95%) 

123 

(39.04%) 

38 

(12.06%) 

43 

(13.67%) 

95 

(30.16%) 

13 

(4.13%) 

315 

(100.00%) 

NNS-L 3 

(1.02%) 

104 

(35.38%) 

43 

(14.62%) 

45 

(15.31%) 

93 

(31.63%) 

6 

(2.04%) 

294 

(100.00%) 

Notes. a 
OP (opting out), IC (indirect complaint), IA (indirect accusation), DC (direct complaint), RR (request for 

repair), TH (threat) 
b 

The numbers in bold face indicate between group significance. 
 

     The data in Table 6.1 can be depicted as Figure 6.1 to show the general 

tendencies across the three performances. 
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Figure 6.1 Distributions of the six individual strategies used by NS-A, NNS-H 

and NNS-L in the pre-instructional DCT  

 

    As shown in Figure 6.1, the learners of both proficiency levels and the 

Americans evidenced similar tendencies. However, the chi-square test yielded a 

statistically significant difference across the three performances (p=.000).The 

significance existed between the American and the high-proficiency learners’ 

performances (p=.001) as well as between the American and the low-proficiency 

learners’ performances (p=.000), but not between the high- and low-proficiency 

learners’ performances (p=.575). This finding showed that the learners of both 

proficiency groups deviated from the Americans in strategy distributions before 

instruction. Further statistical tests showed that both the high- and low-proficiency 

learners differed significantly from the Americans in indirect complaint, indirect 

accusation, direct complaint and request for repair. Overall, the Americans used 

significantly more indirect complaint and request for repair than the learners, while 

the learners used significantly more indirect accusation and direct complaint than the 

Americans. 
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     After the treatment, the learners seemed to make progress in terms of strategy 

distributions, as indicated in Table 6.2. 

Table 6.2 Distributions of the six individual strategies used by NNS-H and 
NNS-L in the post-instructional DCT  

Subjects OP IC IA DC RR TH Total 

NNS-H 

 

NNS-L 

 

NS-A 

2 

(0.66%) 

2 

(0.63%) 

2 

(0.64%) 

140 

(46.05%) 

130 

(41.27%) 

141 

(45.34%) 

20 

(6.58%) 

40 

(12.70%) 

15 

(4.82%) 

30 

(9.88%) 

30 

(9.52%) 

24 

(7.72%) 

105 

(34.53%) 

105 

(33.33%) 

119 

(38.26%) 

7 

(2.30%) 

8 

(2.55%) 

10 

(3.22%) 

304 

(100.00%) 

315 

(100.00%) 

311 

(100.00%) 

Note. a 
OP (opting out), IC (indirect complaint), IA (indirect accusation), DC (direct complaint), RR (request for 

repair), TH (threat) 
b 

The numbers in bold face indicate between group significance. 

 

     The overall tendencies in the use of the six strategies across the three types of 

performances are presented in Figure 6.2. 

Figure 6.2 Distributions of the six individual strategies used by NNS-H and 

NNS-L in the post-instructional DCT 

 

In Figure 6.2, the high-proficiency learners’ post-instructional performances 

matched closely with the American performances, but the low-proficiency learners’ 
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performances still seemed to deviate from those produced by the Americans. The 

statistical analysis supported this observation. Although there was no statistically 

significant difference across the three performances, χ2(10, N = 60) =16.807, p=.079, 

the chi-square tests showed that there was a statistically significant difference between 

the low-proficiency learners’ and the American performances, χ2(5, N = 40) =14.346, 

p=.014, but not between the high-proficiency learners’ and the American 

performances, χ2(5, N = 40) =19.855, p=.745, as well as between the high- and 

low-proficiency learners’ performances, χ2(5, N = 40) =6.910, p=.227. The statistical 

results implied that instruction seemed to alter strategic distribution more effectively 

for the high-proficiency learners, and less effectively for the low-proficiency learners. 

A closer look at the high-proficiency learners’ pre- and post-instructional 

performances revealed that their L2 attainment was achieved by proportional changes 

in the use of some strategies. Before instruction, the high-proficiency learners differed 

significantly from the Americans in the use of indirect complaint (p=.001), indirect 

accusation (p=.000), direct complaint (p=.000) and request for repair (p=.000).  

There was significantly greater use of indirect accusation and direct complaint, but 

less use of indirect complaint and request for repair before instruction. However, after 

instruction, the high-proficiency learners decreased the use of indirect accusation and 

direct complaint, and increased the use of indirect complaint and request for repair, as 

shown in Table 6.3.  
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Table 6.3 Distributions of the six individual strategies used by NNS-H before and 

after instruction  

Subjects OP IC IA DC RR TH Total 

Pre-NNS-H 

 

Post-NNS-H 

 

NS-A 

3 

(0.95%) 

2 

(0.66%) 

2 

(0.64%) 

123 

(39.04%) 

140 

(46.05%) 

141 

(45.34%) 

38 

(12.06%) 

20 

(6.58%) 

15 

(4.82%) 

43 

(13.67%) 

30 

(9.88%) 

24 

(7.72%) 

95 

(30.16%) 

105 

(34.53%) 

119 

(38.26%) 

13 

(4.13%) 

7 

(2.30%) 

10 

(3.22%) 

315 

(100.00%) 

304 

(100.00%) 

311 

(100.00%) 

Notes. a 
OP (opting out), IC (indirect complaint), IA (indirect accusation), DC (direct complaint), RR (request for 

repair), TH (threat) 
b 

Pre-NNS-H means the high-proficiency learners’ pre-instructional performances, and post-NNS-H 
means the high-proficiency learners’ post-instructional performances. 

 
 

     The percentages derived from the raw frequencies in Table 6.3 can be 

diagramed as Figure 6.3 to see the overall tendencies across the three performances. 

 

Figure 6.3 Distributions of the six individual strategies used by NNS-H before 

and after instruction 

 

     As seen in Figure 6.3, the high-proficiency learners increased the use of indirect 

complaint from 39.04% to 46.05% and the use of request for repair from 30.16% to 

�����

�� ��� �

� �	 ��

���	 � �

	 ��� 
 �	 ���� �

��� � �

�� ��� �

�� �� ��

� �� � �
� �� � �

��� � �

� � ��� �

�����


 �
 ��

� �� ����� � �

� � ��� �

�����

� ����

� �����

� � ����

� �����

� � ����

� �����

� � ����

� �����

� � ����

� �����

 � � � � � � � � � � �

	 
 � �   � � �

	 � � � �   � � �

 � � �



 169 

34.53%. The increase made the percentages of these two strategies closer to those 

produced by the Americans (indirect complaint: 45.34%, request for repair: 38.26%).  

On the other hand, the learners decreased the use of indirect accusation from 12.06% 

to 6.58% and the use of direct complaint from 13.67% to 9.88%. The decrease also 

made the percentages of these two strategies closer to those produced by the 

Americans (indirect accusation: 4.82%, direct complaint: 7.72%). The learners’ 

progress can be supported by chi-square tests, which yielded no statistically 

significant differences from the Americans in the use of indirect complaint (p=.723), 

indirect accusation (p=.059), direct complaint (p=.059) and request for repair 

(p=.055). The finding showed that the high-proficiency learners who showed 

deviations from the American norms prior to instruction produced near native 

performances in indirect complaint, indirect accusation, direct complaint and request 

for repair.  

As for the low-proficiency learners, progress can also be observed even though 

the chi-square test showed that their performances still differed significantly from the 

Americans after instruction. The first supportive evidence of their improvement is the 

p-values derived from the pre and post-instructional performances as compared to the 

American performances. The p-value from the comparison between the American and 

the post-instructional performances was .014, which was closer to the marginal 

value .05 than the p-value .000 from the comparison between the American and the 

pre-instructional performances. In addition, there was a statistically significant 

difference between the low-proficiency learners’ pre- and post-instructional 

performances, χ2(5, N = 40) =19.193, p=.002, which further confirmed the progress. 

     The other evidence can be seen from the proportional changes of indirect 

complaint, indirect accusation, direct complaint and request for repair after 

instruction, as shown in Table 6.4. 
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Table 6.4 Distributions of the six individual strategies used by NNS-L before and 
after instruction  

Subjects OP IC IA DC RR TH Total 

Pre-NNS-L 

 

Post-NNS-L 

 

NS-A 

3 

(1.02%) 

2 

(0.63%) 

2 

(0.64%) 

104 

(35.38%) 

130 

(41.27%) 

141 

(45.34%) 

43 

(14.62%) 

40 

(12.70%) 

15 

(4.82%) 

45 

(15.31%) 

30 

(9.52%) 

24 

(7.72%) 

93 

(31.63%) 

105 

(33.33%) 

119 

(38.26%) 

6 

(2.04%) 

8 

(2.55%) 

10 

(3.22%) 

294 

(100.00%) 

315 

(100.00%) 

311 

(100.00%) 

Notes. 
a 

OP (opting out), IC (indirect complaint), IA (indirect accusation), DC (direct complaint), RR (request for 
repair), TH (threat) 

b 
The numbers in boldface indicate between group significance. 

c Pre-NNS-L means the low-proficiency learners’ pre-instructional performances, and post-NNS-L means 
the low-proficiency learners’ post-instructional performances. 

 

     In order to see the changes in the use of these four strategies more clearly, the 

raw frequencies in Table 6.4 is diagrammed as Figure 6.4. 

Figure 6.4 Distributions of the six individual strategies used by NNS-L before 

and after instruction  

 

      Figure 6.4 shows how the low-proficiency learners increased their use of 

indirect complaint from 35.38% to 41.27%, and the use of request for repair from 

31.63% to 33.33%. The increase made the percentages of these two strategies closer 
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to those produced by the Americans (indirect complaint: 45.34%, request for repair: 

38.26%). Further, the learners decreased the use of indirect accusation from 14.62% 

to 12.70%, and the use of direct complaint from 15.31% to 9.52%. The decrease also 

made the percentages of these two strategies closer to those produced by the 

Americans (indirect accusation: 4.82%, direct complaint: 7.72%). The 

low-proficiency learners’ progress was observable although they still differed 

significantly from the Americans in the use of indirect complaint (p=.039), indirect 

accusation (p=.000) and request for repair (p=.010).  

     In addition to overall strategy distributions, the strategies can be further 

classified as either on-record or off-record. As discussed earlier in Chapters 4 & 5, 

on-record strategies include indirect accusation, direct complaint, threat and request 

for repair with hearer dominance (e.g. “Can you…”), while off-record strategies 

include indirect complaint and request for repair with speaker dominance (e.g. “Can 

I…”). Figure 6.5 shows the percentages of on-record and off-record strategies used by 

the learners before instruction as compared to those used by the Americans. 
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Figure 6.5 On-record and off-record strategies used by NS-A, NNS-H and NNS-L 

in the pre-instructional DCT  

 

In Figure 6.5, it is clear that there were proportional differences in the use of 

on-record and off-record strategies across the three performances, which can be 

supported by the chi-square results (p=.000). The significance existed between the 

American and the high-proficiency learners’ performances (p=.033), between the 

American and the low-proficiency learners’ performances (p=.004), as well as 

between the high- and low-proficiency learners’ performances (p=.000).  

     After instruction, however, the learners’ use of on-record and off-record 

strategies resembled more closely the American performances, as seen in Figure 6.6. 
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Figure 6.6 On-record and off-record strategies used by NNS-H and NNS-L in the   
      post-instructional DCT  

 

In Figure 6.6, the learners and the Americans showed similar percentages in the 

use of on-record strategies (NNS-H: 36.85%, NNS-L: 38.01%, NS-A: 34.63%) and 

off-record strategies (NNS-H: 63.15%, NNS-L: 61.99%, NS-A: 65.37%).The 

chi-square test showed that there was no statistically significant difference across the 

three performances, χ2(2, N = 60) =.659, p=.719. Further tests also showed that there 

were no statistically significant differences between the high-proficiency learners’ and 

the American performances, χ2(5, N = 40) =.299, p=.584, between the 

low-proficiency learners’ and the American performances, χ2(1, N = 40) =1.262, 

p=.261, as well as between the high- and low-proficiency learners’ performances, χ2(1, 

N = 40) =.058, p=.810. The results showed that after instruction, the learners of both 

proficiency levels produced near native usage of on-record and off-record strategies.   

6.1.1.2 Qualitative Analysis 

     In this section, the qualitative analysis was conducted with respect to request 

for repair in the learners’ post-instructional performances. Although the above 
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quantitative analysis showed that both the high- and low-proficiency learners 

increased their use of indirect complaint and request for repair after instruction, a 

closer look at their responses indicated that they differed from the Americans in 

request forms. In the following, the request forms used by the high- and 

low-proficiency learners in the post-instructional DCT performances were 

investigated respectively. 

6.1.1.2.1 Request for Repair Used by NNS-H Before and After Instruction 

Table 6.5 shows the raw frequencies and percentages of the request forms used 

by the high-proficiency learners before and after instruction. These request forms 

include mood derivable, hedged performative, query preparatory and want statement, 

which have been identified as the most frequent realizations found in the present 

study. 

Table 6.5 Raw frequencies and percentages of request forms used by NNS-H 
before and after instruction 

Mood 

derivable 

Hedged 

performative 

Query 

preparatory 

Want 

statement 

Total Subjects 

n % n % n % n % n % 

Pre-NNS-H 

Post-NNS-H 

NS-A 

33 

21 

31 

34.74 

20.00 

26.05 

8 

8 

37 

8.42 

7.62 

31.09 

36 

72 

46 

37.89 

68.57 

38.66 

18 

4 

5 

18.95 

3.81 

4.20 

95 

105 

119 

100.00 

100.00 

100.00 

Note. Pre-NNS-H means the high-proficiency learners’ pre-instructional performances, and post-NNS-H means the 
high-proficiency learners’ post-instructional performances. 

 

Table 6.5 shows that before instruction, the high-proficiency learners differed 

from the Americans in the use of mood derivable (pre-NNS-H: 34.74%, NS-A: 

26.05%), hedged performative (pre-NNS-H: 8.42%, NS-A: 31.09%) and want 

statement (pre-NNS-H: 18.95%, NS-A: 4.20%). In other words, the learners used 

mood derivable and want statement more frequently than the Americans, while they 

used hedged performative less frequently than the Americans. The only request form 
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which they used as frequently as the Americans was query preparatory (pre-NNS-H: 

37.89%, NS-A: 38.66%). After instruction, the learners were found to perform more 

closely to the American norms. They decreased the use of mood derivable from 

34.74% to 20% and want statement from 18.95% to 3.81%, and increased the use of 

query preparatory from 37.89% to 68.57%. However, the percentage of hedged 

performative still remained low (7.62%) after instruction.   

Since there are many syntactic variations for query preparatory, Table 6.6 

further shows how these variations were used in the learners’ post-instructional 

performances. 

Table 6.6 Raw frequencies and percentages of query preparatory variations used 
by NNS-H before and after instruction 

Can I/you Could 

I/you 

Will you Would you I wonder/I 

am 

wondering 

if 

I was 

wondering 

if 

Total  Subjects  

n % n % n % n % n % n % n % 

Pre-NNS

-H 

14 38.89 11 30.56 5 13.89 3 8.33 3 8.33 0 0.00 36 100 

Post-NN

S-H 

NS-A 

10 

 

8 

13.89 

 

17.39 

30 

 

10 

41.67 

 

21.73 

1 

 

6 

1.38 

 

13.04 

19 

 

16 

26.39 

 

34.78 

3 

 

0 

4.17 

 

0.00 

9 

 

6 

12.50 

 

13.04 

72 

 

46 

100 

 

100 

Note. Pre-NNS-H means the high-proficiency learners’ pre-instructional performances, and post-NNS-H means the 
high-proficiency learners’ post-instructional performances. 

      

     As Table 6.6 shows, the learners differed from the Americans in two respects in 

the pre-instructional performances. First, they tended to use can/could pairs most 

frequently (69.45%), followed by will/would pairs (22.22%) and wonder pairs 

(8.33%).  However, the Americans tended to use will/would pairs most frequently 

(47.82%), followed by can/could pairs (39.12%) and wonder pairs (13.04%). Second, 

unlike the Americans, the learners tended to use the first pair parts (61.11%), which 

denote present tense verbs/modals, more frequently than the second pair parts 
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(38.89%), which denote past tense verbs/modals. However, the Americans tended to 

use the second pair parts (69.57%) more frequently than the first pair parts (30.43%). 

     After instruction, some progress was observable in the high-proficiency 

learners’ post-instructional performances. First, they slightly increased their use of 

will/would pairs from 22.22% to 27.77%. Second, they increased their use of past 

tense forms from 38.89% to 80.56% after instruction. These findings can be 

exemplified by the following utterances. 

(1) Would you please change red shoes for me? (NNS-H 9) 

(2) I was wondering if you could smoke in the smoking area. (NNS-H 10) 

     To conclude, although the high-proficiency learners increased the number of 

request for repair after instruction, some of the forms they used deviated from the 

Americans. Their progress existed in the less use of mood derivable and want 

statement, as well as in the more use of past tense verbs/modals. Despite the progress, 

resistance to instruction was observable in the learners’ post-instructional 

performances. For example, there was no improvement in the use of hedged 

performative. In addition, the learners still manifested low percentages in the use of 

will/would pairs compared to can/could pairs. It seems that request forms are 

teachable as long as learners are given much input, but not all the features are learned 

equally well in the target language (Rose, 2005; Takahashi, 2005). 

6.1.1.2.2 Request for Repair Used by NNS-L Before and After Instruction 

     In this section, the qualitative analysis was conducted to see if the request forms 

used by the low-proficiency learners improved after instruction. Table 6.7 shows the 

raw frequencies and percentages of the request forms used by the low-proficiency 

learners before and after instruction.  
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Table 6.7 Raw frequencies and percentages of request forms used by NNS-L 
before and after instruction 

Mood 

derivable 

Hedged 

performative 

Query 

preparatory 

Want 

statement 

Total Subjects 

n % n % n % n % n % 

Pre-NNS-L 

Post-NNS-L 

NS-A 

53 

30 

31 

56.99 

28.57 

26.05 

0 

4 

37 

0.00 

3.81 

31.09 

21 

66 

46 

22.58 

62.86 

38.66 

19 

5 

5 

20.43 

4.76 

4.20 

93 

105 

119 

100.00 

100.00 

100.00 

Note. Pre-NNS-L means the low-proficiency learners’ pre-instructional performances, and post-NNS-L means the 
low-proficiency learners’ post-instructional performances. 

 

     In Table 6.7, 77.42% of all the request forms produced by the low-proficiency 

learners prior to instruction consisted of mood derivable and want statement. However, 

these two forms occupied only 30.25% of all the request forms produced by the 

Americans. The percentage of query preparatory in the learners’ pre-instructional 

performances (22.58%) was far lower than that in the American performances 

(38.66%). The biggest difference between the learners’ pre-instructional performances 

and the American performances existed in the use of hedged performative. There were 

37 occurrences (31.09%) in the American performances, but there was no occurrence 

of this request form in the learners’ pre-instructional performances. 

     After instruction, the low-proficiency learners seemed to make progress. First, 

they decreased the use of mood derivable from 56.99% to 28.57% and the use of want 

statement from 20.43% to 4.76%. Second, they made their most significant progress 

by increasing their use of query preparatory, which changed from 22.58% to 62.86%. 

However, like the high-proficiency learners, their use of hedged performative still 

remained low (3.81%) as compared to that of the American performances (31.09%).  

 The learners’ progress can also be observed in terms of query preparatory 

variations as shown in Table 6.8.  
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Table 6.8 Raw frequencies and percentages of query preparatory variations used 
by NNS-L before and after instruction 

Can I/you Could 

I/you 

Will you Would you I wonder/I 

am 

wondering 

if 

I was 

wondering 

if 

Total  Subjects  

n % n % n % n % n % n % n % 

Pre-NNS

-L 

Post-NN

S-L 

NS-A 

14 

 

21 

 

8 

66.67 

 

31.82 

 

17.39 

7 

 

35 

 

10 

33.33 

 

53.03 

 

21.73 

0 

 

0 

 

6 

0.00 

 

0.00 

 

13.04 

0 

 

10 

 

16 

0.00 

 

15.15 

 

34.78 

0 

 

0 

 

0 

0.00 

 

0.00 

 

0.00 

0 

 

0 

 

6 

0.00 

 

0.00 

 

13.04 

21 

 

66 

 

46 

100 

 

100 

 

100 

Note. Pre-NNS-L means the low-proficiency learners’ pre-instructional performances, and post-NNS-L means the 
low-proficiency learners’ post-instructional performances. 

 

     In this table, the low-proficiency learners used can/could pairs exclusively and 

there was no occurrence of will/would and wonder pairs before instruction. After 

instruction, the use of can/could pairs still occupied a large part of the learners’ 

post-instructional performances (84.85%), but the use of will/would pairs emerged, 

though the percentage was not very high (15.15%). In addition, the learners began to 

use past tense to reduce the degree of imposition of a request, as evidenced from the 

increased use of the past modal “could” from 33.33% to 53.03% and the decreased 

use of “can” from 66.67% to 31.82%. For example, 

(3) Could you give me your homework earlier? (NNS-L 15) 

(4) Would you change the red shoes? (NNS-L 10) 

     Despite the progress, the learners did not use the wonder pairs as expected after 

instruction. It was probably because bi-clausal request forms are syntactically more 

complex and difficult for the low-proficiency learners to acquire, and they may have 

needed more time before they could actually produce these embedded requests. 

      In summary, section 6.1.1 investigates the learners’ strategy use before and 

after instruction. The quantitative analysis showed that instruction seemed to work 
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better for the high-proficiency learners because they produced nativelike 

performances with respect to the six individual strategies and on-record/off-record 

strategies. Although instruction seemed to work less effectively for the 

low-proficiency learners, progress was still observable. First, the low-proficiency 

learners increased the use of indirect complaint and request for repair, as well as 

decreased the use of indirect accusation and direct complaint. Second, compared to 

the pre-instructional DCT performances, they used off-record strategies more 

frequently than on-record strategies after instruction. 

     The qualitative analysis probed into the request forms the learners used after 

instruction. Progress was seen in the following respects. First, both the high- and 

low-proficiency learners decreased the use of mood derivable and want statement, and 

increased the use of query preparatory. Second, they used past tense modals more 

frequently in their post-instructional performances, as opposed to present tense 

modals in their pre-instructional performances. However, certain aspects were also 

found to be resistant to instruction. First, the learners did not increase the use of 

hedged performative, which had the second highest frequency of occurrence in the 

American performances. Second, they tended to use the can/could pairs most 

frequently, as opposed to the Americans who used the will/would pairs most 

frequently. 

     The first problem, the lack of hedged performative, could possibly be ascribed 

to teaching-induced failures (Thomas, 1983)19. During the treatment session, the 

learners were instructed to decrease the use of mood derivable and want statement, 

                                                
19 Thomas (1983) points out that there are two identifiable sources for pragmalinguisitc failures: 
teaching induced errors and pragmalinguisitc transfer. Teaching induced errors may be caused by 
teaching techniques, teaching materials (e.g. inappropriate use of modals) or classroom discourse (e.g. 
lack of marking for modality, complete sentence responses and inappropriate propositional 
explicitness). Pragmalinguisitc transfer refers to the inapporpiate transference of speech act strategies 
from L1 to L2, which are semantically or syntactically equivalent, but which tend to convey a different 
pragmatic force in the target language.  
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and to increase the use of hedged performative and query preparatory. However, the 

researcher might have allocated too much instructional time for query preparatory 

because it has many syntactic variations. Therefore, the learners may have had the 

wrong impression that this request form was more important than hedged 

performative in American English. In fact, it has been demonstrated in ILP research 

that input frequency has an effect on the acquisition of particular L2 targets. For 

example, Takahashi (2001) found that the Japanese learners’ overuse of “I wonder if 

you could VP” across all the four request situations may have been a result of too 

much exposure to this request form during the instructional period.   

     The second problem may be attributed to L1 interference. Both groups of 

learners exhibited an overwhelming use of the can/could pairs after instruction, as 

opposed to the Americans who used the can/could and will/would pairs in a more 

balanced way. The learners’ overuse in the can/could pairs was probably caused by 

transferring the Chinese counterpart (i.e. “neng bu neng”) to L2. House (1996) also 

found that German learners of English continued to transfer the token “yes” to signal 

both uptaking and starting after instruction, which led to pragmatic failures because in 

English, “yes” is used only as an uptaker and a starter is realized as “well”. On the 

whole, no matter whether the learners’ failures were caused by instruction or L1, these 

findings indicate that it takes time and practice before the learners can integrate and 

organize the new L2 targets into their internal rule systems.  

6.1.2 Two-strategy Patterns Used by NNS-H and NNS-L Before and After 

Instruction 

     In this section, the use of the two-strategy patterns in the learners’ 

post-instructional performances was examined. These patterns include IC+RR, 

DC+RR, IC+IC, IA+IC, RR+TH and IA+IA. Section 6.1.2.1 presents quantitative 

findings and 6.1.2.2 the qualitative findings.  
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6.1.2.1 Quantitative Analysis 

     As indicated in section 5.1.1.2, the high-proficiency learners did not differ 

significantly from the Americans, but the low-proficiency learners differed 

significantly from the Americans in terms of the two-strategy distributions in the 

pre-instructional DCT performances, as shown in Table 6.9. 

Table 6.9 Two-strategy patterns used by NNS-H, NNS-L and NS-A in the 
pre-instructional DCT  

Subject IC+RR DC+RR IC+IC IA+IC RR+TH IA+IA Total 

NS-A 

 

NNS-H 

 

NNS-L 

64 
(73.56%) 
51 
(65.38%) 
47 
(59.49%) 

10 
(11.49%) 
8 
(10.26%) 
10 
(12.66%) 

6 
(6.90%) 
8 
(10.26%) 
7 
(8.86%) 

5 
(5.75%) 
3 
(3.84%) 
4 
(5.06%) 

2 
(2.30%) 
1 
(1.28%) 
2 
(2.53%) 

0 
(0.00%) 
7 
(8.98%) 
9 
(11.40%) 

87 
(100.00%) 
78 
(100.00%) 
79 
(100.00%) 

Notes. 
a 

OP (opting out), IC (indirect complaint), IA (indirect accusation), DC (direct complaint), RR (request for 
repair), TH (threat) 

b 
The numbers in boldface indicate between group significance. 

 
 

     The raw frequencies from the above table can be depicted as Figure 6.7. 

Figure 6.7 Two-strategy patterns used by NS-A, NNS-H and NNS-L in the 
pre-instructional DCT  
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In this figure, the learners evidenced tendencies similar to that of the Americans.  

The chi-square test confirmed this observation by yielding no statistically significant 

difference across the three performances (p=.294). However, further tests showed that 

although the American and the high-proficiency learners’ performances (p=.096) as 

well as the high- and low-proficiency learners’ performances (p=.948) did not reach 

statistical significance, there was a statistically significant difference between the 

American and the low-proficiency learners’ performances (p=.043).  

After instruction, the two-strategy patterns used by the high- and 

low-proficiency learners are indicated in Table 6.10.  

Table 6.10 Two-strategy patterns used by NNS-H and NNS-L in the 
post-instructional DCT 

Subject IC+RR DC+RR IC+IC IA+IC RR+TH IA+IA Total 
NNS-H 

 

NNS-L 

 

NS-A 

60 
(67.42%) 

55 
(62.50%) 
64 
(73.56%) 

10 
(11.23%) 
8 
(9.09%) 
10 
(11.49%) 

7 
(7.87%) 
9 
(10.23%) 
6 
(6.90%) 

7 
(7.87%) 
5 
(5.68%) 
5 
(5.75%) 

2 
(2.24%) 
3 
(3.41%) 
2 
(2.30%) 

3 
(3.37%) 
8 
(9.09%) 
0 
(0.00%) 

89 
(100.00%) 
88 
(100.00%) 
87 
(100.00%) 

Notes. 
a 

OP (opting out), IC (indirect complaint), IA (indirect accusation), DC (direct complaint), RR (request for 
repair), TH (threat) 

b 
The numbers in boldface indicate between group significance. 

 

     The overall tendencies can be depicted as Figure 6.8. 
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Figure 6.8 Two-strategy patterns used by NNS-H and NNS-L in the 

          post-instructional DCT   

     As shown in Figure 6.8, the learners evidenced tendencies similar to that of the 

Americans. This observation was confirmed by the chi-square test, which yielded no 

statistically significant difference across the three performances, χ2(10, N = 60) 

=11.291, p=.335. Further tests also showed that there were no statistically significant 

differences between the high-proficiency learners’ and the American performances, 

χ2(5, N = 40) =3.517, p=.621, between the low-proficiency learners’ and the 

American performances, χ2(5, N = 40) =9.474, p=.092, as well as between the high- 

and low-proficiency learners’ performances, χ2(5, N = 40) =3.490, p=.625. The 

results showed that the learners’ post-instructional performances did not differ from 

the American performances. 

     For the high-proficiency learners, progress can be seen from comparing the 

p-values before (p=.096) and after (p=.621) instruction. The other evidence for the 

learners’ progress is observable from the improvements of IC+RR and IA+IA. The 

high-proficiency learners used significantly less IC+RR (p=.022) and more IA+IA 

(p=.000) than the Americans before instruction, but they increased the use of IC+RR 
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and decreased the use of IA+IA after instruction, as shown in Table 6.11. 

Table 6.11 Two-strategy patterns used by NNS-H before and after instruction 

Subject IC+RR DC+RR IC+IC IA+IC RR+TH IA+IA Total 
Pre-NNS-H 

 

Post-NNS-H 

 

NS-A 

51 
(65.38%) 
60 
(67.41%) 

64 
(73.56%) 

8 
(10.26%) 
10 
(11.23%) 
10 
(11.49%) 

8 
(10.26%) 
7 
(7.87%) 
6 
(6.90%) 

3 
(3.85%) 
7 
(7.87%) 
5 
(5.75%) 

1 
(1.28%) 
2 
(2.25%) 
2 
(2.30%) 

7 
(8.97%) 
3 
(3.37%) 
0 
(0.00%) 

78 
(100.00%) 
89 
(100.00%) 
87 
(100.00%) 

Notes. 
a 

OP (opting out), IC (indirect complaint), IA (indirect accusation), DC (direct complaint), RR (request for 
repair), TH (threat) 

b 
The numbers in boldface indicate between group significance. 

c Pre-NNS-L means the low-proficiency learners’ pre-instructional performances, and post-NNS-L means 
the low-proficiency learners’ post-instructional performances. 

 

In order to see the proportional changes of IC+RR and IA+IA, the data is 

presented as Figure 6.9. 

Figure 6.9 Two-strategy patterns used by NNS-H before and after instruction 

In Figure 6.9, both the pre- and post-instructional performances of the 

high-proficiency learners evidenced tendencies very close to the American 

performances. However, the learners increased the use of IC+RR from 65.38% to 
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67.41% and decreased the use of IA+IA from 8.97% to 3.37%. The proportional 

changes made these two patterns closer to the percentages produced by the Americans 

(IC+RR: 73.56%, IA+IA: 0.00%). The chi-square test showed that there was a lack of 

statistical significance between the American and the high-proficiency learners’ 

performances in the use of IC+RR (p=.073), but there was still a statistically 

significant difference in the use of IA+IA (p=.022).  

     With the low-proficiency learners, progress was also observable because their 

post-instructional performances approximated more closely to the American norms 

compared to their pre-instructional performances. Table 6.12 shows:  

Table 6.12 Two-strategy patterns used by NNS-L before and after instruction 

Subject IC+RR DC+RR IC+IC IA+IC RR+TH IA+IA Total 

pre-NNS-L 

 

post-NNS-L 

 

NS-A 

47 

(59.49%) 

55 

(62.50%) 

64 

(73.56%) 

10 

(12.66%) 

8 

(9.09%) 

10 

(11.49%) 

7 

(8.87%) 

9 

(10.23%) 

6 

(6.90%) 

4 

(5.06%) 

5 

(5.68%) 

5 

(5.75%) 

2 

(2.53%) 

3 

(3.41%) 

2 

(2.30%) 

9 

(11.39%) 

8 

(9.09%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

79 

(100.00%) 

88 

(100.00%) 

87 

(100.00%) 

Notes. 
a 

OP (opting out), IC (indirect complaint), IA (indirect accusation), DC (direct complaint), RR (request for 
repair), TH (threat) 

b 
The numbers in boldface indicate between group significance. 

c Pre-NNS-L means the low-proficiency learners’ pre-instructional performances, and post-NNS-L means 
the low-proficiency learners’ post-instructional performances. 

 

     The data in Table 6.12 can be depicted as Figure 6.10 to see the general 

tendencies.  
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Figure 6.10 Two-strategy patterns used by NNS-L before and after instruction 

 

     In Figure 6.10, similar tendencies were observed across the three performances. 

However, unlike the high-proficiency learners, the low-proficiency learners still 

differed from the Americans in the use of IC+RR (p=.001) and IA+IA (p=.000) even 

though they increased the use of IC+RR from 59.49% to 62.50% and decreased the 

use of IA+IA from 11.39% to 9.09%. 

     In the taxonomy of on-record (i.e. DC+RR, IA+IC, IA+IA and RR+TH) and 

off-record patterns (IC+RR and IC+IC), both the high- and low-proficiency learners, 

like the Americans, used off-record patterns more frequently than on-record patterns 

in their pre-instructional performances, as shown in Figure 6.11. 
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Figure 6.11 On-record and off-record patterns used by NS-A, NNS-H and NNS-L  

     in the pre-instructional DCT  

 

The chi-square results showed that before instruction, the three performances 

did not reach statistical significance (p=.198). Further tests showed that there were no 

statistically significant differences between the American and the high-proficiency 

learners’ performances (p=.454), between the American and the low-proficiency 

learners’ performances (p=.073), as well as between the high- and low-proficiency 

learners’ performances (p=.309). 

     In the post-instructional performances, the learners exhibited similar tendencies 

to pre-instructional performances. As shown in Figure 6.12, they used off-record 

patterns more frequently (NNS-H: 75.28%, NNS-L: 71.59%) than on-record patterns 

(NNS-H: 24.72%, NNS-L: 28.41%). 



 188 

� ��� ��
� � ��
 �

�� �	 ��

� 
 ����

� ��	 � �
� 	 �� � �

� �� � �

� � �� � �

� � �� � �

�� �� � �

	 � �� � �

�� �� � �

�� �� � �

� � �� � �

�� �� � �


 � �� � �

� � � �� � �

  � � �   � � �  � � �

���������

�� � �������

Figure 6.12 On-record and off-record patterns used by NNS-H and NNS-L in the   
  post-instructional DCT 

 

The chi-square result showed that the three performances did not reach 

statistical significance, χ2(2, N = 60) =1.890, p=.389. Further tests showed that there 

were no statistically significant differences between the high-proficiency learners’ and 

the American performances, χ2(1, N = 40) =.684, p=.408, between the 

low-proficiency learners’ and the American performances, χ2(1, N = 40) =1.887, 

p=.170, as well as between the high- and low-proficiency learners’ performances, χ2(1, 

N = 40) =.309, p=.578. These results showed that the learners of both proficiency 

levels, as they did in the pre-instructional performances, approximated to American 

norms in the use of on-record and off-record patterns after instruction. 
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These patterns can also be classified as requestive and non-requestive 

complaints. As discussed in Chapters 4 & 5, requestive complaints include IC+RR, 

DC+RR and RR+TH, while non-requestive complaints include IC+IC, IA+IC and 

IA+IA. Before instruction, both the high- and low-proficiency learners resembled the 

American performances by using requestive complaints more frequently than  

non-requestive complaints, as shown in Figure 6.13. 

Figure 6.13 Requestive and non-requestive complaints used by NS-A, NNS-H  
and NNS-L in the pre-instructional DCT 

 

In this figure, it is clear that the learners of both proficiency groups showed 

similar tendencies. The chi-square result confirmed this observation by yielding no 

statistically significant difference across the three performances (p=.091). Further 

tests also showed that there were no statistically significant differences between the 

American and the high-proficiency learners’ performances (p=.079), between the 

American and the low-proficiency learners’ performances (p=.743) and between the 

high- and low-proficiency learners’ performances (p=.890). The results showed that 

the learners closely matched the Americans in the use of requestive and 
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non-requestive complaints before instruction. 

After instruction, the learners used requestive complaints more frequently than 

non-requestive complaints as they did before instruction. Figure 6.14 shows:   
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Figure 6.14 Requestive and non-requestive complaints used by NNS-H and 
NNS-L in the post-instructional DCT  

 

In order to see if there were any statistically significant differences across the 

three performances, chi-square tests were conducted. The results showed that there 

was no statistically significant difference across the three performances, χ2(2, N = 60) 

=4.353, p=.113. Further tests showed that there were no statistically significant 

differences between the high-proficiency learners’ and the American performances, 

χ2(1, N = 40) =.926, p=.336, between the low-proficiency learners and the American 

performances, χ2(1, N = 40) =3.370, p=.066, as well as between the high- and 

low-proficiency learners’ performances, χ2(1, N = 40) =.659, p=.417. The results 

showed that the learners produced native-like performances in terms of 

requestive/non-requestive complaints before instruction, and their performances 
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remained the same after instruction. 

6.1.2.2 Qualitative analysis 

     As shown in the quantitative analysis, after instruction, the learners of both 

proficiency groups produced native-like performances in terms of using the 

two-strategy patterns, on-record/off-record patterns and requestive/non-requestive 

complaints. Of all the patterns investigated, IC+RR showed the most significant 

progress. In this section, qualitative investigation was conducted to see if the content 

of this pattern also improved after instruction. 

6.1.2.2.1 IC+RR in NNS-H Post-instructional DCT 

     As discussed in section 5.1.2.2.2, the high-proficiency learners deviated from 

the Americans in using IC+RR to give general remarks to a lower-status person.  

Before instruction, they were found to let the hearer off the hook first by using 

formulaic expression “It’s (That’s) ok (alright)”, but they did not add a statement of 

understanding (e.g. “Accidents happen”) as the Americans did. In addition, their 

requests for compensation usually carried a moral overtone to advise the hearer about 

a future act (e.g. “You should be more careful next time”). After instruction, in a 

similar scenario which calls for general remarks and request for repair, twelve out of 

the twenty responses (60%) produced by the high-proficiency learners expressed off 

the hook statements first, followed by a statement of understanding, and they asked 

for compensation without appealing to morality. For example, 

Pre-teaching: 

(5) 

Scenario: You ordered a drink at a restaurant. When the waiter brings you the drink, 

he spills it all over you. Your new shirt got wet.  

    

Waiter: Oh, I’m really sorry about that! 
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You: It’s ok. I think you should be carefully next time. (NNS-H 12)  

Post-teaching: 

(6) 

Scenario: You bought a pair of red shoes at a store. When you got home and opened 

the shoe box, you found that the clerk gave you black shoes instead. You went back 

to the store and told the clerk that she gave you the wrong shoes. 

 

Clerk: Oh. I’m sorry. 

You: That’s ok. Accidents happen all the time. Could you please change red ones for 

me? (NNS-H 12) 

     

In addition, section 5.1.2.2.2 shows that the high-proficiency learners tended to 

transfer L1 sociocultrual information to L2 and provided non-credible content when 

speaking to someone higher in status. They were inclined to appeal to excuses either 

for the speaker himself or for the hearer instead of expressing facts of annoyance as 

the Americans did. After instruction, most of the non-credible content was replaced by 

facts of annoyance. Compare (7) and (8). 

Pre-teaching: 

(7) 

Scenario: You work part time at a gas station from 6:00 to 10:00 every night. But 

you usually cannot go home until 12:00. You discuss this situation with your 

employer, Mr. Brown. 

 

You: Mr. Brown, may I talk to you now? 

Mr. Brown: Yes, of course. 

You: It’s too late for me to go home at 12:00 because I have homework to do. Can 

you let me go home early? (NNS-H 7) 
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Post-teaching: 

(8) 

Scenario: You work part time at a fast food restaurant. Several days ago, your 

manger Mr. White promised to give you extra pay for your hard work. He asked you 

not to tell anyone. But this afternoon, you found that almost everybody working at 

the restaurant has heard about your extra pay. This causes a lot of trouble for you.  

You decide to talk to the manager. 

 

You: Mr. White, may I talk to you now? 

Mr. White: Yes, of course. 

You: Everybody seems to know that I got extra pay for my hard work. Is there 

anything you can do to solve the problem? (NNS-H 7) 

      

In (8), the high-proficiency learner expressed annoyance that everybody seemed 

to know about the extra pay, and asked for a solution. During the instructional period, 

the learners were taught to stick to facts when making complaints, and this approach 

seemed to work well with these learners, as can be seen in their post-instructional 

performances. However, about 30% of the responses were found to embellish the 

facts. For example, in the same extra pay scenario, NNS-H 10 wrote: 

(9) Few days ago, we talked about that you’ll give me extra pay and you didn’t want 

me to tell everybody. But everybody knows it now. I’m absolutely sure that I 

didn’t say a word about it. May I ask you to help? 

     The learners’ overinformativeness or contextual explicitness is a phenomenon 

labeled as “waffling” in ILP research. Edmonson & House (1991: 273-4) defined 

waffling as “the excessive use of linguistic forms to fill a specific discourse �slot�

or �move�, i.e. achieve a specific pragmatic goal”. For explanation, Edmonson & 

House (1991) proposed the Insecurity Hypothesis, which suggests that learners’ lack 

of confidence, uncertainty, or insecure social status lead them to employ waffling as a 
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compensatory strategy to adjust, qualify and expand the communicative plans inside 

their cognitive system. Waffling is common in written DCTs, but not in face-to-face 

role play interactions because of the differential in the cognitive demands of written 

versus oral productions. This phenomenon has also been evident in more advanced 

learners’ performances because they have enough linguistic control at their disposal to 

verbalize their intentions (Edmonson & House, 1991). The finding of the present 

study is consistent with what Edmonson & House described about waffling. 

6.1.2.2.2 IC+RR in NNS-L Post-instructional DCT 

For the low-proficiency learners, section 5.1.2.2.2 shows that prior to 

instruction, they used neither routine formulas such as “It’s (That’s) ok (alright)” nor 

statements of understanding when addressing a lower-status person to give general 

remarks. In addition, their requests for compensation were made bluntly in the form 

of mood derivable or want statement. After instruction, fifteen out of twenty (75%) 

responses in a similar scenario were found to use the routine formula “It’s (That’s) ok 

(all right)” to give general remarks and their requests sounded more polite with the 

employment of query preparatory. For example, 

Pre-teaching: 

(10) 

Scenario: You ordered a drink at a restaurant. When the waiter brings you the drink, 

he spills it all over you. Your new shirt got wet.  

 

Waiter: Oh, I’m really sorry about that! 

You: Oh, my new shirt!  I want see your manager (NNS-L 5) 

Post-teaching: 

(11) 

Scenario: You bought a pair of red shoes at a store. When you got home and opened 

the shoe box, you found that the clerk gave you black shoes instead. You went back 
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to the store and told the clerk that she gave you the wrong shoes. 

 

Clerk: Oh. I’m sorry. 

You: That’s ok. Can I change my shoes? (NNS-L 5) 

 

     As seen in (10), the low-proficiency learners gave general remarks by using 

“It’s (That’s) ok (all right)”. However, unlike the high-proficiency learners, only two 

responses produced statements of understanding. It was probably because learning the 

combinations of two expressions at the same time was too demanding for these 

learners. They may have needed more time to learn how to successfully combine the 

formulas together.  

     Unlike the high-proficiency learners, the low-proficiency learners did not 

transfer L1 sociocultural information to L2 when speaking to someone higher in status, 

so they tended to express facts of annoyance before instruction, which made their 

pre-instructional performances appear more “native-like”. Therefore, their 

performances did not change much before and after instruction. In addition, verbosity 

was not observable in these low-proficiency learners’ performances. It was probably 

because their linguistic proficiency was not adequate enough to waffle as the 

high-proficiency learners did. For example, 

Pre-teaching: 

(12) 

Scenario: You work part time at a gas station from 6:00 to 10:00 every night. But 

you usually cannot go home until 12:00. You discuss this situation with your 

employer, Mr. Brown. 

 

You: Mr. Brown, may I talk to you now? 

Mr. Brown: Yes, of course. 

You: I usually cannot go home until 12. I want to discuss with you. (NNS-L13) 
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Post-teaching: 

(13) 

Scenario: An old couple just moved into the apartment building above you a week 

ago. They have three young grandchildren who always run around the house and 

make lots of noise late at night.  You decide to talk to the old couple. You ring the 

bell and the old man opens the door. 

 

You: Excuse me. I am your neighbor. Do you have a moment to speak now? 

Old man: Yes. 

You: I can’t sleep because of the noises your grandchildren made. Could you tell 

them to stop? (NNS-L13) 

      

     In summary, section 6.1.2 investigates the two-strategy patterns used by the 

learners before and after instruction. The quantitative analysis showed that the 

learners of both proficiency groups produced native-like performances in terms of the 

two-strategy patterns, on-record/off-record patterns and requestive/non-requestive 

complaints. The qualitative analysis investigates the content of IC+RR because as 

shown in the quantitative analysis, this pattern showed the most progress in the 

learners’ post-instructional performances. The findings showed that both groups of 

learners produced credible content because they used routine formulas to give general 

remarks and expressed facts of annoyance. However, certain aspects were found to be 

resistant to instruction.. The high-proficiency learners became to say too much about 

facts of annoyance, while the low-proficiency learners did not learn how to use 

statements of understanding when giving general remarks. 

     The above findings showed that explicit instruction led to gains not only in the 

learners’ pragmalinguistic proficiency, but also in the learners’ sociopragmatic 

proficiency. As shown in Chapter 4, American complaints in general are more direct 

than Chinese complaints because the former sticks to facts of annoyance regardless of 
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the hearer’s social status, while the latter beats about the bush when speaking to a 

person higher in status. Explicit instruction in the present study successfully helped 

the learners notice the gap between American and Chinese cultures, which lends 

support to Rose & Ng’s (2001) claim that explicit instruction increases not only 

learners’ pragmalinguistic proficiency, but also their sociopragmatic proficiency. 

6.2 Learners’ Post-instructional Role Play Productions 

     Like section 5.2, the learners’ role play productions are examined in terms of 

strategy use, linguistic forms and content. These three areas of investigation were 

chosen because they were the major foci of the present study. Since the role play tasks 

were produced by only eight learners, two pairs from the high-proficiency groups and 

two pairs from the low-proficiency groups, the investigation was more qualitative as 

compared to the investigation of the DCT.  

6.2.1 Strategy Use 

Strategy use mainly focuses on the distributions of the six individual strategies 

identified in the present study because the majority of the role play responses used 

only one strategy within a single conversational turn. Before instruction, the learners 

of both proficiency levels shared tendencies similar to that produced by the Americans. 

However, they produced indirect accusation and direct complaint more frequently, but 

indirect complaint and request for repair less frequently than the Americans, as shown 

in Table 6.13. 

Table 6.13 Distributions of the six strategies used by NNS-H and NNS-L in the 

pre-instructional role plays 

Subjects OP IC IA DC RR TH Total 

NS-A 

 

NNS-H 

 

NNS-L 

2 

(0.64%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

0 

141 

(45.34%) 

16 

(39.02%) 

12 

15 

(4.82%) 

7 

(17.08%) 

9 

24 

(7.72%) 

5 

(12.19%) 

5 

119 

(38.26%) 

12 

(29.27%) 

11 

10 

(3.22%) 

1 

(2.44%) 

1 

311 

(100.00%) 

41 

(100.00%) 

38 
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(0.00%) (31.58%) (23.68%) (13.15%) (28.95%) (2.64%) (100.00%) 

Note. OP (opting out), IC (indirect complaint), IA (indirect accusation), DC (direct complaint), RR (request for 
repair), TH (threat) 

      

     The data in the above table can be depicted as Figure 6.15 to show general 

tendencies. 

Figure 6.15 Distributions of the six individual strategies used by NNS-H and 

         NNS-L in the pre-instructional role plays  
 

     After instruction, both the high- and low-proficiency learners increased their 

use of indirect complaint and request for repair, but decreased their use of indirect 

accusation and direct complaint. Table 6.14 shows the strategy distributions in the 

learners’ post-instructional performances. 
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Table 6.14 Distributions of the six individual strategies used by NNS-H and 
NNS-L in the post-instructional role plays 

Subjects OP IC IA DC RR TH Total 

NNS-H 

 

NNS-L 

 

NS-A 

0 

(0.00%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

2 

(0.64%) 

21 

(46.67%) 

15 

(37.50%) 

141 

(45.34%) 

4 

(8.89%) 

7 

(17.50%) 

15 

(4.82%) 

5 

(11.11%) 

5 

(12.50%) 

24 

(7.72%) 

15 

(33.33%) 

13 

(32.50%) 

119 

(38.26%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

0 

(0.00%) 

10 

(3.22%) 

45 

(100.00%) 

40 

(100.00%) 

311 

(100.00%) 
Note. OP (opting out), IC (indirect complaint), IA (indirect accusation), DC (direct complaint), RR (request for 

repair), TH (threat) 
 

     The data in the above table can be presented as Figure 6.16 to show the general 

tendencies. 

Figure 6.16 Distributions of the six individual strategies used by NNS-H and 
NNS-L in the post-instructional role plays  

 

     Compared with Figure 6.15, the learners’ post-instructional role play 

performances closely resembled the American performances. The improvement was 
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learners of both proficiency groups used indirect complaint (NNS-H: 46.67%, NNS-L: 

37.5%) and request for repair (NNS-H: 33.33%, NNS-L: 32.5%) more frequently 

after instruction than they did before instruction. Such an increase made their 

post-instructional performances approximate the American norms (indirect complaint: 

45.34%, request for repair: 38.26%). On the other hand, the high-proficiency learners 

decreased their use of indirect accusation from 17.08% to 8.89% and the use of direct 

complaint from 12.19% to 11.11%, and the low-proficiency learners decreased their 

use of indirect accusation from 23.68% to 17.5%, but their use of direct complaint 

was slightly increased after instruction (12.5%) than before instruction (12.19%).  

      With regard to on-record and off-record strategies, the learners’ 

pre-instructional performances were found to use off-record strategies, which include  

indirect complaint and request for repair with speaker dominance (e.g. “Can I…”), 

more frequently than on-record strategies, which include indirect accusation, direct 

complaint, threat and request for repair with hearer dominance (e.g. “Can you…”), as 

shown in Figure 6.17. 
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Figure 6.17 On-record and off-record strategies used by NNS-H and NNS-L in  
     the pre-instructional role plays 
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     Figure 6.17 shows that the high-proficiency learners were similar to the 

Americans in the use of on-record (NS-A: 34.65%, NNS-H: 36.59%) and off-record 

(NS-A: 65.35%, NNS-H: 63.41%) strategies. On the other hand, the low-proficiency 

learners differed from the Americans to a greater extent. They tended to use on-record 

strategies more frequently (NS-A: 34.65%, NNS-L: 47.26%) and off-record strategies 

less frequently than the Americans (NS-A: 65.35%, NNS-L: 52.74%). 

     After instruction, the high-proficiency learners did not change much in the use 

of on-record/off-record strategies, but the low-proficiency learners increased the use 

of off-record strategies and decreased the use of on-record strategies, as shown in 

Figure 6.18. 
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Figure 6.18 On-record and off-record strategies used by NNS-H and NNS-L in  
the post-instructional role plays 

 

     In this figure, the high-proficiency learners showed similar proportions in the 

use of on-record and off-record strategies as they did in the pre-instructional 

performances. However, the low-proficiency learners increased the percentages of 

off-record strategies from 52.74% to 60%, and they decreased the percentages of 
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on-record strategies from 47.26% to 40%. 

     Overall, the high- and low-proficiency learners improved their strategy use after 

instruction. The improvement can be seen from their greater use of indirect complaint 

and request for repair, and their lesser use of indirect accusation and direct complaint. 

Further, in the taxonomy of on-record and off-record strategies, the low-proficiency 

learners made considerable progress by increasing the use of off-record strategies.  

6.2.2 Linguistic Forms 

For the linguistic forms, attention was given to indirect accusation and request 

for repair since the learners deviated from the American norms in the forms of these 

two strategies before instruction. As indicated in section 5.2, most of the 

high-proficiency learners used ungrammatical wh-questions, and most of the 

low-proficiency learners used declaratives with no fronting and no subject-verb 

inversions in their pre-instructional performances. For example,  

(14) Why is the cheeseburger don’t have a cheese? (NNS-H 2) 

(15) You don’t put cheese? (NNS-L 13)   

After instruction, seven out of the eleven IA occurrences produced by 

learners—three from the high-proficiency learners’ performances and four from the 

low-proficiency learners’ performances—were in the form of wh-questions, and the 

remaining four IA occurrences—one in the high-proficiency learners’ performances 

group and three in the low-proficiency learners’ performances group—were in the 

form of yes-no questions with neutral polarity. Both question forms were produced 

correctly, with wh-fronting and subject-verb inversion. For example, 

(16) Why did you give me the fish and bacon? (NNS-H 2) 

(17) Why did you use my computer again? (NNS-L 13) 

     As for request for repair, the learners of both proficiency groups used mood 

derivable most of the time before instruction. Ten out of the twelve request forms 
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produced by the high-proficiency learners were mood derivable, and there were only 

two occurrences of query preparatory. Nine out of the eleven request forms produced 

by the low-proficiency learners were also mood derivable, and there were only two 

occurrences of query preparatory. In addition, there were no occurrences of hedged 

performative in contrast to the American performances. For example, 

(18) You need to go outside because this place needs to be quiet. (NNS-H 5) 

(19) This is computer center you should be quiet. (NNS-L 8)   

After instruction, the high-proficiency learners increased the use of query 

preparatory and decreased the use of mood derivable. Nine out of the fifteen request 

forms they produced were query preparatory, while there were five occurrences of 

mood derivable. However, in the low-proficiency learners’ performances, nine out of 

the thirteen request forms were mood derivable, and there were only three 

occurrences of query preparatory. In addition, both the high- and low-proficiency 

learners shared one thing in common; they produced only one occurrence of hedged 

performative. For example, 

(20) Could you give me salad and corn soup as requested? (NNS-H 5) 

(21) Give me salad and corn soup right now, ok? (NNS-L 8) 

    The above analysis showed that the high-proficiency learners made progress 

after instruction by using correct wh-forms to make indirect accusation and by 

increasing the number of query preparatory. On the other hand, the low-proficiency 

learners produced correct wh-questions, but they still used mood derivable to a greater 

extent. In addition, the use of hedged performative in both performances still 

remained low. As discussed earlier, this low percentage may have been a result of 

teaching-induced errors. 

6.2.3 Content 

With regard to content, it was found that the learners did not transfer L1 
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sociocultural information as they did in the DCT and they expressed facts of 

annoyance throughout the role play tasks. For example, 

(22) The milk I bought yesterday was a little bit sour.  May I have an exchange? 

(NNS-H 3) 

(23) I bought the milk yesterday but today it was sour.  May I change the other one? 

(NNS-L 13) 

After instruction, the learners still evidenced statements of facts as they did in 

the pre-instructional performances. For example, 

(24) This is the restaurant and every customer is having lunch. Could you control your 

kids? (NNS-H 3) 

(25) There are many customers in the restaurant. Can you call your kids control his 

noise and please? (NNS-L13) 

Moreover, as mentioned in section 5.3, the learners, especially those at higher 

proficiency, tended to change topics in the interactions before instruction. The same 

phenomenon occurred in their post-instructional performances as well. Compare (26) 

and (27). 

Pre-teaching: 

(26) 

Scenario: You work part time at a company. You have a serious cold and want to 

take a day off. You called your boss but he said you should come to the office today 

because there is a lot of work to do. You are feeling very uncomfortable, so you 

decide to call your boss again. 

 

You: May I speak to Mr. White please? 

Mr. White: Yes, this is he. 

NNS-H5: I have a cold today, and there is too much work. May I take a day off? 

NNS-H6: Are you sure? But we have a lot of work to do today, so…we’ll be lost a 

lot if you don’t come. 



 205 

NNS-H5: But I didn’t feel comfortable right now. 

NNS-H6: You can go to the doctor in the morning and come in the afternoon. I can 

tell you which doctor is the best. 

NNS-H5: Really? Which one? 

NNS-H6: Dr. Su. 

NNS-H5: Where is he? 

NNS-H6: His place is near our office. 

NNS-H5: Is he expensive? 

NNS-H6: No, he’s cheap. 

NNS-H5: Ok, I’ll go to see him. 

NNS-H6: You want me to register for you? 

NNS-H5: No. 

NNS-H6: OK. 

      

In this conversation, the learners deviated from the main focus of complaining since 

the second turn of NNS-H 6. They began to talk about the doctor who NNS-H 6 

thinks might be helpful to NNS-H 5. In the post-instructional performances, the 

problem of topic change remained. For example, 

Post-teaching: 

(27) 

Scenario: Your uncle borrowed your book and promised that he would return it a 

week ago, but now he hasn’t given it back to you. You want this book back very 

much because you need it to prepare for your final exam. 

 

You: Uncle Henry. 

Uncle: Yes? 

NNS-H5: Do you remember you had a book? 

NNS-H6: What book? 

NNS-H5: Harry Potter. 

NNS-H6: What kind of book? Oh, my business was gone and I lost a lot of money. 

Somebody come and take away all the things.  
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NNS-H5: Do you call the police? 

NNS-H6: No, because I…owe them. 

NNS-H5: Ok. So about the book. 

NNS-H6: What are you talking about? 

NNS-H5: Harry Potter! You borrowed a week ago! 

NNS-H6: Oh, yes. Now I remember. It’s a good book, right? 

NNS-H5: Yeah. I like the book very much. 

NNS-H6: Me too. 

NNS-H5: Which parts do you like? 

NNS-H6: Well, I don’t know. Every part is interesting. 

NNS-H5: Could you give it back to me? 

NNS-H6: What? Harry Potter? 

NNS-H5: Yeah. I need it for my report. 

NNS-H6: Ok. I’ll give it back to you on Monday. 

NNS-H5: Ok. See you then. 

NNS-H6: See you. 

      

From the above interaction, it is clear that the learners deviated from the topic 

twice. The first deviation occurred when the uncle talked about his bankruptcy, which 

started from the second to the third turns of NNS-H 6. The second deviation occurred 

when the uncle began to talk about Harry Potter, which started from the fifth to the 

seventh turns of NNS-H 6. The learners’ topic shifts in the post-instructional 

performances came as no surprise because instruction focused on explicit teaching of 

strategy use and did not address how to maintain the topic of a conversation. Although 

the learners knew how to choose appropriate strategies, they may still have had the 

difficulty of determining what to say in face-to-face interactions. 

In summary, section 6.2 examines the learners’ post-instructional role play 

performances. They were found to make similar progress as they did in the DCT. First, 

the learners increased the use of indirect complaint and request for repair, and they 
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decreased the use of indirect accusation and direct complaint. Second, there were 

more grammatical occurrences of wh-questions in the post-instructional performances 

than in the pre-instructional performances. Third, the learners decreased the use of 

mood derivable and increased the use of query preparatory after instruction. However, 

as in the DCT, there was still less use of hedged performative in the learners’ 

post-instructional performances. As discussed earlier, this pragmatic infelicity was 

probably caused by inadequate input frequency. Furthermore, topic change was 

observed in the learners’ post-instructional role plays, which implies that strategy 

instruction has its limitations. Such instruction may enhance learners’ use of strategies 

and linguistic forms, but it cannot guarantee good topic management. 

6.3 Learners’ Perceptions of Explicit Teaching of Complaint Behaviors 

     This section sets out to answer research question 5: What are the learners’ 

perceptions of explicit teaching of complaint behaviors? The learners’ perceptions are 

discussed in terms of general impressions, teaching materials, and learning difficulty 

because they were asked to respond to these three perspectives in their self reports.20  

6.3.1 General Impressions  

In the learners’ self reports, thirty-four out of the forty learners reported that the 

instruction was a special and new experience for them because complaint behaviors 

had never been fully discussed in previous English courses. For example, NNS-H 7 

said, 

(28) I think the teaching of complaint strategies was special. We have never 

had any course which paid particular attention to this. We might have a 

little understanding of how to make complaints from the English 

conversation courses we have taken before, but there was surely no 

                                                
20 Since the learners responded in Chinese in the self-reports, all the excerpts presented here are 
English translations. 
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specific teaching of these strategies. 

NNS-L13 also commented, 

(29) I think the instruction was a fresh experience to me. In other 

conversation classes, the teachers did not explain any strategies or rules. 

They just wanted us to follow the textbook models and do the role plays. 

So I feel that the teaching is different from the one we had before.  

     Twenty-one out of the forty learners also mentioned that the treatments were 

helpful to them in that they started to think of social power and distance before they 

issued the complaints. For example, NNS-H10 remarked, 

      (30) I think the course content was really useful because I’ve learned 

how to make complaints more appropriately. I may have the idea 

of social power and social distance when I make complaints in 

Chinese. I know that I should use more polite language when I 

speak to the chairperson, and I may use less polite language when I 

speak to my brother. But I have difficulty complaining in English, 

not to mention thinking about if the other person is higher in status 

or we have a close relationship. From the instruction, at least I 

know that I should develop the habit of considering the context in 

the first place before uttering the complaints in English.  

Nineteen out of the forty learners reported that the linguistic strategies provided 

allowed them to vary their complaints under different circumstances. For example, 

NNS-L 8 said, 

 (31) It has been difficult for me to complain in English. This may be because 

English is not my native language. Usually I don’t know how to express 

my complaints to an American. The complaints I made were usually 

Chinese like, and I tended to use the same expression over and over again 
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in different situations. This is because I didn’t know that there are other 

ways to make complaints. This class has taught me strategies which I 

can use based on the situations I encounter. Although they are 

somewhat formulaic and take me a while to remember them, I think they 

can improve my English ability in this respect. 

     The learners’ feedback supports the call for incorporating the teaching of speech 

acts into language curriculum. Many ILP studies for the past decade have indicated 

that even advanced L2 learners deviated from the target language norms. They may 

produce grammatically correct but pragmatically inappropriate utterances (see a 

complete review of Kasper, 2001). One of the reasons to explain the deviations is that 

learners do not always transfer from what has been available to them, for example, 

from pragmatic universals or L1-based knowledge (Kasper, 1997). The other reason is 

that certain language-specific features need to be drawn to attention because simple 

exposure to sociolinguistically appropriate L2 input is not sufficient for learners to 

acquire L2 pragmatic knowledge (Schmidt, 1993).  

The learners’ positive attitudes towards explicit instruction can also be observed 

in other studies. What separates explicit instruction from implicit instruction is the 

provision of metapragmatic information. For example, Olshtain & Cohen (1995) 

reported that most students in their study highly valued the teacher’s explanations of 

English apology realizations and the information sheets pertaining to the main points 

of the lesson. They attributed the learners’ preference for formal presentation to the 

fact that adult learners may have felt more comfortable with explicit presentation of 

realization patterns than with experiential types of activities. Tateyama (2001) also 

noted in her study that almost all the students in the explicit group favored the 

teacher’s explicit explanation about the use of routine expressions. They also 

mentioned that input-only instruction would not have been sufficient for them to 
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understand a variety of expressions. 

6.3.2 Teaching Materials  

    The majority of the learners felt that the main textbook and the supplementary 

materials provided them with sufficient information about how to make complaints in 

American English. For example, NNS-H 19 said, 

(32) I think the instructional materials are rich in content. The textbook 

contains many complaint situations, and the supplementary 

materials provide us with many rules and useful expressions. Before 

instruction, I could only use a few sentences to express myself. I think 

the handouts we used are clear and understandable. They meet our 

current level of proficiency and clearly convey what the teacher was 

trying to teach us. Compared with the textbook, the handouts explain the 

rules very clearly and the examples relate to daily conversations. I can 

learn how to make complaints through the handouts. 

NNS-L 14 also commented, 

(33) I think the handouts were very useful to me. Through the handouts, I 

could clearly understand what the teacher was trying to convey. I felt that 

I was learning something. The textbook was ok. There were not so many 

rules, but it had many role play activities. 

     The learners’ evaluations of teaching materials reflected the complementary 

functions of textbook and supplementary materials. Basically, the textbook provided 

the learners with an array of scenarios for communicative practices, which range from 

the most controlled DCT type of activities to the least controlled role play activities. 

On the other hand, the researcher’s materials provided the learners with detailed 

metapragmatic information to supplement the textbook which does not seem to give a 

complete picture of American complaints.  
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     Although most learners highly valued the teaching materials used in the 

instructional session, twelve out of the forty learners suggested that the use of videos 

or movies may have made the instruction more interesting. For example, NNS-H 7 

remarked, 

(34) Maybe the teacher can let us watch movies to help us better 

understand how Americans make complaints. I think it would be 

more interesting than just stating the rules or practicing conversations. 

     It is true that the use of authentic audio-visual materials such as television 

dramas, movies, or commercials in language classrooms give the learners a much 

better understanding of cultural and linguistic norms of the target language. Grant & 

Starks (2001) used soap operas to teach conversation closings. Rose & Ng (2001) 

used a compilation of film segments to teach compliment exchanges. Tateyama (2001) 

used video clips from TV dramas to teach Japanese sumimasen. Crandall & 

Basturkmen (2004) used naturally recorded conversations to teach requests. These 

multi-media audio-visual materials have the following advantages. First, they make 

classroom teaching more interesting. Second, they provide a great number of 

conversations with a variety of expressions spoken in the target language. Third, they 

help enhance not only learners’ pragmatic competence, but also strategic competence 

because through authentic materials, learners may learn how to control topic, take 

turns and repair communication breakdowns. Finally, they supply not only verbal 

behaviors but also nonverbal communication strategies such as gestures and eye 

contact between interlocutors (Byon, 2004; Grant & Starks, 2001; Soler, 2005). 

     The use of authentic movies or television programs may be a good teaching 

approach, but it also poses problems for language teachers who attempt to teach the 

speech act of complaining. Compared with speech acts such as apologies, requests, 

excuses and closings, it is more difficult to capture what counts as complaints since 
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they have no stereotypical forms and no corresponding second part. Edmonson (1981) 

claims that the perlocutionary intent of a complaint is negotiable because a hearer 

cannot identify by convention what behavior will satisfy the act of complaining.  

Moreover, complaint as the first part of an adjacency pair can be followed by denial, 

rejection, justification or making excuses (Laforest, 2002). Such complexities increase 

the degree of difficulties of finding suitable film segments for instruction.     

Therefore, the better option for language teachers may be to use audio-visual 

materials with tailor-made complaint scenarios. Research has indicated that there have 

been studies using this kind of audio-visual information as instructional materials. For 

example, Bardovi-Harlig & Dornyei (1998), Niezgoda & Rover (2001) and Schauer 

(2005) used a videotape with twenty scenes containing pragmatic errors, grammatical 

errors and correct utterances to help raise learners’ pragmatic and grammatical 

awareness. Yoshimi (2001) videotaped the interactions of two native speakers of 

Japanese to teach interactional discourse markers. Martinez-Flor & Fukuya (2005) 

used videotaped interactions in which one native speaker of English made suggestions 

to the other. As long as efforts are made to preserve naturalness, these audio-visual 

materials may meet the learners’ needs and achieve teaching outcomes more 

successfully than natural film segments, soap operas or movies.  

6.3.3 Learning Difficulty  

     When asked about if there were any difficulties in learning how to complain 

like an American, thirty out of the forty learners reported that they needed to learn a 

lot during a short period of time and that they were not used to the newly learned 

strategies. For example, NNS-H 12 commented, 

      (35) I think the problem for me is that there are too many complaint 

strategies.  It is easy for me to get confused with those strategies. I 

cannot digest all the information I learned in class. I need to take some 
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time to distinguish these strategies and remember how to use them 

appropriately. Though I’ve learned the rules, it is not easy for me to speak 

the language as well as native speakers do. 

NNS-L18 also remarked, 

(36) The strategies are useful, but it seems that I couldn’t take in too 

much at a time. Sometimes I would forget what the teacher taught us in 

the last hour.  Before instruction, I didn’t have to think about these strategies. 

The sentences may have popped into my mind, although I knew they might 

not be right. Now I have to think about which strategy to apply in which 

situation. I know it’s good for me, but I need some time to get used to it.  

     The learners’ reports may lend support to the quantitative and qualitative 

analyses which showed that certain aspects of the L2 targets were resistant to 

instruction. The learners seemed to need more time to digest what they had learned. 

Faerch & Kasper (1984) distinguished between declarative pragmatic knowledge and 

procedural pragmatic knowledge. The former is “knowledge that” and deals with “an 

individual’s knowledge of the rules and elements of one or more language(s), not 

related to specific communicative goals or to language use in real time”, while the 

latter is “knowledge how” and “selects and combines parts of declarative knowledge 

for the purpose of reaching specific communicative goals, observing constraints 

imposed by language processing in real time” (Faerch & Kasper, 1984:215). The 

components of declarative pragmatic knowledge include linguistic knowledge, speech 

act knowledge, discourse knowledge, sociocultural knowledge, context knowledge 

and knowledge of the world. On the other hand, the components of pragmatic 

procedural knowledge include goal-formation and context-analysis, verbal planning 

and monitoring execution. The speaker must establish a communicative goal based on 

context-determining factors, plan and select linguistic knowledge to meet the 
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communicative goal, and monitor the feedback provided by the other interlocutor in 

the interaction.   

     Educational psychologists such as Anderson (1985) have claimed that learning 

is a process where declarative knowledge gradually becomes procedural knowledge.  

It holds true for ILP as well. Drawing on Anderson’s work, Ellis (1990) classified 

learning into three stages: the cognitive stage, where learners are conscious of the 

rules; the associative stage, where they begin to proceduralize the knowledge they 

acquire; and the autonomous stage, where they perform the language automatically 

and errors disappear. The learners’ self-reports showed that instruction may have been 

enough to give the learners declarative knowledge about American complaints, but it 

may have been insufficient for the learners to transform all the rules they had acquired 

to actual productions. 

In summary, the learners’ perceptions of explicit teaching were examined in 

light of general impressions, teaching materials and learning difficulties. In terms of 

general impressions, the learners mentioned that the explicit teaching of complaint 

behaviors was a new and special experience for them, and it helped them become 

aware of the importance of social contexts and provided them with a number of 

complaint strategies which they did not have before. They also mentioned that the 

teaching materials were sufficient and helpful, but suggested that it would have been 

better if the teacher had used videos or movies. Finally, the learners reported that the 

biggest learning difficulty they faced was that they needed to learn a lot during the 

instructional period, and that they needed more time to transform the knowledge they 

acquired to actual productions.  

6.4 Summary of Chapter 6 

This chapter addresses two issues. Section 6.1 examines if the learners made 

progress in their DCT performances after explicit instruction. The quantitative 
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analysis focused on the individual strategies and the two-strategy patterns. The 

qualitative analysis focused on the linguistic forms of request for repair and the 

content of IC+RR. For the high-proficiency learners, the quantitative analysis showed 

that they produced native-like performances in terms of the individual strategies and 

the two-strategy patterns. The qualitative analysis showed that although these learners 

made improvements with respect to request forms and content of IC+RR in their 

post-instructional performances, they still deviated from the Americans in three 

respects. First, their use of hedged performative remained low as compared to the 

Americans. Second, they used mainly can/could pairs instead of will/would pairs for 

query preparatory. Finally, some of the high-proficiency learners were found to 

waffle when expressing facts of annoyance. For the low-proficiency learners, 

although they differed from the Americans in the numbers of individual strategies, 

their progress was observable in the increase of indirect complaint and request for 

repair, and in the decrease of indirect accusation and direct complaint. In addition, 

they achieved native-like performances in usage of the two-strategy patterns. 

However, qualitative analysis also showed that they differed from the Americans. 

Like the high-proficiency learners, they used hedged performative less frequently than 

the Americans, and they used the can/could pairs more frequently than the will/would 

pairs.  

     Section 6.2 investigates if the learners made progress in their role play 

performances in light of strategy use, linguistic forms and content. In terms of 

strategy use, the learners of both proficiency groups made progress in the use of 

individual strategies. They increased the use of indirect complaint and request for 

repair, as well as decreased the use of indirect accusation and direct complaint. They 

also improved in the linguistic forms of indirect accusation and request for repair. 

When making indirect accusations, the learners were found to make correct wh- and 
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yes/no questions more frequently than they did before instruction. They also 

decreased the use of mood derivable and want statement, as well as increased the use 

of query preparatory when making requests for repair. However, resistance was also 

found in the learners’ post-instructional performances. First, they used hedged 

performative less frequently. Second, they tended to switch topics when they did not 

know how to complain in the role plays. Overall, the greatest improvement the 

learners made in the role plays was strategy use, but there were certain aspects which 

seemed to be resistant to instruction in linguistic forms and content. 

    Section 6.3 addresses the learner perceptions of the explicit teaching with respect 

to general impressions, teaching materials and learning difficulty. The learners 

reported that instruction of this kind was a new experience to them, and they found it 

helpful in learning how to make complaints in American English. They also reported 

that the teaching materials were suitable, but they suggested that it would have been 

more interesting if instruction had included videos or films. Finally, the learners 

mentioned that the major difficulty they encountered was that they needed to learn a 

lot during a short period of time. 

     From the three sections, it can be concluded that explicit instruction helped the 

learners in the acquisition of complaint behaviors and that the learners had positive 

attitudes towards this kind of pedagogical intervention. There seemed to be greater 

instructional effects on strategy use than on linguistic forms and content. However, 

there seemed to be little difference as to whether the performances were elicited from 

the DCT or role plays. Furthermore, the high-proficiency learners seemed to benefit 

from instruction to a greater extent than the low-proficiency learners. 

     The learners’ improvements in the number and type of the strategies seem to 

corroborate previous findings. Olshtain & Cohen (1990) explicitly taught advanced 

learners apology strategies. It was found that after the treatments, the learners tended 
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to add an explicit apology (e.g. “I’m sorry”) to the strategy they used before 

instruction. Bardovi-Harlig & Hartford (1993) reported that the non-native speakers 

of English showed progress in their ability to use the two speech acts: suggestions and 

rejections. Rose & Ng (2001) taught Cantonese learners how to make compliments 

and to respond to compliments. The results showed that there was a marked increase 

in the use of Wolfson’s (1981) nine compliment formulas and there was a positive 

effect on the learners’ acquisition of compliment responses, which included accept, 

reject/deflect, accept/reject, and answer. Takahashi (2001) notes that there was greater 

use of the target request forms in explicit teaching condition. Bardovi-Harlig & 

Griffin (2005) reported that the learners supplied expected speech acts of apologizing 

and missing semantic formulas over time. Koike & Pearson (2005) found that explicit 

instruction and feedback had the most positive instructional effects on recognition of 

suggestion strategies. Martinez-Flor & Fukuya (2005) also found that the learners 

receiving explicit teaching outperformed those who did not in the acquisition of 

suggestion strategies. All these improvements can be accounted for by the two 

cognitive components of language processing posited by Bialystok (1993), which 

include analysis of knowledge and control of processing. 

     In addition to strategy use, content seems to be an area of difficulty for learners 

in most ILP research. For example, in Beebe et al.’s (1990) study, Japanese learners 

tend to provide vague explanations in refusals according to the American norms. In 

the advising sessions of an American university, learners were found to provide 

non-credible content to their advisors such as the course being too difficult, too easy 

or uninteresting (Bardovi-Harlig & Hartford, 1993). Bardovi-Harlig & Griffin (2005) 

also found that learners’ explanations for refusals generally sound vague, 

uncooperative and less satisfying. In the present study, the content of IC+RR had a 

similar problem. Americans tend to be straightforward in stating facts of annoyance 
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regardless of the interlocutor’s status. For Chinese, however, stating facts of 

annoyance directly is sometimes too face-threatening. What differs the present study 

from previous ones is that, for the Chinese learners, no instruction was provided as to 

what counts as appropriate content in a given speech act. However, during the 

instructional period of the present study, the learners were asked to report facts of 

annoyance to make indirect complaints, and the success can be seen from their 

post-instructional performances, especially from those produced by the 

high-proficiency learners. The finding indicates that although credible content is not 

an easy goal to achieve because it involves sociopragmatic information, it seems that 

explicit teaching can compensate for such non-credibility and increase learners’ 

sociopragmatic proficiency (Rose & Ng, 2001). 

     The acquisition of linguistic forms is another area of difficulty for learners 

(Bardovi-Harlig & Griffin, 2005), which can be supported by instruction of request 

forms in the present study. When teaching request for repair, the researcher (i.e. the 

teacher) specifically told the learners to avoid the use of mood derivable and want 

statement because these two forms were not commonly used by the Americans. As 

Brown & Levinson (1978) have pointed out, imperatives are rarely used to make 

commands or requests in spoken English. Studies on American requests have also 

shown that Americans tend to use “I would like” rather than “I hope” or “I want” to 

express the speaker’s requestive intentions (Lin & Chen, 2006; Yu, 1999). The 

avoidance approach seemed to work well because the quantitative analysis showed 

that the learners decreased their use of these two request forms after instruction. The 

decrease was substituted mostly by query preparatory, even though the researcher 

stressed that hedged performative is as important in American English. As discussed 

earlier, input frequency was one of the factors which caused such pragmatic infelicity. 

Query preparatory was given more instructional time than hedged performative. The 
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other explanation could be ascribed to limitation of control of processing. The 

learners may not have been able to pay attention to all the targeted features, so they 

compensated by positively transferring L1 equivalence instead of using the newly 

learned items to reduce the burden of learning tasks.  


