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Abstract

Because of its significance for appropriate communication, the instruction and
assessment of interlanguage pragmatic knowledge focusing on speech acts has
been studied from various aspects. The present was study aimed at
investigating the realization of speech acts in the listening conversations of
TOEFL and IELTS exams with respect to their perceived communicative
value in daily-life conversations. The analysis of five versions of TOEFL and
six versions of IELTS, based on the speech acts classification proposed by
Finocchiaro and Brumfit (1983), indicated that while the former included a
greater variety of speech acts, the latter contained a larger number of speech
acts. It was also found that both exams embedded two types of speech acts,
namely, “making inquiry” and “giving information” far more than any other
types. Moreover, further analysis of “making inquiry” as the most recurrent
communicative act, from pragmatic strategies perspective, revealed that both
TOEFL and IELTS employed direct inquiry strategies markedly more than
indirect types. To determine to what extent speech acts in TOEFL and IELTS
listening are representative of those significant in real-life interactions, i.e. to
determine their communicative value, a survey was conducted in which 300
participants (50 native speakers of English and 250 non-native Iranian EFL
teachers) rated 36 speech acts through an attitude questionnaire. Analysis of
data indicated that in spite of the convergence at the level of four main speech
act categories, particularly with respect to native speakers’ rating, little
convergence could be detected in case of individual speech acts. Besides,
Iranian EFL teachers were found to assign less communicative value to speech

acts compared with native speakers.



Acknowledgements

This study would not have been possible without the help from a number of
people. First and foremost, | would like to express my deepest gratitude and
appreciation to my advisor, Dr. Tajeddin, for his ongoing support,
encouragement, and patient guidance. His meticulous and illuminating
comments throughout the project were invaluable for me.

My sincere appreciation also goes to my reader, Dr. Marefat, who helped
me improve this work with her sensible and constructive suggestions. | also
wish to extend thanks to Dr. Khatib, the examiner of my thesis, for his
valuable comments.

Besides, 1 am profoundly indebted to all my professors, particularly those at
Allameh Tabataba’i University.

Finally, I’d like to express my thanks to all the managers and supervisors of
the English institutes in Tehran and Zanjan who helped me throughout the data
collection, particularly the cooperative and friendly ones including Ms.

Azarnushi, Mr. Ashrafipur, Mr. Ebrahimi, Mr. Sahebnasi, and Mr. Zamani.



Table of Contents

D =To o= o] o PRSPPSO [
ADSTIACT ... I
ACKNOWIBAGEMENTS. ... iiiee et ii
Table Of CONENTS......ccoiiee e v
LiSt Of TADIES ....ovveeiiee e viii
LISE OF FIQUIES ...ttt e e e e e nnee s X
LISt OF APPENAICES ...vvveeiiiiiee ittt e e e naee s Xi

Chapter 1: Introduction

00 O [ £ o [ Tox [0 o PRSPPI 1
1.2. Statement of the Problem ... 2
1.3. Significance of the STUAY .........cccooiivieiiiie e 4
1.4, PUrpose Of the STUAY .......cueveiiiie i 6
1.5. ReSearch QUESTIONS ........coiiviieiei ittt e 7
1.6. NUIL HYPOTNESES .....coiiiee ettt 8
1.7. Limitations and Delimitations .........ccccooveiiiiiniieiiie e 8
1.8. Definition of Key TeIrmS .......cooiiiiiiiiiieeiiiiiiee e 9

Chapter 2: Literature Review

2.1, OVEIVIBW ..ttt ettt ettt e e e e e 11
2.2. PragmatiCc COMPELENCE.......ccuvviee e ettt 11
2.3. SPEECH ACTS ...t 16
2.4. Research into Pragmatic COMPELENCE ........coovvveeiiiieeiiiiie i, 21

2.4.1. Learners' FACIOIS.........uiiiiiiiiiee ettt 21



2.4.2. Contrastive Speech ACt StUIES .......ccovvvveiiiiee e 23

2.4.2. 1. INQUITY oeviieiiiie ettt annee e 24
2.4.2.2. RETUSAL......ccvviieiiee e 28
2.4.2.3. SUQOESTION.....uvieeiiiieeeiiie ettt e e e sneee e 32
2.4.3. Interlanguage Pragmatic Instruction...........cccccoevvevineeiiieee e, 34
2.4.4. Interlanguage Pragmatic ASSESSIMENt ........ccvvvvviveeiiireeiiiiieeeeee 39
2.4.4.1. Interlanguage Pragmatic Assessment ToOIS..........cccccccvveenne. 41
2.4.4.1.1. Written Discourse Completion TasK .........ccccceeviiennnenn, 41
2.4.4.1.2. Multiple-choice Discourse Completion Task ................ 42
2.4.4.1.3. Oral Discourse Completion TasK .........ccccccevviriiieennnnnn 42
2.4.4.1.4. Discourse Self-assessment Task ........ccccccveviveiiieninnnnn 43
2.4.4.1.5. ROIE-PIAY ....ooviiiiee e 43
2.4.4.1.6. Role-play Self-assessment ..........ccccveevivveeiiieeecciieeee, 44
2.4.4.1.7. PICture Prompts .......ccceeiiieeeiiiie e 44
2.4.4.1.8. Vide0o Prompts.......ccooeeiiiiiiiiiii e 44

2.4.4.2. Interlanguage Pragmatic Assessment and International Exams
.................................................................................................... 45
24421 TOEFL ...oociiiie et 47
24422 IELTS .ottt 50

Chapter 3: Methodology

3.1 OVEIVIBW .ottt ettt ettt e et e e e e 54
3.2, PartICIPANTS ..ottt e e e e e e e 54
3.2.1. NALIVE SPEAKEIS .....eeiiiiie ittt 54
3.2.2. NON-Native SPEAKEIS .......cccvviiiiiiie e 55



3.3, INSITUMEBNTALION <.t e e e e 55

3.3. L. COMPUS -ttt e e e e e e e 55
3.3.1.1. TOEFL PBT .ooiiiii et 55
3312 IELTS oottt 56

3.3.2. Attitude QUESLIONNAITE .......ccoiiviieee i e e 57

3.4. Data Collection ProCeAUIE ........ccvveiiiire e eee e 58
3.5, Data ANAIYSIS....cciviieeiiiie et 60
3.6. Design of the StUAY ........cveiiiiiei e 61

Chapter 4: Results and Discussion

A.1. OVEIVIBW ..ovviiie et e ettt e et e e e e s st e e e e e e e bt ae e e e e e nabae e e e e e enrnes 63
4.2. RESUIS ...t 63
4.2.1. Research Question 1: Speech Acts in TOEFL and IELTS ............ 63

4.2.2. Research Question 2: The Difference between TOEFL and IELTS
[ ES] (=] ] 1T [ SRR 70
4.2.3. Research Question 3: The Inquiry Patterns.........ccccccccveevvveeeennen. 72
4.2.4. Research Question 4: The difference between TOEFL and IELTS
INQUITIES ettt ettt ettt e e e e e e et e e e e e e e e e e e nnnaaeeeeeanes 75
4.2.5. Research Question 5: The comparison between Native Speakers’
and Non-native Iranian EFL Teachers’ Appraisal...........ccccevviveennnnn. 76

4.2.6. Research Question 6: The comparison of TOEFL and IELTS with

Native and Non-native Speakers” Rating..........cccocvvveiiiierininnniniiinnns 80
4.3 DISCUSSION .....eiiiitieitiie ittt ee e 87
4.3.1. TOEFL and TELTS....coiiiiiiiie e 88



4.3.1.1. FIEOQUENCIES .cvvvveeiiiie ettt eitee e eite e ee e et e e 88

4.3.1.2. PAEINS....eeeiiiiiieeei e 91
4.3.2. Native Speakers and Non-native Iranian EFL Teachers................ 93
4.3.3. TOEFL and IELTS Speech Acts with Respect to Native and Non-

native Speakers’ RatiNgS .......ccooviiiiiiiiiiiiie e 95

Chapter 5: Conclusion, Implications and Suggestions for Further

Research
5.1, QVEIVIBW .ottt ettt e e e e e e st e e e et e e e snna e e e annneee e 99
5.2. Summary and ConClUSION .........cccviiiiiie i 99
5.3. Pedagogical implications of the Study.............cccceviiiiiiie e, 102
5.4. Suggestions for Further Research............cccceviveiiiie e, 105
RETEIEINCES ..o 106

Vii



List of Tables

Table 2.1 Blum-Kulka et al.’s (1989) request strategy framework............. 26
Table 2.2 Trosborg’s (1995) request strategy framework ..............ccoeeueeen. 28
Table 2.3 Beebe et al.’s refusal strategies framework..............ccceeiennen, 29
Table 2.4 Li’s (2010) suggestion pragmatic strategies.............ccccuveeeernnenn. 32

Table 4.1 Frequencies and percentages of main speech act components in
TOEFL and TELTS ...t 64

Table 4.2 Frequencies and percentages of individual speech acts in TOEFL
AN TELTS e 66

Table 4.3 Chi-square result of speech acts in TOEFL and IELTS.............. 70

Table 4.4 Chi-Square results of Personal, Interpersonal, & Referential

COMPONENTS ...ttt e e e r e e e e e e e e nnees 71
Table 4.5 Chi-Square result of Directive Component ...........cccceeeevvveecnnen, 72
Table 4.6 The inquiry strategy framework.............ccoceevivieiiie e, 73

Table 4.7 Frequencies and percentages of inquiry strategies in TOEFL and

Table 4.9 Descriptive statistics of native speakers’ and non-native EFL
teachers’ total and component Tatings ..........ccovvvverirueeeiiiiieeeniiieesnineenn, 77
Table 4.10 Independent-samples t-tests, comparing native speakers’ and non-

native EFL teachers’ ratings...........ccccevvieeeiiiiie i 78



Table 4.11 Native speakers’ and non-native EFL teachers’ mean scores of
Individual SPEECH ACTS .......coiiiiieice e 79

Table 4.12 The ranks assigned to main categories by each group and exam

BXAIM .ttt ettt r e e e e e e a e e nnes 85
Table 4.17 The speech acts ranked as the most important ones ................. 86
Table 4.18 The speech acts ranked as the least important ones.................. 86



List of Figures

Figure 4.1. TOEFL and IELTS main speech act component frequencies.....



List of Appendices

Appendix A: Finocchiaro and Brumfit’s Categories of Speech Acts ....... 118

Appendix B: The Tapescript of TOEFL TeStS.......cccccveviiveeviineeiieee e 121
Appendix C: The Tapescript of IELTS TeSt ......ccovviveeiiiieeiiiie e, 150
Appendix D: The Attitude QUESHIONNAITE ..........eeeviiieeiiiie e 174

Xi



1.1. Background

With Dell Hymes’ (1972, cited in Richards & Rodgers, 2001) argument for the
consideration of communicative competence rather than linguistic competence
(Chomsky, 1965, cited in Richards & Rodgers, 2001) as one’s language
ability, both teaching and testing research in foreign/second language
instruction were directed toward considering learning a language not only as
the acquisition of syntactic rules but also contextually appropriate use of those
rules. Since then, along with various models of communicative competence
(e.g. Bachman & Palmer, 1996; Canale & Swain, 1980), both EFL/ESL
instruction and assessment have modified their approaches to employ these
models. In testing, the efforts were directed towards designing authentic or
communicative tests, which required candidates to perform communicatively
as in real-life situations. In other words, such tests aimed to truly measure the
extent to which the test taker could use language in real-life situations. One of
the influential testing-oriented models proposed for communicative
competence is Bachman’s (1990) Communicative Language Ability. One of
the major components of the ability is pragmatic competence, defined as the
ability to perform and interpret illocutionary acts properly in discourse
(Bachman, 1990). Despite the fact that research (e.g. Bataineh & Bataineh,
2008; Cohen, 2007; Jalilifar, 2009; Li, 2010) has confirmed that interlanguage

pragmatic instruction is essential due to cultural norm differences, teachers and



accordingly students still do not truly attend to its components such as speech
acts or implicatures, probably because they are not included regularly as an
Important part of the tests.

In recent years, standardized language proficiency tests have gained more
significance because an increasing number of universities and organizations
around the world require proficiency in English as one of their major criteria
of admission of applicants. These types of tests are supposed to be highly
reliable and valid. In English, TOEFL and IELTS are considered as the well-
known proficiency tests that aim to assess the test takers’ ability to
communicate properly in real-life situations. As already mentioned, one of the
major components of the ability to communicate in a language is pragmatic
competence. Therefore, it is necessary for these two tests to consider the
assessment of testees’ pragmatic ability both in terms of production and
comprehension for two reasons: first, as a part of their validity, and second,
due to their impact on English learning courses, particularly as a foreign
language in countries such as Iran. Pragmatic competence is usually assessed
in the speaking and listening sections of the tests. The focus of this study was

on listening.

1.2. Statement of the Problem

Interlanguage pragmatic competence as one’s ability to communicate

appropriately in the foreign language and as one of the major components of



communicative language ability has prompted a bulk of research in the last
two decades. The majority of this research has been either contrastive/cross-
cultural (e.g. Al-Eryani, 2007; Ezatnia, 2008; Jalilifar, 2009; Li, 2010; Uso-
Juan & Martinez-Flor, 2008) or instructional (e.g. Ghobadi & Fahim, 2009;
Rose & Kwai-fun, 2001; Soler, 2005; Takahashi, 2001). Yet, in comparison,
the number of studies carried out on interlanguage assessment is limited. Such
studies have been mainly concerned with developing and/or validating various
forms of testing instruments focusing on production in expense of
comprehension aspect just as the two types of above mentioned studies (e.g.
Brown, 2001; Jianda, 2007; Hudson, Detmer & Brown, 1995, cited in
McNamara & Roever, 2006; Yamashita, 1996; Yoshitake, 1997 in Brown,
2001).

However, aside from developing tests that measure learners’ interlanguage
pragmatic competence, an equally important issue is the investigation of the
status of the existing language proficiency tests, including TOEFL and IELTS,
from this point of view. It seems they have not been of much concern from
pragmatic assessment aspect although these two tests have received great
attention on the part of the researchers from different aspects such as construct
validity with respect to factor structure (Sawaki, Sticker, & Oranje, 2009),
multiple intelligences (Bagherkaszemi, 2008), test-taking strategies (Cohen &

Upton, 2007), learning strategies (Tajeddin, 2005), criterion-related validity



