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Abstract
Nurturing learners’ pragmatic competence has become one of the core objectives in the EFL
classroom, and several researchers have been concerned with the teachability of different
pragmatic aspects (Kasper, 1997; Taguchi, 2015). Despite a growing number of intervention
studies of L2/EFL pragmatics, the existing literature remains largely focused on speech acts, often
neglecting teaching pragmatics at the discourse level. Thus, the purpose of this research is to design
and implement instructional materials in teaching pragmatic features of feedback exchange.
Teachers’ and learners’ perceptions are then examined regarding the designed materials and tasks
to develop a conceptual framework for teaching pragmatics of feedback in the EFL context,
reconceptualising the objective of EFL pragmatics instruction to reflect intercultural pragmatics
(Kecskés, 2014). The classroom intervention included 31 students (one intact class) and 4 teachers
for a period of two weeks (3 hours per week). Drawing on a qualitative case study design, data
were collected from both teachers and students (Creswell, 2007, Merriam, 1988; Stake, 1995;
Simons, 2015; Yin, 2018). Teacher data were gathered using classroom observations and focus
groups. Student data consisted of reflective logs and individual interviews. Additionally, the
researcher documented observations and reflections through a research journal and fieldnotes
throughout the research process. Thematic Analysis (TA) by Braun and Clarke (2006) was
employed for data analysis as TA is an effective method used in qualitative studies to search,
identify, analyse, and interpret recurring patterns and codes forming themes emerged within the
data. The thematic analysis has revealed that teachers and students demonstrated positive
perceptions illustrating themes of motivation, engagement, and pragmatic competence. Both
teachers and learners highlighted the influence of contextual variables on the pragmatics of

feedback, with situational factors such as age, gender, and power as main factors among teachers
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and learners. Both also noted the influence of intentions and affect on the pragmatics of feedback.
However, students indicated potential outcomes, including the development of interpersonal,
intercultural, and translation-related competencies. The major implication for this study is the
implementation of authentic materials and tasks into teaching EFL pragmatic features of feedback,
expanding traditional curricula to include discourse-level pragmatics that is not explicitly taught
in L2/EFL classroom. The discussion has also suggested that the study could contribute to
sociopragmatic and socio-psychological perspectives of pragmatics research.

Keywords: Interlanguage pragmatics, intercultural pragmatics, second language
pragmatics instruction, English as a foreign language, speech acts, politeness, face, discourse,

feedback exchange, constructive feedback
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Chapter 1: Introduction

1.0 Introduction

This chapter provides an overview of the study, the motivation behind it, its significance,
and the research objectives and questions. It also includes an overview of the study’s context, with
a focus on Saudi English and culture. The chapter concludes with an outline of the thesis chapters,
and a summary of this chapter.
1.1 Overview of the study

The primary focus of this study is to evaluate the value of teaching pragmatics in the EFL
classroom, while its secondary focus is on feedback as the pragmatic tool through which the
effectiveness of pragmatics instruction is explored. The instruction centres on written feedback in
academic contexts, as it enables learners to reflect on language use, attend to politeness strategies,
and respond thoughtfully. Written feedback provides a delayed but reflective space for developing
pragmatic awareness, as it involves a time gap between giving and responding to feedback, in
contrast to the immediate and interactive nature of oral feedback (Cunningham and Link, 2021).
Moreover, written feedback lacks the non-verbal features of spoken interaction—such as eye
contact, facial expressions, and tone of voice—which normally help manage face-threatening acts
and facilitate real-time negotiation of meaning (Anca, 2021). Within educational settings, teacher—
student interaction is fundamental, as teaching, learning, and assessment is inherently interrelated.
Poorly delivered feedback can harm students’ self-esteem and cause discouragement, whereas the
use of politeness strategies enables teachers to soften criticism, express praise in ways that
encourage improvement, and manage the inherent power asymmetry in teacher—student

relationships (Robinson, Pope, and Holyoak, 2013; Ryan & Henderson, 2018; Holmes, 2023).
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In the Saudi EFL context, feedback is often characterised by direct strategies that reflect
hierarchical teacher—student relationships and a preference for explicitness (Grami, 2010;
Alshahrani and Storch, 2014; Alkhatib, 2015; Al-Harbi, 2017; Al-Harbi & Troudi, 2020).
However, these studies mainly examine how feedback evaluates students’ writing performance as
an assessment tool, not how feedback functions as a communicative act that reflects politeness,
face, or pragmatic awareness. For Saudi EFL learners, navigating English pragmatic norms can be
particularly challenging in areas such as politeness and speech act appropriateness (Qari, 2017;
Al-Qahtani, 2020), especially in intercultural contexts where hedging and softening language are
expected (Cunningham & Link, 2021). This study, however, aim to introduce both Arabic and
English pragmatics in feedback exchange to help EFL learners reflect on feedback practices in
both languages and make informed, context-sensitive choices, rather than simply imitating

“native” patterns.

Pragmatics, as defined by Crystal (1997), is the study of language in use—how speakers
make linguistic choices, deal with constraints, and manage the effects of their utterances within
communicative contexts. This definition aligns closely with Thomas’s (1983) concept of
pragmatic competence, which refers to the ability to use language appropriately and effectively in
social interactions. Pragmatic competence forms a central pillar of communicative competence,
particularly in second and foreign language learning, where language use is deeply intertwined

with social and cultural norms.

While a substantial body of research has examined interlanguage pragmatics—concerned
with how second language (L2) learners develop pragmatic knowledge that bridges their first

language (L1) and the target language (Taguchi, 2015; Basturkmen & Nguyen, 2017; Plonsky &
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Zhuang, 2019)—there has been comparatively less emphasis on intercultural pragmatics. The latter
focuses on how individuals from diverse cultural backgrounds interpret meaning, negotiate
politeness, and respond to social cues in intercultural interactions (Kecskés, 2014). A socio-
cognitive perspective within this field highlights the dual influence of cognitive processing and
social knowledge in shaping pragmatic competence (Mey, 2004). It emphasises the interplay
between cultural norms, communicative intentions, and individual cognition, offering a more
nuanced understanding of how meaning is constructed and interpreted in intercultural settings

(Haugh, 2008).

The present study positions itself within this intercultural framework, with a specific focus
on feedback exchange as a site of pragmatics instruction. Feedback, both giving and responding,
is an inherently pragmatic act. It involves negotiating politeness, managing interpersonal
relationships, and mitigating face threats—all of which are shaped by cultural expectations and
interactional norms. Despite its centrality to communication, feedback has been relatively

underexplored in pragmatics research, particularly in L2/EFL and intercultural contexts.

Drawing on Brown and Levinson’s (1987) theory of Politeness and Goffman’s (1967)
concept of Face, this study views feedback as a face-sensitive act that can potentially threaten the
recipient’s face particularly when it involves criticism or correction, can threaten both positive and
negative face. From the perspective of Brown and Levinson’s (1987) politeness theory, positive
face refers to an individual’s desire to be appreciated, respected, and seen as competent, while
negative face relates to the desire for autonomy and freedom from imposition. When feedback

involves criticism or disagreement, recipients may reject or resist it—not necessarily due to its
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content, but because of how it is delivered. As such, interlocutors may employ various pragmatic

strategies to soften the impact of critical feedback or disagreement.

While speech acts like requests, apologies, and complaints have received significant
scholarly attention in relation to facework (e.g., Taguchi, 2015; Al-Theeby, 2018; Borer, 2018;
Al-Suhaibani, 2020; Qari, 2021; Halenko, 2021; Al-Hammad, 2022), feedback exchange as a
discourse unit remains pragmatically unexamined yet equally complex domain of interpersonal
interaction. The dual face threat is particularly relevant in EFL contexts where learners may
already feel vulnerable, and where cultural expectations regarding politeness and communication
styles further shape how feedback is perceived and responded to. In light of this, the current study
investigates how feedback can be taught and perceived in EFL classrooms in Saudi Arabia, a
context where sociocultural variables could play a significant role in shaping feedback discourse.
By integrating intercultural pragmatics, the study seeks to understand how both teachers and
learners navigate feedback exchange—what they perceive as effective, how they interpret
feedback-related speech acts, and how their cultural backgrounds inform their practices. In
essence, this research aims to contribute to more culturally responsive and pragmatically informed

language pedagogy.

1.2 Motivation of the study: My journey to intercultural pragmatics

The motivation for this study is deeply rooted in my academic background, professional
experience, and personal interest in the intricate relationship between language, culture, power,
and communication. I obtained my bachelor’s degree in English Language from King Abdulaziz

University (KAU) in 2014, which provided a foundation in linguistic theory and practice. My work
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as a Teaching Assistant at Taif University further contributed to my understanding of language

teaching in an academic context, particularly in relation to foreign language learners.

In 2015, I was awarded an internal scholarship to pursue a master’s degree in Linguistics
at KAU. During this period, I developed a keen interest in theoretical aspects of linguistics,
particularly in the area of language and power, and how these factors shape thought, behaviour,
and societal norms. My exposure to language and culture during my MA studies sparked a deeper
curiosity about how language operates in intercultural contexts, especially in relation to pragmatic
competence. This shift in focus marked the beginning of my interest in intercultural pragmatics, a

field that has since become central to my academic and professional pursuits.

My MA thesis, Al-Shurafa & Al-Joofi, 2020, explored Saudi graffiti in Jeddah through the
lens of Critical Discourse Analysis (CDA), a pragmatic approach that foregrounds the relationship
between language, power, and ideology, and examines how meaning is shaped by social context
and institutional discourse. This research examined the communicative functions of graffiti and its
relationship to sociocultural values, while also analysing the distinctive lexical and syntactic
features that characterise graffiti language in Saudi context. This project not only deepened my
understanding of language use within specific cultural contexts but also reinforced the importance
of analysing discourse through a social and cultural lens. The application of CDA to graffiti
provided valuable insights into how language operates as both a tool for communication and a
reflection of societal structures, further igniting my interest in exploring the cultural nuances of

language use.

Currently, as a Lecturer at the English Language Institute at the University of Jeddah, I am

committed to integrating cultural aspects of language into my teaching practice. This role has
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profoundly reshaped my pedagogical perspective, reinforcing that effective language teaching
must go beyond linguistic accuracy to foster intercultural awareness, empathy, and sensitivity in
communication. My ongoing experiences as both a language learner and teacher have provided
me with a unique perspective on the challenges learners could face in intercultural communication,
particularly in the context of feedback exchange. This interaction relies heavily on directive speech
acts, which tend to be more critical in nature compared to other speech acts, making them

especially complex in intercultural contexts.

Throughout my doctoral journey, feedback exchange was not merely the focus of my
research—it was an intrinsic part of my daily academic life. Engaging in continuous cycles of
receiving and responding to feedback from my supervisors transformed the research into a lived
experience. Every comment, every suggestion sparked an internal dialogue: Should I accept this
point? Is it appropriate to disagree? And if I do, how can I justify my stance while maintaining
politeness? These internal dialogues highlight the nuanced and dynamic nature of feedback,
extending beyond academic conventions into the realm of interpersonal and intercultural
communication. This lived experience reinforce the importance of exploring how both EFL
learners and teachers navigate these exchanges, especially in intercultural settings where every

word carries weight.

1.3 Significance of the study

This section outlines the significance of the present study by situating it within broader
national and educational developments. First, it considers the alignment of the research with Saudi
Vision 2030, a strategic framework that emphasises educational reform and global engagement.

Then, it highlights the importance of intercultural pragmatics instruction in English language
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education, particularly in light of the growing demand for communicative competence in culturally
diverse contexts. Together, these subsections frame the relevance and timeliness of the study
within both national priorities and pedagogical needs.
1.3.1 Saudi vision 2030

Since the launch of the Saudi Vision 2030 in 2016, Saudi Arabia has intensified its focus
on educational reform, human capital development, and global engagement. Vision 2030 aims to
diversify the economy by investing in education, innovation, and international partnerships (Al-
Mukhallafi, 2019). In this context, English proficiency has become more than an academic
milestone—it is now a strategic asset for employability, international collaboration, and

participation in global knowledge economies (Al-Shahrani, 2016).

As increasing numbers of Saudi students pursue education abroad and engage in cross-
cultural professional environments, intercultural communication barriers—especially those related
to pragmatic misunderstanding—have come to the forefront (Al-Shahrani, 2016; Al-Mukhallafi,
2019). Learners who are grammatically competent may still encounter communication
breakdowns if they lack the pragmatic awareness to interpret or produce language in culturally
appropriate ways (Al-Theeby, 2018). This reality reinforces the urgency of developing pragmatic
competence among EFL learners in Saudi Arabia, in alignment with the goals of Vision 2030 to

build a confident, globally connected workforce.

1.3.2 Intercultural pragmatics instruction
In addition to its national relevance, this study holds both theoretical and pedagogical
significance. Theoretically, it contributes to the growing body of research in intercultural

pragmatics and second language learning, particularly how learners negotiate meaning and manage
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feedback exchange in real-time, context-specific interactions. Pedagogically, the study aligns with
recent advancements in task-based language teaching (TBLT) (e.g., Kim et al., 2023), which
underscore the role of tasks in developing pragmatic competence. By positioning feedback
exchanges as a potential site for pragmatics instruction, this study aims to address what appears to
be a practical need in Saudi EFL classrooms—one that may be underrepresented in mainstream
curricula. It may support the broader goals of Vision 2030 by contributing to the development of
a more culturally responsive and pragmatically informed model of English language education.
Such a model could potentially equip Saudi learners with the tools to engage in global
communication not only with linguistic proficiency but also with a degree of intercultural

awarencess.

Effective intercultural communication requires more than grammatical accuracy or a broad
vocabulary—it depends on an awareness of the social norms, values, and cultural expectations that
shape language use. For Saudi EFL learners, navigating English pragmatic norms can be
particularly challenging in areas such as politeness and speech act appropriateness (Qari, 2017;
Al-Qahtani, 2020). These challenges often stem not from linguistic deficiency but from cross-
cultural differences. Contrary to Brown and Levinson’s (1987) theory, that equates politeness with
indirectness, polite requests, for example, can take divers linguistic forms, often influenced by
contextual variables such as cultural norms, power dynamics between interlocutors, age, and the
degree of imposition involved (Shafran, 2019). Arabic speakers tend to rely on more direct forms
such as imperatives, mitigated by semantic softeners like polite expressions and prayers (Elshazly,
2017; Qari, 2017; Ghazzoul, 2019). For example, saying “zlell ol U «ellad 00” (“Please, pass me
the salt”) is common in Arabic, while English equivalents like “Would you mind passing the salt?”

may sound overly formal or unnatural in Arabic contexts (Ghazzoul, 2019, p. 226). This preference
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may be attributed to several factors: (1) Arabic discourse typically emphasises positive over
negative politeness (Al-Musallam, 2022; Kerkam, 2015); (2) unlike British English, which
emphasises politeness through syntactic complexity, Arabic relies more on directness softened by
contextual and semantic cues (Archer et al., 2012; Qari, 2017); and (3) Arabic lacks exact
equivalents for English modal verbs, leading EFL learners to overuse forms like “can” while

avoiding “could” or “would” (Al-Qinai, 2008; Ghazzoul, 2019, p. 226 )

From my personal and professional experience, I have observed that in many everyday
interactions within Saudi society, there is generally less emphasis on avoiding imposition through
indirectness or hedging-features that are central to negative politeness in English-speaking
contexts. In Saudi culture, directness often serves as a marker of familiarity, solidarity, and
interpersonal closeness rather than rudeness (Al-Jasir, 2020; Al-Theeby, 2018; Marn, 2018;
Lanteigne, 2007). However, and quite interestingly, this cultural tolerance for directness does not
extend uniformly across all communicative situations. In particular, when giving and responding
to feedback, directness can be perceived as harsh, offensive, or even disrespectful (Benattabou,
2020). There is a widely supported claim that individuals often prefer to handle critical feedback
in indirect, face-saving ways—frequently softened with praise or vague, mitigating language
(Hardavella et al., 2017; Daniels, 2009; Nelson & Quick, 2013). These cultural nuances are
essential for understanding the pragmatic choices of Saudi EFL learners—not as linguistic errors,
but as culturally grounded strategies that may require adjustment in intercultural contexts. Such

pragmatic mismatches highlight the need for an approach that goes beyond error identification.

Drawing on my observations at the University of Jeddah and Taif University, I have seen

both students and instructors using direct speech acts in English without realising their potential
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implications. This pattern reflects a lack of pragmatic awareness rather than intentional
impoliteness. My own experience as a second-language user further illustrates this point: during
my master’s studies, I once told my supervisor, “I hope I made myself clear,” sincerely intending
to express clarity. Only later did I learn that the phrase can carry unintended undertones of irritation
or passive-aggressiveness in English-speaking cultures. These experiences underscore the need for

pragmatics instruction grounded in intercultural awareness.

While this study draws on insights from interlanguage pragmatics (ILP), it intentionally
moves beyond the ILP tradition of comparing learner language to native-speaker norms. ILP has
historically emphasised pragmatic “errors” and deviations from idealised native usage, often
framing learner performance through a deficit lens (Taguchi, 2015; Kecskés, 2014; Mey, 2004).
This study, by contrast, is situated within the broader field of intercultural pragmatics and informed
by a socio-cognitive perspective. Therefore, it acknowledges that learners are not deficient
communicators but capable language users negotiating meaning across cultural boundaries. In line
with this view, the aim here is not to prescribe how learners should speak to mirror native norms,
but to raise their pragmatic awareness—empowering them to make informed, context-sensitive
language choices based on their goals, interlocutors, and communicative settings. It also
recognises learners’ linguistic and cultural identities while supporting their participation in diverse

intercultural settings.

1.4 Research objectives
The purpose of the present study is twofold: 1) to examine Saudi EFL teachers’ perceptions

and observations towards EFL pragmatics instruction on feedback exchange; and 2) to examine
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Saudi EFL learners’ perceptions and observations towards EFL pragmatics instruction on feedback
exchange.
1.5 Research questions
In light of the objectives of the study, two research questions were addressed as follows:
1. What are Saudi EFL teachers’ perceptions and observations towards EFL pragmatics
instruction on feedback exchange?
2. What are Saudi EFL learners’ perceptions and observations towards EFL pragmatics

instruction on feedback exchange?
1.6 Context of the study

This section situates the study within its cultural and linguistic context. It begins with an
overview of key features of Saudi culture. This is followed by a socio-historical account of the
presence and development of English in Saudi Arabia, with a focus on the evolving variety referred
to as Saudi English. Together, these subsections provide essential background for understanding
the participants’ perspectives and the broader educational setting in which the study is situated.
1.6.1 Saudi culture

Most Saudis are ethnically Arab and the majority trace their lineage to indigenous tribes
originating from the Arabian Peninsula. These tribes have historically held social and political
authority, traditionally led by a leader known as “Al-Shiek,” who is respected for his wisdom and
has the power to mediate tribal disputes. While Saudis are Muslim and speak Arabic as their native
language, they share a common cultural background with some regional variations. Within each

tribe, families may have their own unique traditions while also embracing shared customs.

Attitudes and social norms in Saudi Arabia are shaped by traditional interpretations of

Islam, which emphasise respect for authority, gender roles, and strong family ties. The society has
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long been male-oriented, with distinct roles for men and women; however, recent shifts,
particularly in the wake of Vision 2030, have led to a more inclusive approach, gradually altering
traditional norms and fostering greater participation of women in various sectors. Many attitudes
and traditions have been passed down through generations, rooted in Arab civilisation and Islamic
teachings. One of the most significant cultural values in Saudi Arabia is hospitality, which is
considered a powerful and enduring tradition. Saudi express generosity in various ways, but one
of the most prominent is through food. Saudi writer and politician Ghazi Algosaibi once remarked
that Arabs initially developed generosity as a form of social security against starvation while
travelling in the desert (Al-Arraf, 2017). However, hospitality in this context also serves as a form
of positive face, reflecting the desire to be seen as gracious, generous, and respectful within the

social group.

In recent decades, Saudi society has undergone rapid transformation. A once largely
nomadic population transitioned from poverty to prosperity, driven by factors such as the
discovery of oil and access to international education through scholarships (Mahboob & Elyas,
2014). Despite increased global connectedness, misunderstandings about Saudi culture remain
prevalent. These often arise from limited intercultural engagement and the tendency to interpret
unfamiliar behaviours through one’s own cultural lens. As a result, stereotypes are perpetuated,
framing culturally embedded practices as unusual or even problematic. Marn (2018), for example,
noted that his decision to live and work in the Arabian Gulf was seen by peers as an act of
bravery—an indication of how the region is often misunderstood or misrepresented. Similarly,
Lanteigne (2007), in her article “A Different Culture or Just Plain Rude? ", recounts the discomfort
she felt navigating everyday interactions in the Middle East, where questions like “How old are

you?” or “Why aren’t you married?”’—commonly used to establish rapport—might be deemed too
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personal in other contexts. Her reflections draw attention to the importance of cultural awareness
and challenge the assumption that unfamiliar norms are inherently rude. Instead, they underscore
the need to approach cultural differences with openness and contextual understanding, rather than

judgment.

1.6.2 English in Saudi Arabia

This section begins by providing a socio-historical overview of the presence and
development of the English language in the country, followed by a discussion of the emerging
variety known as Saudi English.

Socio-historical overview. Arabic is the official language of the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia
(KSA) and the primary medium of instruction in public schools. It is used to teach all academic
subjects except English, which has historically received limited attention from the Ministry of
Education. Decades ago, English was perceived as an “outsider” and a potential “threat” to Saudi
society (Mahboob & Elyas, 2014; Al-Johani, 2009). Many resisted the idea of learning a second
language, fearing that English language would undermine Saudi culture, the Arabic language, and
Islamic traditions (Al-Shahrani, 2016). This resistance to foreign languages dates back to the
Ottoman empire, when Turkish was imposed as the medium of instruction in some schools in the
Arabian Peninsula. At the time, it was regarded as “the language of the oppressor—the language
of the invaders” (Al-Ghamdi & Al-Saadat, 2002 as cited in Mahboob & Elyas, 2014, p. 129). As
a result, English was not introduced in public secondary schools until the 1950s, though it had
been taught earlier in Saudi Business Schools and Scholarship Preparation Schools in the late

1930s (Al-Johani, 2009).
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The discovery of oil marked a turning point for the status of English in Saudi Arabia. As
the economy grew, English became increasingly necessary for business, technology, and global
communication. The importance of oil in shaping English language policies in the Gulf led to the
term “petro-linguistics” to describe the relationship between oil dynamics and the spread of
English (Karmani, 2005). Recognising the need for English proficiency in a rapidly modernising
society, the Saudi government made English a compulsory subject in education. In 2003, it was
introduced into all primary schools (Elyas, 2008) and later became a medium of instruction in
selected university programmes, such as Computer Science (Mahboob & Elyas, 2014). Since then,
teaching English to young learners, who are more open to new experiences, has been seen as a
way to foster cultural understanding and broaden perspectives (Elyas, 2008; Mahboob & Elyas,
2014). Moreover, incorporating English instruction at the university level prepares graduates for
the workforce by equipping them with professional and linguistic skills essential for a globalised

economy (Al-Mukhallafi, 2019).

English is widely integrated into higher education across Saudi Arabia, either as a
dedicated field of study or as an elective subject. All university students, regardless of their major,
are required to complete at least one foundational English course. Moreover, English has become
the primary medium of instruction in numerous disciplines, particularly in fields such as science,
medicine, engineering, and other technical areas. King Fahd University of Petroleum and Minerals
(established in 1975) and King Abdullah University of Science and Technology (a graduate-level
research university founded in 2009) conduct all instruction in English. This trend is also evident
in some newly established private universities such as the University of Business and Technology
(established in 2012 and located in Jeddah), where English has been adopted as the language of

instruction.
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With the launch of Saudi Vision 2030, the government has continued to reform its English
language policies in an effort to diversify the economy beyond oil and build a knowledge-based
society comparable to those in developed nations (Al-Mukhallafi, 2019; Al-Shahrani, 2016).
Crown Prince Mohammed Bin Salman has committed to economic diversification, increasing
foreign investment, and expanding job opportunities for Saudi youth (Al-Shahrani, 2016). As a
result, the demand for English learning and teaching has surged, facilitating greater engagement
with the global community. The Saudi government recognises that effective cross-cultural
communication is crucial for international cooperation, economic growth, and diplomacy (Al-
Mukhallafi, 2019). Given the rapid technological and economic transformations occurring
worldwide, exploring innovative methods for teaching English in Saudi Arabia remains a key

priority.

Saudi English. The English curriculum in Saudi Arabia was historically designed to align
with local cultural values, deliberately excluding references to other cultures, particularly Western
customs such as dating, alcohol consumption, and mixed-gender interactions. Al-Seghayer (2005)
reported that Living English for the Arab World was the primary textbook used in Saudi schools
from the 1960s to the early 1980s. This textbook was designed for use across Arab countries and
was widely implemented throughout the region. Later, in an effort to emphasise Saudi cultural
identity, the Ministry of Education collaborated with Macmillan to produce a new textbook series

called Saudi Arabian School English (Elyas, 2008).

Saudi social and cultural values have historically been prioritised in the development of
English teaching materials (Directorate of Curriculum Report, 1995, as cited in Javid et al., 2012).

Mahboob and Elyas (2014) noted that the English for Saudi Arabia textbook series featured units
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focused on Islamic principles, such as the early spread of Islam, performing pilgrimage, and fasting
during Ramadan. Other textbooks in the series provided detailed information on the Saudi context,
covering topics like “Saudi Arabia Yesterday and Today,” “Arab Aid,” and “Saudi Currency
Notes.” The textbooks also included regular textual references to Islam and Saudi culture, such as
a full-page Arabic text stating, “I begin in the name of Allah, the Most Gracious and Merciful.” In
addition to these textual elements, visual materials reinforced local beliefs and social practices,
with textbooks primarily depicting men, while images of women were limited to three illustrations

of veiled women in the first-year secondary textbook.

With the introduction of Saudi Vision 2030 and ongoing educational reforms, the English
curriculum has evolved. It now includes exposure to Western cultural perspectives and diverse
ways of thinking, such as critical thinking (Al-Mukhallafi, 2019). The curriculum has shifted
toward a more comprehensive English as a Foreign Language (EFL) approach. For example, the
University of Jeddah has implemented the National Geographic series as the core instructional
material for first-year university courses across all departments. Building on these efforts, my
study aims to contribute to ongoing curricular developments by introducing task-based approach

and authentic materials that specifically target pragmatic features of feedback exchange.

1.7 Thesis outline
The thesis is organised into eight chapters, each exploring a key aspect of the study. The

following provides an overview of the structure and content of each chapter:

Chapter 1: Introduction
This chapter introduces an overview of the study, outlining its motivation, research

significance, objectives, and research questions. It also includes an overview of the study’s
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context, with a focus on Saudi English and Saudi culture. The chapter concludes with a summary

of the thesis structure.

Chapter 2: Literature review — Theoretical background

This chapter examines the theoretical foundations of pragmatics in second language
acquisition, with particular attention to English as a Foreign Language (EFL) contexts. It begins
by tracing the historical development of pragmatics and defining it as the study of language use in
context. Key concepts and perspectives in intercultural pragmatics are then introduced to
underscore the influence of culture on communicative practices. The discussion proceeds to
pragmatic competence and its relevance in second language learning. Traditional theories in
interlanguage pragmatics (ILP), including Speech Act Theory, Face, and Politeness Theory, are
reviewed for their applicability in analysing interaction. The chapter also explores speech acts in
feedback exchange, with an emphasis on how pragmatic features shape feedback practices in
intercultural settings. It concludes by identifying a theoretical gap in the literature, which this study
seeks to address.
Chapter 3: Literature review — Pedagogical and empirical background

This chapter is structured in two parts. The first part explores key instructional approaches
in English as a Foreign Language (EFL) contexts, outlining teaching theories such as noticing and
input enhancement, which have been extensively applied in Interlanguage Pragmatics (ILP)
research, as well as instructional methods including the use of authentic materials and Task-Based
Language Teaching (TBLT) in EFL contexts. The second part explores the empirical foundations
of pragmatics. It covers the emergence and growth of pragmatics instruction in EFL settings. The

chapter also reviews intervention studies on speech acts in Saudi Arabia, curriculum development,
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and perception studies on how EFL teachers and learners view the learning/teaching of pragmatics.
Finally, it identifies pedagogical and empirical research gaps and areas for further exploration.

Chapter 4: Methodology

This chapter outlines the research philosophy and design of a two-week intervention study
aimed at developing a framework for teaching the pragmatics of feedback in EFL at the tertiary
level. It is guided by two research questions focusing on the perceptions of Saudi EFL teachers
and learners towards pragmatics instruction in feedback exchange. The study uses a qualitative
case study design, collecting data through classroom observations, focus groups (for teachers),
reflective logs, and interviews (for students). The researcher also documents reflections through a
research journal and fieldnotes. The chapter concludes with discussions on ensuring credibility
and ethical considerations.
Chapter 5: Findings — Teachers’ perspectives

This chapter presents the findings from the teachers’ data, analysing their perceptions of
pragmatics instruction based on a two-week intervention. The themes are derived from two data
sets: focus group discussions and classroom observational sheets. The chapter is divided into
three overarching themes (strands), starting with an overview of each theme. These themes
encompass key aspects of teachers’ perceptions of pragmatics instruction. Each theme is
explored in detail, drawing on insights from the focus group discussions and classroom

observational sheets.
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Chapter 6: Findings — Learners’ perspectives

This chapter presents the findings from the learners’ data, examining their experiences

with pragmatics instruction following a two-week intervention. The themes are drawn from two

data sets: individual interviews and reflective logs. The chapter is organised into four key themes

(strands), beginning with an overview of each theme. These themes reflect learners’ perceptions,

experiences, and reflections on the pragmatics instruction they received.

Chapter 7: Discussion

This chapter interprets the findings, connecting them to the theoretical and empirical
literature. It discusses key themes emerging from teachers’ and learners’ perspectives, drawing
broader implications for EFL teaching and intercultural pragmatics instruction.
Chapter 8: Conclusion and implications

The final chapter summarises the key findings, highlighting their pedagogical and
theoretical contributions. It outlines a framework for teaching the pragmatics of feedback in EFL
at the tertiary level and discusses the implications for curriculum design, teacher training, and
future research. Additionally, the chapter acknowledges the study’s limitations and offers

recommendations for further investigation.
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1.8 Summary

This chapter has provided a comprehensive introduction to the study, beginning with the
motivation behind the research and its significance in the context of English as a Foreign Language
(EFL) teaching. It outlined the research objectives and questions that guide the investigation.
Additionally, the chapter provided an overview of the study’s context, with a particular focus on
Saudi English and the cultural factors that shape language use in Saudi Arabia. The chapter
concluded with a detailed outline of the thesis’s structure and a summary of the key points

introduced.
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Chapter 2: Literature review
(Theoretical background)

2.0 Introduction

This chapter explores the theoretical foundations of pragmatics in second language
learning, with a focus on English as a Foreign Language (EFL) in order to construct a critical basis
for my research study leading to defining research questions. It traces the evolution of pragmatics
and introduces intercultural pragmatics (IP), examining key perspectives, concepts, and notions
that shape the field. A central focus is placed on pragmatic competence—the ability to use
language appropriately in social contexts. Then traditional theories, including Speech Act Theory
and Politeness Theory were critically examined for their relevance. Finally, the chapter explores
feedback as a pragmatic act, with an emphasis on how pragmatic features could shape feedback
practices in intercultural settings. It concludes by identifying a theoretical gap in the literature,
which this study seeks to address.
2.1 Key Stages in the history of pragmatics

From the classical studies of rhetoric, pragmatics has been developed into a contemporary
discipline that perceives language as a social action based on context and interaction. The origins
of pragmatic thought can be traced back to Aristotle’s foundational work on rhetoric, which
introduced the idea of language as purpose-driven and context-dependent (Nerlich & Clarke,
1996). His influence, along with later philosophical contributions, set the stage for modern
discussions on meaning and use. While these early foundations are significant, the systematic
study of pragmatics as a linguistic discipline began much later.

Nerlich & Clarke, (1996) have traced the historical development of pragmatics from 1780

to 1980. The evolution of linguistic pragmatics has been shaped by a long history of philosophical
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and linguistic developments that have progressively emphasised the role of language in human
action and social interaction. In the late 18th and 19th centuries, key thinkers such as Kant, Fichte,
Locke, along with French grammarians, contributed to the modern understanding of language in
use. The early 20th century saw the rise of philosophical linguistics, notably with Charles Morris’s
integration of pragmatics into semiotics and the establishment of the conceptualisation of language
as a social act. The 1960s marked a critical turning point with the advent of speech act theory by
philosophers such as J.L. Austin and John Searle, further solidifying pragmatics as a study of
meaning in context. This was followed by the 1971 “pragmatic rebellion” led by George Lakoff
against Chomskyan syntax, which ushered in a new era of pragmatic inquiry. By the 1980s,
pragmatics had expanded to encompass a broader range of topics, including conversational
implicature, deixis, and discourse analysis, focusing not only on language as action but also as
interaction in various social settings.

2.2 What is pragmatics?

Defining pragmatics has been approached from two separate scholarly traditions. The first
tradition emphasises specific aspects of the field, such as the study of the hidden meaning, the
language users’ perspectives, or the dynamic and multifaceted nature of language use. According
to Yule (1998:127), pragmatics is “the study of the invisible meaning,” while Verschueren (1999:
25) refers to it as “implicit meaning,” both emphasising how language conveys hidden meaning
that goes beyond the literal words. Crystal (1997: 301), on the other hand, approached pragmatics
from the perspective of language users, defining it as “the study of language from the point of view
of users,” focusing on how individuals use language in social context. Mori (2009: 348) offers a

broader definition, describing pragmatics as:
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the study of language use, affected by dynamic intersections of various factors concerning

users’ agency, their perception of norms and constraints in a given community that apply

to a given moment of interaction, and their understanding of their interlocutors’ linguistic,
social, or cultural backgrounds that may result in different types of expectations.

Mori’s definition highlights how pragmatics involves dynamic intersections of multiple
factors, such as users’ agency, norms and constraints, interactional context, and interlocutors’
backgrounds. This perspective resonates with the study’s focus on understanding how meaning is
co-constructed and negotiated in specific, context-dependent interactions.

The second tradition defines pragmatics in relation to other linguistic branches. Early
pioneers of pragmatics, such as Charles Morris, H.P. Grice, John Searle, and Stephen Levinson,
established core distinctions between pragmatics and syntax, morphology, semantics, and
semiotics. In 1930s, Morris was known for defining semiotics and distinguishing between syntax,
semantics, and pragmatics. He laid the groundwork for studying these domains as separate yet
interconnected parts of linguistic theory (Nerlich & Clarke, 1996). Grice (1961) developed the
concept of conversational implicature, differentiating between what is explicitly said (semantics)
and what is implied or inferred (pragmatics), providing a bridge between meaning and context.
Searle (1969) expanded on speech act theory and discussed how pragmatics (language use and
context) differs from semantics (literal meaning), contributing significantly to the understanding
of context in language. Simply put, pragmatics can be comprehensively defined as the study of
how speakers convey meaning that goes beyond the literal interpretation of their words, often
expressing one idea while implying or intending something different (e.g., indirect request or
sarcasm), encompassing nuanced ways in communication such as context, tone, and other

related social cues.
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While these perspectives provide essential insights into pragmatics, this study adopts an
intercultural pragmatics approach (Kecskés, 2014), resonating more with Mori’s definition. Unlike
traditional pragmatics, which often assumes shared norms within a single linguistic community,
intercultural pragmatics focuses on how meaning is co-constructed in interactions involving
diverse linguistic and cultural backgrounds. This perspective is particularly relevant to
understanding how Arabic learners of English navigate meaning-making in EFL contexts, where
pragmatic competence is shaped by different sociocultural norms and expectations. Accordingly,
the following two sections will discuss intercultural pragmatics, which is based on the socio-

cognitive approach and serves as the theoretical background for this study.

2.3 Intercultural pragmatics

Having outlined the historical development of pragmatics and earlier definitions of the
field, this section introduces intercultural pragmatics as the theoretical foundation of this study,
defining intercultural pragmatics and its key perspectives and concepts. It emphasises the
negotiation of meaning in multilingual and multicultural interactions and concludes by explaining

how intercultural pragmatics informs this study.

Intercultural pragmatics (IP) is a branch of pragmatics that focuses on how people from
different linguistic and cultural backgrounds communicate when using a shared language, which
is often not their native language (Kecskés, 2014; Mey, 2004). It embodies a “multilingual,
intercultural, socio-cognitive, and discourse-segment (rather than just utterance) perspective” on
interactions (Kecskés, 2014: 01). This field is pioneered by Kecskés (2004, 2014, 2022) as well as
contributions made by scholars from all over the world for the past decade (e.g., Mey, 2004;

Moeschler, 2004; Haugh, 2008; House, 2008; Spencer-Oatey & Wang, 2017; McConachy &
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Spencer-Oatey, 2021; Halenko, 2021). The rise of this field was based on two arguments: the
balance between communalities and diversity, whether non-native speakers (L2, or Lx users)
adhere to what Kecskés (2014: 01) called “the rules of the game.” In other words, communication
rules, norms, and expectations in intercultural encounters may not be shared, which make the
conversation more fluid, requiring speakers to co-construct new rules or adapt these rules to ensure
mutual understanding. Moreover, IP also emerged as a response to limitations in existing fields
including interlanguage pragmatics, cross-cultural pragmatics, and L2 pragmatics, which did not
consistently provide adequate answers to the increasing and evolving challenges posed by
intercultural interactions (Haugh, 2008). Besides, globalisation has led to a great shift where

multilingualism, rather than monolingualism, has become the norm (Mey, 2004).

While these earlier perspectives of pragmatics (e.g., cross-cultural pragmatics and
interlanguage pragmatics) focused on comparing linguistic behaviours across cultures,
intercultural pragmatics hypothesises that individuals develop a unified, adaptable pragmatic
competence that applies across all languages they use (Kecskés, 2014, 2022). At the same time, it
acknowledges that sociopragmatic norms shaped by one’s first language (L 1) are deeply ingrained
and resistant to change, often leading second language (L2) learners to interpret and produce
meaning in the L2 through the lens of their L1 sociocultural framework. Cross-cultural pragmatics
is a field that examines how language use (e.g., speech acts) varies across different cultural
contexts, focusing on the comparative aspects of pragmatic competence and communication
(Kasper and Schmidt, 1996). Interlanguage pragmatics examines how non-native speakers develop
and utilise pragmatic competence in a second language including the comprehension and
production of speech acts, as well as the sociolinguistic norms that govern language use in different

cultural contexts (e.g., Kasper and Blum-Kulka 1993; Kasper 1998).



FEEDBACK ON FEEDBACK 39

In summary, intercultural pragmatics does not aim to establish a new framework for
examining and understanding L2 pragmatic competence as distinct from L1 pragmatic competence
as Kecskés (2014) argued. It shifts the focus from first language (L1) communication to
intercultural interaction, proposing that individuals develop a flexible and evolving system of
pragmatic competence (House, 2008). This competence is not fixed or fully formed, but rather
adaptable, shaped by multilingual experiences and capable of accommodating the pragmatic
demands of different languages. In this study, Arabic-speaking learners’ pragmatic competence is
viewed as a dynamic system that draws on their L1 sociopragmatic norms while adapting to the

communicative expectations of English as a foreign language.

2.3.1 Intercultural pragmatics: Perspectives

Building on the idea of pragmatic competence as flexible and evolving, this section
introduces three key perspectives that shape intercultural pragmatics: the socio-cognitive
perspective, the discourse-segment perspective, and the etic and emic perspectives.

Socio-cognitive perspective. Socio-cognitive approach aims to bridge the cognitive and
social perspectives in pragmatics: i.e., the “individualistic” intention-based cognitive-
philosophical line and the “societal,” context-based socio-cultural-interactional line (McConachy
& Spencer-Oatey, 2021; Kecskés and Zhang, 2009). It emphasises the dialectical relationship

between a priori intention and emergent intention:

1. A priori intention refers to the speaker’s original intention, which comes from their
personal experiences, background knowledge, and individual perspective (their
egocentrism or individual focus).

2. Emergent intention develops during the actual conversation, influenced by the
immediate social situation and interaction with others (the need for cooperation in

social settings).
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The socio-cognitive perspective on pragmatic competence is supported by recent research
highlighting the interplay between individual and social factors in language use. Zhang and Aubrey
(2024) identify a range of individual differences—such as L2 proficiency, identity, intercultural
competence, language mindsets, motivation, and willingness to communicate—that shape
learners’ egocentric intentions, aligning with Kecskés’ notion of a priori intention rooted in
individual experience. Simultaneously, learners’ interactions with diverse interlocutors foster the
development of cooperative, socially responsive behaviour, reflecting the emergent intention
shaped through real-time communication. Similarly, Taguchi’s (2019) emphasis on learners’
ability to evaluate situational variables, understand social norms, and express their identity or
communication style reflects the interplay between cognitive processes (understanding and
evaluating context) and social interaction (negotiating norms and identities). These findings
resonate with the socio-cognitive view that pragmatic competence emerges from the interaction
between a priori knowledge (individual’s internal resources) and emergent knowledge (developed
through on-the-spot interactions).

Discourse-segment perspective. I[P adopted a discourse-segment perspective, which
involves analysing interactions as dynamic processes that unfold over time including key
components such as contextualisation, turn-taking, interactional dynamics, and cohesion and
coherence (Mey, 2004; Fetzer, 2022). It considers larger units of communication, such as
conversations or exchanges, to gain a deeper understanding of intercultural interactions (Fetzer,
2022). This perspective emphasises the dynamic interplay between discourse and context, as
highlighted by Fetzer (2022), who explored how discourse serves as context and context shapes
discourse, further illustrating the complexity of meaning-making in intercultural pragmatics. It

shifts the focus to how utterances function within larger communicative events.



FEEDBACK ON FEEDBACK 41

Discourse offers an ideal context for exploring the socio-cognitive perspective, particularly
in understanding how meaning is collaboratively constructed during interaction. Participants’
culturally shaped knowledge is activated and negotiated as they engage in ongoing discourse
(Spencer-Oatey and Wang, 2017). Throughout multiple turns in conversation, speakers draw on
linguistic resources from the various languages they speak, working together to build mutual
understanding (Mey 2004). In the process of these interactions, speakers’ prior knowledge and
cognitive resources are articulated and negotiated in a synergistic way (Fetzer, 2022). This
dynamic exchange leads to the creation of “intercultures”— collaboratively constructed frames of
reference grounded in shared knowledge and evolving behavioural norms (Spencer-Oatey and
Wang, 2017).

Etic and emic perspectives. The conceptualisation and application of etic and emic
perspectives vary across the literature, addressing the issue of universalism in communication:
what aspects of context, language structure and language use are specific to particular cultural
groups and what aspects are universal and apply to all (e.g., Haugh and Kadar, 2017). An emic
perspective refers to the way cultural insiders or members perceive and interpret things, whereas
an etic perspective represents the viewpoint of a cultural outsider, providing an external
understanding (Pike, 1967; Haugh, 2006; Haugh and Kadar, 2017). In other words, emic research
takes the perspective of an inside observer, from inside the culture, in contrast to etic research, an
outside observer, from outside the culture (Rasmussen, Keatley, & Joscelyne, 2014; Mori, 2009;
Taguchi, 2012).

In intercultural pragmatics, an emic perspective represents the understanding of pragmatic
norms and communicative behaviours from the viewpoint of cultural insiders, emphasising how

members of a particular culture perceive and enact politeness or directness, for example (Kecskés,
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2014; Haugh, 2008, Haugh and Kadar, 2017). Conversely, an etic perspective reflects the
viewpoint of cultural outsiders, such as researchers or educators, who analyse and compare
pragmatic phenomena across cultures (Haugh, 2008). While some studies highlight the
complementary nature of these two perspectives (e.g., Haugh and Kadar, 2017), Mori (2009) and
Taguchi (2012) indicate the need to use an emic lens to gain participant-relevant perspectives and
to better understand how individuals discursively construct and negotiate their conceptions of
politeness in communication.

In summary, this study, informed by socio-cognitive, discourse-segment, and emic—etic
perspectives, focuses on understanding how Saudi EFL teachers/learners make sense of and respond
to feedback in their own cultural and educational contexts. Through prioritising the emic perspective,
it seeks to illuminate the learners’ internal meaning-making processes and to portray feedback as a
culturally embedded pragmatic discourse rather than a mere pedagogical tool.

2.3.2 Intercultural pragmatics: Key concepts

In intercultural pragmatics, context, common ground, and culture are deeply interconnected
elements that shape the ways in which individuals interpret and negotiate meaning. Rather than
existing in isolation, these concepts function synergistically to determine how messages are
understood and how communicative intentions are conveyed. By synthesising these three factors,
we can better understand the dynamics of communication, especially in intercultural settings like
the EFL context.

Context. Context forms the foundational backdrop against which communication occurs.
It has traditionally been analysed at the meso or interactional level in cross-cultural pragmatics
and intercultural pragmatics, emphasising sociocultural variables that influence language use

(Spencer-Oatey and Wang, 2017). According to the Gricean model, a context is perceived as a
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combination of assumptions or beliefs when integrated with the logical form of an utterance, that
results in a conclusion, such as a contextual implication, or simply an implicature (Grice, 1975).
In other words, context is not something pre-existing, as commonly portrayed in many pragmatic
theories, but rather outcome of a construction process (Moeschler, 2022). Recently, however,
there has been an increasing focus on exploring the relationship between language use and context
from a more discursive perspective. According to Fetzer (2022), context is a theoretical construct,
where the assumption of a shared or common context can no longer be presumed. This definition
highlights the complexity of context, which is evident both in the structured flow of discourse and
in how speakers build and interpret shared understanding.

This shift in understanding embraces a perspective where language and context are seen as
co-constitutive, rather than one being solely influenced by the other (Kecskés, 2016; Spencer-
Oatey and Wang, 2017). For example, the dynamic nature of power and distance—key
sociopragmatic variables referring respectively to the relative authority between interlocutors and
the degree of social familiarity or formality—plays a crucial role in shaping communicative
choices (Marmaridou, 2011; Yates, 2004). Interlocutors’ perceptions of these variables are
context-specific and can evolve dynamically throughout the course of an interaction as
communication progresses (Spencer-Oatey & Wang, 2017). As shown in Abolfathiasl and
Abdullah’s (2015) findings, changes in the percentage of learners using different suggestion
structures before and after the treatment were influenced by these situational factors. Moreover,
Fetzer (2022) recognises that interlocutors typically interpret context in a localised manner,
focusing on the immediate discourse context. He suggests that adopting a broader, bird’s-eye
perspective, as proposed by Penco (1999), transcends this interlocutor-centred view by

differentiating between subjective context and individual context.
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1. Subjective context: A cognitive or knowledge-based representation of the world, shaped
by an individual’s or a community’s beliefs, knowledge, or worldview.

2. Individual context: A unique, personal representation of the world, based on an
individual’s specific beliefs and experiences, which may differ from the community's

perspective.

While subjective context and individual context may overlap (in cases where an individual’s
worldview aligns with that of their community), they are not always the same. A key concern in
both cross-cultural and intercultural pragmatics, however, is how individuals’ internal cognitive
context—such as their personal knowledge, experiences, and mental frameworks— influences
their perceptions of sociocultural context and the linguistic choices they make during interactions
(Moeschler, 2004).

Common ground. Common ground, in turn, extends the concept of context by
emphasising the shared knowledge or assumptions between communicators. According to Clark
(1994), common ground refers to the shared knowledge, beliefs, and assumptions that participants
in a conversation rely on to facilitate understanding and coordination that influence how
interlocutors interpret messages and respond to each other. Common ground is not merely a static
repository of shared knowledge but is dynamically constructed and negotiated throughout
interactions. Kecskés and Mey (2008) emphasise that the pursuit of mutual knowledge serves not
only to manage referential information but also plays a vital role in social affiliation, highlighting
the interconnectedness of informational and social functions of common ground.

Standard pragmatics was founded on the assumption that communication functions

effectively when speakers and hearers operate within a framework of shared conventions, norms,
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and mutual understandings (Spencer-Oatey and Wang, 2017; Kecskés, 2016). Intercultural
pragmatics, however, is grounded in a view of communication where individuals from diverse
backgrounds collaboratively negotiate meaning and co-construct common ground. This process
involves  bridging differences in communicative preferences, attitudes towards
directness/indirectness, and culturally defined role relations (Moeschler, 2004; Haugh, 2008;
House, 2008; Spencer-Oatey and Wang, 2017). Interlocutors take on the role of core creators of
common ground within the interactional context, rather than merely seeking or activating existing
common ground (Kecskés, 2016; Haugh, 2008). In intercultural communication, where
sociocultural backgrounds differ, the creation and maintenance of common ground are crucial;
without it, misunderstandings are more likely to occur (Shi & Li, 2019). The integration of socio-
cognitive approaches in IP further sheds light on how egocentrism and cooperation coexist in
communication, shaping the creation of common ground (Wang & Zhan, 2023). Consequently,
the notions of context and culture have been re-conceptualised by framing them as dynamic and
co-constructed elements of communication.

Culture. Culture shapes both context and common ground in communication. It provides
the values, norms, and beliefs that guide how individuals understand and react to different
situations. However, the traditional, static understanding of culture is increasingly being
questioned in light of globalisation. As Alba-Juez (2022: 338) wonders, “Are we supposed to
understand culture as a nation? An ethnicity? A language? A religion? A community of practice?
Or even a profession or a gender?” This highlights the evolving nature of how we conceptualise
culture.

In intercultural pragmatics, culture is perceived as fluid, as communication itself is

considered as “intercultural” (Haugh, 2008). It has fuzzy boundaries as is viewed as neither
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relatively static nor constantly changing, but as a combination of both (Kecskés, 2014; Alba-Juez,
2022). It possesses both a priori and emergent features, evolving both diachronically (over long
periods, such as decades) and synchronically (emerging spontaneously in communication) (Mey,
2004).

Interculturality refers to the dynamic and negotiated nature of meaning-making between
individuals from different cultural backgrounds (Kramsch, 1998; Byram, 1997; Holliday, 2011;
Ortiz & Gutiérrez, 2020). A key aspect of interculturality is the creation of “interculture,” which
refers to the emergent norms and practices developed through intercultural exchanges. Interculture
is central to understanding how individuals from different backgrounds can create shared meanings
(Chen & Gabrenya, 2021). Therefore, interculture is situationally emergent consisting of co-
constructed phenomena rather than fixed, relying on relatively definable cultural norms as well as
situationally evolving features created in the course of communication (Haugh, 2008; Mori, 2009,
Ortiz & Gutiérrez, 2020). To illustrate, Kecskés (2016: 03) provided an example of a Brazilian
and a Polish person communicating in English as a lingua franca (ELF), demonstrating how they

co-constructed a temporary “interculture” that both could share.

Brazilian: And what do you do?

Polish: I work at the university as a cleaner.
Brazilian: As a janitor?

Polish: No, not yet. A janitor comes after the cleaner.
Brazilian: You want to be a janitor?

Polish: Of course.

Their interaction progresses smoothly as they negotiate the meaning of the Polish speaker’s

job title, avoiding any misunderstandings. Both speakers use clear and semantically transparent
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language to ensure mutual understanding. When clarification is sought for the term “cleaner,” the
Polish speaker provides an explanation, drawing a distinction between “cleaner” and “janitor.” In
this conversation, the interlocutors come from two different linguistic and cultural backgrounds
(Brazilian and Polish) and use English as a lingua franca (ELF) — this represents the prior
knowledge each brings into the interaction. Through their exchange, they co-create an
“interculture” that belongs to both of them, at least temporarily, emerging naturally in the course
of the conversation. According to Liddicoat (2019), reflecting and sharing such intercultural
experiences — as demonstrated in the example above — can facilitate pragmatic interpretation.
Such interpretation may involve more than just “identifying” a specific speech act an individual
can make, but also involving both conscious and unconscious judgments about whether the act
was carried out in an in/appropriate way, including “a judgement of the individual as a social

being” (McConachy & Liddicoat, 2016, p. 16).

In short, by synthesising these three concepts, we see that communication is a constantly
shifting web of context, shared understanding, and cultural values. Context provides the “stage”
for communication, common ground enables interlocutors to engage meaningfully, and culture
influences the ways in which both are understood. In my research, this synthesis can help explain
how teachers’ and learners’ perceptions of pragmatics are shaped by the interplay of these
elements, particularly in the EFL context. It shows how pragmatics instruction must account for
the complexities of context, the fluidity of common ground, and the variability of cultural norms
to be effective in fostering intercultural competence. Table 2.1 presents a summary of the

discussion in Section 2.3 on Intercultural Pragmatics
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Table 2.1

Summary of 2.3 Intercultural Pragmatics

Intercultural pragmatics

A branch of pragmatics exploring communication between speakers from different cultural and
linguistic backgrounds. It emphasises the negotiation of meaning, co-construction of

communication rules, and dynamic adaptability in multilingual settings.

Key perspectives
Socio-cognitive Focuses on the interplay between individual cognition and social
perspective influences. Emphasises the tension between a priori (individual intention)

and emergent (context-driven) intentions during communication.

Discourse-segment | Views communication as a dynamic process, emphasising the co-
perspective construction of meaning through interaction and the evolving nature of

discourse 1n intercultural contexts.

Etic perspective Outsider perspective—analysing cross-cultural norms from an external

viewpoint.

Emic perspective Insider perspective—understanding communication norms within a

cultural group.

Key concepts

Context Shapes communication through sociocultural variables; co-constructed,

not pre-existing.

Common ground | Shared knowledge, beliefs, and assumptions; co-constructed by

participants during communication.

Culture fluid, evolving both diachronically (historically) and synchronically
(emerging in communication); co-constructed during intercultural
exchanges forming an “interculture” through negotiated meaning-

making.

2.4 Pragmatic competence
Pragmatic competence is the ability to use language effectively in social interaction, which

1s a key component of a communicative competence (Thomas, 1983). As illustrated in Figure 2.1,
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pragmatic competence focuses on the specific resources a language offers for communicating
pragmatic meaning, both interpersonally and illocutionary, including two components:
pragmalinguistics and sociopragmatics (Leech, 1983; Thomas, 1983, as cited in Marmaridou,
2011). Pragmalinguistics emphasises the linguistic devices that can be used to mitigate requests or
to show warmth and friendliness or indirect request forms to avoid imposition (Yates, 2004).
Sociopragmatics, on the other hand, associates pragmatic meaning with an evaluation of
interlocutors’ social distance, the social rules, and appropriate norms of their language community,
discourse practices, and accepted behaviour (Leech, 1983, Thomas, 1983, as cited in Marmaridou,
2011). Examples of sociopragmatics involves the use of shared knowledge regarding the dynamics
of relationships, the in/appropriate topics of conversation in various contexts, the extent to which
hierarchical distinctions should be overtly indicated during interactions (Yates, 2004). To
illustrate, Kecskés (2014: 421), citing Yorio (1980), provides the example of a shop assistant
addressing a client with the question “What do you want?” rather than “What can I do for you?”
While the former is grammatically and semantically correct, it may be interpreted as pragmatically
inappropriate or even impolite. In contrast, the latter reflects the pragmatic norms of the speech

community, thus embodying a more socially acceptable question.

Research on pragmatic competence has evolved through several major stages. Early work
by scholars such as Leech (1983), Thomas (1983), and Bachman (1990) focused on defining
pragmatic competence in a second language (L2), focusing on learners’ ability to understand and
use language appropriately in various social and cultural contexts. During this stage, models like
those of Canale and Swain (1980) and Bachman (1990) conceptualised pragmatic competence as
a fixed set of sociolinguistic and sociocultural rules, often anchored in native speakers’ norms.

Building on this conceptualisation, the field of interlanguage pragmatics, represented by
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researchers such as Bachman (1990) and Kasper (2001), aimed at identifying deviations from
native speakers’ norms while emphasising the continually evolving nature of the learner’s

pragmatic competence, shaped and redefined through exposure to new sociocultural contexts.

Figure 2.1

Illustration Depicting the Two Components of Pragmatic Competence

Pragmatic competence

Pragmalinguistic competence

Sociopragmatic competence

The linguistic tools (words, phrases,
grammar) used to perform actions like
requesting, apologising, complimenting,
etc e.g., Indirect requests to avoid

imposition (Ishihara & Cohn, 2014).

The social rules and norms that guide what 1s
considered appropriate in a given culture or
situation e.g., addressing professors by their
first name might be fine in some cultures, but
it would be seen as too informal and

disrespectful in others (Ishihara & Cohn,

2014).

As previously discussed in relation to intercultural pragmatics, recent scholarship has
offered a dynamic perspective on pragmatic competence. Rather than viewing it as a static set of
rules, intercultural pragmatics reconceptualises pragmatic competence as a flexible and evolving
process shaped through real-time interactions. In other words, pragmatic competence may be seen
as expandable, as it involves the merging of L.1-based conceptual systems with newly acquired L2
strategies, sociocultural norms, and behaviours (Kecskés, 2014). For example, learners’

willingness, motivation, and ability to adopt new sociocultural beliefs play a crucial role in the
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development of intercultural pragmatic competence (Wang & Zhan, 2023). Even with social and
cultural awareness, learners might resist fully adhering to target language norms (Ishihara & Cohn,
2014). Intercultural pragmatic competence, therefore, is reflected in how learners creatively and
strategically use communicative resources, favouring clarity, creativity, and the co-construction of
meaning to form an evolving “interculture.” Nonetheless, pragmatics research in the Saudi EFL
context has largely concentrated on developing learners’ pragmatic competence through
either interlanguage pragmatics or cross-cultural pragmatics approaches (as discussed in section
3.5 in Chapter 3), with limited attention to intercultural perspectives.
2.5 Traditional pragmatics theories

Having outlined intercultural pragmatics, its key concepts, and perspectives, as well as
exploring pragmatic competence, this section focuses on influential pragmatic theories—Face,
Politeness, and Speech Act—that have dominated L2 pragmatics research. It then discusses a
possible shift in these traditional theories to embrace intercultural pragmatic competence.
2.5.1 Face and politeness

The concept of Face originated in Chinese culture but gained widespread attention in the
West through the work of sociologist Erving Goffman, particularly in On Face-Work (1955) and
Interaction Ritual (1967) (Haugh, 2007). Goffman introduced face as a central element of social
interaction, defining it as the positive social value a person claims for themselves during an
interaction. Face represents the image individuals construct of themselves based on how others
interpret them in social contexts. People actively strive to maintain their face during interactions,
as they are emotionally invested in it: the maintenance or enhancement of face leads to positive
emotions, while its loss or harm causes emotional distress, often expressed through anger

(Goffman, 1967).
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Face has since become a foundational idea in studies of politeness, through the work of
Brown and Levinson in their Universal Theory of Politeness (1987). They defined Face as “the
public self-image that every member wants to claim for himself” (p. 61), arguing that Face is
integral to politeness strategies. They distinguish between positive face and negative face, each of
which aligns with different forms of politeness. Positive face refers to the desire to be liked,
admired, or accepted by others. It relates to the need for social connection and approval, which is
addressed through positive politeness strategies. These strategies aim to make the other person feel
appreciated, often by emphasising shared values, group membership, or solidarity. On the other
hand, negative face refers to an individual’s desire for autonomy and freedom from imposition.
This aspect of face concerns the need to avoid being intruded upon or controlled. Negative
politeness strategies are used to respect this autonomy, often by being indirect, showing deference,

or making requests in a way that minimises imposition.

Brown and Levinson’s politeness theory extends beyond the core concepts of positive and
negative politeness. One such concept is face-threatening acts (FTAs), which are speech acts that
pose a risk to either the speaker’s or the listener’s face. An FTA can threaten a person’s positive
or negative face, depending on the nature of the act. Threats to positive face occur when an act
damages an individual’s need for approval, inclusion, or acceptance. Examples of such threats
include criticism, disapproval, insults, interrupting or ignoring someone, and disagreeing or
refusing a request. On the other hand, threats to negative face involve actions that infringe on a
person’s autonomy, privacy, or impose demands on them. This can include making requests,
giving orders, asking personal questions, making assumptions, or imposing on someone’s space

or time.
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Limitations of Brown and Levinson’s. Despite its foundational status in the study of
politeness, Brown and Levinson’s theory has faced considerable criticism. Scholars have pointed
out several limitations, including concerns about its universality and cultural bias, its rigid and
static nature, its overemphasis on single utterances, and its strong association between indirectness

and politeness.

Firstly, Brown and Levinson (1987) assert that their politeness strategies apply universally
across different languages and cultures, extending beyond the Anglo-Saxon cultural framework.
Researchers working with non-Western cultures have challenged the emphasis on “negative face”
(the desire for autonomy and freedom from imposition), suggesting that it may not apply the same
way outside of Western contexts. For example, Sari (2021) challenges this universality by
demonstrating that keigo (honorific speech) in Japanese consists of three distinct forms—sonkeigo
(respectful), kenjougo (humble), and teineigo (polite}—each of which is deployed based on
situational context and speaker strategies. Similar cross-cultural and cross-linguistic variations in
politeness have been documented, such as Chang’s (2008) exploration of Australian and Chinese
perceptions of (im)politeness in intercultural apologies, Yang’s (2013) study on gendered
politeness strategies in Chinese, Wojtowicz’s (2021) investigation of African politeness in the act

of greeting, and Al-Musallam’s (2022) analysis of Arabic face and politeness.

Secondly, Brown and Levinson’s (1987) was built on a rule-based system of predefined
strategies, failing to account for the fluid and context-dependent ways in which politeness is
negotiated and interpreted in real interactions. As Karafoti (2007: 123) observes, “the only flexible
and dynamic part is that of the choice of the strategy and of the evaluation of the participants.”

However, this limited flexibility restricts human creativity and social innovation (LoCastro, 2012)
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and overlooks individual agency (Mori, 2009). Yang (2013) further argues that the model’s rigidity
extends beyond linguistic structures to social variables such as gender, treating them as fixed rather
than fluid factors that actively shape communication. Likewise, Haugh (2007) critiques the
framework for failing to capture the discursive and context-dependent nature of politeness,
particularly in non-European languages, where politeness is dynamically constructed through

interaction rather than predetermined strategies.

Thirdly, the overemphasis on the individual utterance as a unit of analysis is a recurring
criticism, which can lead to a reductionist view of interpersonal communication. Critics argue
that the theory tends to prioritise isolated speech acts, such as requests or apologies, without
considering how politeness operates dynamically throughout extended interactions, casual
conversations, or written discourse, all of which are influenced by factors such as power dynamics,
social relationships, and contextual settings (Kitamura, 2000; Al-Khazaali, 2009; Al-Hindawi &
Alkhazaali, 2016; Al-Arief, 2023).This limitation extends to the study of macro-pragmatic
coherence, which concerns the appropriate use of politeness strategies in larger texts and longer
conversational exchanges. Al-Khazaali (2009) argues that politeness research should extend
beyond single utterances to examine how politeness functions across discourse as a whole,
particularly in sustained interactions where power dynamics, relational shifts, and situational
factors continuously shape language use. Eshreteh (2018) further highlights that while Brown and
Levinson’s framework offers a systematic approach to politeness strategies, it may fall short in
capturing the complexities present in literary texts, where characters navigate multi-layered social
hierarchies and nuanced interactions beyond mere face-saving. Thus, to advance politeness

research, future studies should move beyond single utterance analysis and incorporate discourse-
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level pragmatics, which considers politeness as an ongoing negotiation embedded within social

interactions rather than a collection of independent, strategic speech acts.

Lastly, the assumed correlation between politeness and indirectness has been questioned.
Indirect speech acts are frequently regarded as inherently polite as also demonstrated in Leech’s
(1983) indirectness scale; however, this perception lacks sufficient empirical support. This issue
is due to the Western-centric bias discussed above. Politeness, however, extends beyond the realms
of directness or transparency, as it is significantly shaped by contextual variables such as social
status, power, gender, and age, as well as broader cultural influences. Additionally, factors like the
situational context, speaker intentions, and interlocutor expectations play a crucial role in
determining what is perceived as polite or impolite in a given exchange (Kecskés, 2014). These
variables may also be perceived differently across cultures, leading to variations in how politeness
is understood and enacted. In certain cultural or social contexts, indirectness may not always be
viewed as more polite, and transparency might not always be prioritised as a politeness strategy.
For example, some studies (e.g., Kerkam, 2015) have highlighted that although indirectness is
regarded as the politest form in English, particularly in the UK, it may be considered impolite in
languages like Arabic. While Brown and Levinson’s theory may be suitable for describing
politeness in “elite” English contexts, it is ineffective for assessing other cultural contexts
(Grainger and Mills, 2016), where (in)directness may carry different meanings and uses (Kerkam,
2015). For example, in Arabic direct invitations and offers are generally regarded as more polite
than indirect ones (Archer et al., 2012). However, this does not hold for every culture or language;
even in English, indirectness is not always the preferred strategy in every context. Thus, rather

than treating politeness as a binary distinction between cultures—where what is polite in one
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setting is necessarily impolite in another (as in Kerkam, 2015; Grainger and Mills, 2016; Meyer,

2014)—it is more accurate to view it as a dynamic and negotiable aspect of interaction.

The criticisms of Brown and Levinson’s theory have spurred a re-evaluation of face and
politeness in intercultural pragmatics. While Goffman’s view of face as a socially constructed
phenomenon remains foundational, contemporary research emphasises the relational,
interactional, and dynamic aspects of face (Haugh, 2007; Locher, 2006; Kecskés, 2014; Van der
Bom & Mills, 2015). Kecskés (2014) calls for a more balanced approach to pragmatics research,
urging scholars to move beyond the idealised focus on cooperation and politeness. He advocates
for integrating individual factors such as prior experience, egocentrism, and linguistic aggression
while addressing key challenges in intercultural pragmatics, including intention, speaker meaning,
cooperation versus egocentrism, and context-dependency. Mori (2009) and Haugh (2013) call for
a nuanced approach to understanding face in pragmatics research by distinguishing between two
complementary levels of analysis: the emic perspective, which focuses on the participant’s
viewpoint, and the etic perspective, which takes an external, theoretical approach. This rethinking
of face and politeness has significantly influenced the development of my research questions.
Through a critical examination of existing face and politeness theories, it became evident that
politeness strategies are not universal but highly influenced by cultural, social, and situational

factors.

However, in several EFL contexts, including the Saudi context, pragmatic competence is
frequently framed in terms of learners’ ability to produce polite forms in English. Intervention
studies on speech acts such as requests and refusals often operationalise development through the

use of mitigation strategies and face-saving devices, drawing on politeness-based taxonomies (e.g.,
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direct vs. indirect). Although researchers in Saudi Arabia have established an understanding of the
differences in politeness strategies between Arabic and English, as well as the cultural distinctions
that underlie them (e.g., Qari, 2021; Al-Hammad, 2022; Al-Suhaibani, 2020; Qadha, Al-Wasy, &
Mahdi, 2021; Al-Theeby, 2018), these studies have often relied on English politeness theories
(e.g., Brown and Levinson’s) without critical reflection on its limitations or on the emergent and
negotiable nature of politeness norms across intercultural contexts, as discussed in Section
3.5.These empirical studies expected learners to reproduce predetermined forms rather than engage
in meaning negotiation. Similarly, teachers’ roles have often been overlooked, with limited
attention paid to their perspectives and pedagogical agency in pragmatics instruction. In contrast,
this study views EFL learners and teachers as active interpreters whose perceptions can inform
and enrich pragmatics intervention. By exploring how participants perceive face and politeness in
feedback exchanges, this research aims to highlight the role of participants’ voices in shaping more

context-sensitive and dialogically oriented approaches to pragmatics teaching.

2.5.2 Speech Act Theory

Austin proposed Speech Act Theory (SAT) in 1962 aimed at the functional aspects of
language in human contact, which was later refined by his pupil Searle, who made interesting work
in this field in 1969. According to Austin (1962) speakers tend to use language utterances not only
to say things, but also to perform certain actions. He developed three-fold system to describe the
different levels at which a speech act can function when someone says something. Using the classic
example, “Can you pass the salt?” Table 2.2 below illustrates the progression from the literal words
spoken (locution) to the intended action by the speaker (illocution), and finally to the listener’s

response or effect (perlocution) (Saeed, 2003, p. 231).
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In 1969, Searle developed Austin’s theory and introduced a distinction between literal
meaning of a lexical expression or sentence meaning and utterance meaning. From Searle’s view,
there are only five illocutionary acts that speakers can achieve on propositions in an utterance,
classified as: representatives or assertives (asserting, concluding), directives (requesting,
questioning, commanding, suggesting), commissives (promising, threatening, offering),
expressives (thanking, apologising, welcoming, and congratulating) and declarations
(excommunicating, declaring). When speakers depict how things are in the real world, they reach
the level of assertiveness; they can hit the commissive point when they commit to accomplishing
something, but when they try to persuade listeners to do something, they switch to the level of
directiveness; the expressive level when they express their thoughts, opinions, and attitudes about
people, objects or facts and the declaratory level when they do things only by declaring that they

do.

Table 2.2

Illustrations of Locution, Illocution, and Perlocution

Speech Act Level Definition Example
Locution This refers to the formulation of the | If someone says, “Can you pass
utterance itself — the words and the salt?” the locution would be
phrases used in a sentence. It is the the actual words “Can you pass
basic, literal aspect of speech: the the salt?”
pronunciation, syntax, and the
meaning of the words.




FEEDBACK ON FEEDBACK 59

Illocution This refers to the intended function The illocutionary act in “Can
behind the utterance — what the you pass the salt?” is a request.
speaker i1s trying to accomplish by The intention is for the listener

saying the words. The illocutionary | to do something (pass the salt);

act is the speaker’s intention. Not to ask about the listener’s
ability.
Perlocution This refers to the effect or response | After hearing “Can you pass the

that the utterance has on the listener. | salt?”” the perlocution might be
It involves the reaction of the listener | the listener passing the salt or
to the speaker’s illocutionary intent. | feeling obliged to do so,

depending on how they interpret

the request.

The performance of speech acts can vary between explicit and implicit forms, depending
on how the speaker conveys their intention. Bjorgvinsson (2011) argues that most illocutionary
and perlocutionary acts are explicitly performed, where the force or intent of the utterance is clearly
conveyed within the act itself. However, speech acts can also be executed implicitly, without overt
linguistic markers. Saeed (2003) illustrates this distinction with two examples. First, he describes
how implicit speech acts can be conveyed non-verbally: for instance, a player in a poker game may
indicate withdrawal by pushing their cards away, an auction participant may place a bid by raising
their hand, or a person may greet someone with a simple nod. Second, as illustrated in the table
above, Saeed (2003: 231) explains that implicitness also occurs in language through indirect
speech acts, such as when the utterance “Can you pass the salt?” is typically interpreted as a request

rather than a literal inquiry about the listener’s ability.

Limitations of Speech Act Theory. Despite its contributions, SAT has faced considerable

criticism regarding its classification of speech acts, its treatment of communication as isolated
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utterances, and its neglect of contextual and interactional complexities. Various scholars have
pointed out theoretical limitations that challenge the applicability and comprehensiveness of SAT
in real-world discourse. For instance, Allwood (1977) argues that Austin’s and Searle’s focus on
individual communicative acts fails to account for the sequential and interactive nature of
communication. Instead of occurring in isolation, speech acts are typically embedded in larger
discourse structures, necessitating a broader analytical approach. Similarly, Janson and Woo
(1996) highlight the issue of categorisation, noting that utterances do not always map neatly onto
a single speech act category. Masaki (2004) adds that SAT overlooks the dialogical nature of
communication, while other scholars (e.g., Suchman, 1994; Voss, 1992) emphasise its failure to

adequately address social experiences and contextual factors.

Moreover, Birner (2013) critiques SAT for its limited attention to the hearer’s role in
interpretation, arguing that understanding a speech act involves more than simply recognising the
speaker’s intention. Harris and McKinney (2021: 70) further challenge the distinction between
locutionary and illocutionary acts, illustrating how utterances can be ambiguous in terms of their
function. For example, the statement “You can’t park your car there” could serve as a factual
description, a directive, or even a sarcastic remark, depending on context. Another major challenge
within SAT is its reliance on fixed felicity conditions, which fail to capture the fluidity of
illocutionary acts (Salih & Othamn, 2024). In short, the distinctions among different types of
speech acts are often ambiguous, making it difficult to apply the theory consistently across various

communicative situations.

Moreover, a key limitation of Austin’s (1962) categorisation lies in its inability to

accommodate speech acts that may fall into multiple categories based on their illocutionary force.



FEEDBACK ON FEEDBACK 61

Bjorgvinsson (2011:17) highlights this issue through several examples. For example, an
imperative such as “Close the door” functions as a directive because it directly requests an action.
However, the utterance “I order you to close the door” performs multiple functions simultaneously:
first, it acts as a declaration, explicitly signalling the speaker’s intention to issue an order; second,
it remains a directive, as it still commands an action; and third, it serves as an assertive, affirming
that the statement constitutes an order. This demonstrates that the force of an utterance plays a
crucial role in its categorisation as in Searle’s, challenging the rigid distinctions originally
proposed in SAT. Consequently, speech acts should be examined within discourse contexts,

considering their pragmatic functions rather than being confined to predetermined categories.

These limitations are particularly relevant to feedback exchanges in this study, which are
dialogic in nature and influenced by power dynamics, face concerns, and pragmatic strategies. This
study has benefited from Austin’s (1962) and Searle’s (1969) Speech Act Theory, along with
critiques of their models, to better conceptualise the pragmatic features of feedback exchanges for
instructional purposes. Firstly, it views feedback as a dialogic form of discourse, moving away
from the teaching of isolated speech acts that has long dominated L2 and EFL pragmatics. For
example, in the Saudi EFL context, intervention studies have often focused on the teaching of
individual speech acts (e.g., Al-Hammad, 2022, on requests; Al-Suhaibani, 2020, on
compliments). Secondly, the current study considers both feedback giver and feedback recipient
unlike SAT’s limited attention to the hearer’s role in interpretation, arguing that understanding a
speech act involves more than simply recognising the speaker’s intention. To build a
comprehensive understanding of feedback practices in education, the following sections consider

it from two perspectives. The first reviews studies on feedback as a pedagogical tool that supports
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language learning, while the second examines it as a pragmatic act that conveys meaning and

manages interpersonal relationships.

2.6 Feedback as a pedagogical tool

Research on written feedback (WF) has received substantial attention in applied linguistics,
reflecting its recognized importance in supporting ESL/EFL learners’ writing development. While
a considerable body of research has focused on the types, effectiveness, forms, and communicative
functions of teacher written feedback (TWF) from the perspective of teachers (e.g., Hyland and
Hyland, 2001; Campean et al., 2024; Cheng, Zhang & Yan 2025), comparatively fewer studies
have investigated how students perceive and respond to such feedback (e.g., Bjorndal, 2020). For
instance, Cheng, Zhang, and Yan (2025) investigated how novice EFL writing teachers
conceptualize and deliver written feedback in Chinese university contexts, while Campean et al.
(2024) examined teachers’ perceptions of the impact of positive feedback on students’ motivation
and engagement. Hyland and Hyland (2001) conducted a detailed analysis of written feedback
provided by two ESL teachers over a complete proficiency course. They categorized feedback into
praise, criticism, and suggestions, finding that praise was frequently used to soften criticisms and
suggestions. In addition, intervention studies using experimental or quasi-experimental designs
(e.g., Baker & Bricker, 2010) have examined the effects of feedback directness, including
comparisons among different types of directness forms (e.g., direct versus indirect speech acts).
Collectively, these studies provide empirical and theoretical insights into how the type, delivery,
and perception of feedback can influence learners’ comprehension, engagement, and writing

development.
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However, a systematic review by Yu and Yang (2021), which examined 64 studies
published between 2010 and 2021, revealed that much of the existing work on WF remains
methodologically and theoretically limited. Few studies, for instance, have employed robust
theoretical frameworks—such as sociocultural theory—to explain how learners engage with and
respond to feedback as a dynamic, socially mediated process. Their review also highlighted how
learners’ reactions to feedback vary across proficiency levels and sociocultural contexts, calling
for more research that captures the complex, interactive nature of feedback practices.

In a similar note, within the Saudi EFL context most research has conceptualized feedback
primarily as an evaluative or corrective mechanism for improving writing performance rather than
as an interactive or communicative act (e.g., Grami, 2010; Alshahrani & Storch, 2014; Alkhatib,
2015; Al-Harbi, 2017; Al-Harbi & Troudi, 2020; Algefari, 2023; Albogami, 2020). For example,
Alshahrani and Storch (2014) examined teachers’ beliefs and practices of written corrective
feedback (WCF) alongside students’ preferences, finding that teachers typically provided indirect
WCF focused on writing mechanics, whereas students preferred direct feedback addressing
grammatical accuracy. Similarly, Alkhatib (2015) explored Saudi writing teachers’ beliefs and
practices regarding WCF and found general consistency between teachers’ stated beliefs and their
practices in terms of feedback focus and amount. However, discrepancies emerged concerning the
use of positive feedback, feedback source, and explicitness—differences influenced by contextual
factors such as institutional setting, teaching experience, and learners’ proficiency levels.
Furthermore, students reported difficulty understanding teachers’ written comments. More
recently, Algefari (2023) explored how Saudi EFL undergraduates reflect on their experiences
with teacher written feedback and found that while learners valued explicit suggestions, they

sometimes struggled to interpret feedback messages. Similarly, Albogami (2020) investigated EFL
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teachers’ and students’ perceptions of effective written feedback at a Saudi university and reported
that both groups viewed feedback as crucial for reinforcing learning, fostering confidence, and
promoting classroom interaction. Participants particularly preferred explicit, user-friendly, and
progress-oriented feedback, while both teachers and learners agreed that positive comments and
teacher-provided feedback were most effective. Despite these valuable contributions, existing
research has largely overlooked how feedback functions as a dialogic, face-sensitive, and
pragmatically negotiated process—an area that the present study seeks to address. Together, these
studies underscore the pedagogical importance of feedback in Saudi EFL writing instruction but
reveal a narrow conceptualization of feedback as primarily evaluative. The pragmatic, dialogic,
and face-sensitive dimensions of feedback remain largely unexplored, representing a critical gap
that the present study aims to address.
2.7 Feedback as a pragmatic act

In this study, feedback discourse refers to written email exchanges between individuals in
hierarchical positions, such as teachers and students in an EFL context, where the giver typically
holds greater institutional authority than the recipient. It is conceptualised as a dialogic and face-
sensitive process in which meaning is negotiated through written language rather than merely
transmitted from teacher to learner. This view acknowledges that written feedback is not a neutral
act of evaluation but a socially situated discourse shaped by power relations. Feedback instances
that occur orally or among peers are excluded from the scope of the current study.

Building on Austin’s and Searle’s influential theories, this study extends their application
to feedback discourse by incorporating research on feedback exchange. Specifically, it examines
Searle’s taxonomy of directive, assertive, and expressive speech acts and how they interact within

feedback exchanges.
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2.7.1 Directive speech acts

Directives involve an attempt by the speaker to influence the hearer’s behaviour, ranging
in intensity and directness. “Modest attempts” are softer and more polite forms of trying to get the
hearer to act for example through invitations (“I will invite you to do something”) or suggestions
(“T suggest you do something”). “Fierce attempts” are stronger, more forceful ways to prompt
action such as insisting (“I insist you do it”) or demanding (“You must do it”). Verbs denoting
such directives include ask, order, command, request, beg, plead, pray, entreat, and also invite,
permit, and advise as well as some verbs classified under Austin’s behabitives and execitives such

as dare, defy, and challenge.

In feedback contexts, directives seek to encourage the feedback recipient do something
(e.g., changes) as well as influencing their performance, particularly in educational or professional
settings. The use of directives in feedback can affect not only how the message is understood by
the recipient, but also how it is interpreted depending on cultural norms, power relations, and social
expectations (Ryan & Henderson, 2018). In this study, directives in feedback context were limited

to in/direct request, ask/wonder, suggest, or advise.

2.7.2 Assertive speech acts

Assertives are statements that convey information, opinions, descriptions, or facts about
the object and can be evaluated on the dimension of truthfulness, including assessments of true
and false. The purpose of assertive speech acts is to commit the speaker, to varying degrees, to the
truth of the expressed proposition. In other words, most of Austin’s expositives (e.g., explaining
or clarifying something) and verdictives (e.g., judging or evaluating something) could fall under

this category. Searle has demonstrated that Austin’s expositives and verdictives both serve the
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same basic function (the illocutionary point), but they differ in the specifics of how they are used
(illocutionary force), potentially suggesting that many of them could be grouped together in the
same category (Assertives). Verbs of this class could include state, claim, characterise, think,

notice, assert, describe, call, diagnose, identify, and agree/disagree.

In feedback, assertives could inform the recipient about what was good or what needs
improvement, while directives guide or instruct them on what changes they need to make. Like
directives in feedback exchange, assertiveness can be highly sensitive to cultural norms, power,
and social norms. In this study, assertives in feedback context could include verbs as think, notice,

describe, state, identify, and agree/disagree.

2.7.3 Expressive speech acts

This illocutionary class serves to convey the psychological state reflected in the sincerity
condition, in relation to the state of affairs described within the propositional content. Expressive
verbs such as thank, congratulate, apologise, condole, deplore, and welcome illustrate this
function. Unlike other speech acts that aim to align language with external reality, expressives do
not attempt to match words to the world; rather, they assume the truth of the proposition being

expressed.

In the context of feedback, expressives could play an important role, especially when the
aim is to convey appreciation, encouragement, or other psychological states regarding a recipient’s
performance or vice versa. Expressive speech acts in feedback could convey giver’s or recipient’s
emotional or attitudinal response to feedback to encourage and support, rather than making factual
claims or suggestions as in assertives and directives. It has been suggested by Robinson, Pope, and

Holyoak (2013), as well as Holmes (2023) that more positive messages should be included in
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feedback exchange. Therefore, expressives in a feedback context could include verbs such as

thank, appreciate, congratulate, like, admire, love, enjoy, recognise, and acknowledge.

2.7.4 Speech acts in giving feedback
I noticed you made the patient and relatives feel very comfortable while you explained the
bronchoscopy test to them, and your explanation was very clear. It would have helped
further if you had given them patient information leaflets, as at times they were looking a
bit overwhelmed. However, you have set a time for meeting with them again, and this will
give you the opportunity of answering any questions and giving the leaflets (Hardavella et

al., 2017, p. 330).

The effectiveness of feedback delivery has been widely debated in the literature,
particularly regarding how individuals perceive and respond to different feedback sequences.
Feedback sequences (see Table 2.3) suggest that the order in which feedback is delivered can
significantly influence both performance and emotional responses. Most studies on feedback
sequences have been conducted in professional contexts (e.g., Choi, Johnson, Moon, & Oah,
2018), whereas research in ESL and EFL contexts has addressed different types of feedback such
as written feedback, teacher-student feedback, peer feedback, as well as different delivery modes,
including teacher written and oral feedback, collaborative peer feedback, and computer-mediated
feedback (e.g., Hyland & Hyland, 2006). However, some ESL/EFL studies have analysed
teachers’ written feedback (e.g., Jakobson, 2022) or supervisors’ written feedback (e.g., Gedamu
& Gezahegn, 2021), identifying functions such as praise, criticism, mitigation, and compliments
without explicitly referring to these as feedback sequences. This indicates a gap in the literature,

as the focus has mainly been on speech acts, while the sequencing of feedback remains
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underexplored in language learning contexts. Therefore, this section draws on insights from
professional research, as they may provide a useful framework for examining how feedback order

influences learner engagement, understanding, and affect in EFL settings.

Table 2.3

Definitions and Examples for Feedback Sequences

Feedback sequence Definition

Postive-Postive (P-P) Provides only positive feedback without any criticism.

“I heard from the head of sales that you fixed up the presentation they used in their meeting
with their new prospective client this week. I didn’t even know you did this. Thank you for
offering your expertise to ensure we have the best possible chance of winning the business

(Bennett, 2023, p. 1).”

Negative-Negative (N-N) | Consists of only critical feedback without positive reinforcement.

“I just heard that our head of sales e-mailed you a question last week, to which you never
responded. As you can imagine, this was frustrating for them and reflected poorly on you,

me, and our team (Bennett, 2023, p.1).”

Negative-Positive (N-P) Begins with constructive criticism and ends with positive

reinforcement.

“Sam, on that marketing report you completed for me—I noticed an error on page 6 with the
statistics. The stats don’t match the text on that page. I’d appreciate your changing the text,
so it coincides with the statistics. Once you change that small error, the report will really
bring home the point our department is trying to make. Thanks for all your hard work

(Hathaway, 1997, p. 48 ).”

Positive-Negative (P-N) Starts with positive feedback, followed by constructive criticism.

“The report, overall, looks pretty good. Could you please change the statistics on page 6?

They don’t match the text (Hathaway, 1997, p.48 ).”

Traditional approaches, such as the sandwich method, structure feedback by placing

constructive criticism between two positive comments to reduce defensiveness and enhance
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receptiveness as in Figure 2.2 (Daniels, 2009; Nelson & Quick, 2013; Von Bergen et al., 2014).
One primary justification is the assumption that individuals are more likely to accept and process
negative feedback when it is embedded within positive remarks. Additionally, the preference for
this approach is influenced by cultural traditions that emphasise politeness, optimism, and
constructive communication (Hardavella et al., 2017). Individuals may adopt the sandwich method
as a means of mitigating discomfort, as delivering direct criticism can be perceived as

confrontational or undesirable including the fear of offending.

Although this method could reduce the perceived harshness of feedback, it may also create
ambiguity. Hyland and Hyland (2001) demonstrate that ESL teachers frequently employ praise
and hedging strategies to soften criticism resulting in excessive mitigation which can impact
students’ misunderstanding of feedback. Scholars, therefore, suggest that such one-size-fits-all
strategies may not be universally effective, as individuals’ perceptions of feedback are shaped by
their unique learning histories and cultural backgrounds (Hathaway, 1997; Daniel, 2009; Meyer,
2014). Feedback predictability is often influenced by how individuals have previously experienced
praise and criticism. Some individuals may associate praise with negative outcomes due to past
experiences in which attention preceded humiliation or discomfort (Choi, Johnson, Moon, & Oah,
2018). Associated with this is the “yes, but” rule, with the classic example being “Yes, you did a
good job, but you know you still have a long way to go” (Daniel, 2009, p. 87). Using the word
“but” in the middle of the sentence is often interpreted by the receiver of the message “ignore what
I have just said, because the important point is coming up” (Von Bergen, Bressler & Campbell,
2014, p. 5). As a result, they may develop anticipatory anxiety, often referred to as the “waiting
for the other shoe to drop” effect (Daniels, 2009, p. 96), which undermines the intended benefits

of the sandwich method.
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Given these limitations, alternative feedback sequences have been proposed, including
Positive-Positive (P-P), Negative-Negative (N-N), Negative-Positive (N-P), and Positive-Negative
(P-N) structures. Research indicates that mixed feedback sequences, such as Negative-Positive,
may help mitigate the adverse emotional effects of negative feedback while ensuring clarity in
performance evaluation (Dohrenwend, 2002; LeBaron & Jernick, 2000; Choi et al., 2018).
Positive-Negative (P-N), on other hand, may cause the recipient to anticipate negative comments,
making it hard for them to focus on the positive remarks, as their mind is already preoccupied with
what might come next (Hathaway, 1997). In various feedback scenarios, negative comments are
inherently face-threatening, as they can challenge an individual’s self-esteem or social image.
Specifically, such comments directly threaten the recipient’s positive face—their desire to be
accepted, appreciated, and valued by others. When negative feedback is not carefully framed, it
can constitute a face-threatening act (FTA), leading to defensive reactions, emotional distress, and
a distancing between interlocutors (Kim, Kim, & Kim, 2021). This observation underscores the
importance of attending to face needs in feedback exchanges, particularly when the goal is to

maintain rapport and promote constructive engagement.

Figure 2.2

Illustration of the Sandwich Feedback Protocol (Von Bergen et al., 2014)

Compliment

(Constmctive criticism)

Compliment
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Mixing feedback as in P-N and N-P is generally considered a form of feedback sandwich
as it combines both criticism and praise. The P-N feedback sequence, which involves presenting
positive feedback before negative critique, is generally considered a positive politeness strategy.
However, when the sequence is reversed, as in the N-P format (negative followed by positive), the
initial critique may present a more direct face threat. The negative feedback, given upfront, could
potentially trigger feelings of defensiveness, anxiety, or vulnerability (Dohrenwend, 2002;
LeBaron & Jernick, 2000; Choi et al., 2018). While numerous studies have examined these
sequences and their effects, the general consensus indicates no significant difference in
performance outcomes. For instance, Parkes, Abercrombie, and McCarty (2013), Slowiak and
Lakowske (2017), and Choi et al. (2018) reported no significant differences in performance
outcomes across feedback sequences. However, Henley and DiGennaro Reed (2015) found that
feedback was less effective when it began with a positive statement compared to when it started

with a constructive comment followed by a positive one.

Although empirical evidence suggests that mixing feedback sequence may not significantly
affect performance outcomes, findings regarding emotional and interpersonal effects reveal
important nuances. Choi et al. (2018) demonstrated that the sequencing of feedback can
significantly influence learners’ affective reactions, such as perceived fairness, motivation, and
comfort during feedback exchanges. Ryan & Henderson (2018); Robinson, Pope, & Holyoak,
(2013); and Holmes (2023) show that emotion and feedback are interrelated, and that feedback can
be conceptualised as a social construct. Within this view, how feedback is delivered and perceived
matters as much as, if not more than, the content itself. Taken together, these results highlight the
importance of how feedback is structured and delivered, suggesting that effectiveness is contingent

not only on the content of feedback but also on the sequence and manner in which it is conveyed.
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Hathaway’s (1997) example, in table 2.3 above, demonstrates the Negative-Positive (N-P)
feedback sequence, in which the feedback begins with a constructive comment identifying a
specific issue before concluding with a positive remark. The speaker initiates the feedback with a
corrective observation (“I noticed an error on page 6 with the statistics. The stats don’t match the
text on that page.”), which directs the recipient’s attention to the precise aspect requiring revision,
thereby enhancing clarity and instructional value. The message then transitions to a positive
statement (“Once you change that small error, the report will really bring home the point our
department is trying to make. Thanks for all your hard work.”), which serves to acknowledge

effort, reinforce appreciation, and restore interpersonal balance.

Figure 2.3

Illustration of the Speech Acts within Giving Constructive Feedback Used in This Study

Directive speech acts In/direct reguests/
Suggestions
Assertive speech acts Encouraging remarks
| Expressive speech | ( _ )
P acts P Thanking notes

A similar structure can be seen in Casemore’s (2019) “open-faced sandwich” model, which
outlines four practical steps: identifying the concern, suggesting alternative solutions, offering a

relevant compliment, and inviting the recipient’s input:
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Stan, I don’t think your training on the new website today went well. Employees didn’t
seem to be following along. I'm wondering if we should try this again but in a one-on-one
session to allow you to gauge receptivity. Don’t get me wrong, the content was great, but

I think we need to really ensure everyone gets it. What do you think? (para. 6).

This example reflects a collaborative tone that blends constructive critique with
encouragement and involvement, reducing defensiveness and promoting ownership of
improvement. Both examples illustrate how N-P feedback integrates clarity, empathy, and
engagement, principles mirrored in the writing formula developed for this study (see Appendix

0).

To sum up, while both Positive-Negative (P-N) and N-P sequences have shown positive
outcomes in supporting self-esteem, face threatening acts, and promoting social harmony—due to
the inclusion of a positive element—the placement of the negative feedback at the beginning in N-
P sequences tends to make recipients more receptive to both the critical and encouraging
components of the message. In the N-P format, the recipient can attend more closely to the positive
comment after receiving constructive feedback, without anticipating a subsequent negative remark
as in the P-N or P-N-P formats (Hathaway, 1997; Henley and DiGennaro Reed; 2015). It provides
a balanced structure between constructive and positive comments, as opposed to the traditional
feedback sandwich (positive-negative-positive), which can dilute the impact of the constructive
message (Daniels, 2009; Von Bergen, Bressler & Campbell, 2014; Bottini & Gillis, 2020).
Feedback is generally less effective when beginning with a positive statement (i.e., feedback
sandwich or positive-constructive) compared to starting with a constructive one (Hathaway, 1997;

Daniels, 2009; Henley & DiGennaro Reed, 2015). Consequently, this study aims to explore how
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EFL teachers and learners perceive such sequence as socially constructed forms of discourse,
rather than focusing solely on experimental or performance-based outcomes. By examining
teachers’ and learners’ interpretations, this study seeks to understand how feedback sequences are
negotiated, valued, and experienced within classroom interaction, emphasising the role of context,
emotion, and agency in shaping pragmatic competence. Figure 2.3 above illustrates the speech acts
within giving constructive feedback developed for this study.
2.7.5 Speech acts in responding to feedback

Grounded in the dialogic nature of communication, this study acknowledges that how
feedback is delivered plays a crucial role in shaping how it is received and acted upon. As
demonstrated by Hyland and Hyland (2001), Lea and Street (1998), Ivanic et al. (2000), and
Treglia (2008), the linguistic and pragmatic features of feedback, particularly its tone and form,
can significantly influence students’ emotional and cognitive engagement. For instance, directive
comments such as “This is not clear, reword it” may be perceived as vague or even confrontational,
whereas more dialogic alternatives like “I get a sense of what you want to say, yet the language
could be made clearer” or “I’m confused at this point. Do you mean that...?” soften the impact
and invite dialogue. Treglia (2008: 106) illustrated these examples to show that feedback operates
not only as a transfer of information but also as a complex social act shaped by intention,
interpretation, and interpersonal dynamics. Moreover, Bjorndal (2020) found that student teachers
are highly sensitive to face-threatening aspects of feedback, employing strategies such as
contradicting (e.g., questioning feedback validity), withdrawing (e.g., responding passively to
criticism), and repairing face (e.g., accepting and discussing feedback), in addition to emphasising
a self-reflective and progressive face (e.g., observing, reflecting on, or evaluating past practice

while expressing a willingness to develop). Collectively, these studies highlight the importance of



FEEDBACK ON FEEDBACK 75

attending to the pragmatic dimensions of feedback to enhance learner engagement and promote

constructive dialogue.

Research has highlighted a growing shift in feedback practices—from emphasising the
provider’s delivery skills to focusing on how recipients receive, interpret, and respond to feedback
(Boud, 2015; Boud & Molloy, 2013; Parkes, Abercrombie, & McCarty, 2013). Yet, feedback
exchanges are inherently complex social interactions. When there is a mismatch in understanding
between the giver and receiver, the conversation can trigger defensive reactions, emotional
discomfort, or dismissal of the feedback altogether (Watling, 2014; Sargeant et al., 2011; Mann et
al., 2011). In addition, sociocultural factors—including threats to personal autonomy and self-
worth, concerns about harming interpersonal relationships, doubts regarding the source’s
reliability, or feedback that conflicts with the individual’s self-perception—can all influence both

the delivery and uptake of feedback (Van de Ridder et al., 2015; Harrison et al., 2015).

To better understand how individuals engage with feedback, Hathaway (1997) proposed
that feedback recipients may respond in different ways, such as accepting feedback when it is
perceived as constructive, seeking clarification when the message lacks clarity, or expressing
polite disagreement when the feedback is considered unfair. These responses can be mapped onto
distinct speech act categories: expressives (e.g., accepting constructive feedback), directives (e.g.,
requesting clarification), and assertives (e.g., respectfully disagreeing with feedback perceived as

unjust).

Accepting constructive feedback. Acceptance of constructive feedback involves strategic
use of expressive speech acts, which extends beyond mere emotional expression, including how a

message is interpreted. Gilbert (1999) suggests that “expressive speech acts are, at the very least,
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the handmaiden of meaning. When genuine... they can clarify, amplify, and specify the intended
message...” (p. 233). Expressive speech act such as thanking and appreciation are widely
recognised in speech act theory (Searle, 1976) and are commonly used to demonstrate acceptance
of feedback (Hathaway, 1997; Hardavella et al., 2017; Kim et al., 2021). Responding to feedback
with expressions such as “Thank you I appreciate it” not only acknowledges the validity of the
feedback but also promotes a collaborative tone, strengthening rapport and preserving social
harmony (Hardavella et al., 2017). Conversely, visible signs of frustration may result in the

feedback being perceived as a personal attack (Kim et al., 2021).

Thanking and appreciation speech acts can take various forms, either explicitly or
implicitly. Bayat (2013) identified six distinct strategies for expressing thanks: thanking directly
(41.3%) was the most frequently used, followed by other strategies that have the characteristics of
linguistic expressions conveying thanking more implicitly, such as expressing gratitude (20.7%),
and complimenting the interlocutor (14.7%). Similarly, Intachakra (2004), in a cross-cultural study
of Thai and English, found that both British English speakers (76.0%) and Thai speakers (65.5%)
preferred direct polite forms of thanks such as “thank you,” occasionally accompanied by brief
elaborations. More emotional or indebted expressions were uncommon unless the favour was
perceived as significant. In Arabic context, however, thanking strategies tend to blend directness
with culturally embedded indirectness, shaped by gender, social norms, and religious values.
While direct expressions such as “thank you” are commonly used, Arabic speakers often expand
these with indirect strategies—such as stating the favour, offering blessings, or using honorific
address terms—to convey deeper social meaning (Al-Khawaldeh and Zegarac, 2013; Morsi, 2010;
Albalawi, 2018; Alsuhaim & Alhojailan, 2025). Overall, while direct thanking is a shared norm,

the degree of elaboration, use of indirect strategies, and sociocultural motivations varies. For EFL
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learners, this highlights the need to understand thanking not only as formulaic politeness but also
as a culturally embedded act that can ease the potentially face-threatening nature of receiving

feedback in intercultural settings.

Requesting clarification. A clarification request seeks to resolve confusion or ambiguity
in previously shared information, often to ensure mutual understanding. Clarification requests in
conversation ensure and maintain mutual understanding and thus play a significant role in robust
and efficient dialogue interaction (Purver, 2004; Rieser & Moore, 2005). They differ from making
other types of requests fundamentally in intention and function within communication. For
example, asking, “I am not sure I’m clear about what your perception of the problem is. Could you
please give me some examples ...”) aims to resolve confusion, seeking further understanding
without questioning the giver’s authority (Hathaway, 1997, p. 32). In contrast, making a general
request such as the classic example discussed in 2.5.2 section, “Can you pass the salt?”” demand a
physical action. Moreover, clarification requests position feedback recipients as active participants
in their learning, reducing confusion and supporting practices that encourage learner autonomy
(Van de Ridder et al., 2015; Harrison et al., 2015). They could function as conversational repair
strategies, as Purver (2004) points out, “by studying clarification, we are studying
miscommunication” (p. 15), underlining the importance of clarification in identifying and

resolving misunderstandings.

Extensive cross-cultural research has highlighted notable differences between native and
non-native English speakers in their use of request strategies, particularly in terms of levels of
directness. Scholars (e.g., Searle, 1969; Brown and Levinson, 1987; Blum-Kulka & House, 1989)

have generally categorised request strategies into three types: direct (or impositive),
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conventionally indirect, and non-conventionally indirect. Direct strategies, typically realised
through imperatives such as “Close the window,” are considered to exert the greatest imposition
on the hearer. Conventionally indirect strategies, such as using modal verbs (e.g., “Could you open
the window?”), reduce the force of the request while maintaining clarity. Non-conventionally
indirect strategies, or hints (e.g., “It’s cold in here”), convey the request more implicitly and rely
heavily on shared context. Previous studies (e.g., Blum-Kulka & House, 1989; Shafran, 2019;
Elshazly, 2017; Qari, 2017; Ghazzoul, 2019; Al-Qinai, 2008; Al-Musallam, 2022; Kerkam, 2015;
Archer et al., 2012; Qari, 2017) have shown that native English speakers predominantly employ
conventionally indirect request forms, such as “Would you...?” or “Could you...?”, which are
perceived as more polite and socially appropriate. In contrast, non-native speakers are more
inclined to use direct or impositive strategies, reflecting a significant divergence in pragmatic
conventions and cultural interpretations of politeness. Interestingly, the third category, non-
conventionally indirect strategies, were rarely used by both groups. Overall, the differences could
suggest that there are culture-specific preferences in the realisation of the speech act of request,
potentially causing intercultural misunderstandings, particularly in interactions where indirectness

is expected to signal politeness.

Disagreeing with feedback. Assertive speech acts provide students with the opportunity
to respectfully disagree or offer an alternative perspective. While some communicative behaviours
may transfer from a learner’s first language (L1) to a second language (L2), this transfer can be
perceived as specifically problematic in disagreement (Spencer-Oatey, 2008). Disagreeing is
inherently a sensitive act influenced by social norms and personal traits, making it more prone to
misunderstandings when culturally incompatible strategies are used (Martinez-Flor and Us6-Juan,

2010). For example, when individuals attempt to express disagreement, their message may be so
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indirect that it fails to be recognised, or it may come across as rude or confrontational (Beebe &
Takahashi, 1989; Spencer-Oatey, 2008). Martinez-Flor and Uso6-Juan (2010) echo Carnegie’s
(1936) insight that there is an art to disagreeing agreeably—expressing differing views while
maintaining respect and keeping communication open—a skill they view as particularly

challenging due to the social and interpersonal dimensions involved in disagreement.

Disagreement can be expressed either explicitly—through direct negation of the previous
speaker’s statement—or in more indirect and mitigated forms. Upon reviewing the literature on
disagreement (e.g., Stalpers, 1995; Locher, 2004; Jacobs, 2002, Aramasivam, 2007; Benyakoub,
Alghazo, Altakhaineh, & Rabab’ah, 2022; Harb, 2021), no significant differences have been
observed in terms of overall directness, as the preferred approach is generally to express
disagreement indirectly. However, studies reveal variation in the specific linguistic and pragmatic
strategies employed to mitigate disagreement and manage face concerns. For example, Stalpers
(1995) identifies strategies such as hedging, repetition, questioning, and providing reasons for
disagreement as common forms of indirect disagreement. Similarly, Locher (2004) notes that
speakers often avoid direct moves such as correction or argumentation by maintaining a stance of
neutrality through indirect advocacy. Jacobs (2002) further highlights that communicative act such
as questioning, summarising, and informing are often strategically used to manage disputes while
maintaining a neutral stance. In line with these findings, Aramasivam (2007) observed that speech
acts such as asking for clarification and counter-proposing were used both to exercise power and
to express disagreement indirectly through deference politeness. Solidarity politeness was also
used to soften power dynamics, particularly through giving reasons that emphasised mutual
benefits. For instance, one participant softened a disagreement by pointing to available support,

stating, “because here you have all the support you see... and then the people will be there”
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(Aramasivam, 2007, p. 105). Overall, the literature suggests that although indirectness is a shared
preference in disagreement across cultures, the strategic variation in its realisation illustrates how
speakers tailor their responses to maintain social harmony, navigate interpersonal relationships,

and fulfil context-specific communicative goals.

In conclusion, the three categories of responses outlined by Hathaway (1997) offer a
pragmatic framework that fosters constructive dialogue, supports learner agency, and helps
maintain relational harmony in feedback exchanges. Given that academic work often requires
personal effort, receiving feedback—especially critical feedback—can pose a threat to the
recipient’s self-image (Van de Ridder et al., 2015; Harrison et al., 2015). This highlights the
inherently social nature of feedback, where discourse, power relations, and emotional responses
shape how messages are received and interpreted (Ryan & Henderson, 2018). Additionally, while
cross-cultural pragmatics literature does not explicitly focus on speech acts in feedback-response
contexts, it offers valuable insights into how these acts function in intercultural communication
more broadly. For example, thanking is often realised more directly, as it is perceived as a low-
risk act compared to face-threatening acts like requests or disagreements. This observation is
particularly relevant in educational settings, where power imbalances and cultural sensitivities are
at play. Explicit instruction in pragmatic strategies not only enhances learners’ linguistic
competence but also fosters their sociopragmatic awareness (Ishihara & Cohen, 2014). For EFL
learners, understanding these pragmatic variations is important not only for raising awareness but
also for providing the freedom to choose how to express themselves more appropriately and
effectively in intercultural contexts. Figure 2.4 below illustrates the speech acts in responding to

feedback used in this study.
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Illustration of the Speech Acts in Responding to Feedback Used in this Study

Responding to feedback

Accepting feedback if it
is constructive

Expressive speech acts

Thanking notes

Appreciating notes

Asking for clarification
if it is unclear

Directive speech acts

Making a request

Asking for clarification

Disagreeing politely if it
is unfair

Assertive speech acts

Disagreeing politely

2.8 Research gap(s)

Providing a reason for
disagreement

Feedback exchange was chosen as the focus of this study due its central role in

communicative interaction. Despite its importance, it remains underexplored in EFL pragmatics.

While existing studies in Saudi EFL contexts (e.g., Grami, 2010; Alshahrani & Storch, 2014;

Alkhatib, 2015; Al-Harbi, 2017; Al-Harbi & Troudi, 2020) have examined feedback primarily as

a tool for evaluating writing performance, they largely overlook its role as a pragmatic and

communicative practice. Specifically, little 1s known about how EFL teachers and learners

perceive and give/respond to feedback in ways that reflect their pragmatic competence, agency,

and face concerns. It is assumed that professionals, like EFL teachers, inherently know how to

give constructive feedback and learners, like EFL students, know how to recognise constructive
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feedback and take it (Hyland and Hyland, 2001). However, feedback is an ‘art’ that is often taken
for granted and left untaught. The need for a deeper understanding of feedback structure and
exchange becomes even more profound in intercultural communication, where English is regarded
as a global language, connecting individuals from diverse cultural and linguistic backgrounds.
Research on feedback (e.g., Ryan & Henderson, 2018; Robinson, Pope, and Holyoak, 2013;
Holmes, 2023), has shown that exchanging feedback is sensitive and critical, as it often carries
social and emotional nuances. While feedback is intended to guide individuals to grow and support
them to learn, it may sometimes be misinterpreted and have unintended effects, depending on the
context and the individuals involved in the feedback exchange, which may result in face loss or
communication breakdown (Hyland and Hyland, 2001).

Another significant reason is the hierarchical elements inherent in exchanging feedback.
The act of exchanging feedback often reflects power dynamics, where the person giving feedback
holds a position of authority, and the person receiving feedback may feel vulnerable (Hathaway,
1997; Meyer, 2014). This often affects how feedback is perceived, received, and taken. These
dynamics become even more complex when cross-cultural differences, as varying expectations,
norms, and communication styles, can affect how the feedback is received and responded to
(Meyer, 2014). This may also add a layer of complexity to what may seem simple.

Finally, another significant reason relates to the dominance of Brown and Levinson’s
politeness theory and speech act theory in shaping the understanding of pragmatic competence.
Politeness-oriented interventions have typically focused on teaching indirectness as the more
appropriate strategy, testing the effects of explicit instruction without considering how learners
actually perceive such instruction. Similarly, as discussed in Chapter 3, prior research in Saudi

EFL and other L2/EFL contexts has largely focused on teaching speech acts such as requests,
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suggestions, and refusals, without considering how these acts shape discourse, particularly in
feedback exchanges. Given these limitations, the present study addresses an underexplored area in
feedback research by examining EFL teachers’ and learners’ perceptions of teaching and learning
the pragmatic features of feedback exchange. Focusing on perceptions enables access to
participants’ subjective understandings and interpretations of feedback, which are crucial for
uncovering how feedback is pragmatically negotiated and experienced in real interactions. By
exploring these perceptions, the study foregrounds the dialogic, face-sensitive, and interculturally
nuanced dimensions of feedback—areas that previous research has largely overlooked—and

thereby contributes to advancing intercultural pragmatics research.
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2.9 Summary

This chapter provided an in-depth exploration of the theoretical foundations of pragmatics
in second language learning, particularly in English as a Foreign Language (EFL) contexts. The
chapter began with a brief historical overview of pragmatics, highlighting its evolution from early
linguistic theories to the contemporary understanding of language as a dynamic tool in social
interactions.

A significant portion of the review centred on intercultural pragmatics, with an emphasis
on the challenges faced by second language learners along with key perspective, concepts, and
notions in intercultural communication. The chapter also highlighted pragmatic competence,
which refers to the ability to use language appropriately in varying social contexts.

Theoretical frameworks were critically examined, including Speech Act Theory, which
examines how speakers perform acts and Politeness Theory, which focuses on the social strategies
individuals use to manage face and maintain politeness in conversation. The review also examined
feedback as a pragmatic act and discusses feedback exchange and FTAs, particularly regarding
how individuals perceive and respond to different feedback sequences. This chapter ends by
drawing together the emergent strands from a broad review of literature that identifies a theoretical
gap(s) in pragmatics and informs a deeper focus for my work i.e. the pragmatic features of
feedback exchange. I shall now turn to pedagogical and empirical research in the field to explore
a range of studies in the teaching and learning of pragmatics and pragmatic features are enacted in

the EFL classroom.
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Chapter 3: Literature review
(Pedagogical and empirical background)
3.0 Introduction

This chapter is divided into two parts. The first part focuses on key instructional approaches
in English as a Foreign Language (EFL) contexts. It outlines a range of pedagogical theories and
approaches proposed to develop learners’ pragmatic competence, including noticing, input
enhancement, the use of authentic materials, Task-based Language Teaching (TBLT), and
Formula-based Approach. These approaches provide a theoretical and practical foundation for
understanding how pragmatic knowledge can be effectively introduced and reinforced in
classroom settings.

The second part of the chapter reviews the empirical foundations of pragmatics instruction
in EFL. It begins by tracing the evolution of pragmatics teaching in English as a Foreign Language
(EFL) contexts. It then moves on to instructional intervention studies aimed at teaching pragmatics
to EFL learners, comparing explicit instruction, which directly teaches pragmatic rules, and
implicit instruction, which relies on exposure and practice. One subsection focuses on instructional
intervention studies on speech acts in Saudi Arabia. The chapter continues with a review of
curriculum-development studies, which explore how instructional content can be designed and
implemented into EFL classroom. Another key area discussed is perception studies, which
examine how both teachers and learners perceive the teaching and learning of pragmatics in EFL
contexts. Finally, the chapter identifies several research gaps, highlighting areas that require

further exploration.
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Part 1: Pedagogical theories and approaches

3.1 Theoretical considerations on teaching pragmatics in EFL

In the 1990s, an influential cognitive psychological model emerged in the field of
interlanguage pragmatics (ILP): Schmidt’s (1993, 1995, 2001) Noticing Hypothesis, which
emphasises the importance of conscious awareness in the acquisition of pragmatic competence.
According to this view, learners must first notice relevant features in input for learning to take
place. This study is grounded in such theoretical foundations and develops them further by
incorporating a socio-cognitive perspective—one that acknowledges the interplay between
individual cognitive processes and the social, cultural, and contextual factors that shape language
use as discussed in the previous chapter, 2.3.1 Intercultural Pragmatics: Perspectives. From this
viewpoint, pragmatic development is not only about internal noticing but also about how learners
interpret, negotiate, and co-construct meaning in intercultural contexts. Thus, the study draws on
the contextual nature of pragmatic competence, the cognitive mechanisms involved in its
development, and the dynamic interplay of pragmatic norms in intercultural feedback interactions.
3.1.1 Noticing, awareness, attention in EFL

Over the years, pragmatic competence has gained increasing recognition as crucial
component of communicative competence in the EFL classroom. Initially, several researchers such
as Kasper (1997) questioned the teachability of various pragmatic aspects, prompting interest in
whether and how these skills could be explicitly developed. Early perspectives have emphasised
that language proficiency involves more than just grammatical accuracy. For example, Tseng
(2002, pp. 11-12), asserted that “competence in language use is determined not only by the ability
to use language with grammatical accuracy, but also to use language appropriate to particular

contexts.” Similarly, Bardovi-Harlig and Dornyei (1998) argued that learners with high
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grammatical proficiency may still lack pragmatic competence, and Olshtain and Cohen (1991)
affirmed that effective communication often centres more on appropriateness of expressions in
context than on their grammatical accuracy. This shift in focus marked a growing awareness that
mastery of linguistic form alone is insufficient. To become successful communicators, learners
must also develop pragmatic and cultural awareness that allows them use language appropriately
across diverse contexts. The emphasis has evolved further from acknowledging the importance of
pragmatic competence to actively integrating it into teaching practice. For example, Wijayanti and
Budi (2021), underscores this shift, identifying sociopragmatic competence as a “pivotal skill” for
second language communication (p.1). They advocate for the integration of sociopragmatic
knowledge and awareness into classroom tasks and activities, thus making pragmatics instruction

not just a theoretical goal but a pedagogical priority.

Noticing. The role of consciousness in language learning has been a topic of considerable
debate among scholars. While Seliger (1983) believed that learning a language occur at the
unconscious level, Schmidt (1990) and Krashen (1985) stated that learning can take place
consciously (as cited in Schmidt, 1990). Krashen (1985) made a distinction between two
independent processes: “acquisition,” which is subconscious and conscious “learning.” Schmidt
(1990), on the other hand, hypothesised that learners cannot learn some linguistic aspects of any
target language until they notice them. He stated that when learners consciously notice in input,
what is noticed becomes intake for learning, leading to further conscious processing. Schmidt
believed that this feature can be achieved through three aspects of consciousness in relation to L2
language learning: awareness, intention, and knowledge, all of which are required for second

language acquisition.
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Though some linguists (e.g., Seliger 1983; Chomsky, 1986) promoted the concept that
consciousness in L2 learning is less significant and less interesting than unconsciousness
especially in teaching grammar, the Noticing Hypothesis has proved its validity in the development
of L2 pragmatic competence in previous studies (e.g., Castillo, 2009, Ishihara and Cohen, 2014;
Al Rashidi, 2017; El Shazely, 2017, Abolfathiasl & Abdullah, 2015). For example, in El Shazely,
(2017) findings, the changes in the percentage of learners using different structures for making
requests before and after the treatment were influenced by their awareness of situational factors
such as power and social distance. Following the consciousness-raising activities, learners showed
a preference for more indirect strategies and conventionalised forms. According to Schmidt
(1990), “Noticing” is the mental process of an event and L2 learners need to “notice the gap”
between their mother tongue and target language through making comparisons to avoid making
mistakes. Schmidt (2001: 30) elaborated that “in order to acquire pragmatics, one must attend to
both the linguistic forms of utterances and the relevant social and contextual features with which

they are associated.”

Ishihara and Cohen (2014:101) noted that “attention and awareness can be viewed as
inseparable, like two sides of the same coin,” which can lead to consciousness and thus controls
action and learning. Jerrold (2009) stated that explicit pragmatics instruction can draw learners’
attention to features of the target language that emerge during class discussion and practice;
therefore, pragmatic competence must not be understood as a system that activates itself as
language proficiency grows. Building on this idea, Robinson (2011), in Cognition Hypothesis, has
suggested that greater reasoning demand prompts learners to think about the spatial, casual, or
interpersonal dimensions of a given scenario. These cognitive demands may increase learners’

sensitivity to contextual factors such as power and social distance, thereby supporting more
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appropriate and nuanced language use. However, as Kasper and Schmidt (1996) emphasise, the
learning of L2 pragmatics should not be viewed solely in terms of cognitive processing because it
involves the socio-affective domain such as learners’ motivation, acculturation, social identity,

investment, and attitudes.

One key argument in this study is that classroom instruction can be purposefully structured
to support learners in noticing pragmatic features through enhanced input and guided attention. As
Skehan (2013) notes, instruction can focus on how to structure and distinguish input that can assist
the process of “noticing” by two means: focusing attention and enhancing awareness of the
linguistic aspects. Similarly, Schmidt (1990) confirmed that instruction intervention can play an
important role in motivating learners to notice certain aspects by generating language
expectations—the mental predictions or assumptions that learners form about how language is
typically used—based on what they’ve learned, noticed, or experienced. Ellis (1997) also stated
that instruction serves to attract attention to elements that do not fit expectations and may thus go
unnoticed. As discussed in 3.5, in the Saudi EFL context, several studies have similarly adopted
explicit pragmatics instruction to raise learners’ awareness of speech acts (e.g., Qari, 2021; Al-
Hammad, 2022; Al-Suhaibani, 2020), supporting the notion that targeted instruction can

effectively facilitate learners’ noticing and understanding of pragmatic features.

In summary, the development of pragmatic competence is a multifaceted process that
extends beyond grammatical mastery to include the ability to interpret and use language
appropriately within specific social and cultural contexts. Given the limited exposure to authentic
language use in many EFL settings, particularly in non-English speaking countries, explicit

classroom instruction plays a pivotal role in raising learners’ awareness of pragmatic norms.
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Drawing on the Noticing Hypothesis and socio-cognitive perspective in intercultural pragmatics,
this study emphasises the importance of enhancing input, guiding attention, and fostering

conceptual shifts that align with intercultural communication.

3.1.2 Input enhancement

Sharwood Smith (1993) developed the concept of input enhancement in the context of
second language acquisition to align with Schmidt’s (1990) Noticing Hypothesis. He defined it as
an instructional technique used to make pragmatic features more salient during input, helping
learners notice and acquire them more effectively. He distinguishes two types of input

enhancement:

1. External enhancement involves making certain input more noticeable through various
forms, including textual modifications (e.g., bolding or underlining target structures)
and oral emphasis (e.g., stress and intonation) to draw learners’ attention to specific
linguistic features.

2. Internal input enhancement occurs when learners are cognitively encouraged to

notice specific features through explicit instruction or awareness-raising tasks.

Schmidt (2001) asserts that input enhancement is about bringing the target language (TL)
features into the focal attention of second language (L2) learners, where specific language features
are attended to, thus making them ready for internalisation from the input. Leow (2000) further
defined input enhancement as any external manipulation of input designed to increase the salience
of specific linguistic forms, thereby facilitating learners’ noticing and acquisition. Ellis (2001),
however, expanded on these definitions by highlighting that while input enhancement can direct

learners’ attention to specific forms, it does not always guarantee acquisition, as other cognitive
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and contextual factors influence learning outcomes. He then emphasised the role of practice in
second language learning, distinguishing between two types: (1) focused practice, which helps
learners internalise specific linguistic forms, and (2) unfocused practice, which promotes fluency
through communicative activities. Both types of practice contribute to pragmatic development by
reinforcing the connection between form, meaning, and use in real-world interactions. In short,
effective pragmatics instruction should incorporate both input enhancement and varied practice
opportunities to foster meaningful and contextually appropriate language use. In the context of
pragmatics instruction, input enhancement can be used to highlight pragmatic features such as
politeness strategies, speech acts, and discourse markers, ultimately fostering learners’ pragmatic

awareness and competence.

Research has supported the effectiveness of input enhancement in promoting learner
attention and acquisition, with studies by Sykes (2009; 2013), Li (2012), Fukuya & Zhang (2002),
Nguyen, Pham, and Pham (2015) demonstrating how enhancing input can lead to greater pragmatic
awareness and competence. Together, these studies underscore the value of input enhancement
and other-related implicit techniques (e.g., recasts) as effective strategies for facilitating learners’
awareness and acquisition of pragmatic features in EFL contexts, which are further discussed in
section 3.4 Instructional Intervention Studies.

Despite the increasing number of quantitative studies in the Saudi EFL context advocating
for the explicit teaching of pragmatic features (e.g., Qari, 2021; Al-Hammad, 2022; Al-Suhaibani,
2020), which reflects a growing recognition of the importance of raising learners’ awareness of
how language functions in context, such pragmatic aspects often go unnoticed in actual classroom
practice due to the curriculum’s prevailing emphasis on grammar and vocabulary (Al-Qahtani,

2020). This limited focus reduces opportunities for learners to notice and attend to pragmatic
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features that shape authentic communication. Current Saudi EFL curricula still prioritise structural
accuracy over communicative appropriateness, leaving a gap in how pragmatic competence is
addressed (Al-Seghayer, 2024). Therefore, the present study aims to bridge this gap by
qualitatively designing instructional materials that explicitly enhance learners’ noticing of
pragmatic features in feedback exchange, responding to limitations identified in previous research.
3.2 Pedagogical approaches on teaching pragmatics in EFL

This section explores pedagogical approaches for developing pragmatic competence in
EFL contexts. It highlights the importance of exposing learners to the authentic use of language
and considers the integration of pragmatics into task-based instructional framework, as well as
the potential use of formula-based approaches in EFL contexts.
3.2.1 Authentic materials

The definition and scope of authentic materials (AM) in EFL contexts, merits a closer
examination of their selection criteria highlighting the challenges associated with their integration

in the classroom, and their potential role in the instruction of EFL pragmatics.

Definition and scope of authentic materials in EFL. There are various perspectives on
the role of authenticity in the teaching and learning process, as reflected in the literature.

2 <6

Authenticity is often referred to under different terms, such as “text authenticity,” “authentic

9% ¢

materials,” “authentic texts,” or “textually authentic materials” (Anam, Munir, & Anam, 2019).
Traditionally, authentic materials were defined as texts created by and for native speakers of a
language for genuine communicative purposes (Morrow, 1977; Little et al., 1989 as cited in Thai

& Nguyen, 2022). However, this view has evolved alongside the reconceptualisation of English as

a global language. From an English as a Lingua Franca (ELF) perspective, authenticity is no longer
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tied to native-speaker norms but to the communicative purpose and context of use (McGrath, 2016;

Tomlinson, 2023).

Authentic materials include both spoken and written discourse derived from everyday
interactions, media sources, and various professional or social contexts (Gilmore, 2007). Such
materials may encompass newspapers, magazines, advertisements, films, television programmes,
and other media forms (Treve, 2023). Genhard (1996) grouped authentic materials into three main
types: (1) authentic audio resources like radio broadcasts, cartoons, and songs; (2) authentic visual
content such as street signs, magazine and newspaper images, and postcards; and (3) authentic
written texts including sports articles, newspapers, restaurant menus, and train tickets. However,
the landscape of authentic materials has significantly expanded with the emergence of digital
technologies including platforms such as social media (e.g., Instagram), podcasts, YouTube, blogs
(Herri & Gunawan, 2020; Qadha, Al-Wasy, & Mahdi, 2021), and Al-generated dialogues (Xin,

2024).

Authentic materials have been widely recognised for their role in enhancing learners’
proficiency across the four core language skills—reading, writing, speaking, and listening (e.g.,
Marzban & Davaji, 2015; Mousavi, 2011; Ghaderpanahi, 2012). A growing body of research has
also examined teachers’ attitudes toward the use of authentic resources in classroom instruction
(e.g., Al-Musallam, 2009; Yang, 2021; Liao & Lee, 2020). Together, these studies highlight the
effectiveness of incorporating authentic materials in ESL/EFL classrooms. Building on these
findings, the next section reviews the selection criteria established for this study, grounded in prior

research on the use of authentic materials in ESL/EFL contexts.
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Selection criteria for authentic materials in EFL contexts. Authentic materials are not
selected arbitrarily; they must meet specific criteria that ensure they effectively support language
learning goals, including the development of communicative competence and pragmatic
awareness. One of the key criteria of authentic materials is their real-world relevance, which helps
bridge the gap between classroom instruction and actual language use. For instance, Yang (2021),
in a study conducted in Taiwan, discovered that although teachers use authentic materials
sporadically, they have positive attitudes towards them, believing they enhance language learning,
engage students, provide real-world exposure, and develop cultural awareness. Similarly, in a
study conducted in Kuwait, Al Darwish’s study (2014), reported that 95% of teachers agreed that
the use of authentic materials is enjoyable and relevant, providing support to engage students with
the target language.

Recent findings by Asma and Fatma (2024), based on a study conducted in the Algerian
context with EFL teachers, have identified three criteria—cultural, linguistic, and cognitive—
when selecting authentic materials. The study revealed that cultural considerations were the most
frequently cited criterion, accounting for 47.6% of the responses. This indicates a strong emphasis
on aligning materials with learners’ cultural contexts. Linguistic considerations followed at 9.5%,
while cognitive considerations were acknowledged only in combination with other factors— 4.8%
with linguistic and 4.8% with cultural considerations. The most frequently cited combination was
linguistic and cultural considerations (23.8%), and 9.5% of teachers reported considering all three
criteria—cultural, linguistic, and cognitive—when selecting authentic materials. These findings
suggest that teachers are becoming increasingly aware of the multifaceted demands of material

selection, balancing cultural relevance with language level and learners’ cognitive readiness.
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Another important criterion of authentic materials is multimodality—the integration of
multiple modes such as text, visuals, and audio—which has been shown to enhance motivation,
engagement, and comprehension. Yang (2021), Abrams (2014), and Ayu (2016) emphasised the
importance of incorporating visual aids within authentic content to create motivating and engaging
contexts for EFL students. Teachers in Yang’s selected video clips to engage their students, aiming
to develop their students’ listening comprehension and writing skills as well as basic vocabulary
acquisition. Similarly, Baron & Celaya’s findings (2022) suggested that teachers can use audio-
visual materials in a natural and engaging way to support learners notice pragmatic features that
are required at a specific context and situation “as a leisure activity” (p. 251). Moreover, Al-Smari
(2020) found that using video-based authentic materials helped EFL learners develop pragmatic
awareness and intercultural sensitivity, particularly when materials included varied social
scenarios that reflected real-life interactions. This highlights the role of contextual richness
presented in authentic visual materials in fostering learners’ pragmatic competence.

Furthermore, the use of humour-infused visual aids constituted a key criterion in the
selection of authentic materials, reflecting research evidence on their effectiveness in motivating
learners and promoting engagement with pragmatics. Research has explored the pedagogical value
of visual aids and humour within authentic materials for EFL students. For instance, Ayu (2016)
investigated the use of caricatures in teaching writing and found that they could enhance students’
writing skills, including content, organization, grammar, vocabulary, and mechanics. She also
reported that caricatures helped students recall concepts and situations, although students
sometimes focused more on the images than the subject matter itself. Similarly, Gliven and Bekdas
(2018) examined the impact of caricatures on vocabulary retention in foreign language teaching,

while Thakur and Al-Mahrooqi (2015) explored how pictorial inferences could orient ESL/EFL
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students toward critical thinking. In the realm of pragmatics, Bell and Pomerantz (2019)
highlighted that humour in L2 instruction could significantly contribute to feelings of happiness,

fostering intrinsic motivation and a greater willingness to learn.

Familiarity is another critical dimension in the use of authentic materials. Research in
educational psychology underscores the importance of building on learners’ existing knowledge
and experiences to introduce new content. Howe (1999) and Ormrod (1995) emphasised the
importance of similarity and familiarity in the learning process, proposing that learners’ prior and
existing knowledge should serve as a runway start for introducing new concepts (as cited in Gay,
2018, p. 176). They argued that reducing unfamiliarity—referred to as “the strangers of new
knowledge” and “the threat of the unfamiliar”—can enhance students’ engagement and facilitate
their understanding of learning tasks. Similarly, Ho’s (2009) principle of interculturality suggests
that first students begin by exploring their own selves and engaging in group discussions that focus
on different practices within their own culture. Thus, the “invisible culturally-shaped knowledge”
of learners can be made “visible” in the process of “culture learning” (p.69). This principle was
empirically demonstrated in Robinson’s (2001) map task, where the participants who were familiar
with the campus map produced more fluent discourse. However, they were unfamiliar with the
Tokyo Street map and unfamiliarity led the learners to produce more complex discourse. Language
educators could, therefore, serve as “the principal mediator” between cultures, responsible for
taking into account cultural expectations and understandings of L2 learners, while also introducing
them to “the new cultural viewpoint” embodied within their L2 (Liddicoat & Crozet, 2000, p. 4).
These findings underscore the need to incorporate familiar and authentic materials into language

learning to support fluency development and encourage cognitive engagement.
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Finally, another important criterion in selecting authentic materials was the inclusion of
authentic stories in intercultural communication. Previous literature on teaching L2 pragmatics and
intercultural communication has highlighted the value of reflection as both a pedagogical and
evaluative tool, enabling learners and teachers to critically engage with their intercultural
encounters (Ishihara & Cohen, 2014; Liddicoat, 2019; McConachy & Liddicoat, 2016). Ishihara
and Cohen (2014) suggest that teachers’ reflections on their own intercultural experiences can be
transformed into story-based awareness-raising activities that help learners appreciate the
importance of pragmatics in language use. Such reflective practices, as Liddicoat (2019) explains,
promote an engagement with meaning as a nuanced, contextualised, and emergent process that
involves producing, interpreting, and reflecting on language use. Similarly, McConachy and
Liddicoat (2016) argue that guided reflection allows individuals to question their assumptions
about social interaction and self-presentation, thereby fostering deeper intercultural awareness.
This process supports learners in recognising the multifaceted nature of individual identities
(Dooly & Vinagre, 2022) and functioning as “interpreters of meanings” through critical reflection
on their experiences (Liddicoat, 2019). In this study, the selected materials were therefore designed
to encourage learners to share and reflect on intercultural pragmatic experiences, promoting
awareness not only of feedback exchange but also of the social and interpersonal judgements

underlying them.

In summary, the selection of authentic materials in this study was informed by multiple
interrelated criteria drawn from previous research. These included real-world relevance, cultural
and linguistic appropriateness, cognitive suitability, multimodality, the use of humour and visual
engagement, intercultural stories, and familiarity with learners’ experiences. Considering these

elements ensured that the selected materials would not only support learners’ communicative and
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pragmatic development but also enhance motivation and engagement. Accordingly, these
principles guided the choice of the authentic materials incorporated into the intervention (see

Appendix U for tasks 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5).

Challenges of incorporating authentic materials in EFL. While authentic materials
offer significant benefits in ESL/EFL classrooms, they also present certain challenges. One major
concern is their linguistic and cultural complexity, which can make comprehension and
interpretation difficult for learners (Al-Musallam, 2009; Yang, 2021). Additionally, students may
struggle due to a lack of relevant background knowledge and cultural familiarity, requiring
teachers to provide extra support and scaffolding (Liu & Song, 2020). Another challenge is that
authentic materials do not always correspond to learners’ proficiency levels or align with specific
learning objectives (Al-Musallam, 2009; Yang, 2021, Chen, 2020). As a result, teachers need to
carefully select these materials to ensure they are both accessible and pedagogically effective for
their students. Despite these challenges, research has shown that using authentic materials in
ESL/EFL classrooms can be effective in developing learners’ language proficiency and
communicative competence (e.g., Al-Musallam, 2009; Yang, 2021; Liao & Lee, 2020, Liu &

Song, 2020).

Authentic materials and EFL pragmatics instruction. Despite the recognised benefits
of authentic materials in general language instruction, there is relatively limited research
addressing the application of authentic materials specifically in pragmatics instruction. While
much has been said about their role in developing linguistic skills (Gilmore, 2007; Berardo, 2006),
fewer studies have explored how these materials contribute to learners’ development of pragmatic

competence, particularly in relation to sociopragmatic and pragmalinguistic knowledge (Ishihara
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& Cohen, 2014; Taguchi, 2015; Vasquez & Sharpless, 2009). In the Saudi EFL context, the use of
authentic materials remains limited, as classroom instruction continues to rely largely on
prescribed textbooks. Al-Seghayer (2024) examined the current state of pragmatic competence in
Saudi EFL education, identifying key challenges, consequences, and strategies for overcoming
existing barriers. He advocated the incorporation of authentic materials alongside textbooks to
better prepare learners for intercultural communication. As discussed in Section 3.5, previous
research has mainly concentrated on the effectiveness of instructed pragmatics, particularly in
relation to methodological approaches (explicit versus implicit instruction) and the use of
multimodal tools. For instance, Al-Smari (2020) explored the use of films, while Al-Qadha, Al-
Wasy, and Mahdi (2021) investigated the use of WhatsApp in pragmatics instruction. Such studies
have typically prioritised measuring effectiveness, often through materials originally designed for
native speakers of English. This indicates that there is limited research on how authentic materials
can be systematically used to develop pragmatic competence in Saudi EFL learners, particularly
with materials adapted to their cultural and linguistic needs, beyond simply measuring

effectiveness with native-speaker materials.

Accordingly, this study contributes to the literature by addressing the underexplored
intersection of authentic materials and pragmatics instruction in EFL tertiary contexts. It offers
empirical insights into how these materials—especially when selected with attention to cultural
relevance, multimodality, and familiarity—can enhance the teaching and learning of pragmatic
features. Given the aim of this research—exploring EFL teachers’ and learners’ perceptions of
pragmatics instruction in feedback exchange—understanding these perceptions is crucial because

it can reveal how authentic materials are experienced, interpreted, and applied in practice.
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3.2.2 Task-based language teaching (TBLT)

Task-Based Language Teaching (TBLT) has been conceptualised in the literature as both
an approach and a method that uses tasks as the primary vehicle for language instruction, aiming
to enhance learners’ communicative competence through the use of authentic language (Ellis,
2003; Van den Branden, 2016; Li, 2023; Kim et al., 2023). Gradually gaining acceptance among
applied linguists and language practitioners, TBLT has become a prominent method in language
teaching due to its focus on authentic tasks and learner-centred instruction (Ellis, 2003; Li, 2023;
Kim et al., 2023), which can be opposed to more traditional, “teacher-dominated” approaches
(Van den Branden, Bygate & Norris, 2009, p. 3). TBLT is often seen as a development of
Communicative Language Teaching (CLT), emphasising the integration of language skills like
reading and writing through task completion instead of teaching grammar in isolation (Ellis, 2003;

Van den Branden, 2016; Li, 2023).

In the context of TBLT, the term “task” is characterised as “a basic unit to describe the
three angles of the basic educational triangle: educational goal, pedagogic activity, and
assessment” (Van den Branden et al., 2009, p. 5), potentially incorporating both form-focused and
meaning-focused activities (Breen, 1989, as cited in Ellis, 2003). Ellis et al., (2020) identified four

key features that define a “task” in language learning (p. 10):

1. Focus on meaning: the main goal of the task is for learners to communicate
meaningfully, rather than just practicing grammar and vocabulary alone;
2. Gap: there is kind of missing information, difference in opinions, or need to infer

something, which encourages learners to communicate;
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3. Use of linguistic and non-linguistic resources: learners rely mainly on their own
language skills and prior knowledge to complete the task; and
4. Communicative outcome: the task has a clear goal that involves communication in a

variety of contexts.

Furthermore, the focus of TBLT is on “interactivity, authenticity, and process,” following
educational principles, providing teaching scaffolding, active learning, integration, and reflection
(Li, 2023: p. 3). According to Li (2023) interactivity in TBLT can be achieved through
collaborative tasks that require learners to negotiate meaning, exchange ideas, and respond to one
and another’s contributions. Bachman & Palmer (1996) define authenticity as the extent to which
a language task reflects real-world language use, while Guariento & Morley (2001) emphasise that
authentic tasks simulate genuine communicative purposes rather than focusing solely on linguistic
accuracy. The process-oriented nature of TBLT, as Ellis (2003) explains, lies in engaging learners
in meaningful use of language as they plan, perform, and reflect on tasks, using various linguistic

resources to construct meaning (Ellis, 2003).

An important pedagogical consideration in TBLT is how tasks can be integrated into a
coherent cycle of instruction. According to Willis (1996, as cited in Ellis, 2003), a “task cycle”
consists of three broad phases: (1) pre-task, where teacher introduces the topic and tasks to students
along with the steps required to complete it; (2) task, where students use the language knowledge
they have learned to complete the task to the best of their ability; and (3) language focus, which
includes analysis (where students analyse and evaluate the execution of tasks by other groups)
and practice (where students practice language difficulties under the guidance of the teacher).

Tasks, however, could also be implemented in other forms such as individual or collaborative work
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(pair or group work) to facilitate opportunities for exchanging knowledge and negotiating meaning
within pair or group interaction, potentially resulting in language learning (Taguchi & Kim, 2016).
Accordingly, in this study, the designed tasks encouraged learners to interact meaningfully through
conscious-raising (CR), guided-discovery, and practice-and-reflect tasks. Learners engaged with
authentic materials that mirrored real-world feedback exchanges and intercultural encounters,
analysing feedback samples and comparing and contrasting pragmatic choices across in Arabic
and English contexts. This research sets out to understand how the iterative process of performing,
analysing, and reflecting on tasks enabled students to develop a deeper awareness of pragmatic
variation and to apply this understanding in authentic communicative situations. Further details of

the design are provided in Chapter 4: Methodology.

Expanding the scope of TBLT: From grammar to pragmatics. TBLT has gained
recognition as a meaning-focused pedagogical approach within the broader shift away from
traditional form-focused pedagogical approaches, such as grammar-translation or presentation—
practice—production. Rather than positioning TBLT as a direct replacement for earlier methods,
this study adopts it due to its capacity to integrate real-world communication, learner agency, and
contextualised language use (Ellis, 2003; Van den Branden, 2016; Li, 2023; Van den Branden et
al., 2009), features that align closely with the aims of intercultural pragmatics. Previous research
has demonstrated that task-based instruction can enhance second language development through
negotiation of meaning, focus on form, social interaction through consciousness-raising activities,
and self-discovery tasks that promote both deductive and inductive learning (e.g., Kim, 2008;
Long, 1985, 2015; Nunan, 2004, 2015, Pham, 2020). These affordances make TBLT a particularly
effective pedagogical medium for embedding authentic materials and fostering learners’ pragmatic

awareness.
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The majority of previous studies have focused on the learning of lexico-grammatical
features through task performance or on teachers’ perceptions of using TBLT. However,
researchers have recently advocated for expanding the scope of research on task performance and
learning outcomes beyond grammar and vocabulary, an extension that includes pragmatic aspects
of language use (Gonzalez-Lloret, 2019; Gonzalez-Lloret & Ortega, 2018; Taguchi & Kim, 2018;
Kim et al., 2023). Kim et al., (2023), as well as Wei and Zhao (2024), have suggested that one
effective way to foster long-term learning in pragmatics is through the design and implementation
of tasks that integrate both learned pragmatics and new linguistic features within authentic, real-
world contexts. By incorporating tasks that encourage students to recycle and build upon their
prior knowledge, teachers can help learners consolidate their understanding of pragmatic skills and
connect them with new linguistic features, thereby enhancing their overall language proficiency
and pragmatic competence. Kim et al., (2023), for example, compared traditional textbook-based
instruction with task-based instruction in teaching advice-giving strategies to Korean high school
students. Their study involved the design of authentic blog-posting tasks that simulated online
Q&A forums, encouraging learners to engage in meaningful communication. The results revealed
that while both groups improved their pragmatic competence, the task-based group outperformed
the traditionally taught group, particularly in mastering complex bi-clausal constructions in advice-
giving. These findings underscore the potential of TBLT to enhance the learning of pragmatic
features by creating interactive, real-world tasks that promote deeper engagement with the
language.

Despite this growing body of research, no studies in the Saudi EFL context have yet
adopted TBLT to teach pragmatics, leaving a gap in understanding how task-based instruction can

foster pragmatic and intercultural awareness among Saudi learners. This study, therefore, extends



FEEDBACK ON FEEDBACK 104

the scope of TBLT from grammar to pragmatics by designing a series of tasks that integrate
authentic materials with guided-discovery and consciousness-raising activities. Through this
approach, learners are encouraged to notice, interpret, and apply pragmatic features in authentic
contexts, thus engaging in a process-oriented, interactive, and reflective learning experience (see
Appendix U).
3.2.3 Formula-based approach

There are many terms in the literature that describe the concept of formulaicity, including
but not limited to formulaic language, formulaic sequences, gambits, formulas, fixed expressions,
frozen phrases, pragmatic routines, and stereotyped phrases (Wray, 2000; Nergis, 2021; Peters &
Pauwels, 2015; Taylor, 2002). However, in this study, the term formulaic sequence (FS) is adopted

following Wray (2000:09), who defines it as follows:

A sequence, continuous or discontinuous, of words or other meaning elements,
which is, or perhaps appears to be, prefabricated: that is, stored and retrieved whole
from memory at the time of use, rather than being subject to generation or analysis

by the language grammar.

Formulaic sequences are highly routinised and could play a key role in contextually
appropriate language use. They benefit both speaker’s production and hearer’s comprehension
especially in discourse organisation (Wray, 2000). They contribute to communicative efficiency
by saving effort in cognitive processing and achieving interactional functions (McGuire & Larson-
Hall, 2017). To illustrate, Wray (2000), drawing on Pawley and Syder (1983:195), highlights how
formulaic sequences contribute to natural and socially appropriate communication. They contrast

the natural-sounding expression “I’m so glad you could bring Harry” with several grammatically



FEEDBACK ON FEEDBACK 105

correct but pragmatically awkward alternatives, such as “That Harry could be brought by you
makes me so glad” and “That you could bring Harry gladdens me so.” These unnatural
constructions underscore how formulaic expressions contribute to fluent, idiomatic, and socially
appropriate language use— features that L2 learners may fail to acquire without explicit instruction

or sufficient exposure to conventionalised language patterns.

In the domain of directive speech acts, previous research (e.g., Taguchi, 2015) has often
prioritised the use of explicit formulae—particularly modal verbs—over other grammatical
structures, largely due to their saliency and frequency in everyday communication. However, such
studies have often paid less attention to the pragmatic force and interpersonal considerations
embedded in these acts, such as politeness, and face mitigation (Leech, 2014, Taguchi, 2015; Al-
Hammad, 2022). In the context of written feedback, Hyland and Hyland’s (2001) findings showed
that a substantial majority of teacher suggestions were formulated using a set of modal verbs—
such as need to, could, should, and would and the verb try, which were used to soften the directive
force of the comments. Suggestions that lacked these mitigating linguistic features were typically
classified as criticism. However, this reliance on modal-based formulae may pose challenges for
EFL learners, particularly those unfamiliar with the pragmatic functions of formulaic sequences in

intercultural contexts.

Scope of formula-based approach. Research has increasingly focused on the
effectiveness of instructional strategies in facilitating the acquisition and productive use of
formulaic sequences (FS) in EFL contexts. The applications of formula-based approaches have
largely focused on the linguistic dimensions of language use—particularly at the level of fixed

expressions within sentence frames that support grammatical accuracy and fluency such as
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vocabulary, grammar, listening, speaking, and writing. Boers, Dang, and Strong (2017), for
example, critically examined conventional textbook exercises for teaching verb—noun collocations
and compared them with alternative instructional formats. They conducted their own quasi-
experimental study with EFL learners using three different types of fill-in-the-blank tasks: (1)
choose the appropriate verb, (2) complete the verb by using a first-letter cue, and (3) choose the
appropriate intact phrase. Their findings indicate that presenting learners with intact phrases leads
to more effective acquisition of both meaning and collocational accuracy. Similarly, Peters and
Pauwels (2015) found that explicit instruction in academic vocabulary led to significant gains in
recognition, cued production, and spontaneous use among EFL learners. Notably, activities
involving cued output produced higher learning outcomes than recognition alone, highlighting the

importance of active, task-based engagement for effective FS acquisition.

Wu (2014), on the other hand, investigated the effects of task-based instruction on the
development of FS development among college-level English learners. She emphasised that FS
acquisition should be positioned as a central goal in language education, with instructors serving
as essential models for demonstrating authentic languages in class. Wu further proposed that
pedagogical practices should facilitate learners’ internalisation of FS through frequent and
meaningful task-based exposure, reducing over-reliance on the teacher. Collectively, these studies
shed light on the importance of instructional strategies that present formulaic sequences through

engaging, contextually rich learning experiences.

The focus on language in Nergis (2021) was on spoken academic English, specifically
targeting L2 oral fluency through the explicit instruction and practice of formulaic sequences (FS).

The study emphasised utterance fluency (measured via temporal fluency metrics like speed and
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pruned speech rate) and compared the effectiveness of FS instruction versus single academic
vocabulary instruction in improving learners’ spoken fluency in English for Academic Purposes
(EAP) contexts. Similarly, McGuire and Larson-Hall (2017) investigated the impact of explicit
instruction in FS on the spoken fluency of ESL learners, involving two groups: a control group
which engaged in speaking and listening practice through a task-based approach using authentic
English input, and a treatment group which followed the same approach but with the added focus
of noticing and using FS drawn from weekly topic-based transcripts. They concluded that teaching

FS explicitly can lead to greater gains in both increased use of phrase and improved fluency.

Similarly, motivated by concerns over the low English proficiency of Saudi students in
schools and universities, researchers in the Saudi EFL context have investigated ways to improve
learners’ language skills. For instance, Albelihi (2022) demonstrated that explicit instruction in
lexical chunks significantly enhanced learners’ speaking fluency, while Algarni (2019) examined
academic English formulas in a Preparatory Year Program ELT textbook, identifying the most
frequent 3-, 4-, and 5-word formulas and highlighting the limited inclusion of high-utility formulas
from the Academic Formulas List. However, Al-Hammed (2022) implemented explicit FS
instruction to teach the pragmatics of requests. Yet, despite the inclusion of formulaic sequences,
the study assessed learners’ performance based on target-language norms of appropriateness,
offering limited insight into learners’ sociocultural interpretations or their pragmatic decision-

making.

In summary, there is substantial evidence supporting the effectiveness of a formula-based
approach to language instruction. Moreover, the observation that L2 learners often possess a

limited repertoire of formulaic expressions and may lack the pragmatic awareness necessary to use
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them appropriately indicates the need for further investigation into the role of FS in pragmatics
instruction. Given that language arguably is, to some extent, formulaic in nature (Peters and
Pauwels, 2015), extending the scope from purely linguistic to pragmatic dimensions could involve
recognising that formulaic sequences also serve social functions. In spoken and written
communication, learners must not only express themselves accurately but also manage
interpersonal relationships, mitigate face threats, and align with discourse norms (Tseng, 2002;
Bardovi-Harlig and Dornyei, 1998). Integrating formulaic language instruction with pragmatics
instruction could support learners to use FS appropriately and politely in different diverse social

situations.

This study shifts the focus from evaluating learners’ pragmatic performance solely against
normative criteria to examining their sociocultural interpretations and pragmatic choices,
particularly in how they perceive and apply formulaic sequences in context. In this study,
formulaic sequences (FS) are introduced to learners not simply as items to be memorized, but as
tools to raise awareness of how language is used in context. While FS can support accurate and
socially appropriate expression, in intercultural pragmatic contexts they are presented with
caution: learners are encouraged not to rely solely on recalling fixed expressions, but to use them
as a resource while negotiating meaning (Kecskés, 2016). This approach emphasises learners’
active engagement in interpreting social cues, adapting language to different interlocutors, and
making pragmatic choices that reflect both accuracy and appropriateness in real communicative
situations. This could include expressing considerations to learners’ agency while maintaining face
and politeness. Prior to determining the appropriate feedback structure, it is essential to assess the
communicative context and the social dynamics involved (see section 2.6 Feedback as a Pragmatic

Act). Figure 3.1 below provides an overview of part one: pedagogical theories and approaches.
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Figure 3.1

Overview of Part one: Pedagogical Theories and Approaches

Part 1: Pedagogical Theories and Approaches

3.1 Theoretical Considerations on Teaching Pragmatics in EFL

3.1.1 Noticing Hypothesis
3.1.2 Input Enhancement

3.2 Pedagogical Approaches on Teaching Pragmatics in EFL

3.2.1 Authentic Materials
3.2.2 Task-based Language Teaching (TBLT)
3.2.3 Formula-based Approach

Part Two: Empirical background
3.3 A Brief note on the history of teaching pragmatics in EFL
The field of pragmatics research in teaching pragmatics in EFL has seen significant
development, with studies focusing on various aspects of pragmatics teaching and learning. Four
distinct research directions have emerged, mostly within interlanguage pragmatics development:
observational studies, intervention studies, curriculum-development studies, and perception
studies. Each of these areas offers valuable insights into different facets of pragmatics teaching

and learning.
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First, observational studies, which adopt a social perspective on language learning, have
focused on documenting the incidental (unplanned) acquisition of pragmatics in the classroom
(Basturkmen & Nguyen, 2017). Second, intervention studies, grounded in a cognitive perspective,
have experimented to evaluate the effects of different pedagogical strategies and approaches on
developing pragmatic competence (Kasper, 2010; Taguchi, 2015). Third, curriculum-
development studies intended to enhance the pragmatic competence of adult EFL learners and in
turn improve their overall communicative competence (e.g., Borer, 2018). Finally, perception
studies have explored both teachers’ and learners’ perspectives of pragmatics instruction. While
teacher-focused studies investigate how teachers’ knowledge, beliefs, and perceptions shape their
instructional practices, learner-focused studies examine how students conceptualise pragmatics
learning, identifying gaps between instructional practices and learners’ needs to inform more
effective teaching approaches.

Together, these research directions provide a comprehensive understanding of how
pragmatics is taught and learned in EFL contexts. While observational studies have provided
valuable insights into the incidental acquisition of pragmatics, the following sections will focus on
the remaining three areas—intervention studies, curriculum-development studies, and perception
studies—as they serve as the background for this research.

3.4 Instructional intervention studies

The growing recognition of pragmatics has led to an increasing focus on pragmatics
instruction, resulting in a substantial body of research. Taguchi and Youn’s (2022) synthesis
review identified a total of 77 empirical studies, published between 1989 and 2021, that examined
the effects of instruction on the development of pragmatic knowledge. Prior to this, Taguchi’s

(2015) review reported nearly 60 instructional intervention studies in L2 pragmatics, spanning
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from the 1990s up to 2013. Most of these studies employed quasi-experimental designs (Taguchi,
2015; Plonsky & Zhuang, 2019) and explored pragmatics instruction across various contextual and
learner factors, instructional approaches, target features, and assessment measures. They compared
a variety of instructional methods such as explicit and implicit instruction, input- and output-based
instruction, skill acquisition and practice, metapragmatic discussion, and more recently,
technology-enhanced instruction (Taguchi, 2015; Plonsky and Zhuang, 2019; Derakhshan &
Shakki, 2022; Taguchi and Youn 2022; Halenko, 2021). The common focus of these studies is the
acquisition of L2 pragmatic features, particularly speech acts such as requests, apologies, and
refusals, which have received extensive research due to their frequent use in daily communication.
Those studies have been driven by considerable challenges second language (L2) learners face in
intercultural communication, given that learning pragmatics requires navigating the complex
mappings between form, meaning, function, force, and context (Taguchi, 2015). These mappings
are not only complex but also variable, as they do not adhere to fixed, one-to-one correspondences

(Taguchi, 2015; Plonsky and Zhuang, 2019; Derakhshan & Shakki, 2022).

There is a well-established line of review papers on instructed pragmatics (Kasper & Rose
1999; Norris and Ortega, 2000; Jeon and Kaya, 2006; Taguchi, 2012, 2015; Badjadi, 2016; and
Plonsky and Zhuang, 2019; Derakhshan & Shakki, 2022; Taguchi and Youn 2022), all of which
consistently emphasise that instruction on speech acts has significantly contributed to support
learners acquire and perform socially appropriate speech acts. Notably, Jeon & Kaya’s (2006)
meta-analysis identified 34 instructional studies, while Taguchi’s (2015) review expanded this to
60 studies and Taguchi and Youn’s (2022) review to 77 studies. These reviews provide compelling
evidence that pragmatics is teachable and that learners who receive formal instruction—

particularly through explicit methods such as direct explanations, metapragmatic discussions, and
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structured practice—tend to develop higher levels of pragmatic competence than those who do not
receive instruction. In short, the need for pragmatics instruction can be captured in two points: (a)
it helps learners acquire challenging L2 pragmatic features more efficiently, which are hard to
master through exposure alone, and (b) in foreign language contexts, it is vital due to the limited
chances for exposure to the target language’s pragmatic norms and the lack of practice

opportunities (Jeon & Kaya, 2006).

While there is a general trend supporting the effectiveness of L2 pragmatics instruction,
significant variations exist across studies. Inconclusive findings highlight the complex nature of
L2 pragmatics instruction and suggest that moderators, such as variables influencing the magnitude
of effects, may impact instructional outcomes (Taguchi, 2012, 2015; Badjadi, 2016; Plonsky &
Zhuang, 2019; Derakhshan & Shakki, 2022). Despite these variations, explicit instruction is often
viewed as superior due to its clear, structured approach, which provides learners with direct
explanations of pragmatic rules and norms. Consequently, this section will examine the roles of
both explicit and implicit instruction in L2 pragmatics, considering their unique contributions to
learners’ pragmatic development.

3.4.1 Explicit instruction

One widely recognised approach to teaching pragmatics is explicit instruction, which
involves directly teaching learners the pragmatic rules and conventions of the target language.
Explicit instruction is an intentional and structured method that equips learners with the necessary
knowledge to understand and apply pragmatic norms effectively (Ishihara & Cohen, 2014;
Taguchi, 2015). At the core of explicit instruction is a deductive learning process that emphasises
monitoring, noticing, and extensive metapragmatic explanation (Ishihara & Cohen, 2014; Taguchi,

2015). Unlike implicit instruction, which encourages incidental learning, explicit instruction
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follows a structured and teacher-driven approach, characterised by specificity and demonstrative
teaching (Ellis, 2008; Taguchi, 2015).

Is explicit instruction effective? As mentioned earlier, Taguchi (2015), Plonsky and
Zhuang (2019), and Taguchi and Youn’s (2022) expanded upon Jeon and Kaya’s work, offering a
more refined estimate of the effectiveness of pragmatics instruction. Their analyses encompassed
over 50 studies available up to 2013, 2016, 2021 respectively. Taguchi’s (2015) findings indicate
that explicit instruction was the predominant approach, with 25 studies incorporating direct
metapragmatic explanations, while only two relied on implicit methods that withheld explanations.
Other studies adopted a combination of different approaches, yet the greater efficacy of explicit
instruction was particularly evident. Two treatment conditions emerged as key contributors to its
success: direct metapragmatic information, which raises learners’ awareness of target forms, and

production practice, which facilitates the active use and internalisation of these forms.

While explicit and implicit instruction can both promote pragmatic development, research
suggests that explicit instruction may lead to greater learning gains. For example, Nguyen, Pham,
& Pham (2012) examined the relative effects of implicit and explicit instructional methods in
teaching constructive criticism. The explicit group engaged in consciousness-raising activities,
received metapragmatic explanations, participated in class discussions on sociopragmatic and
pragmalinguistic aspects, completed productive tasks and reflection activities, and received
explicit correction of both form and meaning. In contrast, the implicit group was exposed to
pragmalinguistic input enhancement and recasts, participated in communicative tasks, and
completed the same reflection task as the explicit group. Although both groups showed significant
improvement in their ability to deliver constructive criticism, the explicit group achieved superior

outcomes. Moreover, Takimoto’s (2008) study, which compared deductive and inductive explicit



FEEDBACK ON FEEDBACK 114

input-based instruction in teaching learners how to use lexical/phrasal and syntactic down-graders
to perform complex requests. All treatment groups significantly outperformed the control group,
demonstrating that both forms of explicit instruction effectively enhanced learners’ pragmatic
competence. However, a decrease in listening performance at the follow-up stage was observed
only in the deductive group, suggesting that while deductive instruction may produce immediate
gains, inductive instruction may lead to more durable outcomes. These results highlight not only
the overall effectiveness of explicit instruction but also the importance of instructional design and

treatment in promoting durable pragmatic competence.

Explicit instruction demonstrates its greatest effectiveness in assessment tasks that demand
a high degree of cognitive engagement, particularly in production-based activities and real-time
language interactions (e.g., role-plays) (Taguchi, 2015; Plonsky & Zhuang, 2019). Research has
shown that task complexity presents a cognitive challenge, making explicit instruction
indispensable when learners must process language rapidly and accurately in spontaneous speech.
However, this perspective has been questioned, as some studies suggest that explicit instruction
may not always be appropriate for managing complex tasks, especially when learners engage in

meaning-focused interactions that do not rely on explicit explanations.

Martinez-Flor and Fukuya (2005) and Fukuya and Martinez-Flor (2008) examined how
online and offline tasks influence instructional effects. In their study, the explicit group received
metapragmatics instruction, whereas the implicit group practiced through role-play with recasts.
The results indicated that explicit instruction was more beneficial in the phone message task, where
participants recorded a suggestion on an answering machine. However, both groups performed

equally well in the e-mail task, which required learners to write a suggestion via e-mail. These
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findings suggest that explicit instruction provides knowledge robust enough to help learners

overcome processing demands in assessment tasks that require immediate response.

In contrast, other studies have demonstrated that implicit instruction, particularly in
cognitively complex tasks, can effectively facilitate L2 pragmatic development by encouraging
interaction and meaning negotiation. Gilabert and Baron (2013) investigated the effects of task
complexity on L2 learners’ use of requests and suggestions through three problem-solving tasks:
an instruction-giving map task, a narrative reconstruction task, and a decision-making task. These
tasks require learners to engage in interaction without direct metapragmatic explanations, implying
an implicit instructional approach. They found that task complexity significantly influences how
learners interact with the tasks, increasing interactional features like clarification and
comprehension checks, especially in the narrative and map tasks. However, the decision-making

task was not as sensitive to changes in task complexity, except for an increase in self-repairs.

In the decision-making task, learners had to choose from multiple possible solutions rather
than working toward a single answer. Because of this, they did not rely heavily on clarification
requests, comprehension checks, or confirmation requests, which were used in the study as
measures. Instead, learners demonstrated different types of interaction, such as making suggestions
or expressing agreement/disagreement. This indicates that the nature of the task itself dictated the
kind of interaction that took place, rather than whether learners had been explicitly taught certain

language features or acquired them implicitly through practice.

Together, these findings demonstrate that explicit instruction generally is more effective in
enhancing both production and recognition knowledge of pragmatic features, particularly those

requiring greater cognitive effort. However, the findings illustrate that implicit instruction can also
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be valuable in handling task complexity especially in interactive meaning-focused tasks. Given
that much of the research in this area has prioritised explicit instruction, it is essential to examine
the potential of implicit methods, particularly in tasks that naturally facilitate pragmatic awareness.
In the following section, I explore how implicit instruction can contribute to pragmatics learning,

considering the conditions under which it proves most effective.

3.4.2 Implicit instruction

Implicit instruction focuses on learning through authentic exposure, interaction, and
practice without explicitly teaching pragmatic rules (Ishihara & Cohen, 2014; Ellis, 2008; Taguchi,
2012). Building on Ortega’s (2009:94) definition of incidental learning— “learning without
intention, while doing something else”—Tateyama (2019) and Basturkmen & Nguyen (2017) have
argued that L2 pragmatics learning in the classroom can also happen incidentally. This perspective,
however, has received limited attention in the existing body of research. Rather than relying on
direct explanations, this approach suggests that learners can develop pragmatic competence
through unconscious cognitive processes, much like first language speakers (Ellis, 2008; Ishihara
& Cohen, 2014; Taguchi, 2015). It often employs consciousness-raising tasks in which learners
are guided to notice the target pragmatic feature through examples or dialogues, without receiving
a direct or explicit explanation from the teacher or the instructional materials (Jeon and Kaya,

2006; Taguchi, 2015; Basturkmen & Nguyen, 2017).

Is implicit instruction effective? The debate over whether explicit or implicit instruction
is more effective remains complex, with research as indicated previously, generally favouring
explicit instruction. However, some scholars suggest that this perceived advantage may stem from

the absence of a clear, comprehensive definition of implicit instruction—one that extends beyond
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mere exposure to pragmatic input (Basturkmen & Nguyen, 2017)—or from the limited depth of
activities used in studies on implicit instruction (Taguchi, 2015). Moreover, the predominance of
explicit instruction in the literature is partly due to the limited and often superficial treatment of
implicit instruction, which has not been explored with the same methodological rigor or depth.
(Taguchi, 2015; Basturkmen & Nguyen, 2017; Plonsky & Zhuang, 2019). In their meta-analysis,
Plonsky and Zhuang (2019) highlighted the effectiveness of explicit instruction in enhancing
learners’ pragmatic competence. However, due to small sample sizes and the large variability in
results, as indicated by the 95% confidence intervals, definitive conclusions regarding the
superiority of explicit or implicit instruction remain elusive. Furthermore, the dichotomous
classification of instructional types has been questioned (e.g., Plonsky & Zhuang, 2019; Taguchi,
2015). For instance, explicit instruction often incorporates implicit activities, raising the question
of whether it is the metapragmatic information or the implicit activities that are actually
responsible for the observed effects. Additionally, Plonsky & Zhuang, (2019) further note that
implicit instruction itself exists on a continuum of implicitness. For example, consciousness-
raising tasks are more explicit than simple input exposure, yet both are typically categorised as
“implicit” instruction. Given these nuances, the effectiveness of implicit instruction remains
difficult to assess conclusively.

Furthermore, research has highlighted the differential effects of implicit instruction on
pragmalinguistic and sociopragmatic competence. Previous studies (e.g., Alcon-Soler, 2005;
Martinez-Flor & Fukuya, 2005; Tateyama, 2007; Nguyen et al., 2012) suggest that implicit
instruction is more effective in facilitating pragmalinguistic development, as learners can infer
conventional expressions and linguistic forms through repeated exposure and interaction.

However, sociopragmatic knowledge often requires more explicit guidance to ensure learners
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internalise nuanced aspects of appropriateness in different communicative settings. Despite these
differential effects, research has shown that implicit instruction can lead to significant pragmatic
gains when it incorporates structured exposure, interaction, and guided noticing (Nguyen et al.,
2012; Alcon-Soler, 2005; Taguchi, 2015). Input enhancement, recasts, classroom interaction, and
consciousness-raising tasks—commonly associated with implicit instruction in the literature—
have been found to facilitate pragmatic awareness and development (Taguchi, 2015; Basturkmen
& Nguyen, 2017; Taguchi and Youn, 2022).

Input enhancement is a key implicit instructional technique that draws learners’ attention
to pragmatic forms without explicit explanation. Alcon-Soler (2005) demonstrated that textually
enhanced input—where target features are highlighted—can facilitate learners’ noticing of
pragmatic structures such as request strategies. This method supports Schmidt’s (1993, 2001)
noticing hypothesis, which posits that attention to input is necessary for it to become intake. By
increasing the salience of target forms in authentic contexts, input enhancement fosters implicit
learning without the need for overt instruction.

Implicit instruction also includes corrective feedback techniques such as recasts, where
instructors reformulate learners’ errors without overt correction. Fukuya & Zhang (2002)
investigated the role of recasts in teaching request-making strategies to English as a Foreign
Language. Their study revealed that learners who received recasts during role-play activities
significantly improved their request forms in post-tests. By providing immediate, contextually
relevant reformulations, recasts helped learners develop awareness of pragmalinguistic
conventions without disrupting communication.

Classroom interaction, particularly teacher talk, serves as an implicit instructional tool that

influences learners’ pragmatic development. While explicit instruction has been shown to be
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effective in promoting appropriate pragmatic use, Tateyama (2007) observed that because the
teacher’s talk was predominantly direct, students tended to use direct request forms. This suggests
that the nature of teacher input can significantly shape learners’ pragmatic choices, even without
explicit teaching. In her study, frequent exposure to direct request forms in classroom discourse
was reflected in learners’ pre-test performance, demonstrating that implicit instruction through
classroom interaction can lead to noticeable pragmatic development. However, after an explicit
instructional intervention, learners showed an increased use of indirect request strategies because
the instruction deliberately employed explicit methods to guide learners toward using indirect
request forms. These findings suggest that even without explicit instruction, exposure to certain
pragmatic features in classroom interaction can enhance learners’ ability to use them.

Consciousness-raising tasks blend elements of both implicit and explicit instruction by
encouraging learners to compare and analyse pragmatic forms. Narita (2012) employed such tasks
to teach Japanese hearsay evidential markers (e.g., rashii meaning ‘I heard that’), demonstrating
that structured noticing activities can facilitate awareness and learning. Learners engaged in
comparative analysis between English and Japanese, which led to significant gains in their
pragmatic awareness. These findings challenge the notion that explicit instruction is always
necessary, highlighting the potential of implicit methods that integrate awareness-raising
techniques.

Overall, the findings highlight that implicit instruction, when structured with interaction
and noticing techniques, can effectively enhance learners’ pragmalinguistic competence, while
sociopragmatic competence often benefits from additional explicit guidance. This perspective
accounts for why certain intervention studies have explored treatments that, despite being

categorised as explicit instruction, inherently incorporate implicit elements that seem to enhance
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their effectiveness such as structured practice and drills (Lyster, 1994), consciousness-raising
activities and corrective feedback (Alcon-Soler, 2007; Koike & Pearson, 2005; Nguyen et al.,
2012; Nguyen et al., 2018), and the interplay between explicit and inductive approaches (Martinez-
Flor, 2008; Glaser, 2016; Qi & Lai, 2017; Takimoto, 2008; Fordyce, 2013). However, the precise
mechanisms underlying this effectiveness remain inconclusive, as no definitive causal link has
been established.

Therefore, the intervention in the current study benefited from both explicit and implicit
instruction including consciousness-raising tasks (Ellis, 2003; Narita, 2012); (2) metapragmatic
explanation (Taguchi, 2015); (3) class discussion on pragmalinguistics and sociopragmatics
(Nguyen et al., 2012); (4) self-discovery tasks (Takimoto, 2008; Ishihara & Cohn, 2014); (5)
practice and reflection tasks (Nguyen et al., 2012; Ishihara & Cohn, 2014); and (6) Feedback
(Olshtain & Cohen, 1991). The following table maps a variety of pedagogical principles drawing
on research findings to specific tasks designed in the intervention. Table 3.1 below provides a
summary of intervention studies on explicit and implicit instruction in L2/EFL pragmatics. The
following section, however, narrows the focus to instructional intervention studies on speech acts

in the Saudi EFL context.
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Table 3.1

Intervention Studies on Explicit and Implicit Instruction in L2 Pragmatics
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T f
Study ype 0_ Treatment features Target Feature Measure outcome Findings
Instruction
Nguyen et al. Explicit vs. Metapragmatic explanations; Constructive Discourse completion | Both effective, but
(2012) Implicit conscious-raising tasks; feedback criticism task (DCT); Role-play; | explicit led to
oral peer feedback superior outcomes
Martinez-Flor & | Explicit vs. Metapragmatic explanation; role plays | Suggestions Phone message; E-mail | Explicit better in
Fukuya (2005) Implicit with recasts phone task: no
difference in e-mail
task
Fukuya & Explicit vs. Metapragmatic explanation; role plays | Suggestions Phone message; E-mail | Similar to 2005
Martinez-Flor Implicit with recasts findings
(2008)
Fordyce (2013) | Explicit vs. Explicit deductive Epistemic stance | Three writing tasks Explicit instruction
Implicit (metalinguistic/metapragmatic (pre-test, post-test, LY L effective
explanation) + Inductive delayed post-test) in both immediately
. L. ) - and after 5 months;
(consciousness-raising tasks); Input two genres: photo
flood deserinti d both methods were
00 esc%lptlon an similarly effective
LU ) for forms not
known pre-
instruction
Taylor (2002) Explicit Cultural comparisons (e.g., U.S. vs. Spanish gambits | Discussion; role-play | Effective only in
discussion

Latin American pragmatic norms);
scripted dialogues
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Study Type Of, Treatment features Target Feature | Measure outcome Findings
Instruction
Alcén-Solar Explicit vs. Awareness- raising tasks; Requests Metapragmatic Both effective, but
(2005) Implicit metapragmatic feedback; input strategies awareness (MAQ) explicit
enhancement; questionnaire; written 911tquonned
role-plays implicit on role
plays not on MAQ
Narita (2012) Implicit Consciousness-raising tasks Japanese Knowledge tests; oral | Significant
hearsay markers | production interactiqn effect;
(e.g., rashii) comparative
analysis increased
pragmatic
awareness
Fukuya & Zhang | Implicit Recasts during role-plays Requests DCT Highly effective
(2002) strategies (increase in various
request forms)
Gilabert & Implicit Task complexity; interaction without Clarification Map task; narrative Interaction
Barén (2013) metapragmatic explanation requests; task; decision-making increased with task
comprehension | task complexity
checks;
confirmation
requests
Abolfathiasl & Explicit Consciousness-raising tasks Suggestions DCT Indirect suggestion

Abdullah (2015)

increased
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3.5 Instructional intervention studies on speech acts: Focus on Saudi context

Research has indicated that Saudi Arabian speakers face challenges in intercultural
communication when speaking English, as evidenced by studies examining the speech acts of
native Arabic speakers (e.g., Al-Theeby, 2018). One key factor contributing to these difficulties is
the lack of pragmatic exposure in English as a Foreign Language (EFL) classrooms, where cultural
nuances and pragmatic rules of communication are often underemphasised. This lack of exposure
can lead to communication breakdowns or pragmatic failure, where speakers unintentionally
violate cultural or social expectations in communication, as seen in previous studies (e.g.,
Lanteigne, 2007; Marn, 2018). Such challenges are important to address, as they are often
overlooked in discussions about intercultural competence. This may also explain the numerous
empirical studies focused on analysing speech acts among Arabic speakers of English, as
researchers attempt to better understand how these speakers navigate the complexities of

intercultural communication, both linguistically and pragmatically.

Research in the Saudi context, similar to international settings, has primarily focused on
two key areas: comparative studies and experimental investigations. Comparative studies (e.g., Al-
Theeby, 2018; Al-Rashidi, 2017), often examine the differences between EFL learners in Saudi
Arabia and ESL learners in English-speaking environments, while experimental instructed studies,
frequently employing quasi-experimental designs, assess the impact of instructional interventions
on pragmatic competence, including face, politeness, and speech acts. Instructional approaches
explored within the Saudi context include consciousness-raising instruction and corpus-based
instruction, explicit instruction, and communicative language teaching, and computer-enhanced
instruction. Across both areas of research, the central focus remains on speech acts of requests,

apologies, and refusals, particularly examining how learners produce and interpret these speech
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acts in English. In this section, I will review the most recent instructional intervention studies

within Saudi context.

One area of research has explored the impact of explicit instruction on request strategies.
For example, Qari (2021) examined whether explicit instruction could enhance Saudi EFL
learners’ ability to recognise and appropriately use request forms. The study, conducted with 30
female foundation-year students at King Abdul Aziz University, employed a three-phase design
consisting of a pre-test, instructional intervention, and post-test. Findings indicated that after
receiving explicit instruction, participants significantly improved their ability to recognise,
produce, and appropriately use request strategies. Similarly, Al-Hammad (2022) investigated the
effects of explicit pragmatics instruction focusing on conversational implicatures, politeness
strategies, direct and indirect requests, and formulaic expressions. Seventy female learners at a
Saudi university participated in an experimental design, with one group receiving ten hours of
instruction while the control group did not. Their English proficiency level aligned with B1 on the
Common European Framework of Reference (CEFR). Data were collected using a Computer-
Animated Production Task (CAPT) through production and recognition tasks. Results from pre-,
post-, and delayed tests showed that explicit instruction significantly improved learners’ pragmatic
competence, with lasting effects observed after four weeks. These findings align with broader
research (e.g., Taguchi, 2015; Al-Gahtani & Roever, 2018), which suggests that explicit

metapragmatics instruction plays a critical role in fostering L2 pragmatic competence.

Beyond explicit instruction, Al-Suhaibani (2020) investigated the effect of consciousness-
raising instruction and corpus-based instruction on EFL students’ development of compliment

responses in Saudi Arabia. She used a quasi-experimental design to study 136 EFL university
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students divided into three groups: control, consciousness-raising, and corpus groups. Using a
discourse completion test (DCT), she concluded that pragmatics instruction of compliment
responses was effective through both consciousness-raising instruction and corpus-based
instruction. However, significant differences were observed between the consciousness-raising
group and the corpus group on one hand, and the control group on the other. She also concluded
that consciousness-raising tasks assisted learners to notice pragmatic aspects and the differences

in compliment responses between English and Arabic.

Another emerging instructional approach focuses on the role of technology in teaching
requests. Qadha, Al-Wasy, & Mahdi (2021) explored the impact of social networking tools,
specifically WhatsApp chat, in developing Arab EFL learners’ ability to use direct and indirect
requests. This study involved 40 EFL students enrolled in Level 5 (advanced) of an Applied
Linguistics course at a university in Saudi Arabia. Their English proficiency corresponded to the
B1 level on the CEFR. The findings indicated that learners who engaged in technology-mediated
request instruction significantly outperformed those who received traditional classroom
instruction. This suggests that digital platforms can provide additional opportunities for learners
to actively engage in pragmatic language use, particularly in contexts where exposure to authentic
English interactions is limited. However, Qadha et al., (2021) acknowledged that a limitation of
their study was the absence of qualitative data, which could have provided deeper insights into

students’ perceptions and attitudes toward using social networking tools for learning English.

Finally, research has also examined how linguistic proficiency, and social factors influence
learners’ advice-giving strategies. Al-Jasir (2020) investigated the pragmatic performance of 212

Saudi EFL learners across different academic disciplines using a mixed methods approach: DCT,
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role plays, and retrospective interviews. They found that linguistic competence played a crucial
role in participants’ pragmatic performance, particularly in the range of advice-giving strategies
they employed and their ability to modify their language based on social context. However, the
study also revealed evidence of pragmatic transfer across all groups, which was attributed to a lack
of awareness of the target language community’s speech norms. These results reinforce the need
for targeted pedagogical interventions that explicitly address speech acts and sociopragmatic

conventions.

Based on the above review, speech acts especially requests have been extensively
examined as a key component of pragmatic competence in Saudi EFL contexts. Research
consistently demonstrates that explicit instruction is an effective approach in improving learners’
request strategies, while consciousness-raising, corpus-based approaches, and technology-
mediated instruction offer promising alternatives. Furthermore, linguistic proficiency and
sociocultural awareness significantly influence learners’ ability to formulate speech acts
appropriately, emphasising the importance of integrating both linguistic and pragmatic elements
into EFL curricula.

3.6 Curriculum-development studies

Unlike the abundance of studies on experimental interventions in pragmatics instruction,
research focusing on curriculum development remains scarce. In my review, I was able to identify
only two studies—Borer (2018) and Kim et al. (2023)—that explicitly address pragmatic
curriculum design in EFL contexts. Notably, no research from Saudi Arabia has examined
curriculum development in this area, highlighting a significant gap in the literature. Borer (2018),
for example, develops a structured curriculum aimed at enhancing adult EFL learners’ ability to

apologise in English, emphasising the need for direct instruction in sociopragmatic norms. In
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contrast, Kim et al. compare traditional textbook-based instruction with task-based instruction for

teaching advice-giving strategies to Korean high school students. While both studies contribute to

the understanding of instructional pragmatics, they represent different approaches: Borer’s work

focuses on designing a comprehensive speaking skills course, whereas Kim et al. explore the role

of authentic, task-based activities in developing pragmatic competence. The scarcity of such

curriculum-focused studies highlights a gap in the literature, suggesting the need for further

research on structured curricular approaches to teaching pragmatics in EFL settings. Table 3.2

below provides a summary of studies based on curriculum-development.

Table 3.2

Summary of Studies Based on Curriculum-Development

instruction vs. task-
based blog-posting
tasks

Target Learner
Study Focus speech ] Key findings
population
act
Borer | Structured Apologies | Adult EFL learners | Highlights the necessity of explicit
(2018) | speaking skills (intermediate to mstruction in sociopragmatic
course using advanced) norms due to the lack of cultural
research-based immersion in EFL settings.
instructional
techniques
Kim et | Comparison of Advice- | Korean high school | Task-based instruction led to
al. traditional giving EFL students immediate gains in complex
(2023) | textbook-based strategies advice-giving constructions, but

long-term retention required
further reinforcement.

3.6.1 Borer’s (2018) curriculum design for teaching pragmatics

Borer (2018) developed a curriculum for teaching pragmatics within a semester-long

ESL/EFL course. The curriculum included two instructional units designed to enhance learners’

pragmatic competence through explicit instruction and contextualised language use. The course
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followed a structured approach, with 50-minute lessons conducted three times per week over

approximately three to four weeks.

The first unit introduced fundamental concepts of pragmatics, including definitions,
contextual factors influencing discourse, politeness principles, and categories of speech acts. The
second unit focused specifically on the speech act of apologising, addressing routines, conventions,
and pragmatic appropriateness in various contexts. Both units emphasised the role of discourse

and contextualised communication in developing learners’ pragmatic awareness.

The curriculum design followed Grave’s (2000) framework, incorporating six interrelated
and interchangeable phases to guide the development of instructional content, materials, and
teaching strategies. Notably, Borer’s (2018) curriculum design was conceptual in nature and did
not involve participant implementation. However, the structured approach to integrating
pragmatics into language instruction highlights key considerations for pragmatics curriculum

development in EFL contexts.

3.6.2 Kim et al. (2023) comparison of traditional textbook-based and task-based instruction

Kim et al. (2023) examined the effectiveness of task-based versus traditional textbook-
based instruction in teaching advice-giving strategies to Korean EFL high school students. Their
study involved 50 students who were assigned to either a traditional or task-based instructional
condition. The traditional group was taught advice-giving strategies using a textbook, while the

task-based group engaged in blog-posting tasks modelled after authentic online Q&A forums.

The researchers designed their instructional materials based on a needs analysis, which

included discourse analysis of English-language blog posts and content analysis of Korean advice-
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seeking forums. This analysis informed the development of three blog-post writing tasks that
addressed common concerns among high school students, such as selecting a school club, career
decision-making, and cell phone addiction. The task-based instruction incorporated eight advice-
giving strategies, including opening moves, justification, expressing sympathy, sharing personal
experiences, encouragement, closings with expressions of hope, and the use of softeners to

mitigate face-threatening acts.

Both groups completed a pretest, instructional treatment, reflection survey, and immediate
and delayed post-tests over three months. The results indicated that the task-based group
outperformed the traditional group on the immediate post-test, particularly in producing complex
advice-giving head acts (i.e., bi-clausal constructions). However, both groups showed significant
gains in advice-giving knowledge, and these gains were sustained over eight weeks. These findings
highlight the benefits of task-based instruction in developing pragmatic competence, particularly
in fostering immediate gains in complex language use. The study also underscores the role of

authentic, needs-based instructional design in enhancing L2 pragmatic development.

Building on this review, my research aims to implement TBLT in teaching the pragmatic
features of feedback exchange, considering an intercultural perspective. Given that previous
studies have largely focused on advice-giving and other speech acts, there remains a need to
explore how task-based instruction can facilitate the development of feedback exchange as a
critical pragmatic function. By incorporating an intercultural stance, this study seeks to address
how learners navigate culturally influenced communication styles in providing and responding to

feedback.
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3.7 Perceptions studies

While research on instructional interventions and curriculum design has contributed to
understanding effective approaches to teaching pragmatics, further exploration of learners’ and
teachers’ perceptions was necessary. Understanding how learners perceive pragmatics teaching
provided valuable perspectives on engagement, challenges, and the effectiveness of different
instructional strategies. Likewise, teacher perceptions shed light on instructional feasibility,
pedagogical challenges, and attitudes toward integrating pragmatics into the curriculum. This
section reviews studies on teachers’ and learners’ perceptions of pragmatics instruction. Notably,
some of the reviewed studies did not employ intervention-based approaches; instead, they focused
on exploring participants’ views, experiences, and attitudes toward pragmatics teaching and
learning in general.

3.7.1 Teachers’ perceptions of teaching pragmatics in EFL contexts

While it is obvious that teachers play a crucial role in fostering learners’ pragmatic
competence, research indicates inconsistencies in their knowledge, perceptions, and instructional
practices regarding pragmatics. While many teachers acknowledge the importance of teaching
speech acts and pragmatics, studies indicate that a considerable number lack the necessary
knowledge to effectively integrate pragmatics into their classrooms. Ivanova (2017) found that
most teachers in her study demonstrated an awareness of key considerations in teaching pragmatic
competence. They could identify different speech acts and provide relevant examples.
Nevertheless, around 43% were either unable to name any speech acts or offered incorrect
responses, indicating notable gaps in their knowledge of pragmatics. This suggests that despite
some awareness, significant knowledge gaps may limit teachers’ ability to deliver effective
pragmatics instruction, highlighting the need for targeted professional development and support in

this area.
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Research on perceptions of pragmatics teaching in Saudi Arabia has been limited, as most
studies have focused on experimental interventions as discussed in section 3.5. This review
identified only a few studies examining teachers’ perceptions in high schools. Al-Qahtani (2020),
for example, investigated Saudi EFL teachers’ pragmatic competence and its implementation in
public school classrooms, particularly exploring the extent to which Saudi EFL teachers integrate
pragmatic competence into their classroom instruction. The study also aimed to identify the
challenges teachers face during classroom implementation. To address these objectives, a mixed-
methods design was adopted, incorporating data from a questionnaire administered to 160 Saudi
EFL teachers, 20 unstructured classroom observations, and 10 semi-structured interviews. The
findings revealed that, although teachers were generally aware of the importance of teaching
pragmatic competence in the EFL context, its implementation remained limited and inconsistent.
The most frequently observed strategies in their teaching were revising and rehearsing (40%) and
providing feedback (22%), reflecting a focus on output-based instructional approaches. In contrast,
the minimal attention given to researching (7%), reflecting (9%), receiving (11%), and reasoning
(11%) indicates insufficient opportunities for learners to critically engage with and evaluate
pragmatic features through input-based instructional approaches (e.g., CR). Regarding the
challenges teachers face in teaching pragmatics, responses varied between difficulties stemming
from personal experience and more general issues related to instructional approaches and
institutional constraints, such as heavy teaching loads and a lack of authentic pragmatic materials.
The findings highlight the importance of integrating pragmatics into teacher education and training

programmes, as well as incorporating adequate linguistic and cultural resources into EFL teaching.

Shirkhani and Tajeddin (2017) and Martinez-Flor (2023) examined EFL teachers’ beliefs

and practices towards corrective feedback (CF) and pragmatics. Shirkhani and Tajeddin (2017)



FEEDBACK ON FEEDBACK 132

investigated the perceptions of 300 Iranian EFL teachers’ perceptions regarding pragmatic
corrective feedback in the tertiary sector through a questionnaire, with 40 of them also observed
in classroom settings. Similarly, Martinez-Flor (2023) conducted a mixed method study with 14
in-service EFL secondary school teachers in Spain, using a questionnaire followed by interviews.
Findings from both studies revealed that the participating teachers acknowledged the importance
of CF for the development of pragmatic perception and production, and for guiding appropriate
classroom implementation. However, important differences also emerged. Martinez-Flor (2023)
found that increasing teachers’ awareness of pragmatic knowledge and the risk of pragmatic failure
led to shifts in their beliefs about feedback practices. Specifically, her participants viewed
themselves as the main agents of correction, favouring teacher-led feedback over peer or self-
correction. In contrast, Shirkhani and Tajeddin (2017) identified a mismatch between teachers’
stated beliefs and their actual classroom practices, especially in the provision of CF. This
discrepancy pointed to a need for ongoing professional development to help teachers align their

pedagogical beliefs with their classroom practices.

Recent research highlights the critical role of professional development (PD) in equipping
EFL teachers with the necessary tools to effectively integrate pragmatics into their instruction
(Glaser, 2023; Ishihara, Porcellato, & de Almeida Prado, 2023; Aboulghazi, Amiri, & El Karfa,
2024). Glaser (2023), for example, designed a one-day workshop grounded in Cohen et al.’s
recommendations to enhance teachers’ awareness, knowledge, and attitudes toward L2 pragmatics.
Her findings revealed that while the PD module increased teacher consciousness, persistent
challenges such as time limitations and insufficient instructional materials hindered practical
implementation. Expanding this perspective, Aboulghazi et al. (2024) emphasised how contextual

factors such culture, identity, and the inadequacy of existing pedagogical resources further
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complicate the teaching of pragmatics in EFL settings. Addressing these challenges requires PD

programmes that go beyond content knowledge to include awareness of sociocultural influences.

Similarly, Ishihara et al. (2023) reinforced the significance of supporting L2 teachers in
developing metapragmatic awareness through professional development, particularly in helping
them shape and embrace their identities as multilingual individuals. Their study, which employed
collaborative dialogue among participants, revealed that participant teachers initially faced
challenges in negotiating their professional and linguistic identities. However, with structured
guidance from the professional development programme, participants begin to recognise and
embrace their hybrid identities as valuable assets that enrich their teaching. Consequently, Ishihara
et al. (2023) advocate for structured, reflective PD that promote both metapragmatic awareness
and identity development, enabling teachers to integrate these aspects effectively in their teaching
practices.

Based on the above review, the issues of implementing pragmatics in EFL classroom are
widely associated with raising EFL teachers’ awareness of teaching pragmatics. Research has
shown that even when teachers recognise the value of teaching pragmatics, classroom observations
suggest a gap between their beliefs and actual teaching practices. This discrepancy may stem from
limited training opportunities, as many teacher education programmes do not adequately address
pragmatics instruction. While many teaching-oriented books on L2 pragmatics focus on
instructional techniques and theoretical frameworks, they often neglect the nuanced impact of
teachers’ identity, beliefs, agency, and multilingualism in the instructional process (e.g., Ishihara
& Cohen, 2014). In response to this gap, Martinez-Flor, Sanchez-Hernandez, & Baron (2023) call
for more research on teachers, learners, and pedagogies in L2 pragmatics to inform teacher

training, instructional design, and materials development. In the Saudi context, where research on
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EFL teachers’ perceptions of pragmatics instruction at tertiary sector is overlooked, such studies
are crucial for developing effective, culturally relevant EFL curricula.
3.7.2 Learners’ perceptions of learning pragmatics in EFL contexts

Despite the growing body of literature in L2 pragmatics, studies that examine learners’
perspectives on pragmatics instruction remain relatively scarce. In particular, the role of individual
differences in pragmatics has received limited attention, and little is known about how these
differences influence EFL pragmatics learning (Taguchi, Kostromitina, & Wheeler, 2022). While
existing research has investigated various instructional approaches and their effects, further studies
are needed to examine how learners perceive and respond to pragmatics instruction, especially
concerning specific speech acts, cultural influences, and long-term learning outcomes. Therefore,
it is crucial to investigate learners’ perceptions towards pragmatics instruction to identify the most

effective means of instruction.

A few studies have demonstrated that L2 learners showed a positive attitude towards
pragmatics instruction provided (Chen, 2009; Liu, 2007; Kim, 2016; Elshazly, 2017). Liu (2007)
investigated the impact of explicit pragmatics instruction on the acquisition of requests among
Taiwanese learners, comparing three groups: a control group, a teacher-instructed (TI) group, and
a computer-mediated communication (CMC) group. The findings suggest that both traditional
teacher-led instruction (TI) and computer-mediated communication (CMC) positively impact
learners’ understanding of L2 pragmatics. Participants in both experimental groups perceived
pragmatics instruction as practical and essential for their English learning. Moreover, most learners
reported an increased ability to communicate effectively and a deeper understanding of L2
pragmatics after receiving instruction. These results align with broader research emphasising the

benefits of explicit pragmatics teaching in enhancing learners’ communicative competence.
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Similarly, Chen (2009) explored learners’ perspectives on L2 pragmatics instruction, particularly
in relation to the speech act of complaints. The study incorporated instructional materials from a
conversation book alongside metapragmatic explanations delivered through handouts. Self-reports
from 40 participants indicated a positive reception toward the instruction, suggesting that learners

found it beneficial for improving their pragmatic competence.

In a similar vein, Kim (2016) emphasises the role of explicit pragmatics instruction in
enhancing learners’ awareness and ability to use speech acts such as compliments, apologies,
requests, and refusals. Over the course of a nine-week programme, students with intermediate and
lower-proficiency levels engaged in activities that increased their intercultural pragmatic
awareness and communication confidence. The participants generally noted improvements in their
ability to navigate intercultural communication. However, Kim (2016) also points out that lower-
proficiency learners encountered difficulties with the complexity and length of certain formulaic
expressions, highlighting the necessity of adapting pragmatics instruction to different proficiency

levels.

Building on these findings, Elshazly (2017) confirmed that explicit pragmatics instruction
significantly improves Egyptian EFL learners’ ability to produce request forms appropriately. By
employing a mixed-methods approach, Elshazly demonstrates that learners not only made
statistically significant gains in their pragmatic awareness but also developed more sophisticated
request strategies. Moreover, the study reveals that learners’ perceptions of the instruction were
largely positive, with many acknowledging its role in overcoming affective barriers to language
learning. However, a few learners faced some of the affective hurdles they were caught in, such as

feelings of concern about accuracy, fear of public-performance, anxiety, alienation, lack of
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comprehension and fear of skills erosion when using certain pragmatic forms as well as other
issues related to identity. Collectively, these studies highlight the advantages of explicit pragmatics
instruction in enhancing learners’ communicative competence, while also emphasising the
importance of proficiency-level differentiation in teaching. Although some participants in the
reviewed studies expressed scepticism about the benefits of instruction, the overall findings
suggest that pragmatics instruction is both essential and valuable for L2 learners to communicate
more effectively. In the Saudi context, where learners’ perceptions of pragmatics instruction
remain largely unexplored, investigating their perspectives is crucial for designing instructional
approaches that are both effective and culturally relevant. Consequently, this study builds on
previous research by incorporating both EFL teachers’ and learners’ perspectives, in Saudi Arabia,
within a teaching intervention, aiming to develop a comprehensive understanding of how

pragmatics instruction is perceived and experienced in the context of feedback exchange.

3.8 Research gap(s)

Developing learners’ pragmatic competence is now a key goal in EFL education, with
numerous scholars exploring the extent to which various pragmatic features can be taught (Kasper,
1997; Taguchi, 2015). However, although intervention studies in L2 pragmatics are increasing,
much of the existing research concentrates on the instruction of isolated speech acts rather than
promoting a more comprehensive, discourse-level understanding of pragmatics. Existing studies
have primarily investigated the instruction of specific speech acts such as requests, refusals, and
compliments, yet they have largely overlooked how learners engage in extended discourse, or
navigate pragmatic interactions beyond isolated utterances (e.g., managing feedback exchanges in
intercultural communication). Additionally, research in interlanguage pragmatics has

predominantly relied on politeness theory, speech act theory, and conversational implicature, with
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limited exploration of intercultural pragmatics. Addressing this gap, the present study examines
speech acts at the discourse level, focusing on the teaching of pragmatic features of feedback

exchanges in EFL contexts.

Another research gap that has been identified is the lack of intervention studies providing
sufficient information on instructional design and content, except for Kim et al. (2023). Most of
these studies used quasi-experimental designs (Taguchi, 2015; Plonsky & Zhuang, 2019),
examining the impact of instruction on EFL learners’ production of speech acts relying on
quantitative measures. Few studies have explicitly linked the TBLT approach with the instruction
of pragmatic aspects (Kim et al., 2023), nor has a comprehensive framework been established to
inform the design of further instructional materials for teaching pragmatic features in EFL
contexts. These gaps highlight the importance of pedagogical task design to ensure that tasks
effectively guide learners in processing and internalising pragmatic information. In this regard,
task design principles established in TBLT can serve as valuable guidelines (as discussed in this
chapter). To address these issues, the present study aims to demonstrate the process through which
the instructional materials were designed and implemented, offering a potential framework for

teaching pragmatic features of feedback exchange in intercultural communication.

A third research gap is the limited number of intervention studies incorporating qualitative
data to explore learners’ and teachers’ perceptions of pragmatics instruction. Addressing this gap,
the present study introduces pragmatics in the EFL classroom in Saudi Arabia by actively engaging
both learners and teachers in a qualitative intervention that raises their awareness of intercultural
communication in the context of feedback exchange. To assess how instructional interventions can

enhance pragmatics learning in EFL contexts, this study foregrounds the voices of both learners
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and teachers, examining their perceptions of pragmatics instruction and its role in feedback

interactions.



FEEDBACK ON FEEDBACK 139

3.9 Summary

This chapter is divided into two parts. The first part focuses on key instructional approaches
EFL. It outlines a range of pedagogical theories and approaches proposed to develop learners’
pragmatic competence, including noticing, input enhancement, the use of authentic materials,
Task-based Language Teaching, and Formula-based Approach. These approaches provide a
theoretical and practical foundation for understanding how pragmatic knowledge can be
effectively introduced and reinforced in classroom settings.

The second part has traced the evolution of pragmatics instruction within EFL contexts,
underscoring the increasing recognition of pragmatic competence as integral to effective
communication. It has examined instructional intervention studies, distinguishing between explicit
and implicit pedagogical approaches, as well as highlighting interventional studies in the context
of Saudi Arabia. Furthermore, the chapter has explored curriculum development initiatives aimed
at systematically embedding pragmatics into language instruction, while also shedding light on the
perceptions of both teachers and learners toward the teaching and learning of pragmatic features.

In closing, the chapter has identified significant research gaps that necessitate further
inquiry to advance the field and refine instructional practices in EFL pragmatics education and
research. Therefore, this study seeks to bridge these gaps by investigating how EFL teachers and
learners perceive the teaching and learning of pragmatic features of feedback exchange, bringing
teachers and learners together in action i.e., collaborative classroom contexts. By situating the
investigation within educational settings, this research contributes to a broader understanding of

pragmatics instruction, particularly within the scope of intercultural pragmatics.
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Chapter 4: Methodology

4.0 Introduction

This chapter positions the philosophical stance of this research and design used to
investigate the processes and outcomes of a two-week intervention study, with the goal of
developing a prototypical framework for teaching the pragmatics of feedback in an EFL context

at tertiary sector. Two research questions define the study as follows:

RQ 1: What are Saudi EFL teachers’ perceptions and observations towards EFL

pragmatics instruction on feedback exchange? and

RQ 2: What are Saudi EFL learners’ perceptions and observations towards EFL pragmatics

instruction on feedback exchange?

The overall design drawing on qualitative case study principles and the instruments used
for this study involve both teachers and students. In short, teacher data were gathered using
classroom observations and focus groups and student data consist of reflective logs and individual
interviews. Additionally, the researcher documents observations and reflections through a research
journal and fieldnotes throughout the research process. The chapter concludes with measures to

ensure credibility as well as ethical considerations.

4.1 Research philosophical stance

Each research project should establish a clear position that conveys the underlying
assumptions and beliefs driving the research inquiry and direction. EFL pragmatics studies, like
many other areas in applied linguistics, are usually shaped by different philosophical positions

based on the researchers’ ontological and epistemological stances, which influence how
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knowledge is conceptualised, studied, and interpreted. Ontology refers to the researcher’s
assumptions about the nature of reality; for example, is the phenomenon being studied tangible
and measurable, or is it constructed through social and cultural interactions? (Mills, Bonner, &
Francis, 2006; Huang et al., 2023). Epistemology reflects the researcher’s assumptions about the
nature of knowledge, how knowledge can be acquired or constructed; for instance, is knowledge
best gained through empirical observation or experimentation, or through subjective interpretation
and social interaction?, which eventually informs the choice of the employed methodology (Mills
et al., 2006; Creswell & Poth, 2018; Huang et al., 2023). According to Creswell & Poth (2018),
researchers must consider their philosophical stance when making methodological decisions, as
their stance shapes the way data are collected, analysed, and interpreted. When conducting
empirical research, such as case studies, Yin (2018) suggested that researchers should determine
their philosophical position to help establish criteria for data collection and data analysis. In a
similar note, other researchers, such as Tracy (2020), Creswell & Creswell (2018), Dornyei (2007),
and Yilmaz (2013) also noted that the choice between qualitative and quantitative methodology is
directly related to the research philosophical stance, which addresses the nature and scope of
knowledge, and the ways individuals conceptualise their perceptions of the world. Having clarity
about the researcher’s position acts as a guide for designing the qualitative case study proposed
for this research, ensuring that the study remains focused on specific theoretical considerations.
4.1.1 Ontology

The ontological assumption about the nature of this study draws on a relativist stance,
which rejects universal truths and acknowledging that reality is relative to individual, culture, or
context in which it is situated (Mills et al., 2006; Huang et al., 2023; Sankey, 2009; Denzin &

Lincoln, 2017). Particularly, this study employed qualitative methods, emphasising the
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interpretation of reality as a fluid and context-dependent phenomenon rather than a fixed or
objective truth. Traditionally, the field of L2 pragmatics has leaned toward a realist or positivist
perspective, where reality can be understood, studied, and represented accurately through scientific
inquiry (Park, 2022; Asay, 2013; and Rowbottom, 2019), focusing on objective and quantifiable
aspects of pragmatic competence. These studies focus mainly on quantifying learners’
performance in speech acts, implicatures, and politeness strategies, employing methods such as
discourse completion tasks (DCTs), role-plays, and multiple-choice tests, often drawing
comparisons between native and non-native speakers (Mori, 2009; Taguchi, 2012; Taguchi, 2015;
Altikriti, 2011; Emike, 2013; Matczak, 2013; Kerkam, 2015; Grainger and Mills, 2016). However,
in recent years, there has been a shift toward more post-structuralist and constructivist perspective.
For example, intercultural pragmatics foreground the relativity of pragmatic competence,
challenging the traditional realist, essentialist view of L2 pragmatics. According to this philosophy,
pragmatic knowledge is not static or universally transferable; rather, it is shaped by the specific
social context, the identities of the speakers, and the power relations within each interaction (Mori,
2009; Taguchi, 2012; Kecskés, 2014). This perspective views pragmatic meaning as relative, co-
constructed, and continuously reshaped as learners engage in diverse communicative settings.
Relativism aims towards an interpretive understanding of how subjects assign meaning,
acknowledging that knowledge is co-constructed by both the viewer and the viewed (Huang et
al., 2023; Mills et al., 2006). Annells (1996: 385) argued that in the relativism paradigm, ontology
emphasises the social construction of reality and positions scholars to “perceive the nature of
reality as a local and specific mental construction formed by a person and multiple mental
constructions collectively exist regarding reality” (as cited in Huang et al., 2023). This

philosophical stance allows for the exploration of multiple perspectives and the development of
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theories that are grounded in the experiences of the participants (Mori, 2009; Taguchi, 2012;
Huang et al., 2023; Mills et al., 2006).

Intercultural pragmatics recognises the existence of multiple pragmatic systems and the
validity of diverse communication styles. Knowledge is not limited to dominant or native-speaker
norms but encompasses a wide range of cultural and linguistic practices. “There is not one English
language anymore, but there are many English languages . . . each of these Englishes is creating
its own very special literature, which, because it doesn’t feel oppressed by the immensely
influential literary tradition in English, is somehow freer” (Iyer, 1993: 53, as cited in Bolton, 2006).
This pluralistic perspective could allow for an inclusive understanding of pragmatic competence
that values diversity and respects the interplay of multiple identities in communication (Mori,
2009; Taguchi, 2012; Kecskés, 2014). As previously discussed in Chapter 2, this study aligns with
Kecskés’s (2014) dynamic view of intercultural pragmatics, which highlights the interplay
between learners’ L1 conceptual systems and their evolving L2 pragmatic competence. Hence, this
theoretical stance informs the methodological design of the study, particularly in its emphasis on
capturing participants’ meaning-making processes during interaction, rather than assessing
deviations from native-speaker norms (Kecskés, 2014; cf. Canale & Swain, 1980; Bachman,
1990).This perspective recognises the importance of individuals’ L1 language system and their
sociocultural context, both of which are essential for understanding people’s intentions, values,
beliefs, and practices (Mori, 2009; Taguchi, 2012). To conclude, a relativist stance, particularly
salient in the context of intercultural pragmatics, is maintained throughout the research process.
Accordingly, this study aims to interpret meaning inductively, adopting a subjective ontological

perspective through qualitative inquiry.
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4.1.2 Epistemology

Given that this study perceives reality as multiple, viewing it as varied and subjective, the
qualitative inquiry underpinning this research is epistemologically grounded in constructivist and
interpretivist assumptions. According to William (2024), both constructivism and interpretivism
highlight the significance of subjective understanding of human behaviour and the notion that
reality is socially constructed. Constructivism, as advocated by Piaget, suggests that individuals
actively construct knowledge and meaning through their experiences, rather than passively
receiving information (Bada & Olusegun, 2015). Interpretivism, on the other hand, emphasises
understanding the subjective meanings and experiences of individuals, which often involves an
inductive approach, where researchers look for patterns or themes in the data that emerge from the
participants’ viewpoints, rather than applying predetermined theories or models (Parsons, 2010;
William, 2024). Simply put, constructivism and interpretivism advocate for a dialogical research
approach in which knowledge is collaboratively constructed with participants and meanings are
continuously negotiated and reinterpreted, possibly reflecting the complexity of human
communication unlike positivism, which seeks to eliminate contradictions and presents knowledge

as stable and objective.

Building on the discussion of intercultural pragmatics, the adoption of constructivism and
interpretivism provides a solid foundation for this research design. Intercultural pragmatics
inherently involves understanding of how pragmatic norms are socially constructed and negotiated
through interaction, making constructivism a fitting epistemological stance. Constructivism allows
the study to explore how participants’ perceptions of feedback exchange are likely influenced by
their cultural and social norms, exploring the ways in which these norms may shape expectations

and behaviours within feedback context. Simultaneously, interpretivism complements this focus



FEEDBACK ON FEEDBACK 145

by digging deeper into understanding how participants, EFL teachers and learners, personally
interpret and make sense of these exchanges based on their unique lived experiences (e.g.,
interviews and focus groups), alongside employing thematic analysis to explore and interpret their
perceptions. Additionally, in qualitative case studies, especially with a constructivist and
interpretivist epistemology, researchers take on an insider role as co-constructors of knowledge.
Therefore, reflexivity plays a vital role in critically reflecting on researcher’s influence, biases, and
position throughout the research process (Yin, 2018; Tracy, 2020; Creswell & Creswell, 2018;
Dornyei, 2007). In this study, reflexivity is incorporated through the use of a researcher’s reflective
journal and fieldnotes, allowing for continuous self-awareness and critical reflection during the

research journey.

4.1.3 My dual role as a researcher and lecturer/interventionist

As mentioned earlier, researchers who adopt an insider role as co-constructors of
knowledge, must engage in reflexivity, as interpretations of data are influenced by the researcher’s
positionality and the contextual interplay of discourses that frame the inquiry (Baxter & Jack,
2008; Yin, 2018; Tracy, 2020; Creswell & Creswell, 2018; Dornyei, 2007). Reflexivity questions
objectivity, fixed meanings, and the idea of a detached researcher, as well as providing researchers
with the opportunity to consider how their positions have influenced the study (Denzin & Lincoln,
2017; Tracy, 2020). In other words, in qualitative inquiry, particularly in the context of pragmatics
intervention, reflexivity enhances the transparency and credibility of the research process by
recognising that the researcher is not a neutral observer, but an active participant in meaning-
making (Yin, 2018; Tracy, 2020; Creswell & Creswell, 2018; Dornyei, 2007). This study embraces

the notion that complete objectivity is unattainable in qualitative research as the process of data
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collection and analysis is inevitably shaped by the researcher’s background, theoretical lens, and
engagement with participants (Tracy, 2020; Creswell & Creswell, 2018).

As a researcher with a background in linguistics and an interest in intercultural pragmatics,
my interpretations of teaching and learning pragmatic features of feedback are informed by prior
knowledge and personal and professional experiences. Consequently, I combined my role as a
lecturer of EFL at the English Language Institute with my role as a researcher/interventionist in
this study. For my role as a researcher/interventionist, I draw on key research studies in the field
to identify a gap in EFL instruction which then informs the theoretical and pedagogical principles
used to guide the design and delivery of a two-week intervention on the pragmatic features of
feedback. As a Saudi EFL lecturer at the English Language Institute, I am familiar with the
sociocultural norms in our society. Therefore, employing a research journal and fieldnotes
(Appendices K and L) could build up thick descriptions and enhance reflexivity, addressing
researcher bias and subjectivity (Dornyei, 2007; Yin 2018).

My approach was shaped by my experience of being a bilingual of Arabic as an (L1) and
English (L2), as well as my six years of teaching English as an EFL. This dual perspective allows
me to navigate the intersection between linguistic theoretical insights and practical classroom
experiences. In examining pragmatics instruction, I draw not only from my academic background,
but also from personal experiences in the challenges and nuances of learning and teaching in EFL
context. For example, as a lecturer, I am familiar with the Institute’s English programme, which
places an emphasis on fixed discourse as well as implicit instruction of pragmatics. This familiarity
added interest to the design of the instructional materials by challenging conventional norms of
teaching EFL pragmatics within the institute. This lived experience informs my understanding of

both learner and teacher perspectives, blending analytical frameworks with an empathetic and
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intuitive grasp of the social and cultural factors that shape language in use. I designed the
instructional materials and tasks relying on my background in linguistics, a literature review in
L2/EFL pragmatics and research in feedback exchange (as described in Chapters 2 and 3),

Furthermore, my relationship with the study participants as an insider researcher could be
described as formal. First, my colleagues, the participant teachers, are new to me due to their
situation of pursuing higher education abroad, returning home during Covid Time when I was
already abroad. My presence is therefore less likely to influence their responses. The same applies
to participants from students. My position, not being that of a student-teacher role, and the fact
that they are unaware I am a staff member, allows for more objectivity and honesty in their
responses.
4.1.4 Pedagogical considerations

The ontological and epistemological foundations of this study, along with the researcher’s
reflexivity, directly inform its pedagogical considerations. Detailed in Chapter 2, intercultural
pragmatics evaluate rigorously the norms and frameworks that govern how language use is studied
and taught, challenging assumptions about universality, correctness, and appropriateness.
Traditional models, such as those emphasising politeness or speech acts, often reflect dominant
cultural and institutional norms, marginalising alternative perspectives (e.g., Altikriti, 2011;
Emike, 2013; Matczak, 2013; Kerkam, 2015; Grainger and Mills, 2016). For instance, Speech Act
Theory simplifies language by categorising utterances into fixed types (e.g., directives, assertives),
assuming clear intentions and outcomes in conversations (Emike, 2013). However, discourse is
more complex with possible overlapping intentions, power structures, and contextual shifts that
fixed categories cannot fully capture (Matczak, 2013). Feedback exchange in hierarchical settings

exemplifies this complexity, as power imbalances shape how feedback is delivered, interpreted,
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and responded to (Ryan & Henderson, 2018). To illustrate, an employee may employ overly polite
or indirect language to minimise potential risks whereas an employer might employ an assertive
tone to establish authority, demonstrating how communication norms are shaped by both

hierarchical and contextual influences (Hathaway, 1997; Meyer, 2014).

Whether pragmatics is regarded as “the study of the invisible meaning...” (Yule, 2010, p.
128); “the study of language from the point of view of users ... ” (Crystal, 1997, p. 301); or “the
study of language use, affected by dynamic intersections of various factors concerning users’
agency ...” (Mori, 2009, p. 348), for EFL learners, especially those experiencing pragmatic
applications as culturally nuanced as giving-and-responding to feedback, intercultural pragmatics
approaches could help them understand that there is no fixed way for exchanging feedback.
Instead, they can learn how to adjust their feedback exchange according to diverse situations.
Given that feedback exchange could vary significantly based on social status, power, and identity
(Ryan & Henderson, 2018), intercultural pragmatics, with its emphasis on socio-cognitive
dimensions in communication and language use, could offer insights into why EFL learners may
choose certain linguistic forms/structures over others in feedback context. This approach could
allow EFL teachers to teach students not only language forms, structures, and functions, but also
the possible underlying social connotations that exist in written discourse, moving away from
“native speaker” norms and cross-cultural comparisons, focusing on teaching pragmatic strategies

that could be adaptable across diverse feedback contexts.

Additionally, from a philosophical perspective, intercultural pragmatics could support
students in recognising how their own and others’ backgrounds influence communication, possibly

promoting multicultural or intercultural point view of EFL pragmatics. For example, the
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reconceptualisation of the concept of politeness has been an ongoing interest in the field of
pragmatics (e.g., Haugh, 2007; Locher, 2006; Van der Bom & Mills, 2015). Earlier theories of
politeness such as Brown’s and Levinson’s (1987) proposed structuralist and native speaker’s
models of politeness have been challenged by intercultural pragmatics frameworks. Kecskés
(2014), for example, brings into question ethnocentric bias and over-reliance on static, essentialist
definitions of politeness and proposes reconceptualising politeness as an emergent, dynamic
process shaped by context and individuals’ relationships. Therefore, when designing the
qualitative interventions, this study employed different strategies and ways of giving-and-
responding to feedback across two sessions taking into account the notion of face and politeness
in both Arabic and English including in/directness and im/politeness. Designing tasks, for
example, involved creating activities that reflect feedback exchanges through various situations.
Such tasks aim to develop learners’ awareness of pragmatic norms, enhance their ability to adapt
feedback language to different social and cultural settings, and promote variability and fluidity of
meaning in feedback exchanges. For example, activities like sharing intercultural experiences or
engaging in simulations can effectively support these goals.

Moreover, the perspectives of EFL teachers and learners of feedback exchange are essential
in determining the effectiveness and relevance of pragmatics instruction in feedback contexts.
Since knowledge is socially constructed and influenced by individuals’ cultural and social
contexts, pragmatics instruction cannot be universally applied without considering the diverse
backgrounds of those involved in the learning process (Haugh, 2007; Locher, 2006; Van der Bom
& Mills, 2015). Teachers may emphasise aspects of politeness or other pragmatic features based
on their own experiences, which may not necessarily align with learners’ expectations or agency

(Mori, 2009; Taguchi, 2012). Social constructivism emphasises that learning is most effective
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when learners are actively involved in the construction of their own knowledge (Parsons, 2010;
William, 2024). Dictating specific instructions without considering participants’ input risks
oversimplifying the nuanced processes of pragmatic competence development and disregarding
the learners’ contextual contexts and communicative needs (Ferguson Hanreddy & Draxton,
2011). Moreover, some researchers (e.g., McConachy & Liddicoat, 2016; Liddicoat, 2019; Mori,
2009; Taguchi, 2012; Kecskés, 2014; Kerkam, 2015) advocate an approach that consider L2 users’
feelings, thoughts, and reflections about their communicative experience in the L2, rather than
judging their performance in terms of “nativelikeness,” as seen in the prevalent etic approach in
interlanguage pragmatics. Simply put, since pragmatics is fundamentally concerned with how
speakers and listeners collaboratively construct and deconstruct meaning in interactions (Crystal,
1997; Kasper & Rose, 2001), it becomes essential to include participants’ perspectives, as they are
the active agents navigating and negotiating various sociocultural variables in communication.
4.2 Research design
4.2.1 Case study approach

The case study approach, as defined by prominent scholars (e.g., Creswell, 2007; Merriam,
1988; Stake, 1995; Simons, 2009/2015; Yin, 2018), generally emphasises the singularity of the
phenomenon being studied, with the choice of methodology (e.g., qualitative, or quantitative)
being related but distinct. For example, Yin (2018) emphasised the scope, process, and
methodological characteristics of case study research, focusing on the empirical nature of the

inquiry, and the critical role that context plays in understanding the case. Stake (1995), Merriam,
(1988), and Creswell (2007) focused on the characteristic features that define a case (what is

studied) rather that the method (how it is studied). According to Merriam (1988), a case study is

characterised by being particularistic, descriptive, and heuristic, focusing on specific features of
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the case and its context. She emphasises the use of inductive reasoning to analyse and synthesise
data from multiple sources. Similarly, Stake (1995) views case studies not as the application of
predefined research methods but as the selection of cases that can help explore and understand
complex issues. Creswell’s definition (2007) aligns with this perspective, describing case studies
as a means of investigating issues through one or more cases within a defined or bounded system
(e.g., environment, background, context) in which the case is situated. Merriam’s description of
the case, however, highlighted the capacity to provide a detailed account of the case under
investigation. Her characterisation of case studies as “heuristic,” relating to their ability to generate
new insights and inspire further exploration, often leads to the development of new hypotheses or
theories grounded in the findings from the case (Stake, 1995; Dornyei, 2007; Polit & Beck, 2010;
Yin, 2018). This is particularly significant in areas where current theories may not entirely explain
observed phenomena, as seen in EFL pragmatics research including learning and teaching.

Simons (2009:03) has extended earlier definitions of case studies to include both the
purpose and research focus:

Case study is an in-depth exploration from multiple perspectives of the complexity
and uniqueness of a particular project, policy, institution, programme or system in
a ‘real life’ context. It is research-based, inclusive of different methods and is
evidence-led.

Simons’ definition highlighted the comprehensive nature of case studies, emphasising their
ability to explore the complexity and uniqueness of phenomena within real-life contexts. It
illustrates the importance of multiple perspectives, diverse methods, and evidence-based inquiry,
ensuring a thorough and nuanced understanding. Case studies can draw on both qualitative and

quantitative methods, selecting those that provide the most appropriate evidence for understanding
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the case. Moreover, case studies have traditionally been associated with qualitative methodologies
due to their emphasis on generating in-depth understanding of a specific topic, such as in theses,
programme evaluations, intervention development, and theory-building (Simons, 2009; Baxter &
Jack, 2008). Educational research, for example, has embraced case studies as a means to evaluate
curriculum design and innovation (Merriam, 1988; Simons, 2009; Stake, 1995). Qualitative
methods were, in particular, essential for examining factors such as participants’ perspectives and
the influence of socio-political contexts on the success and failures of curricula (Simons, 2009). In
other words, qualitative case study helps researchers to capture the complexities of human
behaviour and social interactions, providing rich, context-specific insights into why individuals
hold certain beliefs or make specific decisions.

Furthermore, the case study approach originated in social sciences, where it was primarily
used to explore complex human, social processes, cultural phenomena within real-world contexts
(Creswell, 2007; Merriam, 1988; Stake, 1995; Simons, 2009; Yin, 2018). However, over time, its
utility has been recognised across other fields (e.g., education, healthcare) (Simons, 2009). It has
also been applied to second language education and pragmatics to explore pragmatic development
and instructional practices. Nonetheless, few studies (e.g., Kim, 2016) has employed a case study
design that integrates a qualitative intervention while specifically focusing on L2 learners’
perceptions of pragmatics instruction. Kim’s study is a rare example, given the limited research
that explores both the instructional aspects and learners’ subjective experiences with pragmatics
learning. Notably, no existing studies have incorporated teachers’ perceptions as part of an
intervention-based case study, highlighting a gap in the research that considers the instructional
perspective alongside learner experiences. This methodological gap in the literature highlights the

need for further studies using a qualitative case study based on an intervention to better understand



FEEDBACK ON FEEDBACK 153

the impact of pragmatics instruction on L2 learners and to inform more effective teaching
practices. Consequently, in my research, I have adopted a qualitative case study with a two-week
intervention, which I personally deigned and facilitated, to explore the case within its contextual
complexity. The duration of the intervention was determined by the limited availability of teachers
and their students. However, the approach enables an in-depth and nuanced scrutiny of the
interplay between EFL teachers’ and students’ perceptions of shared learning experience.
4.2.2 A case study of two-week intervention

As discussed in the Literature Review Chapters, many studies in EFL/L2 pragmatics,
particularly those focusing on instructional effectiveness, are often rooted in action research.
Action research typically involves a cyclical process of planning, action, observation, and
reflection, where researchers engaged with EFL learners to test their production of specific speech
act such as El Shazly’s (2017) on requests and Al-Suhaibani’s (2020) on compliments. Such
studies often aim to address specific teaching strategies or challenges through several iterative
cycles (e.g., Taguchi, 2015). However, while action research seemed to be valuable in addressing
immediate pedagogical issues, its focus on iterative processes and variable manipulation (e.g.,
cause-and-effect relationships) contrasts with the exploratory nature of the current study. Given
that the teaching and learning of EFL pragmatics on feedback exchange may be complex or
context-dependent to be adequately understood through inflexible, predefined quantitative
measurements, a qualitative case study was considered more suitable for this study.

The two-week intervention was not structured to address a specific teaching issue through
a cyclical process as seen in action research. Nor does it involve manipulating variables in
controlled experiments to test the effectiveness of pragmatics instruction, compare instructional

approaches such as explicit instruction vs. implicit instruction, or examine students’ production of
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speech acts. Instead, this research is exploratory in nature, to gain in-depth insights into
participants’ perceptions, attitudes, or experiences including the strategies and factors introduced
during the instruction. Qualitative inquiry, as Morse (2006) suggests, can provide theoretical
foundations for interventions including intervention research which is typically considered
quantitative in nature. Accordingly, a two-week pedagogical intervention was first implemented
and delivered by the researcher in one EFL classroom. The intervention aimed to teach pragmatic
features of feedback exchange to EFL learners using specifically designed instructional tasks
embedded in TBLT. It consisted of two sessions—each lasting three hours—conducted over two
consecutive weeks. Eight instructional tasks were developed and distributed evenly across the
sessions to scaffold learners’ understanding of feedback exchange in English. Participants’
perceptions, observations, and experiences are then examined.

The intervention was designed, implemented, and delivered by the researcher, who acted
as the interventionist. In this role, the researcher was responsible for teaching the two sessions,
facilitating task-based activities, and guiding classroom interactions to model and support the use
of feedback strategies in English. This direct involvement also allowed the researcher to observe
participants’ engagement first-hand, enabling deeper understanding of both learner responses and
instructional dynamics within the EFL classroom. While the researcher led the intervention, the
participating EFL teachers attended as observers. Their role was to take notes, reflect on, and later
discuss their perceptions, providing critical insights into the teaching of pragmatics from a
practitioner’s perspective. Learners’ perceptions were also examined to understand how they
experienced the pragmatics instruction on feedback exchange, including their reflections on the
tasks, their perceived relevance of the content, and the ways in which their awareness of feedback

strategies may have shifted as a result of the intervention. Both perspectives formed a key part of
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the qualitative data, which helped in developing a more comprehensive prototypical conceptual
framework for teaching pragmatic features of feedback exchange in EFL contexts.

Furthermore, the qualitative methodological approach required careful consideration of
participant selection and data collection methods to ensure the research objectives and questions
are addressed. Adopting a small number of participants within a single university made it
particularly suitable for in-depth framing of the research as a case study. The case could serve as
a window into wider social, cultural, or organisational context if it includes a rich, thick
description, the voices of those involved, and sufficient details about time, place, and context to
assist readers recognise similarities and differences to their own context (Lawrence-Lightfoot,
2005; Simons, 2015). Examining the perceptions of the participants—Arabic speaking learners of
English and EFL teachers within one university, as an EFL context, could not only facilitate an in-
depth exploration of their experiences with the pragmatics instruction, but also could position the
case within its broader social, cultural, and institutional context. Since pragmatics is concerned
with the way language is used to communicate rather than the way it is structured, the context is
important to the interpretation of data (Castillo, 2009). In summary, the sampling strategy was first
identified focusing on purposive sampling of participants who could provide meaningful insights
into the teaching and learning of pragmatics of feedback in an EFL context. Data collection
instruments were then selected and developed to help capture the nuanced experiences of both
teachers and learners. A detailed account of the sampling strategy, participants, and the instruments

used for data collection is presented in the following sections.

4.3 Sampling
A purposive sampling strategy is typical in qualitative case study research because it

focuses on identifying individuals or groups who have specific characteristics or experiences that
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align with the research objectives (Stake, 1995; Doryei, 2007; Tracy, 2020; Creswell & Creswell,
2018; Yin, 2018). Besides, practical considerations, such as time constraints, financial resources,
and respondent availability, should be carefully considered when designing the sampling plan
(Stake, 1995; Dérnyei, 2007; Yin, 2018). This sampling strategy has been widely used in various
qualitative and quantitative studies, including those exploring learners’ production of speech acts
(e.g., El Shazly, 2017; Al-Suhaibani, 2020). The rigorous application of purposive sampling can
enhance the credibility, transferability, and overall quality of qualitative research (Tracy, 2020;
Simons, 2015; Creswell & Creswell, 2018). In this study, the sample was chosen to include
Arabic-speaking learners of English and four teachers to ensure that participants have direct
relevance to the study’s focus. The characteristics of the sample are presented in Table 4.1
(teachers) and in Table 4.2 (learners), reflecting the strategy used and outlining key contextual
information of the participants.

Table 4.1

Demographic Characteristics from Teacher Participants

Characteristics Details

N, GHEETIEFTEEIS 4 Saudi EFL female teachers

Institution Language Institute
Shared factors Gender: females
First language: Arabic
Major: English

Role: EFL teachers
Educational
background 1 Language Instructor with an MA in Linguistics

3 Teaching Assistants with PhDs in Applied Linguistics and
TESOL

Variations Years of teaching experience; level of Education; age
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Table 4.2

Demographic Characteristics from Learner Participants

157

Characteristics Details
No. of participants
31 Saudi EFL students (one intact class)
Institution
Language Institute
Year of study
Undergraduate students in their first year
Shared factors Gender: Female
Age: 18-20 years old
First language: Arabic
Major: Translation and Languages
English proficiency
level Intermediate (B1-B2)
Proficiency
Evaluation Method Placement test

The participant teachers for this study were four Saudi EFL female teachers who work for

the Language Institute, at the same University, where this study is conducted. They shared some

characteristics such as gender (females), first language (Arabic), major (English). One of them i1s

a Language Instructor with an MA degree in Linguistics and the other three teachers are Teaching

Assistants with PhDs in Applied Linguistics and TESOL. They varied in terms of years of teaching

experience, level of education, and age. This variation generated useful data in relation to their

perceptions of pragmatics and how their perspective varied based on different factors such as age

or teaching experience or major; however, these factors were not considered in the data analysis.

It 1s worth mentioning that the participating teachers are not experts in pragmatics, especially the

teaching of pragmatics and discourse. However, their insights as EFL teachers at the Language
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Institute combined with their knowledge and experience in teaching English as a foreign language
to Arabic speakers of English, hold the potential to serve the objectives of this study.

The participant learners in this study were thirty-one Saudi EFL students in their first year
at the Language Institute from the College of Translation and Languages at a public university in
Saudi Arabia. The intervention was implemented with an intact class, whereby all participants
were drawn from the same pre-existing classroom group rather than a cohort assembled
specifically for research purposes. All students shared the same demographic features, such as
their field of study (Translation and Languages), age (ranges between18-20 years old), gender
(females) and their first language (native speakers of Arabic). Their English linguistic competence
was evaluated as intermediate, equivalent to B1-B2 (independent user) according to the Common
European Framework for Reference (CEFR) based on a placement test administered, prior to the
research as an admission requirement by the university for placement purposes. The sample from
students seemed most appropriate for the present study as an intact class administratively defined
in terms of language proficiency. The random assignment of participants was not logistically
possible.

4.3.1 Rationale for sampling

Although qualitative research is often perceived as lacking generalisability, it might be
suggested that one should not judge a book by its cover—the depth and contextual richness it offers
may provide insights that could serve as a catalyst for other studies or be transferrable and
applicable across various settings, depending on the context. The true strength of qualitative
research lies not in broad generalisation, but in its capacity to provide detailed, context-sensitive
insights that can inform theory and practice in different settings (Stake, 1995; Dornyei, 2007; Polit

& Beck, 2010; Yin, 2018;). Through providing rich descriptions and thorough analysis, qualitative
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researchers could enhance the transferability of their findings, making it possible to extend insights
to similar contexts with careful interpretation (Stake, 1995; Simons, 2015; Dornyei, 2007; Polit &
Beck, 2010; Yin, 2018; Tong & Tan, 2022; Younas et al., 2023).

For the present study, the selected sample is well stratified with respect to the student target
population sharing many criteria with the target population (e.g., context of EFL learning and
teaching, gender, culture, and 1% language: Arabic). They may have a variety of differences in
terms of teaching/learning experience and beliefs than the larger population. Consequently, the
selected sample’s results are not to be generalised though individuals with similar characteristics
and experiences could benefit from the study results and implications.

The participant teachers seemed appropriate for this study for four reasons: first, they
represent one first language background, and they were similar in their sociocultural background.
Second, they learned English as a second language with a bachelor’s degree in English Language.
Third, they teach English to EFL learners in their 1% year at the Language Institute, at the College
of Languages and Translation. However, the differences in their specific major for MAs and PhDs
or their University positions, Teaching Assistant or Language Instructor, were insignificant to the
study. The role of teachers is to attend, observe, and reflect on the pragmatics instruction from
their point of view as EFL teachers. They also provide valuable reflexivity regarding the
instruction content and approach, offering an opportunity to critically reflect on the material and
gain new perspectives that might not be immediately apparent pre-during-post the two-week
intervention.

The participant students were also suitable for the study for similar reasons to teachers’
sample: (1) they speak Arabic as L1; (2) they share the same sociocultural background; (3) they

are Saudi and females; (4) they are learning English as a second language; (5) they are intermediate
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students in their 1% year at the Language Institute, at the College of Languages and Translation.
Their intermediate English language proficiency serve the goal of this study because their language
proficiency is of a standard where they can read and write in English (e.g., writing an e-mail). They
can participate and complete the tasks during the pragmatics instruction, which requires writing as
well as reflecting on their learning experience of being an independent user learning about EFL
pragmatic features of feedback exchange.
4.3.2 Recruiting participants: Teachers and students

Following the strict guidelines, ethics approval from the University of Edinburgh and the
Language Institute where my study is conducted, an e-mail was sent out on my behalf by the
fieldwork moderator to encourage teachers to take part in my study in December 2022. Teachers
who were interested to participate, indicated their interests in a Google Form document attached
to the e-mail, indicating their availability for the two-week intervention as well as their contact
details. I e-mailed five teachers who originally expressed their interests to schedule a pre-
intervention meeting to discuss the aim of my study and their roles. However, one of the five
teachers withdrew from the study. In addition, in early January 2023, the fieldwork moderator
helped me in recruiting a class of thirty-eight students, but only thirty-one students gave their
consent to participate in the study. Thirty-one students were present in the first intervention and
twenty-nine students attended the second intervention; two students were absent on sick leave.

Table 4.3 below outlines the role of the field moderator in recruiting the participants of the study.
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Table 4.3

Field Moderator’s role in the Participant Recruitment

Area of Support Description

UJ administrative support Acted as the University of Jeddah—assigned
fieldwork moderator, ensuring that
recruitment aligned with institutional
procedures and ethical requirements.

Pilot study

Pilot study briefing Met with the researcher prior to the pilot
study to receive an explanation of the study’s
aims, target participants, pilot intervention
procedures, and data collection methods.
Participant Recruitment Assisted in recruiting a teacher and four of
her students to participate in the pilot study.

Main Study

Main study briefing Received an orientation on the two-week
intervention, covering its pedagogical aims,
participant involvement, session-by-session
procedures, and the data collection
instruments used in the main study.

Teacher recruitment Sent an email with a Google Form to teachers
to gather their availability and their email
addresses, enabling direct communication
with potential participants.

Class recruitment Helped recruit an intact class of 38 students
by providing students with an overview of the
study’s aims and procedures.

4.4 Data collection

This research takes a qualitative methodology using two data sets with the aim of collecting
rich thick data to provide a fuller understanding of participants’ perceptions and experiences.
Multiple data sources may enhance the breadth and depth of the findings, potentially leading to a
more comprehensive understanding of the phenomenon being investigated (Stake, 1995; Dérnyet,

2007; Simons, 2009; Yin, 2018). The first two data sets were gathered during the intervention:
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Teachers observing and reflecting through classroom observational sheets during each
intervention; and learners reflecting on their learning experience in a reflective log at the end of
each intervention. The second data sets were gathered during the post-intervention: teachers
participated in a focus group for a broader discussion; and learners took part in an individual
interview, providing personal, in-depth perspectives.

Figure 4.1

Pragmatics Intervention Data Collection Framework

Perceptions
Two-week pragmatics
Intervention
I |
EFL teachers EFL students Researcher
(Reflective observers) (Reflective learners) (Inteventionst)
Teaching of pragmatic Learning of pragmatic Teaching/learning of
features of feedback features of feedback pragmatic features of
exchange exchange feedback exchange
Observational sheets Reflective logs Fieldnotes

Focus group interview In-depth interview Research journal
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Additionally, the researcher maintained both research journal and fieldnotes to document
observations and reflections throughout the research process. All these instruments were piloted
along with the first two tasks on Zoom with a different volunteer teacher and other four students
prior to the main data collection to ensure the questions are clear, generating discussion and
relevant information, and to ensure that the questions were not leading. Figure 4.1 above illustrates
the framework of data collection.

4.4.1 Pilot study: Instruments, procedure, and limitations

Overview. In December 2022, a study was conducted prior to the main intervention to
examine the clarity, feasibility, and appropriateness of the research instruments. The pilot study
was conducted online with four students who were samples of a single class and their teacher. This
approach was feasible given practical constraints and allowed testing of the instruments in a
context similar to that of the main study. In other words, the pilot did not aim to test the
effectiveness of the tasks or generate substantial data as it was not possible to (1) evaluate the
practicality of delivering the materials within the allocated time, and (2) ensure that all tasks were
comprehensible and manageable for learners. These limitations are acknowledged and discussed
later in this section.

The pilot session included one hour for teaching two tasks along with key concepts in
pragmatics (e.g., social context) and an additional 30 minutes for the student reflection while the
teacher had an observation sheet to record her observations and perceptions during the instruction.
The instruction was delivered on 27 December 2022 and then followed by one hour for the student
interview on 2" January 2023 and another hour for the teacher interview on 3™ January 2023.
Participants provided their availability, and meeting times were arranged accordingly. Drawing

on the data collected from the pilot, I developed a critical reflection, which I subsequently
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discussed with my supervisors to guide revisions to the research instruments. For instance, after
reviewing the first observational sheet, I combined sections A and B, deleted useful / not useful
and replaced it with “What do you think™ and “In what ways,” to reduce potential response bias.
Following the teacher’s feedback indicating redundancy among the items, Section C was revised
by consolidating the three questions into a single item. Following students’ feedback, the revised
reflection included illustrative examples of social factors (e.g., age and social distance) to support
participants’ understanding and encourage more specific responses (see Appendix V for the
observational sheet prior to the pilot study). The following sections describe and discuss the
instruments, procedure, and limitation of the pilot study.

Instruments and procedure. A range of instruments was employed to facilitate
instructional delivery and support data collection in ways that aligned with the study’s focus on
participants’ perceptions of pragmatics instruction and feedback exchange. The instruction was
carried out using PowerPoint presentation delivered via Zoom for introducing tasks 1 and 2. The
use of slides ensured consistency of input, supported the standardisation of task instructions, and
allowed the researcher to control the sequencing and scaffolding of pragmatic features, which is
particularly important for studies exploring learners’ responses to explicit pragmatic input (Kim,
2016; Elshazly, 2017).

Reflective log/sheets were shared through Padlet to collect teacher/students’ written
reflections. Reflecting through digital platforms such as Padlet has been shown to facilitate
participation, reduce affective barriers, and provide accessible spaces for learner expression in
online contexts (Rath, 2025; Singaram et al., 2022). Students could post reflections, ask questions,
and researcher could see, listen, and respond to them as they happened. This helped understand

whether the reflection prompts worked and gave insight into how students were processing the
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tasks. The teacher also had the opportunity to document her observations and any related remarks
or perceptions, which were later discussed with the researcher.

Semi-structured interviews were then scheduled and conducted separately with students
and the teacher via Zoom. Interviewing both student and teacher groups enabled exploring both
perspectives regarding the clarity and appropriateness of study tools. On 2™ January 2023, 1
conducted interviews with three students to learn more about their perceptions. The fourth student
couldn’t join due to weak signal. On the following day, 3 January 2023, I interviewed the teacher
and checked with her the clarity of the reflective log and interview questions. Both interviews
focused on discussing the clarity of the tasks presented, the reflection prompts, and the proposed
interview/focus group questions design for the main study. Each student interview had an

approximate duration of 15-20 minutes, while the teacher’s interview took 45 minutes.

Throughout the pilot session, I maintained researcher fieldnotes, documenting observations
of student engagement, visible hesitation or confusion, and teacher responses to the instruction.
Maintaining fieldnotes supports reflexive awareness and strengthens the trustworthiness of
qualitative designs by documenting the researcher’s positionality and decision-making (Olmos-
Vega et al., 2023; Tracy, 2020). The iterative review of the instruments and procedures following
the pilot aligns with recommendations that pilot studies serve as a testing phase to refine data
collection tools prior to the main study (Pearson et al., 2020). This process contributed to the

development of critical reflection that was later discussed with my supervisors.

Limitations. The decision to pilot only two tasks was primarily shaped by practical
constraints with the education context. The teacher and students were experiencing heavy load

during the period of data collection, and the institution allocated a limited time window for the
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pilot. Given these constraints, piloting all tasks would have placed a burden on participants and
risked compromising engagement with the materials. Tasks 1 and 2 were then selected as they
represent the introductory stages of the intervention, allowing initial insights into learners’
comprehension, task design, timing of the tasks, and the overall delivery process. As a result, the
materials were not fully tested for sequencing, progression, or cumulative difficulty. This decision
represents a potential limitation of the study, as not piloting all tasks may have limited early
identification of task-specific challenges. However, ongoing reflection including teacher
observations, and student feedback during the main intervention were used to monitor task
implementation and address emerging issues.

Furthermore, the pilot relied on a small number of participants, which could limit the
transferability of the findings (Simons, 2015). This limitation, however, did not significantly affect
the research aim, as the study’s primary focus was reflective, exploring participants’ perceptions
rather than assessing their production or performance. As mentioned above, the reflective prompts
were revised following the pilot; however, the students’ responses in the main study remained
largely superficial. This outcome suggests that the issue was not solely a matter of wording but
may reflect a broader lack of experience with reflective practice in their learning context. As a
result, even with clearer explanations and modelling, the depth of reflection did not substantially
increase. This has two implications. First, it indicates that reflective writing may require sustained
training rather than a brief instructional explanation. Second, it highlights a contextual limitation:
the reflective log captured general impressions rather than nuanced accounts of learning processes.
Accordingly, the log was treated as a supplementary rather than a primary source of data, and

greater analytical weight was placed on interviews, which generated richer responses.
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4.4.2 Main study instruments employed in the intervention phase: Teachers’ reflective
observational sheets and learners’ reflective logs

The classroom observational sheets and reflective logs are both reflective instruments used in
this study. Both teachers and learners demonstrated their own perspectives and observations
towards teaching/learning pragmatic features of feedback exchange in the EFL context, reflecting
on the same set of questions in classroom observational sheets for teachers and reflective logs for
learners.

The data on the sheet/log were expected to be an individual production, employing hard copies
for teachers and soft copies for students, using the language with which the teachers/learners feel
most comfortable with either Arabic or English. Since the objective was to gather participants’
perceptions not their language proficiency, the participants were asked to write in their L1, Arabic.
However, teachers chose to write their observations in English. The data generated from these
instruments captured participants’ immediate insights.

The purpose of incorporating classroom observational sheets and reflective logs is to obtain
information from respondents about unobservable mental processes such as thoughts, feelings, and
motives (e.g., Dornyei, 2007). Moreover, reflections in qualitative case studies provides valuable
insights into the experiences and perspectives of the participants (Van Dieren & Clavero, 2022).
They also encourage both linguistic awareness and pragmatic understanding (Borer, 2018). The
teachers’ observational sheets set out to capture their professional observations and reflections
throughout the intervention process, while the learners’ reflective logs provided personal insights

and experiences from their perspective as learners during the same period.

Both data sources— teachers’ sheets and learners’ logs— focus on the same set of

questions, providing reflections from their distinct viewpoints on the shared experience
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(Appendices C and E). The design of these data instruments was semi-structured with respect to
the instruction content, with consistent categories across the two data sets for the two-week
intervention. These categories included authentic materials and tasks, knowledge of
pragmalinguistics and knowledge of sociopragmatics. While the categories remained consistent,
the specific questions within each category varied based on the instruction content. For example,
the questions for the 1% reflective log/sheet are different from the second log/sheet because these
questions are informed by the instruction content, allowing for nuanced; yet systematic reflection

throughout the two-week intervention.

Procedure. Collecting the data sets— teachers’ sheets and learners’ logs— took place
prior and during the two-week intervention. A meeting was arranged with the teachers on Zoom a
week prior to the two-week intervention to introduce the research aim and questions, explain their
role in the study, and provide a detailed explanation of the questions outlined in the two-week
classroom-observational sheets. This meeting offered an opportunity for teachers to raise any
inquiries or seek further clarification, ensuring that their input should be centred specifically on
the instruction-related content, avoiding any external unrelated matters. However, they were also
given a space at the end of each sheet with an open question to record any other related
observations that may arise. As for the documentation of their responses, initially, teachers were
asked to take note of their perceptions on a hard copy while observing during the intervention-time
and later record them as a soft copy in Google forms by the end of each week intervention.
However, they preferred to continue writing their input of the two-week intervention sheets on a
hard copy as they found it easier and less time-consuming due to their university workload. They

decided to hand the completed hand-written sheets to me on a bi-weekly basis.
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Concerning students’ reflective logs, the first 30-mintue time of each intervention was
dedicated to students, explaining the objectives of the pragmatics instruction, as well as discussing
their role and the reflection questions. Students were also invited to a prior and post intervention
forum to raise any inquires or concerns about their role or any other-related matters. As opposed
to teachers, who were observing and taking note, students were asked to record their reflections
by the end of each week intervention, allowing 30 minutes to complete on Google form. The
rationale for this approach is that teachers were encouraged to take notes while observing, allowing
for real-time feedback, clarifications, and professional insights and observations that would be lost
if teachers were disengaged during the intervention. Students, on the other hand, were given time
to absorb the full content and participate during the instruction before providing their reflections

so that they do not feel the pressure to participate and reflect immediately.

Furthermore, the observational sheets submitted by teachers were comprehensive, with all
sections thoroughly completed, providing detailed observations, setting them as a strong and
interesting foundation for the focus group discussion. In contrast to teachers’ comprehensive
sheets, the students’ reflections were often less detailed, providing briefer responses to each
section. This adds greater significance to the follow-up interviews, providing an opportunity to
expand on the students’ brief notes and gain deeper insights. This noted contrast of participants’
reflection input could be attributed to teachers being knowledgeable professionals who are more
likely to feel comfortable providing detailed observations. Their experience equips them to
articulate their views and perceptions precisely, making their input thorough. Students, on the
other hand, may lack the experience to elaborate on linguistic/pragmatic aspects as extensively,
potentially resulting in briefer responses. Additionally, the roles of teachers and students in the

study probably influenced the depth of their reflections. Teachers, as reflective observers, may
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have seen the task as part of their professional responsibilities, prompting them to engage with
greater detail and providing them with time to reflect while observing. In contrast, students were
primarily active participants during the two-week intervention, taking part in the class discussions.
Hence, note-taking may have seemed secondary to their involvement, contributing to the briefness
of their responses. Other factors such as time and effort may also have played a role as students
may have found the task of reflecting in detail by the end of each intervention exhausting,

irrelevant or demanding too much effort.

4.4.3 Main study instruments employed post-intervention: Teachers’ focus groups and
learners’ interviews

The focus group for teachers and individual interviews for students are both in-depth
discussion methods employed post-intervention for this study bi-weekly. Participants were invited
to take place in focus group/interviews to elaborate more on their own perspectives and
observations towards teaching/learning pragmatic features of feedback exchange in the EFL
context, reflecting on the instruction.

The purpose of incorporating the teacher focus group and student interviews post-
intervention is to gather further in-depth data on their perceptions of the content of instruction and
the pedagogical approach. Focus groups and interviews are increasingly being used in applied
linguistics, particularly in qualitative case study research aiming to explore participants’ identities,
experiences, attitudes, and orientations toward various phenomena (Litosseliti, 2003; Talmy,
2010). Focus groups offer a more naturalistic setting where participants can influence one another,
potentially creating an interactive atmosphere where shared beliefs and experiences may
emerge (Litosseliti, 2003). Sharing teachers’ experiences through focus group discussions

contributed to creating a fuller picture of the types of observations and perceptions they have noted,
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particularly regarding the sociopragmatic features of giving and responding to feedback.
Moreover, one-on-one student interviews were designed to uncover their “life-world” and provide
“a window” into their minds (Litosseliti, 2018, p. 157). Students could feel more comfortable and
open, sharing their views and perceptions individually, giving them a locus to elaborate more on
their reflections. By focusing on open-ended questions, both data sets were designed to facilitate
detailed discussions and capture a range of views related to teaching/learning pragmatics of
feedback exchange.

Focus groups for teachers. The questions for the 1% and 2" focus groups were structured
considering three different types of focus group questions: (1) main questions; (2) planned follow-
up questions; and (3) spontaneous follow-up questions (Appendices G and H). However, focus
group discussions were more like conversation among teachers, encouraging interaction among
them, bringing out differing views, ideas, experiences while keeping the conversation flows.
Therefore, follow-up questions (e.g., do you agree with what was just said?; or do you have a
different opinion?) were mostly used with the focus groups whereas probing questions (e.g., could
your provide an example to clarify what do you mean by that?) were mostly for the interviews as
there were less pressure to keep the dynamic of the conversations going.

The type of questions asked in the first and second focus groups were similar to those asked
to students in the 1% and 2™ interviews. For both focus groups, the questions were first centred
around the content of each intervention and then gradually moved to the instruction approach
employed in both interventions. The 1% focus group began with a brief introduction outlining the
purpose of the focus group. Afterwards, each teacher introduced themselves, their major, and their
job status. Following the introductions, participant teachers were asked a series of questions related

to the 1% week intervention, starting with instruction content such as questions related to teaching
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pragmatic features of feedback, negative and positive feedback, face and politeness, and situational
factors. For example, questions like “In what ways did you benefit from the instruction in the
pragmatics of giving and responding to feedback: negative and positive feedback?” And “Do you
find any aspects of teaching pragmatics of feedback helpful if so, why? if not why? including
teaching face and politeness, introducing situational factors (e.g., power, age, gender, social
distance, social status), and presenting English formulaic expressions of giving and responding to
feedback. The second set of questions focused on the teaching procedure, the use of task-based
approach, authentic materials, and real-life situations. Teachers were invited to share any other
thoughts or observations that were not covered during the discussion.

Similarly, the second focus group also started with a brief introduction on the aim of the
focus group, setting the context for the discussion. The first set of questions was centred around
the 2" intervention content, starting from questions on pragmatic features of constructive
feedback, and face and politeness in feedback exchange at discourse level, all the way through to
the writing formulas for giving-responding to feedback. The second set of questions was also
around the 2" intervention teaching procedure including the use of the task-based approach, and
authentic materials. The last question was indirect, aiming to explore a broader range of
perspectives and interesting insights that may not emerge in response to direct questions (Rubin &
Rubin, 2005). Therefore, teachers were asked hypothetically, “if they were going to write an e-
mail recommending teaching pragmatics of feedback to the programme director. What would they

say about it?”



FEEDBACK ON FEEDBACK 173

Figure 4.2

Teacher Focus Group Timeframe

As illustrated in Figure 4.2, the teacher focus groups were conducted during the same week
as the intervention to capture immediate feedback and fresh reflections. The rationale for this close
timeframe was essential to ensure that teachers’ responses were based on their direct experience
and memory of the intervention, minimising the loss of detail or influence of external factors. The
two focus groups were scheduled in the pre-intervention meeting with teachers. Questions were
sent to the teachers a day before each focus group by e-mail. A meeting room was also booked for
the two focus groups, and a meeting table was arranged in a square formation, allowing the four
teachers to face each other to facilitate active engagement. Copies of the eight tasks presented in
the two-week intervention were printed out and placed on the meeting table to ensure access to the
materials throughout the discussion, four tasks for each focus group. To ensure a friendly and
comfortable atmosphere for all participant teachers, Arabic coffee and chocolates were also served.

The two focus groups lasted between 40-45 minutes, giving the teachers the choice of
language they feel comfortable with, ending up switching between Arabic and English. Each focus
group session started with outlining the aim of the study and the focus group, ending with giving

participants a space to share any further details as well as a Thank-You note on their time and
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insights. The 1% focus group, however, ended with a reminder of the 2" week intervention, the 2
classroom observational sheet, and the 2" focus group. Each focus group session was audio-
recorded.

Individual interviews for students. Four different types of interview questions were
considered: (1) main questions; (2) planned follow-up questions; (3) probes; and (4) spontaneous
follow-up questions (Appendices I and J). As mentioned above, probing questions (e.g., Could you
provide an example to clarify what do you mean by that?) were mostly used for the interviews as
there were less pressure to keep the dynamic of the conversations going. Questions for the 1%
interview and 2" interview were similar to that of the focus groups for teachers; however, the
focus shifted from teaching to learning.

Figure 4.3

Learner Interview Timeframe
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As illustrated in Figure 4.3, the learner interviews took place within three weeks including
the two-week intervention. A meeting room for the interview was assigned for the interviews with
students using a one-to-one desk. Students from within the intact class were chosen randomly for
the interviews. A “Lucky Roulette” digital tool was employed to ensure a fair and unbiased
selection process. This randomisation was used strictly as a practical method to avoid researcher
bias—that is, to eliminate the possibility of the researcher unintentionally choosing preferred or
more vocal students. It is important to note that this random selection did not replace or override
informed consent. Students who were selected through Lucky Roulette were fully informed about
the purpose and procedures of the interview, and they retained the right to voluntarily participate
or decline without any consequences. The entire process was explained transparently to the class
to ensure that students understood that randomisation served only to promote fairness, while
participation remained entirely voluntary.

Each student was given a number from 1-31 combined in the Roulette. Sixteen students
were randomly selected in total for the two-week intervention: Seven for the 15 week intervention
and another nine students for the 2™ week intervention, making sure to exclude those who took
part in the first set of interviews. The rationale for this approach is to listen to as many students as
possible and explore a sub-sample of the 31 students’ views in depth. It is important to note that
selecting nine students randomly in the second week was a cautious approach, considering that
some students might be absent as occurred in the 1% set of interviews. An online table was shared
with the selected students on Google Drive to put their availability and schedule their interview
meetings. Also, the questions for the interviews were translated into Arabic and shared with

students prior to their interviews by e-mail.
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In the first week, five out of seven students attended their assigned interviews: Four in-
person, on campus, and one moved her interview online on Zoom in the evening due to her busy
schedule while the other two students did not attend. In the second week, four out of nine students
scheduled their interviews on campus during the 2™ week and the other three students were
available in the third week; however, another two students were also no-show. As a result, the
overall number of interviewees were twelve out of sixteen students. In addition, copies of each
intervention task were also provided for students who were able to conduct their interviews in-
person whereas slides were presented for the student who preferred her interview to be on Zoom.
As for the teachers, the environment for the interviews was made as friendly as possible; therefore,
Arabic coffee and chocolates were also served for the students.

The duration of the twelve interviews ranged between 25-60 minutes depending on
students’ ability to elaborate on their perceptions. It was observed during the interview fieldnotes
that some students were able to elaborate due to their outgoing personality or prior knowledge
while other students were reserved and somehow shy (Appendix R), resulting in a shorter
interview. For example, S14 had the longest interview, 60 minutes, as she wished to elaborate on
her perceptions substantiated with various examples. S24 was passionate about film criticism
which she referred to several times during her interview and sustained her interest in elaborating
in great detail, including her enthusiasm for sharing her tasks with her family. In comparison, S24
and S16 were very quiet and reluctant. One showed signs of shyness and nervousness, resulting in
repetitive answers rather than providing examples or elaborations. Interestingly, the interview
fieldnotes indicated how politeness, or probably personality traits, could act as a barrier sometimes
to express opinions with elaborations and examples. However, the twelve interviews along with

students’ reflections provide rich data for this study because the more interviews I conducted, the
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more | observed similar themes and ideas emerging among the participants; consequently, this
rationale led me not to conduct any additional interviews.
4.5 The two-week intervention

The two-week intervention was designed to fit within the constraints of the participants’
existing class schedule and teachers work-load, which was the starting point of the planning
process. This consideration ensured that the study did not disrupt regular course activities and
allowed all participants to attend and fully engage with the intervention. The schedule constraints

guided the overall duration, number of sessions, and timing of the intervention.

Based on these practical considerations, the intervention was implemented over two weeks,
comprising 3-hour sessions per week, which is an existing class time, comprising a total of six
contact hours. This structure allowed sufficient time for the delivery of eight tasks, with four tasks
implemented per week. The two-week duration and session length were also guided by empirical
insights from L2/EFL pragmatics research, which shows that short, yet intensive instructional
periods can effectively raise learners’ awareness of pragmatic features while also fitting within
existing institutional timetables. Although previous studies have used widely varying treatment
lengths, decisions about the most effective duration have often been arbitrary and shaped more by
contextual practicality than by empirical justification. Reviews such as Taguchi (2015), Takahashi
(2010), and Jeon and Kaya (2006) highlight these inconsistencies. For instance, interventions have
ranged from a single class session (Li, 2012) to extended programmes such as two hours per week
over 15 weeks (Alcon-Soler, 2005). While Martinez-Flor (2006) emphasised that a semester-long
treatment enhanced the effectiveness of both explicit and implicit instruction, Tateyama et al.
(1997) found that Japanese-as-a-foreign-language learners could achieve significant gains in

acquiring target-language routines even within a 50-minute explicit session. Despite these
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variabilities, Jeon and Kaya’s (2006) meta-analysis indicates that treatments exceeding five hours
tend to produce greater learning gains than shorter interventions. In alignment with this evidence,
the current study employs a two-week intervention comprising three hours of instruction per week
(six hours in total), placing it within the range shown to support meaningful pragmatic
development while remaining feasible for the instructional context. This duration, therefore, offers

a balanced, research-informed, and contextually practical approach to pragmatics instruction.

Furthermore, the development of the intervention design followed a systematic sequence.
Initially, a timeline of the two-week intervention was established (see figure 4.4 for the timeline)
and then a lesson plan was drafted, taking into consideration the existing class timetable, session
duration, and the overall aims of the two-week intervention (see table 4.4 for 1st week lesson plan
and table 4.5 for 2nd week lesson plan). This plan provided the overarching framework, specifying
the timing, topics, and pedagogical objectives for each session. Once the lesson plan had been

established, the instructional tasks were designed to fit within this framework.

A total of eight instructional tasks were developed for the intervention. The tasks were
designed to fit within the six-hour instructional period. Each task was allocated 30 minutes,
following an initial 30-minute orientation and concluding with a 30-minute reflective log per week.
This structure resulted in a total of eight tasks delivered across the two-week intervention,
providing sufficient exposure and practice for learners to develop pragmatic awareness, including
conscious-raising, guided discovery, practice, and reflect tasks, which will be explained in detail

in the following section.
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Figure 4.4

Timeline of the Two-week Intervention
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Table 4.4

15" Week Lesson Plan

09:00-09:30 | Orientation Introduce the session, outline aims, activate learners’ prior | PPT Slides
knowledge about feedback and pragmatics.

09:30-10:00 | Task 1 Raise students’ awareness through sharing intercultural Arabic perspective on face and politeness;
stories of pragmatic failures; introduce directive speech authentic email exchanges on requests.
acts in feedback.

10:00-10:30 | Task 2 Support learners in analysing negative feedback at the Video clip from a TV show; guided-discovery

linguistic (pragmalinguistic) and social (sociopragmatic) questions on negative feedback.
levels to make it more constructive.

10:30-11:00 | Task 3 Support learners in analysing positive feedback Three authentic caricatures of positive
pragmalinguistically and sociopragmatically to make it feedback exchanges depicting face,
more constructive. politeness, and identity in Arabic.
11:00:11:30 | Task 4 Apply learned pragmatic concepts in simulated scenarios | Two caricatures

and reflect on their performance.

11:30:12:00 | 1* reflective Encourage learners to critically reflect on their experience | Reflective log on Google Forms
with the materials and tasks, evaluate their developing use

log of feedback expressions, and consider the social factors
influencing feedback exchanges.
1** Assignment | Reinforce developing concepts and skills by engaging Assignment brief; students’ own collected

learners with authentic feedback practices and guiding feedback data.
them to reflect on their experiences.
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Table 4.5

2"d Week Lesson Plan

181

09:00-09:30 | Scaffolding Reinforce learners’ recall of feedback expressions Hard copies of the activity; example email
introduced in Week 1 and provide additional practice in showing teacher feedback and three response
Activity giving and responding to feedback. types.
09:30-10:00 | Task 5 Encourage learners to give constructive feedback using a A humorous beginner-level artwork (my
humorous beginner artwork, promoting honesty and Mona Lisa version); access to dictionaries and
creativity. the internet.
10:00-10:30 | Task 6 Support learners in analysing feedback structures and Three feedback scenarios in email formats
politeness strategies in the target language; help them
distinguish between constructive, destructive, and poor
feedback.
10:30-11:00 | Task 7 Deepen learners’ analysis of feedback structures using Three written feedback scenarios from Task
discourse analysis principles; develop understanding of 6; discussion prompts.
social context and appropriateness in feedback.
11:00:11:30 | Task 8 Encourage learners to apply constructive feedback Mind Meister Map; sentence stems for
principles in workplace scenarios; practice writing clear, structuring feedback; examples of workplace
polite, and contextually appropriate feedback. scenarios; guidelines for email etiquette.
11:30:12:00 [ 279 reflective Encourage learners to share and critically reflect on their Reflective log on Google Forms
perceptions of the materials and tasks, their use of the
log giving-responding feedback formulas, and the social
factors influencing them.
27d Assignment | Support learners in practicing responding to feedback in Sentence stems, writing formula for
pairs and reflecting on their experience. responding to feedback,
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4.5.1 Intervention approach

The instructional approach adopted in this study was grounded mainly in explicit
pragmatics instruction, reflecting empirical evidence (Martinez-Flor, 2008; Taguchi, 2015;
Nguyen et al., 2012; Fordyce, 2013) shows that explicit instruction—including metapragmatic
explanation, consciousness-raising, and guided discussion—supports deeper understanding of
sociopragmatic norms and enhances learners’ ability to recognise and produce complex pragmatic
features. However, studies demonstrate that implicit instruction, particularly through noticing,
inductive engagement, and interactive task performance, is effective for facilitating automatization
of pragmalinguistic forms and enabling learners to attend to patterns embedded within discourse
(Ellis, 2003; Takimoto, 2008; Koike & Pearson, 2005). Consequently, the tasks were designed not
only to introduce pragmatic forms explicitly but also to create conditions for learners to implicitly
discover, interpret, and practice the sociopragmatic meanings underlying feedback exchanges.
This approach ensured that learners received explicit support when sociopragmatic interpretation
was necessary while also benefiting from implicit learning opportunities when engaging in
meaningful, interaction-based tasks.

4.5.2 Instructional design: Three-stage task design framework

The pragmatics instruction was implemented through a structured sequence of activities
designed to integrate explicit explanation with opportunities for implicit learning. Each stage
aimed at fostering learners’ awareness, understanding, and practical application of pragmatic

features in feedback exchanges.
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Stage one: Consciousness-raising (CR)

As outlined in Chapter 3, the principles of noticing, input enhancement, and explicit
instruction form the theoretical basis for Consciousness-Raising (CR) in L2 pragmatics. CR is
grounded in the view that awareness is a necessary precursor to acquisition, a position widely
supported in the literature (Ellis, 2003; Schmidt, 1993, 1995, 2001; Sharwood Smith,1993).
Schmidt’s Noticing Hypothesis, in particular, argues that learners must consciously register
linguistic and pragmatic features in the input for these features to become intake. Input
enhancement (Sharwood Smith, 1993) and explicit metapragmatic explanation work together to
make such features salient and analysable for learners, especially in adult L2 learning where
explicit processing is shown to be effective (Taguchi, 2015; Plonsky and Zhuang, 2019; Taguchi
and Youn, 2022). In pragmatics, scholars emphasise that CR helps learners attend to the co-
occurrence of contextual variables and linguistic choices (Kasper & Schmidt, 1996; Kasper &
Rose, 1999). CR adopts an inductive approach that exposes learners to authentic examples and
guides them to recognise how form—function relationships operate differently across L1 and L2
contexts. Through this guided noticing process, learners develop analytical tools for identifying,
comparing, and analysing patterns of contextually appropriate language use (Kasper and Rose,

2001).

Guided by the theoretical perspectives reviewed above, I developed CR tasks that utilised
authentic materials and TBLT principles to draw learners’ attention to pragmatic aspects of
feedback. Task 1 (Week 1) and Task 5 (Week 2) were implemented as CR tasks to activate
learners’ prior knowledge and support their noticing of essential pragmalinguistic and
sociopragmatic features of politeness and face management (Ellis, 2003; Narita, 2012). This stage

then progressed to metapragmatic explanation, consistent with Taguchi’s (2015) review that
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explicit commentary enhances learners’ understanding of the social meanings encoded in linguistic

forms. The structure of these CR tasks is outlined in the following sections.

Task 1. This task begins with a culturally grounded discussion of face in Arabic, drawing
on familiar concepts such as saving/losing face in Saudi Arabia (Al-Musallam, 2022). Introducing
the topic through learners’ L1 concepts enables them to anchor new pragmatic constructs in their
existing sociocultural context, which supports noticing and interpretive engagement (Gay, 2018).
The task then moves into explaining how “face,” operate across languages—particularly how
Arabic conceptualisations may differ from English (Ishihara & Cohen, 2014). Finally, a personal
intercultural story of pragmatic failure involving an email misunderstanding. This narrative serves
as an authentic example that helps learners identify how L1-based assumptions may lead to
unintended face-threats in intercultural communication (Ishihara & Cohen, 2014; McConachy &
Liddicoat, 2016; Kecskés, 2016). The task then incorporates a guided class discussion of
sociopragmatic issues, aligned with Nguyen et al. (2012), who emphasise the value of critical
discussion for making implicit pragmatic knowledge explicit. Through these reflective and
interactive questions, learners engage in both pragmalinguistic noticing (e.g., forms, expressions,
formulae) and sociopragmatic reasoning (e.g., power, distance, imposition). The 1 task thus sets
the foundation for subsequent tasks including tasks 2, 3, and 4 by raising awareness of how face
and politeness are culturally constructed and how such constructions may shape feedback

exchange in intercultural communication.

Task 5. This task also emphasises learner noticing, hypothesis formation, and reflective
analysis rather than accuracy-driven performance (Ellis, 2003). It encourages learners to explore

how constructive feedback is given through examining a humorous, intentionally imperfect
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artwork. The choice of humorous visual material aligns with research demonstrating that humour
and simple visuals lower anxiety, increase engagement, and promote participation (Bell &
Pomerantz, 2019; Ayu, 2016; Thakur & Al-Mahrooqi, 2015). Additionally, the task permits
students to rely mainly on their own pre-existing styles of feedback prior to receiving explicit
instruction on constructive feedback as in the N-P sequence. The task design is supported by
Schmidt’s (1993, 1995, 2001) Noticing Hypothesis and draws on Mori’s (2009) concept of
speaker’s agency in intercultural pragmatics, which emphasises learners’ active role in shaping,
negotiating, and managing meaning rather than merely following predetermined “appropriate”

forms.

Stage two: Discovery learning

Discovery learning, a sub-branch of inductive language-learning approaches, is based on
the premise that emphasises learners’ active role in constructing their own understanding leading
to knowledge creation (Lefrancois, 1997). According to Richards and Schmidt (2002), discovery
learning involves learners actively engaging in processes such as observing, making inferences,
forming hypotheses, predicting outcomes, and communicating their ideas. It usually provided by
the teacher, through carefully structured exposure to information and thoughtfully designed
questions. This guidance can also come from materials like task sheets or step-by-step instructions,
which are adjusted according to the learner’s current understanding. Ellis (2002) argues that a
discovery-oriented approach to developing explicit knowledge offers considerable advantages. He
suggests that rules learners uncover themselves are likely to be more memorable than those

provided directly by the teacher. In addition, engaging learners in examining authentic language
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patterns and formulating hypotheses about underlying rules serves as valuable training for

fostering self-directed and autonomous learning (Mori, 2009).

Building on the earlier discussion of intercultural pragmatics and its critique of universalist
assumptions of language use (e.g., Altikriti, 2011; Emike, 2013; Matczak, 2013; Kerkam, 2015;
Grainger & Mills, 2016), this stage implemented guided discovery tasks to support learners’
inductive analysis of pragmatic features in their L1 context. Targeted language examples were also
provided to illustrate how these features are realised pragmatically in communication. The design

of the tasks for the guided discovery stage is presented in the following section.

Guided-discovery tasks. Task 2 utilised a viral video clip from a popular Arabic talk
show, ("<l Je #<b ") "al-Sayf"), which was selected based on research highlighting the
benefits of multimodality discussed in chapter 3 (e.g., Yang, 2021; Abrams, 2014; Ayu, 2016;
Baron and Celaya, 2022; Al-Smari, 2020). Task 3 also incorporated visual and textual examples
that illustrate pragmatic features in context (Ayu, 2016; Giiven & Bekdas, 2018; Thakur & Al-

Mahrooqi, 2015; Bell & Pomerantz, 2019). These included:

1) A caricature published in A/-Jazirah Newspaper (2012, September 20) illustrating
the notion of “fear of envy” (2wl L ) upon receiving positive comments.

2) A caricature illustrating Arabic social compliments and reactions drawn from
Ishihara and Cohen’s (2014) book.

3) A humorous conversation between the author, Marn, and an Arabic speaker,

extracted from Marn’s (2018) thesis.



FEEDBACK ON FEEDBACK 187

Tasks 2 and 3 included guided questions and examples to enable learners discover the
pragmatic features themselves. Tasks 2 and 3 concluded with a focus on language resources, where
a table was provided comparing the inappropriate expressions used in the video with alternative,
appropriate expressions in both Arabic and English. The expressions included in Task 3 were
compiled by drawing on authentic discourse examples as well as published research on pragmatics

and feedback (Ishihara & Cohen, 2014; Hathaway, 1997; Meyer, 2014).

Task 6 involved comparing and contrasting three types of feedback: Feedback A (poor),
Feedback B (constructive), and Feedback C (destructive). This task was informed by research on
feedback exchange, with a particular emphasis on the distinction between constructive and
destructive feedback (Hathaway, 1997; Daniels, 2009; Choi et al. 2018), as opposed to
conventional L2/EFL pragmatics practices, which typically focus on appropriateness of speech
acts across cultures (e.g., Taylor, 2002). Task 7 followed Task 6 and continued to employ guided
discovery questions to support in-depth discourse analysis. Analysing written discourse in context
helps learners understand pragmatic and sociopragmatic features (Ishihara & Cohen, 2014),
developing a deeper understanding of how language functions in real-life situations (Taguchi,

2015).

Stage three: Practice and reflect

The inclusion of practice aimed to enable learners to operationalise their emerging
pragmatic knowledge in contextually meaningful situations, facilitating deeper internalisation.
Research in pragmatics emphasises that explicit instruction alone is insufficient; learners must
practice the target pragmatic features to develop pragmatic competence (Bardovi-Harlig, 2001;

Kasper & Rose, 2002; Ellis, 2003, 2008; Taguchi, 2015; Plonsky and Zhuang, 2019). Ellis (2008)
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notes that the relative effectiveness of deductive and inductive instruction emerges specifically
when both approaches include opportunities for practice. In other words, it is the inclusion of
practice activities—rather than the instructional mode alone—that plays a decisive role in
supporting learners’ development. For example, several studies have highlighted the value of
simulated authentic scenarios in enabling learners to practise and develop their pragmatic
competence. Such simulations have been shown to compensate for the limitations of traditional
classroom instruction and textbook-based activities (e.g., Lyu, 2006; Taguchi, 2012, 2022;
Gonzélez-Lloret, 2024). The design of the tasks for the practice and reflect stage is presented in

the following section.

Practice and reflect tasks. Moreover, reflection was integrated to promote metacognitive
awareness, enabling learners to evaluate the effectiveness and appropriateness of their feedback
and to understand how linguistic choices relate to social context. The reflective components of the
tasks/assignments, which asked students to examine their experiences of giving, receiving, and
responding to feedback, build on the literature advocating reflection as a means of fostering
metapragmatic awareness and internalising pragmatic principles (McConachy and Liddicoat,

2016; Liddicoat, 2019; Dooly & Vinagre, 2022; Nguyen et al., 2012; Ishihara & Cohn, 2014).

In Task 4, two caricatures illustrating a writing workshop context, featuring a teacher and
a group of students, were purposefully selected (Finkle, 2021). The original captions were then
removed to provide learners with the opportunity to construct their own feedback exchanges,
followed by a question prompting reflection. The first assignment required students to collect
naturally occurring feedback interactions from their own lives, a design feature informed by

Ishihara & Cohn (2014), who emphasise the value of learner-generated data for promoting



FEEDBACK ON FEEDBACK 189

authentic engagement and enhancing sensitivity to contextual variables. In Task 8 and assignment
2, students were given the opportunity to create a situation they would like to evaluate at work
from employer to employee. Examples included if a team player is not meeting deadlines, or
someone is always late (Hathaway, 1997; Daniels, 2009; Choi et al. 2018). Finally, the two
assignments concluded with teacher feedback on students’ analyses and reformulations. This step
is consistent with feedback practices in EFL pragmatics (e.g., Olshtain & Cohen, 1991; Campean
et al., 2024; Cheng, Zhang & Yan 2025) that learners receive explicit, individualised feedback to
refine their pragmatic interpretations and enhance their accuracy in future communicative

situations.

4.5.3 Feedback exchange formulas

As outlined in Chapter 3, the feedback formulas are grounded in feedback research on the
N-P sequence (e.g., Hathaway, 1997, Dohrenwend, 2002; LeBaron & Jernick, 2000; Choi et al.,
2018). Responding to feedback framework is grounded in feedback research (Hathaway, 1997)
and cross-cultural pragmatics literature on clarification requests (e.g., Van de Ridder et al., 2015;
Harrison et al., 2015), accepting requests (Al-Khawaldeh and Zegarac, 2013; Morsi, 2010;
Albalawi, 2018; Alsuhaim & Alhojailan, 2025), and disagreements (Locher, 2004; Alghazo,

Altakhaineh, & Rabab’ah, 2022; Harb, 2021).

Giving feedback formula. Writing formula for giving feedback was introduced by
building on what the students had already learned. The participant students had already been
exposed to vocabulary and modal verbs related to speech acts such as requests and advice (e.g.,
could, would, may, might), as well as to complex sentence structures, particularly those formed

with think, agree/disagree, but, when and because. The intervention therefore built on this prior
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knowledge by combining these linguistic resources with additional grammatical structures to
demonstrate that speech acts such as requesting, suggesting, and advising can be realised through

multiple pragmatically appropriate forms.

The N-P formula for giving constructive feedback was structured in three stages:

1. Opening with general statements: The feedback giver begins with neutral, positive remarks
to set a constructive tone without overpraising. For example: “The project, overall, looks
good.”

2. Providing specific feedback while encouraging reflection: The feedback giver highlights
areas for improvement using prompts that invite critical thinking, such as: “I wonder ...,”
“I noticed ...,” “How about ...,” “Have you thought about ...,” or “Could you please
change ...?”

3. Acknowledging efforts and offering encouragement: The feedback giver concludes by
recognizing the recipient’s efforts, motivating them, and helping to maintain their self-

esteem. Examples include: “I really like how you conducted ...,”" “Next time I would love

to hear more about ... because ...,”" and “Thanks for all your hard work!”

This formula not only guides students in structuring their feedback but also helps them
balance constructive criticism with politeness and encouragement, protecting the recipient’s
face and promoting positive interaction as discussed in Chapter 2, 2.7.4 speech acts in giving
feedback.

Responding to feedback formula. Firstly, the formula structure considered accepting

feedback if it is constructive. The feedback recipient could simply start with thanking notes and

ends with appreciation notes. For example, thanking notes could include phrases such as “Thank
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you very much for your feedback™ and end with appreciation notes such as “I truly appreciate your
help!” “I appreciate the time you spent to provide me with feedback!” Writing these thank-you
and appreciation notes could show appreciation for the feedback giver for providing constructive
feedback, acknowledging their effort and thoughtfulness.

Secondly, the formula structure considered asking for clarification if the feedback is
unclear. For instance, the feedback takers could start with thanking notes such as “Thank you very
much for your feedback!” Then they could make a request or ask for clarification such as “Would
you please clarify/explain ...,” or “Could you please elaborate more on ... .” This could invite the
feedback giver to reflect on their constructive feedback and provide more explanations. Finally,
feedback taker should provide appreciation notes for the time taking by the feedback giver to
reconsider their feedback, such as “I truly appreciate your help!” “I appreciate any help you can
provide!” This could show respect and politeness of the feedback giver’s effort and time,
acknowledging their hard work while asking for clarification.

Thirdly, the formula structure considered disagreeing politely if the feedback is unfair to
foster respectful feedback exchange. Polite disagreement helps feedback takers express differing
opinions without disrespecting others. For instance, they could start their response with thanking
notes, “Thank you very much for your feedback!,” acknowledging the feedback giver’s input, even
if it differs from the feedback recipient’s expectations. Next, they could state their disagreement
respectfully such as “I wonder if it is a good idea to ...,” “I see your point, but I think ...,” or “I
respect your point of view, but in my opinion, ...,” showing politeness and respect while stating a
different point of view. Then they should provide the reason for their disagreement such as saying
“The reason is ...,” or “This is because ... .” Providing a reason for their disagreement could

support their point of view and could invite for more constructive feedback exchange. Finally, they
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can end their response with appreciation notes to allow the feedback giver to respond and remain
open to their viewpoint “I truly appreciate to hear your thoughts on what I have shared!” or “I
appreciate any help you can provide!”

4.5.4 Procedure of the two-week intervention

A brief description of each task and assignment used is outlined in Table 4.6. The order of
the tasks mirrors the sequence of the teaching procedure presented in the two-week intervention.
Although the intervention was implemented largely as planned, a small number of procedural
elements were not carried out exactly as intended and required minor adjustments during
implementation. For example, for the 1% week assignment, only one student attempted to do her
assignment providing an e-mail exchange between her and her teacher, and the e-mail exchange
was an apology! All students reported that they didn’t receive written feedback last semester,
especially by e-mail; therefore, no feedback was given on this assignment.

The 2" week was planned to open with a consciousness-raising task based on their
assignment 1. For example, students were supposed to use what they have learned in Assignment
1 to explain how the exchanges would look like if they were in a business setting. However,
another scaffolding activity was developed based on T4’s observations of the pragmatics
instruction in the 15 week to ensure that students have the opportunity to practice more feedback
expressions introduced in week 1. An example was also developed to include some feedback
expressions used in the 1% week in feedback exchange by e-mail. The example included a teacher
giving feedback as well as three ways of responding to feedback, demonstrated before starting
Task 5. The rationale for pre-tasks-activity-and-example is to ensure that students recall the
feedback expressions. Moreover, the procedure of 2nd assignment diverged from the original plan

as students needed more time to structure their constructive feedback for Task 8. As a result,
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Student A and B had a chance to work in pairs to give constructive feedback in Task 8 and redraft

it as their 2" assignment uploaded to Google drive for my feedback.

Table 4.6

Procedure of the two-week intervention

Task

Description

Week 1

Stage one: Consciousness-raising (CR)

1
E-mail (Sharing
experiences)

Aim: Raise students’ awareness through sharing intercultural stories of
pragmatic failures; introduce directive speech acts in feedback.

Instructional step(s): consciousness-raising followed by metapragmatic
explanation and class discussion of sociopragmatic aspects.

Materials and resources: Arabic perspective on face and politeness;
authentic email exchanges on requests.

Procedure:

o [ started first with Arabic perspective on face and politeness
followed by a question, “Have you ever caused someone to
lose face un/intentionally? Could you describe and explain
what happened during the interaction?

e Then I shared my own story, which was a pragmatic failure
between me and a former teacher in an E-mail exchange.

e Students were provided with metapragmatic explanation
followed by class discussion of socio-pragmatics aspects of
discourse, guiding them to focus on both the
pragmalinguistic and sociopragmatic components of
discourse.

Stage 2: Guided-discovery

2
TV show
(Critical discussion)

Aim: Support learners in analysing negative feedback at the linguistic
(pragmalinguistic) and social (sociopragmatic) levels to make it more
constructive.

Instruction step(s): Guided-discovery questions

Materials and resources: Video clip from a TV show
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Procedure:
¢ Play the video and ask students to answer questions about what
went wrong and how the exchange could be repaired.
e Then present a table of negative expressions to avoid and model
polite disagreement strategies (e.g., “I would appreciate it if you
could explain...”).

3
Caricatures (Critical
discussion)

Aim: Support learners in analysing positive feedback
pragmalinguistically and sociopragmatically to make it more
constructive.

Instruction step(s): Guided discovery questions

Materials and resources: Three authentic caricatures of positive
feedback exchanges depicting face, politeness, and identity in Arabic.

Procedure:

e Part 1: Students describe each caricature and infer what is
happening, considering written language, body language, facial
expressions, identity, and relationships.

e Part 2: Guide students to identify contextual factors through a
series of reflective questions.

Stage 3: Practice and reflect

4
Caricatures
(Simulation)

Aim: Apply learned pragmatic concepts in simulated scenarios and
reflect on their performance.

Instruction steps: Practice and reflect

Materials and resources: Two caricatures

Procedure:

1. Practice: Students simulate the caricature scenarios by creating a
short narrative in dialogue format, giving and responding to both
positive and negative feedback constructively.

2. Reflect: Students reflect on their feedback exchanges.

Assignment
(Student research)

Aim: Reinforce developing concepts and skills by engaging learners
with authentic feedback practices and guiding them to reflect on their
experiences.

Instruction steps: Practice and reflect

Materials and resources: Students’ own collected feedback data.
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Procedure:
1. Practice: Students complete the assigned task/activity.
2. Reflection: Students reflect on their feedback exchanges/
learning experience.
3. Feedback: Students receive feedback from the instructor

Week 2

Scaffolding stage

Aim: Reinforce learners’ recall of feedback expressions introduced in the
Ist Week

Pre-tasks-activity

Instructional step: Practice

and-example

Materials and resources: Hard copies of the activity; example email
showing teacher feedback and three response types.

Procedure:

Students work in pairs: Student A gives feedback, and Student B
responds. The activity includes direction, situation, and simulation
components.

The teacher demonstrates example email exchanges to guide the process.

Stage one: Consciousness-raising (CR)

5
Beginner’s artwork
(Critique)

Aim: Encourage learners to give constructive feedback through using a
humorous beginner artwork, promoting honesty and creativity.

Instruction steps: Consciousness-raising followed by metapragmatic
explanation and class discussion of sociopragmatic aspects.

Materials and resources: A humorous beginner-level artwork (my
Mona Lisa version); access to dictionaries and the internet.

Procedure:
e Students examine the artwork and begin by giving general
positive comments (e.g., “What do you like the most?”).
e Then they provide honest suggestions for improvement, using
dictionaries or online sources to find art-related vocabulary.

Stage 2: Guided discovery

6
E-mail
(Compare and
contrast)

Aim: Support learners in discovering how feedback structure and
politeness operate by examining examples, allowing them to distinguish
between constructive, destructive, and poor feedback.

Instruction step(s): Guided questions

Materials and resources: Three feedback scenarios in email formats
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Procedure:

e Students were asked to skim-read three different scenarios of
feedback giving on an e-mail to identify which one shows
constructive feedback, demotivating feedback, or poor feedback,
underlining the language/structure/features of each one.

e Students were also asked to respond to each feedback:
constructive feedback, demotivating feedback, or poor feedback.

7
E-mail
(‘Discourse
analysis’)

Aim: Deepen learners’ analysis of feedback structures using discourse
analysis principles; develop understanding of social context and
appropriateness in feedback.

Instruction steps: Guided questions

Materials and resources: Three written feedback scenarios from Task
6; discussion prompts.

Procedure:
e Students were asked to analyse the written constructive
feedback, in task 6, in relation to its social context.
e Writing feedback formulas were explicitly introduced, with
examples illustrating their use in feedback exchanges.

Stage 3: Practice and reflect

8
E-mail
(Simulation)

Aim: Encourage learners to apply constructive feedback principles in
workplace scenarios; practice writing clear, polite, and contextually
appropriate feedback.

Instruction steps: Practice and reflect

Materials and resources: Mind Meister Map; sentence stems for
structuring feedback; examples of workplace scenarios; guidelines for
email etiquette.

Procedure: Students were asked to create a feedback situation in a
social context and give constructive feedback in an e-mail.

Assignment

Aim: Support learners in practicing responding to feedback in pairs and
reflecting on their experience.

Instruction steps: Practice and reflect, feedback

Materials and resources: Sentence stems, writing formula for
responding to feedback




FEEDBACK ON FEEDBACK 197

Procedure:

e Students were asked to respond to the feedback e-mail they
created in task 8 in pairs choosing from three different ways of
responding.

e However, this assignment was adjusted to give students more

time in writing and redrafting the simulation in task 8.

4.6 Data analysis

Thematic Analysis (TA) by Braun and Clarke (2006) is proposed for data analysis as TA used
in qualitative studies enables the researcher to search, identify, analyse, and interpret recurring
patterns and codes forming themes emerged within data (Braun and Clarke, 2006, p. 78). Braun &
Clarke (2006) suggested that TA is the foundational method based on “core skills” to build a
comprehensive understanding of qualitative analysis. As a method not associated with a specific
epistemology, its flexibility is a significant advantage, especially given the diversity of work in

learning and teaching of EFL pragmatics research.

The thematic analysis procedures proposed by Braun & Clarke (2006) were used in coding
and categorising all study datasets: Teachers’ observational sheets and focus groups as well as
students’ reflective logs and interviews. The hard copies of teachers’ observational sheets were
first typed into Microsoft Word document while students’ reflective logs were first downloaded
from GoogleForm into a Microsoft Excel workbook, linked to their assigned codes, and then
moved to Microsoft Word document. All recordings from interviews and focus groups were
transcribed directly to Microsoft Word documents. All data coding was carried out manually in
Microsoft Word, which facilitated the organisation and management of the data through

highlighting key segments to identify recurring patterns and initial codes. In Microsoft Word, the
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Comment feature was used to document initial codes and record notes about prominent/interesting

features in several sections with the datasets.

While NVivo is used as qualitative data analysis software, it was not employed in this study
due to specific methodological and practical considerations. The research involved a relatively
small number of participants, which allowed for manual coding and thematic analysis without the
need for software. Manual analysis enabled the researcher to engage deeply with the data,
preserving context and subtle nuances that may have been overlooked by automated coding.
However, managing data manually required careful organization, attention to detail, and
systematic documentation. Challenges included ensuring consistency in coding across multiple
observation sheets and avoiding oversight of emerging patterns. To address these challenges,
detailed coding schemes were developed, and coding decisions were regularly reviewed and
discussed with supervisors to maintain rigor and reliability. Examples of completed observation
sheets and excerpts of coding are provided in Appendices X and Y to demonstrate the systematic
approach undertaken. These examples illustrate how themes were derived from the raw data and

how coding was applied consistently across data.

The thematic analysis in this study took an inductive approach, where extracts of data were
highlighted and grouped according to their similarity, resulting in the emergence of themes. The
analytical process therefore followed Braun and Clarke’s (2006) six phases outlined in Table 4.7.

below.
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Table 4.7

Overview of the Six Thematic Analysis Phases Employed in this Study

Phase Description of process

1. Familiarisation with the data | Listening to recordings, transcribing, reading, and re-
reading of interview/focus group transcripts/reflective

logs/sheets.

2. Generating initial codes Coding interesting features prominent among students’
reflective logs/interviews; teachers’ reflective
sheets/focus groups in relation to the research questions
and objectives (e.g., descriptive or semantic codes);
combining relevant codes within students’ dataset
together; and combining relevant codes within teachers’

dataset together.

3. Searching for themes Shifting from codes into potential themes, capturing a
bigger picture about the data in relation to the research
question; and sorting codes using an initial table and a
thematic map into sub-themes and then grouped them

into themes.

4. Reviewing potential themes | Reviewing the developing themes in relation to the coded
data and entire data set; synthesising themes and sub-
themes into overarching themes, which were renamed as

strands.

5. Defining and naming themes | Refining and naming each sub-theme, theme, and strand
according to the perceived meaning; generating clear

definition for sub-theme, theme, and strand.

6. Writing up Selecting extracts to illustrate sub-themes/themes and the
overall analysis of the strands; analysing these in relation

to the research questions.
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The first phase involves becoming familiar with data through listening to recordings,
transcribing, reading, and re-reading of transcripts. Once familiarity with the data was achieved,
codes were initially identified in relation to the research questions and objectives. Additionally,
coding reflections/sheets and coding interviews/focus groups generated relevant codes, which
were then organised into more relevant groupings. Initial codes from the two datasets for students
and the two datasets for teachers were combined in a single Word document, with distinct lists for
each group. This organisation assisted in identifying potential similarities and differences across
data. For example, some codes related to students’ emotions were found in both their reflections
and interviews.

Phase three involved sorting the initial codes into potential themes. During this phase, an
initial table and a thematic map were helpful to sort the codes into sub-themes and then grouped
them into themes. Once a set of main themes and sub-themes have been established, a refining
journey started in phase four, to achieve harmony and depth. The table was revisited to synthesise
themes and sub-themes into overarching themes, which were renamed as strands, consequently,
constructing a coherent framework of interconnected concepts. The fifth stage included refining
and naming each sub-theme, theme, and strand according to the perceived meaning to ensure
relevance and coherence. In the final stage, examples were located to better illustrate each sub-
theme, enhancing credibility and richness of each theme, and ultimately, the overall analysis of the
strands (Appendices M and N).

The analysis of the data was an iterative process, where there was a back-and-forth movement
between strands, themes, sub-themes, codes, extracts, and dataset throughout all six phases (Braun
& Clarke, 2006). This process found significant verbatim statements from within the reflection

and the interview data for students and classroom observational sheets and focus groups for
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teachers, which were subsequently translated into English. Some linguistic features such as the use
of metaphors, laughter, sarcasm, and tone were also considered, as they provide deeper insights
into participants’ intended meaning beyond the surface of literal words. It was important during
the formation phase of strands, themes, and sub-themes that participants’ perceptions were
accurately reflected, therefore, there was a constant revisiting of the transcripts, reflections, and
sheets, and initial codes to ensure credibility.

All thematic analysis phases, from coding through to the writing-up phase, were thoroughly
reviewed and validated in collaboration with my supervisors. For example, codes derived from
teachers’ classroom observational sheets, along with their data, were shared with my supervisors
for review. Tables containing various extracts, along with corresponding sub-themes, themes, and
strands, were provided to ensure relevance and validity derived from both teachers’ and students’
data. This collaboration was essential as it helped confirm that the interpretations and findings
accurately represented the experiences and perceptions observed within the data.

4.7 Ethical considerations

All ethical considerations were taken into account following the guidelines set by the
University of Edinburgh and the collaborating university where data collection took place for both
the pilot study and the main study data collection (Appendices A & B). The research design
included measures to protect the confidentiality and anonymity of all participants. Informed
consent was obtained from all participants prior to their involvement in the study. This consent
process included providing participants with information about the nature of the research, its
objectives, their roles, and their rights including the right to participate voluntarily and withdraw
from the study at any time without any consequences, and the right to protect the anonymity of

their participation by ensuring confidentiality and data protection.
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Furthermore, the data collection methods were designed to minimise any potential
identifications of the study participants. Participants were assured that their responses would be
used solely for research purposes and would be stored securely following the data protection
regulations in OneDrive. The data obtained from both teachers and students were anonymised to
prevent any identification of their participation during both the data analysis and the reporting of

the results (See Appendices S and T for the participant consent form and information sheet).

Participant selection involved the use of a “Lucky Roulette” method to avoid direct or
perceived researcher bias. While this method ensured random selection, students were explicitly
informed that selection did not imply obligation. All selected students were given the opportunity
to decline participation without explanation or consequence. In addition, students were informed
that they could withdraw from the study at any stage, including after selection or during the
intervention, without consequences. Moreover, as the researcher also held a teaching role,
particular attention was given to minimising any potential power imbalance between the teacher-
researcher and student participants. Students were informed that participation would have no
impact on their grades, assessment outcomes, or relationship with the teacher. For example,
students who were selected for the interviews but did not respond or chose not to participate were
not followed up or encouraged to reconsider. No reminders or personal contact were made after

the initial invitation, in order to avoid any sense of pressure or obligation to participate.
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4.8 Summary

This chapter has outlined the research philosophical stance, methodology, the teaching design
and procedure of the two-week intervention detailing the pedagogical principles of the design
process, the process of sampling, data collection instruments and gathering, and data analysis in
detail. The study datasets ware teachers’ observational sheets and focus groups as well as students’
reflective logs and interviews. The findings from the data analysis procedures are reported in great
detail in the next two chapters: Chapter 5 focuses on teachers’ data, while Chapter 6 addresses

students’ data.
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Chapter 5: Analysis of Teacher Data
5.0 Introduction

This chapter reports teachers’ perceptions of teaching pragmatics of feedback. It provides
evidence about Saudi EFL teachers’ perceptions and observations towards EFL pragmatics
instruction on feedback exchange (RQ1).

5.1 Overview of the teachers’ overarching strands

There are three main overarching strands identified within the teachers’ data. Within each
strand, there emerged themes and sub-themes (see Table 5.1). In the 1% strand - teachers’
perceptions of authentic materials and tasks, three main themes emerged: student motivation,
student engagement, and pragmatic competence. The 2" strand focused on the influence of context
on the pragmatics of feedback, leading to one theme: contextual variables. In the 3™ strand - the
influence of intentions and affect on the pragmatics of feedback, two themes were identified:
intentions in giving feedback and affect in receiving feedback.

The analysis of the classroom observational sheets offered initial insights into teachers’
perceptions and experiences of the authentic materials and tasks employed in the two lectures
whereas the focus groups provided a deeper level of teachers’ perceptions and opinion of teaching
EFL pragmatics of feedback. Given that the themes from both data sets are similar, I will first
discuss the observational sheets data for each theme, followed by the corresponding focus group
data. However, there are some themes that emerged in a single data set. For example, the theme of
intentions in giving feedback emerged in the 2™ focus group. Therefore, the data extracts that I
draw upon within this section come from either classroom observational sheets (OS), focus group
(FG) data, or both, each explicitly stated as such. Moreover, researcher’s fieldnotes are

incorporated as a means of documenting essential contextual information relating to teachers’
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observations of the two interventions. The abbreviation INT refers to the two stages of instructional
mnterventions implemented during the study. Specifically, INT 1 refers to Intervention 1, which
took place in Week 1, and INT 2 to Intervention 2, which occurred in Week 2.

Table 5.1

Overview of the Teachers’ Overarching Strands

Strand 1: Teachers’ perceptions of authentic materials and tasks

Theme Sub-theme
Student motivation Reactions to new ways of learning
Student engagement Enhancing understanding

Enhancing analytical reasoning

Pragmatic competence Developing sociopragmatic awareness

Facilitating pragmalinguistic fluency

Strand 2: The influence of contextual variables on pragmatics of feedback

Theme Sub-theme

Contextual variables Situational factors

Cultural differences

Strand 3: The influence of intentions and affect on pragmatics of feedback

Theme Sub-theme
Intentions in giving Empathy
feedback
Affect in receiving Disappointment

feedback
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5.2 Strand 1: Teachers’ perceptions of the authentic materials and tasks

As discussed in Chapter 4, eight tasks and two assignments were designed to teach the
pragmatics of feedback. A brief description of each task and assignment used is outlined in Table
4.6.

1. Consciousness-raising tasks focused on raising pragmatic awareness in terms of discourse
structures and politeness strategies used for giving-responding to feedback;

2. Discovery tasks assisted learners in developing their problem-solving skills with regard to
analysing feedback elements on the linguistic level (pragmalinguistic) and associated
social relations (sociopragmatic).

3. ‘Practice and reflect’ tasks provide students with opportunities to apply pragmatic
concepts they have learned in simulated or real-life scenarios, followed by reflecting on

their experiences.

Thematic analysis is carried out on the teachers’ perceptions of each task & assignment in
the classroom observational sheets in weeks 1 & 2. Teachers emphasised what aspects of each
task/assignment were motivating and engaging as well as what presented challenges and
difficulties or may have contributed to students’ pragmatic competence. Through the analysis of
the classroom observational sheets, it appears that teachers’ opinions indicated considering several
factors:

1) the characteristics of the task itself (e.g., “this task provides ...”);

2) the level of student motivation and engagement during each task (e.g., “students were
excited/genuinely engaged ...,”;

3) the students’ responses to the task discussion questions in class (e.g., “most students

managed to see ..., but failed to ...”);
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4) the clarity of the task instructions (e.g., “It would be better if the instruction

highlighted ...”); or

5) their overall perceptions or observations (e.g., I think ...; I was inspired by...)

The analysis of the data gathered from teachers’ sheets and focus groups revealed that
motivation, engagement, and pragmatic competence emerged as the three main themes for all
teachers. However, teachers also highlighted some situations where they felt students were
demotivated, disengaged, and pragmatically challenged. The analysis initially involved examining
the emergence of these three main themes within each task. The aspects emphasised by teachers
within each task are then closely analysed to interpret their perceptions. Therefore, when
summarising and discussing each theme, consideration is given to the tasks where teachers
believed motivation, engagement, or pragmatic competence emerged.

As illustrated in Figure 5.1., within the theme focusing on teacher perceptions of student
motivation, one sub-theme emerged: reactions to new ways of learning. Regarding the theme of
teacher perceptions of student engagement, two sub-themes emerged concerning student
understanding and student reasoning. In the theme of teacher perceptions of pragmatic
competence, two sub-themes were found: developing sociopragmatic awareness and facilitating
pragmalinguistic fluency. Moreover, it must be emphasised that the challenges identified by
teachers will be addressed within the context of student motivation, student engagement, and

pragmatic competence.
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Figure 5.1

lllustration of the I*' Strand Themes and Subthemes

o Pragmatic
> Motivation >> Engagement competence

e Reactions to e Enhancing * Developing
new ways of understanding sociopragmatic
learning * Enhancing awareness

analytical e Facilitating
reasoning pragmlinguistic
fluency

5.2.1 Theme 1: Student motivation

The theme of student motivation highlighted teachers’ reactions to authentic materials and
tasks in terms of what they found to be interesting, amusing, or demotivating considering their
observations of the instruction and the task’s characteristics as well as the students’ reactions in
class.

One sub-theme that emerged under this theme was reactions to new ways of learning.
This sub-theme captures how teachers perceived the students’ motivational responses when
exposed to unfamiliar, real-world materials and activities. The analysis of classroom observational
sheets and focus group data suggested consensus among the four teachers that authenticity could
potentially have a significant influence on student motivation towards the authentic materials and
tasks employed within the instruction. For example, reflecting on Task 1 and Assignment 1, T3
illustrated that students were motivated to work on what she referred to as a “real example.” She

attributed students’ excitement to the use of “a real example of misunderstanding” although she
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felt that the students have not grasped yet the concepts of Face and Pragmatics in Task 1. She also
expressed her own excitement towards the data collection on feedback exchanges on the first
assignment, as in “It felt real!,” “I loved that students ....”
T3 I liked the usage of authentic materials. I felt students were excited that they
were working on a real example of misunderstanding. However, it wasn’t clear for
me if they understood the concepts of face/pragmatics when they were asked to
share their experiences (T3, OS 1).
T3 It felt real! I loved that students are collecting the data themselves. I think this
helps them understand and spot where and when pragmatics works. The other
questions also help evaluate the situations more culturally and adjust them
linguistically or resist to change them in case they’re polite. (T3, OS 1).

In addition, teachers suggested that the use of multimodal resources featuring learner’s
cultural/social context, as in Task 2 (TV show), Task 3 (caricatures), and Task 5 (beginner’s
artwork) may also have played a role in shaping students’ motivation.

T4 on Task 2: I enjoyed the part when you included a clip in Arabic showing
impolite behaviour. Using language students can understand help generate good
conversations with the students. “What would you say if you were ...” was an
excellent generator of examples (T4, OS 1).

T1 on Task S: A very interesting and engaging task, which asks students to provide
feedback on a drawing [a beginner’s artwork] especially when giving an example
of how to give constructive feedback ... (T1, OS 2).

T3 on Task 5: I loved that the words “honest” and “helpful” were used in the

question. I think it is important to teach that honesty is essential and that it should
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always be constructive that language has the tools to keep us constructive/polite
(T3,082)

In the extracts above, T4 “enjoyed” how the task was culturally relevant to the students’
context by introducing a clip of a TV show in Arabic. T1, T3, and T4 illustrated the motivational
benefits of presenting a video clip “using a language students can understand” in Task 2, as well
as asking students to provide constructive feedback on a beginner’s artwork in Task 5. “Using a
language students can understand” appears to motivate students to engage in the task discussion
questions in Task 2. T1 and T3 suggested that the artwork in Task 5 tended to motivate students
to engage in providing feedback with a tendency towards considering both honesty and politeness
in their feedback.

In contrast, T3 felt that the social context used in Task 6 “didn’t seem to motivate students.”
The task’s social context was role-playing a reviewer of a literary journal, encouraging students to
respond to three different types of feedback on a review of the novel Of Mice and Men.

T3 ... The social context used didn’t seem to motivate students... Most students
managed to see and use what is polite, but failed to understand the context itself
which affected their replies (responding to feedback) (T3, OS 2).

During my fieldnotes in the second week intervention, I observed that students weren’t
familiar with the story, Of Mice and Men, presented in Task 6 so in future I would choose a well-
known tale, like childhood stories or Disney stories that the students would be more familiar with.
[ think that their familiarity with the story could have created more excitement with the task
(Fieldnotes, INT. 2, January 29, 2023, p. 6). These observations suggest that students may have

experienced demotivation due to the perceived challenges posed by the task’s social context. Not
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mirroring their cultural context or being unfamiliar with academic literary works in the target
context could be factors behind their demotivation.

Furthermore, insights from the 1 and 2™ focus groups align with teachers’ perceptions
regarding students’ motivation. Teachers, in the two focus groups, emphasised that the use of
authentic materials and tasks featuring students’ cultural context was “interesting” and help
students to engage with the materials. For example, T2 and T3 pointed out that giving students an
opportunity to evaluate social situations of giving and responding to feedback was possibly a
strong trigger for their motivation as they commented:

T2 students’ evaluating the situation is mostly effective when you give a real
example, specially starting with an actual e-mail and then moving to an actual
video, authentic video, so I think these two tasks [Tasks 1 and 2] help the most and
encouraged the students to be fully engaged (FG 1); T3 I like that you started with
an actual instance of e-mails like a real e-mail where you made a mistake in terms
of pragmatics. This was interesting because as a second language learner, myself,
my first introduction to the concept of pragmatics in EFL was through e-mails ...
(FG 1).

T4 highlighted her favourite aspects from the two-week intervention and provided insights
into what she felt that have encouraged the students to understand feedback exchange with some
cultural implications.

T4 I actually ... really enjoyed seeing different parts of your lesson I enjoyed that
you showed the students examples from their own culture with their own language
where they can get the gist of something being uncomfortable first and they

understand how, you know, your feedback or your response can steer the
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conversation in a certain way or another, that was a really good ... a really good
introduction ... (FG 1) ... I mostly appreciated your compare and contrast activity
where you had the three types of feedback because in our culture it’s really hard for
students to learn how to, you know, give feedback. They might say they do not like
something, but they have a hard time expressing what exactly needs improvement
in a polite way...” (FG 2).

In conclusion, according to the participant teachers, the presence of authenticity seemed to
create an environment that encouraged students to engage with the instructional content. Teachers
suggested that students’ motivation may have been influenced by the use of multimodal resources,
such as the TV show in Task 2 or caricatures in Task 3, depicting their own context. They also felt
that students enjoyed the use of “actual” channels like e-mail exchanges, highlighting a pragmatic
failure, which was perceived as “interesting” by all teachers. It was also noted that unfamiliarity
with literary materials and student perceptions of the tasks being too challenging may lead to
demotivation for some students. Moreover, the elements identified as motivating were also found
to be engaging, as they facilitated students’ understanding and analytical reasoning of feedback
structure and exchange. This relationship between motivation and engagement will be explored
further in the following section.

5.2.2 Theme 2: Student engagement

This theme emerged based on teachers’ observations of how students engaged with the
authentic materials and tasks. It is important to note that the type of engagement found in the
teachers’ responses seems to fall under cognitive engagement, which focuses on how students were
engaged in understanding and reasoning some pragmatic aspects of feedback presented within the

instruction content. These perceptions suggested that the students did not appear to passively
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receive information on how to structure and exchange feedback, but rather actively processed and
interacted with it.

Sub-theme: Enhancing understanding. All four teachers referred to the role of
integrating feedback language within the learner’s context as a contributing factor to promoting
students’ cognitive engagement in understanding feedback structure and exchange in EFL. They
noticed that students may have found a deeper connection to the materials when they were
exposed to giving and responding to feedback in authentic contexts, such as “e-mails” and “real-
world scenarios.” As previously noted, T1 and T3 illustrated how engaging students in what
they described as “realistic situations” could facilitate their understanding.

T1 reflected on Task 1 as “it gives a realistic situation “e-mail exchanges,” which
stimulates students to understand an example of expressions that carry much pragmatic meaning,
revealing how these expressions can’t be translated or paraphrased in one’s own words” (T1, OS
1). On task 2, T3 highlighted the role of discussion questions in engaging students to understand
what is meant by pragmatics and face in feedback, emphasising that using learner’s context could
possibly be a factor that has paved the way for students to “evaluate what was happening in the
conversation” (T3, OS1).

In the extracts above, the use of “a realistic situation” implies that students were likely
interacting with authentic materials and everyday situations, potentially making the content more
relevant and engaging to students. This could also imply that students’ comprehension could be
increased when EFL pragmatics is presented within contexts that resonate with their interests and
experiences, potentially guiding language learners in how to use feedback pragmatically, thinking

about feedback context, tone, and appropriateness.
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Teachers have also emphasised that the authentic materials and tasks provided students
with an opportunity to engage in reflections, potentially contributing to their understanding of
feedback structure. T1’s perceptions of Task 2 and Assignment 8, for example, revealed how they
could “encourage students to reflect on ways of giving and responding to feedback,” particularly
how these exchanges are influenced by contextual variables like age.

T1 Task 2 encourages students to reflect on ways to of giving and responding to feedback,

negative feedback, and this feedback could have been mediated by social factors such as

age and educational background ... It was interesting to follow up this task by discussing
the negative expressions and bringing out more effective ways on how to deliver feedback

more appropriately (T1, OS 1).

T1 Task 8 is a very engaging task where learners are encouraged to use all language

resources they were introduced to in the lesson and practice it in writing. It was very good

here that students were reminded of the potential difference between oral and written

language, so they consider this in their writing (T1, OS 2).

In the above extracts, T1 found it “interesting” and “engaging” to allow students to
“reflect” on and think about the exchange of feedback as well as the contextual variables that could
influence how it is given. This suggests that students were processing and trying to understand
how feedback is structured and exchanged in EFL. By “bringing out more effective ways on how
to deliver feedback more appropriately,” T1 thought that this task seemed to support students
demonstrate an engagement of problem-solving, thinking about the most effective strategies to
communicate in feedback situations.

In a similar note, T4 observed that using authentic resources could contribute to students’

engagement in understanding feedback situations.
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T4 on Task 1: I appreciate the use of authentic materials by showing your e-mail

conversation. It helps clarify the point and showing your pragmatic error helps students

connect with you. The discussion was excellent because it allowed students deduce the

meaning and provide scaffolding based on their background information (T4, OS 1).

The use of the phrases “clarify the point” and “deduce the meaning” illustrated, based on
their observations, teachers perceived the students were involved in understanding the task content
and the meaning of an unfamiliar expression by looking at the context in which it was used. T4
also emphasised, in the use of the phrase “students connect with you,” that by sharing the teacher’s
pragmatic misunderstanding with the students, a more relatable and supportive learning
environment could be built between teachers and students. It could be argued here that this
openness could promote an emotional connection to motivate students to participate more actively
and take risks in their language use, knowing that misunderstandings are natural part of L2
interaction.

Furthermore, all teachers noted that employing linguistic methods such as ‘discourse
analysis’ could potentially engage students with the content, although it is worth noting that these
methods might also present some challenges, particularly given possible varying levels of students’
proficiency in the same class.

T1 Students were more engaged in the previous e-mails presented in task 6 as were asked

to do ‘discourse analysis’ for each and do comparisons between the language and feedback

of the different e-mails. I found tasks 6&7 useful, enjoyable, and motivating as it helps
students be fully engaged in real life situations and reflected on different types of provided

feedback (T1, OS 2).
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T2 I felt that connecting Task 7 to what students have already worked on is really good,
analysing the text help students be more closed to the idea. However, I would avoid using
technical terms at this stage such as ‘discourse analysis.” (T2, OS 2)

T2, T3, and T4 appear to attribute the challenges students may have experienced to the use
of some technical terms in Task 7 that might have “distracted” some students, preferring the use
of the simpler term “tone” used in the task discussion questions over the technical term ‘discourse
analysis.” This observation indicated that students’ engagement might have been affected during
their interaction with the task.

T4 The idea of ‘discourse analysis’ is a good idea. I wonder if the students were a bit

confused of seeing ‘discourse analysis’ because it is an advanced use of language. Another

option for them is to do the same task and answer the same questions, but without them

knowing it is called ‘discourse analysis’ (T4, OS 2).

During my fieldnotes in the second intervention, / observed that students weren’t familiar
with the term ‘discourse analysis’ so I would go with the term “text analysis” as opposed to
‘discourse analysis.’ This decision was made in light of my observations that students are more
adept at and at ease with ‘text analysis.’ I think using terminology with which they are already

familiar would help them explore the task in a more productive way (Fieldnotes, INT. 2, January
29,2023, p. 6).

Data from the two focus groups showed that participant teachers think that the authentic
materials used along with the discussion questions within the tasks appeared to enhance student
understanding and comprehension of the pragmatics of feedback, which could relate to the extent
to which students were cognitively engaged. For example, T1 emphasised again the importance of

authentic contexts in teaching EFL pragmatics: “What I like is that you provided authentic context
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when introducing those expressions/concepts, so I believe using authentic context is really helpful
because it helps learners understand those concepts and the hidden meaning of pragmatics (FG
1).” She also pointed out that using explicit instruction along with the discussion questions and
metapragmatic explanations help students think about how to use feedback expressions in social
situations:

T1 For me, this is the first time I see explicit instruction of pragmatics... you brought this

into attention...I believe it will make a difference ...you involved students into useful

discussion about feedback expressions and their application in various contexts: like what
do you think of these expressions used in these different contexts? and then if you were in
this particular context, what would you say? so you get into making comparisons and so

this is also really useful (FG 1).

In the second focus group, all teachers highlighted how the gradual transition of going from
easier work as in Task 1 to more challenging tasks in the 2" intervention could help students with
diverse levels of L2 proficiency understand the concept of pragmatics and how to address feedback
in L2. However, T1 mentioned that she would also do the opposite, starting with implicit
instruction first then moving gradually to explicit instruction. In a similar note, T3 illustrated that
in the second intervention, she would start with the task that showed the three different e-mails,
Task 6 (compare and contrast), because it captures the main idea of pragmatics of feedback and
gradually addresses the three types of feedback before moving into ‘discourse analysis’ of each
one as in Task 7 (FG 2). These perceptions, which reflect a tendency towards implicit approaches
in teaching L2 pragmatics, align with findings from previous studies showing that most language

textbooks introduce L2 pragmatics implicitly (e.g., Javed and Umar, 2019). These data also



FEEDBACK ON FEEDBACK 218

underline the importance of task sequencing for deepening student understanding and progression
when designing interventions.

Sub-theme: Enhancing analytical reasoning. All teachers found the instruction to be
“thought-provoking,” by considering the level of the students’ engagement with the tasks. They
noted, for example, students’ ability to “recognise,” “re/think,” and “notice feedback differences
in style,” as well as coming up with “hypotheses about politeness strategies” used by second
language learners. These perceptions could suggest that students, as they developed an
understanding of the pragmatics of feedback, are more likely to be more engaged in distinguishing
a variety of feedback grammatical structures, politeness strategies, and situations. For example,
in reflecting on Task 3, T3 emphasised how students were deeply involved in understanding Face
and Politeness in feedback: “I loved the idea of the caricatures! I felt the students are genuinely
engaged in explaining and hypothesising about the degree of politeness needed in
giving/responding to feedback” (T3, OS 1). The teacher’s observations highlighted two key
dimensions of engagement: cognitive and affective. Students appeared not only to be intellectually
stimulated by the process of “explaining and hypothesising about the degree of politeness,” but
emotionally invested “genuinely engaged” in understanding the nuances of feedback structure and
exchange. This type of engagement could possibly involve critical thinking and reflection, as
students are engaged in analysing different aspects of politeness, for example, and their potential
impact on giving and responding to feedback.

In reflecting on Task 6, T1 and T4 observed the role of compare and contrast a variety of
feedback types in engaging students to articulate their reason behind each feedback type/situation

as well as explaining their choices.



FEEDBACK ON FEEDBACK 219

T1 The task is really effective as it demonstrates three different scenarios which shows

different types of feedback... It was good to ask students to elaborate on their choices and

explain what led them to consider the feedback as effective, demotivating, or poor (T1, OS

2); T4 identifying different types of feedback is a good way for students to recognise the

difference in style. It also helps them see how not giving enough feedback isn’t always a

good idea (T4, OS 2).

Together, these reflections from T1 and T4 illustrated their perceptions of task
effectiveness. Both teachers suggested that engaging students with the task’s content through
making comparison appeared to help students “see” and “identify” various types of feedback, as
well as recognising “the difference in style.” In a similar note, T2’s reflection on the second
assignment highlighted possible cognitive engagement in navigating various ways to respond to
feedback. T2 demonstrated that by simulating the role of feedback recipients, students could
approach feedback critically, including the strategies they could employ in responding to feedback,
particularly in complex situations involving hierarchy.

T2 It is good to see that students are playing different roles (giving and responding), here

they have a chance to think of how to respond, what types of responding strategies they

need and why? especially when disagreeing with someone older in age or with a higher

social status (T2, OS 2).

During the 2™ Focus group discussion, T4 highlighted how instruction on the pragmatics
of feedback could promote criticality and flexibility among students, “I think it is really important
to see that it is O.K. to question the content in front of you and not just take it as is,” which could

13

be valuable skills in the context of future employment for students, “... I think if they are going

to a workplace, the workplace is changing, you need to state your opinion, you need to give
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feedback, but how to do that in an appropriate way? in a constructive way? I think it is very useful
for language learners.”

In a similar note, T1, T2 and T3 observed that placing students in diverse feedback
scenarios helped them recognise how pragmatic awareness can facilitate both the delivery and
reception of feedback. T1 noted that:

T1 Students could receive any types of feedback. Not all teachers will be thoughtful of

how to give constructive feedback so by exposing students to these scenarios, they can be

able to elicit feedback whether from the teacher or any other interactions ... so students
would think how would they take it? How would they respond? Like they can address any

issues or any task more appropriately (FG 2).

T2 added that by distinguishing between various feedback situations, students would
become more confident in how to respond to feedback provided by their teacher. She suggested
that simulating different feedback scenarios could enhance students’ confidence in making
decisions about how to respond, as well as improve their word choice in the L2.

In summary, teachers observed students’ engagement with the authentic materials and
tasks, including their observations of the instruction and the task characteristics as well as the
students’ reactions in class. They perceived that introducing authentic materials from the learners’
context, using a wide variety of tasks, explicit and implicit instruction, metapragmatic explanation,
and integrating feedback language in authentic contexts were contributing factors behind student
engagement. Whilst challenges related to the use of linguistic terminology need to be addressed,
teachers reported that exposure to authentic contexts - like e-mails and real-world scenarios, as
well as employing techniques such as compare and contrast and linguistic methods like ‘discourse

analysis’, could help students engage with the instruction content.
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5.2.3 Theme 3: Pragmatic competence

Sub-theme: Developing sociopragmatic awareness. This sub-theme emerged as teachers
emphasised the importance of considering social and cultural factors in teaching how to exchange
feedback. All four teachers also appreciated the introduction of face and politeness in feedback
exchange. For example, T3 and T4 illustrated the importance of raising students’ awareness of
potential cultural influences when giving feedback.

T4 1 think it is especially beneficial for students in our culture who are not used to giving

constructive feedback because they are only thinking about being “nice” and “saving face.”

They might think that saying something that needs improvement is “mean” or “rude.” So,

it is good for them to see that one can make comments about improvements without being

rude (T4, OS 2).

T3 I think it is great! Pragmatics is mostly ignored in our teaching where the focus is on

the formal linguistics. I think it is effective and the students seemed to like the idea. Giving

and responding to feedback either threatens or saves face; training the students and
preparing them with the linguistic (formal) and cultural aspects can boost their

communication skills (T3, OS 1).

During the 1% and 2™ focus group discussions, teachers highlighted the complexities of
culture and what they referred to as “complex phenomena of politeness and face,” as well as the
importance of raising awareness and bringing these concepts to students’ attention. For example,
T1 illustrated that situational factors such as power as well as the cultural norms aren’t easy to
learn even by advanced language learners. She also demonstrated the role of giving “real-life

situations” to facilitate learning those concepts within the pragmatics of feedback.
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T1...actually I believe that these concepts, power and culture are not the easiest, clear to

language learners so they’re not quite, you know, clear for students ... even for those

advanced learners ... by bringing these issues into their awareness, giving real life
situations, bringing or raising that awareness so this would really help them understand

how these different factors could impose an effect on their feedback (FG 1).

In contrast, T4 preferred introducing “complex phenomena” such as face and politeness in
feedback “implicitly” without referring “explicitly” to pragmatic concepts taking into
consideration some students’ language proficiency.

T4 If I were to teach it to my students, maybe, I would just skip the big words, you know,

say we are going to see how to say something in L2 ... what’s a good way to answer an e-

mail? Just in general but if I had more advanced students or maybe students were in the

main major in language and literature or linguistics, I would probably go more in depth

into the explanation of these concepts (FG 2).

In addition, teachers also demonstrated the importance of highlighting “social context” to
support students understand the use of feedback formulaic language, as T2 commented:

T2 ... When you give them the chance to compare social contexts in Arabic, what might

be pragmatically acceptable in this context, may not be acceptable in another context, so

this is really like a clear picture for them as a learner to understand that social context is
really important in learning English... what is the social meaning behind that a specific
phrase? ... might be getting in a different way into culture? This is like the aspect of

culture? (FG 1).

Furthermore, for T3, teaching sociopragmatic concepts of feedback is seen as a “skill,”

while T2 thinks that is considered a “sub-skill.”
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T3 maybe it is a skill in their student life, where they need to know how to give/respond to

feedback. I look at it from this point of view... I think it’s also having to do with confidence

when you know how your words affect the other person you can be confident about word
usage ... (FG1).

T3’s perception suggests that teaching how to give and respond to feedback, taking into
considerations its sociopragmatic elements, is a distinct skill, potentially requiring specific
knowledge and understanding that can be considered an independent skill set. T2’s perspective,
on the other hand, suggested that T2 viewed the sociopragmatic elements as part of a broader skill
set, rather than a distinct skill, as she said, “I would see it as part of teaching speaking and writing
.7 (FGI).

In summary, all teachers appreciated the introduction of face and politeness in feedback
exchange. They also emphasised the importance of considering social and cultural factors in
teaching how to structure and exchange feedback. Despite perceiving pragmatic concepts such as
face and politeness as “complex phenomena” to learn explicitly, the analysis of both the
observational classroom sheets and focus groups discussion suggested that authentic materials and
tasks employed in teaching the pragmatic of feedback could potentially raise sociopragmatic
awareness among students.

Sub-theme: Facilitating pragmalinguistic fluency. This sub-theme, facilitating
pragmalinguistic fluency, captured teachers’ perceptions with regards to teaching formulaic
sequence (FS) of giving and responding to feedback, as well as using the N-P (Negative-Positive)
sequence for constructive feedback. All teachers generally perceived teaching FS positively,
noting that such language can enhance students’ communication skills across both written and

spoken contexts.
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T1 “I believe it is really important to always raise students’ awareness of formulaic

expressions that could perform pragmatic purposes. This would help their spoken language

become more pragmatically appropriate, and it would help them become more fluent and

efficient in different L2 contexts.” (T1, OS 1)

T2 Teaching English formulaic expressions of giving and responding to feedback is

essential and related to the writing task they are doing during the term. These linguistic

skills would help students read other students’ work and be able to give and respond to
feedback. This will also give them a chance to think of and reflect on their own expressions

and different social factors (T2, OS 1).

T4 1 think it is very helpful to teach students how they give and respond to feedback in an

appropriate way, as it will help them become more aware of the situations dictate the

language we use (T4, OS 1).

In the 1% focus group discussion, all teachers highlighted the importance of introducing
feedback formulaic expressions to students so they can have these expressions as a reference
whenever they need to give or respond to feedback.

T2 in the last or before the last slide, you put a table where students can use like feedback

expressions, negative or positive feedback ... it will be easier for the students to follow

those expressions because students need to take something home, like a summary of what
the main idea is about, so that was really into the point, so they can see that these are the
negative feedback and these are the positive feedback, like to give them a chance to relate
to which one is acceptable to be used according to the context itself ... very formal? or less

formal? (FG 1).
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Also, teachers highlighted that the feedback formulaic expressions were “easy to learn”
because it was presented to students of intermediate level. However, more scaffolded approaches
may be needed for lower-level students.

T3 I think it is very easy, the idea of presenting a formulaic expression was easy for the

students; T1 to be honest, you were dealing with learners like in CEFR framework, they are

intermediate students, and their level was really good. So, they could understand, but if you
work with learners with less competence, this might sound a bit difficult.

In the context of teaching constructive feedback through the N-P feedback sequence, all
teachers appreciated the use of feedback formula on guiding students how to write constructive
feedback in their observational sheets. For example, T1 highlighted how students followed and
practiced all steps in giving feedback in different tasks. T2 also demonstrated how using a writing
formula could help students structure their paragraph, especially the part that stressed out giving
constructive feedback.

T1 ...It encouraged learners to reflect on the notion of “constructive feedback™ and
get to realise how to use them more communicatively and pragmatically appropriate
(T1, 0S 2).

T2 It is a good way to help students structure their paragraph in giving feedback,
especially showing how to highlight the areas that need to be improved in a
constructive way (T2, OS 2).

In addition, T4 added that using a feedback writing formula could also guide students into
giving feedback in their “future career.” She also highlighted that it seems to be “helpful” and
“beneficial” in guiding students to give constructive feedback that culturally they would hesitate

to do so due to politeness. However, T3 pointed out an issue that students had probably
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encountered during the instruction. She stressed the importance of placing greater emphasis on the
constructive elements of writing feedback, which she referred to as “actual criticism.”
T3 I think a number of students continued to think that constructive feedback is just
polite sometimes positive (to a lesser degree). They missed the part where
constructive feedback should include actual criticism. I would spend more time on
differentiating/asking students to recognise different tones of feedback: personal,
weird, fair, clear ...etc. (T3, OS 2).

In the 2" focus group discussion, teachers highlighted some cultural challenges they think
would influence the way students would give and respond to feedback. T3 elaborated more on how
some cultural elements should be more emphasised. She thinks that “courtesy” can sometimes act
as a barrier to giving constructive feedback because she observed that students may have prioritised
politeness and the desire to avoid hurting others’ feelings over being completely honest.

T3 I found it to be challenging for students to writing constructive feedback because there
are concepts students should differentiate first such as honesty as opposed to courtesy,
politeness as opposed to courtesy... because courtesy in our society is politeness... even
on their responses to Task 5 were positive “lovely drawing” ... etc. to save face so I think
if we give more emphasis that you can be honest and give feedback that the recipient may
not like but it is polite and constructive, you worked on this but I felt these need more
emphasis...(FG2)

T1 also added that these challenges could be attributed to the reason that approaches to
feedback are influenced by social mores, “I think it is because we approach feedback differently.
We sugar-coat our language.” In a similar note, T3 suggested providing an example with serious

consequences and how constructive feedback can prevent these consequences:
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T3 to solve these issues so I think if we showed them an example with serious

consequences such as removing a single block from a building could potentially lead to the

collapse of the whole structure. So, I think they will give constructive feedback and they

will not cover the issues with courtesy. This is one way to do it as opposed to showing a

drawing and saying, “it is nice,” has no serious consequences (FG2).

It is worth mentioning here that in Task 5, feedback writing formula had not, at that stage,
been introduced. That could explain why students were mixing politeness with constructive
feedback. In task 5, the Critiques method of the beginner’s artwork, I noticed that students used
more polite strategies than giving constructive feedback. This could potentially support the idea
that some students would resist the idea of being “negative” about someone’s work if they were
not provided with formulaic guidance or they may have just relied on their own styles of giving
feedback. When I introduced the N-P sequence in tasks 6 ,7 and 8, most of the students were able
to write constructive feedback (Fieldnotes, INT 2, January 29, 2023, p. 7).

In addition, teachers elaborated more on their perceptions of the use of a writing formula
in teaching how to give feedback. For example, T1, T2, and T4 mentioned that they would teach
such formula to their class; however, T4 suggested adding symbols for the grammatical structures
used, such as S+V+ing right next to sentence stems in the formula.

T1 For me, I would teach the same formula highlighting what is missing in someone’s

work first when giving feedback and then moving to encouragement remarks. However, it

depends on the context and the recipients ... I found it to be easy for students to follow the
steps [in the simulation task] because you already highlighted this formula in previous tasks

(FG2).
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Interestingly, T3 offered differentiated points of view regarding the use of a writing
formula for feedback exchange depending on the level of students i.e., following a controlled
formula before encouraging students to structure their own paragraph. T1, on the other hand,
thinks that even advanced language learners need a writing guide.

T3 for me the decision I would made depends on the level of the students. I would keep it

controlled as in the formula or give them the freedom, but I will still highlight that there is

specific language for feedback ... I would give the freedom if the class number was limited,
let’s say if I had a class of 25 students, if 17 of them were high achievers, I would give
them freedom, but with low achievers, I would use an individualised sheets for writing

(FG2).

T1 giving students a writing formula is not a bad idea even when I was teaching technical
writing to computer science advanced students, they always ask about what they need to
include in their essays, their e-mails, or feedback ...etc. (FG2).

In summary, all teachers appreciated the introduction of formulaic sequences for giving
and responding to feedback, as well as the use of a writing formula for teaching feedback exchange.
They perceived that initial learning of formulaic feedback language can enhance students’
communication skills in various contexts, including both writing and speaking. However, cultural
influences and language proficiency of some students need to be taken into account. Teachers
demonstrated that the feedback writing formula could guide students in how to structure their
paragraph and organise their ideas, especially aspects that emphasised giving constructive

feedback.
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5.2 Synthesis of strand 1: Teachers’ perceptions of authentic materials and tasks

The three themes: student motivation, student engagement, and pragmatic competence
build on each other, to create a cohesive narrative of teachers’ perceptions of the authentic
materials and tasks used in teaching the pragmatics of feedback. According to the participant
teachers, the presence of authenticity seemed to create an environment that encouraged students
to engage with the instructional content. They perceived that students’ motivation has been
influenced by the use of multimodal resources, depicting their cultural context.

It was also noted that what was found to be motivating was also engaging, facilitating
students’ understanding and analytical reasoning of feedback structure and exchange. As
previously presented, challenges related to the use of linguistic terminology and some pragmatic
concepts were identified yet teachers think that exposure to authentic contexts like e-mails and
real-world scenarios as well as employing linguistic methods like ‘discourse analysis’ could help
students engage with the instruction content.

In addition, all teachers valued the inclusion of pragmatic concepts such as face and
politeness in feedback while acknowledging its complex nature within culture. They also
highlighted the significance of taking into account situational factors and cultural norms when
teaching how to give and respond to feedback. Planning tasks that make transparent an
understanding of cultural influences and language proficiency may impact the way students would
give and respond to feedback in English. The results also indicated that authentic materials and
tasks could potentially raise both sociopragmatic awareness and pragmalinguistic fluency. Figure
5.2 below shows the relationship between student motivation, student engagement, and pragmatic

competence.
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Figure 5.2

The Relationship between Student Motivation, Student Engagement, and Pragmatic Competence

Motivation

| Engagement

Pragmatic
competence

5.3 Strand 2: The influence of contextual variables on pragmatics of feedback

In this strand, the influence of contextual variables on the pragmatics of feedback, two
themes emerged as teachers shed light on the influence of both situational factors and cultural
differences on the way feedback is exchanged (see Figure 5.3).
5.3.1 Theme 1: Contextual variables

Sub-theme 1: Situational factors. The analysis of the classroom observational sheets
demonstrated that teachers think that the situational factors such as age, gender, and power, can
influence feedback giving and feedback receiving in their society. They also observed how the
pragmatics instruction highlighted possible correlations between feedback exchange and
situational factors in various social contexts. They also underlined the importance of considering

these factors whenever they give or respond to feedback, suggesting that it was beneficial when
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the instruction focused on a variety of situations where students could see how situational factors
can alter or affect the feedback structure and exchange.

T1 In my point of view, I think many social factors could impose an effect on the choice

of language in giving and responding to feedback. Examples are abundant here, and the

different tasks presented highlighted how different factors could mediate the way we

provide and take feedback (T1, OS 1).

T3 It makes a huge difference, especially in terms of age, social status, and power. I think

to be able to understand the language well and to use it correctly/politely, we need to

understand the cultural background of its users and those of talking to (T3, OS 1).

T4 Social factors make all the difference in the words I choose whether it is in written or

spoken language. When someone is older, has more authority, or from a different gender,

I am always very careful with my words to make sure the message is received as I intend

to (T4, OS 1).

The extracts above illustrated how teachers perceived the role of situational factors in
giving and responding to feedback in their society, indicating a potential influence in the L2
pragmatics. T4, for example, perceived age with “authority,” which implies that the approach to
giving constructive feedback in their society varies depending on whether the person receiving is
older or younger. This could be attributed to the fact that, in Saudi Arabian culture, young people
are taught to respect and listen to older people as they have had more life experiences and should
be treated with respect. Therefore, giving someone older constructive feedback could be perceived
as impolite or disrespectful. Same for cross gender communication, sex segregation is a cultural

practice in Saudi Arabia where men and women tend to communicate more formally, which in
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turn, affects the way they would structure and exchange feedback with formality as a possible
dominant variable.

In a similar note, T2 and T4 further illustrated how age and gender could influence the N-
P sequence for giving feedback introduced in the 2" intervention:

T2 I would use the same formula in my teaching, but it really depends on the situation,

whom I am talking to ... etc. I can think of age and gender as potential factors that would

change the way I give feedback (T2, OS 2).

T4 1 strongly believe that gender has a great effect on giving constructive feedback,

especially the negative parts. As a society, girls are taught not to upset others and care for

their feelings. They might have a hard time trying to give negative feedback. Another factor
is age, the younger they are, the harder it is for them to give negative feedback, especially

when the other person might be older (T4, OS 2).

In the two focus groups, teachers elaborated more on the strong possible impact of
situational factors on the exchange of feedback, with reference to age, gender, and power as the
main factors that would alter feedback structure and influence its exchange. For example, T4
referenced the influence of students’ age and gender on the way students would give and respond
to feedback, appreciating the writing formula for feedback: “...at their age in this culture or their
gender has its difficulties in giving constructive feedback so giving them examples and a formula
to follow that is really helpful for students and really appreciate seeing that” (T4, FG2). This
perception could be explained by the fact that students are perceived as being ‘young’ so their lack
of experience could also impact their understanding of giving and responding to feedback.
Regarding gender, females tend to prioritise connections and relationships in social settings,

implying that giving constructive feedback in their social circles could possibly impact their
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relationships, especially if they were perceived as negative (e.g., Tannen, 1990). This raises crucial
societal issues which need to be taken into consideration in preparing L2 students for intercultural
communication.

Sub-theme 2: Cultural differences. In the 1% and 2" focus groups, teachers showed
different perspectives on the notion of “culture” and its potential influence on teaching the
pragmatics of feedback. They also demonstrated that what they say or do might be influenced by
their culture. T1, for example, demonstrated that how students are influenced by the way they give
and respond to feedback in their own culture: T1 “in Arabic culture, I think students don’t want to
come across as negative by pointing out areas that need to be improved so they cover it up with
courtesy, especially in another language if they don’t have enough vocabulary or structure to
express their opinion...” (FG1). She also stressed the influence of culture again during the 2"
focus group discussion: “...we tend to be courteous ... it all goes back to our culture, the way we
give feedback” (FG2).

T2 also demonstrated her awareness of the impact cultural differences could potentially
have on feedback structure and exchange. She referenced a well-known expression used in L2
pragmatics literature, “What is said in one culture, means different in another culture... so that is
acceptable because it works within L2 culture, but it may not be acceptable in another like in our
society, so students start like having awareness of comparing two different cultures, and how it
affects the use of the feedback language” (FG1).

T4 illustrated further why students would be reluctant to give constructive feedback,
appreciating that students have a chance that would “open their mind to the possibility of giving

constructive feedback.”
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T4 In our culture it is really hard for the students to learn how to give feedback, they may

say they do not like something, but they may have a hard time expressing what needs

improvement in a polite way. They think if they say something they might be mean or rude
but, in the end, if you want to help someone to improve, you need to give them some sort
of feedback ... (FG2).

She also appreciated seeing how the instruction highlighted the issue of translating
feedback literally without taking into consideration the hidden meaning of expressions or words
in another language/culture.

T4... seeing each expression and each word and how something may be acceptable in one

language and in one culture but may not be acceptable in another language or another

culture and students might not know that, they might just translate literally from one
language to another and think it’s OK, so I think it is important in order for EFL students
to be successful in language learning (FG2).

In contrast, T3 stated a different point of view regarding the potential influence of cultural
differences and teaching L2 pragmatics of feedback. She conveyed her disagreement with her
former teacher’s perceptions of the role of culture in L2 pragmatics.

T3 ... my issue with pragmatics as a second language learner was with one of my former

teachers, who gave us feedback on our e-mails’ writing, saying “this is how e-mails are

written in the UK,” and “you don’t have to start the e-mail with, “How are you.” She said,

“it is a cultural communication style.” I didn’t see it as a fact at that time to be honest. By

experience, I realised that they have a variety of styles in the UK, so we also have a variety

of styles, it is not homogenous ... (FG2).
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T3’s perceptions could shed light on the importance of recognising individuality within the
context of culture. It also indicates a need for a more culturally sensitive teaching approach towards
L2 pragmatics to ensure not only effective communication but also understanding of individual
differences within a single culture. She also elaborated on how we can raise students’ awareness
of cultural differences while taking into account the importance of “evaluating the situation,”
suggesting that students’ judgment should be based on a comprehensive understanding of the
situation and not jump to conclusion based on “cultural differences.”

T3 ... so we should teach students that is ok Arabic culture is different; however, you can

evaluate the situation ... so the student who felt that she may not give constructive feedback

to the beginner’s artwork [in Task 5] if the artist were present in class, is socially intelligent
because she didn’t want to embarrass her... she literally had no benefits or outcomes so
she read the situation well... but the situation between teachers and students is different,
you need to give and take constructive feedback (FG2).

5.3 Synthesis of strand 2: The influence of contextual variables on pragmatics of feedback

Teachers underscored the potential impact of both situational variables and cultural
differences on feedback structure and exchange. They highlighted the importance of incorporating
these factors into feedback practices, noting that pragmatics instruction was especially effective
when it exposed students to a variety of contextual scenarios illustrating how feedback exchanges
can differ. Moreover, teachers demonstrated varied conceptualisations of “culture” and its
potential influence on feedback exchange, highlighting personal interpretations and cultural
experiences. Hence, preparing students for intercultural communication in the language classroom

is a necessary challenge to be taken into account when designing tasks.
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Figure 5.3

Illustration of the 2" Strand and its Themes
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5.4 Strand 3: The influence of intentions and affect on pragmatics of feedback

Within this strand, two themes were identified: intentions in giving feedback and affect in
receiving feedback. Within the theme of intentions in giving feedback, a single sub-theme,
empathy, has emerged. In the theme of affect in receiving feedback, a single theme emerged,
disappointment (see Figure 5.4).

The two themes explore possible illocutionary and perlocutionary acts in the domain of
feedback within the field of pragmatics. Illocutionary acts include the speaker’s intention and the
contextual nuances shaping feedback, while perlocutionary acts discuss the impact of feedback on
the recipient’s emotions and behaviours, considering how the recipient’s interprets feedback and
what emotional and behavioural responses they may demonstrate.

5.4.1 Theme 1: Intentions in giving feedback
Speaker’s intention in pragmatics is essential in understanding their behaviour (e.g.,

Austin, 1962; Searle, 1969; Haugh and Jaszczolt, 2012); consequently, intentions in giving
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feedback tend to have a significant impact on the tone, content, and delivery of the feedback,
influencing its value not only in terms of the recipient’s personal/professional development, but
also their emotional well-being.

The theme of intentions in giving feedback emerged as a factor that would influence
feedback structure and exchange, with empathy as a single variable highlighted by teachers in their
responses in the 2™ focus group discussion. However, only T4 illustrated how students would feel
in the way they give constructive in the 2" classroom observational sheet, T4 “... as a society,
girls are taught not to upset others and care for their feelings. They might have a hard time trying
to give negative feedback ...” (T4, OS 2). However, all the four teachers have demonstrated similar
points of view in the 2" focus group.

Sub-theme: Empathy. Data analysis indicated that empathy emerged as a sub-theme.
According to Kim et al. (2021) empathy is “a cognitive ability based on the reasoning of others’
affective states” (p.1), emphasising the significance of taking into account the feelings of the
feedback recipients as a determinant that would influence feedback decision-making and the
overall structure and exchange of feedback. The analysis of the 2nd focus group data suggested
that teachers would adopt an empathetic approach to giving constructive feedback considering the
recipients’ feelings and perspective. They perceived that for their constructive feedback to be
taken, it should be accompanied by assurance and comfort statements. They suggested that is
important to include positive statements right from the beginning to comfort recipients that they
are doing well, but they need to work further on specific requirements. For example, T1
demonstrated how she would approach constructive feedback in education, “We should assure

students that “you are doing well, but you should work further on...etc.” They got sensitive when
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I started directly with constructive feedback. They think that they’ve failed” (FG2). In a similar
note, T3 added:

T3 We should comfort students that they are doing well before giving them constructive

feedback ... Not grades-based but performance-based feedback... I am responsible about

each word and point I put in my feedback ... everyone is responsible not only for the
feedback content, but also the style, the way they deliver it (FG2).

In addition, T4 demonstrated that instruction on pragmatics of feedback could change the
way students feel about constructive feedback and the way they look at “criticism.”

T4 It opens their mind to saying you know it’s OK to give some constructive feedback and

that it’s not negative and it doesn’t hurt the person it doesn't mean you’re not a nice person

or that you are not supporting them. I think it opens their minds to that possibility even in
their native language (FG2).

In summary, given the sensitivities of the cultural context of this study, all teachers
demonstrated an awareness of the impact their feedback structure would have on their students’
feelings. It seems that they intend to give feedback considering not only the feedback content, but
also its delivery in terms of adding assurance and comfort statements. This could influence its
value not only in terms of the recipient’s personal/professional development, but also their
emotional well-being.

5.4.2 Theme 2: Affect in receiving feedback

Teachers also demonstrated the affective effects feedback would have on the recipients as

well as their corresponding responses to it. They demonstrated in the 2™ focus group that the

receipt of feedback would likely evoke an emotional response from students, which would then
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prompt students to respond or react in a certain way, with disappointment as a single sub-theme
emerged in the 2" focus group data.

Sub-theme: Disappointment. Disappointment, in this section, indicates an expression of
feedback recipients’ frustration or discouragement resulting from receiving feedback even if it is
constructive, as opposed to students’ data, where students reported a feeling of disappointment if
the feedback is unfairly given or having their efforts ignored.

In the 2™ focus group, all teachers illustrated that students feel sensitive when they receive
constructive feedback from them. However, they indicated that instruction on the pragmatics of
feedback could help recipients take feedback without feeling sensitive or disappointed. They also
appreciated that students experienced different types of feedback and how to respond to each one
in L2, preparing them to deal with possible emotions they would experience when receiving
feedback.

T2 I think this type of instruction make students accept feedback because students feel

sensitive when receiving constructive feedback, how they look at, it is not negative, it is

constructive ... feedback doesn’t mean you are not doing well ... T1 it is good that students
were put in different social contexts so if they don’t like it. They should ask for clarification
instead of feeling bad (FG2).

In a similar note, T1 recalled a feedback situation when her student made a direct

13

correlation between the length of the feedback given and receiving a good grade, “...despite
receiving constructive feedback, a student of mine felt disappointed, asking me: “How can I get a
good grade when you’ve given a lot of feedback?” (T1, FG2).

In short, the analysis of affect in receiving feedback, showed that teachers think that even

constructive feedback can trigger emotional responses (such as feeling hurt or defensive). This
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suggests that awareness raising about instruction in the pragmatics of feedback could help
recipients manage their reactions—such as sensitivity or disappointment—and enable them to
accept feedback more constructively or seek clarification when necessary.
5.4 Synthesis of strand 3: The influence of intentions and affect on pragmatics of feedback
Based on the analysis of the second focus group, it could be concluded that all teachers
demonstrated an understanding of the influence constructive feedback can have on recipients’
emotions, suggesting that providing constructive feedback should be approached with empathy to
improve the way it is received and taken. Based on their observations that students would
experience disappointment upon receiving feedback even if it is constructive, it appears that they
would provide feedback, taking into account the feedback content, tone and delivery. This is
because these factors (e.g., tone) are perceived to have an impact on the value of the feedback in
terms of the recipient’s emotional state and personal development. Additionally, they
recommended that in order to save face and support students from feeling disappointed, it would
be easier to give constructive feedback if it was preceded by affirmations. This affirms the need to
raise student awareness of cultural differences and sensitivities with regards to feedback in order
not only to promote intercultural communication but essentially to progress their own language
learning.

Figure 5.4

Hllustration of the 3" Strand themes and Sub-themes

Intentions in giving
feedback Empathy
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5.5 Key findings

In response to the first research question — What are Saudi EFL teachers’ perceptions and
observations towards pragmatics instruction on feedback exchange? —key points emerged from
the thematic analysis of teacher data. These are listed as follows and will be discussed later in
chapter 7.
Table 5.2

Key Findings in Response to the Ist Research Question

Theme Key findings

Strand 1: Teachers’ perceptions of authentic materials and tasks

Student motivation o Teachers observed that authentic materials and tasks influenced student

characteristics.

mputs (e.g., teacher-student e-mail exchange) were perceived as

interesting and relatable, enhancing student motivation.

sustained across all tasks. T3 demonstrated that Task 6, which

in a drop in motivation and, consequently, engagement.

motivation by aligning with learners’ interests, cultural context, and task

e Multimodal resources (e.g., TV shows, caricatures) and real-world

e However, teachers also observed that motivation was not universally

incorporated literary and social content unfamiliar to students, resulted
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Student engagement

Teachers observed that students were more engaged when feedback-
related tasks incorporated authentic materials grounded in the learners’
contexts. Contributing factors to this engagement included the use of
explicit and implicit instruction, metapragmatic explanations, and
relevant task design.

However, the participant teachers tended to prefer implicit and
incidental instruction over explicit instruction, particularly when it came
to using pragmatic or linguistic terminology.

Teachers also recognised the value of analytical tasks in enhancing
students’ understanding and encouraging critical thinking about their
linguistic choices.

However, teachers acknowledged that these linguistic approaches could
pose certain challenges, especially due to the potential variation in

students’ language proficiency within the same classroom.

Pragmatic competence

Value of sociopragmatic concepts

Teachers appreciated the inclusion of key concepts like face and
politeness in feedback instruction.
However, they held diverse views on the role of sociopragmatic
elements:
o T3 viewed teaching sociopragmatics alongside the feedback
formula (N-P sequence) as a "skill."
o T2 referred to it as a "sub-skill."

Use of formulaic language

All teachers appeared to support the N-P sequence as a useful starting
structure, particularly for intermediate learners, to help organise
feedback in both written and spoken forms.

However, they expressed varied views on how and when to apply such
formulas. In the 2™ focus group, they have demonstrated diverse views
on the application of the formula and its appropriateness at various
levels.
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Strand 2: The influence of contextual variables on pragmatics of feedback

Contextual variables

All participating teachers highlighted the potential impact of situational
variables—such as age, gender, and power—on the structure and
delivery of feedback within their sociocultural context.

However, perspectives on culture varied; while teachers generally
acknowledged its role in shaping feedback norms, their interpretations
appeared to reflect personal experiences and culturally embedded
understandings, rather than a unified view.

All teachers recognised a connection between face, politeness, and
feedback, though some pointed out that excessive courtesy could
potentially lead to ambiguity or miscommunication in feedback

exchanges.

Strand 3: The influence of intentions and affect on pragmatics of feedback

Intentions and affect in

feedback exchange

All teachers recognised that even constructive feedback can cause
learners emotional discomfort or defensiveness.

All teachers emphasised the importance of empathy in delivering
feedback, highlighting the use of positive reinforcement and reassurance

as strategies to reduce defensiveness and foster greater receptivity.
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Chapter 6: Analysis of Learner Data

6.0 Introduction

This chapter reported students’ perceptions of learning pragmatics of feedback. It provides
answers to the 2nd research question: What are Saudi EFL learners’ perceptions and observations
towards EFL pragmatics instruction on feedback exchange?
6.1 Overview of the learners’ overarching themes

There are four main strands identified within the students’ data. The first three strands and
their themes resonate with those strands identified from the teacher data (see Table 5.1) and are
presented in Table 6.1 below. However, it must be noted that new sub-themes emerged which were
different from those of the teachers with a 4® strand regarding possible outcomes on
communication and life skills development leading to two themes classified as interpersonal skills
and intercultural and translation skills.
Table 6.1

Overview of the Learners’ Overarching Strands

Strand 1: Learners’ perceptions of authentic materials and tasks
Theme Sub-theme

Student motivation Reactions to new ways of learning

Student engagement Noticing
Connecting
Reasoning
Challenging

Pragmatic competence Developing sociopragmatic awareness
Facilitating pragmalinguistic fluency
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Strand 2: The influence of contextual variables on pragmatics of feedback

Theme Sub-theme

Contextual variables Situational factors

Individual differences

Strand 3: The influence of intentions and affect on pragmatics of feedback

Theme Sub-theme
Intentions in giving Empathy
feedback
Affect in receiving Embarrassment
feedback Disappointment
Resilience
Self-composure
Strand 4: Outcomes: communication and life skills development
Theme Sub-theme

Interpersonal skills

Relationship-building

Confidence-building

Intercultural and

translation skills

Translations

Cultures-bridging

Data from 60 reflections and 12 interviews were combined to construct identified themes
as students elaborated more deeply during their perceptions in the interviews. The reflections were
gathered from approximately 31 students across two-intervention weeks, with 31 students
attending the first intervention and 29 attending the second one. Twelve out of the 31 students

were then randomly chosen for the interviews to ensure the sample of students interviewed is
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representative of the larger group of students. Therefore, there were no specific criteria or
preferences guiding the selection process.

While reflections offered valuable yet brief insights into students’ thoughts and
experiences, interviews provided a deeper level of interesting elaborations. Therefore, reflective
responses served as initial indicators of key concepts in students’ perceptions, while the interview
data provided in-depth explanations as well as contextual factors that further clarified students’
perceptions and, consequently, added deeper elaboration of the identified sub-themes, themes, and
overarching strands. The combination of data sets facilitated not only the identifications of themes,
but also the explanations of underlying meaning embedded within students’ reflections and
interviews. The data extracts that I draw upon within this chapter come from both reflection (Ref.)
and interview (Int.) data, each explicitly stated as such. Moreover, researcher’s fieldnotes are
incorporated as a means of documenting needed contextual information relating to students’
experience throughout the two interventions. The abbreviation INT refers to the two stages of
instructional interventions implemented during the study. Specifically, INT 1 refers to Intervention
1, which took place in Week 1, and INT 2 to Intervention 2, which occurred in Week 2.

6.2 Strand 1: Learners’ perceptions of authentic materials and tasks

As illustrated previously in Table 4.6: A brief description of tasks and assignments
(Chapter 4), the intervention was structured around eight tasks and two assignments that
progressively built learners’ pragmatic competence in giving and responding to feedback. Students
were asked to express their perceptions of their prior learning experiences in a written reflection
and interview in terms of their views on the authentic materials, tasks, and assignments. However,
it emerged that the majority of students reported not receiving written feedback in semester 1. This

ultimately led to students not being able to collect data on feedback as required by assignment 1
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with only one student submitting the assignment for the first week. Week 2 assignment was
therefore adjusted to give students more time in writing and redrafting the simulation in Task 8.

The analysis of the data gathered from students’ reflections and interviews revealed that
motivation, engagement, and pragmatic competence emerged as the three main themes for most
of the students seen in their responses towards the authentic materials and tasks, yet there were
some situations where students felt disengaged and pragmatically challenged. The analysis initially
involves examining the emergence of these three main themes within each task. The aspects
emphasised by students within each task are then closely analysed to provide an interpretation of
their perceptions. Therefore, when summarising and discussing each theme, consideration is given
to the tasks where student positioning concerning motivation, engagement, or pragmatic
competence emerged.

Within the student motivation theme, there is one sub-theme: reactions to new ways of
learning. Regarding the theme of student engagement, four sub-themes emerged concerning
noticing, connecting, reasoning, and challenging. In the theme of pragmatic competence, two sub-
themes were found: developing sociocultural awareness and facilitating pragmatic fluency. Figure

6.1. illustrates the 1% strand themes and sub-themes.
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Figure 6.1
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6.2.1 Theme 1: Student motivation

The majority of students consistently expressed a sense of joy and fulfilment they
experienced towards the authentic materials and tasks in their reflections and interviews. They
described their experiences as “motivating,” “interesting,” and “enjoyable,” creating an element
of excitement that motivated them to be involved. For example, in the extract below, S20 showed
how authentic materials and tasks had encouraged her to reflect on and analyse pragmatic
situations:

I feel this approach is very effective. Firstly, we, people, love enjoyable things, especially

when we are learning. This type of instruction makes the learning experience even more

enjoyable, motivating us to reflect on the situations we shared and analyse them (S20, Int.1,

P. 6).

Here, the student highlighted the motivational aspects of the task-based approach in
learning of L2 pragmatics of feedback she experienced as “enjoyable” and “effective.” She
emphasised its role not only in promoting self-reflection about pragmatics situations, but also in
“the enjoyment” she had in analysing linguistic and social elements of these pragmatic situations
when exchanging feedback.

S1 further compared the excitement she had experienced with the task-based approach to
what she referred to as “a traditional way.” She highlighted that the smooth transition from one
task to another, as well as the interactivity employed in each task, is what makes her experience
exciting.

the approach is good ... I had fun when I was given a variety of tasks that kept my mind

consistently engaged compared to just writing my feedback in a traditional way, such as

“this is a paper for you to write down your feedback™ ... I was given steps, moving
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gradually from one point to another ... I would feel bored if I had to listen to new

information ... new topic ... and not interact with every and each task ...” (S1, Int. 2, P.

5).

She also draws on the explicit connection between “having fun” and “being engaged” when
she said, “kept my mind consistently engaged.” The experience of the variety of tasks, gradual
transitions between each one of them, and her interaction with each task appears to validate her

29 ¢

reason to what she refers to as “fun,” “mind engaging” and not “feeling bored.”

In contrast to S1, S24 pointed out that the content of authentic materials and tasks was
“intriguing.” The focus on pragmatics of constructive feedback encourages curiosity within her to
explore the topic further and in other contexts:

I find this topic [pragmatics of constructive feedback] is very intriguing, frankly speaking.

It is the first time I hear about it. I am curious to research this topic even more, particularly

because of my interest in film criticism. I am keen on gaining knowledge of how to give

constructive feedback in a broader sense. (S24, Ref.1)

Since I am interested in film criticism ... how our ideas are being presented... the way

constructive criticism is structured and delivered ... it is very important to be courteous ...

of course, there is always a way to be courteous.. .there is non-professional (amateur) critic

who doesn’t follow a specific style ... does it as a hobby, you know, and there is a

professional critic who is well-aware of what being constructive is ... (S24, Int.1, P. 5).

The student expressed her genuine interest in exploring the topic further, especially
due to her intrinsic motivation and passion for the field of film criticism. This is apparent

99 ¢

on the comparison she made between “being amateur” “non-professional” and “being

professional,” suggesting the importance of learning more about “feedback structure” and
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feedback delivery” while using “courteous” language to demonstrate politeness and

appreciation. Her intrinsic motivation in learning more about the topic seems to be a driving

force that contributes to her enthusiasm during the lesson.

One sub-theme that emerged under the broader theme of student motivation was
reactions to new ways of learning. This sub-theme captures students’ initial emotional and
cognitive responses to instructional materials that differed from their prior learning experiences.
Across reflection and interview data, students highlighted the use of multimodal resources
employed in tasks 2 (TV show video), 3 and 4 (caricatures), and 5 (beginner’s artwork), noting the
fun environment they have co-created. They have positive feelings towards the TV show in Task
2 because it references feedback exchange in their first language, implying that the concept of Face
and the pragmatics of feedback were more accessible for them. S5, for example, perceived the
choice of the video and the way it was presented as “excellent” and “interesting.” (Ref.1). S11
further explained what makes the TV show “interesting” and “easy to understand:”

the video you showed in the lecture was interesting ... we enjoyed it; we understood ...

especially for students who are not as proficient in English would be easy for them to

understand the video and grasp the concept presented; so I can say that I got exactly what
it meant by pragmatic failure in the Arabic dialogue between the TV presenter and the
guest ... for me the way they handled feedback tends to be offensive and chaotic... both of
them didn’t handle the misunderstanding well, but the guest was smarter in his responses

comparing to the TV presenter...” (S11, Int.1, P.4)

The extract above indicates that the TV show fosters interest, which may contribute to the
student’s motivation. S11 embraced the use of video in learning about pragmatic failure when

exchanging feedback. The presentation of the dialogue in an Arabic TV show appears to have been
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the main reason for her motivation. She described the TV show as “interesting” and “easy to
understand,” suggesting that it likely assists in delivering the pragmatic concepts that were initially
introduced. This becomes apparent when considering her description of pragmatic failure, where
she describes the interaction as “offensive” and “chaotic,” criticises the handling of the
misunderstanding, and characterises the guest’s responses as “smarter.”

Reflecting on tasks 3 & 4 (caricatures), students embraced the use of cultural humour as a
determining factor in shaping their perceptions on what they found to be “amusing,” “interesting,”
and “funny.” For S16 and S20, Task 3 is the most “interesting” and “‘entertaining” task due to the
humorous elements embedded within the caricatures, particularly the presentations of the various
responses to feedback in their local culture context (Ref.1). S20 stated that the task’s most
enjoyable aspects stemmed from its delivery of feedback in a comedic manner while highlighting
“clever” and “socially acceptable ways” of addressing misunderstandings (Ref.1). In a similar
note, S11 further illustrated how cultural humour has likely contributed to the creation of the fun
environment she experienced.

Actually, it is very funny how we respond to positive feedback in our society ... I really

like this presentation style ... especially the caricature that has the way we respond to

positive feedback, “Oh you look more beautiful” [laughs] ...and responding “Say Masha’a

Allah” [laughs] ... it is very funny and reflect our reality ... felt like informal and less

intense for me ...” (S11, Int.1, P.4).

As shown above, with S11, Task 3 is described as an “informal” activity that can add an
element of ease and comfort. This is seen in the way she described how they give/respond to
positive feedback in their society. It looks like she found this task to be society-mirroring when

she pointed it out as “reflects our reality.” It appears that the light-hearted depiction of feedback
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in their culture with exaggerated features as in the caricatures have contributed to her positive
feelings towards the task. Her laughter could also imply feelings of amusement and enjoyment,
which suggests that Task 3 created a fun experience for her.
Three students, S2, S6, S14 noted the role of caricatures used in Task 4 (simulation) in
motivating them to think “out of the box:”
“In task 4, I learned to think in another way or as they say out of the box. At first, it was a
little difficult for me, but I partnered with my group, and we came up with a very good
idea, and I found out that I have a talent in writing a caricature scenario, and this is very
good.” (Ref. 1 S2); “Task 4 was wonderful; I love teamwork. I realised that each person
has their own perspective, and with just two pictures, everyone expressed it in a unique

way. It was beautiful and good.” (S6, Ref 1).

When we worked on the same caricature as a group... we looked at it differently
...different points of views ... each group’s scenario was different ... one group focused
on two characters as giver and recipient while ignoring the third character in the picture ...
other groups considered all three characters ... another considered the body language of
the characters when they wrote their feedback interaction... etc. (S14, Int.1, P.8).
Students above expressed their positive feelings towards the use of caricatures in Task 4 in
motivating them to learn in a “unique way.” Phrases like “out of the box,” “each person has their
own perspective,” and “each group’s scenario was different” could suggest openness to creativity
and acceptance of diverse viewpoints among students, implying their willingness to tackle new

challenges and explore various methods, and approaches in their L2 learning journey. It could also
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suggest the complex nature of approaching pragmatics through situations in real-world settings,

where reactions and responses vary across individuals, even within the same cultural context.
Task 5 (beginner’s artwork), on other hand, has been perceived by students as both

“critical” and “entertaining,” provoking both thoughts and laughter. Adjectives as “fun,”

29 ¢

“exciting,” “entertaining,” “beneficial,” “critical,” “helpful,” and “inspiring,” were found in the
students’ reflections. For example, S4, S12, S14 positively appreciated the use of a beginner’s
artwork in learning how to give constructive feedback as they highlighted it as “artistic.” Given a
beginner’s artwork to critique seems to be what makes the task more “amusing,” noting the fun in
examining what the art was missing, such as hair volume and makeup style (Ref. 2). S14, on the
other hand, enjoyed the criticality the art offered: “This task is beneficial because it gave me access
to a variety of perspectives on the art, which could enhance not only our thinking and how to give
feedback, but also gain some artistic knowledge.” (Ref. 2)
In a similar note, S30 illustrated further what she liked the most about the beginner’s
artwork task:
the first thing I like was the art. It helps me to know how, as I said, I do not
compliment, and I also do not offend, because it is possible that I do not like the
artwork, but it is possible that this person actually did their best; so, I give feedback
in a way that is honest, but not hurtful or full of compliments. I will not keep the
person thinking they are doing great, living under the illusion of being great, “Oh
God, your work is wonderful, you are an artist, and you do not need to do any

improvements.” Striking this type of balance in giving feedback may be a little

difficult (S30, Int.2, P.3).
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The extract above portrayed the student’s perspective on Task 5 featuring a beginner’s
artwork, where feedback is referred to as “honest” and devoid of “mere compliments.” The
improvement the beginner’s artwork needs and the student’s aim of making the artist aware of that
appears to be the main factors that motivate the student to have positive perceptions of this task.
This is apparent in her description, “living under the illusion of being great,” suggesting the
awareness this task has possibly created within her, especially when she brought attention to the
difficulty of giving constructive feedback without offending or demotivating the recipient with
what she referred to as “honesty” or deceiving the recipient with “mere compliments.”

In summary, the analysis emphasised the significance of motivation in encouraging
students’ readiness and enthusiasm to explore new ways of learning, viewing them as opportunities
for personal and academic development. Having established the importance of motivation as a
catalyst for student interest, the next section explores how this motivation manifested in learners’

engagement with instructional content.

6.2.2 Theme 2: Student engagement

As indicated in the reflection and interview data, the majority of students perceived
authentic materials and tasks as “engaging,” apparently due to the interactive elements embedded
within the tasks. The extent to which students were actively engaged could probably be
demonstrated by their ability to notice some pragmatic elements and situations of feedback
structures and exchanges. In addition, students made connections between what they noticed and
prior knowledge or experiences they had, and ultimately, reason and distinguish these elements
and situations through their observations and connections.

Sub-theme 1: Noticing. This sub-theme captures how students demonstrated engagement

by attending to and identifying key pragmatic features within feedback interactions. It reflects their
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developing understanding of the pragmatics of feedback, shaped by exposure to authentic materials
and tasks.The majority of students emphasised how the discussion questions incorporated in Task
2 (TV show), and Task 7 (‘Discourse Analysis’) supported them in noticing and understanding
pragmatic features in feedback structure. Reflecting on Task 2, S9 appeared to acknowledge the
potential significance of contextual variables when exchanging feedback in L2. It is possible that
she arrives at this realisation through the task’s discussion questions, which appear to assist her in
noticing.
Through the discussion, I learned how important to have good communication
skills to sustain interaction as well as being attentive to factors such as confidence,
gender, and tone of voice (S9-Ref 1).
Similarly, S13 observed how the discussion questions within the task support her noticing
not only the pragmatic failure, but also how to repair it.
Introducing the topic in a video was a good choice and it draws my attention to the
main point of the lesson. I had a chance to answer the discussion questions with my
classmates which help me gradually understand what went wrong in their
interaction and what expressions we need to fix (S13- Ref 1).
For S9 and S13, Task 2 discussion questions appear to function as “facilitators,” guiding
them in understanding the topic: S13 highlighted the role of the task questions in facilitating a
“gradual understanding” of the concept of pragmatic failure and how to solve it. S9, on the other
hand, noticed the essential communication skills needed to maintain good interaction, the
importance of factors such as confidence, gender, and tone of voice in feedback exchange.
In contrast, S16 compared tasks 1 to 2, examining the differences in how

misunderstandings were addressed and resolved.
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... when I look at task 1, you had a misunderstanding [pragmatic failure] with your teacher

and your teacher fixed it for you ... solved easily and ended friendly...but in task 2, I

noticed that the misunderstanding didn’t go well in the end. They took it personal .... one

[the TV presenter] wanted to be respected because he is older and the guest didn’t like that

... (S16, Int.1, P.4).

S16 has probably noticed how effective communication can mitigate misunderstandings
smoothly in the first task, while in Task 2, she recognised how personal reactions can break down
the communication. Such a comparison may have not only facilitated an understanding of what
the two tasks teach, but also possibly stimulated self-awareness of interpersonal interactions within
the student. This is apparent in her choice of expressions, such as “easily,” “friendly,” “took it
personal,” and “the guest didn’t like that.”

In contrast, S11 didn’t grasp the concept of pragmatic failure presented in Task 1, which
might have led to her disengagement from answering the questions correctly.

For me, my favourite is the caricature task [task 3]. In task 1, I couldn’t understand the

concept ... the idea was not clear yet, so I didn’t know how to answer the questions of the

task, but when we moved to the TV show in task 2, things [concepts introduced] started to

become clearer and clearer (S11, Int.1, P.3).

Here S11 did not understand the concepts taught in task 1, focusing on face and pragmatic
failures, which may hinder her participation in the discussion. However, this issue was apparently
solved when she moved on to Task 2 (TV show), where she reported that concepts became
“clearer” for her.

Other students experienced challenges when sharing their personal experiences of

saving/losing face in Task 1. While their stories may have touched on face principles and societal
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norms, they were not closely aligned with the concept of pragmatic failure. For example, a student
reported how her mother dislikes disagreement when it comes to her cooking, and another one
mentioned how to save her own face when requesting—it felt like they got the gist of it, but they
weren 't fully there. However, it appears that their engagement increased notably in Task 2 as seen
in their answers to discussion questions in class (Fieldnotes, INT.1, January 22, 2023, P.3).

Furthermore, in Task 7, the majority of students stated how ‘discourse analysis’ assisted
them in understanding and noticing what made Feedback B more constructive than Feedback A
and C in terms of language and message tone: “I learned how feedback can be useful and what
elements will help in its clarity, and how the tone of the message varies” (S17-Ref 2); “We dug
deeper into how to write Feedback and its steps, and why Feedback B was better than A and C. It
was more formal and courteous.” (S24-Ref 2). S21 noticed how this type of analysis could support
her personal “acceptance” and “responsiveness” to constructive feedback in real life.

I like it [Task 7] because I learned how to write an appropriate response to different types

of feedback if I ever face something similar, how to accept feedback when it is constructive,

how to state my opinion, save my face and not lose my public image. It means I will focus
on the main points mentioned in the feedback formally, without letting myself become
sensitive, turning the table, and taking it personally, which will affect the way I will

eventually respond to the feedback (S21-Ref 2).

In her reflection, it is apparent that Task 7 assisted S21 in noticing what makes feedback
constructive and how to respond to it. She recognised that “feedback acceptance” depends mainly
on how constructive it is. She also made a connection between constructive feedback and stating
an opinion, saving face, as well as her “public image,” which possibly implies considering how

feedback exchange may impact the perceptions of the giver’s politeness and the recipient’s image.
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She also elaborated on emotional reactions to feedback when she mentioned “taking it personal,”
“turning the table,” and “being sensitive,” implying her awareness of not getting defensive when
responding to the feedback received, objectively taking the constructive value of it. It appears that
Task 7 helps S21 see and understand pragmatic elements of considering face, politeness, as well
as managing emotional reactions when giving and responding to constructive feedback.

Sub-theme 2: Connecting. This sub-theme highlights how students drew on their prior
knowledge and personal experiences to make sense of the pragmatic features presented during
instruction. Several students were able to relate these features to situations they had previously
encountered or observed, demonstrating an emerging awareness of how pragmatics functions in
real-world interactions. Interestingly, some also pointed out the bond that can be created between
teachers and students who share their experiences of L2 learning. Again, this approach shifts away
from what students would expect in formal lectures.

S1, S2, S4, and S12 could see the relevance and importance of sharing intercultural
experiences of pragmatic failure in their learning of L2, which led to their engagement during their
interaction with Task 1. They perceived it as “a good way” to learn from other experiences to avoid
making “mistakes” in the future (Ref.1). S16 and S20 felt connected to Task 1 because it relates
to their experience as a second language learner of English, as well as the experiences of the teacher
when sharing her personal story of pragmatic failures in intercultural communication.

Task 1 is very enjoyable because we understood more when the teacher shared her

experiences of making mistakes in L2 and how she solved the misunderstanding when

learning a second language. It felt familiar and realistic (S16, Ref 1). Excellent! Sharing

experiences between the teacher and student contributes to building communication skills

between them (S20, Ref.1).
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The examples given are very realistic. I felt like we were talking about our reality;
something we can relate to and benefit from in our life so participating in the discussion
was very good and engaging (S20, Int.1, P.6).

99 ¢

In the extracts above, S16 and S20 perceived Task 1 as “realistic,” “familiar,” “engaging,”
“something we can relate to,” which appear to be the motivation behind their feelings of connection
and relatedness when sharing experiences with each other and the teacher. S16 appreciated
learning from the teacher’s experiences as a second language learner as an opportunity to “learn”
and “understand.” S20, on the other hand, highlighted how sharing experiences of pragmatic
failures can build student-teacher’s communication skills and make them feel more connected to
each other. This connection that has likely been established in their experience could probably
serve as a factor beyond their engagement with the task.

ET3

On a similar note, S28 emphasised that seeing the teacher’s and students’ “mistakes” made
her feel more “open” about sharing hers, without feeling “shy” or “embarrassed” (Ref. 1). The
sense of ease and openness she felt may have contributed to her being less self-conscious about
her own pragmatic failure and willing to actively participate in the discussion.

S14 connected what she learned in Task 1 to a personal interaction she had with one of her
teachers in an e-mail exchange. Drawing upon prior experiences appears to serve as an indicator
for her engagement drawing on her connecting what she learned from Task 1 and her own
experience of a previous e-mail exchange.

I didn’t expect that my teacher from another class would focus on the way I wrote my e-

mail ... [ didn’t know that teachers would consider the writing style ... I thought that they

would just focus on the e-mail’s main point... the content. One of the teachers responded

to an e-mail I sent, apologising for not attending her class due to the weather and a flood
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warning... She first thanked me on the way I phrased my apology and then she addressed

the apology itself... (S14, Int.1, P. 12)

Furthermore, the majority of students expressed sense-making by finding authentic
materials and tasks being situated in local culture and the use of cultural humour embedded within
tasks 2, 3, 4, and 5. As discussed earlier in the theme of motivation, the instruction focused on the
learner’s context, which motivated students to engage and connect with the topic presented. S22,
for example, recognised the importance of explaining new concepts using daily life situations with
humour as “the best way to introduce new information” (Ref.1). In line with S22, S24 further
elaborated on the experience of learning new concepts within their own cultural context.

Well, I saw that the instruction was based on real life situations ... this is really good. When

it is based on real situations in our society, the students will be more engaged ... feel related

and included in the topic ... if you gave examples outside our culture, outside our society,
or outside the scope of Arabs or Arabic culture, I will not get it, but when I looked at the
situations/examples you presented, I feel like, “Yeah this is similar ... this is something
could happen to us” ... It made the topic more interesting ... made me want to know more

because I can easily relate to the topic ... (S24, Int. 1, P. 9)

In the extract above, S24 illustrated how important it was for her to have a reference to
cultural situations in her society, thereby facilitating her understanding of the topic. She
emphasised how cultural representations made her feel “included,” and “related” to the topic,
which possibly fostered a feeling of belonging within her, possibly connecting her to the concepts
presented.

Sub-theme 3: Reasoning. This sub-theme covers students’ perceived ability to reason and

distinguish pragmatic elements and situations based on what they have already noticed and
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connected. Analysis suggested that some students perceived the authentic materials and tasks as
an opportunity for them to reflect and reason, distinguishing some pragmatic features of feedback
in various situations and reasoning their appropriacy. This was demonstrated in their responses in

the reflections and interviews, which reflect their level of engagement with the materials and the
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tasks presented. Expressions as “to discuss,” “to distinguish,” “to think,” “to critique,” “to choose,”
and “re/formulate” were found in the students’ data. Reflecting on Task 4, S20 commented: “Great
task! I learned how to articulate and write a cartoon dialogue about constructive feedback. It helps
in formulating the idea in a humorous and creative manner. It made me think, critique, and consider
the recipients’ feelings when receiving feedback.” (S20, Ref.1).

In reflecting on Task 6, S25, S26, S30, S31 stated that comparing and contrasting various
types of feedback helped them distinguish constructive feedback and see differences in word
choice (Ref. 2). S27, on the other hand commented on what the compare and contrast method in
Task 6, has given her and how the beginner’s artwork, in Task 5, prompted a thoughtful discussion
among the students she interacted with during the task:

... initially, I thought that Feedback A was constructive because it covered all the points,

but when comparing it to feedback B and C, we started to notice the differences in style,
word choice, and grammatical structures, we were able to distinguish between appropriate
and inappropriate ways of providing feedback. When re-reading feedback A, I realised,
“Oh, it lacks important details and explanations... (S27, Int.2, P.7);

What I liked the most is the drawing because it reflects a bit of our reality. For instance,
how I give constructive feedback to a friend or anyone who truly needs to work further on

their drawings; how I can give feedback to help enhancing their work; how to be honest

because the drawing looks bad and needs more work. In our group work, we were all sitting
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and discussing, each member giving her unique perspective on the drawing. They all come

with different viewpoints and styles, prompting us to comment on each other’s opinion.

For example, one member expressed, “I feel it is rude to say that.” While another remarked,

“I don’t feel it is good feedback (S27, Int.2, P. 5).

In the extract above, S27 highlighted how tasks 5 and 6 served as an engaging platform,
encouraging thoughtful reasoning within her. The comparison in Task 6 appears to be useful in
terms of distinguishing various feedback structures: constructive vs. poor and demotivating. She
initially thought that Feedback A was constructive, but once she underlined the language features
of each one, she started to see the differences in feedback styles and structures. She also
highlighted the discussion she had in her class group work when they were asked to give
constructive feedback on a beginner’s artwork in Task 5. It seems that the artwork prompted
different views within her group regarding how to give constructive feedback, as each member
had a different perspective and approach to the art, leading them to label each other’s comments
as either “rude” or “in/appropriate.” This suggests that engaging with the task may have assisted
her in possibly seeing, distinguishing, and reasoning about pragmatic features of feedback.

Sub-theme 4: Challenging. While many students demonstrated engagement through
noticing, connecting, and reasoning, others experienced moments of challenge that led to
temporary disengagement. These instances often occurred when tasks were perceived as
cognitively demanding, linguistically complex, or misaligned with learner expectations. For
example, S23 found Task 7 particularly difficult, noting that it was “long” and contained
unfamiliar linguistic terms such as ‘discourse analysis.” She mentioned that following the
analytical steps was somehow accessible, but she couldn’t grasp the technical concept of

‘discourse analysis’ and the method itself. She also mentioned that the length of the task made her
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disengage as she preferred longer tasks to take place at the beginning of the lecture. She reported
the same issue in tasks 6 and 8 (S23, Ref 2).

In addition to Task 7, other students also found Tasks 4 and 8 challenging. These tasks
required learners to generate their own pragmatic situations for feedback scenarios, which differed
from the more guided tasks they were accustomed to. For instance, S2 and S3 reported initial
difficulties with Task 4 but found that once they had developed their ideas and created a scenario,
completing the feedback writing became more manageable (Ref. 1). Similarly, S13 and S23
described Task 8 as demanding, particularly in generating a realistic scenario and composing
feedback via e-mail. These students experienced a degree of disconnection during their early
engagement with the tasks.

In my fieldnotes, I recorded that “some students appeared confused at the beginning of
tasks 4 and 8 and waited for me to provide a model before initiating group discussion” (Fieldnotes,
INT 1-2, January 22-29, 2023, pp.4-5). Some learners expected to be provided with ready-made
pragmatic situations, as per conventional instructional norms. They expressed uncertainty about
how to approach open-ended tasks without structured guidance, as they expected to be provided
with explicit hints about the expected scenarios and content, rather than having to create a feedback
exchange situation themselves. Despite this initial resistance, most students were eventually able
to collaborate in small groups, using mind maps to brainstorm and draft their responses. By the

time they reached the redrafting stage of Task 8, many reported greater ease with the tasks.

Overall, these findings suggest that while the creative nature of Tasks 4, 7, and 8 initially
posed challenges for some learners, these moments of struggling or disengaging were often

temporary and mediated through peer collaboration and discussion. Nonetheless, they highlight
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how instructional design—particularly the use of technical terms or learner-generated input—can

initially disrupt engagement, especially for learners unfamiliar with such approaches.

6.2.3 Theme 3: Pragmatic competence

Based on students’ reflections and the data from the interviews, it seems that majority of
students thought that authentic materials and tasks were valuable tools to improve their pragmatic
competence. This perception was probably triggered by the integration of sociocultural elements
in the tasks and the use of feedback formulaic language. Students recognised the value of engaging
with the authentic materials and tasks as an opportunity to apply and improve their understanding
of pragmatic principles in feedback context.

Sub-theme 1: Developing sociopragmatic awareness. Analysis revealed that some
students regarded the authentic materials and tasks as a means to enhance their sociocultural
understanding. S19 highlighted the significance of understanding the social and cultural influences
on feedback: “I think those who consider social and cultural factors when writing constructive
feedback are better communicators and are accepted by people” (Ref. 2). S24, on the other hand,
emphasised that social and cultural factors influence on feedback vary; however, they may impact
the way she expresses her thoughts (Ref.1).

The majority of students expressed their perceptions of feedback exchange using a variety
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of pragmatic expressions such as “respectful,” “polite,” “courtesy,” “friendly,” and “culturally
appropriate,” and “different perspectives,” suggesting their awareness of sociocultural aspects of
feedback. In S16’s perspective, learning L2 politeness strategies play a significant role in feedback
exchange as they can show “respect” and “courtesy” in intercultural communication.

Learning about L2 politeness strategies and constructive feedback has been a priceless

experience for me. I haven’t seen anybody talking about pragmatics and feedback. I
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understand now how to convey respect and courtesy in my feedback in another language,

especially if the recipient is not an Arabic speaker, the potential of misunderstanding is

higher” (S16, Int.1, P.1).

Similarly, S30 noticed the advantages of pragmatic concepts that were introduced, raising
awareness of their significance. Furthermore, S24, gained a new insight into the nuanced nature of
giving positive feedback.

Analysing real-life examples of feedback and responses has drawn my attention to the

benefits of pragmatic principles introduced. I can now identify a variety of grammatical

structures and politeness strategies and employ them in my own writing (S30, Int.2, P. 4).

My perception of giving feedback has changed. I can understand now how praise can also

be seen as a form of exaggeration if not articulated wisely (S24, Ref.1).

In contrast, S1 described her initial confusion concerning the inclusion of contextual
variables in the context of constructive feedback:

at the beginning when contextual variables were introduced, I didn’t quite get their

relevance... I didn’t understand how and why they were connected to writing constructive

feedback... I always write my feedback without considering the recipient’s age ...etc. I

would just say my opinion... but as we progressed to other tasks, I began to understand the

rationale behind it (S1, Int.2, P.1).

In the extract above, S1 didn’t understand why contextual variables were relevant to
giving/responding to feedback at first. She was used to giving feedback without considering the
recipient. However, as she progressed through other tasks and deepened her awareness, she began

to understand the purpose of taking contextual variables into account when exchanging feedback.
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This suggests a gradual understanding and recognition of the significance of sociocultural aspects
in communication and feedback exchange that emerged during the pragmatics instruction.

Despite the importance of developing sociocultural awareness, S14 acknowledged that
misunderstandings are inevitable and become more complex in intercultural communication.

Misunderstandings in daily life is a “necessary evil,” "4 &¥ 4" and it becomes harder if

it is in another language. However, the instruction would help in terms of enhancing my

cultural awareness to minimise or deal with misunderstandings (S14, Ref 1).

Sub-theme 2: Facilitating pragmalinguistic fluency. Analysis revealed that some
students regarded the authentic materials and tasks as a means to enhance their pragmalinguistic
fluency. In regard to feedback formulaic language, the majority of students reported positively
towards learning formulaic expressions of feedback. They noted that learning feedback
expressions can build their communication skills in various contexts, including writing and
speaking. Students used terms like “important,” “new,” “useful,” and “interesting” to describe how
they felt about learning feedback formulaic language. From S9’s perspective, learning FS is an
opportunity for self-expression. For S15 and S19, it is an opportunity for future communication:
“Learning formulaic expressions are very important to learn how to communicate and exchange
feedback. Without learning appropriate expressions, it would be hard to express myself in
English.” (S9, Ref. 1). Similarly, S15 emphasised the long-term value of feedback-related
expressions, noting that “learning formulaic expressions of feedback has many benefits to students,
especially in future communications. Learning how to exchange feedback will also help recognise
the importance of feedback and learn from it” (S15, Ref. 1). Echoing this, S19 highlighted both

the communicative and personal value of such instruction:
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“It is very important to learn formulaic expressions for giving/responding to feedback

because English is a global language, and knowing how to take part in two-way

communication is crucial. This concept is introduced for the first time in my studies,

bringing new, useful terms to my personal knowledge” (S19, Ref. 1).

Furthermore, some students perceived feedback formulaic language as either “new,” and
“useful,” or “new,” and ‘“challenging,” indicating that some students perceived feedback
expressions as fresh and helpful in their L2 learning process, while others described it as a
challenge, possibly posing a difficulty at this stage of their L2 learning. This may relate to
individual language proficiency, sentence patterns that the students have not yet acquired, or the
influence of their first language structure, such as indirect suggestions to make changes in giving
feedback starting with “WH Questions” or describing something positive starting with “How” as
in “How nice!,” which were perceived as different and new.

It is new for me to make indirect suggestions to request changes in giving feedback,

starting with a question word such as “How about making some changes ...etc.” I think

this type of grammatical structure may not immediately come to mind for an Arabic

speaker of English... (S14, Int.1, P. 4).

Very helpful, because there were some terms I didn’t know, but I learned today. I tend to

prefer friendlier terms that are not too direct and sharp, like “I think,” “I noticed,” and

“maybe” (S16, Ref. 1).

S11, on the other hand, seems to prefer simple and few expressions to start with, “I

think if these formulaic expressions are to be given to students at level 100-101

[intermediate], they should be simpler and fewer (S11, Ref. 1).
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While they recognised the value of learning feedback expressions for enhancing their
language skills, they also acknowledged the challenge of mastering them effectively. S14 also
reported that complexity of sentence patterns (e.g., I wonder ...) was a new experience for her as
they are used to relying mainly on mono-clausal sentence structures like model verbs (e.g.,
would/could you?). Consequently, the introduction of new grammatical structures i.e., complex
multi-clausal sentence structures, was perceived as both beneficial and challenging (S14, Int.1, P.
4).

Regarding the feedback writing formula—the N-P sequence—students generally expressed
positive perceptions, recognising its usefulness in enhancing their L2 writing skills, particularly in
organising ideas and structuring the writing process.

I benefited from the new phrases and the structure of writing constructive feedback, the

sequence in giving feedback, how it is arranged in a paragraph, organised in a way that

would help avoid any possible issues between me and the other. My approach used to be
random, meaning I would write anything comes to my mind, flowed naturally, without
even following the pragmatics of the e-mail, like writing the person’s name ...etc. (S9,

Int.2, P. 1).

In contrast, S13, S14, S21, and S30 demonstrated a preference for the feedback ‘sandwich’
technique, where constructive feedback is sandwiched between two positive comments. For them,
it is important to ensure easy and friendly delivery of constructive feedback.

I'liked the feedback writing formula, finding it to be a formal and appropriate way of giving

feedback. However, it doesn’t necessarily mean that I’ll always follow it. Personally, I

prefer not to start with highlighting what is missing in someone’s work, as I feel that it may

come across as negative. Instead, I would start with what I liked most about someone’s
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work to soften the impact of the e-mail on the recipient. Then, I’ll proceed with constructive

feedback, ended with other positive remarks. What I like most in the feedback writing

formula is the sentence stems: in writing encouraging remarks, such as “when you consider

those minor changes, ...” or “generally what you have accomplished ... etc.” (S21, Ref. 2)

Moreover, some students also reported challenges related to possible impact of contextual
variables such as age, gender, social distance, and power, which will be discussed in detail in the
27 strand, the influence of contextual variables on feedback exchange.
6.2 Synthesis of the 1% strand: Learners’ perceptions of authentic materials and tasks

Most students perceived the integration of authentic materials and task-based approach as
instrumental in enhancing both their motivation and engagement, while simultaneously supporting
the development of pragmatic competence in the target language. The analysis underscored how
motivation contributed to students’ willingness and enthusiasm to explore alternative learning
approaches, viewing them as opportunities for growth. Cultural relevance emerged as a central
motivating factor, capturing students’ interest and enriching their learning experience—not only
by deepening their understanding of feedback, but also by equipping them to navigate potential

misunderstandings during feedback exchanges.

The use of ‘discourse analysis’ and ‘compare-and-contrast’ techniques appeared to play a
significant role in deepening students’ engagement, encouraging them to think critically and
reflectively about language use. Most students actively connected these insights to their own prior
experiences, applying reasoning to interpret and differentiate between various pragmatic elements
and situations—indicating a range of cognitive and emotional investment. However, some learners

encountered challenges, particularly when interpreting written scenarios, generating context-



FEEDBACK ON FEEDBACK 271

appropriate responses, or engaging with tasks that were linguistically demanding or disconnected

from their academic or personal realities.

Moreover, the majority of students perceived the use of authentic materials and tasks as
helpful in supporting the development of their pragmatic competence. This positive evaluation
appeared to be linked to the integration of formulaic expressions frequently employed in feedback
contexts, as well as the inclusion of sociocultural dimensions. While some participants
encountered linguistic and cultural challenges in applying formulaic language—particularly in
relation to contextual appropriateness and variability—the majority viewed the integration of
linguistic forms with cultural awareness as an effective strategy for improving their overall
communicative competence. This suggests that, despite certain difficulties, students recognised
the value of understanding not only how language is structured but also how it functions across

different social and cultural contexts.

6.3 Strand 2: The influence of contextual variables on the pragmatics of feedback

This strand explores how different contextual factors might influence the way feedback is
structured and exchanged. It focuses on the relationship between these variables and the
communication strategies used during feedback interactions. Within this strand, one main theme
is identified—contextual variables—with two related sub-themes: situational factors and
individual differences. The data reveal how contextual nuances shape the structure, delivery, and
interpretation of feedback exchanges.
6.3.1 Theme 1: Contextual variables

As illustrated in Figure 6.2, the theme of contextual variables emerged as an external

force that would influence feedback structure and exchange. It illustrates that despite the
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introduction of specific feedback writing formula, various external factors have the potential to
influence and change feedback writing styles. Situational factors and individual differences
appear to be the primary variables highlighted by students in their reflections and interviews.
These variables seem to dictate the way students approach feedback. While the N-P sequence
may have provided a framework for composition structure in L2 pragmatics, the data suggest
that it is not independent of the wider context in which writing takes place. In essence, this theme
highlights the complex interplay between the prescribed feedback writing formula and the
multitude of factors that would eventually influence the students’ feedback writing styles.
Sub-theme 1: Situational factors. Analysis suggested that students have different
perceptions of the impact of the way feedback is structured and exchanged regarding situational
factors such as age, gender, social distance, and power. Twenty-five out of thirty-one students
appeared to recognise the role of situational factors on their approach to feedback. However, two
students, S9 and S30, demonstrated shifts in their perceptions from the first to the second week.
Initially, S9 thought that situational factors have a substantial impact on the structure and exchange
of feedback. However, by the second week, there appeared to be some hesitation in her perceptions
particularly when giving a task requiring the formulation of written feedback. For S30, the
correlation between the situational factors and feedback formulaic expressions seemed to be
unclear for her during the 1% week. However, in the 2" week, she indicated that she may have
begun to understand the underlying rationale when she was engaged in writing feedback formula.
The feedback writing formula, introduced in the second week, was provided to guide students on
how to give feedback, starting with a general statement, highlighting what is missing in someone’s
work, and then stating what is good. Some students demonstrated a reluctance to follow the same

structure as the formula when giving feedback to someone who is older, from the opposite gender,
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or holds a higher position. For S14 and S30, gender appears to play a significant role in feedback
structure and exchange as it seems that they prefer maintaining formality when interacting with
males rather than females.

Gender plays a role in giving/responding to feedback. With females, I can give/respond to

feedback with ease hels 33l but with males, I will be more direct, to the point, and

formal.” (S14, Int.1, P. 2).

I will use the introduced feedback writing formula, with the addition of friendly, informal

notes at the beginning if the recipient is a female. In the case of a male recipient, I would

employ the same writing formula, as it maintains a formal tone (S30, Int.2, P.4).

S20, on the other hand, holds a slightly different perspective regarding the role of gender
on the pragmatics of feedback. It appears that she would apply the same feedback structure as in
the N-P sequence with both males and females. However, she tends to put more emphasis on other
variables such as the significance of age, authority, and social distance in her approach to giving
and responding to feedback.

I consider age and social distance when choosing the type of feedback. Personally, it is

easier to provide someone younger than me with constructive feedback, but it would be

very challenging if it is directed to someone older than me (S20, Ref.1).

Since English is a gender-neutral language, I don’t think about gender a lot, but I think it

does affect what I say if it is informal ... if the feedback was formal using expressions like

“Have you thought about reconsidering some ideas ...” would work for both men and

women, and gender will not make a difference in this context ... When interacting with

people of authority, such as my professor or a future manager, my responses will be
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different. I will consider what to say and when not to speak, but in interactions with others,

I will be more comfortable and don’t think much (S20, Int.1, P. 2).

In a similar note, S21 highlighted the importance of age, authority, and gender on feedback
exchange.

For me, I think social factors have an important impact on the way I exchange feedback.

For age and authority, if the giver is my manager, I will not take it in a brief way using

colloquial language, but I will respond formally and professionally. Same for gender, for

me, it also affects the feedback exchange, responding to feedback giving from a female is

different from a male (S21, Ref 2).

In contrast, S9 appears to downplay the significance of situational factors on feedback
exchange as she “always articulates her words carefully when giving constructive feedback
regardless of situational factors” (Ref. 2). In her interview, she felt that the introduced feedback
writing formula is “gender-neutral” and she would use it with both males and females, criticising
the notion of considering gender as a factor. Age, on the other hand, does appear to be a factor that
would influence her feedback exchange, as she deems it challenging to provide someone older
with constructive feedback.

If I give constructive feedback to both males and females, I will use the same writing style.

I am truly disturbed by those who would provide constructive feedback to females and

adopt a formal approach with males. I would adjust the feedback style if 1 were

communicating with someone older out of respect ...” (S9, Int. 2, P.3).

When responding to feedback, students were given three choices: 1) accept it if it is
constructive; 2) ask for clarification if it is unclear; and 3) disagree politely if it is unfair. SO,

however, reported that it is challenging to disagree with someone older even if the feedback was
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unfair. She indicated that it would be easier to disagree if the giver were of the same age or younger
(S9, Int. 2, P.3).

In contrast, S2 criticised the majority’s approach to feedback exchange, questioning why
age should be a determining factor. She highlighted concerns that some older individuals might
view their age as a “privilege,” potentially leading to the dismissal or disregard of others’ opinions
(Ref. 1).

S19, on other hand, approached the influence of situational factors on feedback exchange
from a different perspective. She associated the development of her language skills with her
understanding of the role of situational factors.

The more I focus on situational factors, the more my proficiency in writing and speaking

with individuals of all ages, authorities, and nationalities improves significantly and

strongly. My understanding of appropriately using my words also gets better (Ref. 1).

Sub-theme 2: Individual differences. Eleven students highlighted the significance of
individual differences, such as personality and communication styles, in shaping their feedback.
They suggested that not only situational factors, but also individual traits can influence their
approach to exchanging feedback. These findings indicate that even students who were sensitive
to situational influences on feedback also tended to recognise the importance of individual
differences. S20 and S11 emphasised how their communication styles in Arabic would affect their
response to feedback in English. For example, S20 noted, “If I like the feedback, I may just say
simple “Thank You” as we learned or I may add other expressions to show gratitude, this is my
way” (S20, Int.1, P. 2). Similarly, S11 reflected on the differences between Arabic and English

expressions of gratitude:
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As a response, in Arabic, I might use phrases like <1 4 &l 2” (May God reward you
with goodness) and “ > 1,85 (Thank you very much) so it is quite lengthy to express
gratitude ... I was wondering if there are additional expressions that can be added when

saying “thank you” in English (S11, Int.1, P. 1).

In the extracts above, the two students tend to employ Arabic communication strategies to
show gratitude when responding to constructive feedback. Along with “Thank you!” and “I
appreciate it,” religious expressions of gratitude such as “I_sa 4l &l 2", “wishing the giver God’s
goodness for their kindness” are common practice in Arabic culture possibly due to their emphasis
on politeness and respect, as well as invoking blessings or divine reward. It would be normal for
Arabs to extend their gratitude to ensure assertion towards their interlocutors to avoid possible
miscommunication as being inconsiderate of the recipient’s feelings; therefore, a phrase like
“Thank you” might not be sufficient and need to be supplemented with another illocution (Al-
Haidari, 2009; Almaro, 2013).

In addition, S24 brought up communication styles and their possible correlations with
aspects such as one’s upbringing, culture, religion, and personality traits, suggesting the
importance of projecting a positive image. She also proposed that introversion and extroversion,
as personality traits, could potentially influence the way feedback is structured and exchanged:
“... the communication style chosen doesn’t only reflect our culture, but also our upbringing ...
and our religion ...so it is important for me to reflect a good image ...+being introverted or
extroverted may affect how feedback is given or responded to ...” (S24, Int.1, P. 2).

S1, S30, S13, S16 and S27, on the other hand, highlighted the role of personality on the

way they approach feedback. S16, for example, revealed how her shyness could affect the way she
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responds to feedback. She touched on personality type as a shy person and how the mode of
feedback, written or spoken, can limit the length of her response.

... I tend to focus on what I know, often using phrases like “thank you! I appreciate it!”

Also, due to my shy personality, I think that I might not be able to extend my response if

it is verbal, but if it is written, it is easier for me to further extend my response...” (S16,

Int.1, P.7)

In contrast, S27 and S13 emphasised how considering the recipient’s personality or
preference, such as those who are of a sensitive disposition or generally demonstrate sensitivity to
criticism, could help tailor their feedback to best suit the recipient’s needs.

In giving feedback, it really depends on the person I am interacting with ... their personality

... I would consider the person’s preference, if they would like to start with highlighting

what they have achieved first ...so they can feel relieved ... and then moving to

constructive feedback because the majority prefer this approach ... For me, I don’t mind
receiving constructive feedback first then encouraging remarks ... etc. I’ve started thinking

this way from the instruction (S27, Int.2, P. 3).

... I would start with positive feedback first then addressing areas to improve, but I’'m

worried this approach may give the recipient high hopes at the beginning and once I started

the constructive feedback they may feel shocked ... it really depends on the recipient...

(S13, Int.2, P. 2).

6.3 Synthesis of the 2" strand: The influence of contextual variables on the pragmatics of
feedback

The findings revealed a range of viewpoints among students regarding the influence of

both individual differences and situational factors on their feedback structure and exchange. While
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eleven out of the thirty-one students recognised the potential correlation between their
communication styles and personality traits including giving and responding to feedback, twenty-
five seem to attribute feedback structure and exchange to situational factors. Notably, age, gender,
and power emerged as recurrent factors in students’ perceptions on situational influences.
Furthermore, six students had a tendency towards asserting their autonomy in their approach to
feedback. These perceptions shed light on the subtle interconnection between contextual
variables—individual differences and situational factors—in shaping feedback interaction in
different contexts (e.g., education).

Figure 6.2

Hllustration of the 2" Strand Main Theme and Sub-Themes

Situational factors

Contextual
variables - \

Individual
differences

6.4 Strand 3: The influence of intentions and affect on pragmatics of feedback

Within this strand, two core themes were identified:
o Intentions in giving feedback, with one sub-theme: empathy.
o Affect in receiving feedback, with four sub-themes: embarrassment, disappointment,

resilience, and self-composure.
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As reported in Chapter 5, the two themes explore possible illocutionary and perlocutionary
acts in the domain of feedback within the field of pragmatics. Illocutionary acts include the
speaker’s intention and the contextual nuances shaping feedback while perlocutionary acts discuss
the impact of feedback on the recipient’s emotions and behaviours. They consider how recipients
interpret feedback and what emotional and behavioural responses they may demonstrate.

6.4.1 Intentions in giving feedback

The theme of intentions in giving feedback emerged as a factor that would influence
feedback structure and exchange, with empathy as a single variable highlighted by students in their
reflections and interviews. In pragmatics, understanding a speaker’s behaviour heavily relies on
grasping their communicative intention (Austin, 1962; Searle, 1969; Haugh & Jaszczolt, 2012).
Accordingly, the intent behind delivering feedback plays a crucial role in shaping its tone, content,
and manner of delivery, ultimately affecting both the developmental impact on the recipient and
their emotional response.

Sub-theme: Empathy. This sub-theme echoes findings from the teachers’ data (see
Chapter 5), where empathy also emerged as a key factor in feedback exchange. The analysis
revealed situations where students would provide feedback in a manner that shows consideration
for the feelings of the recipients, perhaps indicating a reluctance to cause unnecessary discomfort.
Fourteen students expressed a sensitive approach towards giving feedback, with the intention of
‘putting themselves in the recipient’s shoes’ and simulate what it would be like. For example,
saving the recipient’s face and avoiding emotional harm when giving constructive feedback was
emphasised by S14, S24, and S20.

... the instruction taught me how to give feedback without breaking the person in front of

me. (S14, Int.1, P.1)
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I really don’t want to break the person (u=a&ll canlas ,uSl) who is receiving feedback from

me ... [ will still look for a positive point to lighten up the mood. (S24, Int.1, P. 5)

It made me think about how the recipient would feel when receiving constructive

feedback ... sentence stems such as “Have you thought ...?” or “I noticed” ... would help

express my opinion in a safe and polite manner to soften the delivery of my feedback

(S20, Ref. 1)

This could suggest that introducing politeness strategies and saving face principles, along
with constructive feedback could promote contextually appropriate empathic feedback. It could be
argued here that when feedback is given with empathy as the main intention, it could be
approached with a genuine desire to understand the perspectives and emotions of the feedback
recipients.

S27, on the other hand, further elaborated on her perception of constructive feedback, and
what she referred to as both “honesty” and “politeness,” emphasising the significance of
considering the recipient’s emotions while giving feedback.

“... being frank is often perceived as harsh and conveying honesty demands striking
a delicate balance between being honest, polite, courteous, and realistic; so, I aim
at choosing my words thoughtfully to ensure the recipient is emotionally
comfortable ... highlighting what is good first and then highlighting what needs
extra work™ (S27, Int. 2, P. 3).

In the extract above, it is apparent that S27’s feedback word choice and structure is
influenced not only by situational factors (e.g., age), but also by the emotional response that the
recipient would experience upon receiving feedback from her. It appears that providing

constructive feedback that is “frank” could be interpreted as being “harsh.” It could be argued here
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that the way feedback is structured demonstrates the genuine intention of the feedback giver,
probably as helpful and supportive, rather than being perceived as “harsh.” She seems to approach
feedback with the intention of ensuring the recipient’s emotional comfort while simultaneously
providing constructive feedback. She thinks that beginning feedback with “highlighting what is
good first and then highlighting what needs extra work™ would facilitate the delivery of feedback,
suggesting that this type of structure could have a positive impact on both the academic progress
and mental well-being of feedback recipients.

Similar to S27, S8 proposed a “softening” approach towards giving feedback while taking
into account its emotional impact.

The structure in the writing formula for constructive feedback is ideal: starting by

highlighting what is missing and then what is good; however, if I were to use it with

someone sensitive, I would use softening technique at the start and the end to avoid the
recipient getting nervous 4bac! e . T would also add positive notes in the end to tone

down the affect of the feedback, like adding an emotional comfort “4aali” (S8, Int.2, P.

1)

Here S8 demonstrated her awareness of considering the recipient’s feelings when giving
feedback by using terms like “someone sensitive,” and “recipient getting nervous.” The use of
phrases as “softening technique,” “to tone down the affect of the feedback,” and “adding an
emotional comfort,” on the other hand, suggests her willingness to adapt the feedback writing
formula, the N-P sequence, to meet the recipient’s emotional needs, especially in her statement
about “adding positive notes in the end,” possibly promoting a sense of comfort and reassurance

to the recipient during the feedback process.
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In addition, S1 and S6 presented two opposite views of empathy in giving feedback. In
S1’s perspective, it is possible that giving constructive feedback to someone who is unwilling to
accept it may lead to “unnecessary discomfort” (S1, Int. 2, P.4). S6, on the other hand, provided a
solution to S1’s perspective by demonstrating how instruction on the pragmatics of feedback could
offer a resolution to the feedback “unnecessary discomfort” and improve its reception.

This type of instruction can make the person stronger, like accepting constructive feedback

... and learn how to give feedback without causing any emotional damage ... it is possible

that there are people who do not accept others’ opinions and become sensitive. It is also

possible for them to break off their relationships... But it is normal to accept that all people
have a different point of view. Not all people are the same, their feedback may differ and

not necessarily constructive and appropriate (S6, Int.2, P.2)

In the extract above, S6 emphasised the value of learning how to give constructive
feedback, highlighting its potential to promote acceptance, and prevent possible emotional harm.
She also touched upon individual sensitivity to criticism and stressed the importance of embracing
various points of views, implying that one’s reaction to feedback may vary based on personal traits.
Overall, S1’s and S6’s insights shed light on the nuanced nature of giving feedback and the need
for empathy and flexibility during the process of feedback exchange.

6.4.2 Affect in receiving feedback

While the previous sub-theme, Empathy, emphasised students’ sensitivity to others’
emotions when giving feedback, this theme shifts the lens inward to examine their own
emotional experiences as recipients. Fourteen students described how feedback affected them
emotionally, revealing responses shaped by the tone, clarity, and perceived intent behind the

messages they received. Importantly, the emotional impact of feedback—whether public or
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private, peer-driven, or instructor-led—was not uniform but influenced by situational and
relational dynamics. Most notably, feedback elicited two negative emotions: embarrassment and
disappointment. Embarrassment refers to students’ emotion of discomfort triggered by anxiety or
nervousness in response to unexpected feedback, while disappointment is the expression of
students’ frustration or discouragement resulting from receiving unfairly given feedback or
having their efforts ignored. The expressions of these two emotions were exclusively observed
during the interviews.

In the face of such emotional reactions, it appears that thirteen students developed two
specific skills, reported both in their reflections and interviews, to manage their feelings and regain
a sense of stability, including resilience and self-composure. Resilience involves the students’
ability to cope with the emotional impact of the feedback, recovering from any initial feelings of
disappointment in order to use the feedback to grow. Self~composure, on the other hand, refers to
students’ ability to remain calm and composed and in control of their emotions and reactions to
feedback. In short, feedback can elicit negative emotions such as embarrassment and
disappointment, while also fostering emotional competencies like resilience and self-composure,
both of which shape how students receive, respond to and ultimately use feedback.

Sub-theme 1: Embarrassment. Embarrassment is defined here as students’ feelings of
discomfort triggered by anxiety or nervousness in response to unexpected feedback. Two students
in their interviews expressed a feeling of embarrassment when receiving or responding to
feedback. This feeling could be attributed to the L2 anxiety they may have experienced,
particularly if they are at a lower proficiency level in their L2, which is probably influencing their

reaction in this situation. Another factor contributing to this feeling could be the type of feedback
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provided, which may lead students to feel embarrassed, especially if they perceive it as
highlighting their shortcomings.

Despite teaching students’ various ways to respond to feedback, S16 stated that disagreeing
with feedback could lead to feelings of embarrassment for her, as she is somewhat concerned that
she may not be able to express herself clearly in English. She worries that if she were to voice
disagreement to feedback, it may be interpreted as “impoliteness” due to her limited proficiency
in English, potentially causing discomfort in the feedback process.

“If I disagree to feedback in English, it might come off as impolite due to my limited

vocabulary. I will feel anxious about receiving more questions, which could be

embarrassing if I couldn’t understand” (S16, Int.1, P. 2).

S27 also expressed her concerns about the association drawn between learning and grades,
which made her feel anxious about the possibility of losing marks when receiving constructive
feedback.

... especially, for us as students, literally what we do in our academic lives has an impact

on grades. This is how it works. We will become easily embarrassed and offended if a

teacher points out there is something wrong with our work ... We worked hard on it, and

it has grades. I may not accept anything said. I need the person who gives me constructive
feedback on my work to criticise me in a way that makes me feel understood and draws
my attention to it. Otherwise, I may feel sensitive and defend myself, “No, my work is

perfect!” or I will get nervous and ruin it, and then everything will be ruined (S27, Int. 2,

P.2).

In the extract above, S27 indicated that their academic performance directly impacts their

grades. Therefore, any critique or mention of perceived inadequacy regarding her work could lead
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to feelings of embarrassment. In this sense, even constructive feedback may be perceived not only
as a threat to face, but also to their academic grades, potentially triggering feelings of
embarrassment and worry. However, her statements, “we worked hard on it, and it has grades,”
and “I may not accept anything said,” suggest that she would be less likely to become upset over
a lower mark if feedback were given in a way that would give her more understanding, suggesting
the importance of considering the pragmatics of feedback. Additionally, it seems that the feeling
of embarrassment could influence her response to feedback. Her remarks, “I may feel sensitive,”
“defend myself” and “I will get nervous and ruin it, and then everything will be ruined,” imply
that her emotions may overcome her ability to respond calmly or rationally to feedback, potentially
leading to defensive reactions, as she said, “No, my work is perfect!”

Sub-theme 2: Disappointment. Disappointment is the expression of students’ frustration
or discouragement resulting from receiving what they perceive to be unfairly given feedback or
having their efforts ignored. Although it seems that majority of students recognise the supportive
nature of constructive feedback, three students experienced disappointment upon receiving it,
leading to a change in their perceptions of constructive feedback and an appreciation of pragmatics
of feedback in mitigating its effect. S30 illustrated that she would ask for a clarification if the
feedback was unclear, but disagreeing politely with feedback if it was unfair would not change
how she felt about it. Instead, she would try to use what she has learned to concentrate on what
needs improvement in her work and try to ignore the negatives emotions that came with it, “not to
be easily carried away by our emotions a¢ibl s22 (58 )21 (S30, Int.2, P. 1).

S1, on the other hand, described when she felt disappointed by an unexpected comment in

the feedback she received because her effort was not taken into account.
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When I made a lot of effort in my drawings, I didn’t like it when I was told why you chose
this specific sad moment of the match to picture in your drawing? ...I felt bad ... I made a
lot of effort and took me lots of time/materials to finish it ...” (S1, Int.2, P. 4).
She continued expressing her frustration, emphasising the importance of addressing the
strong aspects of the recipient’s work as well as considering her choice as an artist.
It affected me ... I wonder why they focus on the idea behind the art I created instead of
looking at the strong points of the artwork itself ... I am confident but still affected me ...
Words have an affect ...but I did not feel very negative ... they expected me to choose a
different moment to picture in my drawing because they don’t want me to focus on the
single sad moment of that big happy occasion, but I had a purpose, I wanted to shed light
on that particular moment that some may not recognise ... it was a thought-provoking
moment for me ... however, they expected a happy moment instead...(S1, Int.2, P. 4-5).
In the extract above, S1’s choice of phrases as “it affected me,” “I am confident but still
affected me,” suggests the feelings of disappointment she had when she received feedback on her
art. Terms as “they expected me to choose a different moment ...” vs. “but I had a purpose ... I

2

wanted to ...” could probably suggest her desire of exercising her artistic agency and avoid
conforming to conventional norms. Arguably, it could be that recognising the recipient’s efforts
by highlighting their strengths alongside what they need to work on further, could possibly have a
positive impact on S1 as an artist, creating feelings of motivation rather than discouragement. Also,
teaching students’ various ways to respond to feedback may empower them to exercise their
agency in both L1 and L2 and lessen the feeling of disappointment.

In contrast, S27 sheds light on the importance of accepting constructive feedback without

giving up or feeling “disappointed,” suggesting that those feelings could influence how feedback
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is received and taken. It is also possible that she is aware of maintaining emotional self-control

upon initial feelings of discouragement and responding to feedback “wisely.”
When you join a workplace Insha’Allah ... you will face a variety of situations...
and you need to accept constructive feedback from those in a higher position
without feeling easily sensitive ... some may give up on the first feedback even if
it is constructive and given in an appropriate way, ...so how can you accept it in
the right way? turn it into reinforcement rather than allowing it to make you feel
disappointed ... and responding wisely (S27, Int.2, P.1).

Sub-theme 3: Resilience. Resilience involves the students’ ability to cope with the
emotional impact of the feedback, recovering from any initial feelings of disappointment and use
the feedback to grow. According to the analysis, six students appear to express resilience and
patience when receiving feedback. This suggests that the students may have developed a degree
of understanding and tolerance in dealing with feedback situations, recognising that giving and
responding to feedback can be a challenging task but that it is part of the effective learning cycle.

It helps me understand how to deal with tough situations in life without breaking right away

... and how to respond and not let it affect me too much (S14, Int.1, P.1).

When receiving negative feedback, I will not respond in the same level of negativity. I will

be more decent, and I will not let it affect me (S16, Ref.1).

It will make me feel less sensitive ...not easily affected, especially if the feedback is

demotivating ... it is possible that the feedback I would receive may not meet my

expectations ...” (S30, Int.2, P. 1).

In the extracts above, it seems that S14, S16, and S30, prefer to maintain control over their

own feelings or reactions when receiving feedback. This is perhaps influenced by the outcome of
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the pragmatics instruction on various feedback scenarios. The use of phrases as “not let it affect
me too much,” “I will not let it affect me,” and “not easily affected” could indicate that the three
students have likely developed emotional coping techniques to manage their reactions to feedback.
Demonstrating resilience not only supports their feedback response, but also likely contributes to
their ability to adapt despite challenging circumstances.

S11 further elaborated that developing “patience” is important for managing feedback-
receiving and that the giver of the feedback should take into consideration how L2 learners would
perform academically.

As recipients of feedback, we should, in my opinion, be patient and understand that is

normal. Nobody is perfect. Since I am still learning L2, it is possible that I will make

mistakes, but [ expect others to be understanding (S11, Int. 1. P.2).

Sub-theme 4: Self-composure. Self-composure, on the other hand, refers to students’
ability to remain calm and composed and in control of their emotions and reactions to feedback. It
appears that offering guidance on how to respond to various scenarios encountered when receiving
feedback is useful in assisting eleven students maintain self-composure, and perhaps avoid reacting
defensively. For example, S9 and S14 highlighted how the instruction guided them to learn how
to accept constructive feedback without getting “defensive.”

To be honest, I enjoyed the instruction. It can support me with sentence structure,

constructive feedback writing ... also differentiating different types of feedback...

considering social factors ... and avoid being defensive ... responding in an appropriate
manner ... as in the compare and contrast task, we saw the differences between constructive

feedback and another one that would encourage defensiveness (S9, Int. 2, P.4).
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... the instruction opens my eyes to handling interactions smoothly ... being steady, not

reacting strongly to criticism, as Task 2 (a TV show) illustrated, whether it is constructive

or negative, getting defensive? or easily breaking down? ... (S14, Int.1, P.4).

In the extracts above, the two students illustrated their reactions as embodying steadiness
and self-composure, indicating an ability to maintain balanced responses in any feedback situation,
probably demonstrating a healthy, positive emotional detachment from feedback that would
influence their response.

In a similar note, S11, S27, and S30 demonstrated self-control and composure in their
reaction to receiving feedback. S11 chose not to openly express her dissatisfaction with the
feedback received, particularly if she felt it was unfair: “In the face of unfair feedback, I choose to
compose myself and try to say politely “thank you” and ask how we can work on it, but I will not
explicitly express that I didn’t like it” (S11, Int.1, P.3).

S27 elaborated further into why it is important to exercise self-control over the feedback
situation before responding, especially in a professional setting. The expression “putting emotions
through a filter” holds considerable weight on highlighting the strength required to manage her
feelings before acting upon them.

... responding to a friend or a relative differ from a workplace ... Whether it is professional

or not matters... Can you control your emotions fully? ... putting emotions through a filter?

... how can I express myself? ... I mean managing your emotions ...For me, when I tried

to respond professionally for Feedback C “the demotivating one” in [Task 6], I said, “I

wish you were respectful when you gave feedback,” to have a good relationship with my

employer, but if I were not in a professional setting, I would say more, “I wish you stated
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your opinion nicely ...etc.” I would be more direct and franker... still maintaining a

respectful outlook ... (S27, Int.2, P.7).

S30, on the other hand, illustrated how analysing feedback situations and structures could
help in avoiding taking it personally and reacting emotionally.

When I analysed the situation as in the feedback ‘discourse analysis’ task, I can see and

come up with an appropriate response ...asking for clarification? But if I didn’t read well

and get the main message, I may take constructive feedback personal... so I need to arrive

to the main point of the feedback ... is it constructive and professional? Or personal? Or

an insult? So, the analysis will assist me in avoiding any potential confusion or becoming

overly emotional and personalising the situation by allowing my emotions to take control

(S30, Int. 2, P.4).
6.4 Synthesis of the 3¢ strand: The influence of intentions and affect on pragmatics of
feedback

The findings revealed that exchanging feedback entails far more than a transactional
process of giving and receiving—Ilearner emotions play a pivotal role in shaping the interaction
(see Figure 6.3). Students who provided constructive feedback often demonstrated heightened
sensitivity toward recipients’ emotional states, actively prioritising their well-being throughout
the exchange. This intentional empathy was evident in their deliberate choice of words and
concern for the emotional impact of their feedback. Such responses may be attributed to their
experiences in EFL pragmatics instruction, which appear to cultivate a pragmatic awareness of
interpersonal dynamics and face-saving strategies. Notably, feedback—regardless of its intent or
framing—elicited two recurring negative emotions in recipients: embarrassment and

disappointment. Without proper guidance, these emotions may lead to defensive behaviour,
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undermining the purpose of feedback. Instruction on navigating varied feedback scenarios may
therefore encourage learners’ resilience and emotional regulation, helping to mitigate the risk of
face-threatening acts. Overall, the findings suggest that pragmatic competence not only enhances
communicative clarity but also supports emotionally appropriate feedback practices.

Figure 6.3
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6.5 Outcomes: Communication and life skills development

In the 4" strand, possible outcomes on communication and life skills development, two
themes emerged: interpersonal skills and intercultural and translation skills. Within interpersonal
skills, two sub-themes were identified, confidence-building and relationship-building. Within
intercultural and translation skills, two sub-themes were identified, translations and cultures-
bridging. The emergence of this strand and its themes stem from students’ perceptions of L2
pragmatics, encompassing various aspects beyond just the pragmatics of feedback.

6.5.1 Theme 1: Interpersonal skills

Findings from the interview data suggested that teaching pragmatic features of feedback
can contribute to the development of students’ interpersonal competencies by boosting their L2
communicative confidence, facilitating constructive interactions, and helping to prevent
miscommunication between feedback providers and recipients.

Sub-theme 1: Confidence-building. Five students highlighted situations where
instruction could boost their confidence in L2 communication. This perception appeared to stem
from their initial engagement with formulaic expressions and the implicit social and contextual
meanings embedded in such interactions. For instance, S24 explained that developing awareness
of these pragmatic features enhanced her ability to communicate politely and professionally: “It
enhanced my self-confidence in expressing my thoughts in a polite and professional way,
improving my professionalism in communication, and boosting my self-confidence, personal
growth, and self-esteem” (S24, Int.1, P.7).

S20, on the other hand, expressed a sense of comfort, probably conveying a relaxed and

confident tone when interacting with feedback whether written or spoken.
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Certainly, I have come to understand more about L2. Perhaps it has made me
understand more... in depth ...writing or speaking with comfort, not necessarily
when I communicate with someone ... even on my own, if, for example, I read
something, [ will be able to make more appropriate choices in language since I have
more knowledge of feedback (S20, Int.1, P.1).

Furthermore, S16 pointed out the importance of teaching pragmatics of feedback in order
to boost students’ confidence in expressing their opinion, building student-teacher relationships.

I mean, I feel it is essential that students understand how to respond to feedback, how to
express their opinions without feeling reluctant, and how to respond considerably better.

... it helps students express their opinion better. That is, it is true that they have the ability

to both receive and respond, building the relationship between students and their teachers,

as an example... (S16, Int.1, P.2).

Interestingly, S1 and S14 demonstrated how to use their acquired skills in giving and responding
to feedback to build their confidence in their own work: S1 wondered curiously, “How can I use
feedback to build my confidence? ...” (S1. Int. 2, P. 2); while S14 stated that “... learning how to
respond to feedback in a way that shows I am an understanding and confident person, the same
image I want to present and preserve ...” (S14, Int.1, P.8).

Sub-theme 2: Relationship-building. The analysis of interview data indicated that the
pragmatics instruction has the potential to facilitate the development of interpersonal rapport and
mitigate communicative breakdowns. Such outcomes are largely attributable to the dialogic
nature of feedback exchanges, which involve reciprocal roles of giver and recipient, as well as
the integration of pragmatic constructs—such as politeness strategies and facework—within the

instructional content. S16, for example, explained that learning feedback formulaic language and
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feedback writing formulas, including vocabulary and various grammatical structures, gave her “a
new space” for communicating smoothly as well as minimising misunderstandings in
intercultural communication.

I learned a lot ...this means that it gave me a new space to learn new vocabulary and

grammatical structures, and the situation where I could use it ... it was very useful ...

learning formulaic language and writing formulas make the communication simple, for
example, simplicity here is not the sense of ease, but in the sense of cognitive simplicity,
not thinking too much of what to say... simple sentences can add simple touches to
intercultural communication ... giving them deeper meanings, like the use of “Give me

feedback” vs. “Would you like to give me feedback?” (S16, Int.1, P.2).

S30 emphasised the recipient’s face, miniating a respectful, smooth, and flexible
exchange of feedback.

Considering the recipient’s face in giving constructive feedback will help them handle this

type of feedback with respect, accepting it smoothly and flexibly. This way, there will not

be misunderstandings, or problems and information will be communicated smoothly

between the two interlocutors (S30, Int. 2, P. 2).

S8 demonstrated that transparency during feedback exchange could build a strong
relationship: “... being well aware of how to express their points of view effectively will foster
smooth interactions, especially in a work environment, strengthening relationships™ (S8, Int.2, P.
1).

S27, on the other hand, emphasised the importance of considering constructive feedback

as a skill for nurturing strong relationships, and creating a healthy and constructive environment,
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especially in a professional setting. She stated that if feedback was not given constructively, it
could lead to misunderstandings and negative perceptions of the giver.

... if I don’t know how to deliver feedback in a constructive way, my relationships could

be ruined. [ mean, if every time, let’s say a friend sees my feedback as criticism, she would

say, “This is just criticising me,” and she might think bad of me as well. If I know how to
convey the idea to her ... I mean, oh, this could ruin a lot of relationships, and this is
common among females, especially if they don’t know how to give feedback appropriately,

as it contains social intelligence... (27, Int. 2. P. 3)

She also highlighted the potential emergence of “toxic relationships” if feedback-giving-
and-responding is not communicated constructively.

... exchanging opinions on each other might lead to toxic relationships, yes, but how can

we deliver feedback constructively so that we learn from it and benefit from it in the future?

It will be beneficial to have this skill once we start working (S27, Int. 2. P. 8).

Also, S24’s discussion about the labour market is noteworthy as it highlights the
significance of communicative skills in securing employment. This observation emphasises that
obtaining a job is not solely dependent on mastering the English language, but also on acquiring
the essential skills to “save face.” i.e., pragmatics (S24, Int. 1. P. 6).

6.5.2 Theme 2: Intercultural and translation skills

The emergence of this theme and its sub-themes reflects students’ broader perceptions of
L2 pragmatics, extending beyond the immediate scope of feedback exchange. Notably, twelve
students demonstrated awareness through examples that fell outside the intended instructional
focus. These offered valuable insight into their perceptions of how they were developing pragmatic

competence and their ability to transfer learning to wider communicative contexts. The analysis of
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the interview data revealed outcomes implicating interculturality and translation. It indicated that
providing instruction on L2 pragmatics could increase students’ awareness and understanding in
the field of translation. This could be attributed to the nuanced nature of pragmatics and the
exploration of hidden meanings in communication. The analysis also suggested that some students
found learning L2 pragmatics beneficial in promoting cultural understanding and connection,
emphasising the importance of understanding the cultural and social nuances of the target
language.

Sub-theme 1: Translation. Analysis indicated some unforeseen outcomes relating to the
field of translation, both as a practice and as a major, by raising awareness among twelve students.
For S9 and S16 it is “an eye opener” to the way they speak and write in Arabic as well as to their
translation studies (S9, Int. 2, P.1; S16, Int.1, P.3). The students’ intrinsic motivation for translating
the nuances of pragmatics instruction, involved uncovering hidden meanings in communication,
and emerged as a contributing factor. For example, S1 mentioned that she shared her experience
of learning L.2 pragmatics with other students who are interested in learning English and translation
studies, pointing out the importance of learning how meaning varies based on context and other
factors such as social and cultural factors (S1, Int. 2, P. 6). S11, referenced her experience in
translating internationally by addressing the challenge of unfamiliarity with cultural norms and
appropriateness, “Not all thoughts are suitable or appropriate to voice. I used to stick to what I
know when translating internationally to be on the safe side ... (S11, Int.1, P.3).”

S14 described her encounter with the novel Les Misérables and what she has experienced
as a result of potentially inadequate translation skills that probably failed to “to capture the essence

of the original text.” Refencing her experience of reading a French novel translated into Arabic
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may not only indicate an awareness of the importance of translation but also emphasises the
significant roles that could be played by pragmatics instruction in the translation process.
... I found myself unable to finish reading a novel due to the translator’s inability to capture
the essence of the original text, including characters’ emotions, the storytelling itself, and

the portrayal of the characters’ suffering ... (S14, Int.1, P.3).

In the extract above, S14, emphasised the need for translators to possess a deep
understanding of both the source and target cultures. It suggests a rise in student awareness that
effective translation of Les Misérables entails not only linguistic proficiency but also a grasp of
the cultural context to convey the intended meaning, depicting the same emotional and social
impact as the original text. She further elaborated on the significance of understanding social and

cultural factors in the process of translating.

It is important, whether for language students of English or students who will be future
translators to clarify that learning another language extends beyond memorising words,
terms, and expressions. It requires an understanding of social and cultural influences, how
the language is used in its society? and how students can learn how to use it effectively

with native speakers (S14, Int. 1, P.1).

She specifically mentioned future translators, indicating a focus on preparing language
learners for a career in translation. This implies a consideration of the unique challenges and
requirements for translation work. She also emphasised the significance of equipping L2 language
learners, particularly those who aim to become translators, with the understanding that language
is influenced by social factors. This implies a focus on helping students understand the cultural

and societal context in which language is used.
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Moreover, S1 and S24 shed light on the importance of acquiring proficient translation skills to
reflect a positive image of the translator, “It is good to learn how to give constructive feedback in
English because I am used to give it in Arabic so learning another style is good to reflect a good
image of myself ... If I translated it literally, it may not come across as I wanted it to be...” (S1,
Int.2, P.5); “... this is very important, and we need to pay attention to it and learn it, especially at
the professional level because when we become translators, if God wills, we should reflect a
good image of our culture and our religion ...” (S24, Int.1, P.2).

Sub-theme 2: Cultures-bridging. Analysis of interview data indicated that learning L2
pragmatics for some students was beneficial in promoting cultural understanding and connectivity,
raising awareness of the significance of learning the cultural and social nuances and the hidden
meaning of the target language for better communication. Four students were able to put across
their concerns about what they have experienced and what they need through the discussion of the
influence of language and culture. They described images of their interpretations of L2 pragmatics
learning in communication. This image appears to have a positive portrayal, yet it remains elusive
in communication due to the subtleties of pragmatics in language learning. This may indicate a
need for a more interculturally sensitive teaching approach to ensure effective communication and

understanding.

Frankly, I have benefited a lot. I am now a translator, God’s willing. To understand the
impact of translating terms with a true hidden meaning, I must possess knowledge of these
meanings as well as the overall ambiance of the language, which reveals its hidden face.
Therefore, I can convey it to another individual who can speak the language... I may

encounter difficulty in learning a second language. It is not the same as my mother’s
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tongue. I may come across challenging terms related to the second language society. Our

society is different from other societies (S14, Int. 1. P. 1).

S14’s extract is a response to the significance of learning L2 pragmatics. S14°s use of the words

29 ¢

“a true hidden meaning,” “the overall ambiance of the language,” and her description of it as “the
hidden face of the language” suggests that she may hold a curious approach towards L2 pragmatics
to uncover deeper layers of interpretation that could go beyond the literal words. The latter suggests
that language hides deeper, less obvious layers of interpretation, intention, and cultural context
that require exploration and analysis to uncover. This gives the impression that language has “a
hidden face,” which could be deeper in description than “the hidden meaning,” that is usually
referred to in pragmatics definitions. She refers to her society as “different from other societies,”
which illustrates her awareness of cultural differences and their possible impact on intercultural
communication. These descriptions appear to be S14’s perception of learning L2 pragmatics,

possibly building bridges of connection and mutual understanding among individuals from various

backgrounds.

She also highlighted cultural assumptions about the similarity of expressions and
communication styles between Arabic and speakers of L2. She indicated a presumption that what
is said in Arabic can easily be conveyed and understood by English speakers, demonstrating the
role of cultural and linguistic transfer and the need for understanding social aspects of language
(Int. 1, P. 4). This can be seen in her contrasting of academic language with everyday vernacular,
suggesting that students may be more familiar with L2 formal language than informal ones. Her
positioning implies that using language disconnected from social norms and everyday interactions

can hinder students’ ability to effectively participate in social situations (Int. 1, P.5).
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Similarly, S11, S24, and S27 highlighted the complexities and nuances involved in translating
figurative language and suggested exploring culturally appropriate alternatives in the target
language, indicating the importance of instruction in understanding cultural differences as

pragmatics varies across cultures.

There are cultural idioms in Arabic such as the endearing term “S 338 if | try to translate
it ... “part of my liver?” it sounds heavy; not endearing at all; not the same meaning. The
same when a father calls his daughter “Lb L ... if T say it to someone outside our culture,
how would they react? They may say what is that? “LL W2 ... it varies across cultures.
Without instruction, how would I know? (S24, Int. 1, pp. 1;7); ...behind every word, there
is a deep meaning, saying “it is not yourself, be your old self.” This is an encouragement

in my culture. Maybe outside my culture would be offensive? (S27, Int. 2, p. 7)

In the extract above, S24 and S27 seem to understand the influence of the cultural context
behind language expressions and the challenge they may face in conveying the same meaning on
intercultural communication, connecting on a deeper level with individuals from diverse cultural
backgrounds. This could indicate how teaching cultural nuances alongside language learning not
only enriches communication but could foster mutual understanding and appreciating of different
ways of life. The endearing terms mentioned by S24 cannot be explained solely without referring
to the cultural context. The use of the endearing term ““s2S 338 “it. piece of my liver,” is frequently
used to affectionately refer to one’s children. This term which can be compared to the English
expression, “the apple of my eye,” emphasises the deep bond between parents and their children,
as children are seen as essential components of their parents’ lives. It is worth mentioning that the

expression’s origins can be traced back to ancient times (e.g., Babylon’s), where it has been widely
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believed across different cultures that the liver is the centre of the soul (Mellinkoff, 1979) in which
emotions are rooted (Steinert, 2020). It could be argued here the role that L2 pragmatics could play
in incorporating cultural elements into language education, thereby bridging potential cultural gaps

1n communication.

Furthermore, S27 illustrated how pragmatics instruction can serve as a means of
addressing not only social factors and the relationship between the feedback giver and recipient,

but also the cultural background of the recipient.

... as well as the cultural background of the individual who is receiving feedback from me.
I should pay attention to it too as one of the factors. For instance, I like to give feedback a
lot, but sometimes I feel like the recipients are angry despite my belief that I didn’t say
anything wrong, you know ... so I should pay attention to my feedback style. I should be
aware of who is the person in front of me? Their culture? Our relationship? ... (S27, Int. 2.

P.2)

S27’s extract suggests she is open and positive about other cultures, but she feels uncertain
about how others might react if she gives feedback. Although experienced in giving feedback, she
expresses concerned about her ability of being pragmatically competent in intercultural
communication and how well she can communicate across cultures—especially using the right
tone and approach. She draws on her experience of the local culture, attempting to envision how
it would be perceived in a global communication. It could be argued here that having an
understanding of the local culture and its intercultural implications can facilitate communication

and foster healthier relationships among individuals from diverse backgrounds. This approach
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could help reduce the possibility of misunderstandings and misinterpretations arising by cultural

differences.

6.5 Synthesis of the 4™ strand: Outcomes: Communication and life skills development

The strand of potential outcomes on communication and life skills development emerged
from students’ perceptions of L2 pragmatics, covering other properties along with the pragmatics
of feedback. The analysis of the twelve-interview data demonstrated that teaching pragmatics of
feedback could enhance students’ interpersonal skills by boosting their confidence in L2
communication, encouraging positive relationships, and minimising misunderstandings between
those giving and responding to feedback. Students highlighted some situations in which the
learning of pragmatic features could boost their confidence in feedback exchanges. They
emphasised the importance of considering constructive feedback as a skill for nurturing strong
relationships and creating a healthy and constructive environment, particularly in the workplace.
Furthermore, the analysis of the interview data provided insights into the intersection of
interculturality and translation. Findings suggest that explicit instruction in L2 pragmatics
enhances learners’ awareness and comprehension of translation as culturally embedded practice.
This outcome appears to stem from the inherently nuanced nature of pragmatics, which promotes
the interpretation of implicit or hidden meanings and context-dependent communicative cues.
Moreover, the data indicate that several participants perceived the study of L2 pragmatics as
instrumental in fostering intercultural understanding and relational engagement, emphasising the
significance of sociocultural nuances in navigating the target language. Figure 6.4 illustrates the

4t strand themes and sub-themes.
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Figure 6.4
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6.6 Key findings

In response to the second research question — What are Saudi EFL learners’ perceptions

and observations towards pragmatics instruction on feedback exchange? —key points emerged

from the thematic analysis of learner data. These are listed as follows and will be discussed in the

following chapter.

Table 6.2

Key Findings in Response to the 2" Research Question

Theme

Key findings

Strand 1: Learners’ perceptions of authentic materials and tasks

Student motivation

Role of motivation and cultural relevance

Motivation emerged as a key facilitator of students’ willingness and enthusiasm
to embrace new learning approaches in L2 pragmatics.

Cultural relevance was a significant motivational driver. Materials that resonated
with students’ cultural backgrounds—especially those referencing Arabic—
enhanced comprehension and engagement, particularly in understanding the
concept of Face and pragmatic nuances in feedback.

Task-based approach and enjoyment

Most students described the task-based approach as “enjoyable” and “effective.”

They noted that it:

o Encouraged self-reflection on pragmatic situations involving feedback.

o Motivated them to analyse both linguistic and social elements of feedback
exchanges.

However, some students expressed reservations or faced challenges, suggesting

variability in task effectiveness.

Use of visual and multimodal resources

Most students highlighted the positive impact of multimodal resources used in
Tasks 2 (TV show), 3 and 4 (caricatures), and 5 (beginner’s artwork).

The TV show in Task 2 was particularly well-received due to its use of Arabic,
which made pragmatic concepts more accessible and relatable.
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Student engagement

Preference for explicit instruction
e They generally expressed a preference for explicit over implicit instruction, as it
seemed to offer clearer guidance and more accessible explanations of pragmatic
norms.
Impact of analytical techniques
e The use of ‘discourse analysis’ (Task 7) and the compare-and-contrast technique
(Task 6) helped students in:

o Noticing pragmatic features of feedback.

o Making meaningful connections between observed patterns and their own
linguistic choices in feedback contexts.

o Moving beyond noticing and connecting to a stage of reasoning about
pragmatic choices, often linking their insights to personal experiences or
group interactions.

e Nevertheless, several students encountered challenges with:

o Understanding pragmatic failures.

o Generating pragmatic scenarios.

o Writing feedback in Tasks 1, 4, 7, and 8.

e These challenges may have hindered full engagement with the task content.

Pragmatic competence

Value of sociopragmatic concepts

e Students increasingly recognised the importance of pragmatic norms in effective
communication, using descriptors such as “respectful,” “courteous,” and
“culturally appropriate.”

e Some (e.g., S16, S24, S30) highlighted the relevance of politeness strategies in
L2 use, particularly for maintaining clarity and harmony in intercultural contexts.

e Others (e.g., S14) acknowledged that while cross-cultural misunderstandings
may still occur, explicit instruction can play a role in mitigating their impact.
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Use of feedback formulaic language

e Students identified feedback-related formulaic language as a novel component of
their learning experience, acknowledging its practical value in enhancing clarity
and tone.

e However, some found mastering these expressions challenging, as they struggled
with unfamiliar structures, particularly WH-question openings, and bi-clausal
sentence forms.

e Students expressed favourable views toward the N-P feedback sequence,
recognising its effectiveness in helping them structure their ideas and articulate
feedback clearly.

e Nonetheless, some students showed a preference for the “feedback sandwich”
approach and P-N sequence.

o This suggests a dual perception: while some appreciated its clarity and utility,
others struggled with its application at their current stage of L2 learning.

Strand

2: The influence of contextual variables on pragmatics of feedback

Contextual variables

e Students expressed varying perceptions regarding the influence of situational
factors (e.g., age, gender, power, social distance) on how they structure and
exchange feedback.

e While a small group (6 out of 31) emphasised their individual agency in choosing
language freely, the majority (25 out of 31) felt that their feedback strategies
were shaped or constrained by these situational variables.

¢ Eleven out of thirty-one students demonstrated diverse perceptions of how
individual differences, such as personality and communication style, affect their
engagement in feedback process.

e Notably, even students who were sensitive to situational variables also
acknowledged the role of individual characteristics, indicating a multi-layered
understanding of what influences pragmatic choices.

Strand 3: The influence of intentions and affect on pragmatics of feedback

Intentions in giving

feedback

o Fourteen students explicitly emphasised giving feedback with emotional
awareness, expressing a desire to “soften” the message, use polite formulations,
or begin with positive comments to preserve face and create a more supportive
tone.
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Affect in receiving

feedback

Fourteen Students described a range of emotional responses to feedback, with
embarrassment and disappointment being the most commonly reported negative
emotions. These reactions were closely linked to the tone, clarity, and perceived
intent of the feedback, especially when it was unexpected, unclear, or perceived
as unfair.

Despite these emotional challenges, thirteen students reported developing coping
strategies such as resilience—the ability to recover and grow from feedback—
and self-composure, or the capacity to regulate their emotional responses and
remain calm.

Strand 4: Outcomes: Communication and life skills development

Interpersonal skills

Five students described instances where developing pragmatic awareness in
feedback enhanced their confidence when communicating in the L2.

Eight students underscored the role of constructive feedback as a vital
mnterpersonal skill, contributing to positive relationship-building and fostering a
supportive atmosphere—especially in professional settings.

Intercultural skills

Four students reflected on how engaging with L2 pragmatics enhanced their
ability to navigate cultural differences and build connections across linguistic

boundaries, underscoring the value of understanding subtle social and cultural
norms embedded in the target language.

Twelve students reported a broadened awareness of how pragmatic competence
intersects with translation practice, noting that the instruction offered new

perspectives on meaning transfer, tone management, and audience sensitivity—

mnsights they had not previously associated with their field of study.
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Chapter 7: Discussion

7.0 Introduction

This chapter discusses and synthesises teachers’ and learners’ perceptions respectively,
with the goal of developing an initial framework for teaching pragmatic features of feedback
exchange in EFL contexts. In so doing, it reconceptualises the objective of L2 pragmatics
instruction to reflect intercultural pragmatics, as discussed in Chapter 4 (Methodology), and based
on theoretical principles drawn from research presented in Chapters 2 and 3. This chapter addresses
the two research questions, and it interprets and contextualises the impact of key findings,
comparing them with existing literature and theories.
7.1 Discussion of teachers’ key findings

The findings of the data regarding teacher perceptions are presented at the end of Chapter
5, Table 5.3. In this chapter, the discussion will focus on the findings visualised in figure 7.1.
Teachers in the classroom observations and focus groups generally acknowledged the value of the
EFL pragmatics instruction on feedback exchange, while also raising some concerns. The use of
authentic materials and tasks was perceived as motivating, engaging, as well as enhancing
students’ pragmatic competence by all teachers. Several studies have examined teachers’
perceptions of authentic materials and tasks generally in the EFL context (e.g., Yang, 2021) or in
specific language comprehension skill such as Al-Musallam’s (2009) on teaching reading.
However, there is a lack of research specifically investigating how these views relate to the
authentic materials and tasks for pragmatics instruction. Although teachers, in previous studies,
held a positive view, believing that authentic materials and tasks can enhance language learning,
engage students, provide real-world exposure, and develop cultural awareness in EFL context, it

has been noted in these studies that teachers’ use of these materials as well as the task-based
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approach has been inconsistent or sporadic (e.g., Al-Musallam, 2009; Yang, 2021). This suggests
that despite their favourable perceptions, the impact on student learning is limited as their
engagement appears to be occasional rather than regular. The current study, however, addresses
this gap in the literature by examining EFL teachers’ perceptions of the pragmatics instruction
specifically related to teaching pragmatic features of feedback in intercultural communication. It
highlighted that, beyond linguistic benefits, teachers supported the use of these authentic materials
and tasks along with the textbook — accordingly they agreed that this approach not only adds a
sense of motivation to students’ learning experience of EFL pragmatics, but also actively engages

students and enhances their pragmatic competence of feedback exchange.



FEEDBACK ON FEEDBACK 310

Figure 7.1
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7.1.1 Strand 1: Teachers’ perceptions of authentic materials and tasks
Theme 1: Student motivation

Teachers observed students’ reactions to new ways of learning, especially their responses
to authentic materials and multimodal resources used in the instruction. All four teachers noted
that students responded positively to multimodal input, including a TV show in Task 2, caricatures
in Tasks 3 and 4, and a beginner’s artwork in Task 5. These materials appeared to spark students’
interest and foster a sense of relevance, especially when the tasks reflected learners’ cultural
context. For instance, T2 and T3 emphasised that evaluating feedback-related scenarios through
caricatures allowed students to connect with the task on a personal level, thereby stimulating
motivation. The TV show was singled out by all teachers as particularly effective in illustrating a
wide range of pragmatic behaviours related to feedback exchange. While previous research has
recognised the role of multimodal resources in fostering motivation and engagement in general
EFL instruction (e.g., Yang, 2021; Abrams, 2014; Baron & Celaya, 2022), these studies have not
addressed their specific use in teaching pragmatics of feedback. Teachers in this study underscored
how the careful selection of (inter-)culturally relevant content not only motivated learners but also

encouraged meaningful engagement.

However, motivation was not consistently maintained throughout all tasks. T3 observed
that Task 6, which included unfamiliar literary and sociocultural content for the students, resulted
in a decrease in motivation and, consequently, engagement. This aligns with prior research
advocating for the integration of learners’ contexts into task design (Ishihara & Cohen, 2014; Gay,
2018; Borer, 2018). The instruction in this study, however, adopted a scaffolding strategy, starting

with familiar contexts before introducing culturally diverse ones. This gradual shift was intended
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to challenge students constructively, expanding their intercultural awareness while maintaining

comfort and confidence.

Theme 2: Student engagement

The theme of student engagement reflects the extent to which learners actively processed
and interacted with the content during the pragmatics instruction. Two sub-themes emerged:
enhancing understanding and analytical reasoning.

Sub-theme 1: Enhancing understanding. What motivated students also appeared to
actively engage them in the learning process, as observed by participant teachers. As previously
noted in the theme of student motivation, teachers noted that learners responded positively to tasks
that incorporated familiar cultural and contextual elements. These same motivating factors were
reflected in students’ cognitive engagement, as participant teachers observed heightened attention
and participation during tasks that drew on relatable inputs such as caricatures, a beginner’s
artwork, and a TV show. These materials were seen as particularly effective in helping students
grasp the pragmatic features, given that they offered more authentic and interactive input compared
to the conventional textbook materials commonly used in the institution. Teachers also noted that
reflective tasks—such as evaluating previous feedback exchanges (Assignment 1) or sharing
intercultural stories as in teacher-student e-mail interactions (Task 1)—could help students make
connections to their lived experiences. This facilitated a deeper understanding of both the linguistic
forms and the social appropriateness of feedback. Such engagement is consistent with prior
research emphasising that contextual relevance enhances pragmatic comprehension (e.g., El
Shazly, 2017; Borer, 2018; Ishihara & Cohen, 2014; Liddicoat, 2019).

Another contributing reason highlighted by participant teachers that may have enhanced

students’ understanding during the instruction is the use of explicit and implicit instruction. They
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indicated that using explicit instruction along with the discussion questions and metapragmatic
explanations help students think about how to use feedback expressions in social situations taking
into consideration politeness principles and saving-face strategies. Teachers noted that the explicit
use of linguistic techniques, such as ‘discourse analysis’ (DA) in Task 7, was helpful in deepening
students’ understanding of different types of feedback providing direct metapragmatic information
and production practice. Nonetheless, they also acknowledged potential difficulties, particularly
in classes where students exhibit a wide range of language proficiency levels, which may lessen
the effectiveness of such instruction. Taguchi (2015) suggested that students who receive
metapragmatic information about target features, or students who are instructed to identify
pragmatic rules, could engage in a more profound level of processing. From this perspective, my
findings demonstrate that applying self-discovery activities focussing on DA of constructive
feedback (Task 7), analysing written constructive feedback in relation to its social context,
supports student understanding of how language is used in real-life situations in terms of
pragmalinguistics and sociopragmatics.

However, participant teachers tended to prefer the use of implicit and incidental instruction
over the explicit instruction, especially in the use of pragmatic/linguistic terminology. They
perceived the use of linguistic terminology such as ‘discourse analysis’ as advanced terminology
to teach explicitly for intermediate students. For example, T2, T3, and T4 appear to attribute the
challenges students may have experienced to the use of some technical terms in Task 7 that might
have “distracted” some students, preferring the use of the simpler term “tone” used in the task
discussion questions over the technical term ‘discourse analysis.” Teachers’ perceptions on Yang’s
study have indicated the challenges advanced linguistic terminologies could pose to L2 beginners

and pre-intermediate learners. Other studies (e.g., Javed and Umar, 2019; Basturkmen & Nguyen,
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2017) explain this preference for implicit instruction as being influenced by the design of language
curricula and textbooks that emphasise fluency and communication over metapragmatic
explicitness. Nonetheless, such an approach may inadvertently limit students’ engagement with
key disciplinary terminology and be interpreted as a reduction in academic rigor. These realisations
have significant impact on raising teacher awareness of the importance of task-design for
progression underpinned by scaffolded learning. There is growing consensus in the literature that
explicit instruction in pragmatics tends to be more effective than implicit instruction in enhancing
both the production and recognition of pragmatic features—particularly those that require higher
cognitive processing (Taguchi, 2015; Plonsky & Zhuang, 2019; Martinez-Flor & Fukuya, 2005;
Fukuya & Martinez-Flor, 2008). The current study, however, reinforces the view that, while
teachers’ preference for implicit methods may be contextually justified, scaffolded explicit
instruction plays a critical role in developing learners’ metapragmatic awareness and competence.
Rather than avoiding complex terminology altogether, the findings suggest the value of
introducing such terms gradually, using more accessible language (e.g., tone, text analysis) in the
early stages of instruction for intermediate students. Students can analyse the written constructive
feedback in relation to its social context enabling them to understand how language is used in real-
life situations so that when meeting the linguistic terminology, they are confident about the
meaning of ‘discourse analysis.’

Sub-theme 2: Enhancing analytical reasoning. In addition to understanding, teachers
highlighted students’ ability to reason about various feedback situations. Teachers noted that
learners engaged in tasks that required them to compare and contrast different types of feedback
(Task 6), reflect on politeness strategies, and simulate responses in interactions involving

hierarchical relationships. These tasks prompted students to articulate their reasoning, consider
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interpersonal dynamics, and make contextually appropriate linguistic choices. This suggests that
those students, who have developed an understanding of the pragmatics of feedback, are likely to
be more engaged in distinguishing a variety of feedback grammatical structures, politeness
strategies, and situations — hence emphasising the fundamental role played by pragmatics during
language learning and language using. They also indicated that with the role of simulation of
feedback recipients, students could approach feedback critically, including the strategies they
could employ in responding to feedback, particularly in complex situations involving hierarchy.

In this study, learners completed tasks that focused on giving and responding to feedback
in different scenarios. These tasks helped them explore how context—such as power dynamics,
gender, and social distance—can influence communication. Drawing on Robinson’s (2011)
Cognition Hypothesis - suggesting that greater reasoning prompts learners to think about the
spatial, casual, or interpersonal dimensions of a given scenario- and the findings of this study, it
could be argued that learners were encouraged to make linguistic references to social factors and
to discuss the rationale behind the pragmalinguistic forms employed in the situation. By comparing
and contrasting different styles of feedback, they were also guided to think about the situation and
the relationship between speakers, instead of relying solely on comparing cultural norms (e.g.,
pragmatic behaviours in the U.S. vs. Latin America) in previous studies (e.g., Taylor, 2002).
Theme 3: Pragmatic competence

The current results indicated that the authentic materials and tasks employed in teaching
the pragmatic features of feedback could potentially raise both sociopragmatic awareness and
pragmalinguistic fluency in feedback context. While teachers in this study acknowledged the value
of pragmatics instruction and observed its positive impact on students’ awareness—particularly in

navigating feedback-related interactions—this awareness alone is not sufficient to ensure sustained



FEEDBACK ON FEEDBACK 316

or systematic integration of pragmatics in EFL teaching. The literature similarly emphasises that
recognising the importance of pragmatics must be accompanied by deeper pedagogical
engagement and professional preparation. Martinez-Flor (2023) found that although raising
teachers’ awareness of pragmatic knowledge and the risks of pragmatic failure influenced their
beliefs, participants continued to favour teacher-led correction, limiting the scope for learner
autonomy. Shirkhani and Tajeddin (2017) further highlighted a disconnect between teachers’
stated beliefs about pragmatics and their actual classroom practices, suggesting that awareness
does not always translate into pedagogical action. Recent research has therefore turned attention
to the role of professional development (PD) in equipping EFL teachers with the tools, confidence,
and resources to embed pragmatics into instruction more effectively (Glaser, 2023; Ishihara,
Porcellato, & de Almeida Prado, 2023; Aboulghazi, Amiri, & El Karfa, 2024). In this study,
teachers’ reflections as observers suggest the potential of pragmatics instruction to shift learner
awareness, yet they also underscore the need for institutional and curricular support to move
beyond surface-level engagement and foster more consistent, practice-based integration of
pragmatics.

Sub-theme 1: Developing sociopragmatics. All teachers appreciated the introduction of
face and politeness in feedback exchange, considering social and cultural factors in teaching how
to exchange feedback. For example, T3 and T4 illustrated the importance of raising students’
awareness of potential cultural influences and politeness when exchanging feedback. Supporting
research on feedback acknowledges the social nature of feedback exchange as suggested by Ryan
& Henderson (2018), including factors such as power, discourse, identity, and emotion. Though
the existing body of literature in L2/EFL pragmatics has paid significant attention to nurturing L2

learners’ pragmatic competence of various speech acts (e.g., Borer, 2018), as well as raising EFL
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teachers of the importance of pragmatic competence for L2/EFL learners (e.g., Asma and Fatma,
2024). However, there appears to be a gap in the literature regarding the possible correlations
between face and politeness in general EFL discourse or in feedback-specific scenarios both
theoretically and practically. The findings of the present study emphasise the significance of
conceptualising feedback as a socially situated, dialogic process that involves both giving and
responding. This perspective reinforces the necessity of cultivating EFL learners’ sociopragmatic
competence, particularly in terms of their ability to navigate interpersonal dimensions of feedback
in reciprocal communicative settings.

Additionally, teachers demonstrated diverse views on the application of sociopragmatic
concepts of feedback. T3 has suggested that teaching these concepts along with feedback writing
formula, the N-P sequence, could be seen as a “skill,” while T2 has indicated that is considered a
“sub-skill.” In line with this idea, Wijayanti & Budi (2021) has suggested that teaching
sociopragmatic competence is identified as “a pivotal skill” for communication in L2; therefore,
developing students’ sociopragmatic knowledge and awareness can be integrated into teaching
activities and tasks (p.1). It has also been noted that although participant teachers, in previous
studies, have a significant awareness of sociopragmatic knowledge, their instruction in
sociopragmatics was severely limited, indicating the possible absence of adequate instruction,
awareness, and/or performance in sociopragmatics, contributing to the development issues in
English as an EFL discourse at higher education (e.g., Asma and Fatma, 2024). The present study
suggests that whether sociopragmatics is regarded as a skill or sub-skill, teachers need to
emphasise the role sociopragmatic aspects could play in EFL discourse, especially in feedback

structure and exchange when teaching pragmatics.
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Sub-theme 2: Facilitating pragmalinguistic fluency. All participant teachers perceived
learning formulaic expressions of feedback and the feedback writing formula, the N-P sequence,
positively. They think that learning the formulaic language of feedback can enhance students’
communication skills in both writing and speaking, having these expressions as a reference for
EFL learners whenever they need to give or respond to feedback. While formulaic expressions are
often introduced in L2 instruction to support learners’ fluency and communicative competence
(Boers et al., 2017; Peters and Pauwels, 2015; Nergis, 2021, McGuire & Larson-Hall, 2017), their
pedagogical value must be carefully reconsidered within an intercultural pragmatics framework.
Teachers in the current study viewed these expressions as “easy to learn,” particularly for
intermediate-level students. However, such views may risk conflating memorisation with
pragmatic understanding, a concern highlighted by researchers in intercultural pragmatics (Mey,
2004; Moeschler, 2004; Haugh, 2008; House, 2008; Kecskés, 2014). In authentic intercultural
interactions, successful communication depends not on recalling fixed phrases, but on the ability
to adapt language appropriately to shifting social norms, relationships, and communicative
intentions. However, existing literature on L2 pragmatics provides limited insight into EFL
teachers’ perceptions of formulaic language used in feedback—despite the centrality of feedback
exchange in intercultural communication and the potential role of EFL pragmatics in supporting
this process for both teachers and learners. As indicated by teachers’ perceptions in this study,
feedback-related formulaic language may play a supportive role in enhancing EFL learners’
understanding during the initial stages of instruction—not only within feedback contexts, but also
in broader intercultural communication. However, the use of such formulaic expressions without
opportunities for critical engagement risks becoming overly prescriptive and static, potentially

limiting learners’ ability to adapt language use to varied cultural and situational contexts.
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Regarding the feedback writing formula, all teachers appreciated the use of N-P sequence
on guiding students how to write constructive feedback in their 2" observational sheets. For
example, T1 highlighted how students followed and practiced all steps in giving feedback in
different tasks. Similarly, T2 noted that using a structured feedback-writing formula seemed to
support students in organising their paragraphs, particularly in the section focused on providing
constructive feedback. However, in the 2" focus group, they have demonstrated diverse views on
the application of the formula and its appropriateness at various levels. For example, T3 had two
different points of view regarding the use of a writing formula for giving constructive feedback,
either following a controlled formula for low-achievers or giving freedom to the students to
structure their paragraph if they were of higher achievements. Given the fact that feedback
formulaic language as in the N-P formula has not been addressed in pragmatics instruction, the
present study seeks to address this gap by targeting both pragmalinguistic fluency and accuracy
within the context of written feedback. To this end, the study introduces learners to common
feedback formulaic expressions while also guiding them in organising their feedback structurally
and responding appropriately. This includes making visible pedagogical strategies for accepting
constructive feedback, disagreeing with unfair comments, or requesting clarification when
feedback is ambiguous. It could be argued here that once EFL learners have a clear structure or
foundation (e.g., feedback exchange formulas), they can then focus on expanding their knowledge
and skills of feedback structure and exchange and indeed be introduced to the linguistic

terminology which they have already experienced in use.
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7.1.2 Strand 2: Teachers’ perceptions of the influence of contextual variables on pragmatics
of feedback
Theme 1: Contextual variables

This theme explores how contextual variables shape EFL teachers’ pragmatic choices in
giving and responding to feedback, as revealed through their observational sheets and focus group
responses. Teachers emphasised that feedback practices are influenced by multiple situational
factors, including age, gender, and power. Their accounts also pointed to the role of cultural
differences, where local norms sometimes clashed with those of English-speaking cultures,
affecting how feedback is framed and interpreted. These findings offer empirical support for
contemporary theoretical perspectives in intercultural pragmatics that reconceptualise context not
as a fixed backdrop, but as a dynamic and co-constructed phenomenon (Fetzer, 2022). As Kecskés
(2016) and Spencer-Oatey and Wang (2017) argue, language and context are co-constitutive,
meaning that each shapes and is shaped by the other in real-time interaction. In this light, the
variability in teachers’ feedback strategies reflects their active role in constructing contextually
appropriate discourse, rather than merely applying static rules or norms.

Sub-theme 1: Situational factors. All teachers emphasised the possible influence of
situational factors on the structure and exchange of feedback. They also stated that it is important
to consider these factors whenever they give or respond to feedback, suggesting that it was
beneficial when the instruction highlighted a variety of situations where students could see how
situational factors could alter or affect the feedback structure and exchange. Findings in the
literature emphasise the central role teachers play in developing learners’ pragmatic competence,
yet also reveal inconsistencies in teachers’ knowledge, perceptions, and instructional practices

regarding pragmatics. While many teachers recognise the importance of integrating pragmatics—
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particularly the teaching of speech acts—into language instruction, research highlights a lack of
systematic training and awareness such as Ivanova’s (2017) study. In contrast, EFL teachers in the
current study, have demonstrated how contextual factors (e.g., age, gender, and power) could
influence teaching/approaching feedback as a discourse-based structure. Notably, gender emerged
as a particularly salient factor, shaped by sociocultural norms in Saudi Arabia, where gender
segregation influences patterns of communication. As a result, feedback tends to be more formal,
and teachers appear sensitive to how these sociocultural variables affect the structure and exchange
of feedback. This suggests that while some gaps in pragmatic knowledge remain, context-specific
awareness—particularly related to sociocultural norms—can shape and enhance how teachers

conceptualise and deliver pragmatics instruction.

Sub-theme 2: Cultural differences. All participating teachers acknowledged the
complexities of culture, including what they referred to as the “complex phenomena of politeness
and face,” and emphasised the importance of raising students’ awareness of these concepts within
pragmatics instruction. They also indicated that these concepts are difficult to teach due their
complex nature. However, their perspectives on the notion of “culture” varied, highlighting its
multifaceted and evolving nature. This variation aligns with Alba-Juez’s (2022) observation that
culture can be understood in multiple, overlapping ways—such as nationality, ethnicity, language,
religion, professional identity, or even gender—emphasising that culture is not a fixed or

homogeneous entity, but rather a fluid, context-dependent construct.

A key finding from this study was T3’s observation that students often hesitated to give
honest feedback due to an overemphasis on courtesy, reflecting a cultural tendency to avoid

directness in order to maintain harmony. This finding suggests that students’ reluctance stems not
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from a lack of ability but from a culturally rooted preference for maintaining social harmony
through courtesy. In Saudi society, courtesy is closely associated with good manners and the
avoidance of confrontation, which can lead learners to prioritise politeness over clarity. This aligns
with Brown and Levinson’s (1987) concepts of positive face. Benattabou’s (2020) observation
that Arabic speakers often view direct feedback as offensive further explains why learners might
avoid more direct forms of criticism. In the context of giving feedback, protecting the recipient’s
positive face might involve softening criticism, showing empathy, or emphasising strengths before
pointing out weaknesses, to preserve the relationship and avoid threatening the recipient’s sense
of competence or social value (Hyland and Hyland, 2001; Hathaway, 1997; Daniel, 2009; Meyer,
2014). This finding highlights the need for pedagogical approaches that explicitly address how
cultural norms—such as the prioritisation of courtesy—shape learners’ feedback practices. It
suggests that pragmatics instruction should focus not only on the linguistic forms of feedback but
also on the cultural values underpinning communicative choices, such as the protection of positive

face.

Teachers acknowledged the correlation between face, politeness, and feedback. However,
they further noted that ‘courteous’ communicative strategies, while intending to be supportive,
may inadvertently lead to miscommunication during feedback exchanges. Specifically, when
feedback providers prioritise relational sensitivity, they may withhold critical evaluations or
convey them with less clarity, thereby covering over the intended message (Dohrenwend, 2002;
LeBaron & Jernick, 2000; Choi et al., 2018). It can be argued that directness in feedback is not
inherently impolite or rude, especially when it serves to convey the message clearly and
considerately, with the recipient’s benefit in mind. In the context of this study, directness refers to

the clear articulation of one’s opinion or critique without excessive mitigation, as exemplified in
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the N-P feedback sequence. This distinction is particularly important to emphasise when teaching
the pragmatic features of feedback exchanges in EFL/L2 contexts. Consistent with critique from
Karafoti (2007), LoCastro (2012), Mori (2009), Yang (2013), Haugh (2007), this study argues that
politeness is context-dependent, and subject to evaluation, rather being a fixed concept as
suggested by traditional theories such as Politeness Theory by Brown and Levinson (1987). This
study further suggests that while concepts like face and politeness may influence how feedback
structured and exchanged, they should not be treated as static or universally applicable across
cultural contexts in intercultural pragmatics instruction. Instead, students should be guided to
critically assess feedback exchanges and adapt their responses based on the specific situational,
relational, and cultural variables at play, rather than relying on rigid cultural assumptions or

stereotypes.

Across the data, there appear some contradictions and dilemmas in teachers’ perceptions of
face and politeness as well as the notion of culture when exchanging feedback. Participant teachers
appreciated introducing politeness and face to EFL learners in feedback, yet it is complex
phenomena to teach and may overlap with giving constructive feedback. They seem to perceive
face and politeness in feedback as another way to say “constructive” and that students can be polite
and save face while being constructive. However, it is impractical to disregard the influence
sociocultural differences could have in communication such as “courtesy” or “gender” in giving
and responding to feedback in Saudi context. Therefore, in line with other research as suggested
by Kecskés (2014) and Byram (2020), exposure to target language communication styles and
perceptions can improve learners’ awareness and understanding of the pragmatic practices within
a range of cultural contexts not only of ‘other’ cultures but crucially also of their own. Since the

focus of the current study is on pragmatic features of feedback exchange, courtesy may have a
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direct negative impact not only on the clarity of feedback in communication, but also on the
feedback recipient’s performance. It would appear, therefore, that a more holistic pedagogical
approach to understanding how learners, as sociocultural beings, relate to their pragmatic use of
feedback is needed. This approach should encourage critical reflection on feedback cultures in
both their first and second languages, enabling learners to develop their own informed perspectives
on feedback exchange.
7.1.3 Strand 3: Teachers’ perceptions of the influence of intentions and affect on feedback
exchange

Based on the analysis of the second focus group, two interconnected themes—intention in
giving feedback and affect in receiving feedback—highlighted the interpersonal nature of feedback
practices. This explains the growing shift in feedback research from focusing primarily on the
provider’s delivery skills to examining how recipients interpret and emotionally respond to
feedback (Boud, 2015; Boud & Molloy, 2013; Parkes et al., 2013). All participating teachers
articulated a clear understanding of how even well-intentioned, constructive feedback could evoke
emotional discomfort or defensiveness in learners. Drawing on their professional experience, they
reported that students feel disappointed upon receiving feedback, suggesting approaching
feedback with empathy to improve the way it is received and taken. In other words, they advocated
an empathetic approach to feedback taken into consideration students’ emotional reactions. This
perspective aligns with broader feedback research, which underscores the importance of a
supportive tone in delivering constructive feedback (Ryan & Henderson, 2018; Holmes, 2023).
Importantly, the teachers’ observations suggest that empathy is not ancillary but integral to
pragmatic competence in feedback. In classroom practice, this was operationalised through

strategies such as framing critical comments within affirmations or using softened expressions that
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mitigate potential face threats. These strategies reinforce the idea that politeness norms in
intercultural pragmatics are fluid and context-sensitive, shaped through ongoing negotiation within
specific social and cultural interactions. This also indicates greater awareness be paid to task
design.

All in all, while situational factors and cultural differences have traditionally been
foregrounded as key variables in pragmatics instruction (e.g., Kecskés, 2014; Ishihara & Cohen,
2014; Bella, Sifianou, & Tzanne, 2015), this study highlights the need to expand this focus when
addressing the pragmatics of feedback. Specifically, the findings suggest that teaching or
delivering feedback should also account for variables uniquely tied to feedback exchanges—the
feedback provider’s intention to convey empathy and the emotional responses of the recipient yet
also to be mindful of intercultural norms. Attending to these variables may then enhance the
effectiveness and relational sensitivity of feedback, particularly in intercultural and EFL contexts.
7.2 Discussion of learners’ findings

The findings of the data regarding learner perceptions are presented at the end of Chapter
6, Table 6.2. In this chapter, the discussion will focus on the findings visualised in figure 7.2.
Learners in the reflections and interviews generally demonstrated overall positive perceptions of
the instruction. The analysis of the data gathered from students revealed that motivation,
engagement, and pragmatic competence emerged as the three main themes exemplified by their
responses towards the authentic materials and tasks. This aligns with Kim’s study (2016) in that
some learners found pragmatics instruction motivating, engaging, improving communication
skills, and increasing pragmatic awareness of intercultural differences. Yet there were some
situations in the current study where students felt disengaged and pragmatically challenged. They

expressed their difficulties in responding to challenging work, due to the intricate and lengthy
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nature of some of the feedback formulaic expressions and other related-linguistic challenges. Some
students also reported challenges related to the possible impact of contextual variables and

emotions.



FEEDBACK ON FEEDBACK 327

Figure 7.2 :
Noticing [ Connecting J
Learners’ Thematic Map /
Students E——

Motivation
\ engagement
\( Reasoning }

‘ Learners’ _ ‘
perceptions of

Reactions to authentic [ Challenging
new ways of materials and
learning tasks T~
Pragmatic T
competence N .
sociopragmatics
Enhancing
Learners’ perceptions and pragmalinguistics
observations towards EFL
pragmatics instruction on L Empathy J
feedback exchange ,

/ \ Intention

Inﬂuence of /

intention and affect

Influence of on feedback
contextual B Affect
variables on o
feedback
Embarrassment
{ [
Con?extual Dlsappomtment
variables
Situational fact01s ]
Self-composure Resilience
Individual differences
Outcomes:
communication and T Interpersonal skills
life skills
Interculturality and . —

translation skills

/ \ [ Confidence-building J

[ Cultures-bridging ] [ Translation ] [Relationship-building }




FEEDBACK ON FEEDBACK 328

7.2.1 Strand 1: Learners’ perceptions of authentic materials and tasks

Theme 1: Student motivation. Across the data, the majority of students described the
pragmatics instruction as “motivating” and “enjoyable,” attributing their engagement to the use of
authentic materials and TBLT. This aligns with Al-Musallam’s (2009) finding that learners value
authenticity more than instructors. However, the current study extends this insight by highlighting
not only students’ affective responses but also their metacognitive engagement—how they began
to reflect on the communicative function of feedback in diverse contexts. This suggests that
authenticity, when tied to real-world relevance and cultural resonance, may serve as more than a
motivational hook; it can act as a scaffold for deeper pragmatic awareness. The fact that textbooks
often overlook such nuanced aspects of interaction points to a significant gap in EFL pedagogy,
especially regarding underexplored speech acts like feedback.

The findings also indicate that the use of multimodal resources, such as videos and
caricatures played a significant role in fostering student motivation in learning. In particular, the
TV show in Task 2—delivered in the students’ first language, Arabic—was especially well
received, as it offered culturally and linguistically familiar references that helped students grasp
abstract concepts like Face and politeness with greater ease. These results support earlier research
by Baron and Celaya (2022) and Ayu (2016), who demonstrate that multimodal input can enhance
learners’ noticing of pragmatic features, especially when these features are embedded in rich,
context-specific environments. These findings also revealed that it is not authenticity alone but
familiarity—that is, the degree to which content aligns with learners’ lived experiences and
cultural backgrounds—that serves as a more immediate and affectively powerful motivator.
Students responded positively not simply because materials were "real" but because they were

recognisable, emotionally resonant, and grounded in everyday language that reflected their own
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social realities. This supports Gay’s (2018) argument that familiarity enhances learners’
engagement by reducing cognitive distance and making abstract or foreign content more
accessible. However, this raises a critical question: should the goal of L2 pragmatics instruction
be to mirror learners’ cultural frameworks, or to challenge and expand them? The current findings
suggest a need for balance. While familiarity can be a valuable entry point—especially for
increasing motivation—over-reliance on familiar content may limit opportunities to develop
intercultural sensitivity and adaptive pragmatic competence.

Furthermore, the majority of students highlighted the motivational aspects of the task-
based approach adopted in the instruction as “enjoyable” and “effective.” They agreed that the
TBLT (a) promoted self-reflection about pragmatic situations of feedback exchange, and (b)
motivated them to analyse linguistic and social elements of these pragmatic situations when
exchanging feedback. These findings show a similarity to Borer’s (2018) and Kim et al.’s (2023)
supporting the merits of using TBLT. In extending this line of research, the current study suggests
that TBLT can also provide learners with opportunities to reflect on feedback situations through a
transcultural lens, allowing them to uncover pragmatic features of feedback structure and exchange
as situated in both local and global communicative contexts. This transcultural reflection enabled
students to draw on prior experiences, including their first language and cultural background, to
make sense of unfamiliar L2 pragmatic norms, thus enriching their learning experience beyond the
surface-level completion of tasks.

Theme 2: Student engagement

Student reflections and interviews suggest that the structured and interactive design of the

tasks supported their engagement with pragmatic aspects of feedback. Guiding questions and

varied input formats appeared to facilitate their noticing and reflection on key linguistic and
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contextual features. In particular, the analytical approaches embedded in Task 6 (compare-and-
contrast) and Task 7 (‘discourse analysis’) appeared to support students in progressing from
identifying pragmatic elements to making meaningful connections between observed patterns and
their own feedback practices. Some students also demonstrated the ability to reason about
pragmatic choices, often relating these insights to personal or peer-based experiences, suggesting
an evolving awareness of context-sensitive language use. This is in line with Schmid’s noticing
hypothesis (1990) that confirmed that explicit instruction can play an important role in motivating
learners to notice certain aspects by generating language expectations. In a similar vein, Kim et al.
(2023) and Wei & Zhao (2024) have suggested that teachers can enhance long-term learning by
designing and implementing tasks that naturally incorporate both learned pragmatics and new
linguistic features in authentic contexts, allowing students to recycle and build upon their prior
knowledge. The current study further provides insight into how students connected what they
noticed with reasoning and differentiation of pragmatic elements within feedback contexts through
their observations. Examples from data extracts in the previous chapter provide nuanced
understanding - S14 connected what she learned in Task 1 to a personal interaction she had with
one of her teachers in an e-mail exchange, while S27 highlighted how the comparison in Task 6
appears to be useful in terms of distinguishing various feedback structures: constructive vs. poor
and demotivating.

In addition to the role of task design, student reflections pointed to the value of combining
both explicit and implicit instructional approaches, with a marked preference for the former. Some
students contrasted the instruction they received during this study with their prior textbook
experiences, which typically introduced pragmatic elements implicitly and with limited contextual

depth. While the findings of the current study highlight the role of explicit and task-supported
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instruction in fostering student engagement, previous research has predominantly linked such
instructional approaches to the development of interlanguage pragmatics (e.g., Jerrold, 2009;
Takimoto, 2012; Taguchi, 2015; Qari 2021; Kim et al., 2023; Wei & Zhao, 2024). For example,
findings from Jerrold (2009) and Takimoto (2012) suggest that explicit instruction enhances
learners’ capacity to attend to and reflect on emerging pragmatic elements during classroom
practice. In line with these insights, the results of the current study suggest that carefully
scaffolded, task-supported instruction may offer a productive route to developing students’
pragmatic awareness and fostering meaningful engagement.

Furthermore, some students referred to difficulties encountered during certain tasks, which
appeared to limit their engagement. These included challenges in grasping pragmatic breakdowns,
constructing relevant scenarios, and formulating appropriate feedback responses (as in Tasks 1, 4,
7, and 8). This resonates with literature reporting challenges related to incorporating authentic
materials in EFL such as linguistic and cultural complexity, which can make comprehension and
interpretation difficult for learners as suggested in Al-Musallam (2009) and Yang (2021); a lack
of relevant background knowledge and cultural familiarity as suggested in Liu & Song (2020);
challenges related to learners’ proficiency levels as suggested in Al-Musallam (2009), Yang
(2021), and Chen (2020), as well as other pragmatic-related challenges (e.g., Ishihara & Cohen,
2014) that also need to be addressed to create a better learning experience for students. Again, this
indicates attention needed when designing tasks in order to accommodate differentiated learning.
Theme 3: Pragmatic competence

The students’ awareness of feedback as a socioculturally embedded act — reflected in their
use of terms such as “respectful,” “polite,” and “culturally appropriate” — highlights the value of

integrating pragmatics instruction that is attuned to relational and cultural dimensions. Their
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responses suggest that feedback was no longer perceived merely as a matter of language structure;
instead, students’ responses reflected an emerging awareness of its interpersonal and intercultural
dimensions. Prior research on learners’ perceptions of pragmatics instruction (Chen, 2009; Liu,
2007; Kim, 2016; Elshazly, 2017) consistently indicates that students place significant value on
sociolinguistic dimensions of communication alongside fundamental linguistic competence.
Across these contexts, learners acknowledge that knowing how to communicate appropriately
within a given social setting is as crucial as knowing what to say. The integration of sociocultural
components into the tasks of this study appears to have fostered such awareness, lending further
support to the notion that pragmatics instruction serves as a bridge between linguistic competence

and intercultural understanding.

Additionally, some students appeared to hold the view that pragmatics instruction—
particularly when incorporating formulaic language—could support the development of their
pragmalinguistic fluency. However, responses varied: while some learners found these expressions
helpful and enriching for their L2 proficiency, others struggled with comprehension, suggesting
that factors such as language proficiency and prior familiarity influenced their experience. In
Chen’s (2009) and Kim’s (2016) studies, learners revealed that learning pragmatics was
challenging as it consisted of unfamiliar expressions and sentence patterns, they had not learned
yet. For example, they reported that learners had a hard time making exclamatory sentences
starting with Zow and what and complex sentence patterns of requests (e.g., “I wonder if Subject
Verb”, “If you are not very busy, could you Verb?”), particularly for the learners who are of pre-
intermediate level. These findings are echoed in the current study as students perceived indirect
suggestions to make changes in giving feedback starting with “WH Questions” or describing

something positive starting with “How” as in “How nice!” as different and new. However, Kim et
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al. (2023) reported contrasting findings, noting that TBLT tasks supported learners’ acquisition of
biclausal grammatical structures. In Elshazly’s (2017) study, some learners performed the speech
act of request poorly with respect to their grammatical competence; however, in most cases the
intensity of this deficiency did not impede communication. The linguistic challenges students
reported, in the current study, may relate to either their language proficiency, sentence patterns
that are unfamiliar, or the influence of their first language grammatical structure that also need to
be considered for future research in the teaching of EFL pragmatic features of feedback or similar

contexts.

The N-P sequence was appreciated by students for organising feedback structure; however,
cultural expectations seem to influence some participants’ preference (e.g., S13, S14, S21, S30)
for alternative sequencing such as the feedback sandwich (Positive-Negative—Positive) or the P-
N (Positive—Negative) format. These preferences may reflect communicative practices rooted in
face-saving strategies (Brown & Levinson, 1987) and are shaped by individuals’ prior experiences,
where the predictability of feedback structure—such as beginning with praise—can influence how
it is received, as praise may evoke negative or positive associations depending on whether it was
previously linked to discomfort or affirmation (Choi et al., 2018). Starting with positive remarks
is often seen as a face-enhancing strategy that reduces the emotional impact of criticism, aligns
with politeness norms, and affirms the learner’s value before introducing areas for improvement
(Bjerndal, 2020; Hyland & Hyland, 2001). The feedback sandwich, despite being critiqued in
feedback literature for possibly diluting the impact of criticism (Daniels, 2009; Nelson & Quick,
2013), remains culturally resonant for learners accustomed to more indirect or affectively sensitive
communication styles. The underlying rationale is that individuals are more likely to accept and

reflect on critical feedback when it is framed within a supportive context. An important implication



FEEDBACK ON FEEDBACK 334

of these findings is that when teaching constructive feedback to EFL learners through formulaic
approaches, teachers should remain mindful of the diverse communicative norms and prior
experiences students bring to the classroom. While it may not be feasible to tailor instruction to
each individual in large classes, teachers can incorporate flexible and culturally responsive
strategies, such as presenting multiple ways of delivering feedback and encouraging learner

reflection or discussion about what feels appropriate or effective.

7.2.2 Strand 2: Learners’ perceptions of the influence of contextual variables on feedback
exchange
Theme 1: Contextual variables

Some students also reported challenges related to the possible impact of contextual
variables on the way feedback is structured and exchanged. As discussed in the teachers’ findings,
these student perspectives further support theoretical frameworks in intercultural pragmatics that
conceptualise context as fluid and co-constructed, rather than as a fixed setting (Fetzer, 2022;
Kecskés, 2016; Mey, 2004; Moeschler, 2004; Haugh, 2008; House, 2008). The findings add further
to our understanding of the importance of situational factors and individual differences, both of
which were perceived to shape how feedback is given and received.

Sub-theme 1: Situational factors. The findings of this study reveal that although students
were introduced to a structured feedback model—the N-P sequence—25 learners reported
adapting or modifying this structure depending on situational variables such as age, gender, and
power. Many participants expressed discomfort when applying the same feedback sequence to
recipients who were older, held authority, or were of the opposite gender. This underscores the
impact of cultural norms embedded in student prior experiences (Choi et al., 2018). However,

learners did not perceive feedback as a fixed formula but as a context-dependent practice shaped
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by social norms and interpersonal dynamics. Importantly, learners’ reluctance to follow a uniform
structure highlights their sensitivity to face-related concerns, especially in feedback that may be
interpreted as directive or critical. Previous research in interlanguage pragmatics has
predominantly emphasised face-related concerns, often promoting indirectness in English as a
more polite and socially appropriate communication strategy (e.g., Purver, 2004; Rieser & Moore,
2005; El Shazly, 2017; Abolfathiasl & Abdullah, 2015). Their approach is largely informed by
traditional theories such as Brown and Levinson’s (1987) Politeness Theory, which equates
indirectness with politeness, especially in the context of face-threatening acts such as making
requests or offering suggestions. However, while those studies and theories focus primarily on
single speech acts, the current findings demonstrate that situational factors influence not only
speech act formulation but also discourse-level structuring—including the sequencing of praise
and critique, tone, and overall delivery. The implication of this finding, therefore, is that contextual
sensitivity should be explicitly integrated into EFL pragmatics instruction on feedback context—
not only through teaching formulas like the N-P sequence, but also by prompting learners to
consider how variables such as power, social distance, and cultural expectations affect the
appropriateness and interpretation of feedback.

Sub-theme 2: Individual differences. Eleven students emphasised the importance of
individual differences, such as personality and communication styles, with some of them also
noting that situational factors influenced how feedback was given and received. As described in
detail in the previous chapter, S24 explained how communicative styles may be shaped by
sociocultural dimensions such as upbringing, cultural affiliation, and religious beliefs, underlining
the importance of maintaining a positive interpersonal image in intercultural exchanges. She

further emphasised how individual personality traits—specifically introversion and extroversion—
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might influence the structuring and reception of feedback in L2 contexts. Such perspectives
resonate with existing literature on individual differences in pragmatic competence, including L2
proficiency, identity negotiation, intercultural competence, language learning mindsets,
communicative willingness, motivational orientations, and cognitive capacities (Zhang & Aubrey,
2024). Complementary conceptualisations, as presented by Taguchi (2015), Kecskés (2014), and
Mori (2009), highlight the role of learners’ ability to interpret contextual boundaries, their
awareness of social norms across diverse communicative settings, and individual’s capacity to
bring unique perspectives, styles, and personality to the way feedback is exchanged.
Understanding and accepting these differences is crucial for effective communication, reducing
misunderstanding, and ensuring that feedback messages are appropriately conveyed and received.
7.2.3 Strand 3: Learners’ perceptions of the influence of intentions and affect on feedback
exchange
Theme 1: Intentions in giving feedback

The findings from the students’ data also revealed that exchanging feedback involves a
range of feedback-related variables. Students who provided constructive feedback demonstrated
sensitivity to the recipients’ emotions, prioritising their emotional well-being throughout the
process. Expressions of empathy were evident in how they described their approach to giving
feedback, with an emphasis on the potential emotional impact of their words. This finding
resonates with the work of Hyland and Hyland (2001) and Huang et al. (2023), who argue that
feedback combining both negative and positive comments is more effective, as it considers both
the affective state of the recipient and the content of the message. It further reinforces Zhang’s
(2020) argument that word choice is influenced and constrained by individual psychological

factors, such as memory, perception, cognition, emotion, ability, personality, etc., at the micro
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level, as well as various socio-psychological factors at the macro level. As previously discussed in
the teachers’ findings, this shift in focus from the provider’s delivery to the recipient’s
interpretation and emotional engagement with feedback is echoed in the students’ responses,
aligning with the growing body of research that emphasises the importance of how feedback is
received and acted upon by learners, rather than solely how it is delivered (Boud, 2015; Boud &
Molloy, 2013; Parkes et al., 2013). Taken together, these findings suggest that students’ experience
of the instruction influences their perceptions of the way feedback is exchanged, possibly
promoting an empathetic approach to the feedback exchange.
Theme 2: Affect in receiving feedback

The findings of this study highlight the affective complexities of feedback reception in EFL
contexts, revealing that feedback—regardless of its intended constructiveness—can provoke
strong emotional reactions. Across the data, embarrassment and disappointment were the two most
commonly reported responses, with fourteen students articulating the emotional toll feedback had
on them, even when it was framed positively. This echoes Holmes’ (2023) study in feedback
research, which found that nearly 90% of undergraduate learners reported feeling upset or
demotivated after receiving feedback they interpreted as negative. This suggests that the emotional
impact of feedback often overrides its intended instructional or supportive function. Goffman’s
(1967) concept of face offers a valuable lens through which to interpret these findings. Feedback,
particularly in teacher-student interactions, can pose a threat to a learner’s positive face—their
desire to be seen as competent, respected, and capable—thus explaining the discomfort and
defensiveness that may follow. The current findings suggest that feedback exchanges inherently
involve face-work, and that students are aware of how feedback may either support or undermine

their self-image.
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Moreover, thirteen students indicated in their reflections and interviews that they believed
it was important to respond to feedback—particularly that which they perceived as negative—with
resilience and self-composure. This self-reported capacity for emotional regulation suggests an
emerging metapragmatic awareness, wherein learners not only interpret the linguistic form of
feedback but also reflect on their affective responses and interpersonal positioning. Bjerndal
(2020) found that student teachers often engage in face-management strategies such as
contradicting, withdrawing, or repairing face when navigating feedback. In contrast, the students
in this study appeared to rely more heavily on emotional coping strategies such as self-composure
and resilience when confronted with negative or face-threatening feedback. Although they did not
explicitly challenge or withdraw from the feedback process, their emotional responses—such as
disappointment and embarrassment—suggest a form of internal negotiation. This may be seen as
loosely aligning with Bjerndal’s concept of “repairing face” and projecting a progressive self,
especially when students expressed a willingness to reflect on their performance and improve.
However, while Bjorndal’s work focuses on teacher trainees and their pedagogical reflections, the
learners in this study are EFL students whose awareness developed not through teaching practice,
but through targeted pragmatics instruction. Therefore, the findings in this study imply that
instruction on the pragmatic features of feedback—especially those related to responding to
various feedback scenarios—can support learners in managing their emotional reactions more
constructively, thereby reducing defensive or dismissive responses. In this context, feedback
functions not merely as a cognitive tool for improvement but as an inherently relational act, with

the potential to affirm or challenge one’s social image.
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7.2.4 Strand 4: Outcomes: Communication and life skills development

The emergence of this strand and its themes stem from students’ perceptions of EFL
pragmatics, encompassing a purpose beyond a focus only on the pragmatics of feedback. The
strand related only to student data, providing a clear vision of what they need and who they want
to become. From an intercultural pragmatic lens, these insights are valuable as they reveal context-
sensitive understandings of language use.
Theme 1: Interpersonal skills

Across the interview data, five students highlighted situations in which learning pragmatics
of feedback could boost their confidence in L2 communication while eight students further
emphasised the importance of considering constructive feedback as a skill for nurturing strong
relationships and creating a healthy and constructive environment. The emergence of interpersonal
gains aligns with socio-cognitive views of language use, where learners’ pragmatic competence is
shaped not only by linguistic knowledge but also by their ability to manage social interaction
(McConachy & Spencer-Oatey, 2021; Kecskés and Zhang, 2009). The students’ enhanced self-
assurance in giving or receiving feedback suggests an internalisation of both formulaic expressions
and the sociocultural expectations embedded in them. This reflects their growing metapragmatic
awareness — a socio-cognitive factor crucial in intercultural communication. EFL Learners in
Kim’s (2016) reported that pragmatics instruction provided them with a degree of confidence in
intercultural communication as well as motivation to learn. Moreover, these outcomes are
consistent with broader trends observed in other areas of pragmatics research. For instance, Javed
and Umar (2019) highlighted the effectiveness of pragmatics instruction in improving business
communication skills, particularly in the development of interpersonal and intercultural

competence. However, in the present study, the outcomes may have been driven by the inherently
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interactive nature of feedback, including both a giver and recipient, as well as the explicit
instruction on pragmatic concepts (e.g., politeness and facework), indicating the value of
integrating pragmatics into language instruction.
Theme 2: Interculturality and translation skills

The analysis of the interview data indicated that some students developed greater
awareness of intercultural communication and the role of translation. This experience appeared to
motivate some students, particularly those aspiring to become translators, as it aligned with their
desire to build the competencies required for their future careers. This outcome may be linked to
the complex nature of pragmatics and the attention given to implicit meanings in communication,
extending beyond the surface features of feedback. While existing research in intercultural
pragmatics (e.g., Moeschler, 2004; Haugh, 2008; House, 2008; Spencer-Oatey and Wang, 2017)
often centres on interactional competence and sociocultural norms, the findings in this study
suggest a more career-oriented engagement with pragmatics, where students link intercultural
understanding to professional aspirations, such as translation. This resonates with insights from
translation and pragmatics research. For instance, Abulhassan (2011) demonstrated that enhancing
learners’ pragmatic awareness can help bridge pragmatic gaps in the translation process,
particularly when rendering culturally nuanced meanings. The implication of these findings is that
explicit instruction in EFL pragmatics may not only foster greater awareness of cultural variation
and language use but also deepen learners’ understanding of translation as a pragmatically
informed and context-sensitive practice. This underscores the need to integrate pragmatics
instruction across disciplines, including translation studies, to support more effective and culturally

appropriate communication.
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7.3 Summary

This chapter discussed the implications of the findings on teachers’ and students’
perceptions and observations towards the pragmatics instruction on feedback exchange. Major
findings were outlined, discussed, and compared with previous research findings in L2/EFL
pragmatics and feedback research. Initially, this study aimed to explore the experiences and
perspectives of two populations, teachers, and learners, independently, without the intention of
direct comparison. The thematic analysis, however, uncovered an array of shared themes that were
consistently present in both groups, as well as unique subthemes that highlighted nuances within
each group’s data.

Data from both groups demonstrated themes of motivation, engagement, and pragmatic
competence in perceptions towards the authentic materials and tasks employed in the instruction,
indicating they enhance language learning, engage students, provide real-world exposure, and
develop cultural awareness. The divergence observed related to their differing preferences for
instructional approaches in teaching pragmatics. While teachers favoured implicit and incidental
instruction—often simplifying complex terminology like ‘discourse analysis’ to more accessible
terms such as “tone” to avoid cognitive overload for intermediate learners, students expressed a
clear preference for explicit instruction. This contrast highlights a potential misalignment between
teachers’ cautious strategies and learners’ need for explicit metapragmatic knowledge, suggesting
that balancing accessibility with clarity is essential to effectively develop pragmatic competence.
Moreover, the differing perceptions regarding the application of sociopragmatics—as either a
discrete skill or sub-skill within the language learning process—introduce complexity into how
pragmatic competence is valued and integrated into curricula. Students, particularly those majoring

in translation, may perceive sociopragmatic competence as highly instrumental to their studies,
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given its direct relevance to conveying nuanced meanings across languages. This underscores the
importance of aligning pedagogical approaches with learners’ academic and professional goals.

Data also highlight the ambivalent attitudes toward formulaic language, seen as both “easy”
and “challenging.” This duality touches on the ongoing debate about memorisation in language
learning. On one hand, formulaic sequences can facilitate fluency and pragmatic appropriateness
by providing ready-made chunks of language; on the other hand, overreliance on memorisation
may impede deeper pragmatic processing and flexibility. This suggests that teaching formulaic
language requires careful balancing to ensure it supports rather than constrains intercultural
pragmatic development.

Furthermore, both teachers and learners illustrated the possible influence contextual
variables could have on the pragmatics of feedback, with situational factors such as age, gender,
and power as main factors among teachers and students. While teachers emphasised the influence
of cultural differences on feedback structure and exchange, students noted individual differences
as a variable on the way they would give and respond to feedback. These results demonstrate
awareness of interpersonal dynamics beyond surface-level formulas, suggesting that participants
view pragmatics not as rule-based, but as situationally contingent and relational, resonating with
intercultural pragmatic perspectives. The implication is that teachers have therefore to move
beyond formulaic teaching and explicitly address contextual adaptation in feedback. For example,
recognising the tension between politeness norms and feedback clarity, as well as individual
variation in feedback reception, teachers might implement differentiated pragmatic tasks. These
could range from more structured formulaic expressions for learners needing confidence and

clarity, to open-ended dialogue simulations for more advanced learners.
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Both participant groups also noted the influence of intentions and affect on feedback
exchange, however, distinctive subthemes emerged that illustrated unique contexts of each group.
While both populations expressed empathy in giving feedback and disappointment in receiving
feedback, students expressed more emotional reactions in receiving feedback, including
embarrassment, resilience, and self-composure. In wrong face or out of face situations, individuals
may feel ashamed and embarrassed due to the negative impact on their self-image and emotional
attachment to the encounter. While Facework Theory generally referenced the negative emotions
individuals may experience in social interactions when they lose face, the current study identified
specific feelings in the context of feedback exchange and the role of pragmatics teaching to
mitigate these feelings and enhance the receipt and taking of feedback while protecting their self-
image.

Finally, a distinctive outcome that emerged from the data was students’ recognition of the
broader life and communication skills fostered through pragmatics instruction. In particular,
learners highlighted gains in interpersonal and intercultural competence, as well as increased
awareness of the nuanced, culturally embedded nature of meaning—especially relevant for those
aspiring to work in translation. This underscores the transferability of pragmatic skills across
academic, professional, and cross-cultural contexts, reinforcing the value of integrating pragmatics
into wider curricula.

Overall, this study sought to provide a comprehensive understanding of the shared
experiences between the two populations, teachers, and learners, while also highlighting some
distinctive subthemes that differentiate them. Acknowledging overarching similarities is essential
for designing interventions that address EFL pragmatics instruction. At the same time, recognising

unique sub-themes allows for more tailored and contextually appropriate exchange of feedback.
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The similarities and differences between teachers’ and students’ perceptions, as revealed in this
study, form the empirical foundation for an initial conceptual framework for teaching the
pragmatic features of feedback in EFL contexts. This framework, developed from the data, is
tailored initially for the Saudi Arabian context and will be presented in the following chapter as a

practical and pedagogically informed contribution to the field.
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Chapter 8: Conclusions

8.0 Introduction

This final chapter draws conclusions based on a thorough analysis of the empirical data.
and considering the implications of designing a programme for teaching pragmatic features of
feedback in particular and teaching pragmatics and discourse in EFL context in general at Saudi
Arabian University or a similar context. This leads to the preliminary iteration of a conceptual
framework for teaching pragmatic features of feedback along with implications. Lastly, the chapter
presents the limitations of the study and suggestions for future research.
8.1 A Conceptual framework for teaching pragmatic features of feedback at Saudi Arabian

tertiary education in EFL context

The findings are significant in opening the pathway for futures thinking in the field of
pragmatics teaching and learning for intercultural communication. Drawing on empirical evidence
to address the two research questions, both teachers and students provided their perceptions
regarding the instruction on the pragmatic features of feedback, highlighting potential benefits,
challenges, outcomes, issues, and variables. Teachers attended and observed two intervention
specific lectures, submitted two classroom observational sheets, and took part in two focus groups
while students reflected on the instruction through reflections and interviews. The integration of
teachers’ and students’ perceptions of the pragmatics instruction along with the design and the
implementation of using authentic materials rooted in specific pedagogical tasks on feedback has
led to the development of a framework specific to one context and one university. Piloting further
this framework will deepen understanding of enhancing student experiences and contextually

sensitive language use across languages and cultures in similar educational contexts.
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The design was also informed by previous literature discussed in chapters 2 and 3. These

include:

Intercultural pragmatics, as developed by Kecskés (2014), Mey (2004), Moeschler
(2004), Haugh (2008), House (2008), and Spencer-Oatey & Wang (2017);

Pragmatic competence, drawing on foundational work by Leech (1983) and Thomas
(1983);

Traditional pragmatic theories, informed by Speech Act Theory (Austin, 1969; Searle,
1970), Politeness Theory (Brown & Levinson, 1987), and Facework (Goffman, 1967);
Research in feedback exchange, including Hathaway (1997), Hyland & Hyland (2001),
Daniels (2009), Nelson & Quick (2013), Dohrenwend (2002), LeBaron & Jernick (2000),
and Choi et al. (2018);

Teaching theories in EFL, informed by the Noticing Hypothesis (Schmidt, 1990, 2001),
input enhancement (Smith, 1993), and approaches to explicit and implicit instruction
(Taguchi, 2015; Plonsky & Zhuang, 2019; Derakhshan & Shakki, 2022; Taguchi & Youn,
2022);

Authentic materials in EFL, supported by studies like Al-Musallam (2009), Yang (2021),
and Liao & Lee (2020);

Task-based approaches, informed by Ellis (2003), Branden (2016), Li (2023), and Kim
et al. (2023); and

Formula-based approaches, drawing from the work of Wray (2000), Nergis (2021),

Peters & Pauwels (2015), and Taylor (2002).

Figure 8.1 shows a prototypical framework including three key components: Course content,

pedagogic principles, and pedagogic practices.
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The framework draws specifically on the successes of the two-week intervention, including
the use of authentic materials, structured tasks, and guided practice, to provide a practical tool for
lesson planning. Colleagues, such as EFL teachers at the University of Jeddah, can use this
framework to design lessons that systematically support students’ pragmatic development by
selecting context-relevant, transcultural authentic materials, such as visually rich resources (e.g.,
TV show), caricatures, and intercultural stories. Teachers can also use formulaic language as a
structured guide while taking contextual variables into account. For example, they can teach
students common phrases for giving and responding to feedback explicitly (e.g., “I appreciate your
comment,” “Could you clarify this point?”’) and explain the function of each phrase in
communication, as well as the contexts in which it is appropriate and why. In specific, they can
teach students how to structure constructive feedback, introducing the N-P sequence as an
example, as well as encouraging them to exercise their agency through choosing from various
ways of responding to feedback. Teachers are also encouraged to highlight the relevant socio-
psychological variables, such as the feedback giver’s intention (e.g., empathy), the recipient’s
emotional responses (e.g., embarrassment, disappointment, self-composure), and their possible
influence on feedback exchanges. For example, teachers could highlight how the tone of
feedback—whether supportive, empathetic, or harsh—affects how individuals interpret and
respond to it. Moreover, learners, in this study, reported valuing explicit instruction as a means of
understanding pragmatic norms and feedback structures and practices. In response, teachers are
encouraged to make pragmatic features explicit and open to discussion, rather than relying solely

on implicit exposure.
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In addition, learners’ post-intervention knowledge can be applied in authentic classroom
interactions when giving, receiving, or responding to feedback. This includes applying pragmatic
awareness of tone, intention, and emotional impact when formulating feedback, interpreting
others’ comments, and managing face concerns during interaction. Learners’ developing
awareness of pragmatic features especially when interpreting teachers’ feedback could support
them in responding to feedback more pragmatically, for example by accepting it constructively,
requesting clarification, or expressing disagreement. By explicitly raising learners’ awareness of
how feedback is pragmatically constructed and interpreted, the intervention helps reduce
misinterpretations arising from differences in cultural expectations regarding directness, authority,
and face. Importantly, the focus on tone, face, and politness allows learners to reframe feedback
as a communicative act rather than a personal evaluation, which can mitigate negative emotional

reactions and defensiveness.

In short, the framework contributes to addressing the original issues highlighted in this
study. Its primary contribution lies in foregrounding intercultural pragmatics, which subsequently
strengthens teacher-learner feedback practices and minimizes potential intercultural pragmatic
misunderstandings. Simply put, the framework bridges theory and practice, offering both teachers
and students practical tools to enhance pragmatic competence in EFL contexts. The following
section situates these contributions within theoretical, methodological, and pedagogical

perspectives.
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8.2 Contributions of the study

Building on the preceding discussion of the framework’s role in bridging theory and
practice, this section outlines the study’s theoretical, methodological, and pedagogical

contributions.

8.2.1 Theoretical contributions

From a theoretical perspective, this study contributes to intercultural pragmatics by
conceptualising feedback as a dialogic, interactional process rather than a unidirectional act,
foregrounding learners’ perceptions, agency and face management in feedback exchanges.
Drawing on intercultural pragmatic views of language and meaning, feedback is positioned as a
socially situated practice in which meaning is co-constructed through interaction, shaped by power
relations, face concerns, and participants’ sociocultural expectations. This perspective extends
existing work in L2 pragmatics, which has predominantly conceptualised feedback in terms of
form, accuracy, or teacher control, by foregrounding the interpersonal and intercultural dimensions

of feedback exchanges.

A key theoretical contribution of this study lies in highlighting the socio-psychological and
emotional dimensions of feedback in EFL contexts. Although pragmatics instruction has largely
emphasized situational conditions and cultural norms as central variables (e.g., Kecskés, 2014;
Ishihara & Cohen, 2014; Bella, Sifianou, & Tzanne, 2015), this study argues for a more
comprehensive approach to the pragmatics of feedback. The findings indicate that feedback-
related practices should also incorporate attention to factors intrinsic to feedback exchanges,

notably the feedback giver’s empathetic intention and the recipient’s emotional reactions, while
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remaining attentive to intercultural expectations. Considering these variables can contribute to
more effective, relationally sensitive feedback, particularly within EFL and intercultural

communication settings.

Furthermore, the study contributes theoretically by addressing a limitation in the dominant
frameworks used to conceptualise pragmatic competence. Previous research has relied heavily on
Brown and Levinson’s politeness theory and speech act theory, focusing on teaching indirectness
or isolated speech acts such as requests, suggestions, and refusals. Such interventions often
emphasise explicit instruction in a prescriptive manner, without sufficiently considering how
learners perceive, interpret, and apply these strategies in real communicative contexts. In
particular, prior studies have largely overlooked how these speech acts operate within the
dynamics of feedback exchanges, where discourse is co-constructed and shaped by relational and

intercultural factors.

8.2.2 Methodological contributions

Methodologically, this study contributes by adopting a qualitative intervention and case-
study design that captures both EFL teachers and learners’ perceptions of pragmatic instruction,
investigating feedback practices in EFL settings. This study provides collaborative curriculum
design involving both teaching and learning perspectives. First, drawing on Ferguson, Hanreddy,
& Draxton (2011), co-designing learning tasks can shift traditional power dynamics and foster
greater engagement, agency, and equity in feedback exchanges. Second, recognising the potential
of teacher-student collaboration in perceptions of instruction may lead to a shared commitment to

developing together explicit pedagogical approaches for meaningful learning.
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As discussed in the Methodology Chapter, L2/EFL pragmatics research has been largely
shaped by quantitative and quasi-experimental designs that assess the effects of instruction on
learners’ pragmatic performance. While such studies have generated valuable insights, they often
leave learners’ and teachers’ perspectives underexplored. Responding to this gap, the present study
adopts a qualitative inquiry to foreground participants’ voices and examine how pragmatic
instruction is perceived, interpreted, and experienced in context. By focusing on meaning-making
rather than measurable gains, this approach offers a contextualised understanding of pragmatics

instruction that complements existing outcome-oriented research.

8.2.3 Pedagogical contributions

Pedagogically, the study contributes by proposing a conceptual framework that integrates
intercultural pragmatics into feedback practices, providing teachers and learners with practical
tools to enhance pragmatic competence in EFL classrooms. This includes pedagogic principles,
course content, and pedagogic practices, expanding EFL curricula to integrate pragmatic feedback
instruction. Traditional focus on isolated speech acts should evolve toward discourse-level
instruction, especially written feedback exchanges. Authentic materials and design-specific
pedagogical tasks are central to teaching nuanced pragmatic features—going beyond scripted

dialogues to real-world, culturally diverse interactions.

The study further integrates principles of task-based language teaching (TBLT) to design
activities that promote meaningful engagement, facilitate the processing of pragmatic information,
and encourage the internalisation of intercultural communication skills. Instructional materials
could help learners express, receive, and negotiate feedback respectfully across diverse settings—

going beyond the academic and focussing on the workplace and professional contexts. However,
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implementing pragmatics instruction requires alignment with curriculum policy, teacher
professional learning, and research orientation. The Framework for Teacher Planning may serve
as a springboard as emphasis on raising student awareness and making transparent the demands of

intercultural pragmatics fosters global communicative competence.

8.3 Limitations

The study employed multiple instruments for data collection to assure the nuanced validity and
reliability of the findings. There were still some limitations that need to be recognised. Despite
having thirty-one student participants, the study focused on a small sample of teacher participants,
four, due to their workload. In all, the study required teachers to attend two lectures, observe and
reflect on the instruction in two reflections, and take part in two focus groups. Replicating the
study with a greater number of EFL teachers is needed to obtain more reliable and generalisable
results. Moreover, the study was short and would have benefitted from data collected over a longer
period of time. However, this may mean adopting a different approach that takes into account the
workload of teachers and their availability.

Another potential limitation is the generally positive tone of the teacher data. While the
participants offered valuable and thoughtful reflections, it is possible that the nature of the focus
groups—and the researcher’s role in the instructional process—may have been shaped by cultural
sensitivities - determining how feedback was delivered. In some cases, the responses might be
interpreted as a form of pragmatic feedback, reflecting professional courtesy or interpersonal
sensitivity rather than critical detachment. This does not undermine the insights shared, but it
suggests the value of future research involving a wider range of participants and contexts to ensure

a broader diversity of perspectives.
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8.4 Direction for further research
To conclude this thesis, I shall finish with six recommendations for further research.
e Further piloting the Planning Framework
The study was conducted with first-year EFL students and teachers at the College of Language
and Translation. Replicating the study using the Planning Framework across other academic
disciplines or institutions could lead to further iterations and enhance our understanding of how
contextual factors influence perceptions of pragmatics instruction, thereby strengthening the
generalisability and applicability of findings.
e Expanding research to younger learners
While the instructional design and content were tailored for adult intermediate to
advanced EFL learners, introducing pragmatics—particularly in the context of feedback—to
younger learners could offer significant benefits. Early exposure may foster greater pragmatic
awareness and communicative competence over time, suggesting a valuable direction for
curriculum adaptation and future pedagogical research.
e Including male perspectives
Due to cultural and logistical constraints, the study focused exclusively on female
participants. Future research should explore male EFL teachers’ and learners’ perceptions of
pragmatics instruction. Comparative analysis between male and female perspectives could
uncover gender-based differences or commonalities in pragmatic awareness and instructional
needs.
o Exploring additional pragmatic features
This study centred on the teaching and learning of pragmatic features related to feedback.

However, pragmatics encompasses a wide range of discourse phenomena, including how
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individuals manage conversational flow, express stance, negotiate meaning, and attend to face in
extended interaction. Expanding this line of inquiry to explore learners’ engagement with these
wider discourse practices—such as meetings or academic discussions—could offer a more
comprehensive understanding of pragmatics instruction in EFL contexts.
o Integrating quantitative approaches

As a qualitative inquiry, the study captured rich insights into participants’ perceptions. Future
research could complement this with a longitudinal study focusing on student progression in
competence to appropriately use pragmatic features. A mixed-methods approach - particularly one
that innovatively measures discourse-level speech act performance - would offer a more robust

evaluation of instructional effectiveness and learner development.
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This is to confirm that the Sub-Committee is happy to approve your application and that the
research meets the School Ethics Approval criterion for this particular project. A standard
condition of this ethical approval is that should any amendment, or deviation from the
original protocol outlined in your application need to be made to carry out or continue your
research, please notify the Ethics Sub-Committee at MHSES-Ethics@ed.ac.uk
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the research is underway that raise questions about the safety of the research.
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Appendix B: Ethics Approval Letter for The Main Data Collection
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Appendix C: Teachers’ Classroom Observational Sheet for Week 1

Week 1 :Classroom Observational Sheet
I\ 1 1 (P

Section A
- What do you think of the following tasks?
Why? (What you learned and how you felt about it)

AsSignment .............ccooiiiiii

Any other thoughts or observations?

Section B
1. What do you think of teaching English formulaic
expressions of giving and taking feedback

presented in the lesson? Why?

2. In what ways do social factors (e.g., age, gender,
social status, power) make any difference to you in
the choice of language in giving and taking
feedback?
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Appendix D: Teachers’ Classroom Observational Sheet for Week 2
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Appendix E: Students’ Reflective Log for Week 1

Section A
1. What do you think of the following tasks? Why? (What you learned and how
you felt about it)

Section B
1. What do you think of learning English formulaic expressions of giving and taking
feedback presented in the lesson? Why? (They will be given the expressions on one place

when they start reflecting.)

2. In what ways do social factors (e.g., age, gender, social distance, power) make any

difference to you in the choice of language in giving and taking feedback?
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Appendix F: Students’ Reflective Log for Week 2

Section A
1. What do you think of the following tasks? Why? (What you learned and how you felt
about it).

Section B
1. What do you think of learning the constructive feedback formula presented in the lesson?
Why?

2. To what extent do you think social factors (e.g., age, gender, power) affect the

constructive feedback formula presented in the lesson? Why?
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Appendix G: Teachers’ 1% Focus Group Week 1

1. Please introduce yourself, your major, your experience, and your job status.
Teaching pragmatics of feedback (Feedback: negative & positive; face and politeness; social
factors (age, gender, social status, power).
1- In what ways did you benefit from the instruction in the pragmatics of giving and taking
feedback: negative and positive feedback?
2- Do you find any aspects of teaching pragmatics of feedback helpful if so, why? if not why?
- Teaching Face and Politeness
- Introducing social factors (e.g., power, age, gender, social distance, social status) and
their association with the pragmatics of giving and taking feedback
- English formulaic expressions of giving and taking feedback.
3. How important do you think it is to develop students’ understanding of the pragmatics of
giving and taking feedback? why?
Teaching procedure
1. To what extent do you think the teaching procedure was helpful? Why? Why not? (I followed
6 steps: 1) raising awareness task followed by 2) metapragmatic explanation and 3) discussion 4)
self-discovery tasks followed by 5) ‘practice and reflect’ 6) Feedback.
Teaching materials
1. What do you think about the Task-based approach and teaching L2 pragmatics? Why?
Task 1: Personal experiences
Task 2: Video: TV show
Tasks 3 & 4: Caricature
Assignment: Student research: Data collection
1. Do you find teaching materials authentic and present real-life situations? How important
do you think it is to use authentic materials in the teaching of L2 pragmatics?

2. Any other thoughts you have?
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Appendix H: Teachers’ 2"¢ Focus Group Week 2

Teaching pragmatics of feedback

In what ways did you benefit from the instruction in giving and responding to
feedback?

To what extent do you think teaching constructive feedback promotes criticality and
allows flexibility?

To what extend do you think teaching students how to give and take constructive
feedback could change their perception of “criticism”™?

In what ways do you think instruction on constructive feedback can build constructive
communication?

What do think of the pragmatics of writing constructive feedback in an e-mail?
Would you do it differently? How? Formula?

1.

2.

3.

Teaching procedure

1. In what ways do you think teaching procedure was helpful? Why and why not? (I followed 6
steps in each lesson: 1) raising awareness task followed by 2) metapragmatic explanation and 3)
discussion 4) self-discovery tasks followed by 5) ‘practice and reflect’ 6) Feedback).

Teaching materials
1. What do you think Task-based approach used in the lesson? Why?

Task 1: Student research: Critique

Task 2: Compare and contrast

Task 3: ‘Discourse analysis’

Task 4: Simulation used for the writing activity and the assignment in week 2

Final question:
If you are going to write an e-mail to recommending teaching pragmatics of feedback
to the programme director? What would you say about it?

Any other thoughts or suggestions you have?
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Appendix I: Interviews Week 1

Please introduce yourself, your major, and your experience of learning English

§(A sy ales 8 ol 5u8) (g latyl alas A oS ctlianads ciludi oo e
Teaching pragmatics of feedback (Feedback: negative & positive; face and politeness; social
factors).
oLl ail 5) gl 5) ol o gus sl s (AR aladiial () diilan) ) (a3
1. In what ways did you benefit from the instruction in giving and taking feedback?
fellindl) o ol g i 8 (3lahy Lash L ond 3 pualaall (e (il (520 51 )
2. Do you find any aspects of learning pragmatics of feedback helpful if so, why? if not why?
- Teaching face and politeness
- Introducing social factors (e.g., power, age) and their association with pragmatics of
giving and taking feedback
- English formulaic expressions you still remember?
3L Saian crm cade sl age il e o))l 5 elac] b dlac ) all alai il ga (e g (a5 o
o A AR 8 cudeal) g call) g as gl ele Jads L 535 Avanl
© el Sl Lo 5 (ol 51 " g sl s ALl s yaall (ia) Aelaia¥) el gall G st
Sl b
C L e Y Sas s L (Sae Cilalliae dllia b $ns Sodbe leialed 3l clalladl (s
¢l (S Sa0mall WDISH ol 3085 8 90 Canly Mo el ) Ja )" g sill Ja S el
oS S0 (Saa S sk ) 8 SN ol O
C e ) e oL ) ) el (o e 5 o (San elbma e Sl ol
S aall ) i) Sl
3. How important do you think it is to develop students’ understanding of the pragmatics of
giving and taking feedback? why?
ellagll e 35l 5 g elae) selladlly Guslall dgle |l duald 5 CSUall Aglaal 5l G 55 dadl 520l
e Laia ¥l shall filaall 5 dadall agilia e o ili (saala s
4. Do you think they will help you improve your English communicative skills if so, why? if
not why?
1Ll 5 Slaalle 5 Llaa &y 5oV 1 ARG ol 51 e o 58 4 lon )l clales sy of (e O
5. What do you think that pragmatics instruction of feedback may offer to you in order to

communicate effectively?
0 (S Jual il cldan Ul e o 5 elae) 8 Asilan) ) alas @ll iy of (Saa 52l

Teaching procedure

1. To what extent do you think teaching procedure was helpful? Why? (I followed 6 steps in
each lesson: 1) raising awareness task followed by 2) metapragmatic explanation and 3)
discussion 4) self-discovery tasks followed by 5) ‘practice and reflect’ 6) Feedback).

oo sV 53l ) Jal e cilS 31 5 shadl ) shad T el a8 95 pualaall 8 e oall @l shad Judoy @l L
Gl e laia¥) Jal gal) dpeal "CLEE DA (" a5 e alS Al 5 glaal) cagilee |l dyanly
g sl e cllUall 3ac e Zayl )11 5 shadll g cg 5ulaiV g o yadl Cpa A8EN lBBEAY) 5 imal) e W il
fusal e Y Gales 3R 5 5hal) lae Gadt Aesalall 3 shall Alind) Gash e Jall (i)
oAl

Teaching materials
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1. What do you think about methods used in the lesson? Why?
alall e eline L CaS #1alal y €3 de L) Aads) o slal (sl 8 deaial) Aads¥) G 50 o sluly el e
fagiles )yl
Task 1: Personal experiences
Task 2: Video: TV show
Task 3 & 4: Caricatures
Assignment 1: Student research: Data collection
2. Do you find teaching materials authentic and present real-life situations? If so, how important
do you think it is to use authentic materials in the teaching of pragmatics?
e e il o3 i Ayanile Can ol s 131 Saaianall 3 il gall 5 @Bl 5l 4l A Abia) ol 5 junlaall Crai Ja
alanl Ll (535 A Al ol LY
3. Any other thoughts you have?
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Appendix J: Students’ Interviews Week 2

Please introduce yourself, your major, and your experience of learning EFL.
€ lasy) ARl a3 b i sy loaadd s dludi e oo
Teaching pragmatics of feedback (Constructive feedback)
1. In what ways did you benefit from the instruction in giving and taking constructive
feedback?
€l S amiall €500l 8 agall cilall 5 La Selil) aill e 3 )l 5 S 48y yla alat 5 pualaa (o ot (20 5 )
913a] aga
2. To what extent do you think teaching pragmatics of constructive feedback promotes
criticality and allows flexibility?
Caaull Jlaial o g yall g L;As.d\ oSal g ag oLl asal) Ailaa jall (s L;m;..d\ Galdic | PLRTAR |
3. To what extend do you think teaching students how to give and take constructive
feedback could change their perception of “criticism”™?
O13Lal a8l 3 & i an g iy O (Saa elil) S Agilen G 555 i3 diliie) 8 s )

4. In what ways do you think instruction on constructive feedback can build constructive
communication?
913l a5 3ol Jae Ay Ly () Sae oLl 283} Alan ) Gy yi sadidl) el ] sae )

5. What do you think of the pragmatics of writing constructive feedback in an e-mail? To
what extent do you think the instruction give you a better understanding of structuring
giving and taking feedback?

uadl Lagd elinia 5 yualaall ()f aiad (e (ol (A €55 SV ) 8 oLl i) UK rpa Al ) 8 el e
$aill AUt (5 Al 48y yha bl da Slgale 3,11 5 oLl a8l a0 44yl
Teaching procedure
1. In what ways do you think teaching procedure was helpful? Why and why not? (I followed 6
steps in each lesson: 1) raising awareness task followed by 2) metapragmatic explanation and 3)
discussion 4) self-discovery tasks followed by 5) ‘practice and reflect’ 6) Feedback).

o= s 3ab ) Jal e il (1815 gasll re) shad 1 el 281 €5 yuzalaall (8 (o yall ol glad Jualusty Gl L
)y e Liia Y1 sall Laal ML JVA et s e il A 8 gl et ) Asaaly
Jsa sl o Ul sac e daol )11 5 shadll 5 ¢ 3alai¥ 5 o padl (0 A8UEN CUDEAY 5 Jixall o W ili
Ll o ) Galed 3 5a V) 5 shadll  ee adad duselall 5 ghadldl Gl 55k oo Jall (alis))
LUl

Teaching materials:
What do you think about Task-based approach used in the lesson? Why?

A e eliae b oS 913kl g $"ade el ddadn¥) O slul" Gl 8 deaiall Adail) ot sl ol ) L
C RN ool 2 D) J
Sigilea ) yll
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e Task 1: Student research: Critique (dax_)l a33)
e Task 2: Compare and contrast: Self-discovery task about the discourse structures
and politeness strategies used for giving constructive feedback g/ ¥ o 43 )i
Al
e Task 3: ‘Discourse analysis’ in depth: students study the written discourse (e.g.,
e-mails) s s & sl g 2ol sl 5 Cimall g dalll Cum (e i ) i ¥ (g il g 55 (il Jolas
Lo 215 agdll
e Task 4: Simulation used for the writing activity and the assignment
iy Jal sall 5 palad¥ s pelaa¥) Gl JUa) G 4 all Qb ey 51
A8 A0S 46y Hha

S Al clidas o) caadle ebal Ja

Final question:
- If you are going to write an e-mail to recommending learning pragmatics of feedback
to your friends? What would you say about it?

flgie J i 13l Seliliaa oLl iill Anlae |yl 5 alaty dum il L g i) Ty 5y (i€ i€ 1)
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Appendix K: Sample of my Reflective Journal

June 2022

In this entry, I will reflect on what I have learned through reading the literature and attending
seminars in intercultural communication, at the University of Edinburgh, and how these resources
have shaped my view and the direction of the intervention design. I will first outline the resources
that had the most impact on my thinking patterns of pragmatics in intercultural communication to
help readers see “the development of my thinking; my own reflection; my time management; and
provide ideas for the future direction of my work” (Silverman, 2005: 252 as cited in Dérney, 2007).
Due to a scarcity of pragmatics-related instructional materials, teachers and learners have limited
access to pragmatics resources (Borer, 2018) as not many of empirical studies have provided
sufficient research-informed instruction on pragmatics (Ishihara & Cohn, 2014). In order to learn
more about pragmatics, teaching/learning pragmatics as well as the notion of culture, issues
associated with cultures, and approaches towards culture, there were some useful seminars and
references in the LIL hub that influenced the way I see culture in the EFL classroom (for example
Dr. Ashley Simpson in conversation with Prof Zhu Hua on rethinking culture through translation
and translanguaging; Prof Fred Dervin in conversation with Dr Ashley Simpson on rethinking the
role of language beyond non-essentialism; intercultural communication pedagogy and the question

of the other).

August- September 2022

I am on the process of designing the second and third stages on discourse. It is highly
challenging to construct brand new curriculum, so I need more time to design this stage and cross-

check the materials before the intervention takes place. Therefore, I decided to go top-down in
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order to ensure that classroom practice reflect the theory. This approach can be possible by
systematically designing the pragmatics-focused curriculum as well as outlining my own
principles/beliefs of teaching and learning pragmatics first. Therefore, I designed a rubric to self-
assess the pragmatics-focused curriculum and another one for the lesson plan design.

December 2022

I was giving more freedom to design brand new materials. Moving from materials adaptation to
designing, brand new materials. Designing a theoretical framework for teaching pragmatics of
feedback. Develop your own materials: If existing materials are insufficient, consider creating
your own instructional materials specifically targeting pragmatics. You can design lesson plans,
worksheets, role-play scenarios, or interactive activities that focus on different aspects of
pragmatics, such as speech acts, politeness strategies, or intercultural communication. Be sure to

base your materials on research and best practices in pragmatics instruction.
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Appendix L: Extracts of my Fieldnotes of the Two-Intervention Week
Pre-Intervention Stage
I arrived on Sunday, 15 January 2023. I tried to schedule a pre-intervention meeting with
the 5 teachers on Zoom: a meeting with 2 teachers on Tuesday evening, 17 January 2023,
explaining their roles and agreeing on dates for the two lectures and the two focus groups, and
another meeting, 18 January 2023, for the two teachers who couldn’t join the first meeting,
explaining to them their roles and checking the schedule with them. The fifth teacher who,

eventually withdrew, didn’t show up on the two meetings because she had an exam.

@ 5 Tachen

TP —L
A Interventioaist
ﬁ

Pre-intervention

A

We discussed the importance of attending and taking notes during the lecture. I showed this image
to stress that they are “the hearts of the intervention.” We also discussed what it is expected by the
phrase: “What you have learned and what you felt about it.” in observational sheets. They asked
about whether they are reflecting as learners or teachers. I explained that, according to the research
question, it is supposed to be from the teaching perspective; however, if you learn something new
from the instruction, please share it. However, in the observational sheet, I noticed that teachers
didn’t use the phrase “I learned” explicitly instead they used some phrases like “I was inspired

by,” “For the first time I see,” or “T enjoyed...”
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Intervention Stage: Pragmatics Instruction
Sunday, 22 January 2023

Students arrived at 9 and teachers arrived at 9:30 as planned. I used the first 30 minutes to
introduce the aim of the study as well as the students’ role: attending two lectures, reflecting, and
participating in an interview. I noticed that some students were more curious about specific
elements of the lesson and kept asking what is the lesson specifically includes? Vocabulary?
Grammar? Is it from the book? Are their marks? Or any kind of assessments? To break the ice
with the students, I asked them about their hobbies/interests and why they majored in languages,
which made them feel more comfortable and open during the lesson... . Students felt more excited
when I shared with them the answer key to this question in task 1 (sharing experiences):

e What Arabic expressions are more likely to be transferred negatively in multicultural
situations like this? How might that change across situations?
In the world cup, where is Messi? We broke his eye! Fans sing in Arabic, using a slang
expression meaning to bring shame on a person. Messi and his Argentina team are being mocked
after 2-1 loss to Saudi Arabia. *I don’t personally support this phrase because it is a slang
expression and Arabic speakers don’t use it in their conversation +I am a Messi fan ©

I think the reason behind their engagement is that football is very popular in Saudi Arabia
and beating Argentina would be like a dream come true for all football fans. It is worth mentioning
that the victory has been celebrated widely in Saudi Arabia and the next day after the match was a
national holiday for all university staff and students.

Sunday, 29 January 2023

In the second lecture, I developed a practice test to practice the expressions they learned
on 1% lecture. I started with an example in giving and taking feedback in an e-mail using some of
the formulaic expressions. Then students worked on the practice test in pairs (one gives feedback,

and one responds to feedback). I felt the students used the expressions correctly and to the right
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situation and context. In task 1, the Critique method, I noticed that students used more polite
strategies than giving constructive feedback. In my opinion, this may prove that students would

resist the idea of being negative about someone’s work if they are not giving a formula to follow.



FEEDBACK ON FEEDBACK

415

Appendix M: Sample of Data Analysis (Teachers’ Data)

Teachers’ Views of Using Authentic Materials and Tasks in Teaching Pragmatics of

Feedback
Themes Sub-themes Examples
Developing Providing T4 “...1 enjoyed the part when you included a clip
Intercultural learner’s local in Arabic ...” (T4, OS 1).
awareness culture

Comparing L1 T2 “... comparing informal Arabic to formal

to L2 English in the issue of linguistic transferring ...”
(T2,0S 1).

Different T1 ... it all goes back to our culture.” (FG 2)

perspectives of
“culture”

T2 “What is said in one culture, means different in
another culture.” (FG1)

T3 “...this is how e-mails are written in English
culture?” (FG2)

Teachers’ Views of Using Formulaic Language in Teaching Pragmatics of Feedback

Themes Sub-themes Examples

Pragmatics Developing T3 ... training the students and preparing them

competence socioculturally with the linguistic (formal) and cultural aspects can
appropriate boost their communication skills.” (T3, OS 1)
utterances

T1 “... reflect on the notion of ‘“constructive
feedback™ and get to realise how to use feedback
expressions more communicatively and
pragmatically appropriate.” (T1, OS 2).

T4 “I think it is very helpful to teach students how
to give and respond to feedback in an appropriate
way, as it will help them become more aware of the
situations dictate the language we use.” (T4, OS 1)

T4 “I think it is very helpful for language learners
who might need to use this for their future careers.”
(T4,08 2)
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Facilitating T1 “I believe it is really important to always raise
pragmatic students’ awareness of formulaic expressions that
fluency (writing | could perform pragmatic purposes. This would help
and speaking their spoken language become more pragmatically
skills) appropriate, and it would help them become more

fluent and efficient in different L2 contexts.” (T1,
OS1)

T2 “It is a good way to help students structure their
paragraph in giving feedback, especially showing
how to highlight the areas that need to be improved
in a constructive way” (T2, OS 2)

T2 “Teaching English formulaic expressions of
giving and responding to feedback is essential and
related to the writing task they are doing during this
term. These linguistic skills would help students to
read other students’ work and be able to give and
respond to feedback.” (T2, OS 1)

Teachers’ Views of the Influence of Contextual Variables on the Pragmatics of Feedback

Themes Sub-themes Examples

Contextual variables Stereotypes T2 “I would use the same formula in my teaching,
(age, gender, | but it really depends on the situation, whom I am
power) talking to ... etc. I can think of age and gender as

potential factors that would change the way I give
feedback.” (T2, OS 2)

T3 “It makes a huge difference, especially in terms
of age, social status, and power. I think to be able to
understand the language well and to use it
correctly/politely, we need to understand the
cultural background of its users and those of talking
to.” (T3,0S 1)

T4 “Social factors make all the difference in the
words I choose whether it is in written or spoken
language. When someone is older, has more
authority, or from a different gender, I am always
very careful with my words to make sure the
message is received as I intend to.” (T4, OS 1)
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Culturally
being polite

T4 “...beneficial for students in our culture who are
not used to giving constructive feedback because
they are only thinking about being “nice” and
“saving face...” (T4, OS 2)

T3 I think it is important to teach that honesty is
essential and that it should always be constructive
that language has the tools to keep us
constructive/polite (T3, OS 2).

Culturally not
accepting
criticism

T4 “I think Arab/Saudi culture doesn’t like
criticism so much, so that is why they were
probably reluctant to give criticism.” (T4, OS 2)
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Appendix N: Sample of Data Analysis (Students’ Data)

Themes Sub-themes | Example
Student Enjoyment “It was really fun to do that, and I benefited a lot in sharing
motivation our experiences.” (Ref.1 SI)

“It was very useful for me. I enjoyed listening to everyone's
opinions and understanding how the meaning changes from
one culture to another. I very much enjoyed this task (Ref. 1
S2)

“The first task was enjoyable, and I liked the idea of sharing
personal experiences, and how to communicate if there is a
misunderstanding.” (Ref.1 S5); “The choice of the video is
excellent and what makes it even more interesting is the way
it was presented.” (Ref.1 S5)

“An enjoyable and humorous task that reflects our local
culture. The information was delivered in a comedic manner
and there were clever and socially acceptable ways of
handling misunderstandings” (Ref.1 S20)

New “In task 4, I learned to think in another way or as they say
approach outside the box. At first, it was a little difficult for me, but I
partnered with my group, and we came up with a very good
idea, and I found out that I have a talent in writing a
scenario, and this is very good.” (Ref. 1 S2)

“Task 4 was wonderful; I love teamwork. I realised that each
person has their own perspective, and with just two pictures,
everyone expressed it in a unique way. It was beautiful and
good.” (Ref' 1 S6)

“Today’s lesson is a departure from the typical and regular
routine.” (Ref. 1 S21)
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Themes Sub-themes | Example
Pragmatics Developing “I think those who consider social and cultural factors when
competence sociocultural | writing constructive feedback (e.g., using a writing formula)
awareness are better communicators and are accepted by people.”
(Ref.2 S19)

“We learned that social and cultural factors, as well as
reactions, are all vary and significantly influence how we
articulate our thoughts and words. We also learned about
different types of praise, that there can be exaggerated or
moderate forms of communication.” (Ref.1 S24)

Facilitating “... we are students of foreign languages, and we will
pragmatic become translators, so it is important to improve our
fluency communication skills ... reading and analysing different

situations and understanding how to give and take
constructive feedback, especially as future translators
responsible for translating what we read and write,
improving our skills and gaining experience is crucial. How
can we effectively spread knowledge without continuous
improvement in our language skills as well as gaining
experience?” (Int.2-S30, P. 6)

“It is very important to learn formulaic expressions for
giving/taking feedback because English is a global language
and knowing how to take part in two-way communication is
crucial. This concept is introduced for the first time in my
studies, bringing new useful terms to my personal
knowledge.” (Ref.1 S19)
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Appendix O: Writing Formula for Giving Constructive Feedback



FEEDBACK ON FEEDBACK 421

Appendix P: Writing Formula for Responding to Feedback
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Appendix Q: A Scaffolding Technique for Week 2

Situation: Someone was rude with the team.

Student A: Instead of saying you are rude, we can say ...

Situation: Someone could not present new ideas in their project.

Zi
L3N

§
( .
Styles Pane \
=

Student B: Ask for clarification

WO Y O PICABE ¢ s smremmmwemos wssmsimnmsmamasorsaspmssios s s aawE s poaman s N S5 AN AR R
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Appendix R: Samples of Interview Fieldnotes

Student ID: S14 Week 1
Pre-interview: General observations

Very confident, serious, and intellectual student

Notes during interview

It sounds like a good reader! She is very honest and straightforward. I am impressed
by the participant’s eloquence, sophistication, and the rich range of vocabulary she
used to describe her experience. She had the ability to elaborate with examples and
stories, a little bit of confusion regarding the Face concept.

Post-interview: Final remarks

She is curious about the topic and wants to know more. She asked me several

questions about myself, my major and of course, pragmatics ;)

Student ID: S16 Week 1
Pre-interview: General observations

Very quiet and reluctant; maybe anxious or shy?

Notes during interview

Generally, she was positive; I felt that she was somehow trying to please me ©; I
believe it is politeness © she also repeated some answers when I tried to ask for
examples or elaborations. I asked her directly to point out what wasn’t right for her
learning experience or what was difficult to understand, but she was not very critical.
Post-interview: Final remarks

In my point of view, this interview proves to me how politeness, and probably
shyness, can sometimes act as a barrier to participants when it comes to providing

.more explanations of their opinion.
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Appendix S: Participant Consent Form

Study Title: Implementation of Pragmatics in EFL Classroom: A Framework for Teaching
Pragmatics in Saudi Arabia

Researcher’s name and contact details: Alia Zain Aljoofi

s2116366(@ed.ac.uk

Participant ID:

Please tick box

1. I confirm that I have read and understood the Participant Information Sheet

(Version 01 dated 01 11 2022) for the above study.

2. Thave been given the opportunity to consider the information provided, ask

questions and have had these questions answered to my satisfaction.

3. T understand that my participation is voluntary and that I can ask to
withdraw at any time without giving a reason.

4. Tunderstand that my anonymised data will be stored for a minimum of 5
years and may be used in future ethically approved research.

5. Tlagree to my interview being audio recorded.

6. lagree to take part in the above study.

7.1 am aware that participating in this study at the current time may carry risks

in relation to potential exposure to COVID-19 to COVID-19, and I understand

Name of person giving consent Date Signature
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Name of person taking consent Date Signature
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Appendix T: Participant Information Sheet (Teacher Version)

Language Education
Participant information sheet
Implementation of Pragmatics in EFL Classroom: A Framework for Teaching Pragmatics

in Saudi Arabia

You are being invited to take part in research on English as a Foreign Language (EFL) Pragmatics.
Alia Aljoofi, a Ph.D. student at the University of Edinburgh, is leading this research. She combines
her role as a lecturer of EFL at the English Language Institute with her role as a
researcher/interventionist in this study. For her role as an interventionist, she will be teaching the
students relying on her experience as a lecturer of EFL and MA graduate in Linguistics. Before
you decide whether to take part, it is important you understand why the research is being conducted
and what it will involve. Please take time to read the following information carefully.

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF THE STUDY?

The current study aims to introduce pragmatics in the EFL classroom in Saudi Arabia through
raising both learners’ and teachers’ awareness of intercultural communication. To examine how
instruction intervention can improve pragmatics learning in the EFL context, it is essential to
examine EFL learners’ perceptions of pragmatics as well as explore EFL teachers’ perceptions of
pragmatics in EFL classrooms.

WHY HAVE I BEEN INVITED TO TAKE PART?

You are invited to participate in this study because you are a faculty member at the English
Language Institute (ELI), University of Jeddah, Jeddah, Saudi Arabia.

DO I HAVE TO TAKE PART?

No — it is entirely up to you. Your participation is anonymous and confidential. If you do decide
to take part, you can withdraw at any time and without giving any reason.

Please note that your data may be used in the production of formal research outputs (e.g., journal
articles, conference papers, theses and reports).

WHAT WILL HAPPEN IF I DECIDE TO TAKE PART?

If you do decide to take part, please keep this Information Sheet. You will be asked to
sign/complete an Informed Consent Form to show that you understand your rights in relation to
the research, and that you are happy to participate.
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You will be asked to attend and observe 2 interventions (each intervention will last for three hours
per week). I will be teaching the students relying on my experience as a lecturer of EFL and MA
graduate in Linguistics. The intervention includes 30 Saudi EFL intermediate students (one intact
class) in their first year at the English Language Institute, University of Jeddah. The students will
receive pragmatics instruction using extracurricular materials focusing mainly on feedback
exchange.

You will be asked a number of questions related to pragmatics (the study of
how context contributes to meaning), and the aim is to examine your perception of pragmatics &
teaching pragmatics based on the intervention. You are expected to reflect on the classroom
intervention two weeks on semi-structured classroom reflections on teaching of pragmatics. The
reflections may take up to 20 minutes or you may like to take notes during the classroom
intervention to inform your reflective logs that we would ask you to submit by the end of each
session per week. In Post-intervention focus group, you will be invited to participate in a focus
group interview with 3 teachers for 40-60 minutes. The interview includes only open questions.The
interview will take place at a time that is convenient to you. Ideally, we would like to audio record
your responses and will require your consent for this, so the location should be in a fairly quiet
area

WHAT ARE THE POSSIBLE BENEFITS OF TAKING PART?

There are no direct benefits, but by sharing your experiences with us, you will be helping Alia
Aljoofi and the University to better understand how to implement EFL pragmatics in Saudi Arabia.

ARE THERE ANY RISKS OR DISADVANTAGES ASSOCIATED WITH TAKING
PART?

There are no significant risks associated with participation. However, we have taken specific steps
to minimise the risk of exposure to COVID-19 during the study by adhering to the most up to date
Saudi Government guidance. These routine measures include making every effort to ensure i) good
ventilation; ii) by default, continued use of face coverings; iii) good hand and respiratory hygiene;
and iv) suspension of research if the researcher(s) or participant(s) have COVID symptoms.
Further, university facilities used for research are subject to an enhanced cleaning regime.

{If you are a participant who is deemed at higher risk, but exceptionally the research is justified as
there is either a clinical need or the benefits outweigh the risks, then researchers will have taken
additional steps (TBC)}

However, even with these control measures, there remains some risk of exposure from
participating in this study.

WHATIFI AM UNWELL?

If you feel unwell, experience COVID-19 related symptoms or have been in contact with a
COVID-19 positive individual in the past 14 days, then please contact the researcher, Alia
Aljoofi, s2116366(@ed.ac.uk and we will postpone the session till you feel healthy and well.
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WILL MY TAKING PART BE KEPT CONFIDENTIAL?

All the information we collect during the course of the research will be kept confidential and there
are strict laws which safeguard your privacy at every stage.

HOW WILL WE USE INFORMATION ABOUT YOU?

We will need to use information from you for this research project.

This information will include your age, level of education, major, and position, and your e-mail.

We will keep all information about you safe and secure.

Your data will be referred to by a unique participant number rather than by name because your
participation will be anonymised and confidential. If you consent to being audio recorded, all
recordings will be destroyed once they have been transcribed. Since you are a faculty member of
the English Language Institute (ELI) at the University of Jeddah, ELI will probably be aware of
who is taking part in the study. Your information will be mixed only with the data of the current
research. Your data will be viewed by the researcher and could possibly be viewed by Prof. Richard
Andrews and Prof. Do Coyle, Dr. Kenneth Fordyce, my Ph.D. supervisors.

All electronic data will be stored on a password-protected computer file and all paper records will
be stored in a locked filing cabinet. Your consent information will be kept separately from your
responses in order to minimise risk of identification.

Once we have finished the study, we will keep some of the data so we can check the results. We
will write our reports in a way that no-one can work out that you took part in the study.

What are your choices about how your information is used?

e You can stop being part of the study at any time, without giving a reason, but we will keep
information about you that we already have.

e We need to manage your records in specific ways for the research to be reliable. This
means that we won’t be able to let you see or change the data we hold about you.

Where can you find out more about how your information is used?
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e You can find out more about how we use your information at
https://www.ed.ac.uk/records-management/privacy-notice-research

e By sending an e-mail to Alia Aljoofi, s2116366@ed.ac.uk

WHAT WILL HAPPEN WITH THE RESULTS OF THIS STUDY?

The results of this study may be summarised in published articles, reports and presentations. You
will not be identifiable from any published results. Quotes or key findings will always be made
anonymous in any formal outputs unless we have your prior and explicit written permission to
attribute them to you by name. With your consent, your anonymised information may also be kept
for future research.

WHO IS ORGANISING AND FUNDING THE RESEARCH?

This study has been organised by Alia Aljoofi, a Ph.D. student at the University of Edinburgh.

WHO HAS REVIEWED THE STUDY?

The study proposal has been reviewed by the Moray House School of Education and Sport
Ethics Committee.

WHO CANI CONTACT?

If you have any further questions about the study, please contact the lead researcher, Alia Aljoofi,
s2116366(@ed.ac.uk .

If you would like to discuss this study with someone independent of the study please contact
Annie Yang,

If you wish to make a complaint about the study, please contact:

Dr Fiona O’Hanlon, Director of Ethics, Moray House School of Education at MHSES-
Ethics@ed.ac.uk
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Appendix U: Authentic Materials and Tasks

Task 1: Sharing experiences

Skim read the emails and try to identify a problem (Pragmatic problem):

e alinadl dr aliacss/tcrlwaabsexrdd

Discussion Questions

% Why do you think I ended my email with the expression “I hope I made myself clear”? What
cultural/linguistic factors underlie that pragmatic misunderstanding?
+« Ifyou were in the story and noticed that something might be inappropriate in what you wrote, how

could you find out what it might have been?

02
°ge

‘What Arabic expressions are more likely to be transferred negatively in multicultural situations like
this? How might that change across situations?

% Based on your experiences, what does being polite and rude entail in the context of Arabic and
English?

%+ Have you ever caused someone to lose face un/intentionally? Can you explain what happened?
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.
-

Task 2: TV Show

[ BrkaQSlsl+®

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=nZGu_SJzOGo

Discussion Questions

1-What is the context of the exchange?
2- Does the exchange sound funny or serious?

3- What made the exchange look funny or serious?

4~ What is the relationship between the TV presenter, Talib, and the guest,
Tony? Formal or informal? close or distant?

5- Does Talib have a lower, equal, or higher social status than that of Tony?

6- Are Talib and Tony in the same age group? Do they share the same
experiences?
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Discussion Questions Cont.

7-What did Talib say? What do you think of what he said?
8- If you were Talib, what would you say instead?

9- What did Tony say? What do you think of what he said?
10- If you were Tony, what would you say instead?

11- Why do you think Tony did not accept negative feedback provided
by Talib?

Task 3: Caricatures

s
Kii_@ ' You can ‘
\‘\?\‘\ ' ‘. -‘ ‘

hat’s a nice
T-shirt!

432
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Task 3: Caricatures  cCon.
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Task 4: Caricatures (Simulation)

Compose your own narrative in a conversation-like format in the following caricatures to give
and take positive feedback and negative feedback in a constructive way:

1st Assignment: Student research

Partx:
* Werite down any positive or negative feedback your either received or given last semester.

* Identify the context in which this negative/positive feedback were given and received in terms of social factors such age,
gender, power, social distance.

* Fill out the following table and then decide how to in/appropriate the interaction was and if needed any repair strategies?
* Then translate the interaction into English. How would the interaction look like if it was in a global setting?

Part2: Reflect on what it was like to give, receive, and respond to feedback

Interaction |Positive Social Relative status
or Distance/ |(Age, gender,
negative? |Context |nower |[social status) | Repair strategies?
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Task 6: Compare & Contrast

Social context: Literary journal

Situation: Imagine you are Sara who works as an editor for a journal.
You received the following feedbacks from your supervisor:

* Read the following emails on the evaluation of a project at work.
» They both provide feedback to the same situation/person.

 Skim-read all scenarios to identify which one shows constructive
feedback, demotivating feedback, or poor feedback.

https://padlet.com/dr_alias45/fcyk3bcslnhg73o1
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Task 7: Discourse Analysis

Use what you have learned in Task 6 to explain why feedback B is more
constructive than feedback A and C.

« How does the tone of the message differ?

+ What makes feedback B look and sound more appropriate?

Task 8: E-mail (Simulation)

«. Think of a situation you would like to evaluate at work from employer to employee (e.g., a
team player is not meeting deadlines; someone is always late.)

2.Visualize your ideas on Mind Meister Map.
3. To structure your email (you can use sentence stems as a sort of help):
- Start with a general statement;

- Highlight some areas to improve and what to expect from the recipient;

- Give an example if needed;
- End with some positive comments (encouraging remarks);

- Thank you note on their efforts.
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Task 8: Stimulation cont.

Follow email structures (e.g., greeting,
body, and closing).

10.Don’t include others in the email-
supposed to be one-one feedback.

11. Keep in mind that written feedback
(e.g., in an email) is not in a face-to-face
communication channel so the potential
of misunderstanding is higher.
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Appendix V: The Observational Sheet Prior to the Pilot Study

Week 1 :Classroom Observational Sheet
I I S s o s S T S T O S S BT

Introduction: In this lesson, I focus on how to give and
take feedback, focusing mainly on negative and positive
feedback.

Section A

- What are pragmatic aspects you find useful in the

following tasks? Why?

How were thosc aspects presented in the task?

Assignment

Any other thoughts or observations?

Section B
- What are pragmatic aspects you find NOT useful in
the following tasks? Why?

Assignment

Any other thoughts or observations?

Section C
What are your perceptions of teaching how to give and
respond to feedback in EFL context?

1) What are your perceptions of teaching how to
give and respond to negative feedback in EFL
context?

2) What are your perceptions of teaching how to
give and respond to positive feedback in EFL
context?

Any other thoughts or observations?
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Appendix W: Interview Transcription

S14 1st Interview Week 1

Lalialas 4 35bs¥) Aad Uy 535 . Ran 5 anaadd | R i) g lalll 3408 3 Santana Ul Rie Yo (5500 (..., )prans) 2l
Ot Bomgon L S5 img Y1 () dm s 0 G Cpminl Ll sz g 2 ke A1 gitaa AT S0y A0 aali m

fan i paadd Al

Leda i) imall 3 Slallaadl Zaa 5 Hlad &) el ol Zea jia jpeaa Ul ey Lo pead 588 it 2a) jua A0
AV DAY il Lloa ) Ll e a3 ZAl addl As gl e Rall Galid) Qlad) sad)yeda el el 068 430

e Amaa OS5 Slallacas a5l GSaa 2V AR Gt ALe 5 3R] Alad) 520U LY L grea 4al ) (Saa y pgs pian Al
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W small s sk e il e (5 e ga s Walae Jaladl CiS Slall 3 Dmea Cil) ga S OSaa LS O s
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S14 1st Interview Week 1
a5 0 08 G (8 el ) (Y g L L i g i o )
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It was one of the biggest upset in World Cup history: Saudi Arabia beat Argentina 2:1 at Fifa world

cup Qatar.
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St4 1st Interview Week 1
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Appendix X: Example of a Completed Observation Sheet-Week 1
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Appendix Y: Examples of Coding

Coding Teachers’ sheets data

Teachers’ views of using authentic materials and tasks in teaching pragmatics of feedback

Codes

Explanations

Enhancing student
motivation and
engagement

Showing real pragmatic failure creates genuine connection.
Motivating students to work on real language of feedback.
Encouraging students to reflect on ways of giving and taking
feedback.

Motivating students finding appropriate politeness strategies
in giving/taking feedback.

Motivating students creating their own scenario of feedback.
Motivating and engaging in real life situations

Enhancing
comprehension and
criticality

Explicit instruction and metapragmatic explanation to enhance
understanding of pragmatics of feedback.

Compare and contrast different forms of feedback can create a
balanced and context-sensitive approach to pragmatics of
feedback.

The TV show enhanced comprehension of the pragmatics of
feedback/capture the idea of pragmatic and face in its full
concept.

Criticality in giving/taking feedback: “Thought-provoking
task...made students think ...” ... discuss...”

Reflecting on previous feedback/ Reflecting on social factors
in giving/taking feedback.

Learning pragmatics of giving and taking feedback is an
opportunity to exchange ideas.

Developing socio-
cultural awareness

Providing learner’s cultural context

Recognizing the influence of the social factors that students
learned in giving/taking feedback (Social factors e.g., age &
gender, social distance) e.g., age and power when making
disagreement.

Recognizing the importance of giving honest feedback
Considering face in giving feedback

Featuring In/formality in Arabic/English

Difficulties and
challenges

Difficulties
Learner relevance

Language level:
Suitable to intermediate to advanced, difficult for beginners.
Maybe difficult for intermediate students with variations in level

Technical terms:
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e.g., Discourse analysis

Learner’s social context:
Students couldn’t identify with the “social context” used in task 6

Challenges
Students couldn’t understand the concept of face/pragmatics in task 1

Politeness strategies being mixed with constructive feedback

Considerations

e Practice the expressions in exercises to ensure they can use
them correctly before moving to the extension task.

e “How to give negative feedback™ in English needed more
explanation of the cultural elements.

e Providing context when introducing formulaic expressions

e [ think it’ll be better if the assignment 2
highlighted/emphasized the social role the students should
play in responding to constructive feedback.

e For lower grades, I would start with reading to identify social
factors and then moved to the tasks

Teachers’ views of using formulaic language in teaching pragmatics of feedback

Gaining socio-
culturally
appropriate
utterances

Facilitating
pragmatic fluency

Teaching Formulaic language increase fluency in speaking and writing
Gaining linguistic skills/ Communication skills

Acquiring essential skills for future career (pragmatics of feedback &
writing an email)

Awareness of “language in use” situations

Featuring pragmatics of written and spoken feedback

Providing examples of how to provide positive feedback, such as I
like ..” and “what a nice way

Providing sentence stems that students can utilize in constructing their
narratives.

Giving students a writing formula to help them structure their

paragraph is helpful.

Teachers’ views of the influence of contextual variables on the pragmatics of feedback

Age and gender
impacting giving
constructive
feedback (age-
related stereotypes
and biases)

Culturally being
polite vs.

Recognizing the influence of social factors on the choice of language
on giving/taking feedback (Gender & age stereotypes)

Age and gender change the way constructive feedback is given/taken)
Age= authority/Age=respect

“Beneficial for students in our culture who are not used to giving
constructive feedback because they are only thinking about being
“nice” and “saving face”
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Culturally not e Possible cultural influence for mixing politeness with constructive
accepting criticism feedback.

e Culture and social factors as complex phenomena to teach.

The influence of intentions and Affect (givers and takers) on the pragmatics of feedback

Speakers’ intention

and affect e Recognizing the power of words/social factors and the
influence on feedback receipt

Word choice reflects e Level of Politeness can influence how the constructive

intention. feedback is received.

Word choice affects
reception
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Coding Student Interview

Notes about contradictions/recurring
Initial codes patterns/nuance/tensions

Key skills for social life & future careers

Communication skills
Instruction on the pragmatics of feedback raised

Interpersonal skills awareness of the skills needed for future
Cognitive skills translators e.g., good translation vs. bad
Linguistic skills &Translation skills translation.

1) linguistic/cultural transfer
Constructive feedback can create 2) hidden meaning awareness; idiomatic
constructive environment. expressions

3) international/local culture
Healthy interaction led to healthy

relationships.
Students highlighted how instruction on the
“Smart” structure in writing feedback pragmatics of feedback offered critical social
can minimize misunderstanding. situations and possible solutions (problem
solving: analyzing an issue and identifying a
Feedback NOT accepted even if it is solution)
constructive (personality types and
individual differences) e.g., various structures/word choices

e.g., various ways of responding to feedback
Changing wording based on personality
vs. following structured formula of
feedback.

Adopting L2 politeness strategies in
writing (word choice; structure) can
build confidence.

Maintaining likable image & protecting
one’s image.

Cultural understanding (awareness) of
hidden meaning

Literal translation and pragmatic
meaning

Difficulty of studying abroad and
adapting to different cultures.

Cultural bridging gaps
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The influence of contextual variables on pragmatics of feedback

Age impacting responding to negative
feedback (age-related stereotypes and
biases)

Gender impacting giving constructive
feedback (reinforcing gender
stereotypes vs. overcoming gender
stereotypes)

Employer-employee/Teachers-students
imbalance power

Age & gender factors were repeated by many
students. However, age as a factor was more
powerful.

Challenging stereotypes in terms of age and
gender were also prominent.

Pragmatics of feedback and emotions management building

Words make a difference (Words
change how feedback is received “felt”)
vs. Wording don’t change the reality of
criticism.

Negative feedback can be supportive if
it is constructive.

Positive feedback can be
meaningless/dishonest.

Positive feedback can be encouraging
and caring (lifting spirits= “kind words
are charity!”)

Being patient and resilient while
receiving feedback (*Before reluctance
to receive criticism; feedback taken
personal initially)

Greater self-control and avoiding
conflicts if the feedback is unfair

Staying strong if the feedback is
demotivating

Considering others’ emotions while
giving feedback

Students’ emotions were very vivid, especially
when they refer to negative feedback as
criticism.

Skill emotions management was frequent reason
for explaining the benefits of learning
pragmatics of feedback.

e.g., compare & contrast task (constructive, poor,
destructive feedback). provokes emotional
responses, especially when showing how
feedback can be demotivating.

e.g., by showing how violating pragmatics of
feedback can lead to misunderstanding in the
context of the video task, students come to
recognize the importance of not only adopting
linguistically, correct and pragmatically
appropriate expressions, but also considering
their emotional states.

e.g., learning three various pragmatically
acceptable ways of responding to feedback,
including disagreeing politely if the feedback is
unfair, contributed to increasing the importance
of emotional control.
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Managing anger when
misunderstanding occurs

Various ways of responding to feedback
may not change how feedback is
received (felt)
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