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Pragmatics via DCT (Discourse Completion Tasks) questionnaire (Bardovi-Harlig &
Pragmatic competence Dornyei, 1998). Independent T-Test was employed for the data analysis.

The findings show that the students of high proficiency group could

Pragmatic awareness . . 2
g recognize the errors (in general) more than those of low proficiency group

Grammar (p<.001). Although the high-leveled students can identify the grammatical
Evaluation errors better than the low-leveled ones, there were no significant differences
Identification between the students of two groups in pragmatic identification (p=0.19).

Hence, both groups have no significant differences in evaluation of the
seriousness of pragmatic errors (p=0.54). This can reinforce the need of
teaching pragmatics for English-majored students in language classes.
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THONG TINBAIBAO TOM TAT

Ngay nhan bai:  16/6/2022 Nghién ciu nay tim hiéu nhan thic ngir dung hoc va nang luc ngir dung hoc
caa hai nhdm sinh vién chuyén nganh tiéng Anh (trinh d6 cao va trinh d¢
16/9/2022 {n4n) thong qua su nhan dién 13i, danh gia mac do nghiém trong cua 13i
Ngay ding:  16/9/2022 thugc vé ngir phap va ngir dung. Vi dbi tugng cua nghién cau 1a sinh vién
chuyén nganh tiéng Anh truéc day hau nhu khong hoc ngitr dung hoc, nén

Ngay hoan thién:

TU KHOA cac muyc dich cua nghién ctu bao gém: tim hiéu mac do nhan thac ngi

dung hoc va nang luc ngit dung hoc va tra loi cau hoi liéu ngir dung ¢ nén
Ngit dung hoc dugc chinh thirc giang day trong chuong trinh giang day hay khéng. Dt liéu
Nang luc ngit dung hoc duoc thu thap théng qua Phiéu cau hoi dién ngon (Discourse Completion

Task) (Bardovi-Harlig & Dornyei, 1998). Phép kiém dinh T-Test doc lap

Nhan dién 1o ngir dung duoc st dung dé phan tich dit liéu. Két qua cho thdy sinh vién cua nhém

Ngir phap thong thao cao ¢ thé nhan ra cac 13 sai (n6i chung) nhiéu hon so véi nhom
DPanh gia thong thao thap (p<.001). Méc du nhém sinh vién trinh d¢ cao c6 thé nhan
Nhan dién biét loi ngir phéap t6t hon nhom sinh vién trinh d6 thap, nhung khong co6 sy

khac biét dang ké giira hai nhém vé kha niang nhan biét 15i vé ngir dung hoc
(p=0.19). Do d6, hai nhom khéng c¢6 su khac biét dang ké trong viéc danh
gia muc do nghiém trong cua cAc 13i sai vé ngir dung (p=0.54). Céc két qua
nay c6 thé khang dinh sy can thiét cua viéc day mén ngir dung hoc cho sinh
vién chuyén nganh tiéng Anh trong cac Iop hoc ngén ngit.
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1. Introduction

The era of globalization makes the demand of learning a foreign language vital. As an
international language in a variety of fields such as economy, society, science, education and
culture, English is said to be the most common foreign language in Vietnam; hence, teaching and
learning English to achieve effective communication in the trend of international integration is
increasingly important today. However, the mastery of the grammar, vocabulary, pronunciation
of a language does not always guarantee success in communication as one may still be unable to
produce language that is socially and culturally acceptable [1]. Chomsky [2] highlighted the
differences between language competence and language performance. While the former refers to
what one knows, the latter refers to how one uses it. Therefore, language learners need to be well
equipped with not only the language but also the knowledge of how to use it. In other words,
pragmatics is the study of the use of natural language in communication. Bardovi-Harlig and
Dornyei [3] points out that grammatical development does not correspond to pragmatic
development and that even advanced learners may not understand or communicate their
intentions correctly. For example, one utterance may be appropriate in this culture but may not be
accepted in other cultures or situations. This kind of knowledge is called “pragmatic
competence”. According to Bachman [4], pragmatic competence plays an important role in one’s
success in communication. That a good command of language is not equivalent to successful
communication shows the essential role of pragmatic competence. Thus, a number of linguists
have been interested in the issue of pragmatic competence and pragmatic awareness of language
learners. In a later study, Bardovi [5] uses video recording method combined with the analysis of
discourse completion tasks (DCT) for students and lecturers of 2 groups: using English as the
native language and learning English as a foreign language. The results of this study suggest that
the group of native students and lecturers consider pragmatic errors more serious than
grammatical errors, while the other group ranks grammatical errors as more serious than
pragmatic errors. This result has given some suggestions regarding the teaching of English as a
foreign language, one of which is to raise the awareness of pragmatics among learners to achieve
the best communication effect. Eslami- Rasekh [6] also employs the DCT to study the students'
pragmatic awareness and proposed approaches to teaching pragmatics effectively. Moghaddam et
al [7] studies the pragmatic competence as a regulator of foreign language speaking proficiency.
It stresses the need to foster learner’s understanding of language and context in order to achieve
effective performance in IELTS speaking test. A recent study by Terkourafi [8] attempting to
answer the question “How do we understand the meaning of other people's words?” has raised
several new conclusions about pragmatics in non-verbal aspects and beyond implicature. The
research also mentions the multicultural and social aspects of pragmatics. In the setting of
Vietnam, Nguyen et al [9] measures the impact of explicit and implicit form-focused instruction
on the development of L2 pragmatic competence and finds out that the group with explicit
strategy outperform the group with implicit strategy. Vu [10], in his research on teaching
pragmatics at university level in Vietnam, has shown that there is still a lack of literature on
pragmatic teaching plus little empirical research on cognitive pragmatics of teachers and students
at the university level in Vietnam. Nguyen [11] investigates the attitudes of English-majored
students at a university in Vietnam towards pragmatic awareness and concludes that the majority
of students are aware of the role of pragmatics in their language classes.

At Yersin University of Dalat (hereafter “YU”), the training program for English-majored
students emphasizes the application-oriented objective. This means that learners are required to
have the ability to apply the target language at a proficient level of communication, which is
highly responsive to the employment market after graduation. Nevertheless, pragmatics is not
currently taught separately as a subject but is integrated in Linguistics modules for students to
grasp concepts and situations to a limited extent. In fact, little has been known about the English-
majored students’ pragmatic competence and awareness. In this study, we employ SPSS, with the
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analysis of Independent T-Test to assess the awareness and application of pragmatics of YU
English-majored students based on the contextual situations. We hope that the findings of this
study can provide significant implications and suggestions for language teaching and learning.
We propose two research questions as follows:

1. Are there significant differences between YU English-majored freshmen and seniors in
pragmatic competence and awareness?

2. Should "Pragmatics" be officially taught as a course in the teaching curriculum for English-
majored students at YU in the future?

2. Methods
2.1. Research design

Both quantitative and qualitative approaches were applied in the study. First, quantitative
method was employed to collect the data and produce the output based on SPSS software. Next,
qualitative method was also used to explain and analyze the result to clarify the significance of
the study.

2.2. Participants

The participants of the study were English-majored students at YU in Vietnam. They came
from two groups. The first group consisted of 45 freshman students who just started the English
Studies major at the university. The second group consisted of 55 senior students who were about
to graduate. The second group were able to understand the notions of pragmatics to a limited
extent due to the course Linguistics they had taken. It is also essential to add that the size of data
could not be bigger as the humble numbers of English-majored students at YU at present.

2.3. Instruments

The Discourse Completion Task (DCT) adapted from Bardovi-Harlig & Dornyei [5] which
consisted of 20 scenarios was employed. They are the situational contexts for the participants to
read and response accordingly (see Appendix 1 for more information). The questionnaire
included 4 tasks. The first was to check their awareness of appropriacy. The second was to test
their identification of the grammatical or pragmatic errors. The third was to ask about their
perspective on the seriousness of the errors based on the Likert scale. The fourth was for them to
provide corrections (see Appendix 1 for more information).

We started the study at the serious outbreaking of the Covid 19 pandemic in Vietnam; thus,
schools and students throughout the country went through the period of online teaching and
learning. We designed the online questionnaire via google forms; however, as the DCT was not a
short and simple questionnaire for the participants to fulfill, we decided to postpone it until
school life got back to normal. Not only did we spend time explaining the significance of the
study as other researchers do, but we also clearly explained the situational contexts and presented
the Vietnamese version of the DCT (see Appendix 2 for more information).

2.4. Data analysis

The SPSS software, version 20, was used to analyze the data. Independent T-Test was applied
to see the differences between the two groups:

3. Results and Discussion
3.1. Students’ responses to appropriacy and error recognition

Table 1 indicates students’ responses on appropriacy and error recognition. As can be seen,
there was a significant difference in the identification of appropriacy and error recognition
between freshmen (low proficiency) (M = 0.9191, SD = 0.32752) and seniors (high proficiency)
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(M =1.1644, SD = 0.18329); t (98) = 4.481, p <.001. In other words, the students of high
proficiency were able to recognize the errors in the scenarios better than those of low proficiency.
This can reflect the English proficiency of the participants in general.

Table 1. Students’ responses to appropriacy and error recognition

N Mean Std. Deviation  Sig t df  Significance (2-tailed)
High Proficiency 45 1.1644 .18329 .000 4.481 98 .000
Low Proficiency 55 9191 .32752

3.2. Students’ evaluation of the seriousness of the errors

Table 2 shows students’ evaluation of the seriousness of the errors. There was a significant
difference in the evaluation of the seriousness of the errors between freshmen (low proficiency)
(M =1.2216, SD = 0.61928) and seniors (high proficiency) (M =1.6556, SD = 0.46801); t (98) =
3.894, p <.001. The figures show that the highly proficient students evaluated the errors (both
grammar and pragmatics) more seriously. This can reflect the extent they understand the
language. The high-leveled students tend not to accept errors.

Table 2. Students’ evaluation of the seriousness of the errors

N Mean Std. Deviation  Sig t df  Significance (2-tailed)
High Proficiency 45  1.6556 46267 095 3.894 98 .000
Low Proficiency 55 1.2216 .61928

3.3. Students’ grammar identification

Table 3 shows students’ grammar identification. There was a significant difference in
students’ grammar identification between freshmen (low proficiency) (M = 0.9091, SD =
0.55873) and seniors (high proficiency) (M =1.2417, SD = 0.46267); t (98) = 3.182, p =0.002.
The highly proficient students could identify the grammatical errors better. This finding can be
explained by the fact that students of high proficiency often have a better knowledge of grammar
when studying English.

Table 3. Students’ grammar identification

N Mean Std. Deviation Sig t df Significance (2-tailed)
High Proficiency 45 1.2417 46801 012 3.182 98 .002
Low Proficiency 55 .9091 .55873

3.4. Students’ pragmatic identification

Table 4 shows students’ pragmatic identification. It is remarkable that no significant difference
was found between the two groups: freshmen (low proficiency) (M = 0.9932, SD = 0.51506) and
seniors (high proficiency) (M =1.1250, SD = 0.46082); t (98) = 0.13182, p = 0.185. This turned out
to be an expected finding since the students participating in the study had not really learned
pragmatics and merely had the pragmatic knowledge in some courses. A thorough reading and
analysis of all the DCTS revealed a number of the participants not being able to identify the correct
names of the mistakes though they were aware of the errors and able to give a suitable correction.

Table 4. Students’ pragmatic identification

N Mean Std. Deviation Sig t df  Significance (2-tailed)
High Proficiency 45 1.1250 46082 .286 1334 98 .185
Low Proficiency 55  .9932 .51506

3.5. Student’s grammar evaluation

Table 5 shows students’ grammar evaluation. There was a significant difference in the
grammar evaluation between freshmen (low proficiency) (M = 1.1545, SD = 0.84367) and
seniors (high proficiency) (M =1.8556, SD = 0.97006); t (98) = 3.864, p = 0.000.
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As can be seen, the students of high proficiency considered grammatical errors are more
serious than the students of low proficiency did. This is because the high proficiency group could
identify more grammatical errors than the low proficiency group could.

Table 5. Student’s grammar evaluation

N Mean Std. Deviation Sig t df Significance (2-tailed)
High Proficiency 45  1.8556 .97006 A74 3.864 98 .000
Low Proficiency 55  1.1545 .84367

3.6. Student’s pragmatics evaluation

Table 6 illustrates student’s pragmatics evaluation. There was no significant difference in the
evaluation of the seriousness of pragmatics errors between freshmen (low proficiency) (M =
1.5773, SD =0.88829) and seniors (high proficiency) (M =1.6778, SD = 0.75259); t (98) = 0.602,
p = 0.548. This finding reinforces the finding of table 4 that the participants in the present study
had little knowledge of pragmatics, thereby not being able to identify as well as evaluate
pragmatic features.

Table 6. Student’s pragmatics evaluation

N Mean  Std. Deviation  Sig t df Significance (2-tailed)
High Proficiency 45  1.6778 .75259 488  .602 98 548
Low Proficiency 55 15773 .88829

4. Conclusion

In sum, the findings of this study could address 2 issues:

1. There are significant differences between YU English-majored freshmen and seniors in
recognizing errors in the scenarios and the evaluation of the error seriousness. In other words, the
seniors could recognize the correct and the incorrect responses and evaluate the errors more
seriously. However, it is still controversial to conclude if there are significant differences in
pragmatic competence and awareness between the two groups since a deeper analysis into the
pragmatics identification and evaluation revealed no significant differences.

2. The findings of the study could raise the issues of teaching "Pragmatics" as a course in the
teaching curriculum or teaching English with a focus on pragmatics in the future. This will
definitely improve students’ pragmatic competence and awareness in order to achieve successful
communication.
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