~rstn | Made Rai Jaya Widanta {rai_widanta@yahoo.com)

editor@ijlinet.com

4. Thursday, October 26, 2017 at 03:29 PM GMT+8

Dear LJLL Editor,

Thank you very much for the review of my article.
I herewith send you the payment receipt.

We only pay 160 USD as we aniy need 1 copy of
printed journal.,

Here is the sender detail:

Name of sender | Made Rai Jaya Widanta
Sending Country : Bangladesh
Amount in USD ;160 USD

Payout Amount in Taka : BDT 12.420,02
Money Transfer Control Number ; 4072582719

Thank you very much. Please let me know in case of any
other information.

With regard,
| Made Rai Jaya Widanta

On Friday, October 20, 2017, 12:05:59 AM GMT+8, Editor, LILL <editor@ijlinet.com> wrote:

Dear | Made Rai Jaya Widanta,
Please find the review result of your research paper as attachment.

The journal is now indexed with and included in Cabell's, Ulrich's, )
EBSCQ, Index Copernicus Intermational, and Gale, Moreover the jz_)urnal
is under the indexing process with IS1, ERIC, DOAJ, JSTOR, Econilit,

and Scopus.

Please acknowledge the receipt of the raview reports.

With thanks,

Dr. Michael King
The Chief Editor o
International Journal of Language and Linguistics

| ™ Receipt ILL SOMA pdf

about:blank

L]



Inbox
Unread
Starred
Drafts
Sent
Archive
Spam

Trash

Yicws

Foiders

“+ New Folder

R e i bl

Back M W W [ I - T

i | Made Rai faya Widanta .
i To: Editor, Utd

Osar The Chisf Editor of LILL

(Or. Michaet King)

FHherewith send you the receipt of

my article publication fee.

Tha payment was trasefemed from westem union,

Should there be any other information or condition,
please Teel convenient to lef me know.

Look forward to heating from You soon.

Your A
| Made Rai Jays Widanta

ShOW oAgingl mestage

A »

vt nL

ULL RECEIPT 1.pdf ULl RECEIPT paf
341.KE Pha o

- =z

Wed, May 3, 2017 at 141 AM

https://mail.yahoo.com/dfolders/2fmessages/3061/AGSKZRIADH 1WLVBUggGsODKeol:2

E S

-

ARTICLE

HowShould... Page 5 of 11 =

Poldests, pragtaiegpiisies g FOOPTACMIICS Wperts. Like oo ! L nen.
hﬁdmmmMuwuﬁ-mdﬂf!mbeMJMivj
Yo e b g 1 ki SO 03 IS 2nd Ml by ¢
SruBeass’ hequinses et el amd recanded o b 3 docwmend which 1x s
maydn

Tumit the Jrauing, mradeats sy ghecn tmels which was
thratiun, An eppaanch bas e 3 dpdevssens T fiad wn appnopcs
china. activiey. rﬂwmmﬁmalmkﬂadrmwuc
wr. The isaching was. eventwdly swececded in ereading o moded, inclogi
ewwing muterials T2 in fum o rvul mie Rlay ardiviey was given onon @
eckivacy. Thath tulis i e Leok tn 4 wf cadenis” prmsdursion nf regies
mmsmmwmmmwam“
Smbarlial aalyids wang: e tacst s macu o s Bow eiecuve wai §
mlysis Wi described in (e [ovm of (xbe and wsrrasion.

T&mhwmnud!uumwﬂwm«mndm
doine B g R+, Ry R, RF B, 324 RIK). The rating wirs haved noe 1an
Fanging tream 0 & The Tawes Fate wim 0 and the highid raee was 4. Kok
walyad with poined et 1 g whedher {or o) Tespondows

v rnlly

HL BESEILY AND THAFUSSION

HERh of swtnaicat sudysis weng, pamed (4o mivcated that r
Eampeicner rufsed afier they were ghoen English leamirg, Basicaily, den
mpﬂurmhmuﬁimmﬂlhnx&rﬂnw-ﬁ\hm
cazsed by be fuc ihar dny s e sy o pmdoes T acy
whick ar Aragmanic coinpeteoer. Hiever, it was procved dhat sespar
pradiace quonck ats Ditevaess of rofoals e um roques, This sy
kot ey (% caden 20 4chitice Wil ancn: b ihey b i cestuzz vben
oz igger,

r L‘!miml Neem

I

1M



YU %, Y0, 27 JHRe 2001/

How Should Pragmatics be Taught at Vocational College?

1 . 7 I Made Rai Jaya Widanta?,
Meohanioal Enginoering Department, Politeknik Negeri Bali, Jalan Kampus Bukit Jimbaran
Kuta Sclatan 80364, Badung, Bali, Indonesia, Phone (0361) 701981, Fax, (0361) 701128 '
rai_widanta@yahoo.com

o Made Budiarsa®
“Dept. of Linguistics, Culturc Scicnces Faculty, Udayana University, Pylau Mias st
Denpasar, B<ali,‘ 8Q232, thFax 0361-250033

o I Wayan Simpen?
“Dept. of Linguistics, Culturc Sciences Faculty, Udayana University, Pulan Nias st.,
’ Donpasar, Bali, 80232, PhFax: 0361-2350033

. 1 Made Netra®
“Depi. of Linguistics, Culture Sciences Faculty, Udayana University, Pulau Nias st.,
Denpasar, Bali, 80232, Ph/Fax: U361-250033

.......

Abstract

Despite some investigations on how pragmatics is to be taught in English classes, there has not been an
acceptable solution offered to the teaching of pragmatics in higher education institution like vocational college,
This qualitative research was aimed at finding how pragmatics is taught at vocationat college. A group of 23
(twenty three) studemts majoring in tourism were chosen purposively. The research participants were given
treatment of pragmatic-based English teaching. Test 1 (T1) was carried out in prior 1o the treatment and Test 2
(T2) was given upon the treatment. On the test, oral role play cards consisting of scenarios Jor the research
participants to produce request and refusal utterances were used as testing device. The teaching of pragmatics in
class was done for ten sessions using some handowuts in which aspecis of pragmatics were inserted. In the
teaching sessions, implicit and explicit approaches were implemented. In addition, the teaching syntax (teaching
stages) consisting of three stages was particularly designed for this purpose. Students were also to fill
questionnaire 1o see how they think about the model developed for the pedagogical activity. The T1 and T? results
were explicated, scored, and analyzed using statistical device of paired samples t-(est. The statistical resulf
indicated that the approach and teaching stages designed were effective to improve students’ pragmatic
competence.

Key words: pragmatic teuching and learning, English, vocational college.

L Introducrion

Inserting pragmatics into teaching materials and pedagogical activities has been a'spccial_ attention of many
English language educators recently. Thus, many experts in the field of applied linguistics tried to find effectl_ve
strategies (o do the atiempt. A number of endeavor has heen done by some scholars to find out how pragmatics
should be taught, one of which is with an explicit approach. One concept which underlies strongly the teaching of
pragmatics was optimizing students’ awareness of pragmatics (Bardovi-Harlig, 1996; Kasper, 1996, Hartford:
2006). Teachers are recommended to develop teaching materials which are able to rise stufients’ awareness, Toldo
so, teachers are to provide students with rich input of pragmatics by reading semantic formulas and ask_mg
students to listen to the teachers’ information (Safont-Jorda, 2004). To facilitate students with extended practice,
some linguists used cards consisting of scenanos which could trigger sadents to pmdu,f;e spctx_;h,_ act utterances
during a learming activity. This method was effective ‘to promote students’ speaking activities. .Insem.ng
pragmatics into teaching materials was also realized by involving sgcrologlcal aspects of language including
“power”, “distance”, and “rank of imposition” (PDR) (Brown and Levinson, 1987) in scenarios. A pa?rt form qral
role play using cards, discourse completion task (DCT) was the instrument 1_1$cd to optimize students_ prc.xduct%on
of speech acts nonverbally (Gordon, 2004). However, DCT was not as effective as oral role play card in triggering

students’ speaking.
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As a determining factors of success in the pragmatic learning, students’ aitention and awareness was also a focus
of some other studies. The teaching was designed in such away to provide students with an easy and practical
leaming, for instance, by providing learning stages (Denny, 2008). By using NAPKIN (reed, accurare into the
subject matter, practice, knowledge review, intermalization, nature applicasion) approach, Denny (2008) was
successful in developng an experimental learning model to expose students with pragmatics. The strategy
indicated that students could promote better pragmatic competence. Apart from this stages, Lenchuk and Ahmed
(2013) introduced a lesson plan in tcaching speech act of complimenting. The learning stages include warming
up, reading, acquiring compliment, listening, speaking, DCT and listening. The steps of teaching was designed to
introduce students with the native speakers’ language choices, such as expression, words, as wall as semantic
formulas.

Apart from the previous studies which (some of them) focused on sociopragmatics and (some others) focused on
pragmalinguistics (Leech, 1985), Aleon Soler {2012) tried to see and design pragmatic teaching strategies form
the two aspects. Sociopragmatic is stressing on involvement of sociological or cultural aspouts i making leaming
matenials and m leamning activities, pragmalinguistics refers to linguistic resources, such as grammar, forms,
expression, intonation, and pronunciation used to design leamning materials. By using oral role play card, Aleon
Soler (2012) proposed a set of step of teaching pragmatics which consists of identifying refusal in interaction,
explaining refusal speech act explicitly to provide information on pragmalinguistics and soclopragmatics,
indentifying sequence of refusal, giving students chance to practice producing speech acts utterances. The
method was found effective to improve students competence.

Yuan (2012} also found that pragmatic teaching as a complicated process and therefore proposed two aspects to
be given real attention, they are “content” and “learning process”. The content of teaching includes teaching
pragmatic knowledge, knowledge of intercultural, and learning strategies. Leamning process includes task-based
learning (TBL) approach, intercultural approach, and language strategies approach. Both aspects was supportive
to promote students pragmatic competence improvement. And, Rycker (2014) studied impact of intercultural or
mterlanguage pragmatic learning. By taking data from writing activities, which focused on refusal strategies
students made in refusing an international business proposal, it was recognized that American students tended to
refuse by doing mitigation and used more statement of thanks when making refusal than NS students.

Research of pragmatic teaching on foreign and second language above are basically interrelated. Explicit teaching
of pragmatics was mplemented by Jorda (2004), Alcon Soler (2012), and Rycker {2014). however Jorda (2004)
focused on request speech acts using DCT. Alcon Soler (2012) investigated whether (or not) explicit pragmatics
teaching could bring about differences or changes on students’ pragmatic awareness. The research gave a positive
input on teaching of refusal speech acts using oral role play card. Rycker (2014) investigated whether senior high
school students competent pragmatically. Data collecting instrument used was that producing non-naturally
occurring data. Development of learning model was undertaken by Castillo (2009) and Lenchuk and Ahmed
{2013). By using a number of informants, such as ESL and EFL teachers, NSs and NNSs, TESOL students and
professors, Castillo (2009) successfully investigated leaming steps similar to the NAPKIN {Denny, 2008).
However, the research was only focused on investigating speech acts of compliment. Lenchuk and Ahmed (2013)
also succeeded in developing a leaming stages and a lesson ptan for teaching pragmatics. Even though Denny
(2008) successfully mnvented a concept of experimental learning with NAPKIN stages and lesson plan, but the
study was a class action research which covers smaller scup than the research and development. In addition, that
research was only concerned with speech act of negotiation.

Bardovi-Harlig (1996) found out that pragmatic exposure is very important for leamners and can be exposed with
authentic input fiom teachers by explicit teaching of pragmatic. In line with the research, Gordon (2004) and
Yuan (2012) viewed how pragmatics could be inserted in the teaching materials. Gordon (2004) inserted socio-
cultural aspect of PDR into teaching materials. Yuan {2012) gave inspiring ideas to involve pragmatics into text
book and used DCT and text book test to find out research data. All literatures reviewed above could not
accommodate the needs on developing pragmatic-based teaching model at vocational college, either concermning
context, theory, respondent, data analysis, as well as data collecting instrument. The visible gap brought and made
this Tesearch a useful investigation o undertake to see how pragmatic shall be taught at vocational college. This
research was aimed at finding out an approach to teach pragmatic at vocational college.
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2. Methodelogy

The qualitative research was undertaken in a vocational collage. A group of twenty three students in semester
three majoring in Tourism was involved as respondents. The respondents chosen purpossively were given
pragmatic teaching using the designed, examined and validated approach of implicit-explicit-implicit. Prior to the
teaching, respondents were given test one (T1) to see how competent they were pragmatically. This is used as the
base line of their competence. T2 was given after they were given the treatment. The test used was oral role play
cards. There were four cards used as the pragmatic testing device. The cards are devided into two devisions, two
request cards and two refusal cards. The request cards were divided into two parts, request with high rank of
imposition {(Rq R+) and request with low rank of imposition (Rq R-). Refusal cards were also divided into two
parts, common refusal (Rf B) and specific refusal (Rf K). Each card has special scenario. The scenarios were
chosen and determined by sing exemplar generation model (Rose, 2000). It is a method to indicate the most
frequently used speech acts of refquest and refusal in hotel. To execute the exemplar generation, a group of hotel
staff from a number of hotel chosen purposivelly were given a form to list some speech acts situation of request
and refusal from the most frequently used to the least one. The lists from the respondents were selected and
ranked pursuant to their frequency. The two most frequent situations from each speech act were chosen to be the
topic for the oral role play cards;'

Upon T1 execution, the respondents were then taught with pragmatic-based English teaching materials. The
teaching was undertaken for ten sessions. Upon the teaching respondents were given test two {TZ). Pragmatic-
based English teaching materials were made up of two contents, pragmalinguistics and sociopramatics aspects.
Like on T1, respondents were paired up invited to test room. Each member was given chance to act as the hotel
staff and guest. Each pair was given ten minutes to produce speech acts of refusals and requests by based on the
cards’ scenario. Students’ responses were noted and recorded to be a document which is very necessary for data
analysis. During the learning, students were given materials which were adjusted with leaming duration. An
approach was designed to find out an appropriatc approach for the class activity. The approach was resulted from
a long trial-and-emror process. The model developed pursuant to the needs for the teaching includes leaming
syntax, learning materials, and assessment device. T2 in form of oral role play activity was given upon the ten-
session teaching activity. Both results of the test in form of production of request and refusal utterances were
explicated, scored and analyzed. Scoring was done by an expert speaker of English. A statistical analysis using
paired sample t-test was used to see how effective the approach was. Result of analysis was described in the form
of table and narration. Test results were rated by a native speaker and each respondent was given four points
(point for Rq R+, Rq R-, Rf B, and Rf K). The rating was based one rating rubric with 5 scales ranging from 0 -
4. The lowest rate was 0 and the highest rate was 4. Both test results were then analyzed with paired sample t-test
to see whether (or not) respondents were more competent pragmatically.

3. Result and discussion

Result of statistical analysis using paired sample t~test indicated that respondents” pragmatic competence raised
after they were given Engiish leaming. They were more competent to produce specch acts utterances. This is
caused by the fact that they feel confident to produce speech acts of request and refusal. The treatment was really
helful to make them aware of pragmatic aspct. However, it was prooved that respondents were abe to produce
speech acts of refusals better than request. This may be caused by the fact that they felt easier to produce
utterances as they understand the concept of pragmatics.

N Minimum Maximum Mean atd. Deviation
Statistic  Stahistic Statistic Statistic  Std. error  Statistic

Total score T1 23 4 12 8,48 435 2.086

Total score 2 23 12 16 12,70 239 1.146

Valid N (listwise) 23

They are three findings found after data analysis. Those tersebut should be similar with how they are wrapped
properly.




