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Abstract!!
This article discusses the importance of teaching 
pragmatics - and in particular speech acts - in the 
classroom, and the challenges facing teachers who 
wish to address a key element of communicative 
competence. Teachers face a number of problems, 
such as the limited way in which many textbooks 
address speech acts, offering a narrow range of 
acts, and often in decontextualized form. The 
difficulties facing EFL learners in a country that 
provides few opportunities to use English outside of 
the classroom are also discussed. In the second 
half of the article, one way of addressing this issue 
is examined, in the form of strategic interactions (Di 
Pietro, 1987), a type of role-play that allows 
learners to engage in meaningful speech act 
practice and reflection. The article also describes 
how this task type was implemented into a course 
the author teaches at a Japanese university.!!
Introduction!
Pragmat ic competence, tha t e lement o f 
communication in which grammar and lexis meet 
and are influenced by social context, has been 
identified as a core component of general 
communicative competence by researchers 
(Canale & Swain, 1980). One important area of 
pragmatics concerns speech acts. Based on the 
work of Austin (1962) and Searle (1969; 1976), the 
concept of a speech act is that speech is seen as 
action, rather than, for example, simply consisting 
of successive true or false statements. This 
conception of speech-as-action is demonstrated 
below:!!
Example 1!
P1: Could you pick me up from the train station?!
P2: Sure, what time?!!
In Example 1 above, we can see P1 asking P2 to 

pick them up from the train station. This would 
therefore typically be categorized as a request 
speech act, in which P1 performs the action of 
asking P2 to do something they would not 
otherwise do (Roever, 2005).!!
! While common speech acts, such as 
requesting or apologizing, are important skills for 
EFL learners to practice and develop, there have 
been a number of challenges for teachers who wish 
to teach them to their students, one of which is the 
way speech acts are typically presented in learning 
materials. McConarchy and Hata (2013) identify a 
number of issues with the way in which many 
textbooks for EFL learners treat the pragmatic 
aspect of English language learning, and speech 
acts in particular. One issue is that textbooks often 
focus on only a narrow range of speech acts, 
leading to learners not being given opportunities to 
practice some types of speech-as-action. A further 
issue concerns the lack of contextualization in 
speech act examples provided in textbooks. Often, 
acts such as requesting are presented in isolation 
from any surrounding talk in a conversation, and 
without information regarding the social context 
being provided (see Example 1, above). This can 
lead to students, who have had limited exposure to 
the pragmatic or cultural norms of the L2 
community, finding it challenging to judge the 
appropriateness of their language in different social 
situations.!!
! A further problem related to the above 
issues facing teachers in an EFL context- as 
opposed to an ESL one- lies in the lack of 
opportunity for English language learners to hear, 
produce and practice speech acts outside of the 
classroom. In countries such as Japan, in which the 
English-as-L1 speaking community forms only a 
small percentage of the overall population, 
opportunities to use English in authentic discourse 
can be difficult to find. With this in mind, one 
alternative sometimes used by teachers is the 
employment of role-plays. Role-plays involve 
learners assuming the identities of a character in a 
given scenario, and acting out a conversation with 
an interlocutor. While role-plays offer learners the 
chance to perform speech acts, they are not 
without problems. By playing arbitrary roles such as 
“shop assistant” or “waiter,” the roles can often be 
detached from the learners’ real lives, and therefore 
lack meaning. Role-play scenarios are often 
created based on the teacher’s or textbook author’s 
intuition, rather than based on data concerning 
learners’ typical real-life experiences. Further, roles 
given to learners in such activities may sometimes 
prescribe how the participant should behave, think, 
and speak, compromising the agency of the 
learner, and thus limiting the authenticity of the 
activity.!

�2



PeerSpectives Issue 13, Autumn 2014                ! ISSN 2187-1191                                                                     

Strategic Interactions!!
An alternative to the standard role-play is the 
strategic interaction (Di Pietro, 1987). A strategic 
interaction, while related to the role-play, differs in a 
number of key respects. Emphasis is placed on 
authentic, meaningful scenarios that learners can 
relate to. Further, “dramatic tension” (Di Pietro, 
1987)) is introduced, in which there is a degree of 
uncertainty in how the interaction between the two 
participants will be resolved. This is brought about 
in a number of ways. The learners cannot easily 
predict the scenarios, as each participant does not 
know the goals or motives of the other. Each 
speaker shares a reason for interacting with each 
other, but may not share the same goals, meaning 
that negotiation is therefore typically required to 
achieve resolution. For example, P1 may invite P2 
to their home in order to surprise P2 with a birthday 
party in their honour. P2 however, may have an 
examination to study for the next day, and may be 
reluctant to put off his or her studies. The tension 
therefore lies in P1 attempting to persuade P2 to 
attend, without revealing P1’s true motivation 
(example from Di Pietro, 1987, p.50). !!
! A further characteristic of a strategic 
interaction is that the participants do not assume a 
role as such, but instead interact as themselves, 
increasing authenticity. Further, while they are 
given the scenario, they are not told what to say or 
think. How the interaction plays out therefore, is up 
to the learners. !!
! Typically, a strategic interaction consists of 
three main stages: rehearsal, performance, and 
debriefing. In the first stage, learners plan what 
they will say. In the performance stage, they carry 
out the interaction, and in the final stage they 
reflect upon their performance. In this way, 
strategic interactions allow learners to plan, 
practice, and develop their speech act competence 
in a meaningful, authentic way, and also allows 
them to reflect upon their performance, identifying 
areas that could be worked on for future 
interactions.!!
Implementation!!
To demonstrate how strategic interactions can be 
used in the classroom, how they were implemented 
into a short course on pragmatics at a Japanese 
university will be described. The 32 participants of 
mixed proficiency were aged between 19-21, 
majoring in International Communication, and were 
in the third year of their undergraduate studies. The 
focus of these particular strategic interactions was 
the speech act of requesting. Requesting was 
chosen due to it being a common speech act, and 
therefore a useful one for learners. It is also one in 

which social context can play a particularly 
important role in influencing the language used, 
due to the imposition of requesting another person 
to do something. As such, this speech act can be a 
challenging one for some Japanese learners, 
whose cultural-pragmatic norms may differ from 
those of English-speaking cultures (Fukushima, 
2000).!!
Preliminary stage 
In order to design effective, meaningful scenarios 
for the strategic interactions, two surveys were 
carried out among the student population. In the 
first survey, 22 students were asked to list up to six 
situations in their lives in which they had either 
made a request, or had heard a request being 
made, providing details of the location, the parties 
involved, and the nature of the request. The results 
of this survey provided a variety of different request 
scenarios that learners had experienced at some 
point in their recent past. The results were 
categorized in terms of different scenario types, 
and who the other interlocutor was. The data were 
also analysed for the frequency in which certain 
scenarios occurred, and then ranked in order, from 
most to least common. The second survey, given to 
a different set of 28 students, provided the survey 
participants with a list of the first survey scenarios, 
and asked them to assess the likelihood of these 
request situations happening in their lives. This was 
done on a scale of one to four, as below:!!
Figure 1- Questionnaire two scale!
1 Never!
経験した事がない!
2 Occasionally (2-3 times a year)!
まれにある（１年に２～３回位）!
3 Sometimes (1-2 times a month)!
時々ある（月に１～２回位）!
4 Regularly (1 or more times a week)!
よくある（１週間に１回以上） !!
! The results allowed for identification of both 
authentic scenarios, and the situations that were 
most common and relevant to the student 
population. Using this data, a number of strategic 
interaction requesting scenarios were created. 
Examples of scenarios included asking to borrow 
something from a classmate; asking a stranger in 
the street for directions; asking a parent to pick 
them up by car from somewhere; and asking their 
parents to buy them something.!!
Rehearsal stage 
For the initial planning stage of the strategic 
interaction, the learners were given their scenario 
card (either card A or card B depending on whether 
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the participant was the requestor or requestee) to 
read. Once they had read and understood the 
information, they formed small groups with other 
learners who had been given the same role card. 
Working together, they then began the rehearsal 
stage of the task. During this stage, they were 
required to consider both their role and also the 
role of their interlocutor during the later 
performance stage. The uncertainty built into the 
strategic interaction meant that the learners needed 
to generate a number of hypotheses as to what 
their partner might say during the interaction, and 
how they would respond. By planning in groups in 
this way, as opposed to working by themselves, 
they were able to assist each other in a “collective 
scaffold” (Donato, 1994, p.46), sharing ideas 
concerning appropriate language or communication 
strategies, pooling their pragmatic knowledge and 
assisting each other.!!
Performance stage 
For the performance stage, the learners found a 
partner with an opposing role and sat down 
together. Using a digital audio recorder to record 
the conversation, they carried out the interaction 
with their interlocutor, attempting to put into action 
what they had planned in the previous rehearsal 
stage. Once the conversation had been closed, the 
mp3 recording was uploaded to a computer by the 
participants, in preparation for the transcribing 
process.!!
Debriefing stage 
The debriefing stage was carried out in three steps. 
Firstly, in pairs with their performance stage 
interlocutor, the participants listened to their 
recording and transcribed the interaction, using a 
simple set of transcription conventions. As the 
primary aim of the exercise was to capture the 
language used and the organizational structure of 
the conversation, it was not necessary for the 
learners to transcribe non-verbal behaviour, or 
other micro-features such as pauses or intonation. 
They were then asked to critically assess their 
performances by analyzing the transcript, making 
notes when necessary. In particular, they were 
asked to consider the context of the situation and 
the impact it had on their performance, considering 
the social statuses, or “power” (Brown & Levinson, 
1 9 8 7 ) o f t h e p a r t i c i p a n t s , t h e “ s o c i a l 
distance” (Brown and Levinson, 1987), in terms of 
how well they knew each other, and the degree of 
imposition (Brown and Levinson, 1987)  the request 
places upon the person being asked. Pragmatic 
norms may differ for example, when making a 
request of a close friend, compared with requesting 
someth ing f rom a un ive rs i t y p ro fessor. 
Furthermore, a request to borrow a pen from a 

classmate may entail different language use to a 
request for money.  In this way, the participants 
were encouraged to critically reflect upon their 
performance. Throughout, the teacher monitored 
the learners, and was available for assistance 
when needed. The overall aim of this stage was to 
raise awareness among the learners of the 
connection between language and the surrounding 
social context. !
! !
! After the learners had finished their 
analysis, the transcripts and learner notes were 
handed in to the teacher, and areas that the 
participants could focus on in future performances 
were identified. In the follow-up learning session, 
the teacher used anonymised excerpts from the 
transcripts to highlight issues regarding formality or 
politeness in relation to the context of the 
conversations, as a way of supplementing the 
learners’ own reflections.!!
Results!!
The strategic interaction task was carried out at a 
number of points in the semester, using different 
scenarios based on the initial survey data. The 
learners were asked to assess and reflect upon two 
main areas- on the extent to which their work in the 
strategic interactions affected their pragmatic 
awareness, and upon how useful they found 
strategic interactions to be in general, with 
emphasis on planning and transcript-based 
analysis. These reflections were carried out in 
writing, at the end of the course. While participant 
reflections were allowed to be flexible and open-
ended to an extent, participants were provided with 
the following prompts, in order to encourage 
reflection: !!
Figure 2- Example prompts for participant 
reflections!!
• Are the conversations similar, or different?!
• What are the key similarities/differences?!
• Do you think the later conversations went more 

smoothly than the earlier ones? If yes, why? If 
not, why?!

• Now you have analysed your conversations, is 
there anything you would like to have done 
differently, if you could have another chance to 
have a conversation?!

• Have you learnt anything new about how you 
talk in English? Any changes you’d like to 
make?!!

Data for each area will be discussed in turn.!
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Learner Reflections on the general 
usefulness of Strategic Interactions 
Overall, the results of the learner reflections were 
positive, with many noting how the process had 
raised their awareness of the pragmatic element of 
English communication:!!

“There are many types of conversation, 
but I think it is important to talk in [the] 
right way by paying attention to social 

distance and where the person [is] from.” 
!
Another learner noted:! !
“I learned that especially the situation and 
the relationship between speakers reflect 

how the conversation goes.” 
!
! As well as raising awareness, many 
learners also put forward a belief that the tasks had 
helped them to improve their pragmat ic 
competence:! !

“I felt my conversation skill is improved 
and conversations go more smoothly than 

before.” 
“Actually when I talked with native speaker 
after… I could expand conversation and I 
understand that native speaker naturally 

use pragmatic skill. I will try to use 
pragmatics for speaking English…more.” 

!
! One learner however, did not feel positively 
about the usefulness of the tasks, stating:!!
“…I did not notice so much change in my 
way of speaking unfortunately. Perhaps I 
need more speaking practice in order to 

be able to handle the communication skills 
I’ve learned in your class.” 

!
As can be seen from Table One however, most 
learners felt the tasks to be useful in terms of their 
English pragmatic proficiency.!!
Learner perceptions of their pragmatic awareness!
The study participants were asked at the end of the 
course about how they felt the strategic interaction 
tasks had influenced their pragmatic awareness, in 
terms of their awareness of the relationship 
between socio-cultural context and the L2, and 

performance, if at all. They were encouraged to 
discuss both areas of improvement and areas they 
felt had not improved, or perhaps even had been 
negatively affected by the tasks.!!

!

!
Table Two shows that almost all learners felt they 
had become more aware of the pragmatic 
component of their language learning in certain 
aspects, with only one learner feeling they had not 
made any progress at all. A number of learners 
commented on how they felt their conversational 
organization had improved:!!

“I think my English conversation skills 
have changed a little. I would think about 
the structure of my conversation before I 
talk to someone in English, like how to 

begin the conversation, or how to close 
the conversation.” 

!
Other learners specifically mentioned the closing 
stage of a conversation as an area they felt they 
had developed greater control over:!!
“In conversation 1, I didn’t have a closing 

part. I finished my conversation with 
“thank you” to my partner for talking with 

me. Thus, it was [a] strange ending…
However, in conversation 2, I started with 

closing with leave-taking “I think it’s time to 
go to the movie.” Thus, it sounds more 

natural to end the conversation.” 
!
Similarly, another learner stated:!!

“…although there was no pre-closing in 
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Table One - Learner reflections on usefulness of 
Strategic Interactions

Positive general 
comments only

Both Positive and 
Negative 

comments

Negative only 
comments

22 4 1

Table Two - Participants asked about their pragmatic 
awareness at end of course

Positive 
comments only

Both Positive and 
Negative 

comments

Negative 
comments only 
(no change, or 

regression)

11 19 1
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the first conversation, I tried to say “I gotta 
go now” and “I’ll call you later” in the 

second conversation.” 
!
! An improved ability to change topics 
smoothly in conversation was also mentioned. 
According to one learner:!!
“My conversation became smoother than 

before…[before] I didn’t know how to 
change topics, so there was more silent 

(sic), but at the end of this class… I knew 
how to change topics, so I could feel the 

difference.” 
!
! A further common area mentioned was 
listener behavior. A number of participants 
discussed their increased use of assessments 
(reacting positively or negatively to something the 
speaker has said), and other feedback types 
showing that the listener is interested in the 
speaker’s utterances:!!
“I have more feedback…in conversation 2. 
Feedback.. helps me to show my interest 

in the listener’s role.” 
!
Another learner stated:!!
“I didn’t use assessments in role-play one, 

but I used [them] in role-play two. And 
also I [had] no opening and closing in 
role-play one, so it’s not good for us to 

start [the] conversation.” 
!
! Other learners however, felt they had not 
made progress in this area, with one saying:!!

“I almost [always] said “yes,” “yeah,” 
when I heard some answers, but I should 
use assessment[s] or repeating more, to 

show my interest in my partner.” 
!
More generally, reflecting on their development, a 
small number of learners felt little or no 
improvement:!!

“It seems that [my] conversation.. was 
slightly improved but not definitely. Even 
[though] I’ve learned some knowledge 

about pragmatic speech, it’s not easy to 
show in the conversation.” 

!

It may be noted however, that even among the 
learners who felt they had not made progress, they 
were able to identify specific areas they felt had not 
improved. This in itself indicates an increased 
awareness of their pragmatic skills, which may be a 
first step towards improved performance in the 
future.!!
Conclusion!!
By using this more meaningful variation on the role-
play, opportunities are provided for learners to 
practice speech acts and use their performances 
as objects of study and reflection. The hope in 
using this task type is to both raise learner 
awareness of the pragmat ic features of 
conversation, and to build their pragmatic 
competence when speaking in the L2. In countries 
such as Japan, in which chances for engaging in 
authentic L2 experiences are often hard to come 
by, it is put forward that strategic interactions can 
have a useful role to play.!!
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Introduction!!
The advantages of explicitly teaching learning 
strategies have been well documented (Nation, 
2001; Oxford, 1990). Proficient learners of English 
use several strategies while completing a task (Gu 
& Johnson, 1996; Sheorey & Mokhtari, 2001). 
Successful strategy users are able to choose the 
most appropriate strategy for the task and 
determine when to use a more suitable strategy if 
needed (Nation, 2001). !!
! However, incorporating multiple learning 
strategies into classroom materials can be a 
difficult process. Deciding which strategies are 
applicable to the context, which complement each 
other and will be most helpful for the learner can be 
time consuming. Several taxonomies have been 
developed to help the teacher in choosing effective 
strategies (Gu & Johnson, 1996; Oxford, 1990; 
Schmitt, 1997; Zhang & Li, 2011). !!
! This article will look at one example lesson 
that was designed specifically to incorporate a 
metacognitive framework in conjunction with 
numerous vocabulary and reading learning 
strategies. The article will also look at students’ 
perspectives of the lesson that were gathered 
through a multiple-choice questionnaire.!!

The framework !!
Meijer, Veenman, and Van Hout-Wolters (2006) 
constructed a taxonomy of metacognitive activities 
with six categories that correspond to the reading 
and problem-solving process. Each category has a 
set goal for the learner to achieve once they have 
completed the activity. The six categories are: 
orientating, planning, executing, monitoring, 
evaluation and checking, and elaboration. 
Metacognitive activities were placed in each of the 
categories that were subsequently used in this 
lesson.!!
! The rationale for using this framework in 
the lesson was that it is specifically designed with 
reading in mind. The framework also allowed 
flexibility of integrating numerous strategies. Its 
ease of use was also a big factor as it aided the 
teacher in successfully administering each activity 
in the lesson. As stated above, various frameworks 
for a number of contexts can be easily attainable 
and, with little adjustment, can be utilized within the 
classroom. !!
The strategies!!
Within the study, nine learning strategies with 2 
distinct functions, reading and vocabulary, were 
used. Five reading strategies were utilized: using 
prior knowledge, setting a purpose for reading, 
previewing a text before reading, underlining 
information in the text, and re-reading for better 
understanding. Sheorey and Mokhtari (2001) divide 
reading strategies into three categories: 
metacognitive, cognitive and support strategies (p. 
436). The five strategies utilized in this lesson were 
rated as the most used within each category from 
their study (p. 438). !!
! Four vocabulary learning strategies were 
also used in the lesson: asking a classmate for 
meaning, guessing from context, using a bilingual 
dictionary, and using word cards were also used in 
the lesson. Each vocabulary learning strategy has 
been previously researched and found to be both 
beneficial and popular with EFL students, 
especially Japanese students that were the target 
group for this lesson (Schmitt, 1997; Sheorey & 
Mokhtari, 2001; Takač, 2008). Figure One is a flow 
chart that illustrates the activities and procedures 
utilized in this lesson.!!
! Generally, depending on the context of a 
class, the learner’s culture, age, and other factors, 
a teacher may have numerous strategies to choose 
from that can be taught in class to help improve 
learning (Oxford, 1996).  Oxford (1990), for 
example, designed a detailed taxonomy of 
language learning strategies that would provide 
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