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Abstract 

     This study presents a picture of how Taiwanese university students perceive their 
pragmatic awareness in English as a foreign language (EFL) environment. Many 
previous studies have shown that EFL learners tend to develop a solid grammatical 
competence and perceive grammatical errors as more serious than pragmatic ones. 
However, pragmatic awareness has long been ignored in EFL teaching and the numbers 
of studies that explore EFL learners’ pragmatic awareness have been few. Therefore, 
this study aimed to investigate if there were significant differences in the perception of 
how pragmatic awareness is perceived by EFL learners and further analyze if there were 
significant correlations with motivation and learning strategies to EFL learners’ 
pragmatic awareness. A total of 172 students coming from four different universities 
participated in this study. The data from a pragmatic and grammatical judgment task and 
two sets of written questionnaires addressed the following two research questions: (1) 
Do different Taiwanese EFL university students’ academic majors deliver the same 
degree of pragmatic awareness? (2) Does Taiwanese EFL university students’ pragmatic 
awareness have significant correlations with their motivation and learning strategies? 
The results of this study hope to provide useful insights and suggestions for EFL 
teachers in their pragmatics instructions.   

Key words: EFL environment, pragmatic awareness, grammatical competence, motivation, learning 

strategies 
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摘  要 

     本研究主要是描述在以英語為外語的教學環境中，台灣的大學生如何表現他

們對於語用學的敏感度。許多研究顯示在以英語為外語的教學環境中，學習者傾

向較能夠培養出好的文法能力，而認為文法錯誤遠比語意錯誤要來的重要。然而

語意敏感度在以英語為外語的教學環境中是長久以來被忽略的一環；在這一方面

的文獻探討也不多見。因此本研究的主要目的是探討一群學習者在以英語為外語

的教學環境中對於語意敏感度是否具有不同程度的顯著差異；更進一步探討學習

者對於語意敏感度是否與學習動機與學習策略有顯著關係。有來自於四所大學的

172名學生參與此研究。資料收集共來自三份問卷並針對二大研究問題提出探討：

〈一〉不同科系的大學生對於語用的敏感度是否表現出顯著差異？〈二〉台灣大

學生語用的敏感度與學習動機與學習策略是否有顯著關係？希望本研究之結果對

於以英語為外語的教學環境能提出有效之語用學教學的建議與看法。 

關鍵詞：英語為外語的學習環境，語用敏感度，文法能力、學習動機，學習策略 

 

I. Introduction 

     One of the challenges for language teachers is to train L2 learners how to develop 
communicative competence, so they can communicate with native speakers effectively 
and appropriately in different social contexts. Pragmatics is a relatively new field in 
second language acquisition (SLA) particularly in the EFL context where exposure to 
native speakers is limited. Pragmatics has been defined as the study of how users make 
language choices in different social interactions, such as requesting, greetings, and 
engaging in various conversations (Crystal, 1997; Kasper, 1997). People might say 
different things at different times and sometimes the meaning is quite different from 
their literal meaning. For example, people might say: It’s hot in here! What they really 
mean is that they either ask people to open the window or to imply that people are 
wasting the electricity. How do people understand one another and why don’t people 
just say what they mean? These are known as pragmatics (Thomas, 1995). 
     Current research on L2 learners’ pragmatic awareness (e.g., Bardovi-Harlig & 
Dornyei, 1998; Niezgoda & Rover, 2001; Schauer, 2006) have demonstrated that many 
factors will affect L2 learners’ pragmatic awareness, such as instructional contexts, 
length of stay in the target environment, and language proficiency. Their results 



Journal of China Institute of Technology Vol.40-2009.06 
 

 631

revealed that EFL learners are more likely to develop a solid grammatical competence 
and perceive grammatical infelicities as more serious than pragmatic ones (e.g., 
Bardovi-Harlig & Dornyei, 1998; Schauer, 2006). However, studies have also indicated 
that grammar learning does not necessarily enhance the development of L2 learners’ 
pragmatic awareness. Many advanced learners fail to communicate properly with native 
speakers because they lack pragmatic understanding in various contexts (e.g., 
Blum-Kulka & Kasper, 1989).  

Because of the advantages of the target language environment, ESL learners tend 
to develop a sensitive pragmatic awareness and perceive pragmatic errors as more 
serious than grammatical ones. It appears that learning environment plays an important 
role in L2 learners’ pragmatic awareness (e.g., Schmidt, 1983; Schmidt & Frota, 1986; 
Cohen, 1997). Surprisingly, Niezgoda and Rover’s (2001) study revealed that their EFL 
learners significantly recognized more pragmatic errors and rated pragmatic errors as 
more serious than ESL learners did in the U.S. It is suggested that EFL learners may 
have the learnability to develop their pragmatic awareness.  

Takahashi (2005) examined the effects of input enhancement on Japanese EFL 
learners’ noticing of bi-clausal forms and mono-clausal forms. Those bi-clausal forms 
reflect the most appropriate forms of native speakers’ norms of request realization, such 
as “I was wondering if you could VP.” However, these forms were less likely used by 
Japanese EFL learners in the similar situation; they tend to rely on mono-clausal forms 
such as “Will/ Would you VP?” Takahashi found only some learners did notice 
bi-clausal forms and most of them did not. The results revealed that those Japanese 
learners with different levels of noticing toward the target request forms, suggesting that 
some individual factors may affect L2 learners’ noticing, such as motivation, aptitude, 
learning strategies, and proficiency.  With this in mind, this article is intended to focus 
on EFL learners’ pragmatic awareness by (a) comparing if there were significant 
differences in the perception of pragmatic awareness among three different Taiwanese 
university academic majors and (b) examining if there were significant correlations 
among EFL learners’ pragmatic awareness, motivation, and learning strategies.  

 

II. Literature Review 

Theoretical Background 

     The theoretical concepts relevant to this study are communicative competence, 
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grammatical competence, noticing, and awareness. According to Bachman’s (1990) 
pragmatic model, there are two competences: organizational competence and pragmatic 
competence. Organizational competence includes grammatical competence and textual 
competence, and pragmatic competence consists of communicative competence and 
sociolinguistic competence. Fraser (1990) refers to grammatical competence as 
linguistic knowledge of grammar rules and pragmatic competence as communicative 
competence and sociolinguistic competence. More specifically, communicative 
competence consists of two components: a code component which refers to L2 
knowledge of syntax, morphology, semantics, and phonology, and a use component 
which refers to L2 learners’ ability to use language appropriately in different given 
contexts (Niezgoda & Rover, 2001). Similarly, Kasper (1997) defines communicative 
competence as the action expressed in spoken or written language communicated both 
through verbal or nonverbal messages. Kasper (2001) further defines sociolinguistic 
competence as the ability to produce and recognize acceptable social manners in 
different social contexts, such as requests, offers, and complaints.   
     According to Canale’s (1983) four-component model, communicative 
competence includes grammatical competence, sociolinguistic competence, discourse 
competence, and strategic competence. Grammatical competence relates to the ability to 
integrate vocabulary, rules of combining words, sentences, and linguistic semantics. 
Studies have shown that grammar learning does not necessarily enhance L2 learners’ 
pragmatic competence. Many advanced L2 learners may show a wide range of 
differences compared with native speakers in conversations (Bardovi-Harlig & Harford, 
1990, 1993). Sociolinguistic competence concerns the ability to produce utterances 
based on contextual factors, such as status of participants and purposes of the 
interaction (Kasper, 2001). Similarly, many advanced L2 learners fail to communicate 
with native speakers effectively because they lake pragmatic understanding in various 
social contexts (Blum-Kulka & Kasper, 1989). The ability to express learners’ ideas 
through spoken or written messages in a grammatical and comprehensive manner is 
known as discourse competence (Kasper, 1997). Using verbal or nonverbal messages to 
compensate for breakdowns in conversations is classified as strategic competence when 
speakers are unable to recall a word (Canale, 1983).  
     When EFL learners are unable to communicate with native speakers appropriately, 
it may be because they are either unaware of or unfamiliar with pragmatic differences 
that exist in speech acts, such as requests, offers, and politeness in the target language. 
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According to Schmidt’s (1990, 1993, 1994, 1995, 2001) noticing hypothesis, he argues 
that developing awareness to “linguistic forms and relevant features” is the key for 
pragmatic learning to occur. When it applies to pragmatic awareness, noticing consists 
of two important features: “noticing the hole” and “noticing the gap.” Lyster and Ranta 
(1997) stated that noticing the hole is when L2 learners are trying to say something but 
lack enough vocabulary or grammatical structures at their current proficiency level, and 
that noticing the gap is when L2 learners are able to develop communication skills and 
successfully restructure their interlanguage system. Hence, when L2 learners notice the 
positive and negative feedback from their interlocutors, they are not only noticing those 
target forms, but also are able to analyze the structures, meaning, and functions 
(Schmidt & Frota, 1986; Gass, 1988; Swain, 1993, 1995, 1998). 
 

Studies Investigating Pragmatic and Grammatical Awareness 

     Since the number of developmental studies of EFL and ESL learners’ pragmatic 
awareness is rare; therefore, Bardovi-Harlig and Dornyei’s (1998) study is of particular 
importance for this research area. Their major research question focused on if the 
instructional environment would influence pragmatic awareness between EFL and ESL 
learners. The results revealed that there were significant differences between two groups 
that the EFL learners significantly recognized more grammatical errors than pragmatic 
errors and also perceived grammatical infelicities as more serious than pragmatic ones. 
On the contrary, the ESL learners identified more pragmatic errors and perceive them as 
more serious than grammatical ones. 

     Schauer (2006) replicated Bardovi-Harlig and Dornyei’s (1998) study with ESL 
learners in England and EFL learners in Germany. She used the same video and 
questionnaire that had been used from the original study. The results are consistent with 
the original findings. However, in contrast to the above two studies, Niezgoda and 
Rover (2001) also replicated the study but with the different results. Their research 
questions focused on if L2 learners’ language proficiency could affect their pragmatic 
awareness. Surprisingly, the results revealed that their EFL learners in Czech were more 
aware of pragmatic errors than those ESL learners in the U.S. and also perceived them 
as more serious than grammatical ones. The authors attributed the different results to 
their sampling because their participants were highly selected and they had passed many 
rigorous language tests before joining the program. One finding is in agreement with the 
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previous studies which indicated that their ESL learners also considered pragmatic 
errors as more important than grammatical ones. 

 

Motivation as a Factor Affecting Pragmatic Awareness 

     According to Gardner’s (2001) socio-educational model, motivation can be 
divided into three elements in the second language learning. First, the motivated 
language learners attempt to learn the language material persistently and consistently by 
doing homework, by capturing opportunities to learn more, and by doing extra more. 
Second, the motivated language learners will learn the language with a strong desire to 
reach the goal. Third, the motivated language learners are willing to engage in different 
tasks in language with enthusiasm. Similarly, Oxford and Shearin (1996) further 
suggested that motivated L2 learners are more likely to develop active and personal 
involvement in second or foreign language learning, in contrast, unmotivated L2 
learners are less likely to get involved actively and personally in L2 learning.  
     Schmidt (1983) conducted a 3-year longitudinal study in which his participant, 
Wes, a native speaker of Japanese, studied English in Honolulu. When Wes first arrived 
in the United States, his communicative competence was very limited. However, he was 
highly motivated to engage in different social interactions with native speakers, so he 
has gradually developed appropriate sociolinguistic competence during his 3-year 
language program. Another similar research was made by Takahashi (2005), who found 
that Japanese EFL learners’ awareness to bi-clausal and mono-clausal was correlated 
with motivation. Furthermore, Niezgoda and Rover (2001) suggested that motivation 
might help Czech EFL learners develop awareness to pragmatic and grammatical errors.  
 

Learning Strategies as a Factor Affecting Pragmatic Awareness 

     In terms of learning strategy, Cohen (1998) defines learning strategy as “those 
processes which are consciously selected by learners and which may result in action 
taken to enhance the learning a second or foreign language, through the storage, 
retention, recall, and application of information about that language” (p.4). He further 
divided learning strategy into four subsets for using the material: Retrieval strategies, 
rehearsal strategies, cover strategies, and communication strategies. Retrieval strategies 
refer to L2 learners can locate vocabulary and grammar rules stored in mind and use 
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them while engaging in conversations. Rehearsal strategies concern the ability to 
rehearse target language structures and also use them correctly in certain contexts. The 
ability to produce simplified utterances to compensate for gaps in target language 
knowledge is known as cover strategies. Using written or spoken messages in a 
comprehensive manner for the listener or reader is classified as communication 
strategies.  
     In Cohen’s (1997) case study about his own Japanese learning at the University of 
Hawaii, he found that his results agreed with Canal’s (1983) four-component model. He 
claims that his pragmatic awareness was very weak, and he attributed this to several 
reasons. First, his language program was set up in a foreign language environment (FL). 
Over half of the language program focused on grammatical structures, and most of the 
teaching was more formal language rather than on plain or vernacular Japanese. Second, 
teacher-centered instruction dominated error-corrections on learners’ homework and 
worksheets. However, Cohen was very flexible and he conformed to teachers’ teaching 
styles to his learning strategies. As a consequence, Cohen claims that “I was very aware 
of the restructuring going on in my learners’ grammar and mental lexicon, while often 
not being in control of the situation” (p.142). On the contrary, in Schmidt’s (1983) case 
study, as mentioned earlier, Wes’s communicative competence was very limited when 
he first arrived in the U.S.; however, he knew how to take advantages of living in an 
English speaking environment by creating a natural language learning environment by 
having a wide range of friends and acquaintances who were monolingual English 
speakers. That is why Schmidt claims that discourse seemed to be Wes’s strongest 
strength in his conversational competence, which compensated for his weaknesses in 
grammatical competence.   

     Based on the above findings, it is an entirely open question whether in what 
extent the motivation and learning strategies relates to EFL learners’ pragmatic 
awareness. There is a possibility that motivation and learning strategies may work 
together on awareness in pragmatic input; that is, highly motivated L2 learners with 
better learning strategies are more likely to develop a sensitive pragmatic awareness 
than those with lower motivation with ineffective learning strategies. Therefore, the 
purpose of this study was to explore if there were significant differences in the 
perception of pragmatic awareness among three Taiwanese university students’ 
academic majors and further analyze to what extent their pragmatic awareness was 
correlated with motivation and learning strategies. The following research questions are 
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addressed in this study:    

1. Do different Taiwanese EFL university students’ academic majors deliver the same 
degree of pragmatic awareness? 

2. Does Taiwanese EFL university students’ pragmatic awareness have significant 
correlations with their motivation and learning strategies? 

  

III. Method 

Participants 

     A total of 172 Taiwanese university students participated in this study. They came 
from four different universities; one is located in the south of Taiwan, and the remaining 
three are located in the north of Taiwan. Among them, 55 participants were freshmen 
and 104 were sophomores. Only 2 out of them had ever stayed in the English-speaking 
countries for 2 months and the rest of them had never stayed in the English-speaking 
countries for more than two weeks. All of participants had received their English 
instruction in Taiwan for six to ten years. They were divided into three groups based on 
their academic majors. There were 79 students majoring in English (46%), 65 students 
majoring in engineering (38%), and 24 students majoring in political science (16%).  

Instruments 

     Three kinds of data eliciting instruments were employed in this study. The first 
instrument was the pragmatic and grammatical judgment task, adopted from 
Bardovi-Harlig and Dornyer’s (1998) study. In order to develop an appropriate 
pragmatic and grammatical judgment task for Taiwanese EFL environment, the task was 
developed in five stages: (a) identifying proper campus scenarios from EFL learners, (b) 
testing those scenarios through a discourse completion task (DCT) from EFL learners, 
(c) selecting appropriate scenarios for the task, (d) piloting the task, and (e) making 
adjustments for the task.  

Because the current study focused on EFL learners’ awareness in pragmatic and 
grammatical errors, the task was divided into four categories: pragmatic error 
recognition (PRECG), pragmatic severity ratings (PRATE), grammatical error 
recognition (GRECG), and grammatical severity ratings (GRATE). There were a total of 
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13 scenarios in the task, including three speech acts: request, apology, and refusal. They 
were all written in English and were divided into three divisions: five sentences that 
were pragmatically appropriate but not grammatically correct, five sentences that were 
grammatically correct but not pragmatically appropriate, and three sentences that were 
both grammatical and appropriate.  

The second instrument was the Motivation Questionnaire, adopted from Schmidt 
and Watanabe’s (2001) study. It was chosen because it was developed based on different 
perspectives, such as integrative orientation, intrinsic motivation, interests in foreign 
cultures, needs, and self-expectancy. The third instrument was the Learning Strategies 
Questionnaire, adopted from Canale’s (1983) four-component model. It was chosen 
because L2 learners’ language proficiency should be evaluated based on different 
perspectives, such as grammatical competence, discourse competence, sociolinguistic 
competence, and strategic competence. Both second and third instruments were 
translated from English to Chinese, so students with different language levels could 
adequately understand the questions.  

Procedures and Operationalization of Questionnaires 

     The researcher went to each university to conduct the survey questionnaires at a 
pre-arranged time. In the beginning, he briefly explained the purpose of the research to 
the participants and provided instructions about how to answer each set of questionnaire 
items. It took about 30 minutes to complete the survey. 

     All participants were asked to do the Pragmatic and Grammatical Judgment Task 
first. Each test item was appeared in the following format: 

John: Good afternoon, Helen. 

!Helen: Good night, John.                                 

Was the last part appropriate/ correct?    Yes: □ No: □ 

If there was a problem, how bad do you think it was? 

Not bad at all __1___:__2___:__3___:__4___:__5___:__6___Very bad 

All participants were asked to read each conversation very carefully and had to evaluate 
the last utterance with an exclamation mark and decide if it was appropriate or correct 
(pragmatic and grammatical error recognition). If the answer was no, they had to put an 
X in the box marked No in the answer sheet. After this, they had to decide how serious 
the mistake was by using the Likert Scale from “not bad at all” to “very bad” (pragmatic 
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and grammatical severity ratings). If there was a minor mistake, they had to circle 1, 2, 
or 3; if there was a severe mistake, they had to circle 5 or 6. Of course, if the answer 
was “Yes”, they just ignored it and went to the next question. 
     After finishing the first task, all participants were asked to continue to proceed to 
the Motivation and Learning Strategies Questionnaires. They were asked to rate their 
degree of agreement to each statement by using a Likert Scale (4=absolutely agree, 
3=agree, 2=not agree, 1=absolutely disagree). 

Data Analysis 

     With regard to research question 1, the aim was to compare the means of 
pragmatic and grammatical error recognition and error ratings (PRECG, PRATE, 
GRECG, GRATE), which served as dependant variable (alpha = .05). One-way ANOVA 
analyses of variance and consecutive Scheffe tests were conducted separately on the 
means of both pragmatic and grammatical items. 
     With regard to research question 2, the first task was to analyze reliability of the 
items concerning the Motivation and Learning Strategies Questionnaires. All the 
negatively worded questionnaire items were reverse coded. The Cronbach alpha internal 
consistency reliability of the entire questionnaires was .91. Therefore, three items of the 
learning strategies were removed from the questionnaires because of its invalid alpha 
internal consistency reliability (.914, .913, and .916). The second task was to analyze 
factor analysis to extract the underlying factors for all items concerning motivation and 
learning strategies. The final task was to analyze the correlations among EFL learners’ 
pragmatic awareness, motivation, and learning strategies. 

 

IV. Results  

Question 1: Do different Taiwanese EFL university students’ academic majors 
deliver the same degree of pragmatic awareness? 

     The first research question was designed to investigate if Taiwanese university 
students delivered the same degree of pragmatic awareness. All participants were 
divided into three different groups based on their academic majors. Table 1 presents the 
mean scores of pragmatic and grammatical error recognition and error ratings among 
the three groups. 
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Table 1 
Comparisons of error recognition and error ratings 

                                      Item type 
                              Pragmatic             Grammatical  
                            M     df    F      M     df      F 
__________________________________________________________________ 

English majors (n = 80)          

Error recognition (%)         69.25    2   28.00**   54.25  2   9.48** 

Error ratings                 2.52    2   19.54**   1.97   2   4.64* 

Engineering majors (n = 68)    

Error recognition (%)         49.12    2   28.00**   36.76  2   9.48** 

Error ratings                 1.83    2   19.54**    1.38  2   4.64* 

Political science majors (n = 24) 

Error recognition (%)         95.00    2   28.00**   60.83  2   9.48** 

Error ratings                 3.65    2   19.54**    1.93  2   4.64* 

___________________________________________________________________ 

Note: M = Mean; df = degree of freedom; *p < .05, **p<.01 

Among-group Comparisons 

One-way ANOVA test revealed that the English majors significantly recognized 
more pragmatic errors than grammatical ones (69% versus 54%, p < .001, df = 2); they 
also considered the pragmatic errors as more salient than the grammatical ones (2.52 
verse 1.97, p < .05, df = 2). The same results applied to the engineering majors who 
significantly identified more pragmatic errors than grammatical ones (49% versus 36%, 
P < .001, df = 2); and also perceived pragmatic infelicities as more serious than 
grammatical ones (1.83 versus 1.38, p < .05, df = 2). Similarly, the political science 
majors also significantly recognized more pragmatic errors than grammatical ones (95% 
versus 60%, p < .001, df = 2) and rated pragmatic mistakes as more serious than 
grammatical ones (3.65 versus 1.93, p < .05, df = 2). 

In-group Comparisons of Pragmatic Errors 

One-way analysis of variance and consecutive Scheffe test showed that there 
were significant differences in the perception of pragmatic error recognition among the 
three academic majors (pragmatics: F = 28.001, p < .001). The mean scores for the 
individual pragmatic items ranged from 0.53 to 0.81 for English majors, 0.32 to 0.59 for 
engineering majors, and 0.88 to 1.00 for political science majors. Interestingly, the 
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lowest mean score of the political science majors (0.88) was actually higher than their 
counterparts’ highest ones (0.81 and 0.59). With respect to pragmatic error ratings, the 
Scheffe test also indicated that the differences in the pragmatic severity ratings among 
the three academic majors were significant (F = 19.548, p < .01), but they rated them 
quite differently in terms of their seriousness. The mean scores ranged from 1.71 to 3.53 
for English majors, 1.15 to 2.50 for engineering majors and 2.54 to 4.83 for political 
science majors.  

In-group Comparisons of Grammatical Errors 

     The Scheffe test showed that there were statistically significant differences in the 
perception of grammatical error recognition between the English majors and 
engineering majors (F = 9.485, p < .01). The mean ratings for the individual grammar 
items ranged from 0.35 to 0.84 for the English majors and 0.21 to 0.51 for the 
engineering majors. In addition, the Scheffe test also indicated that the differences in the 
grammatical error identification between the engineering majors and political science 
majors were significant (F = 9.485, p < .01). The mean scores ranged from 0.21 to 0.51 
for the engineering majors and 0.42 to 0.83 for the political science majors. However, 
the results revealed that the comparison between the English majors and political 
science majors showed no significant differences with respect to grammatical error 
recognition (F = 9.485, p > .05).  
     With regard to the grammatical error severity ratings, the Scheffe test revealed 
that there were no significant differences among the three academic groups except the 
two groups between the engineering majors and English majors (F = 4.647, p < .05). In 
addition, the engineering majors showed the lowest mean scores ranging from 0.69 to 
2.25; the English majors ranged from 1.33 to 3.33; and the political science majors 
ranged from 1.25 to 3.04.   
     Overall, it is a surprising result that all the three academic groups significantly 
identified more pragmatic errors than grammatical ones and also rated pragmatic 
mistakes as more serious than grammatical ones. More specifically, the political science 
majors outperformed the other two groups and significantly recognized the highest 
mean scores in both pragmatic and grammatical items.  

Question 2: Does Taiwanese EFL university students’ pragmatic awareness have 
significant correlations with their motivation and learning strategies? 
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Motivation and Learning Strategies Profiles    

A factor analysis was conducted from the Motivation and Learning Strategies 
Questionnaires, using a principal component analysis with oblique rotation (N = 144). 
The following guidelines were used to determine the number of factors to be extracted: 
(1) The minimum eigenvalue is 1.0; (2) each factor must contain at least 3 questionnaire 
items; and (3) the minimum loading for each questionnaire item on each factor is .44. 
Table 2 represents factor loadings for each factor’s (motivation and learning strategies) 
subscales. 

Table 2: Questionnaire items and factor loadings for each motivation and learning strategies 

subscales 

 Factor         Questionnaire items                                 Loading 

__________________________________________________________________________ 

     1: Integrative     Speaking English can help me interact with native          .842 

       motivation     speakers. 

                     Studying English is important because it can help me make  .785 

                     friends who speak English. 

                     Learning English is important because it will broaden       .770 

                     my world view.                                     

                     I want to learn English because it is a global language.      .699 

                     I know that English is important for my future             .636 

development. 

2: Intrinsic      I am very interested in learning English.                   .869 

 motivation    Learning English is my favorite interest.                   .858 

              I will take English course even it is not a required one.       .754 

3: Need         If I speak English well, I can travel around the world        .737 

 motivation    without language barriers. 

              If my English is good enough, I can find a good job.         .733 

              I plan to study abroad after graduation; therefore, getting     .685 

              a high score in TOEFL can help me a lot for admission. 

              Performing well on tests or exams will give me a sense       .662 

              of achievement. 

________________________________________________________________________________ 

                                                   (Continued) 
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Table 2: Continued 

Factor           Questionnaire items                                 Loading 

__________________________________________________________________________ 

4: Expectation   I want to do well in English because I want to show my      .828 

  motivation    ability to my parents/ teachers/ friends. 

              I want to improve my English because most of my friends     .651 

              speak English very well. 

              I want to improve my English in order to understand         .641 

foreign cultures. 

Enhancing my grammatical competence will be my first      .593 

priority in English class. 

      5: Interactive   I wish I would not be afraid of speaking English in class.      -.733 

  motivation   I hope my English teacher will correct my English           -.634 

             during the class. 

             I am interested in learning different foreign languages.         -.450 

6: Discourse   I usually practice many grammar drills in order to improve     .762 

  competence  my English. 

             I will ask myself to express my thoughts in a comprehensive    .758 

 and correct manner in English.   

 I perceive that I can express my ideas naturally in spoken       .752 

 English. 

                   I will try to talk to native speakers to strengthen my           .749 

     spoken English. 

            I perceive that I feel more comfortable to express my ides      .708 

            in written English. 

            I will read different grammar books written by different        .685 

            authors to improve my grammatical competence. 

     7: Sociolinguistic  Whenever there are words which I don’t understand, I       .788 

       competence     will look up the dictionary right away. 

                     Whenever there is something we don’t understand in class,   .763 

                     We should raise the questions immediately. 

________________________________________________________________________________ 

                                                   (Continued) 
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Table 2: Continued 

Factor           Questionnaire items                                 Loading 

__________________________________________________________________________ 

                     When I read an article written in English, I will always try    .709 

                     to guess those unknown words based on their contexts. 

                     As long as there are things I don’t understand, I will ask      .612 

                     questions to teachers.  

     8: Grammatical   I really believe that memorizing vocabulary needs to go       .781 

       competence    with reading.  

                    English four skills in listening, speaking, reading, and writing   .625 

                    should be developed at the same time. 

                    I usually spend a lot of time memorizing vocabulary.          .588 

     9: Strategic      It is important to speak appropriate English in different        .531 

       competence    social contexts. 

                    I think learning English will be more effective if we have      .743 

                    group discussion with classmates during the class. 

                    Whenever I have communication breakdown in conversations  .688 

                    with native speakers, I will try to use verbal or non-verbal 

                    messages to bridge the gap. 

    __________________________________________________________________________ 

Notes: N = 172, Factor 1 to 5 for Motivation, Factor 6 to 9 for Learning Strategies 

 
     Table 3 represents the means and standard deviations for the questionnaire items 
loading on each of the factor for motivation and learning strategies (N = 172). The 
results revealed that the Taiwanese EFL learners in the present study had a relatively 
strong inclination to improve their L2 (Integrative motivation, Mean = 3.555), and tried 
to find ways to improve their L2 (Strategic competence, Mean = 3.234).  
 

Table 3: Means and standard deviations for the motivation and learning strategies 

Factors                           Means                SD 

___________________________________________________________ 

Factor 1 Integrative motivation        3.555                .533 

             ___________________________________________________________ 

                                              (Continued) 
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              Table 3: Continued 

 Factors                           Means                SD 

              __________________________________________________________ 

Factor 2 Intrinsic motivation          2.852                .803 

Factor 3 Need motivation            3.273                .660 

Factor 4 Expectation motivation       2.867                .644 

Factor 5 Interactive motivation        3.176                .799 

Factor 6 Discourse competence        2.496                .698 

Factor 7 Sociolinguistic competence   2.815                 .756 

Factor 8 Grammatical competence     3.083                 .753 

Factor 9 Strategic competence        3.234                 .800 

__________________________________________________ 
Notes: N = 172, Factor 1 to 5 for motivation, factor 6 to 9 for learning  

strategies 

 

Correlations with Motivation and Learning Strategies 

     Table 4 presents the correlations among the EFL learners’ pragmatic awareness, 
motivation and learning strategies (N = 172). 
 

Table 4: Correlations among Taiwanese EFL learners’ pragmatic awareness and their 

motivation and learning strategies 

                    PRECG     PRATE       GRECG       GRATE 

___________________________________________________________________ 

Factor 1              .109        .134          -.044         -.009 

Factor 2              .254**      .252**         .136         .138 

Factor 3              .072        .130          -1.00         -.063 

Factor 4              .045        .093          -.073          -.057 

Factor 5              .188*       .182*          .184*         .192* 

Factor 6              .151*       .157*          .112          .135 

Factor 7              .184*       .199**         .078          .057 

Factor 8              .223**      .205**         .145          .110 

___________________________________________________________________ 

                                                        (Continued) 
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Table 4: Continued 

PRECG     PRATE       GRECG       GRATE 

________________________________________________________________________ 

Factor 9              .212**      .213**         .154*         .171* 

________________________________________________________________________ 

Notes: *p<.05, **p<.01 N=172 

PRECG = pragmatic error recognition, PRATE = pragmatic error ratings,  

GRECG = grammatical error recognition, GRATE = grammatical error ratings 

Factor 1 = integrative motivation, Factor 2 = intrinsic motivation,  

Factor 3 = need motivation, Factor 4 = expectation motivation, 

Factor 5 = interactive motivation, Factor 6 = discourse, Factor 7 = sociolinguistic,  

Factor 8 = grammatical, Factor 9 = strategic 

 
     With regard to the correlations between motivation and Taiwanese learners’ 
pragmatic awareness, the EFL learners’ pragmatic awareness only significantly 
correlated with intrinsic motivation and interactive motivation (Factor 2 and 5). There 
were no significant correlations between the EFL learners’ pragmatic awareness and 
other subcomponents (Factor 1, 3, and 4).  

Specifically, the Pearson correlations test revealed that there was a positive 
relationship between the EFL learners’ intrinsic motivation (Factor 2) and PRECG (r 
= .254, p < .01), and PRATE (r = .252, p < .01). In addition, the results also indicated 
that the EFL learners’ interactive motivation (Factor 5) was significantly correlated with 
PRECG (r = .188, P < .05), PRATE (r = .182, p < .05), GRECG (r = .184, p < .05), and 
GRATE (r = .192, p < .05), respectively. However, there were no significant correlations 
between the EFL learners’ pragmatic awareness and the other 3 motivation subscales 
(Factors 1, 3, and 4, p > .05). 
     With regard to the correlations between learning strategies and the Taiwanese 
EFL learners’ pragmatic awareness, the results revealed that the EFL learners’ discourse 
competence (Factor 6) was significantly correlated with PRECG (r = .151, p < .05), and 
PRATE (r = .157, p < .05). Likewise, the EFL learners’ sociolinguistic and grammatical 
competence (Factor 7 and 8) were also significantly correlated with PRECG (r = .184, p 
< .05; r = .223, p < .01) and PRATE (r = .199, p < .01; r = .205, p < .01), respectively. 
Furthermore, the results indicated that the EFL learners’ strategic competence (Factor 9) 
was significantly correlated with all four pragmatic features: PRECG (r = .171, p < .01), 
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PRATE (r = .213, p < .01), GRECG (r = .154, p < .05), and GRATE (r = .171, p < .05), 
respectively.  
     Overall, the correlation coefficients for ‘Factor 5 vs. PRECG’ (.188), ‘Factor 5 vs. 
PRATE’ (.182), ‘Factor 5 vs. GRECG (.184), ‘Factor 5 vs. GRATE (.192), ‘Factor 6 vs. 
PRECG’ (.151), ‘Factor 6 vs. PRATE’ (.157), and ‘Factor 7 vs. PRECG’ (.184) were 
relatively small. Hence, salient correlations were only recognized between intrinsic 
motivation (Factor 2) and PRECG and PRATE, sociolinguistic competence (Factor 7) 
and PRATE, grammatical competence (Factor 8) and GRECG and GRATE, and 
strategic competence (Factor 9) and PRECG and PRATE.   
     Step-wise regression analysis further revealed that (1) intrinsic motivation 
(Factor 2) alone accounted for about 6.4 per cent of the variance in the EFL learners’ 
pragmatic awareness of PRECG (F = 11.689, p < .01) and PRATE (F = 11.529, p < .01); 
(2) interactive motivation (Factor 5) accounted for about 4 per cent of the variance in 
their noticing of PRATE (F = 6.998, p < .01); (3) grammatical competence (Factor 8) 
accounted for about 5 per cent of the variance in their awareness of PRECG (F = 8.898, 
p < .01) and 4.2 per cent of the variance of awareness of PRATE (F = 7.452, p < .01); 
and (4) strategic competence (Factor 9) accounted for about 4.5 per cent of the variance 
in their noticing of PRECG (F = 7.963, p < .01), and 4.5 per cent of the variance of in 
the noticing of PRATE (F = 8.078, p < .01). 

In summary, these results indicate that intrinsic motivation (Factor 2) and 
strategic competences (Factor 9) are highly correlated with Taiwanese EFL university 
students’ pragmatic awareness. This suggests that EFL learners with more intrinsic 
motivation and strategic competence are more likely to develop a sensitive pragmatic 
awareness.  

 

V. Discussion 

EFL Learners’ Degree of Pragmatic Awareness      

The current study began to investigate if there were significant differences in the 
perception of pragmatic awareness among three Taiwanese EFL university academic 
majors. The statistical analysis revealed that grammatical error recognition (GRECG) 
and grammatical error ratings (RRATE) are less likely to be noticed than pragmatic 
features (PRECG and PRATE) by the EFL learners (for research question1). Obviously, 
the current study is not in agreement with the previous studies which indicated that EFL 
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learners are more likely to identify more grammatical errors and perceive them as more 
serious than pragmatic ones (e.g., Bardovi-Harlig & Dornyei, 1998; Schauer, 2006). 
However, this study is consistent with Niegoda and Rover’s (2001) study which the 
author attributed their different results from their sampling because they were 
intentionally selected. One possible explanation for the current study is the instrument 
which was conducted in a written questionnaire instead of a video-and-questionnaire 
conducted by the original study. Thus, different instruments might have different results. 
Another significant difference is noteworthy here is that the political science majors 
outperformed the performance of its counterparts (the English and engineering majors) 
and significantly scored higher mean scores of both pragmatic grammatical items. It is 
also suggested to have a further investigation of how individual differences might 
influence EFL learners’ pragmatic awareness. 

Pragmatic Awareness, Motivation, and Learning Strategies 

     The correlation analysis revealed that, among the five motivation factors, only 
two factors were significantly correlated with pragmatic and grammatical features. 
Among the four learning strategy factors, the results indicated that all four factors were 
significantly correlated with pragmatic and grammatical features.  
     Among the two motivation factors, intrinsic motivation (Factor 2) was found to 
be highly correlated with the awareness of PRECG (pragmatic error recognition) and 
PRATE (pragmatic error ratings). However, the correlation between interactive 
motivation (Factor 5) and pragmatic and grammatical features (PRECG, PRATE, 
GRECG, and GRATE) was relatively small.  
     Among the two learning strategy factors, the relationships between grammatical 
competence (Factor 8) and PRECG/ PRATE and between strategic competence (Factor 
9) and four pragmatic features (PRECG, PRATE, GRECG, and GRATE) are noteworthy 
here. The results are consistent with Schmidt’s (1983) case study which Schmidt claims 
that Wes’s grammatical competence was very limited when he first arrived in the United 
States, but he knew how to create a good language learning environment by having a 
wide range of monolingual English speakers and he was also willing to engage in 
conversations with native speakers in different social contexts. As a consequence, he has 
gradually improved his communicative competence during his 3-year program.  
     It is also noteworthy here that no significant correlations were found between 
pragmatic awareness and the other three motivation factors: integrative motivation 
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(Factor 1), need motivation (Factor 3), and expectation motivation (Factor 4). These 
results are in agreement with Cohen’s (1997) case study. Cohen claims he was very 
motivated to learn the language and he also expected himself to develop a good 
communicative competence; however, his pragmatic awareness was still very weak and 
he felt uncomfortable to initiate a conversation with native speakers.   
     In summary, this study suggests that motivation alone might be the sufficient 
element for the development of L2 learners’ pragmatic awareness. Therefore, this study 
assumes that EFL learners who are equipped with intrinsic and interactive motivation 
and also know how to develop grammatical and strategic competence are more likely to 
develop a sensitive pragmatic awareness. 

 

VI. Implications 

     The results of this study address some issues of how to enhance EFL learners’ 
pragmatic awareness. First, many previous studies have shown that EFL learners are 
more likely to develop a solid foundation of grammatical competence and perceive 
grammatical errors as more serious than pragmatic errors (e.g., Bardovi-Harlig & 
Dornyei’s 1998; Schauer’s 2006). However, high level of grammatical proficiency does 
not necessarily enhance L2 learners’ pragmatic competence. Many advance L2 learners 
failed to communicate properly with native speakers because they lack pragmatic 
understanding in different social contexts (e.g., Blum-Kulka & Kasper, 1989). The 
current study is in agreement with Niezgoda and Rover’s (2001) study. Their Czech 
EFL learners significantly recognized more pragmatic and grammatical errors than ESL 
learners in the U.S. did. The authors attributed this to their participant’s language 
proficiency, that is, the EFL learners may have the learnability to develop their 
pragmatic awareness. Thus, it is suggested that EFL teachers should help L2 learners 
develop a balance of pragmatic and grammatical competence, compensating the limited 
exposures to native speakers. 
     Second, the non-significant correlations of integrative motivation, need 
motivation, and expectation motivation with pragmatic awareness suggest that 
motivation alone does not guarantee the development of pragmatic awareness. This is in 
agreement with Cohen’s (1997) case study, which he claims that he was highly 
motivated; however, his pragmatic awareness was weak because he felt uncomfortable 
to initiate a conversation with native speakers and his learning strategies only focused 



Journal of China Institute of Technology Vol.40-2009.06 
 

 649

on grammatical structures. This suggests that motivation and learning strategies are 
equally important. In addition, many language teachers might believe that motivation 
and learning strategies may work together on awareness in pragmatic input, that is, 
highly motivated EFL learners with effective learning strategies might be more likely to 
develop a sensitive pragmatic awareness. Such a viewpoint, however, is sometimes in 
conflict with students’ perspective. Based on the findings of the current study, the 
engineering majors tend to use more strategies, whereas the English and political majors 
tend to use less strategies. Thus, it is important for EFL teachers to have a clear picture 
of their students’ beliefs of motivation and learning strategies in order to bridge the gap 
between teachers’ agenda and students’ agenda. 
     Third, according to Canal’s (1983) four-component model, it is suggested that 
EFL teachers should evaluate students’ pragmatic awareness in the four different 
perspectives: grammatical competence, discourse competence, sociolinguistic 
competence, and strategic competence. Nowadays, many Taiwanese students are labeled 
good language learners because they have got high scores in many standardized tests; 
on the contrary, many students are labeled poor language learners because they have 
failed to get high scores in many language tests. In Schmidt’s (1983) and Cohen’s (1997) 
studies, whether Cohen or Wes is a good language learner, it all depends on what 
teachers want from their students. If their teachers’ goals are driven by linguistic 
features, then Cohen might be a good language learner. On the other hand, if teachers’ 
goals are based on communication with native speakers, then Wes might be a good 
language learner. 

 

VII. Limitation and Future Research 

     In the current study, a pragmatic and grammatical judgment task was adopted as 
the data eliciting method for EFL learners’ pragmatic awareness. As mentioned earlier, 
different instruments might get different results. In view of this, it is suggested to 
conduct a video-and-questionnaire for the future research which might be more 
challenging for EFL learners. Furthermore, those quantitative data might not get a clear 
picture of L2 learners’ perception of pragmatic awareness. With this in mind, it is also 
suggested to conduct an in-depth interview in order to obtain a more precise picture of 
L2 learners’ pragmatic awareness, compensating for the insufficient data of the current 
study. 
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