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Chapter 3 

Method 

The aim of Chapter Three is to deal with the research design and coding schemes 

of directive speech acts used in this study. It begins with the description of the 

participants’ background information and the research contexts for selecting them as 

the informants for each group. Next, the rationale for determining DCT questionnaire 

as the main material employed in the present study is provided. Besides, the 

questionnaire design, the pilot testing and the interrater reliability of coding are also 

presented. In addition, the coding schemes are discussed and exemplified in detail. 

Finally, qualitative analysis methods are presented. 

Participants 

In this study, there were 80 English teachers participating in this study from 23 

senior high schools, which were mainly located in Taipei, Taoyuan and Hsinchu. The 

participants were divided into two groups, native English-speaking teachers (NESTs) 

and nonnative English-speaking teachers (NNESTs). 

The mother tongue of the native English teachers participating in this study was 

English. Most of the native teachers were full-time teachers in the schools that 

emphasized English instruction or bilingual instruction, and even instituted foreign 

centers or bilingual departments. The others were part-time teachers in public senior 

high schools. With respect to the nonnative teachers, they were all full-time 

certificated English teachers in either public or private senior high schools. In order to 

ensure that the observed directive response strategies would not be influenced by 

gender difference, the participants’ gender was almost as equally represented in each 

group as possible. As a result, there were 24 males and 26 females nonnative teachers, 

whereas 17 males and 13 female native teachers participated in this study. 
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Materials 

The materials conducted in this study were a written Discourse Completion Task 

(DCT) questionnaire, a scaled response questionnaire (SRQ), and a background 

information survey.   

Discourse completion task questionnaire. The data were mainly collected via a 

open-ended DCT questionnaire, which is the most frequent and effective method in 

pragmatics to elicit respondents’ utterances (Blum-Kulka et al., 1989; Cohen & 

Olshtain, 1994). It contained different contextual situations followed by a blank. The 

participants had to provide the appropriate responses of the speech acts investigated to 

fill in the blank— as if they were talking in an authentic conversational setting. The 

scenarios in the DCT questionnaire were categorized by a number of episodes and the 

word “directives” was not used in the given situational descriptions to evade biasing 

the participants’ response choices (Beebe & Takahashi, 1989). On account of some 

speakers’ preference to avoid face-threatening acts in certain situation (Bonikowska, 

1988; Brown & Levinson, 1987), the participants were permitted to opt out in order 

not to elicit unrealistic responses in reply. 

Generally speaking, two methodological trends are frequently employed to 

collect speech data. One is ethnography, and the other is elicitation. The former 

collects data via observation of authentic spoken utterances, such as classroom 

observation, tape or video recording. The latter adopts neutral instruments to gather 

the speakers’ speech act responses, for example, DCT questionnaires and role plays. 

 Ethnography has been regarded as “the only reliable method of collecting data 

about the way speech acts function in interaction” (Wolfson, 1983, p. 95). Ideally, the 

most appropriate method for this study to collect the participants’ actual utterances is 

natural observation when they are unaware of being observed (Labov, 1972). But, it 
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takes a large amount of time to collect mass data. Both low frequency and discursive 

occurrence of the observed speech acts tend to make the data difficult to analyze. Also, 

the social variables involved can not be wellcontrolled.  

Owing to these disadvantages, elicitation devices were employed in this study. 

Among these techniques, the DCT questionnaire was adopted to gather data in the 

present study. It enabled the researcher to accumulate substantial data in given 

settings and to collect the stereotypical speech data in a short period of time. Besides, 

it was easier to control the independent social variables and to search for 

characteristics of universality and culture-specificity in the participants’ speech act 

responses (Blum-Kulka & Olshtain, 1984; Wolfson, 1989). 

Validity. In fact, the validity of the written DCT questionnaire has been a 

controversy. The main dispute is that it lacks authenticity and negotiation in the 

one-turn imaginary DCT because it is contradictory and inadequate to collect oral 

responses in a written questionnaire to reflect the real speech act behavior. Studies 

have noted that the responses in DCT are shorter in length, easier in wording and less 

face-maintaining and interactive (e.g., Bardovi-Harlig & Hartford, 1992; Beebe & 

Cummings, 1996; Bodman & Eisenstein, 1988; Turnbull, 1997). However, some 

research compared the DCT with the role play and showed that the DCT elicited 

similar data as the role play (Rintell & Mitchell, 1989). Blum-Kulka et al. (1989) also 

indicated that research on cultural comparison for certain speech acts requires the 

stereotypical language use. Furthermore, it is unlikely to have the same 

cross-culturally comparable circumstances for both nonnative and native English 

teachers. Hence, the written DCT was employed to obtain the stereotypical responses 

in the present study.  

Scaled response questionnaire. A scaled-response questionnaire is a 
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five-point-rating-scale assessment to rate the extent to which the statement is true of 

the informants. In this study, SRQ was placed below each scenario of the DCT to 

extract the participants’ perception of the conversational setting in terms of its 

seriousness of the situation, frequency of occurrences and the necessity of the 

participants’ reaction. In order to avoid the participants’ using extreme response 

categories, that is central tendency bias, the five-point-rating-scale was modified to 

four scale divisions. Hence, the ratings ranged from 1 (the least) to 4 (the most).  

Background information survey. Survey is the most commonly used method to 

obtain a snapshot of the conditions and events at a single point (Cohen & Manion, 

1985). The background information survey was adopted to know more about the 

informants’ background to select the most representative participants. The survey 

consisted of age, sex, education, teaching experience, etc.    

Questionnaire design. The fundamental section of this questionnaire is DCT. 

Much effort was made to make sure that every situation was cross-culturally 

comparable and authentic for both native and nonnative teachers. The reason is that 

studies have pointed out that if the informants had no previous experience in the 

provided situations of the DCT or if the given situations were unlikely to arise in their 

respective cultures, both native and non-native speakers seemed to feel uncertain 

about how to respond properly (Bodman & Eisenstein, 1993; Rose, 1992).  

The DCT employed in this study consisted of ten situations, which often arose 

between teachers and students of senior high schools in Taiwan. The design of each 

situation was based on the seriousness of the situations and frequency of occurrence, 

so as to ensure the degree of the imposition and likelihood of the participants’ 

directive speech acts were as comparable for both groups as possible. In addition, the 

teachers’ native language was the independent variables, whereas the performances 
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on the directive speech acts were the dependent variables. In order to ensure the 

realization of directives would not be influenced by gender difference, the student’s 

gender in the given scenarios was also equally distributed. Thus, the students in 

Situations 2, 5, 7 and 10 were males, those in Situations 1, 3, 6 and 8 were females, 

and both Situations 4 and 9 were for the whole class. The details of each scenario are 

manifested as showed in Table 2.  

Following each situation of the DCT questionnaire was the SRQ. After rating the 

perception of each circumstance, the participants would immediately react to the 

written questionnaire. (See Appendix for more detail.) 

Table 2 

Descriptions of the Situations in DCT  

Situation Gender Brief description 

1 F You assigned your students to finish final papers two 

weeks ago. But when you collect the papers in due time, 

Cathy asks you to give her an extension.      

2 M Tony keeps interrupting your lecture, and some students 

look impatient and seem to be annoyed with him. 

3 F Linda’s cell phone rings, and she begins to chat on the cell 

phone. Her voice has disturbed you and other students. 

4 Whole You ask students to study quietly in the classroom to 

prepare for an exam. But most of the students ignore your 

words. They remain talking loudly. 

5 F Leo overslept this morning. He is thirty minutes late for 

class. When you are lecturing, he hurries into the classroom 

without saying anything. 
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6 F Everyone is required to speak English in English 

conversation class. But during group discussion, Meg keeps 

chatting with other students in Chinese. 

7 F Most of the students pay attention to your lecture, but Mike 

is dozing off and even doesn’t take out his textbook. 

8 F When taking the mid-term exam, Becky keeps twirling a 

pen and changing her sitting postures. In a while, you 

notice that she is cheating by peeping at another 

classmate’s test paper. 

9 Whole You ask students to voluntarily participate in an English 

speech contest, but no one wants to try it. 

10 F Most students are active in the classroom activity. 

However, Jeff is unwilling to join with others and just sits 

on his chair doing his homework. 

 

Procedures 

There were five main stages in this study: questionnaire design, pilot testing, data 

collection, coding, and data analysis.  

First, the researcher designed ten scenarios for the written DCT questionnaire 

and a background information survey questionnaire. The second step was to pilot test 

the ten situations listed in the DCT questionnaire. Third, participants completed the 

questionnaire. Fourth, valid and complete responses in the questionnaires were 

selected to categorize. Finally, the collected data were quantitatively and qualitatively 

analyzed.  

Pilot testing. To elicit the directives between nonnative and native English 
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teachers in a DCT questionnaire, there were culturally plausible and appropriate 

contexts for both of the groups to issue directives in the settings that they were 

familiar with. Also the wording of the questionnaire was paid attention to. Before 

pilot testing, all situations were discussed with two non-native English teachers, both 

of whom had been English teachers for at least two years and had just got their MA 

degree in America or England. In this way, the given situations were made sure to be 

feasible and be likely to elicit the teachers’ directive speech acts in the classroom. 

After discussion, the questionnaire was corrected and revised. In order to assure the 

cross-cultural equivalence in the wording and the questionnaire to be lucid to 

understand, pilot testing was employed. The pilot testing was given to one non-native 

English teacher to fill in. In this way, the researcher had opportunities to examine if 

the questionnaire would yield the speech acts required and to rule out ambiguous and 

confusing situations.  

Data collection. The questionnaires were delivered to high school English 

teachers in Taiwan by mail. After reading instructions on the questionnaires, they 

were asked to respond to the DCT questionnaire in English and provide some 

personal background information. At last, a total of 95 copies of the questionnaires 

were collected. 50 copies from nonnative teachers and 30 from native teachers were 

chosen in terms of their complete responses and related utterances to each situation.  

Coding scheme. The coding schemes applied in this study were primarily based 

on the previous classification developed by Blum-Kulka et al. (1989, p. 275) in the 

Cross-Cultural Speech Act Realization Project (CCSARP) to identify the participants’ 

directive strategies. This taxonomy has later been widely used to analyze both 

Chinese and English request strategies (Blum-Kulka & Olshtain, 1984; Liao et al., 

1997; Shih, 1986; Trosborg, 1995; Yu, 1999; Zhang, 1995).      
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The utterance of a directive speech act is divided into three parts: (a) an alerter, 

such as an attention getter; (b) a head act, the minimal unit which can realize a speech 

act (Blum-Kulka & Olshtain, 1984, p.200), and (c) a supportive move, an adjunct to 

the head act (Blum-Kulka et al., 1989). In the light of politeness principle, which 

tended to mitigate the face-threatening acts, Hsiao (1999) added the fourth one: (d) a 

lexical modifier. She classified directives into two main categories: (a) an obligatory 

part, which includes a head act, and (b) an optional part, which consists of polite 

formula (attention getter), a lexical modifier, and a supportive move.  

An alerter is usually at the initial utterance to draw the hearer’s attention, such as 

an attention getter, address forms, vocatives (e.g., Hey), and greetings (e.g., How are 

you?). A head act is the core of directives which actually performs the speech act 

behavior. A supportive move is used to mitigate or aggravate one’s speech act 

(Blum-Kulka et al., 1989), like sweeteners, exchange or threat. The lexical modifiers 

include internal modifiers and external modifiers. The former refer to the modifiers 

inside of the head act, such as hedge, while the latter refer to the ones outside the 

head act, like tag questions.  

In this study, the coding scheme was modified by omitting the category alter 

because it was not easy to elicit in a written DCT questionnaire. Besides, an extra 

type, small talk, was added. Small talk means utterances of little or unrelated 

importance before expressing the speaker’s actual intentions, sometimes called 

phatic communication. The speaker softens requests by expressing interest in the 

listener and talking about irrelevant topics for a while. When discussing shared 

interests with the listener, the speaker has opportunities to emphasize the common 

concerns and attitudes that they shared towards interesting events. In this way, the 

hearer would not think that the speaker simply wants to do the FTA and will “give 
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rise to the strategy of redressing an FTA” (Brown & Levinson, 1978, p. 117). 

The example of segment of a request is shown as below:  

Hey,/ this is an English class./ Please try your best to talk in English. 

A           B                  C     (S6-60: speaking Chinese; NNEST) 

A: Alter: Hey 

B: Supportive move: this is an English class. 

C: Head act: Please try your best to talk in English. 

In this study, the researcher focused on the obligatory part and the head act. 

According to Blum-Kulka and Olshtain (1984), there were three major levels of 

directness expected to be manifested universally by requesting strategies: the most 

direct level, the conventionally indirect level, and the non-conventionally indirect 

level. Indirect speech acts are “cases in which one illocutionary act is performed 

indirectly by way of performing another” (Searle, 1975, p. 60). The three levels of 

response strategies were subcategorized into nine strategy types, which formed a scale 

of indirectness, from the most direct to the least direct. The speaker could minimize 

the degree of imposition by preferring an indirect strategy to a direct one on the basis 

of the scale of indirectness. Based on the previous taxonomy and the data collected, 

the strategy types used in the present study was modified with little revision defined 

in Blum-Kulka’s (1984) CCSARP. As shown in Table 3, the speech responses were 

classified into nine sub-categories and exemplified as follows: 

1. Direct Strategies 

It is the most explicit and is often realized by syntactic requests, such as 

imperatives or by other verbal acts named as a request, like performatives (Austin, 

1962) and hedged performatives (Fraser, 1985). 

(1) Mood derivable (MD) 
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Utterances express the illocutionary force explicitly and remarkably and are 

noticeable as the most direct. They are authoritative and are regarded as command, so 

that the hearer can easily understand what the speaker’s intention is. The type of 

mood derivable is usually manifested in imperatives. The examples are provided as 

follows: 

“Be on time and learn to be well-mannered.”  (S5-01: being late for class; NNEST) 

“Please give me your paper tomorrow, or you will be flunked.” 

(S1-12: assignment delay; NNEST) 

(2) Obligation statements (Obl.) 

The illocutionary force is directly derivable from the semantic meaning of the 

locution, which points out the hearer’s obligation or necessity to comply with what 

the speaker asks. The linguistic forms are have to, should, had better, and so on. The 

examples are as follows: 

“Jeff, you should take part in your group discussion.” 

(S10-10: activity participation; NNEST) 

“You need to turn your cell phone off during class.”     (S3-118: cell phone; NEST) 

(3) Want statements (Want) 

Utterances show the speaker’s intentions, desire or feeling toward the fact that the 

hearer does something. This can be realized by means of hedging devices, like modal 

verbs or verbs indicating intention, like want, wish, need, etc. For instance: 

“I don’t want anyone cheats by peeping at others’ test paper.”  

(S8-02: cheating; NNEST) 

“I don’t want to see cell phones in my class.”        (S3-114: cell phone; NNEST) 

2. Conventionally indirect strategies (CID)   

Conventional indirectness refers to the utterances that “have contextually 
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unambiguous meanings which are different from their literal meanings” (Searle, 1975, 

p. 60). Conventionally indirect strategies perform acts by using certain forms 

habitually. Blum-Kulka (1984) further pointed out procedures which realize the act by 

referring to ”contextual preconditions necessary” performance (p. 47), just as 

conventionalized in a given language. The speaker tried to strike a balance between 

the desire to give the hearer a request by being indirect and the want to go on record.   

(4) Suggestory formula (Sug.) 

Utterances contain suggestion or routine suggestive formulae to express the speaker’s 

illocution intention. The linguistic forms include How about...? or Why not…?, and 

such examples are presented in the following: 

“Meg, why don’t you speak English?”         (S6-21: speaking Chinese; NNEST) 

“Why not try something to challenge yourself?”    (S9-108: speech contest; NEST) 

(5) Query preparatory (Que.) 

Utterances contain references to preparatory conditions, such as willingness, 

permission, or possibility of the act being performed. They provide obstacle for 

listeners’ compliance and are regarded as conventionalized, like Would you…? and 

Can I…?. The examples are displayed as follows: 

 “Would you please speak English in class?”    (S6-17: speaking Chinese; NNEST) 

3. Non-conventionally indirect strategies (NCID) 

 The speech acts are shown not by fixed and conventionalized responses. They 

are open-ended and get realized by either reference to elements necessary for the 

implementation of the acts or dependence on contextual clues (Blum-Kulka, 1984). 

(6) Strong hints (SH) 

Utterances contain partial reference to objects or to elements needed for the 

implementation of the act, directly implying the act. There are no specific linguistic 
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forms. For example: 

“This is the only class where you get to speak English to your heart’s content, enjoy 

it guys!”                                 (S6-115: speaking Chinese; NEST) 

(7) Mild hints (MH) 

Utterances imply the act indirectly. There are no references or any of their 

elements to the intended request, but the intention can be interpreted through the 

context. This type also contains no specific linguistic form, as shown as follows: 

“Jeff, your partners are waiting for you; they need your help.”  

(S10-58: activity participation; NNEST) 

4. Others 

(8) Exclusion 

Utterances that can not be categorized into the above-mentioned seven types are 

included, like dealing with the situation after class or asking the homeroom teacher or 

the administrative office for help. 

(9) Acceptance (Acc.) 

Responses that accept the student’s behavior and make some reaction to show 

their acceptance are included.  

In this study, the collected responses were classified into four main strategies, 

including direct, conventionally indirect and non-conventionally indirect, and others. 

All of the utterances were categorized by these mutually exclusive strategies of 

directive speech acts in this study. Every response belonged to only one category.    

Furthermore, an English teacher in senior high school was the second rater to code 

20% of the data randomly selected from each group (Cohen, 1960). The interrater 

agreement coefficients were 85% and considered acceptable. 

Table 3 
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Main Strategies and Nine Strategy Types: Examples  

 Main Strategies  Strategy Types 

1. Mood derivable   

(e.g. Leave me alone.) 

2. Obligation statements  

(e.g. Madam, you’ll have to move your car.) 

Ⅰ. Direct 

3. Want statements  

(e.g. I really wish you’d stop bothering me.) 

4. Suggestory formula 

(e.g. Why don’t you get lost?) 

Ⅱ. 

Conventionally Indirect 

5. Query preparatory  

(e.g. Could you clean up the kitchen, please?) 

6. Strong hints 

(e.g. Will you be going home now? 

Intent: getting a lift home.) 

Least 

Indirect 

Ⅲ.  

Non-conventionally 

Indirect   

7. Mild hints   

(e.g. You’ve been busy here, haven’t you? 

Intent: getting the listener to clean the room.) 

8. Other than the above-mentioned categories. Most 

Indirect 

Ⅵ. Others 

9. Acceptance of the student’s behavior. 

                                     (Blum-Kulka et al., 1989, pp. 278-280) 
 

Data analysis. The data obtained from the questionnaire were analyzed 

quantitatively and qualitatively. The quantitative analysis included the results in DCT 

and SRQ. First, the responses of the DCT questionnaire were categorized into the 

above-mentioned four main strategies by counting their frequencies. Since the data 
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collected for this study were nominal, the X² test of homogeneity was employed to 

calculate frequency data and to explore significant variance. Second, the assessment 

of the perception of each situation in the SRQ questionnaire was conducted by means 

of independent-samples t-test with the statistic program, SPSS 12.0. It helped to 

determine whether the two groups’ ratings about the situations in the questionnaire 

were significantly different.  

Besides the quantitative analyses, the responses of both groups were qualitatively 

compared to examine whether the participants’ native culture influenced their 

performance of directive speech acts. Contrary to quantitative analysis which 

emphasized the head acts of the participants’ response, qualitative analysis focused on 

their use of supportive moves and small talk. The purpose of doing so was to find out 

whether different groups might employ substrategies differently although there was a 

similar statistical tendency to enact the same main strategies for their directive 

response behavior.  

By means of quantitative and qualitative analyses, this study could provide better 

understanding if nonnative and native English teachers had preferred norms of 

directive response behavior and how their performances might be influenced in 

diverse situations by their native cultural values.   


