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ABSTRACT

Pragmatics is inevitable to enhance communicatidis sSAmongst the elements of pragmatics, Speechig\the
prime requirement. Speech Acts are used every dmayddily interactions. To perform suitably, it is eds
everywhere- making requests, complaining, complimgnand so on. Factors affecting speech actsh@econtext in
which it is spoken, power, presupposition, maximgplicatures, politeness strategies, deferencesacihl distance of
the interlocutor. Along with the attainment of tlpeofessional degrees, it is indispensable to erthaspeech act
competence. This paper discusses the role of Q@uési Responding Technique on facilitation of Speec
Act Competence and the interpretation is made Imypawing the mean scores of speech acts competémogerimental
group with those of the conventional method groBpsults revealed that the questioning respondingnique is a

promising technique used in the Experimental Grdapsroom and it is a viable pedagogy in developp®ech acts.
KEYWORDS: Communication Skills, Pragmatics, Speech Acts andsfioning Responding Technique
INTRODUCTION

Pragmatics is the study of the use of communicdtwguage, more precisely, how a sentence is spwkan
context. It transmits the meaning of the utteralimguistically and contextually. Pragmatics skifiee required in every
sphere of life for communicating facts, ideas amb#ons. It is practiced in a variety of disciplénand covers wider areas
and language behavior in linguistics, philosophgt aaciology. It includes politeness strategiess®ppositions, maxims,
conversational implicatures and speech acts. Ithassipes how to minimise ambiguities in a sentencanoexpression

depending on the context, manner and social distandeference between the prolocutor and thenbste
Speech Acts

A speech act is a form of language usage ability in accordaioca context. It is the knowledge of the linguistic
resources. In linguistics, speech act means rejplgras speaker’'s intention and the effect it has aorlistener.
Speech Acts are the actions performed in sayingetang which can be ‘constative’ or ‘performativ@ustin 1962).
Later on, he replaced constative-performative teahigy into three different Levels- the locutionamt, the illocutionary
act, and the prelocutionary act. Though all threeels are necessary for the speaker to expresselfiicisarly to
the listener, but Speech act specifically inclutthesconcept of illocutionary act. It solves thel r@ad intended purpose of
using the speech acts. Austin introduced the cdnok@peech Act and illocutionary force as elemesftpragmatics
which were developed by Searle (1976).
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He has grouped the illocutionary speech acts i@ following divisions such as; assertive, diregtiv

commissive, expressive and declaration.
Techniques for Pragmatic Skill Enhancement

To enhance communication, knowledge of PragmatiksS& essential. And as stated earlier, Pragrataeds to
be consciously practiced. For practicing speech eettain techniques can be taken care duringdhduct of the class
like Listening Technique, Grammatical Competencenwrbal Cues, Empathy/ Emotional Cues, Questiofigxhnique,
Responding Technique, Observation and Feedback.thi&ke techniques help in the facilitation of Pratios but
Questioning and Responding Techniques are four teffective techniques which give ample chancdbkddearners to
communicate and practice. As in Pragmatics, Spdeth is an important component, therefore, in tQisestioning

Responding Technique can be used to enhance saeisch
Questioning Technique

Questioning Technique has always been an impodadtwidely used teaching technique where teachsks a
guestions; react to students’ outcomes- their gquestresponses, participation and retention; thesn monitor their non
verbal language. It is the illocutionary act thefers to the purpose a speaker intends to achietleei course of asking

guestions or probing answers. Different speechaetsised to convey different ideas in differentteats.

Bloom’s Taxonomy of Educational Objectives (Benjari956) has given us another insight about howst® u
and when to use questioning strategies in teachimger-order thinking often closed ended questions can use to consider
students’ knowledge and understanding. Atigher-order thinking often open ended questions can use to relateyzmal
explore, amalgamate and appraise. The questidagfmiques and their levels and purpose of theesponding content
are Probing Questions, Leading Questions, Replyagirestions, Refocusing Questions, Rhetorical Qurestnd Funnel

Questions.
Responding Technique

The Responding Technique also plays an importatd @ making the classroom learning effective and
interactive. This technique not only helps studeaatexpress his ideas, but also encourage themeakswhich in turn
improves their communication skills. The Respondieghniques are Reflective/ Interpretative Respofgece/ Disagree

Response, Analytic Response, Supporting/DeveloRegponse and Choral Response.

This finding is supported by Robitaille, Y.P & Maldado, N (2015) who explored teachers and evalsiator
perceptions regarding exemplary questioning andudion techniques. The findings of the study moinbut towards
those teachers who acknowledged successful teamimfiguestioning and discussion for developmenstudents through
education and experiences. Toyin. Jamic.E & Stliafl (2013) Showed that the taxonomy of questiom$ strategies
helped educators to form a wide range of questibasonly encourages the recall of important adeyrtheoretical and
technical knowledge but also requires learnerstestigate, evaluate and construct. Elise J.De HUH, & Marjorie B. P
(2004), Ramirez, M.A., Nunez-Oviedo, M.C., & Johfe@ent (2009). Found that questioning is a teachaufpnique
which helped students to process ideas for deeprstathding and expected positive outcomes in tefmke students’

participation, concentration and understandindgefdontents in the class.
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METHODOLOGY

This study is experimental in nature. It includege-Post Experimental Control Group Design.
The purpose of the study is to find the role of Qimming Responding technique on facilitation ofegh act competence.
The questioning responding techniques were adoptek teaching Educational Technology content. &jerare was

taken to incorporate speech acts in questionirandrfesponding.

This study was conducted in four phases. In phaseol co-educational training institutes were ramdochosen
where forty one Teacher Trainees of one institatechas an experimental group followed by the ofbiy one Teacher
Trainees of the other institute as a control grae test of Questioning Responding Speech ActrBnogexperimental
group and Control Group were conducted. SpeechCaatpetence Inventory was made by the investigitoe. care was
taken to involve five speech acts- compliment, ksamequests, suggestion and refusal. Routine @lassconducted for

Control group.

In the phase I, the Treatment, Individual worlcdrporated a series of speech act raising acsviitieeference to
analyzing concepts, exploring critical thoughts g@ndbing ideas through Questioning Responding Tiecienby face to
face mode. The conduction of the activities wasedonthe college hours incorporating the Educatidrechnology
content through Questioning Responding Techniquee Aandouts were given to each and every stugernsure full
participation. So that all teacher trainees sha@dising speech acts, while writing answers tagtiestions asked in the
handouts. The same topic of Educational Technol&ggtem Approach was taught to control group dismtreatment

was given to a control group.

In Phase lll, pair-work incorporating series ofidties using Educational Technology content, Caafiee
Learning and Language Laboratory through questgpmésponding technique was used. In this phasehé¢edrainees
studied educational technology content in pairagisive speech acts through questioning and respgridchnique. One
teacher trainee asking a question and other opemdag using speech acts and vice- versa. A sefipsoduction, giving
activities through handouts were assigned to thaesits to practice these speech acts through qoegfiand responding
technique while revising Educational technology teoh Through these activities, students implentenaéd the
knowledge acquired by them. Listening and speakikitis were enhanced in this phase. Same topicEdefcational
Technology, Cooperative Learning and Language Latboy were taught to control group but throughueetmethod. No

treatment was given to a control group. There weandinuation of routine class in the control group

In Phase IV questions related to Educational Teldyyo were asked from Experimental group through
questioning responding technique. The face to faoee was used. Then, once again the pair work wed go that
listening and speaking skills were thoroughly erdeaih Teacher trainers of the experimental grougwerided into pairs.
One teacher trainee in each pair was asking gqusstad the other was responding and vice versaléApractice was
given to the teacher trainees through a seriegadygtion, giving activities through questioningpending techniques
using Educational Technology content. There wa®mtiicuation of routine class in the control grouip.total 2280
minutes were taken to complete Questioning Respgn8peech Act Program. And then Post Test of batfefimental

and Control Group was conducted.

The objective was to compare the mean scores ethpacts competence of Experimental group withetodshe
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conventional method group. As mentioned earlieeesh act competence was measured through a Spegich A
Competence inventory. The data collected was aedlgtatistically using SPSS 16.0. The comparistwedmn the mean

scores of Post test Experimental group with thdsBast tests of Conventional method group is preeskin the table

given below:
Table 1: N=41
Source of .
Variance Df SS MSS F
EXPERIMENTAL 40 524.99 524.99 6.415
Group
CONTROL group 40 8284.33 8284.33 2.804

Sig. at 0.05 level

From Table 1, it can be seen that the F value gfeEmental SAP group is 6.415 which is significaht0.05
level with df=40. And F value of Control Group is8R4 with df=40. It indicates that F value of Thatal collected was
analysed statistically using SPSS 16.0. Experinigmtaup differ significantly from Conventional meith group when pre
speech act was considered as covariate. Furthenghe of post test SAP group is 75.46 which isi@mtly higher than
that of conventional method group whose mean sis0856.65. It may therefore be said that the SpefethProgramme

was found to be significantly superior to ConvendéibMethod in facilitating speech act of teachainiees.

CONCLUSIONS

Questioning Responding Technique resulted in tioditition of speech acts amongst teacher train8psech
Act Competence Programme proved to be an effeptivgram for the facilitation of speech acts wittpEsimental Group
as compared to Control Group. Therefore, teaclamees who were taught using questioning responidicignique and
were given opportunities for speech acts had erdthspeech act competence as they were given mpatapities to

respond to pattern and routinize phrases.
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