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EFL Pragmatics Teaching in the Norwegian VG1 Programme for
General Studies: Current Teacher Attitudes on the Development

of Pupils’ Pragmatic Competence



Abstract

This thesis investigates pragmatics’ current position in the first year of the Norwegian EFL
programme for upper secondary general studies classes. The aim was to ascertain whether
pragmatics is explicitly or implicitly taught, and whether the development of pupils’
pragmatic competence is seen as relevant among Norwegian EFL teachers. To this end, a
mixed-methods approach was used through a combination of interviews with ten teachers and
distribution of DCTs among 166 16-17-year-old Norwegian EFL learners. The teachers and
pupils were selected from five different upper secondary schools in Rogaland, Norway.
Inspired by existing pragmalinguistic research carried out by Brubaek (2012) and Norenberg
(2017), the current thesis and its results can be viewed as follow-up and support of their
argument for giving pragmatics and development of pragmatic competence explicit attention
in Norwegian EFL instructional settings.

None of the interviewed teachers reported paying explicit attention to developing
pragmatic competence in their lessons. The teachers also admitted that they were unfamiliar
with the linguistic terms pragmatics and pragmatic competence. A general perception was that
pragmatics receives little to no attention in Norwegian EFL classrooms. However, through
teaching formal compared to informal writing, the pupils are implicitly (and unconsciously)
introduced to pragmatics. Based on the interview data, other pragmatic issues, such as
conventions of politeness in L2, are largely disregarded.

Data from the DCTs demonstrated that that pupils rely on L1 request formulations in
L2. Native speakers of English tend to more frequently use negation and combinations of past
tense and past/present progressive aspects. Only a minor fraction of the participants
demonstrated native-like modification, and negation was counted only twice among the data.
Instead, pupils opted for simple ‘can I/you’-formulations and external modifications, such as
grounders.

The current study additionally means to contribute to and inspire further study on
pragmatics’ and its position in Norwegian EFL instructional settings. To this date, the amount
of research conducted on Norwegian pupils’ interlanguage pragmalinguistic performance is
considerably low compared to similar research carried out internationally. As such, more
research is needed to map the extent of possible lacking pragmatic competence in Norwegian

EFL classrooms.
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1 Introduction

The current study seeks to investigate how pragmatics and the development of pragmatic
competence in 16-17-year-old pupils are addressed in Norwegian English as a Foreign
Language (EFL) classrooms at the upper secondary level. It means to ascertain whether
pragmatics is taught implicitly or explicitly, in addition to seeking an assertion of Norwegian
EFL teachers’ current opinions on the relevance of developing pragmatic competence.
Pragmatic competence may be broadly understood as an awareness of how language use is
context-dependent, i.e. it varies between cultures, and that language must be adapted to the
needs of the situation (Norenberg 2017).

The current study makes use of interviews and discourse completion tasks (DCTs), the
latter being a form of language test developed to measure pragmalinguistic competence;
pupils are prompted to elicit requests in their target language (L2) based on situational
descriptions. The pupils’ responses are then viewed in combination with the teacher
interviews to ascertain pragmatics’ current position. Three research questions are addressed in

the current study:

1. How is pragmatic competence taught in Norwegian EFL classrooms in the
programme for general studies?
2. What are the teacher attitudes towards teaching pragmatic competence?

3. How do the pupils modify their L2 written requests?

Prior research conducted on EFL pupils’ pragmalinguistic competence have found that
pragmatics receives little to no direct, explicit attention in EFL contexts. Instead, lessons in
EFL focus on development of, for example, grammar and correct syntax (Amaya 2008).
There is significant international research on perceptions of pragmatics and its teaching in
other countries. By contrast, pragmatics research in Norway is lacking.

Among the key contributors of pragmatics research in Norway are e.g. Norenberg
(2017), Brubak (2012; 2013), Johansen (2008), Fretheim (2005) and Gray (2005). Fretheim
and Gray investigated how Norwegian politeness norms compare to other language contexts,
e.g. English. Norenberg, Brubak and Johansen focused on asserting Norwegian EFL pupils’
pragmatic competence, and pragmatics’ position. Their data revealed a need to make
pragmatics more explicitly addressed in Norwegian EFL instructional settings, as the pupils’
competence was found to be limited. Explained in brief, the pupils were unable to correctly
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adapt their language use to the needs of the situation, and their target language use was found
to be different from native speakers’ use of English.

English is increasingly used in Norwegian work places. This increased use stresses the
argument for a better developed pragmatic competence (LK06 2013). Other language users of
English have their own views and conventions of appropriate language use in different
contexts (Leech 2014). While it is unrealistic that Norwegian EFL pupils are familiarised with
appropriate language use in several other language contexts, the increased use of English and
exposure to other cultures in Norwegian work places suggests a need for the pupils to at least
be sensitive to and aware of cultural differences in appropriate language use. As the

Norwegian Knowledge Promotion Reform (LKO06) expresses:

To succeed in a world where English is used for international communication, it is
necessary to be able to use the English language and to have knowledge of how it is
used in different contexts. Thus, we need to develop a vocabulary and skills in using
the systems of the English language [...]

(LKO6: 1)

While syntactic knowledge is important, The Norwegian Knowledge Promotion Reform
recognises that successful communication hinges also on the learner’s ability to adapt his or
her language use. Failure to adapt one’s language, or a lack of understanding of other
cultures’ conventions of language use can have unintended consequences, such as conflicts,
embarrassment or misunderstandings (Kasper and Rose 2002). One example of a
misunderstanding due to a lack of understanding of cultural differences, and the

consequences, is presented by Suryoputro and Suyatno (2017):

After a two-hour walk around the monument, the tourist and the student had a rest at
one of coffee shops close to it. As soon as they sat down, the tourist asked, “You like
to have a drink™ to the student. “No, thanks,” the student replied. Due to the student’s
response, the tourist only ordered and enjoyed the drink for himself, while the student
wished he was offered again to have a drink. Why did the student say, “No, Thanks?”
This happens since in his culture, it is considered impolite to say “Yes” at first hand
when offered something to drink. By contrast, the tourist thought that the student
refused his offer.

(Suryoputro and Suyatno 2017: 53)



Globalisation, social media and online communication further enables Norwegian EFL
learners to communicate with native speakers directly (Norenberg 2017). Norwegians and the
Norwegian language (L1) were found by Gray (2005) and Fretheim (2005) to be relatively
cold compared to e.g. English. Short phrases, such as ‘kan du hjelpe meg?’ (‘can you help
me?’) are considered sufficiently polite in Norway, whereas they would not be considered
polite if used when speaking to a native speaker of English.

As exemplified by Suryoputro and Suyatno (2017) above, simple rituals such as
refusals, accepting and greeting can be completely opposite to what a language user is used to
in his or her native language (L1). In other words, there is a significant risk of Norwegians
being perceived as rude in written and oral communication, unless they are taught to be aware
of the differences in what is deemed as contextually appropriate in L2 (Norenberg 2017).

Chapter 2 outlines the theoretical framework of the current thesis through an assertion
of different definitions of pragmatics, and language concepts within pragmatics research such
as speech acts and implicature. Chapter 3 presents and describes the methodology for
answering the current study’s research questions, and the results are presented in chapter 4.
Combined with terms and theories from chapter 2, chapter 5 discusses and uses the results to
answer the three research questions presented above. Finally, chapter 6 concludes this thesis

through a summary of essential findings, and suggestions for further research.



2 Theoretical orientation

This chapter introduces the theoretical framework of the current thesis, through a definition of
some of the central terms and theories in pragmatics research. Following the publication of
Levinson’s Pragmatics (1983), pragmatics established itself as one of the core components of
linguistic theory, now far too wide to be covered by any one book (Huang 2014: 5) - a stark
contrast to how it was initially viewed and treated as the linguistic “[...] rag-bag into which
recalcitrant data could be conveniently stuffed” (Leech 1983: 1).

Because of the relatively narrow scope of the present study, the select few terms and
theories reflect but a small piece of an otherwise vast linguistic field with subjects both
influenced by and influencing disciplines outside of linguistic research, such as informatics,
neuroscience and sociology (Huang 2014: 1). Section 2.1 defines and elaborates the terms
pragmatics, speech acts and pragmatic competence. These terms are further discussed in
connection to politeness theory in section 2.2. Section 2.3, inspired by the research results of
Brubak (2012), Savic (2014) and Trosborg (1995), introduces the term pragmatic transfer and

its potential for disrupting or facilitating successful communication in a target language.

2.1 Pragmatics

There exists not one, but several possible definitions of pragmatics. One broad, general
definition gives some impression of the numerous potential focal points of pragmatics
(Levinson 1983: 5), stating that pragmatics “[...] is the study of language in use” (Huang
2014: 1). However, what kind of language, whether it is oral or written, and when, why and
by whom it is used, is not explained. While still vague and therefore difficult to employ to
answer the research questions of the current thesis, Leech (1983: 6) defines pragmatics
slightly more specifically as “[...] the study of meaning in relation to speech situations”.
Leech’s definition provides an example of how pragmatics differs from semantics, and why,
as e.g. Johansen (2008) argues, the two linguistic fields of semantics and pragmatics are often
kept separate.

A semantic definition of meaning may be understood as a set of expressions and
utterances that are mere abstractions isolated from actual language use in context (Leech
1983: 6), for example what the word ‘hello” means. From a pragmatic viewpoint, on the other

hand, meaning hinges upon its users rather than fixed rules, e.g. what did the person mean by
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saying ‘hello’? Was it a mere greeting, a warning, or an attempt at capturing someone’s
attention? Pragmatics, as opposed to semantics, is in other words more closely associated with
viewing language as action and performance instead of some non-interactive, rule-governed
system (Leech 1983: 21).

The speech situation referred to in Leech’s definition of pragmatics above contains
five elements for study: an addresser and addressee, a context, one or more goals, the
illocutionary act, and an utterance (Leech 1983: 15). Given that pragmatics research examines
meaning developed through concrete use of language, the studied language situation
necessarily contains an addresser and an addressee; someone speaking or writing, and a
recipient of the written or oral production. These two participants, the addresser and
addressee, are often simply referred to as a speaker and a hearer, interlocutors, or merely S
and H (Leech: 1983).

These interlocutors’ occurring speech situation is bound to a context, i.e. a specific
time and place, where the speaker has one or more goals in mind. For example, the speaker
wants to borrow a book from the hearer. This goal is reached through the illocutionary act,
also known as the illocution, or speech act (three terms that will be used interchangeably in
the current thesis), “the uttering of a linguistic expression whose function is not just to say
things but actively to do things or to perform acts as well” (Huang 2007: 284). Lastly, the
utterance, known also as the locution, is the actual spoken linguistic expression, the sentence
product, of the illocutionary act.

Returning to the example of the speaker’s goal above might help distinguish the
locution, the mouthing of words, from the illocutionary act: S wants to borrow a book from H,
and s/he asks: ‘may I borrow your book?’ The actual words produced by S and heard by H
form the locution (Searle 1974: 24), and locutions may be realised in a great number of ways,
for example ‘may I borrow your book’, ‘please lend me your book’, or ‘could I borrow that
which you read?” Though the formulations and word order may vary, the illocution remains a
request; the speaker’s goal is to borrow the hearer’s book.

Speech act theory is commonly attributed to Austin, whose framework is later
developed by his pupil, John R. Searle (Huang 2007: 93). Prior to the development of
Austin’s speech act theory, “[...] language was viewed as the giving and receiving of
information and the expressing of statements” (Johansen 2008: 9-10). What was
communicated could be judged to be either true or false, a notion today known as the

descriptive fallacy (Huang 2007: 94). This fallacy stems from a philosophy prevalent in the



1930s called logical positivism, a school of thought that viewed unverifiable statements (i.e.
anything but true or false information) as meaningless.

Austin challenged this philosophy, arguing that, during conversation, when a speaker
says something, s/he is at the same time performing an unfalsifiable action (Searle 1974: 22-

23). Huang (2007: 94) lists three examples of unfalsifiable utterances:

(1): Good morning!
(2): Is she a vegetarian?

(3): Put the car in the garage, please.

Looking at these three utterances, the greeting, question and request, Austin’s argument that
language is more than a question of truth-conditional assertion is made clear — after all, how
could someone claim that a e.g. the question is false? However, if the question instead had
been reformulated and employed as a statement, i.e. ‘she is a vegetarian’, it could be proven
true or false (Huang 2007).

Austin continues his argument against logical positivism by differentiating between
two primary types of utterances: performatives and constatives. A few examples of
performatives include commanding, requesting, apologizing, approving, promising and
arguing (Searle 1974: 23) such as ‘I demand that you come here’, ‘I promise to be there at
eight O’clock’, ‘sorry!” or ‘go away!’.

Constatives are on the other hand used to make assertions or statements (Huang 2007:
95), e.g. ‘the Norwegian king’s name is Harald’, ‘the earth is round’, or ‘Neil Armstrong was
the first man on the moon’. Moreover, these constatives appear to be line with the logical
positivists’ philosophy of falsification. This might have been the case during the inception of
Austin’s theory.

However, Austin later revised the concept of constatives after noting that the degree of
truth in any statement was often a rough approximation. For example, stating ‘the earth is
only more or less round’ is more correct than ‘the earth is round’ (Huang 2007: 101).
Moreover, he found that several constatives were, to some extent, performatives. Adding the
adverb ‘hereby’ to for example the assertion ‘Peter is tall’, i.e. ‘I hereby state that Peter is
tall’, changes the constative into an unfalsifiable type of performative despite how the
utterance is being used descriptively (Huang 2007: 96).

Performatives are further divided into two categories: explicit performatives and

implicit performatives (Huang 2007: 96). Explicit performatives are signalled by the
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utterance’s use of a performative verb, for example ‘to name’ in ‘I name this city Stavanger’,
and often in combination with the use of subject personal pronouns such as ‘I’, ‘you’, and
‘we’. Implicit performatives contain no performative verbs. Examples include, for example,
‘go, now!’, ‘I did not think we would be here for so long’, or ‘are you free next Tuesday?’.
The qualities of implicit performatives suggest that the meaning of illocutionary acts, or
performative utterances, is not always obvious to the hearer. As a result, the hearer must
interpret, and context analyse what is said to ascertain the meaning of the illocutionary act
(Blum-Kulka, House and Kasper 1989: 280).

The meaning, or goal of the illocutionary act, is called illocutionary force (Leech
1983: 15) and is indicated and interpreted by illocutionary force indicators (IFIDs); the
utterance’s stress, intonation, word order, verb tenses and employment of performative verbs
(Searle 1974: 30). A speaker’s employment of performative verbs is perhaps the most explicit
indicator of an illocutionary force, e.g. by stating ‘I request your aid’, or ‘I demand to see the
manager’. On the other end of the scale, the illocutionary force of saying e.g. ‘I need help
with this task’, may be realised less explicitly through implicit performatives (Huang 2007),
by uttering ‘this task is giving me a headache’.

Additionally, Searle (1974) argues that the context in which an illocutionary act is
performed will sometimes be enough to reveal the illocutionary force. One example might
involve a teacher asking the pupils in his or her class whether someone would like to read a
passage aloud from their textbook. Being familiar with the classroom context, the pupils
understand they are not just asked a polar yes-no question, but also to proceed to read a
passage.

In those instances where there is a clear link between the sentence type, e.g. a directive
as in ‘turn up the radio’s volume’ and the illocutionary force, the result is a direct speech act.
When there is no such link between the sentence type and illocutionary force, the result
becomes an indirect speech act (Huang 2007: 110), for example by using an interrogative, as
in ‘can you hand me the pencil?’. Direct and indirect speech acts are further outlined in
section 2.2.2.

Speech act theory, as presented by Searle (1974), Huang (2007) and Leech (1983) are
compiled in Crystal’s definition of pragmatics: “[...] the study of language from the point of
view of users, especially the choices they make, the constraints they encounter in using
language in social interaction and the effects their use of language has on other participants in

the act of communication” (2008: 379). This example elaborates Leech’s (1983) definition,



arguing that communication impacts both the speaker and the listener, and in what way
different strategies in different contexts shapes the meaning of different speech situations.

Crystal’s (2008) additional emphasis on the effects of language use introduces the
term perlocutionary effect, sometimes called the uptake (Cohen 2010: 6); the consequences or
effects of an utterance on the addressee (Levinson 1983: 237). The perlocutionary effect of
uttering ‘it is a bit chilly in here’, might be that someone turns on an oven or shuts an open
window. Searle provides some other examples. For example, by arguing, one may persuade
another to do something, or by uttering a warning, the hearer’s reaction is to be alarmed
(1974: 25). This effect, according to Austin, constitutes the final element of performing a
speech act (Huang 2007: 102). Summarized, the three components of a speech act (Huang
2007: 102); the locution, illocutionary act and perlocutionary effect demonstrates how, in
short, pragmatics becomes “[...] the study of people’s comprehension and production of
linguistic action in context” (Kasper and Blum-Kulka 1993: 3).

The comprehension and production of linguistic action in context is problematized by
an important point: several speech acts are situated, i.e. bound to specific contexts. Not all
speech acts are directly transferable between cultures and communities (Huang 2007: 119).
Such differences in cultural patterns of speech act production may be studied through a cross-
cultural lens (e.g. Blum-Kulka, House, and Kasper 1989), by for example looking at
apologetic performative utterances in English compared to Danish.

Other studies conducted by e.g. Brubaek (2012) and Trosborg (1995), found that
learners of a target language perform speech acts in the target language that differ from those
performed by the native speakers of that specific target language — and the learner’s speech
acts may have unintended perlocutionary effects. This examination of learners of a second
language is known as interlanguage research, where interlanguage is the English produced by
e.g. a Norwegian learner of English. Interlanguage may further be understood as the learner’s
current stage on a ladder to higher language competence (Huang 2007: 125).

Given that speech act patterns are sometimes situated, there must also exist certain
conventions, or social norms, determining the appropriateness or correctness of any speech
act (Searle 1974: 45). For instance, an American might greet a Norwegian learner of English
with a casual ‘how are you?’, which the Norwegian then interprets as an inquiry into his or
her well-being. The Norwegian therefore initiates a lengthy elaboration of how terrible the
week has been, and how much s/he resents someone. The American, on the other hand, had
only the intention of greeting the other person, but is instead stuck in an awkward situation
(Rokaas 2000).



How the different speech acts are produced and understood rely on both the speaker
and the hearer’s pragmatic competence, broadly defined as the appropriate use of language in
different social contexts (Taguchi 2009: 1). Pragmatic competence may be divided into two
components: illocutionary and sociolinguistic competence (Bachman 1990). lllocutionary
competence is an individual’s knowledge of the correct way to perform certain language
functions (Bachman 1990: 90) e.g. knowledge of the correct way to make a request, an
apology or a demand as well as the number of ways in which they may be realised.

The sociolinguistic competence is the individual’s ability to perform these language
functions in a way that is appropriate to the current context s/he is in (Bachman 1990: 94),
which might involve realizing a request instead of a demand when needing help from
someone whose social status is perceived to be above the speaker’s. For example, an
employee of a company wants a raise, but must first determine the correct speech act. Then
s/he must decide whether it is a good idea to execute it — after all, the boss’ impression of the
employee is at stake.

The importance of developing one’s pragmatic competence further becomes clear
based on Levinson’s (1983: 17) argument on how there are sometimes differences between
speaker-meaning and sentence-meaning; how quickly misunderstandings arise from the
production of inferences. These inferences are known as the notion of conversational
implicature. Conversational implicature (or: implicature) is a notion suggesting it is possible
to “[...] to mean (in some general sense) more than what is actually ‘said’” (Levinson 1983:
97). While demonstrating implicature, pragmatics’ separation from semantics is additionally

made clearer by following Levinson’s (1983: 97) example:

A: Can you tell me the time?

B: Well, the milkman has come

The semantic and literal explanation of the two phrases above indicate that A only asks if B
has the ability to tell A the time. A semantic interpretation of B’s utterance is that the
milkman arrived at some point before A and B’s conversation. However, a pragmatic
interpretation of the two utterances provides more details: A also wants B to actually tell A
the time (if B knows it), and even if B does not know what time it is, A might be able to
deduce the hour based on the information that the milkman has arrived (Levinson 1983: 98).
Furthermore, B’s use of the discourse particle ‘well” (Crystal 2008: 379) is through the

pragmatic lens understood to serve as an indication that a speaker does not possess the full
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information that A requires (Levinson 1983: 162), something the literal, semantic
interpretation cannot convey.

Consider another example: A, the speaker, utters ‘this movie rocks’ ironically and
intends to convey A’s boredom to B, in hope of changing the movie or stopping its screening,
despite how, semantically, the literal interpretation of the utterance states the contrary.
Additionally, by angrily uttering ‘good day’ A’s intention is to signal that A has had enough
of B’s presence. The uptake, or perlocutionary effect of such an utterance may be
unproblematic when engaged with those familiar with the conventions for use of those
phrases — B leaves. However, as Cohen (2010) argues, problems are nevertheless quick to
arise. If B is, for example, of young age, or an EFL pupil at a low interlanguage level, B
might not understand what A’s utterance infers, which will in turn only frustrate and further
anger A (Cohen 2010: 6).

Levinson (1983) points to Grice’s (1975) theory of the co-operative principle to
provide an example of the language mechanisms behind implicature. Grice’s co-operative
principle expresses: “make your contribution such as is required, at the stage at which it
occurs, by the accepted purpose or direction of the talk exchange in which you are engaged”
(1975: 45). This principle is comprised from a set of four maxims: quantity, quality, relation
and manner (see e.g. Huang 2007 for a simplified version or Grice 1975 for a detailed account
of these maxims).

Explained in short, these maxims claim that interlocutors must unambiguously speak
the truth, in a way the other person understands, without providing more information than
what is relevant and necessary to co-operate in maintaining successful communication
(Levinson 1983: 102). While this is perhaps unrealistic in most language situations, people
nevertheless adhere to this principle to some degree during conversation.

The adherence to this principle is demonstrated by examining the previously presented
example of A asking B for the time. B fails to provide an unambiguous and sufficiently clear
answer according to Grice’s principle. However, “inferences arise to preserve the assumption
of co-operation” (Levinson 1983: 102), both interlocutors either consciously or unconsciously
draw inferences from each other’s statements to understand what is conveyed, thereby co-
operating to ensure effective communication. Huang provides an example of how this
principle helps interlocutors understand irony: To adhere to the co-operative principle when a
speaker says something the hearer knows is inherently false, the hearer assumes the speaker’s

utterance is contrary to what is meant (Huang 2007: 30).
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However, as Cohen (2010) argues, there are occasions where interlocutors fail to
uphold effective communication. If implicature has such a potential for misunderstandings
and conflict, why do language users embroider their utterances with ambiguity and veiled
intentions? As Huang (2007: 115) suggests, one possible “[...] answer is that the use of
indirect speech acts is in general associated with politeness [...] the more indirect a speech
act, the more polite”. In other words, the inherent indirectness of implicature is the result of
the interlocutors’ attempts at sounding polite while adhering to the co-operative principle.

A similar argument is made by Johansen: “[Politeness] can be seen as a way of
explaining the need for indirectness” (2008: 21). Consequently, the development of pragmatic
competence among learners of a target language is concerned with the learner’s ability to
draw information from inferences in a target language, and politeness issues; the realisation of
contextually appropriate and lexically functional speech acts, which will be explored in the

following section below.

2.2 Politeness theory

While pragmatics is already a sizeable branch of linguistics, its connections to politeness is, as
Huang (2007: 115) states, covered by an extensive amount of literature. This sentiment is
supported by Leech, who argues that it is “virtually impossible” for a single book to cover all
topics on politeness (2014: ix). The following section will cover those theories presented by
e.g. Huang (2007) and Kasper and Rose (2002), who count these among the most central and
influential theories on the topic of politeness. However, there are consequently other
potentially relevant terms and theories that are excluded from the current thesis. The covered
theories will include a brief assertion of important criticisms, followed by a reasoning for

why, despite the criticism, the theories are considered relevant and applicable.

2.2.1 Leech’s politeness principle and Goffman’s concept of ‘face’

Grice’s co-operative principle (henceforth abbreviated CP) and conversational implicature
cannot, according to Leech (1983: 80), by themselves account for indirectness in
conversation, nor the relation between what is meant and what is said. Leech introduces the
politeness principle (PP) to address this issue. PP may be understood as an argument that

different speech situations call for certain kinds and degrees of politeness. Leech demonstrates
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this argument by pointing to four general functions of illocutionary acts: competitive,
convivial, collaborative and conflictive (1983: 104). These four functions are based on to
what extent they establish and maintain comity during discourse. The final two functions are
those least associated with politeness and maintaining comity and will therefore only be
covered in brief.

Collaborative illocutionary functions involve e.g. neutral assertions and reports,
whereas conflictive illocutionary functions are inherently impolite and meant to cause
offense, involving threats and reprimands (Leech 1983: 104). Collaborative and conflictive
illocutionary functions are therefore rarely connected with indirectness in conversation. The
competitive illocutionary functions are associated with e.g. making requests and giving
commands, while convivial illocutionary functions are “intrinsically courteous” (Leech 1983:
105), speech acts involving giving praise, thanking or greeting someone. Among the four
functions, the competitive functions call for a greater need of indirectness and politeness
(Leech 1983).

As cross-cultural and interlanguage research as shown (e.g. Félix-Brasdefer 2012 and
Taguchi 2009), views on politeness is a matter of individual, subjective opinions and societal
norms; “[...] what is polite with respects to [H] or some third party will be impolite with
respect to [S], and vice versa” (Leech 1983: 107). Without dismissing the role of societal
norms, indirect illocutionary acts are generally viewed as being more polite than direct
illocutionary acts (Huang 2007: 118).

A part of the reason for viewing indirect illocutions (indirectness+) as more polite
(politeness+) stems from the reduction of their illocutionary force, and therefore an increase
in the hearer’s optionality (Leech 1983: 108). Consider the following request examples

belonging to Leech’s competitive illocutionary functions:

(1): Open the door
(2): Can you open the door?
(3): Could you possibly open the door?

Based on the logic of indirectness+ = politeness+, the third option will in most situations be
viewed as most polite in realisations of competitive illocutionary functions (Leech 1983: 108),
since the implicature, the inferred meaning, is different from what is said. This allows for the

utterance to be interpreted in more than one way.
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However, there are two additional factors which contribute to the degree of and need
for politeness: the cost-benefit scale (Leech 1983: 107) and the degree of interactivity
between the interlocutors. If the request is to the speaker’s benefit, the request is generally
considered less polite than if it is to the hearer’s benefit. To adhere to Leech’s PP (1983: 132),
S must seek to minimize the cost and maximise the benefit to H, while simultaneously
maximizing cost and minimizing benefit to S. For example, ‘please help yourself to another
cookie’ is considered to be more polite than ‘please hand me another cookie’, because the
former benefits the hearer, despite how both requests call for some form of action from the
hearer.

The degree of interactivity varies between types of discourse. For example, a professor
sharing information with students is less interactive than ordinary conversations between two
people, where S and H take turns between acting as the speaker or hearer (Trosborg 1995: 31).
This interactivity sometimes leads to unexpected and paradoxical pragmatic situations,
situations which Leech calls a “[...] comedy of inaction” (1983: 112).

Such a paradox may be demonstrated by returning to the example given above, where
S asks H to open the door. Imagine that H simultaneously wants S to open the door, i.e. H
issues the same request as S. The hypothetical consequence is two people both wanting the
other person to open the door. However, in order to reduce the cost to the other, both proceed
to attempt to open the door at the same time, which results in a deadlocked situation, or a tug
of war, where neither succeeds in being polite.

At the heart of the interlocutors’ adherence to both PP and CP lies Goffman’s concept
of face, the “[...] positive social value a person effectively claims for himself by the line
others assume he has taken during a particular contact [...] an image others may share [...]”
(1967: 5). Huang summarizes this definition as a person’s self-esteem (2007: 116), and this
self-esteem is at risk during face-to-face interactions with other people.

Goffman studies these face-to-face encounters as expressions of cultural rituals; the
types of activities in which participants of a society engage in during daily activities. All
participants engaged in some form of cultural ritual, e.g. everyday conversation, run the risk
of having their self-esteem, or face, damaged. If the discourse sustains the interlocutors’ face,
e.g. by falling into the same category as Leech’s neutral collaborative illocutionary functions
or convivial illocutionary functions, there is little risk of conflict (Goffman 1967). The
conflictive illocutionary functions are perhaps the most obvious examples of potential for
inflicting damage to H’s face, since e.g. being offended will likely result in a harmed self-
image and negative feelings.
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Solving politeness issues is concerned with observing H’s reactions and self-image as
a means to maintain effective communication (Leech 1983: 133). Leech later calls this
observance of H’s reactions as a form of altruism: without observing the face of those
engaged in conversation, the act of communication would effectively break apart (2014: 23).
Consequently, the participants of conversation adhere to the others’ face either consciously or
un-consciously to achieve their own goals (Goffman 1967: 29), becoming what Johansen
(2008: 22) calls ‘social operators’ — interlocutors who through use of language ensure social
stability.

Leech’s PP has received a fair deal of criticism. The criticism of PP was concerned
with the treatment of politeness as a set of absolute values, based on how Leech (1983) argued
for a step-by-step increase in politeness utterances, culminating in a most polite utterance. For
example, ‘thank you very much’ is more polite than ‘thank you’. However, Leech later
revised his theory, stating that “[...] there is no such thing as a polite utterance out of its
context” (Leech 2014: 15) — the context is what determines the appropriateness of an
utterance. Consider this example: the utterance ‘thank you very much’ is further embroidered
by saying ‘thank you so, very, very, very much’. In certain circumstances, the latter utterance

could be considered too polite or servile (Leech 2014: 17). Consider another example:

A: I am afraid you will have to wait in line.

B: Thank you very much!

Drawn from the theory of absolute politeness, B is being polite towards A. However, with
Leech’s (2014) revision, B’s utterance can be considered both sarcastic and impolite. The
implicature of B’s utterance is that B is impatient and therefore bothered by being asked by A
to wait, which with appliance of IFIDs would be further indicated by the stress and intonation
of the utterance (Searle 1974). Instead of a most polite utterance, Leech admitted politeness
may be viewed as a continuum, resulting in degrees of politeness, rather than absolute

politeness.

2.2.2 Brown and Levinson’s FTA theory

Brown and Levinson (1987) developed Goffman’s concept of face, creating one of the most
commonly applied and influential politeness theories in pragmatics research (Huang 2007:
116; Savic 2014: 20). Srisuruk (2011) applied Brown and Levinson’s (1987) politeness theory
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in a similar study to the current thesis, when investigating pragmatic competence in Thai
speakers of English. Koike (1989) utilized elements of the politeness theory to explain
development of interlanguage speech act patterns in North-American adult learners of Spanish
as L2.

Face, according to Brown and Levinson (1987), is comprised of two halves: positive
face and negative face. Positive face refers to an individual’s self-esteem, his or her desire to
be liked, approved of, and recognised as competent and valuable. Negative face, on the other
hand, refers to an individual’s right to freedom of action, and to not be hindered or imposed
on by someone else (Huang 2007: 116). Brown and Levinson named these desires face wants
(1987: 62).

During conversation, every utterance potentially risks harming or maintaining the
faces wants of the interlocutors (Brown and Levinson 1987). Consider an example where A
asks B for a lift into town. A asking B for a lift into town is a threat to B’s negative face, since
the request is contrary to B’s desire to be unimpeded. B, who is bothered by A’s request,
responds with a verbal insult, calling A by a derogatory term, e.g. lazy. B’s response is thus a
threat to A’s positive face, since A’s perception of him- or herself is damaged.

As Goffman (1967) argued, interlocutors are interested in preserving each other’s
faces —and S will therefore seek to avoid damaging H’s face. However, like the example
above suggests, there are situations where the interlocutors do not intend to avoid damage to
H’s face, or where such damage is unavoidable. Brown and Levinson saw that certain acts
carried out in conversations are intrinsically face-threatening, i.e. always representing a threat
to either the other’s positive or negative face. Face-threatening acts (FT As) that demand some
action from H, such as requests, reminders, suggestions and threats intrinsically damage H’s
negative face (Brown and Levinson 1987: 65-66). FT As involving criticisms, insults,
disagreements, complaints will intrinsically threaten H’s positive face (Brown and Levinson
1987: 66).

Whether and how S carries out an FTA relies on three key factors: the social distance
(D) between S and H, the relative power (P) between S and H, and the degree of the FTAs
imposition (R) (Brown and Levinson 1987: 74). These values are not absolutes. D, P and R
are based solely on how the interlocutors mutually determine them, rather than being
determined by “[...] sociologists’ ratings of actual power, distance, etc. [...]” (Brown and
Levinson 1987: 74).

The weightiness (W) of an FTA (x) may be better demonstrated using Brown and
Levinson’s FTA formula: Wy =D (S, H) + P (H, S) + Rx (1987: 76). These factors are
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measured on a scale from 1 to n, where n is “[...] some small number” (Brown and Levinson
1987: 76). If the summative value of these factors is mutually determined by the interlocutors
to be high, there is a low chance that the FTA will be carried out, and vice versa if the
summative value is determined to be low. In other words, the summative value will determine
the effort required, or the face-work needed, to preserve H’s face.

Brown and Levinson (1987) presents five strategies for doing an FTA, based on the
estimated risk of face loss. S’s first choice is whether to do the FTA. If Wy is high, S may
instead choose not to do the FTA. If S goes through with the FTA, S has two choices:
realising the FT A on record or off record. Doing the FTA off record involves doing it
indirectly (Huang 2007: 118), to the extent where the intent is not immediately apparent from
the locution.

A high degree of implicature (Levinson 1983) serves as one example of an off record
FTA: S drops a hint which infers S’s goal to borrow money from H. For instance, S utters ‘I
am a little tight on cash these days’. However, the meaning of the utterance may be
negotiated, since there is “[...] more than one unambiguously attributable intention” (Brown
and Levinson 1987: 69), and S therefore has a way to remove the face-threat to H’s face if H
is offended or bothered by the inferred request.

When an FTA is done on record, there is no unambiguous intention behind e.g. a
request; H knows S needs something from H, which is made clear from the locution, for
instance by uttering “I need to borrow some money from you.” Furthermore, when doing the
FTA on record, it is either done baldly (without redressive action) or with redressive action.
Baldly realising an FTA “[...] involves doing it in the most direct, clear, unambiguous and
concise way possible [...]” (Brown and Levinson 1987: 69), for example uttering ‘come
here!” instead of ‘could you please come here?’

While bald FTA strategies adhere to Grice’s (1975) CP by communicating S’s intent
in a clear manner, they potentially violate Leech’s (1983) PP if the conversation context
warrants a certain degree of politeness, for instance when making a request. For example, if S
and H are not friends, and H’s relative power is above S’s, S should instead choose to carry
out the FTA with redressive action, even in those cases where the degree of imposition is

mutually considered low. Brown and Levinson describe redressive action thusly:

By redressive action we mean action that ‘gives face’ to the addressee, that is, that
attempts to counteract the potential face damage of the FTA by doing it in such a way,

or with such modifications or additions, that indicate clearly that no such face threat is
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intended or desired, and that S in general recognizes H’s face wants and himself wants
them to be achieved.
(Brown and Levinson 1987: 69-70)

If H’s negative face is threatened, the situation warrants negative politeness, usually involving
showing deference and apologizing for the imposition caused by S’s speech act. On the other
hand, if H’s positive face is threatened, S may instead choose to emphasize H’s good
qualities, that they are equal in terms of social standing and rank, or e.g. through a reassurance
of how much S likes H (Huang 2007: 116).

However, as Brown and Levinson state, “[t]there is a natural tension in negative
politeness [...] between (a) the desire to go on record as a prerequisite [...] to pay face, and
(b) the desire to go off record to avoid imposing” (1987: 70). As a result, FTAs involving
requests and impacting H’s negative face usually involve conventionalized indirectness;
indirect utterances that have been conventionalized within a culture or between two
interlocutors, and no longer have off record or alternative interpretations. For example,
requests such as ‘can you give me the time?” or ‘can you give me a hand?’ This phrasing
shows that S is aware of H’s face wants, and wants to see them maintained to some degree
(Brown and Levinson 1987: 71).

While Brown and Levinson’s (1987) FTA theory is commonly used, it is
simultaneously a victim of criticism. The chief criticism concerns its apparent universality.
Brown and Levinson (1987) claim their FTA framework is applicable in all cultures, even if
different cultures attribute different emphasis to the variables D, P and R. However, this
argument demonstrates a western bias, and that FTA theory’s emphasis on individual factors
neglects how other cultures are more concerned with preservation of a collective face (Huang
2007: 119). Furthermore, Taguchi (2009) states that Japanese speakers are not only focused
on preserving face, but honorifics as well, i.e. understood as S’s social standing. This social
standing is what determines S’s request repertoire, and the appropriate use of e.g. request
strategies rather than an emphasis on maintaining H’s face.

Despite the western bias, Brown and Levinson’s (1987) FTA theory provides a helpful
framework for examining pragmatic competence in learners of a target language. For
example, Trosborg (1995) argues that EFL learners’ move towards use of conventional
indirectness demonstrates increased pragmatic competence. Johansen (2008) found the
concept of face and FTA framework useful when comparing gratitude expressions of

Norwegian EFL learners to native speakers of English, demonstrating differences in their
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choice of strategies. Savic (2014) similarly and more recently employs FTA theory to
demonstrate differences in e.g. patterns of request strategies between native speakers of

English and Serbian EFL learners.

2.3 Pragmatic competence: acquisition, transfer and development

Alasadi (2012) argues that EFL learners who demonstrate highly developed skills in e.g.
grammar, syntax or phonology, do not necessarily possess equally developed pragmatic skills.
Despite performing speech acts which are grammatically and phonetically correct and
understood, EFL learners with underdeveloped pragmatic competence will often come across
as rude, abrupt or unfeeling to native speakers (Alasadi 2012: 26). Consequently, Alasadi
(2012) and other linguistic researchers (e.g. Rajabia, Azizifara and Gowhary 2015, Brubak
2012 and Deda 2013) call for increased focus on explicit instruction of L2 pragmatics and
developing EFL learners’ pragmatic competence.

However, the teachability of pragmatic competence has been questioned. One issue
stems from a simplification of the concept of culture in speech situations. This issue echoes
the criticism of Brown and Levinson’s (1987) western biased FTA theory, in “[...] that
culture is a homogeneous construct [...] all speakers who belong to the same culture adhere to
the same ‘norm’ [...]” (Lenchuk and Ahmed 2014: 85).

In other words, the EFL learners’ sociolinguistic competence is a result of instruction
based on behaviour thought to apply to all native speakers of a target language. A pedagogical
approach therefore risks neglecting variables such as age, social background, occupation, or
how minorities in L2 contexts weigh the face threat of various speech acts (Lenchuk and
Ahmed 2014).

Another issue arises from an objection to the idea pragmatic competence can be
developed within the artificial setting of an EFL classroom. Lenchuk and Ahmed (2014)
argue that pragmatics cannot be taught in the same mechanical way as e.g. grammar. Rather
than repeating and internalizing a toolset of correct L2 speech acts, attention should be placed
on teaching “cultural awareness” (Lenchuk and Ahmed 2014: 85). This cultural awareness is
argued to make EFL learners more aware of how contextual factors make certain speech acts
appropriate. In turn, an understanding of the concepts of why something is correct will

increase a learner’s pragmatic fluency at a quicker rate than knowing of correct phrases.
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To adhere to teaching cultural awareness, pragmatic instruction might focus on
making EFL learners familiar with a range of illocutions, together with examples of some of
these illocutions’ implementation in different social contexts (Deda 2013). For example,
instructors can choose to show examples of conversations and illocutions carried out within
different age groups. Moreover, the instructor may then point to how two different age groups
have opposing views on what constitutes an appropriate speech act, i.e. how a specific speech
act can be considered appropriate within one context, and inappropriate within another,
despite how both groups are native speakers.

Kasper (1997) argues that an EFL learner’s pragmatic competence is, to some extent,
developed by natural exposure to the target language, such by observing implicature in
everyday conversation. However, Kasper maintains, like Lenchuk and Ahmed (2014), that
explicit instruction nevertheless raises the learners’ awareness — thus making them more
conscious decision makers, sensitive to how different contexts call for different speech act
realisations.

Trosborg (1995) and Woodfield (2012) help present the relevance of conscious use of
L2 pragmatics. They argue that EFL users of a target language demonstrate a tendency to
transfer their knowledge of appropriate speech acts from their L1 to L2. For example, English
native speakers more frequently modify their speech acts with past tense verbs, and negation,
e.g. ‘you wouldn’t be willing to lend me a hand’, whereas an EFL learners typically stick to
the simple present tense without negation (Woodfield 2012), e.g. ‘can you lend me a hand'?”.

The transfer of politeness norms from L1 to L2 will sometimes result in what Leech
(1983: 231) calls pragmatic failure. However, transfer will not always result in unsuccessful
communication. Negative transfer occurs when an EFL learner transfers his or her knowledge
of e.g. a correct request in L1 to L2, and the native speaker deems the speech act
inappropriate. Positive transfer occurs where the EFL learner transfers “[...] elements which
are similar in the two languages [...]” (Trosborg 1995: 466), and which results in what is
deemed polite by the native speaker. This transfer sometimes occurs unconsciously, however
making learners consciously aware of similarities between e.g. L1 and L2 apology patterns
will help speed their pragmatic development.

For example, Kasper (1997) points to how there are similarities between e.g. the
modal verb ‘could’ in Danish and English, which is also the case in Norwegian. ‘Kunne du
hjelpe meg’ directly translates to ‘could you help me’, i.e. the correct L1 form may be
successfully transferred to an L2 context, at least to some degree if the interlocutors are close
and the weightiness of the FTA is mutually assumed to be low. This provides a small shortcut
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for learning L2 pragmatics. Additionally, in line with Lenchuk and Ahmed’s (2014) emphasis

on cultural awareness, the instructor may point to why certain speech acts are transferable.
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3 Methodology

The present chapter presents and describes the applied methods, materials, research
participants, data collection procedures, and data analysis tools used to answer the thesis’
research questions: “How is pragmatic competence taught in Norwegian EFL classrooms in
the programme for general studies”, “what are the teacher attitudes towards teaching
pragmatic competence”, and “how do pupils modify their L2 requests?”. Additionally, it
addresses some of the project’s ethical considerations and potential issues concerning validity

and reliability.

3.1 Exploratory research

Any research conducted on interlanguage pragmatic performance is either longitudinal, cross-
sectional, or a single-moment study (Kasper and Rose 2002). A longitudinal study may be
roughly described as “[...] the observation of the same participant(s) over an extended
period”, for example following the development and use of different reading strategies in a
group of school children over the course of a school year. A cross-sectional study involves
data-collection from “[...] two (or more) cross-sections of a sample, based, for instance, on
differences in level of proficiency in the target language” (Kasper and Rose 2002: 75-76).

The single-moment study is different from the cross-section study in that it does not
“collect and compare data from learners at various levels of proficiency” (Kasper and Rose
2002: 79). Lastly, as opposed to a longitudinal study, the participants of a cross-sectional and
single-moment study participate only once, which leaves out observation of how e.g.
pragmatic competence among a group of pupils develops over time.

The present study may be described as a single-moment study combining both
qualitative and quantitative research methods. It may be further defined as exploratory
research (Perry 2005: 72); a type or research where the goal is to gain an understanding of
some phenomenon, rather than proving or refuting an existing hypothesis (Perry 2005: 80). A
chief distinction between qualitative and quantitative research methods is that quantitative
research typically involves generalizing findings from selected samples to a larger population,
represented by numbers and statistical figures. For example, the research might involve an
inquiry of how many novels pupils at a certain age read per year. With qualitative research,

the purpose is to uncover new information from a smaller and information-rich sample,
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represented by detailed, verbal descriptions (Perry 2005: 75) drawn from patterns in the
collected raw data (Seliger and Shohamy 1989: 122). For example, such research might
explore factors which motivate and/or hinder autonomous learning in pupils at a lower
secondary school. A population may be understood as those whom the research is about, for
instance all English teachers in upper secondary school, whereas a sample is the group of
people who are actually examined (D&rnyei 2003: 70), e.g. a handful of English teachers from
different upper secondary schools in Norway.

Qualitative and quantitative research tradi