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Introduction

Research has repeatedly proven that even proficient speakers of English often lack
the pragmatic competence that would match their high grammatical competence (Bardovi-
Harlig & Hartford, 1990, 1993; Eisenstein & Bodman, 1986; Hartford & Bardovi-Harlig,
1992b; Omar, 1992b). These speakers are not aware of the social, cultural and discourse
conventions that have to be followed in various situations (Bardovi-Harlig, 1999a). It has
also been investigated how the lack of availability and salience of input contributes to the
disparity between grammatical and pragmatic competence (Kasper, 2001a).

My professional experience has also reflected these observations. I have had the
opportunity to teach both in the English as a Foreign Language (EFL) context of Hungary
and the English as a Second Language (ESL) context of the United States of America. In
both learning environments I have observed miscommunications and communication
breakdowns in and outside the classroom. The reason for these was not insufficient
linguistic competence, but the lack of awareness of the pragmatic rules of the target
language. These students, advanced as they may have been, often committed pragmatic
errors and failed to recognize their seriousness. This problem is especially crucial in the
foreign language context, as EFL students tend to evaluate pragmatic violations less serious
than grammatical errors (Bardovi-Harlig & Dornyei, 1998). It is therefore essential that
students be made aware of pragmatic violations and the dangers of appearing rude or
insulting in interactions.

One of the most thought-provoking questions of Interlanguage Pragmatics (ILP)

literature has been the teachability of pragmatic competence, or more specifically, whether



pedagogical intervention in pragmatics results in better awareness and performance than
simple exposure to the target language and how the appropriate usage of speech acts can
explicitly or implicitly be taught to students. This question has inspired a number of
research projects in recent years (e.g., Bardovi-Harlig & Griffin, 2005; House, 1996;
Martinez-Flor & Fukuya, 2005; Overstreet & Yule, 1999; Rose, 2005). All studies carried
out in this area conclude that learners who received instruction in an area of pragmatics
outperformed those who did not (e.g., Kasper, 2001b; Koike & Pearson, 2005; Lam &
Wong, 2000; Takahashi, 2005b).

The aim of my dissertation is to explore the teachability of pragmatic competence in
the Hungarian EFL context, focusing on how to open and close conversations. For this
reason, | designed four main lines of investigation. First, in order to provide a background
to pragmatics instruction in the Hungarian EFL classroom, I examine how two EFL
coursebook series present openings and closings. Second, the main line of investigation
focuses on the effects of a five-week pragmatic treatment program on students’ pragmatic
awareness and speech act production. This quasi-experiment was conducted involving 92
secondary school students in Hungary. I analyze the data both from a quantitative and a
qualitative perspective. Third, I investigate the relationship between pragmatic competence
and foreign language proficiency, namely the effect students’ proficiency has on their
production of openings and closings, as well as how this situation changes after the
pragmatic treatment program. Fourth, I conducted a follow-up study in order to look into
students’ and teachers’ attitudes to the treatment and pragmatic competence in general.

Openings and closings were chosen for the investigation for two main reasons. First

of all, research concludes that openings and closings have a significant role in



conversations. Furthermore, they are built on subtle rules and therefore are very delicate
matter even for native speakers (Button, 1987; Grant & Starks, 2001; Levinson, 1983;
Richards & Schmidt, 1983). Secondly, because of the differences between English and
Hungarian, these speech acts often pose problems for Hungarian students of English
(Edwards, 2003a; Edwards & Csizér, 2004). For these reasons, awareness-raising activities
and explicit training in this area are essential and beneficial in the classroom. However,
there has been no study to date that investigates these two speech acts in the EFL, or more
specifically, in the Hungarian context. I have conducted my research in an attempt to fill
this gap.

The first two chapters of my dissertation provide a thorough literature review into
several areas related to pragmatic competence. Chapter 1 focuses on speech act theory,
presenting definitions and models of communicative competence, pragmatic competence,
and speech acts. The main areas of investigation in speech act theory, such as universals,
face, and politeness, will also be touched upon in this chapter. Then, I devote a section to
exploring what the literature has to say about the two speech acts under investigation,
openings and closings.

Chapter 2 comprises the literature review of seven major areas in interlanguage
pragmatics. First, I define concepts and look at the goals of interlanguage pragmatics
research. Second, I devote a section to the question of setting the model for instruction in
pragmatics, discussing current and controversial questions such as the paradigm shift from
the “ideal native speaker” model and English as a lingua franca in the EFL context. Third, I
examine the relationship between pragmatic competence and second or foreign language

proficiency, which is one of the research questions of my study. Fourth, a section on



pragmalinguistic transfer provides insights into positive, negative, and bidirectional
transfer, as well as the relationship between transfer and second language proficiency.
Following this, I discuss the sources and manifestation of pragmalinguistic and
sociopragmatic failure. In the subsequent section I propose how these failures may be
avoided by instruction in the ESL and EFL classroom. The last section in this chapter is
devoted to data collection techniques in interlanguage pragmatics research, mainly those
pertaining to my dissertation.

I present a study of two coursebook series in Chapter 3. This investigation was
motivated by my review of the literature on ESL and EFL coursebooks. These studies
concluded that coursebooks provide inadequate input in the area of pragmatic competence
(Bardovi-Harlig, Hartford, Mahan-Taylor, Morgan & Reynolds, 1991; Bouton, 1994;
Boxer & Pickering, 1995; Crandall & Basturkmen, 2004; Gilmore, 2004; Holmes, 1988;
Overstreet & Yule, 1999; Vellenga, 2004). My goal was to examine how openings and
closings are presented in two coursebook series used in the Hungarian EFL context,
Headway and Criss Cross (for full references of coursebooks see pp. 214-215). This
chapter gives an account of both a quantitative and a qualitative analysis of the data.

I outline the structure of the experimental study in Chapter 4. This chapter contains
the research questions and hypotheses for the project. In the Method section I present the
participating teachers and students, the procedures, as well as the seven data collection
instruments I employed in the study. I also describe the treatment tasks that were used in
the training.

The following two chapters present the analysis of the data from two perspectives.

First, Chapter 5 contains the quantitative analysis, based on the results of statistical



procedures that were carried out. I investigate the relationship between pragmatic
competence and foreign language proficiency. I also discuss the effects of explicit teaching
on students’ pragmatic competence, namely on their pragmatic awareness and speech act
production.

Following this, in Chapter 6, I provide a qualitative analysis of the data. This
comprises an account of students’ production of openings and closings before the
treatment as well as a description of the effect the pragmatic training had on students’
speech act production. This chapter also includes a discussion of non-verbal means of
expressing the closure of the conversation and problems in students’ speech act
production.

I present the findings of the follow-up study in Chapter 7. My aim with this study is
to place pragmatic competence in the larger context of EFL instruction. In order to do so, |
discuss the implementation of the treatment tasks in the schools, the participants’ feedback
on the treatment, and students’ and teachers’ views on pragmatic instruction. Following
this, I devote my attention to general classroom issues raised during the observation,
student questionnaires, and teacher interviews.

Finally, I summarize the conclusions of the dissertation in Chapter 8. This includes
an account of the answers gained to the research questions in both the quantitative and the
qualitative analyses. I also discuss the implications for teaching as well as the limitations of

the project. Last, I suggest areas for further research.



Chapter 1: Pragmatic competence and speech act theory

1.1 Pragmatic competence

1.1.1 Models on communicative competence

In an attempt to define pragmatic competence, it is necessary to have an overview of
models of communicative competence. Communicative language pedagogy and research into
communicative competence have shown that language learning exceeds the limits of
memorizing vocabulary items and grammar rules. Hymes (1971), who proposed the term
communicative competence from an anthropological viewpoint, wanted to extend the
Chomskyan notion of competence to include not only what is grammatical, but also what is
feasible and socially appropriate. Hymes (1974) and Giglioni (1972) describe a person with
only grammatical competence as a cultural monster, who has acquired all the grammatical
rules of the language, yet does not know the rules of social contact, that is, when to speak,
when to be silent, or what is appropriate to say and do in a given situation. Hymes (1971)
also extended the Chomskyan concept by including both knowledge and the ability to use
knowledge as components of communicative competence. He defined communicative
competence as the knowledge “as to when to speak, when not, and as to what to talk about
with whom, what, where, and in what manner”, and the ability “to accomplish a repertoire of
speech acts, to take part in speech events, and to evaluate their accomplishment by others”

(Hymes, 1971, p. 277).



Table 1. Some models of communicative competence based on Celce-Murcia, Dornyei &
Thurrell (1995, pp. 11-12)

Canale and Canale (1983) Celce-Murcia et Bachman and Palmer
Swain (1980) al. (1995) (1996)
Organisational knowledge
Discourse Discourse Textual knowledge
competence competence
Grammatical knowledge
Grammatical Grammatical Linguistic Pragmatic knowledge
competence competence competence
Lexical knowledge
) ) Actional Functional knowledge
Sociocultural Sociocultural competence
competence competence :
Sociocultral Sociocultural knowledge
competence
Strategic Strategic Strategic Metacognitive strategies
competence competence competence

Table I provides a summary of some models. Canale and Swain (1980) constructed
their model of communicative competence dividing it into grammatical, sociolinguistic, and
strategic competence. As opposed to Hymes (1971), however, they did not include the ability
to use knowledge as part of their theory. Later, Canale (1983) added a fourth component to
the construct: discourse competence (which had been included in the sociolinguistic part).
Two other significant studies were published in the same year: Thomas (1983) and Leech
(1983). Thomas defines linguistic competence as consisting of the learner’s grammatical
competence, which is the abstract, decontextualized knowledge of intonation, phonology,
semantics, etc. and pragmatic competence, referring to “the ability to use language
effectively in order to achieve a specific purpose and to understand language in context” (p.
92). This definition corresponds to Leech’s model, which divides linguistics into grammar,

meaning the decontextualized formal system of language and pragmatics, referring to the use

10



of language in a goal-oriented speech situation, where the goal of the speaker is to produce a
specific effect in the hearer’s mind.

In Bachman’s (1990) model, pragmatic competence is one of the two major
components of language competence, comprising the ability to carry out linguistic action and
to assess the appropriateness of utterances in different contexts. This is further divided into
illocutionary competence (the knowledge of speech acts and speech functions — similarly to
Leech’s definition of pragmalinguistics) and sociolinguistic competence (knowledge of
dialect, register and other cultural factors — corresponding to Leech’s description of
sociopragmatics). The other major component, organizational competence, entails
knowledge of the linguistic material and the ability of the language learner to sequence it
into sentences and texts. This comprises two sub-categories: grammatical competence and
textual competence (paralleling Canale’s discourse competence). There is of course an
overlap between the two major components. As an example, knowing the word order of
English to produce correct sentences is a part of organizational competence, yet how to use
these sentences appropriately in a conversation in order to request, apologize, or compliment,
is a matter of pragmatic competence. A later framework by Bachman and Palmer (1996)
leaves the two major components and the sub-categories of organizational competence
unchanged, but defines the parts of pragmatic competence as lexical, functional and
sociocultural. It also adds metacognitive strategies as an overall category. Celce-Murcia et al.
(1995) extend the concept and include actional competence, which corresponds to functional
knowledge in Bachman and Palmer’s (1996) model.

Finally, as speech act studies have been accused of being prevalently English as a

Target Language centered (Wierzbicka, 1985), I close this section with a source focusing
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primarily on the languages of the European Union. The Common European framework of
reference (2001) divides communicative language competence into three parts: linguistic,
sociolinguistic, and pragmatic competences. Linguistic competences cover phonological,
lexical, and syntactical knowledge and skills. Sociolinguistic competences refer to
sociocultural conditions of language use, such as the rules of politeness or rules pertaining to
relations between generations, social groups, etc. Pragmatic competences are “concerned
with the functional use of linguistic resources” (p. 13), including the production of speech
acts and language functions and mastery of discourse. The authors underline the “major
impact of interactions and cultural environments in which such abilities are constructed”

(ibid.).

1.1.2 Defining pragmatic competence

Every model of communicative competence includes a component that
corresponds to pragmatic competence. The definitions of this concept center around the
following ideas: using the language effectively and appropriately in different
sociolinguistic contexts (Canale, 1983; Canale & Swain, 1980; Fraser, Rintell & Walters,
1980) and communicative situations (Cohen & Olshtain, 1981), being goal- and hearer-
oriented (Leech, 1983; Thomas, 1983), understanding and interpreting speakers’
intentions, feelings, and attitudes (Garcia, 2004), using linguistic resources in a functional
way (Bachman, 1990; Common European framework of reference, 2001), including the
ability to react in a culturally acceptable way (Cohen & Olshtain, 1981) and to
accommodate the communication partner in the process (Dirven & Piitz, 1993). In their

definition of sociocultural competence, some researchers include “the cultural norms,
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values, and beliefs needed for appropriate and native-like language use” (Lee &
McChesney, 2000, p. 162). I discuss the challenges of the latter definition in section 2.2,
including the problems with the native-speaker as the model for instruction and values
and beliefs in teaching pragmatics. For the purposes of my dissertation, pragmatic
competence was defined as “the knowledge of social, cultural and discourse conventions
that have to be followed in various situations” (Edwards & Csizér, 2001, p. 56).

Pragmatic competence is an organic part of communicative competence, and not a
piece of additional knowledge to the learners’ grammatical knowledge. It is not
something “extra or ornamental, like the icing on the cake” (Kasper, 1997a, p. 2).
Pragmatic competence is “not subordinated to knowledge of grammar and text
organization but coordinated to formal linguistic and textual knowledge and interacts
with ‘organizational competence’ in complex ways” (ibid.). Bardovi-Harlig, Hartford,
Mahan-Taylor, Morgan and Reynolds (1991, p. 4.) highlight the importance of pragmatic
competence by pointing to the consequences of the lack of this competence.

Speakers who do not use pragmatically appropriate language run the risk of

appearing unco-operative at the least, or, more seriously, rude or insulting. This is

particularly #rue of advanced learners whose high linguistic proficiency leads
other speakers to expect concomitantly high pragmatic competence.

In an exciting article, Paradis (1998) confirms the importance and the uniqueness
of pragmatic competence by citing evidence from the field of neurolinguistics. As he
argues, traditionally language pathology has been concerned with problems in left-
hemisphere-based linguistic competence (e.g. phonology, morphology, syntax, and
semantics). However, this approach has radically changed.

It has become increasingly apparent over the past twenty years that linguistic

competence is not sufficient for normal verbal communication. Right-hemisphere-
based pragmatic competence is at least equally necessary. As a result, on the one
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hand, neuropsychologists have been investigating pragmatic deficits, and on the

other, language pathologists have been using aphasic patients' preserved

pragmatic abilities to help them compensate for their deficits in linguistic
competence. From the viewpoint of linguistic theory, there is now an external

justification for treating sentence grammar independently of pragmatics (p.1).

The following sections provide an overview on two theoretical aspects related to
pragmatic competence: speech act theory (section 1.2) and openings and closings (section
1.3). The second part of the literature review explores more practical aspects of pragmatic
competence: interlanguage pragmatics research (section 2.1), setting the model for
instruction (section 2.2), the relationship between pragmatic competence and second
language proficiency (section 2.3), pragmalinguistic transfer (section 2.4), pragmatic

failure (section 2.5), the teachability of pragmatic competence (section 2.6), and research

methodology in interlanguage pragmatics (section 2.7).

1.2 Speech act theory

Speech act theory was introduced by philosopher J. L. Austin (1962) and was
developed by J. R. Searle (1969). It provided a radical reformation of the truth-based
semantics that was prevalent at the time and has since developed into “one of the most
influential paradigms in the study of language use” (Rose, 1997, p. 271). Conducting an
extensive literature review in speech act theory would be beyond the scope of this
dissertation. However, I will provide a summary of some definitions (section 1.2.1),
studies (section 1.2.2), and research issues (section 1.2.3) in speech act theory. Last, in

section 1.4, I discuss factors affecting speech act production.
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1.2.1 Definition of terms

Levinson (1983, p. 5) defines pragmatics as “the study of language usage.” One of
the focal points of pragmatics research is the study of speech acts, which are defined as
“all the acts we perform through speaking, all the things we do when we speak” (Schmidt
& Richards, 1980, p.129, emphasis original). Austin (1962) distinguished among three
kinds of acts. A locutionary act entails vocalizing a sentence with a certain sense and
reference, in other words the act of saying something. Illocutionary acts (which Austin
called speech acts) are performed with the intention of having an effect on the addressee.
They are utterances that do not report a fact, but instead are themselves the performance
of some action, that is, they are acts performed in saying something. Perlocutionary acts
pertain to what the effect of the utterance is on the hearer, i.e. an act performed by saying
something. They cannot be systematically related to illocutionary acts, as the speaker
may not know what effect their utterance will have on the hearer (Fraser, 1983).

Speech acts have been numbered and classified in several different ways. There
have been analyses that distinguish as many as 4800 speech act verbs divided into 600
categories (see Rose, 1997; Szili, 2004). Speech act verbs (Versucheren, 1999) or
performative verbs (Fraser, 1983), such as threaten, request, or promise, are used in an
utterance to carry out a speech act. One of the most notable classifications were carried
out by Searle (1969). He categorizes speech acts according to the point of illocution into
five groups: assertives (I like fast cars.), directives (You need to be home by ten.),
commissives (I promise to bring your car back in one piece!), expressives (Sorry that 1
wrecked your car!) and declaratives (I give up). As for the speech acts under my

investigation, openings, and closings, Schmidt and Richards (1980) note that based on
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speaker intentions, greetings and farewells constitute a small category or categories, not
generalizable as major classes, but deserve attention.

The interpretation and negotiation of speech act force are often dependent on the
discourse or transactional context. There is a distinction between the syntactic structure
of an utterance and the illocutionary force it carries. Eisenstein and Bodman (1986), in
their analysis of expressing gratitude, eliminated those instances in which the
illocutionary force of the act was not primarily that of expressing gratitude, even though
expressions containing these words were used. For instance, if a participant used Thank
you as accepting an offer, it was not taken into consideration in the analysis. Speech acts
cannot be equated with utterances or turns either, as sometimes it takes more turns to
perform a speech act.

Since the birth of speech act theory, many changes have been proposed to
Austin’s and Searle’s taxonomies and definitions. Richards and Schmidt (1983, p.126)
suggested that one limitation of the original theory for conversation analysis is the fact
that speech acts are “usually defined in terms of speaker intentions and beliefs, whereas
the nature of conversation depends crucially on interaction between speaker and hearer.”
They also pointed out that many speech acts are multifunctional and cannot be classified
as carrying one illocutionary force. Kachru (1992, p.239.) argues that speech act theory
by itself is not adequate “to study the illocutionary force and the perlocutionary effect of
locutionary acts” and there needs to be a more integrated theory incorporating speech act
theory, conversational analysis, sociolinguistics, and ethnography of communication.

Geis (1995) set out to reform Searle’s theory and to provide a dynamic speech act

theory. He proposed that the primary speech acts are “social as opposed to linguistic in
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nature and are therefore better viewed as communicative actions than as speech acts” (p.
9). Geis criticizes Austin because he says that illocutionary acts are necessarily verbal
acts. An interesting example he quotes is kissing. We could call it a reciprocal, bilabial,
ingressive, pulmonary act; but rather, and more importantly, it is a social action, even if it
necessarily requires performance of a physical action. In Geis’ argument the same is true
for offering, making threats, etc, as “these are social actions even if they sometimes
require some sort of linguistic action — talking, writing, signing, etc.” (p. 15). While these
are certainly valid claims, the literature still refers to these acts as speech acts but takes

into consideration the modifications to the original theory.

1.2.2 Studies in speech act theory

The literature of speech acts is indeed voluminous, since no other area in
pragmatics has generated more research (Rose, 1997). The review of all these works
would require a book on its own, therefore I will only highlight a few essential research
projects and some basic issues researched in the speech act literature. Kasper (1992)
mentions that among speech acts, the most researched are requests (Blum-Kulka &
House, 1989; Ellis, 1992; Garton, 2000; Hassall, 2001) and apologies (Cohen & Olshtain,
1981; Maeshiba, Yoshinaga, Kasper, & Ross, 1996; Olshtain & Blum-Kulka, 1985).
There are several studies on suggestions (Matsumura, 2001 and 2003) and refusals
(Bardovi-Harlig & Hartford, 1991; Beebe, Takahashi, & Uliss-Weltz, 1990; Félix-
Brasdefer, 2004; Nelson, Carson, Batal, & Bakary, 2002), and some on compliments
(Boyle, 2000; Golato, 2003; Holmes & Brown, 1987; Yu, 2004) and complaints (Boxer

& Pickering, 1995; Trosborg, 1995).
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Meier (1999) points out that relatively few speech communities are represented in
the studies. The most popular ones are the USA and Japan, meaning that these studies
examine learners of English and Japanese as a Second or Foreign Language. Some
welcome exceptions are the above-mentioned studies by Félix-Brasdefer (2004),
involving learners of Spanish, and Hassall (2001), focusing on Australian learners of
Indonesian. Another learner characteristic that shows little variation among the studies is
age, as most projects focus on adult learners. The contexts of these studies are also quite
limited, as most of them are carried out at universities (Rose, 2005).

Studies have been conducted in the Hungarian as a Second Language context as
well. Most of them investigate the speech acts of requests, refusals, and apologies
(Bandli, 2004; Bandli & Maréti, 2003; Szili, 2002, 2004). Szili (2004) points out that the
Hungarian speech act literature is rather poor in studies conducted thus far. Some
concentrate on Hungarians’ production of speech acts in the first language (L1) (see
Bandli, 2004, on refusals), whereas others focus on the pragmatic performance of
learners of Hungarian as a Second Language (such as the study by Bandli & Mardti,
2003, researching Japanese learners’ requesting and refusing behavior).

Perhaps the most well-known and largest-scale study is the Cross-Cultural Speech
Act Realization Pattern (CCSARP), researching requests and apologies in six languages
under different social constrains including both native and non-native varieties (Blum-
Kulka, House, & Kasper, 1989). The project investigated three kinds of variation: cross-
cultural (comparing the realization patterns of given speech acts across different
languages relative to the same social constrains), sociopragmatic (examining the

realization patterns of speech acts within specific speech communities), and
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interlanguage variation (comparing the speech act use between native and non-native
speakers of a given language). The research project was carried out using a discourse
completion task (DCT), in order to be able to make cross-cultural comparisons by
gathering large amounts of data (100 male and 100 female native-speakers and the same
number of non-native speakers completed the DCT in all six languages). The
questionnaire comprised sixteen situations, half of which were requests, and half
apologies.

The researchers in the CCSARP used two factors in their analysis that distinguish
the relationships between communication partners. One factor is social distance, or
degree of familiarity, between speakers. On the basis of this factor, there are two kinds of
social distances between communication partners. Two students speaking to each other
have a negative social distance (-SD), whereas strangers on the street will share a positive
social distance (+SD). The other factor is dominance, or social power. This again
provides two kinds of relationships between communication partners, an equal and an
unequal one. An equal dominance relationship exists between roommates, for instance
(x=y), whereas a policeman and a driver will share an unequal dominance relationship
(x>y). Using these two factors in the analysis, there are role constellations represented:
+SD and x<y, -SD and x=y, etc. The authors observed that children as young as two
years old are sensitive to the relative power and the social distance, and use different
levels of directness depending on their communication partners. As an example,
American children use more imperatives talking to mothers than fathers, give orders to

siblings but request politely from strangers.
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Several studies have investigated the different speech act usage of native and non-
native speakers. Bardovi-Harlig (1996, p. 22) distinguishes four main categories to
describe how second or foreign language learners’ speech act use differs from that of
native speakers’. First, native and non-native speakers may use different speech acts. In a
longitudinal study on suggestions and rejections in an academic advising session data
base, non-native speakers used more rejections, whereas native speakers used more
suggestions (Bardovi-Harlig & Hartford, 1993). Second, non-native speakers may use
speech acts that differ in form. In the same study, Bardovi-Harlig and Hartford concluded
that in early sessions non-natives used different speech acts, whereas in later sessions
they used the same speech acts as their native speaker peers, but in a different form.
Third, native and non-native speakers may use different semantic formulas, and fourth,
the content of these formulas may not be the same. In the later sessions non-natives
showed change toward the native speaker norms in their ability to employ appropriate
speech acts, used more suggestions and less rejections and became more successful
negotiators.

Blum-Kulka (1982) points out that second language learners are often recognized
as such because of the ways in which they realize their speech acts in the target language.
Non-native speakers are sensitive to the setting and interpersonal relationships in the
dialogues and form speech acts in both direct and indirect ways, but their actual use of
strategies differ systematically from native speakers’. On the one hand, non-native
speakers’ degree of directness differs from native speakers’. On the other hand, second
language learners may have a lack of knowledge concerning the conventions that govern

the choice of certain forms in context, that is, non-native speakers do not use the
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appropriate form. They may fail to realize indirect speech acts in terms of both
communicative effectiveness and social appropriateness. Schmidt and Richards (1980)
also mention that non-native speakers often concentrate on the surface level, and that is

why they miss indirectly marked speech acts or functions.

1.2.3 Main concepts in pragmatics studies

1.2.3.1 Face

Yule (1996) defines face as the public self-image of a person, referring to the
“emotional and social sense of self that everyone has and expects everyone else to
recognize” (p. 60). With respect to face-saving, we can distinguish two perspectives: one
is a defensive orientation toward saving the person’s own face, whereas the other is a
protective orientation for saving the other person’s face (House & Kasper, 1981).

In Brown and Levinson’s (1987) terminology, the notion of face consists of two
kinds of desires, or ‘face-wants’. One of them is the interactant’s desire not to be
impeded in their actions (negative face), and the other desire is for the interactant to be
approved by the conversational partners (positive face). Brown and Levinson define the
notion of face as universal, however, it is subject to cultural differences in each society.
Certain kinds of acts in each society tend to threaten face, mainly those acts that are
contrary to the face wants of the speaker or the addressee. These acts may threaten the
speakers’ positive or negative face. The researchers also make a distinction between
positive and negative politeness. Positive politeness focuses on the positive face and self-

image of the hearer and respects the face of the addressee. Negative politeness, on the
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other hand, is oriented toward the hearer’s negative face and is essentially avoidance-
based. As they point out:
different speech acts have different face-consequences. A request threatens the

recipient’s negative face by imposing on the recipient’s freedom of action. An
invitation, on the other hand, seems to pay respect to the responder’s positive face

(p. 120).

1.2.3.2 Politeness

The concept of politeness has been in the center of attention in pragmatics studies
since the 1980s (Szili, 2004). Researchers have interpreted this concept in different ways:
as a principle for decreasing friction and the impression of impoliteness in
communication (Leech, 1983), as a face-saving act (Brown & Levinson, 1987), or as a
contract among interactants (Fraser, 1990). In all three approaches the goal was to define
politeness in a way that would be universal for different languages.

House and Kasper (1981) note that we do not indeed know whether politeness is a
universal phenomenon. What we do know is that it occurs, though with varying norms, in
“highly differentiated societies whose predominant cultural feature with respect to forms
of interpersonal contact might be called ‘urbanity’”(p.157). The authors define the
characteristics of urbanity as the highly developed emotional control of the individual and
the social recognition of an individual’s face. Thomas (1983) cautions against the attempt
to establish any “absoluteness” in politeness. She argues that the lack of context can
especially be misleading when setting up ‘“standards™ for politeness. Asking native
speakers to rate the forms of requests in the “hierarchy of politeness” will not lead to
valid results. For instance, a request / was wondering if you would please take the dog

outside? between a husband and wife is much more likely to express sarcasm and
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annoyance than politeness. Brown and Levinson (1987) also argues that such requests,
though they may be considered very polite without a context, sound standoffish when
they are used between close friends. On the contrary, the imperative form, which is
considered “extremely impolite” by some researchers, is often used in polite offers
(Brown & Levinson, 1987) and accounted for more than one-third of Thomas’s (1983)
corpus of requests within a peer group. Would it be correct to say, then, that people in
peer groups are “less polite” than in other groups? Not necessarily. The more accurate
answer would be that they are appealing to different forms of politeness.

Politeness phenomena have a significant effect on pragmatic errors or pragmatic
failure. House and Kasper (1981) conducted an experiment investigating politeness
markers in English and German because they had observed that German speakers of
English were often considered impolite by native speakers of English. The question they
posed was whether this observation was due to the German EFL learners not knowing the
formal English equivalents of what they would say in their first language or the different
social norms in the two speech communities that affect the politeness in the speakers’
linguistic behavior. In order to investigate this issue, they designed role-play activities in
which pairs of German and English native speakers performed everyday informal
conversations. The researchers distinguished eight directness levels both in the case of
complaints and requests. Their results indicate that Germans used higher levels of
directness in the case of both speech acts. German speakers tended to use more upgraders
(such as overstaters and lexical intensifiers), whereas English speakers used more

downgraders (e.g., hedges or downtoners). House and Kasper underline that it is essential

23



to include pragmatic aspects of language use in language teaching, one being the

interpretation and usage of politeness.

1.2.3.3 Indirectness

An important part of Blum-Kulka’s (1982) discussion on second language
learners’ acquisition is the question of indirectness. She argues that though languages
provide their speakers with explicit, direct ways for achieving communication ends, in
day-to-day communication speakers seem to prefer indirect ways. This indirectness is
based on universal principles. In a study on indirectness, Blum-Kulka (1989) argues that
languages differ in the way of the social appropriateness of conventional indirectness.
She mentions that these differences between languages can cause communication
problems even between intimates. The example she quotes is a couple’s communication
problems due to different views on politeness, possibly because the husband is from
Israel and the wife is from France. One of the Israeli informants in the research project
argues that politeness is irrelevant between intimates.

Blum-Kulka and House (1989) researched cross-cultural and situational variation
in requesting behavior. They focused on the use of conventional indirectness, hints, and
the use of impositives in five requesting situations. The five languages they examined
were Australian English, Canadian French, German, Hebrew, and Argentinean Spanish.
When the degree of directness and indirectness was taken into account, some cross-
cultural differences were established. Argentinean Spanish was the most direct, followed
by Hebrew. The least direct language was Australian English. Canadian French and

German speakers were placed on the middle point in the continuum of directness. The
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same differences were found in both the “student situations” (where the situations were
tailored to student life on campus) and the more general ones. When the findings of this
indirectness study were compared to the CCSARP results (concerning one language,
Hebrew), the researchers found a highly similar pattern of distribution between levels of

directness in both sets of data.

1.2.3.4 Universals

A question that has concerned researchers since the beginnings of speech act
theory is to what extent speech acts are universal. Brown and Levinson (1987) presented
their well-known theory of universalism after they discovered parallelisms in the
expression of politeness in three unrelated languages. They examined British and
American English, the Tamil of South India, and the Tzeltal spoken by Mayan Indians in
Chiapas, Mexico. They pointed out that these three languages have parallel structures as
far as politeness strategies are concerned, yet the application of these principles differs
systematically across cultures and subcultures or groups. Fraser, Rintell and Walters
(1980) claim that every language possesses the same basic set of speech acts and the
same set of semantic formulas to perform them.

Throughout the years, the politeness theory presented by Brown and Levinson
(1987) has been criticized by various researchers. As Kuha (1999, p. 2) describes it, in
many circles there are ‘“customary reservations about their claims of universality.”
Wolfson (1989) challenged the Brown and Levinson politeness theory, claiming that
politeness investment does not increase in a linear fashion with greater social distance

and power, but that most politeness is expended in interaction with friends and
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colleagues, rather than with intimates and strangers. Nevertheless, Wolfson
acknowledges that her research was limited to American middle-class respondents.
Wierzbicka (1985, p.145.) argues that speech act studies have “suffered from an
astonishing ethnocentrism”, being predominantly English-based and speech acts are
culture-bound.

The researchers of the CCSARP project conclude that the conventionally indirect
forms of request were preferred among all 13 language groups, suggesting that these
forms may represent linguistic universals for requests. However, as Garton (2000)
proposes, the CCSARP does not include non-western languages (other than Hebrew, I
should add), therefore the claim for universalism requires validation from other
researchers, investigating non-western languages. Garton conducted a research project in
Hungary investigating the effect of age, gender, level of imposition, and length of stay on
the production of requests. His results did not verify those of the CCSARP, as requests in
Hungarian tended to be more direct than the languages examined in the CCSARP.

Blum-Kulka (1982) claims that “conventional indirect speech acts represent a
special case of interdependence between conventions of language and conventions about
the use of language. The nature of this interdependence varies systematically across
languages and cultures” (p. 34). She opposes the argument that second language learners
do not have to ‘code their intentions’, as there is a similarity of indirect speech acts across
languages. If it can be shown that these strategies are indeed similar, then it means that
second language learners do not have to acquire new strategies for realizing
communicative functions in the second language, but only new (social) attitudes about

which strategies may be used appropriately in a given context.
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1.2.4 Factors affecting speech act production

There have been several studies exploring the effects of the length of stay in the
target environment on pragmatic performance (Bouton, 1994; Eisenstein & Bodman,
1986; Félix-Brasdefer, 2004; Matsumura, 2001; Olshtain & Blum-Kulka, 1985; Schauer,
2006). The findings differ as to the extent length of stay plays a role in learners’ speech
act production. Olshtain and Blum-Kulka (1985) investigated whether non-native
speakers of Hebrew would approximate native-speaker norms in their requests and
apologies. They found that after ten years in the target community learners’ perceptions
of politeness strategies and level of directness became similar to those of native speakers.
Félix-Brasdefer’s (2004) study shows that learners of Spanish who spent more time in the
target community improved in their ability to negotiate and mitigate a refusal. Bardovi-
Harlig (1999a) argues that even shorter length of stay may help to be more targetlike.

There are some researchers that have arrived at more controversial conclusions
regarding the effects of residing in the target community. Eisenstein and Bodman (1986)
found that the advanced learners in their study demonstrated a surprisingly poor
performance in expressing gratitude. They also note that the learners had lived in the
United States for a while, however, this fact did not seem to have an effect on their
production of pragmatic functions. Matsumura (2001, 2003) discovered that Japanese
learners’ acquisition of pragmatic competence in Canada was aided by residing in the
target community, yet was not necessarily associated with length of stay. Their
development may have been due to the fact that their stay in the target culture was limited
to eight months, therefore they were keen on interacting with native speakers. In other

words, the deciding factor is exposure rather than length of stay. Matsumura (2001) also
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notes that the longer learners stay in the target environment, the longer they may be able
to maintain the level of pragmatic competence they have reached after they return home.

Research suggests that there is no linear relationship between the length of
residency and pragmatic performance. Bouton (1994) conducted a longitudinal study,
examining how ESL students develop in their knowledge and awareness of implicatures.
He concluded that students made considerable progress over the 4.5 years, but there was
still a significant difference between native and non-native speaker performance. It
seemed that there was a “cutoff point” in the length of stay and students mastered their
ability to interpret implicatures in the first 17 months, after which their progress slowed
down. Bouton argues that unguided learning in this area seems slow.

Another focus in the studies is the use of monitor and the role of planning. Cohen
(1996) highlights the importance of planning by arguing that those learners who do more
careful planning before starting to speak may be less prone to violate certain sociocultural
and sociolinguistic conventions. Cohen and Olshtain (1993) focus on the process of
students producing speech acts, namely apologies, complaints, and requests. Their
retrospective interviews revealed that half of the time the students conducted only general
assessment of the utterances, without planning specific vocabulary and grammar.
Furthermore, there was a great difference in the use of monitor among the students. A
very interesting point they mention is that some students’ word choices were affected by
pronunciation problems. One respondent remarked in a retrospective interview that she
used excuse me because it was easier to pronounce than sorry as an opener. I believe even

as advanced speakers of a foreign language (or language teachers, for that matter), we can
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think of such instances; yet this issue has not received much attention in speech act
research.

The literature of speech act studies has investigated several other factors affecting
learners’ pragmatic performance. Without the aim of giving a full account of these, I will
discuss some of them in the later chapters of my dissertation. I concentrate on the ones
that pertain to the present study, such as the effects second language (L2) proficiency has
on speech act production (see section 2.3) and the influence of the mother tongue in the

forms of positive and negative transfer (see section 2.4).

1.3 Openings and closings in speech act theory

1.3.1 Greetings and partings as formulas and rituals

The usage of verbal routines or formulas has been an important topic in the
literature for the last few decades. Anthropological and ethnomethodological research
point out their significance in three ways. First, Ferguson (1981) mentions that
interpersonal verbal routines, such as greetings and thanks, are universal phenomena in
human languages. Although their form and usage may vary enormously from one society
to another, all human speech communities use these politeness formulas. Second, they
have the effect of controlling and regularizing a social situation (Firth, 1972). Third,
formulas are tools of polite behavior and they serve as a means of reducing the risk of
face threats (Laver, 1981).

Openings and closings have been recognized for having significant roles as

formulas in human interaction. Richards and Schmidt (1983) consider openings and
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closings organized and orderly accomplishments by conversationalists. Firth (1972)
points out that greetings, in the social sense, recognize an encounter as socially
acceptable, whereas parting behavior implies that the encounter has been acceptable.
Both serve as “softeners” of social relationships, employed to maintain the positive face
wants of the participants. Laver (1981, p. 292.) proposes that it is at the beginning and the
end of conversations that the participants conduct their “social negotiations about
respective status and role partly by means of their choices of formulaic phrase, address
term and type of phatic communion.” Wildner-Bassett (1984) points out that the primary
social functions of openings are three-fold. First, it is to defuse potential hostility which
could arise when there is silence instead of the expected speech. Second, they create the
opportunity for partners to cooperate in the beginning of their interaction, so that the
beginning of their conversation is cordial and shows mutual acceptance. Third, they allow
participants to express their perceptions of their relative social status. As for closing
sequences, Wildner-Bassett (1984) distinguishes two important functions: one is to
manage a cooperative parting in order to avoid rejection, whereas the other is to
consolidate the relationship by expressing mutual esteem and solidarity.

Firth (1972) counters the view that greetings and partings are spontaneous
emotional reactions of people coming together and then separating. He argues that
according to sociological observation, these behaviors are highly conventionalized and
can be considered rituals; as they follow patterned routines, convey other than overt
messages, and have the adaptive value of facilitating social relations. He also points out
that these rituals are not universals, but tend to be culture-specific. Wolfson (1989)

mentions that non-verbal signals are also part of these rituals. Greetings are often
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expressed with head gestures, mutual glances, and smiles (more smiles if participants are
acquainted). As for partings, the most common non-verbal behaviors are breaking eye-
contact, leaning toward the door, and leaning forward.

Research has underlined the challenges of the acquisition and the production of
openings and closings. Richards and Schmidt (1983) point out that these two speech acts
are problematic even for native speakers. The challenge is not simply entering or getting
out of a conversation, but all states from non-talk to talk (or vica versa) require
engineered solutions. Another problem in the analysis of openings and closings is
defining the limits of the conversation (Francis & Hunston, 1996). They refer to a project
where doctors were asked to record their interactions. One of them turned the tape-
recorder on after the greetings, the other turned it off before dismissing the patient. These
actions clearly indicate the speakers’ belief that the interactions start after the greetings
and finish before the leave-takings. Nevertheless, there are interactions whose limits are
not easily defined. As an example, co-workers in an office or school-children and their
teachers greet and take leave of each other at the beginning and end of the day, but in the
course of the day a number of interactions are not marked this way.

Routines, such as greetings and partings, are different from other elements of
language even in their acquisition, as pointed out by Ferguson (1981). Parents often
prompt children with the markers Say or What do you say? to elicit routines of language
from the children. An interesting observation is that in response to Say bye bye!, which is
the earliest routine to be learned, the child may not even respond verbally, only by a

motion of waving hands. As opposed to lexical elements, which are introduced embedded
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in a variety of contexts (such as This is your nose. Nice little nose. Where is your nose?),
politeness formulas do not trigger any explanatory behavior on the part of parents.

...such routines have little internal structure or variability and little in the way of

underlying cognitive structure compared with less ritualized speech and are to be

learned as appropriate for a situation rather than to express a referential message

(Ferguson 1981, p. 33).

An important concept in the analysis of openings and closings is that of adjacency
pairs. Verschucheren (1999) defines adjacency pairs as pairs of turns which are normally
expected to follow each other. Seedhouse (2004) mentions that the concept of adjacency
pairs seems somewhat obvious, yet it is an essential aspect of conversation analysis that
deserves attention. In his definition:

Adjacency pairs are paired utterances such that on production of the first part of

the pair (e.g., question) the second part of the pair (answer) becomes conditionally

relevant” (p. 17, emphasis original).

Greetings and reply-greetings constitute a minimal interaction (Francis &
Hunston, 1996). If the second part is not immediately produced, it still remains relevant
and appears later, or the absence of it is accounted for. Psathas (1995) points out that in
an adjacency pair the first speaker constrains what the next speaker may do in the next
turn. If the respondent does not produce the appropriate utterance, they may have to show
the reason for their omission, such as failure to hear or understand, a misunderstanding,

or a disagreement. “Even slight pauses or hesitations can be indicative of some sort of

interactional troubles” (p. 18).
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1.3.2 The significance of openings

Sacks (1992) notes that although greetings sometimes do not occur in
conversations, in many cases their absence becomes noticeable. For instance, someone
may say about another person: He didn’t even say hello to me. As Sacks argues, because
“the absence of greetings is at least sometimes noticeable suggests that they have a
relevance beyond their actual use” (p.35). Greetings are also one of the few things that
make the speaker interrupt their own utterance (such as when a third person walks into
the room while they are talking).

In order to demonstrate the importance of greeting formulas, Ferguson (1981)
conducted an informal experiment in his office. When his secretary greeted him in the
morning, he did not reply verbally but smiled in a friendly way, and behaved as usual
throughout the rest of the day. When he repeated the same procedure the next day, the
tension was tangible in the office, so he stopped the experiment. Ferguson notes that this
small project supports the observation that the “importance of our trivial, muttered, more-
or-less automatic polite phrases becomes clear when they are omitted or not
acknowledged” (p. 24). The author also notes that a simple and obvious greeting, such as
Good morning, may actually be quite complicated. Good morning is only said at a certain
time of the day (whereas other languages do not have a temporal variation), only on the
first encounter of two people in the beginning of the day, it implies a certain degree of

formality, and it can be used sarcastically (addressed to a latecomer to a class).
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1.3.3 The structure of openings

Sacks (1992) argues that greetings occur in adjacency pairs or utterance pairs, and
the two greetings have to be placed immediately following each other with no other
utterance in between. This fact distinguishes greetings from other types of adjacency
pairs, such as questions and answers and even goodbyes. The absence of this structure is
noticeable and commentable on, and may result in the first speaker repeating the greeting
in order to elicit a response from the second speaker. Sacks also notes that greetings are
identified as the beginning of the beginning of a conversation This implies that for
greetings their placing is the highest priority. On the contrary, the exchange of ‘how-are-
you’s, which are considered as the second part of the beginning section (called post-
openings by Edwards & Csizér, 2001, p.57), are movable and can be placed later in the
beginning section. As an example, in most cases the sequence How are you? is a
formulaic exchange, but when it elicits a piece of news, the conversation may move into
a topical talk. Therefore the how-are-you sequence is “massively separable” (Sacks 1992,
p.190), whereas the greetings cannot be separated in such a way.

Because greetings are culture specific, their acquisition proves to be rather
challenging for learners. This is especially true for post-openings. Jaworski (1994) points
out that advanced Polish EFL students had trouble acknowledging the formulaic nature of
the greeting How are you (doing) (today)? and considered it an “insencere question.”
Although Jaworski acknowledges the formulaic nature of this phrase, he points out that it
can be a genuine question. Some of the replies produced by Jaworski’s EFL students that
were the highest rated by the native speaker judges treated it as such, though “the

beginning of these utterances is always formulaic, and the non-formulaic part follows the
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former almost automatically, giving an impression of being a ritualistic complaint, not in
need of further reply” (p.50). A response like this would be: Fine, thank you. A little
tired.

Wolfson (1989) mentions that the phrase How are you? has different functions
depending on the culture. Whereas in English it may be considered simply a polite way of
saying hello, in many societies such questions require a long sequence of turns regarding
the well-being of both participants and their families. Not to engage in the lengthy
greeting exchange would be a serious breach of the etiquette and might well undermine
the relationship. However, in some societies such long exchanges are not to be
interpreted literally, one is expected to say all is well, even if their relative is on deathbed.
Bad news will emerge only later in conversation. Considering English, Brown and
Levinson (1987) point out that as an answer to the question How are you?, a person
should not admit that they are feeling too bad. Their answer is to start with the polite
reply I'm fine or I am OK, and only then can they admit that something is going less
ideally than it should. Similarly, in the case of “too positive” answers, a person is not
supposed to admit feeling too good right after the question How are you? was asked.
Interestingly enough, Firth (1972) points out that a common Malay greeting is What
news?, to which the appropriate response is Good news. If the speaker has bad news to
share, that should be given later. This observation suggests that the “compulsory
positive” post-openings that are considered “insincere” by some EFL learners (Jaworski,
1994) may not be a characteristic of English greetings exclusively.

A special area of investigation is the analysis of telephone openings (Godard,

1977; Hopper, Doany, Johnson, & Drummond, 1991; Psathas, 1995). Psathas (1995)
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notes that openings in telephone conversation are different from other types of openings.
As he points out, on the telephone both partners need to identify the other, as well as
produce some means to achieve mutual recognition. However, in recent years, cell phone
communication has changed this procedure, as many times the answerer knows who the
caller is before the beginning of the conversation. Still, there are many challenges that
await the learner in this area as well. As an example, Godard (1977) compares telephone
openings in France and the United States and notes that this speech event receives a
different cultural value in the two countries. She points out that there are seemingly small
things that are considered polite in France, yet not needed in the US, such as for the caller
to check the number, excuse and identify himself, and engage into polite conversation
with whoever answers the phone. In the US speakers apologize only when they feel they
have called at an inappropriate time, they often ask for the intended addressee without
identifying themselves or without conversing with the answerer even when that person is
known. In general, they behave as though the person who answered the phone is an
extension of the instrument itself. Godard, when residing in the US, was shocked by the
way Americans behaved on the telephone. She was offended when she tried to converse
according to French rules and could not engage in polite talk either as a caller or
answerer. Even though I resided in the United States almost three decades after Godard,
my experience is very similar. It took me considerable time not to be offended when
callers did not say hello and identify themselves, which I was trained to do in Hungarian
as a child. This situation became most awkward when I worked as a coordinator of a
learning center. Many times I found myself in the midst of a lengthy phone conversation

with a prospective student or parent, realizing that the person is sharing rather
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confidential issues with me (learning disabilities, family problems, etc.) without having

identified themselves.

1.3.4 Functions of closings

Closings have been described in a variety of cultures and social settings (Aston,
1995, on English and Italian service encounters; Clark & French, 1981, on urban
American telephone conversations; Grant & Starks, 2001, on Australian textbooks and
soap operas; Hartford & Bardovi-Harlig, 1992a, on American academic advising
sessions; Placenia, 1997, on closings in Ecuador). Button (1987) describes closings as a
crucial and delicate section part of conversations that have major social relevance and
bear consequences for the conversational partners’ relationship and future encounters.
Levinson (1983, p. 316.) highlights the complex nature of closings in social relationships.

Closings are a delicate matter both technically in the sense that they must be so

placed that no party is forced to exit while still having compelling things to say,

and socially in the sense that both over-hasty and over-slow terminations can

carry unwelcome inferences about the social relationships between participants.
Grant and Starks (2001, p. 39.) identify the communicative function of closings as: “Each
participant must ensure that the other is satisfied and the conversation is complete.”

Laver (1981) considers closings “fragile” phases of a relationship that can serve
two major functions: mitigation and consolidation. The polite norm is to use at least one
mitigatory or consolidatory phase, together with an appropriate phrase of parting. Laver
mentions that to “omit such reparatory acts entirely is rare, and triggers a somewhat

extreme implicature of rejection” (p.303). Mitigatory phrases are usually addressed to the

negative aspect of face and can be centered on the speaker’s face (e.g. I'm sorry but I
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need to go) or focus on the face of the listener (such as in I'll let you get back to your
studies). Consolidatory comments, however, pertain to the positive aspect of face. They
reflect the speaker’s esteem for the listener (as in It was nice talking to you) or express
care about the conversational partner’s future welfare (e.g. Hope your headache gets
better). Many times consolidatory comments refer to arrangements for the continuation of
the relationship, such as See you next Saturday! or similar phrases. Other consolidatory
comments may be benevolent admonitions (7ake care) or benedictions, such as God
bless. Many times the phrases refer to a mutual acquaintance or family member (Please
say hi to Jen for me).

In the examination of closings, it is very important to take into account the
cultural differences that exist among countries, and even subcultures. Hartford and
Bardovi-Harlig (1992a) mention that closings are culture specific. English closings are
complex for two reasons. First of all, closings may not take a long time in a social setting.
As an example, American culture is very prompt, efficient, and respectful of one’s time.
In other words, the countless social settings that I have had the opportunity to observe,
the host rarely tried to make the guests stay longer or ask why they had to leave “so
soon.” Secondly, even though English leave-takings may not take a great amount of time,
they are complex in linguistic form and pragmatic function. Hartford and Bardovi-Harlig
mention that American English, Kiswahili, and Hungarian have fairly elaborate ones with
up to three parts. English closings have also been identified as more ritualized than
German ones (House, 1996).

The complexity of closings differs to a great extent in different languages. In Thai

it suffices to say: “Goodbye, I'm leaving now” (Hartford & Bardovi-Harlig, 1992a). As
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counter-examples from two opposite ends of the world, leave-taking in Columbia and
Uzbekistan takes a very long time (Fitch, 1991; Jennifer Edwards, personal
communication, 2006, respectively). At a social gathering, the hosts typically ask the
guests why they are leaving, even if they are not very well acquitted with each other.
Fitch points out that this is only true for social gatherings, and not business or phone
conversations. If people in these two cultures “acted American”, i.e. accepting the leave-
taking right away, they would look rude or bored hosts. Leave-takings in Hungary,
especially in social gatherings, seem to be closer to the Columbian or Uzbek way. I find it
very interesting that Hungarian even has a verb describing this phenomenon: marasztalni.
Looking at this observation from a linguistic point of view, Hungarian closings tend to be
more complicated, but mainly in a guest-host setting and not in general.

Kiefer (1980) describes the Hungarian greeting system which has at least two
distinguishable subsystems. The neutral system usually does not express social
stratification. The two parameters of this system are time of day and arrival-departure.
The stratified system, however, is socially highly stratified and rather complex and has
parameters such as social environment and age. Some parameters are independent of each
other, some are stronger or weaker in force. Kiefer suggests that the following order of
relations seems to hold: working place > generation > occupation > dwelling place. That
is, the conventions of the working place have the strongest force, whereas generational
and occupational factors are weaker, and dwelling place has the weakest effect on the
greeting in a situation. There are some rules that are specific for the Hungarian greeting

system. The form of the greeting is determined by other properties of the utterance, such
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as the form of address, the form of the pronouns (formal vs. informal) and using certain
lexical elements expressing politeness (such as the form tetszik).

It is essential to point out that much has changed in the Hungarian greeting system
since Kiefer’s (1980) article was published 26 years ago. A general observation is that
largely due to the new forms of communication (internet chat rooms, mobile phone and
e-mail messages, etc.), Hungarian has become much more informal. Although the formal
or stratified system prevailed in many encounters and social environments and between
people with a generational difference, the usage of the informal forms has increased.
Nevertheless, from a pedagogical perspective, as English does not have formal and
informal forms, nor any specific phrases such as fetszik, Hungarian EFL students need to

discover other forms of politeness in the English greeting system.

1.3.5 The structure of closings

Firth (1972) claims that most rituals have a well-defined structure, and
conversational closings are no exception. Closings have two crucial components: a
terminal exchange and the proper initiation of the closing section (Schegloff & Sacks,
1973). Bardovi-Harlig et al. (1991) argue that the bare minimum for a closing is a
terminal pair or terminal exchange, but other turns are also included to verify that the
conversation has ended. Shutting down the topic and pre-closings function to indicate a
speaker’s intention to end the conversation, and present the opportunity for a
conversational partner to continue the interaction if they wish. In other words, this is the
place for speakers to extend the conversation without appearing rude. The closing phase

of an interaction is not a place for new things to come up, unless they have roots in the
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pervious parts of the exchange. In the instances where new material is introduced, it is
marked as misplaced, such as By the way, my name is... (Schegloff & Sacks, 1973).

Button (1987, 1990) describes closings as spanning four turns in conversations.
The first two turns are called first and second close components and usually constitute of
phrases like Okay and All right. The last two turns are called first and second terminal
components and consist of items such as Bye and Goodbye. Button (1987) calls closings
made up of these four turns archetype closings and draws the attention to the fact that
closings occupy a section of the conversation, rather than just a turn. However, closings
do not always follow this archetype pattern. As Button (1987) points out, we may observe
foreshortened closings, where the termination is more imminent. Such a case may be
when the first closing turn produces a first close and a first terminal component. As
opposed to foreshortened closings, closings may be extended by the addition of a close
component in the third turn that displaces the first terminal component.

Button (1987) mentions the opportunity spaces that serve for moving out of
closings. They can either follow the first close component, the second close component;
but even the first terminal in the conversation. However, the latter was observed less
frequently in Button’s corpus, and he also noted that all cases of movements out of
closings after the first terminal were observed when the first terminal did not occupy its
position as the third turn in an archetype closing.

In Schegloff and Sacks’s (1973) framework, there are four types of closings:
those making references to the other speaker’s interests (Well, I'll let you go), those
involving explanation (/'ve got to go. or I need to get back to the office), those making

references to the particulars of the conversation (1’ let you get back to your studies), and
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silence. Richards and Schmidt (1983) set up a similar classification, which has five
categories, yet it does not contain the non-verbal signal, silence. The first one refers to the
speaker’s own interest (Well, I gotta go), whereas the second type refers to the other
party’s interest (Well, I don’t want to keep you any longer). The third class occurs when
the routine question at the beginning of the conversation provides moves towards
conclusion. For instance, if the speaker asks his partner What are you doing? at the
beginning of their interaction, he can refer back to it when using the pre-closing: So, 1
guess I'll let you back to your work. Forth, a speaker can reinvoke the reason for entering
a conversation (Well, I just wanted to know how you're doing). Last, partners may make
arrangements for future contact, as in Let’s go out for lunch together sometime. In my
data base of authentic speech act production I collected in the United States over the
course of four years in various types of interactions (Edwards, unpublished), utterances
from all five categories, such as the ones I quoted above, are represented in about equal
proportions.

There is some ambiguity in the literature as to the elements of closings. Grant and
Starks (2001) mention some terminal exchanges that are classified as pre-closings by
Bardovi-Harlig et al. (1991). Thank you and OK were considered pre-closings in our
analysis of coursebook closings as well (Edwards & Csizér, 2001). According to the field
data I collected, the majority of closings did not end with the “conventional” terminal
exchanges mentioned in the literature (Bye, Goodbye), rather with Have a nice evening, It
was nice to see you/talk to you, and Thank you. These real-life terminal exchanges are
considered pre-closings in many studies. Richards and Schmidt (1983) also mention that

the adjacency pair is not the only solution to end a conversation. The phrases Thank you,
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You re welcome, or OK also occur as last utterances in conversations. Since these are not
unambiguously terminal exchange parts, there must be other signs indicating that the
conversation is ending, such as pre-closings and non-verbal signals.

Clark and French (1981) examined the final exchange Goodbye in urban
American telephone conversations, in the context of inquires addressed to a university
switchboard. They conclude:

the final exchange of goodbye doesn’t terminate the conversation per se but

brings to completion a process of leave-taking in which the two parties reaffirm

their acquaintance before breaking contact (p.1).

If the conversational partners are not acquainted, they only exchanged goodbyes 39
percent of the time. However, this percentage increased when the caller asked for more
personally revealing information, felt more appreciation for the information they
received, or when operators revealed more about themselves through self-correction.

These findings indicate that the closer acquainted the partners felt they had become, the

more likely the caller wanted to reaffirm their acquaintance by saying goodbye.

1.3.6 Pedagogical implications

Because of their significant roles as formulas and rituals, the teaching of openings
and closings deserves attention in pedagogical research and practice as well. Jaworski
(1994) examined pragmatic failure among advanced Polish EFL students in their
awareness and production of openings. He pointed out that students had trouble
perceiving the formulaic nature of the greeting How are you (doing) (today)? and
responding appropriately. Omar (1992b) investigated how native and non-native speakers

open conversations in Kiswahili. She concluded that non-native speakers had difficulty
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opening conversations in certain situations where their lack of experience hindered
native-like speech production.

Hartford and Bardovi-Harlig (1992a) researched closings in academic advising
sessions. They show that institutional conversations differ from natural conversations
with respect to their closings, mainly concerning the infelicity of reinvocations and the
presence of post-session conversation. Pragmatic knowledge the researchers consider
necessary to close the advising session is how to close the conversation in general, what
work must be accomplished in the advising session proper, what constitutes appropriate
timing, and what topics qualify as permissible post-session topics. Both native and non-
native students had difficulty closing the conversation in some interactions. Problems
arose when the sessions went beyond time constraints, or students introduced an
infelicitous topic.

Bardovi-Harlig et al (1991) argue that even advanced learners of English have
difficulty perceiving and responding to closings. Because of the complexity of closings,
students have to be aware of several factors. First, they have to be familiar with the
function of pre-closings and know that if no new topic is introduced or previous topic is
re-introduced, the conversation will end. Second, they need to be familiar with the
structure of terminal exchanges (initiation and response). If they have initiated a terminal
exchange, they need to wait for the partner’s response, whereas if they are the ones
responding, they must provide the second part of the exchange. Speakers who use
closings inappropriately may be considered rude for two reasons. They can either be
overly brief, communicating abruptness, or overly extended, implying that they are hard

to get rid of.
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Chapter 2: Interlanguage pragmatics

2.1 Interlanguage pragmatics research: an introduction

2.1.1 Defining interlanguage

The utterances produced by most language learners are not identical to utterances
produced by native speakers who seem to intend to express the same meaning. The term
interlanguage (IL) was introduced by Selinker in 1972, who hypothesized the existence
of a separate linguistic system, which results from the language learner’s attempted
production of the target language norm. Interlanguage refers to second language learners’
developing, partly instable, and transient knowledge of the target language. Second
language development studies have pointed out a U-shape curve development in
interlanguage, meaning that mistakes in interlanguage may increase after a period of
language learning, however, following this decline, performances improve over time
(Ellis, 1984; Larsen-Freeman & Long, 1991). Interlanguage includes elements from the
learner’s first language, the target language, any other languages he or she knows, and of
course unaccounted for features as well. Interlanguage studies have been conducted in
various fields (phonology, syntax, etc.) and have focused on a wide range of topics
including child language, fossilization, the effects of individual differences on the
learners’ interlanguage, and the like.

A learner’s interlanguage is in a constant state of change. It is non-stationary,
dynamic, and open; and its development is a creative and cognitive process (Wildner-

Bassett, 1984). Interlanguage is influenced by many external and internal factors.
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External factors include the relationship between the learner and his/her communication
partner(s) (e.g. social distance and power), the topic of the conversation, and any
environmental factors such as background noise. Internal factors may be cognitive (such
as the use of monitor or preparation time before an utterance) or psychological (the level
of the learner’s anxiety, for instance). All contact to the foreign language that the learner
has (inside or outside the classroom) has the function of a potential context for learning,
and thus shaping the learner’s interlanguage. The development of interlanguage is
obviously not a constant linear progression and often follows a U-shape pattern of
development, as was mentioned above. As Selinker (1972) points out, some non-native
portions of the learner’s speech seem to become fossilized, and even reappear, for
example, under stressful conditions when they had otherwise been eliminated as “errors”

from the learner’s speech.

2.1.2 Goal setting in interlanguage pragmatics research

Interlanguage pragmatics (ILP) is a relatively new research area. When Selinker’s
pioneering work appeared, interlanguage morphology, phonology, and syntax were already
well-established areas of research (Kasper, 1998). Interlanguage pragmatics is defined as the
investigation of non-native speakers’ comprehension and production of speech acts, and the
acquisition of L2-related speech act knowledge (Kasper & Dahl, 1991) and the basic goal of
interlanguage pragmatics research is described as follows:

Just as in earlier interlanguage research particular importance has been attached to

learners’ linguistic errors, as these provide valuable insight into learning and

communication processes, in interlanguage pragmatics attention has been focused
on learners’ inappropriate speech act realization in order to uncover their
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pragmatic knowledge at a given time in their learning process. (Blum-Kulka et al.,
1989, p. 10)

Kasper (1996, p.145) defines ILP as “the study of nonnative speakers’ use and
acquisition of L2 pragmatic knowledge.” She also argues that linguistic action is always
embedded in situations and texts and ‘action’ is interactionally constituted, i.e. utterance
meaning is jointly constructed by the interlocutors (Kasper, 1998). However, much of
ILP has followed a reductionist approach, meaning that it reduces context to a few
controlled and independent variables. This trend results from the comparative
methodology of ILP, which links it strongly to cross-cultural pragmatics rather than
interlanguage studies at large.

Several researchers have pointed out that studies in interlanguage pragmatics have
been essentially comparative, comparing non-native and native speakers and had
primarily focused on second language use rather than development (Bardovi-Harlig,
1999a; Kasper, 1998; Kasper & Schmidt, 1996; Rose, 2000). There have been a few
notable exceptions examining the acquisition of different pragmatic routines in a
longitudinal fashion (Bardovi-Harlig & Hartford, 1993; Ellis, 1992; Salsbury & Bardovi-
Harlig 2000, 2001; Schmidt, 1983). However, as Bardovi-Harlig (1999a) claims,
interlanguage itself has been ignored in research on interlanguage pragmatics as most ILP
studies focus on what is used and not how it develops. She mentions two observations
that support her view. One is that ILP studies identify non-native speakers as non-native
speakers, not as learners; which signifies the comparative nature of the studies, rather
than an acquisitional approach. The second observation is that at international
conferences separate sections are organized for pragmatics and second language

acquisition, thus dividing these two fields. In light of these observations, she proposes a
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research plan for interlanguage pragmatics that would have a broadened field of inquiry,
expand learner populations to include beginners, implement cross-sectional studies across
all levels of proficiency, institute longitudinal studies, and integrate studies of
development of interlanguage grammar with works on pragmatic competence.

The following sections of my dissertation are devoted to reviewing the literature
in some of the aforementioned areas of interlanguage pragmatics. In section 2.2 I discuss
the goal-setting of ILP, focusing on the problem of the native speaker as the model for
instruction. The relationship between pragmatic competence and second language
proficiency is the focus of my investigation in section 2.3. The effects of the mother
tongue and other known languages on the pragmatic performance of the speaker are
examined in section 2.4 on transfer. Section 2.5 revises key studies on pragmalinguistic
and sociopragmatic failure. Finally, moving closer to the description of the present
investigation, I progress towards instruction in the EFL classroom (section 2.6) and the

description of research methodology in ILP (section 2.7).

2.2 The model for instruction in pragmatics

The quest for the model in ESL and EFL instruction, and more specifically
pragmatic competence, has been ongoing in the literature. The International Review of
Applied Linguistics in Language Teaching (2005, 54/4) devotes an entire issue to the
ultimate attainment in Second Language Acquisition (SLA), discussing topics such as the
critical period hypothesis and nativelikeness. Since I believe this discussion is essential to
my research project, I will investigate models for pragmatics instruction in the following

sections.
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2.2.1 Paradigm shift in choosing a model for pragmatic instruction

Most interlanguage pragmatics studies compare the pragmatic competence of
native- and non-native speakers and assume that the goal of instruction is to bring
learners closer to native-speaker-like production of speech acts (Kasper, 1997b).
Traditionally the learner’s language development was viewed as a linear progression or
continuum of interlanguage, at the end of which the “native speaker” construct was
placed (Kramsch, 1993). However, there has been a significant change in the perception
of the goals of second or foreign language education. The aim is no longer to master the
languages “in isolation, with the ‘ideal native speaker’ as the ultimate model” (Common
European framework of reference, 2001, p. 5). Researchers urge for a change of
perspective. As Cook (1999, p. 196) argues, “language teaching should place more
emphasis on the student as a potential and actual L2 user and be less concerned with the
monolingual native speaker” and L2 users should be regarded as “multicompetent
language users rather than as deficient native speakers” (p. 185).

The purpose of EFL and ESL instruction is now to develop plurilingual
competence (Breidbach, 2003). What this implies is that as a person’s knowledge of
languages and their cultural contexts expands, he or she does not keep the individual
languages in separate mental compartments, “but rather builds up a communicative
competence to which all knowledge and experience of language contributes and in which
languages interrelate and interact” (Common European framework of reference, 2001, p.
4). Moreover, the learner develops interculturally by keeping his or her first language and
culture, yet weaving in the new languages and cultures into the existing frameworks, like

the successful language learner in Sillar’s (2004) case study.
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There are two main reasons for this paradigm shift. First of all, defining “native
speaker usage” is a challenge in itself. Studies point out that native speakers often have
differing opinions and productions of speech acts, and their intuitions are not a reliable
source of information (Bardovi-Harlig, 1999b; Jaworski, 1994; Kasper, 1997b, 1998;
Wolfson, 1989). Second, it may be a mistake to assume that the ultimate goal of second
or foreign language learners is to produce native-like language (Kasper, 1998; Kramsch,
1993; Valdman, 1988). In sections 2.2.2 and 2.2.3 I explore these two reasons in more
detail, then I concentrate on the EFL, more specifically the Hungarian context in section

2.2.4. Finally, I draw conclusions in section 2.2.5.

2.2.2 “All native speaker actors are not equal”

When native-speaker norms are set as the goal of instruction in pragmatics, it is
assumed that the concept of a “native speaker” is a homogeneous entity and that their
responses and intuitions are a reliable source of information. However, as Kasper (1997b)
argues, the notion of the “native speaker” is not a homogenous entity, as social,
geographical, and situational variation occur in any speech community. Another issue is
the consistency of native speaker responses to different pragmatic issues. Lee and
McChesney (2000) believe that - when given sufficient context - there is a shared
understanding of appropriate language use among native speakers, and this competence is
what we expect our students to acquire. However, Bardovi-Harlig (1999b, p. 245) claims
that “all native speaker actors are not equal.” Pragmatics instruction cannot be based on
the intuitions of the native speaker or the language learner (Fraser et al., 1980) and

research is essential in this area (Kasper, 1997b).
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2.2.3 Learners’ choices about target language models

It is very important not to view the foreign or second language learner as “the
non-native speaker”, who is only a passive recipient of target language norms and models
(Beebe, 1985). Goldstein (1987) argues that learners have affective responses to input,
which influence the process of input becoming intake. These responses may be connected
to the learners’ choices of the model they wish to follow in their language acquisition.
Language learners also make conscious decisions about which variety of the target
language they wish to set as their model for language learning. Brown (1997) points out
that the Inner Circle Variety is the standard and the acrolectal or highest level of language
used by educated native speakers and most researchers assume that standard English is
the only target for ESL learners. As Brown argues, rather than automatically adopting the
Inner Circle Variety as a target, we have to look at reasons why students are studying the
language. As a result of observing the purposes the language is used for, a different
model, other than the native speaker, may emerge.

Research shows that in some cases learners may not desire to become identified
as members of the target language group (Hartford, 1997; LoCastro, 2001). In an ESL
context, an immigrant may wish to remain a non-member in the second language
community because of family or homeland ties. Sociopragmatic aspects of the target
culture may conflict with the learner’s beliefs and values, thus they might opt for speech
varieties that symbolize non-membership and diverge from the target language
community in pronunciation, pragmatic norms, or some other ways. Goldstein (1987)
carried out a research project among Hispanic boys acquiring English in the New York

metropolitan area, aiming to identify the model for acquisition among these young men in
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an urban setting. She concluded that the target language variety the Hispanic boys opted
for was Black English. Some of the boys mentioned that they made conscious choices
about which variety they wanted to speak as their L2 and expressed that they vary their
English according to their conversational partners and settings (classroom vs. street).

The case of Ebonics (or African American Vernacular English, AAVE) is a very
good example of how the choice of the target language (in this case, a dialect) can
become a social, and even a political issue. Fillmore (1997) mentions that schools in the
United States traditionally regarded the speech of Black children simply as sloppy and
wrong, not as an educational pattern the child can build on in school. It took considerable
time for teachers and school authorities to accept that AAVE is not an evidence of
ignorance but a very valuable possession that the children have when entering the school
system. TESOL issued a declaration that it considers African American Vernacular
English as a rule-governed linguistic system, with its own lexical, syntactic,
phonological, and discourse patterns. For this reason they claim that AAVE deserves
pedagogical attention (Policy statement of the TESOL board on African American
Vernacular English, 1997).

The choices about target language models have an effect on the acquisition of
grammatical, as well as pragmatic competence. The extent of contact plays a key role in
these choices. In addition to this, the choices made by the Hispanic boys in Goldstein’s
(1987) study were obviously influenced by affective factors, such as their feelings of
identification with black Americans and pop culture, or their rebellion against adult norm.
If researchers were to carry out an acquisitional study on negation among the Hispanic

boys, they may conclude that the participants have not acquired this aspect of English and
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their use of negation has fossilized. However, if we take Goldstein’s findings into
account, it is quite possible that the participants’ target may be Black English, in which
case their use of negation has not fossilized but follows the Black English standard.

Does the acquisition of pragmatic competence include the obligation to behave in
accordance with the social conventions of a given speech community (Beneke, 1981)?
The ability to behave like people in the target culture does not guarantee that one will be
more easily accepted or that mutual understanding will emerge. An example for this is
the immigrant communities in the United States, where adapting to the target culture may
help, but in no way guarantee, the immigrants’ social integration. In the county where I
worked as a coordinator of a learning center, the Hispanic population increased by
approximately 400% in ten years. Most of these Mexican people did not integrate
successfully into the mainstream culture, which in my opinion is a bidirectional
phenomenon. On the one hand, as I argued earlier in this section, immigrants may choose
not to adapt to the target culture norms. On the other hand, from the native speakers’
perspective, non-native speakers may simply be expected to speak and behave like non-
native speakers. As Kasper (1997b, p. 117.) puts it: “Nativelike pragmatic behavior
demonstrated by nonnative speakers may not be entirely desirable either, just as

diverging behavior may be seen as unproblematic or even particularly likable.*

2.2.4 English as a lingua franca (ELF) in the EFL context

Foreign language learners also make conscious decisions about various aspects
of language acquisition, such as choosing a model for language learning, spending time

in the target community, or interacting with native speakers (Csizér, 2004; Kormos &
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Lukodczky, 2004). Selecting a model for instruction is very complex in the EFL setting
(Kasper, 1997b). The Common European framework of reference (2001, p.2) defines the
purpose of EFL teaching as follows: “to facilitate communication and interaction among
Europeans of different mother tongues in order to promote European mobility, mutual
understanding, and co-operation, and overcome prejudice and discrimination.”

Byram and Grundy (2003) mention that in the past 10 to 15 years the social and
political significance of language teaching has been acknowledged. In the context of the
European Union, most EFL learners use English as much as a lingua franca - that is, with
speakers of other first languages — as they do with native speakers of English. With this
paradigm shift, the focus has moved from English-speaking countries (mainly Britain and
the United States) to the role of English as a lingua franca (Decke-Cornill, 2003; Wandel
2003). Because of their limited contact with native speakers of English, EFL learners
may consciously decide that native speaker norms are an unrealistic and unattainable
objective and seek other models for their language learning that provide them with
realistic and attainable goals.

It is important to explore the perspective of European EFL teachers concerning
the model for instruction. Decke-Cornill (2003) investigated German EFL teachers’
views of this paradigm shift. The author was surprised that despite the widespread notion
of ELF, none of the teachers she interviewed had ever reflected on this issue and they
were unsure about this concept. They also shared their fear that ELF may mean the loss
of meaningful and deep communication, and teaching and learning may become trivial
and superficial. One teacher felt that they would have to invent the language they are

supposed to teach. Although most teachers thought that the native linguistic standard
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should be maintained, they were willing to explore new ways that would aid successful
communication. For some of them, the reality of ELF actually meant relief, as they had
been feeling guilty about not offering the full British and American cultural program in
their classrooms.

Similarly to other European EFL learners, Hungarian learners of English are
active participants in their own language learning process; therefore, they are deliberately
choosing the target language model they wish to follow (Csizér, 2004; Dornyei, Csizér &
Németh, 2006). An interesting trend was observed in students’ choice of the target
language pronunciation in the experimental study described in Chapter 4. The five
teachers instructing the students spoke British English, were involved in British Council
projects, and were very knowledgeable about British culture. Therefore, it would have
been logical for the students to follow the same target language models as their teachers.
However, when the classroom observations and the pre- and post-test tasks were carried
out and recorded, the researchers concluded that the majority of the students spoke
English with a distinct American accent. This observation suggests that the students
actively selected a different target language model for themselves (at least as far as
pronunciation is concerned) than their EFL teachers.

In the absence of the native English models, EFL learners may choose to refer to
the pragmatic rules of their first language when speaking English. In research projects,
this phenomenon is considered negative transfer (see Takahashi & Beebe, 1987; Kasper,
1992; and also section 2.4.2). However, the “negative” aspect of transfer may be put in a
different light when the context is considered. As an example, when a Polish, a Czech,

and a Hungarian person sit down for lunch, they will say Good appetite in some language
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or form, because all their native languages require them to do so. They may use another
shared language (French, for instance) or the English phrase Good appetite, even though
they are aware that this phrase is non-existent and pragmatic rules in English do not
require speakers to “wish good appetite” to their conversational partners.

Last, I would like to discuss some affective factors in connection with the native
speaker model in the EFL setting, namely what I call inferiority complex in the case of
non-native teachers and students. Kramsch (1993) argues that non-native teachers and
students alike are intimidated by the fact that they are supposed to approximate the
“native speaker norm” as their goal in the classroom. Let me quote three personal
examples to support this argument. First, I have observed at EFL teachers’ conferences
that teachers are often afraid to contribute even in a small group discussion, possibly
intimidated by the fact that their English is “worse” than the “standard” expected by the
other teachers. This situation becomes even more tense if a native speaker happens to be
present. Second, the teacher who piloted the treatment tasks (see Chapter 4) shyly
expressed that she and her colleagues are often uncertain and hesitant when talking about
how “native speakers say” certain elements of the English language. This teacher is
highly competent and respected in professional circles, so her comment cannot be
disregarded. My third example is from the target language setting and I often quote it as a
“disclaimer” in the discussions about the “ideal native speaker”. In the learning center I
coordinated in the United States, I worked with some adult learners who — because of
learning disabilities or abusive background — had basic literacy needs, such as learning to
read at kindergarten or first grade level. Considering this example may aid non-native

teachers to find a realistic and attainable goal for instruction in their EFL classrooms.
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2.2.5 Setting the model for instruction: conclusions

In conclusion, the “ideal native speaker” as the model for instruction has to be
reconsidered. One alternative for setting the native speaker standard as the ultimate goal
of language instruction is to take into consideration the conversational partners the
language learners have while speaking the target language. McArthur (2002), in his
discussion of World Englishes, argues that English now has no center, because it has a
significant presence on every continent; and that it is now a commodity, a global resource
owned by everybody and nobody. For this reason, the adoption of a “world language
perspective” may be the most advisable standpoint for non-native speakers of English
(Brown, 1997, p.137).

However, we need to be cautious not to discard the concept of a native speaker
model in its entirety. In Kuo’s (2006, p.213) view, “a native-speaker model could serve
as a complete and convenient starting point and it is up to the TESOL professionals and
the learners in each context to decide to what extent they want to approximate to that
model.” It must be the learner’s choice to make a decision about the target language
model he or she wishes to follow. Our goal as language teachers should be to provide
learners with adequate input about World Englishes and the different choices they can
make when selecting a target language model in order to facilitate them in reaching their
goals. In the case of EFL, this perspective also means the inclusion of non-mainstream
English-speaking cultures in the syllabus (Wandel, 2003). It is also essential to take into
consideration the instructional goals of the learner and the prospective second or foreign

language situations they will be engaging in.
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2.3 Pragmatic competence and language proficiency

2.3.1 The relationship between pragmatic competence and L2 proficiency

An important question concerning pragmatic competence is its relationship with
target language proficiency. Most studies in this area of research are based on
questionnaire data on a pragmatic aspect of learners’ interlanguage, which is then
compared to the learners’ general language proficiency measured by a standardized
proficiency test (Bouton, 1994; Matsumura, 2003) or a self-rating scale (Bardovi-Harlig
& Dornyei, 1998). Some studies conclude that more advanced students use less direct
utterances, more lexical downgraders, fewer imperatives, and are more successful in
transfer; while other projects show no such differences (see Bardovi-Harlig, 1999a).
Bardovi-Harlig points out that these differences in findings may be due to the fact that no
real beginners are included in the majority of interlanguage pragmatics studies, mainly
because advanced learners are available as university students, and the results have some
shock value if they show that even advanced students have not mastered certain areas of
L2 pragmatics.

A large number of research projects have revealed that high levels of grammatical
competence do not guarantee concomitant high levels of pragmatic competence (Bardovi-
Harlig, 1999a; Eisenstein & Bodman, 1986; Salsbury & Bardovi-Harlig, 2000, 2001;
Takahashi, 2005a). In one of the earliest works on interlanguage pragmatics, Olshtain &
Blum-Kulka (1985, p.57) noted that even at a rather advanced stage of learning, second
language learners fail to achieve native-like communicative competence. Another

example from the later years is Bouton (1994), who examined the relationship between
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the understanding of implicatures and overall proficiency by conducting a longitudinal
study. He concluded, much to his surprise, that there was little correlation between the
overall proficiency of a student and the performance on the implicature multiple choice
test. Similar results have been reported from institutional settings. Bardovi-Harlig and
Harford (1990) investigated the speech production of graduate students at Indiana
University and concluded that speakers with high levels of grammatical competence in
their second language (English) showed a range of pragmatic abilities. Advanced learners
can not be considered uniformally successful or unsuccessful in this area; the range of
their pragmatic abilities is quite wide (Bardovi-Harlig, 1996).

What level of grammatical development must be achieved for learners to convey
pragmatic intent? The studies conducted by Salsbury and Bardovi-Harlig (2000, 2001)
aim to answer this question from a developmental perspective. Conducting a one-year
longitudinal study exploring the relationship between learners’ linguistic competence
(expressions of modality) and their pragmatic competence (disagreements) in English, the
authors investigated the extent to which ESL learners’ emerging grammatical competence
facilitates their pragmatic competence. The results of the research are two-fold. On the
one hand, they show that pragmatic competence is affected by linguistic competence. On
the other hand, the authors are in agreement with the earlier observations when they
conclude that “linguistic competence does not guarantee that learners will use all their
available linguistic resources in the service of pragmatics” (p. 148).

In light of the above findings, the researchers suggest some desired changes. First,
the inclusion of beginner learners in the studies is recommended (Bardovi-Harlig, 1999a),

and second, an increase in the number of longitudinal studies is urged (Salsbury &
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Bardovi-Harlig, 2000, 2001). Third, the authors propose changes in second and foreign
language curricula by incorporating awareness raising and practice that would improve

learners’ pragmatic competence (Eisenstein & Bodman, 1986, p.176).

2.3.2 The effects of instructional environment: research findings in EFL

and ESL

Bardovi-Harlig and Dornyei (1998) carried out a large-scale study in Hungary, the
United States, and Italy comparing EFL and ESL students’ and teachers’ awareness and
assessment of pragmatic versus grammatical violations or infelicities. The researchers
uncovered a significant difference between the two instructional environments.

The results show that whereas EFL learners and their teachers consistently

identified and ranked grammatical errors as more serious than pragmatic errors,

ESL learners and their teachers showed the opposite pattern, ranking pragmatic

errors as more serious than grammatical errors. (p. 233)

The study also examined the effect the students’ proficiency levels had on their
perception of pragmatic and grammatical violations. The findings indicate that high
proficiency EFL students noticed more mistakes of both kind than their less proficient
peers. However, advanced students pointed out more grammatical than pragmatic
mistakes. The same tendency was observed in the ESL context: higher proficiency
students noticed more mistakes in general than lower proficiency learners. Nevertheless,
high proficiency ESL students rated the grammatical mistakes significantly lower than
their low proficiency peers. Therefore, the language level of the students had a

significantly positive relationship with pragmatic/grammatical awareness, yet the

direction was exactly the opposite depending on the instructional environment.
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Two notable studies have replicated Bardovi-Harlig and Dérnyei’s (1998) project.
Niezgoda and Rover (2001), working in the Czech context, confirmed Bardovi-Harlig
and Dornyei’s finding in that their ESL students also rated pragmatic violations more
severe than grammatical ones. However, unlike the Hungarian EFL learners in Bardovi-
Harlig and Dornyei’s study, the Czech EFL students noticed a much higher number of
grammatical and pragmatic errors and rated both kinds of errors as more serious than the
ESL learners. Niezgoda and Rover also pointed out that low proficiency learners in the
ESL and the EFL context regarded pragmatic infelicities as more serious than
grammatical ones, whereas the opposite tendency was observed in the case of high
proficiency students. The second study was conducted by Schauer (2006), including
German EFL students in Germany, German ESL students in Britain, and British native
speakers. Schauer, using Bardovi-Harlig and Dornyei’s instruments, concludes that EFL
learners were less aware of pragmatic violations than the ESL group and that the ESL
learners’ pragmatic awareness increased significantly during their stay in Britain. These
results suggest that pragmatic and grammatical awareness are largely independent and
that proficiency development is intertwined with the learning context in a complex way.

The differences in students’ perception are due to two factors. One is residency
and contact with the representatives of the target language. The authors found that limited
contact did not influence results in the case of EFL students, only staying in the target
language environment for an extended period (for more discussion on this topic, see
section 1.2.4). The second factor is the washback effect of exams. In the EFL context,
success often equals passing various exams, and many foreign language classes are

primarily geared toward exam preparation (Nikolov, 1999). As Medgyes Péter (personal
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communication, 2001) argues, students will ascribe great importance to pragmatic
competence only if it is included in formal evaluation. However, as Bardovi-Harlig and
Dornyei (1998, p. 254.) point out, this ideal has not been attained:

Although recent language testing practice in Hungary (as in many other parts of

the world) has assumed an increasingly communicative character, it is still to a

large extent determined by a form-focused approach; in addition, for the time

being even the world’s most communicative tests lack a systematic pragmatic
component.

Therefore, the aim is, as was mentioned earlier in