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1 INTRODUCTION

The focus of language learning and teaching haktivaally been in grammatically
correct language. Languages were often explainedugh grammar, and more
specifically, through Chomskyan transformationahem@tive grammar. However, over
the past few years, the importance of communicdtwguage skills that go beyond
grammatically correct language use has gained dgeota language learning and
teaching. It has been argued that the salient fesitof languages cannot be addressed
without knowledge of their social matrix: transfational generative grammar did not
constitute an exhaustive enough basis for our wtaeding of language use (Hymes
2010: 319-320). The concept of communicative cdemme was created, it referring to
the ability to use appropriate language in a giwentext to accomplish communication
goals (Bachman 1991: 81-110). The term communieatmpetence was specified to
consist of sub-competences, one of them being ptgmompetence. The principles of

pragmatic competence come from a subfield of listyts called pragmatics.

There is no unambiguous definition for either pragios or pragmatic competence. In
the present study, pragmatics refers to a studgn@hning in communication (Yule
1996: 3-4; Thomas 1995: 22). Pragmatic competendarn, is defined as the ability to
understand and use the conventional rules of laggg@and the ability to distinguish
what conditions make utterances acceptable andoppate in a given situation
(Bachman 1991: 81-110). Learners who do not pesggagmatic competence
frequently recognize structures instead of recaggiZunctions in language (e.qg.
Niezgoda and Roéver 2001; Bialystok 1993; Bardoviliga2001). Lack of knowledge
of pragmatic principles may lead to a failure irencultural communication, since
languages cannot be translated word-for-word. Laggs have idiomatic expressions
that carry meanings beyond literal meanings ofvloeds, and learners need to learn

pragmatic principles in order to succeed in intkocal communication.

The teaching of pragmatics has been emphasizedréigh language teaching only
during the past few years. Previous research ognpafic competence has mainly
focused on learners’ production of pragmatic pples or learners’ pragmatic
comprehension, leaving teachers as the less stuplmg in learners’ acquisition of
pragmatic competence (Kasper and Rose 2001: 243slbeen argued that if teachers

do not have means to teach pragmatic principlesnty have materials that remain
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largely on the level of theory, they will not nesasly be able to help learners to
acquire pragmatic competence (Cohen 2012: 34).eTtwey, the present study examines

the acquisition of pragmatic competence from tiesvpioint of the teachers.

The aim of the present study is to examine teathetgns of pragmatic competence.
The study is a descriptive, qualitative study, #reldata consists of six individual semi-
structured interviews with teachers of English. Tdeta is further analysed for its
content. The purpose is to find out how teachernelethe nature of pragmatic
competence and what kinds of learner charactesidstiey believe to affect the
acquisition of pragmatic competence. Furthermdre,gresent study seeks to discover
what the role of a teacher is in learners’ acqoisibf pragmatic competence, whether
teachers think pragmatic competence is teachallef aes, what methods can be used
to teach it. In addition, the present study triesanswer to the question whether

evaluation of pragmatic competence is necessaryfged, how it could be carried out.

The present study begins with an overview of gdnpragmatics and pragmatic

competence in language learning and teaching.dpteh 2, the definition of pragmatics

is introduced and its domain further discussedahapter 3, interlanguage pragmatics is
explored together with a definition for pragmatienpetence and a discussion of its
development. In chapter 4, pragmatic competenegasined in a classroom setting: if
it is teachable and if some particular methods ramee suitable than others for its

teaching. In chapter 5, the research design, réseguestions and methodological
choices of the present study are explained. Inten&p the findings of the study are
reported and in chapter 7 they are further discus$e conclude the present study,
chapter 8 summarises the strength and limitatiéiseostudy together with suggestions

for further research.

2 APPRECIATING PRAGMATICS

In the following chapter, the term pragmatics isa#ed and its domain introduced:
what the main issues and theories included in tbdysof pragmatics are. The key
notions in pragmatics are generally accepted tdingiistic concepts of implicature,
presupposition, speech acts, reference and inferand deixis. These are explicitly
introduced, since without understanding them, difScult to consider why and how to

teach pragmatics to language learners. All the @ksnconcern English language
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pragmatics, as the purpose of the present stutty éxamine EFL teachers’ views on
the teaching of pragmatics. Lastly, it is discusked pragmatics fits into the field of

linguistics.

2.1 Defining pragmatics

Not all the practitioners of pragmatics see thecepn of it the same way. Some
linguists regard it as the study of language inegal) others as the study of
communication, and there are those who considas ithe study of language by the
communicative function of a language (Allot 2010: There is some agreement,
however, that pragmatics deals with speaker meaandgthe way people communicate
with each other (Allot 2010: 1). Thus it is consalay safe to note that pragmatics is

concerned with how meaning is made in conversgifoare 1996: 3).

Consequently, pragmatics can be defined as “thdysai speaker meaning” (Yule
1996: 3-4). In other words, pragmatics examinest\whaakers mean by their utterances
and how hearers interpret these utterances. Maeifggally, pragmatics is “the study
of the relationships between linguistics forms #melusers of those forms” (Yule 1996:
3-4). That is to say that pragmatics is not intexetén language as such, but in language
use: the relationships between language form amgliEge use. To take the definition a
step further, pragmatics can be defined as “meainimgteraction” (Thomas 1995: 22).
This view emphasizes that meaning can neither leroathe literal meaning of words
used in communication, nor is the meaning produnethe speaker or hearer alone, but
making meaning is a dynamic process, in which fheaker and the hearer negotiate

meanings throughout the whole communicative sibuati

An alternative approach to illustrate the concdgtragmatics is to examine it through
rules of use. Pragmatics is, then, considered $thdy of language from the point of
view of users; especially of the choices they mdke, constraints they encounter in
using language in social interaction, and the ¢dfeleeir use of language has on the
other participants in the act of communication”y&al 1991: 271). Consensus among
linguists about the final definition of pragmaticsmains yet to be reached, and no
coherent pragmatic theory has yet been achievedsuich is the variety of topics the
theory should manage to account for. However, orseworthy suggestion

characterises pragmatics generally as the studythef principles and practise of
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conversational performance” (Crystal 1991: 271)isT$uggestion would include all

aspects of language use, understanding and apgemess.

Pragmatics can thus be defined as “the study of noamicative actions in its
sociocultural context” (Kasper and Rose 2001: 2)e Toncept communicative action
refers to the use of speech acts, such as apaiggiziomplaining, requesting and
complimenting. In communication, participants séekaccomplish various goals, and
pragmatics studies the ways they use the languagedceed in accomplishing these
goals. A participant may, for instance, chooses® an indirect speech act to soften the

communicative act when asking for a favour fromthaoparticipant.

Pragmatics has been further divided into two corepts) sociopragmatics and
pragmalinguistics (Leech 1983: 10-11)Sociopragmatics refers to the way how
different social situations affect language usey$@i 1991: 271) and how appropriate
the linguistic resources are in a given culturahtest (Taguchi 2009: 1). Further,
sociopragmatics studies “the perceptions underlyagicipants’ interpretations and
performance of communicative actions” (Kasper arabeR2001: 2). This refers to
knowledge about the social context; the weightiofyéactors such as status or social
distance that may affect the choice of linguistiorni (Hassall 2008: 73).
Pragmalinguistics, by contrast, refers to “the resources the pehsmfor conveying
communicative acts and relational or interpersoneinings” (Rose and Kasper 2001:
2). For instance, a person can use either direchdirect expressions in his or her
utterances, or use some other means to soften coimation. Moreover,
pragmalinguistic knowledge also means knowing albloeitrelationship between literal
forms and the pragmatic meanings the forms carasgéll 2008: 73). Leech (1983: 11)
points out that sociopragmatics is more relatedh field of sociology, whereas

pragmalinguistics relates to grammatical issues.

The present study espouses the viewpoint adopted ¥ule and Thomas, i.e. that
pragmatics can be examined as a study of commioncaand meaning in
communication. The reason for this is that pragenalility, which is the subject of the
present study and a concept that will later be arpt in depth, deals with language
learners’ ability to use a second or a foreign leagg in communication in a successful

way.



2.2 The domain of pragmatics

2.2.1 Implicature

How does it happen that a hearer comprehends whaieant from what is said? In
conversations utterances frequently carry a meaninigh is beyond the literal meaning
of the utterance. For example, when a wife decléwelser husbantHow nice to see
your dirty socks on the flopshe is naturally not implying that she enjoysirsgelirty
socks, but that the husband should take his sackiset laundry room. This additional

meaning that utterances convey is caifeglicature.

There are two types of implicatureonventional implicature and conversational
implicature. They both convey an additional meaning, beyoraliieral meaning of
the words, but when the conventional implicaturaused, the conveyed meaning is
always the same, whereas the meaning the conwerahtmplicature conveys depends
on the context of the utterance (Thomas 1995: A9ood example of the conventional
implicature is the English conjunctidout it always carries an implicature of contrast,
regardless of the context (Yule 1996: 45). Foranse: She is blonde, but very
intelligent or My dog is angry with strangers, but loves 8arcasm, in contrast, is an
example of the conversational implicature. As nmamed in a previous example about
dirty socks, sarcasm is highly dependent on contéxXor instance, a friend of ours is
very late from our meeting, and we say to him ar $e nice of you to show uthe
context of the situation, i.e. being late, implikat we are furious, not the actual words

uttered.

How is it, then, that we understand what is im@ie8l concept ofcooperative
principle has been introduced with four conversational maxitnat explain the
mechanisms of interpreting conversational implioat{Thomas 1995: 61-64). The
cooperative principle goes as follows:

Make your conversational contribution such as guned, at the stage at
which it occurs, by the accepted purpose or divactif the talk exchange
in which you are engaged. (Yule 1996: 37)

The idea behind the cooperative principle is thapeaker should provide an expected
amount of information and want to cooperate witle thther participants in the

conversation.
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The cooperative principle is elaborated in four -pubciples: the conversational
maxims (Thomas 1995: 63-64). The four conversational maxans maxims of
Quantity, Quality, Relation and Manner. The maxim of Quantity suggests that we
should make our utterances as informative as idetebut not more informative than
is required. According to the maxim of Quality, wieould believe that what we say is
the truth. The maxim of Relation simply states:relevant. And lastly, the maxim of
Manner encourages us to avoid obscurity and antgigni our expressions. These
maxims where created to ease the cooperation dicipants in conversation and

overcome the problems caused by implicature.

2.2.2 Presupposition

In conversations, speakers have assumptions tha¢ saformation is known to their
listeners. For this reason, such information wit e explicitly stated but remains
unsaid yet communicated. For instance, when ugeairsentencéeter’'s sister is a
good dancerthe speaker is supposedly having the presuppositlat a person called
Peter exists and that he has a sisteprésupposition can be defined as something the
speaker assumes to be true before making an uwttedule 1996: 25). Furthermore,
presuppositions can be called suggestions whosé tigi taken for granted in

communication (Delogu 2009: 195).

Presuppositions consist of assumptions or infereribat are implicit in particular
linguistic expressions (Cummings 2005: 29-30). &mmple, in the following sentence
The doctor managed to save the baby’s life assumption underlying it is that the
doctor tried to save the baby’s life, for that assumption iplimtly linked to the
meaning of the verimanage However, in the senten@me students managed to fail
the test for a second timan assumption cannot be made that the studlieat on
purpose to fail the test. In this case, the assiompihat the verlmanagenvolves trying
something is semantically invalid. Since there sé®ive features of presupposition that
make it an ambiguous subject of study, it has beemined from two distinctive

perspectives: from a semantic perspective and &@ragmatic perspective.

The semantic perspectiveobserves how the semantic meaning of a sentenuased
on its truth conditions and on particular presujtpms triggers (Cummings 2005: 32-

35). When studying truth conditions, the focusngtioe truth value of the utterance. For



11

instance, if we saylannah’s cat is angrythe sentence can only be true if Hannah
actually has a cat (Yule 1996: 26). What is meanphtesupposition triggers is that
some linguistic expressions trigger a certain gapesition (Cummings 2005: 32-35).
For example, the quantifiedl carries a presupposition of “at least three”.dingone
utters a sentencdll my feet hurtit strikes the hearer as anomalous, since we khatv

a person can only have two feet. In the same weasouinds bizarre to sajamie
murdered his aunt by accidenas the verbmurde implies a planned action, not

something that can happen by an accident.

The pragmatic perspective then, emphasizes that we cannot only concentate

semantic relations between sentences, but we nagstake into account notions such
as speaker, hearer, context, mutual knowledge ppdopriateness. According to the
pragmatic perspective it is of importance to beamind that as presuppositions are
propositional attitudes, not straightforward serntarglations, it is people that make the

presuppositions as opposed to sentences.

2.2.3 Speech acts

The pioneer of pragmatics can be said to be asBrjghilosopher J. L. Austin. He was
interested in the ways words are used to do difteitings being the first to introduce
speech act theory. His most influential publicatidow to do things with words,
published posthumously in 1962, foreshadowed mapic$ that still today remain of
major interest in pragmatics (Thomas 1995: 28-28y introduced the principles on

which the current speech act theory is based.

Austin (1962: 1-11) observed that certain sortsaesftences, such asame this ship the
Queen Elizabethare designed to do something instead of actingiynas a statement
aiming to inform the listener about a fact. Suchteseces Austin proposed to be called
performative sentencesor shortly, performatives. According to Austin, the name
indicates that the purpose of the utterance istéopm an action rather than simply to
report something or stating a fact. Sentences wihickeem to act as statements of facts
Austin calledconstatives Austin points out that in order to be able tofen an act by
using words, the circumstances and appropriatemesss be taken into account. | can

only christen a ship if | should be the person amed to name her, in the same way |
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can only pronounce a couple as husband and wifeslifould be the priest with the

authority to do so.

Austin (1962: 94-131) distinguished three differdnhctions for speech acts: the
locutionary act, thellocutionary act and th@erlocutionary act. The performance of a
locutionary act is the full normal sense of sayswmething, roughly equivalent to
meaning in the traditional sense. Whereas, wherpavéorm an illocutionary act, we
perform an acin saying something as opposedfsaying something: the saying has a
certain force in it, for instance warning, orderisgggesting, promising, etc. This force
or intention behind the utterance is calleditleeutionary force. The same locutionary
may have a different illocutionary force in diffatecontexts. For exampWhat time is
it? could mean that the speaker wishes to hear theg time speaker is annoyed because
the hearer is late, or the speaker implies thah#daer should leave (Thomas 1995: 50).
The perlocutionary act, in contrast, is the effgfcthe illocutionary act on the hearer. It
is what we bring about or achieve by saying somethihe consequential effects the
saying normally produces upon the hearer. For mgtaby sayindt’s hot in here the
speaker gets the hearer to open the window withotutally making a straightforward
requestWould you be so kind and open the winddw@se three acts Austin called the
three different senses or dimensions of the “usesarftence” or of the “use of

language”.

For a performative to function, the circumstancassitbe appropriate, as mentioned
before. The matter of appropriate circumstantegiAuslled the doctrine ahfelicities
(Austin 1962: 14). There are different felicity abions in everyday life contexts
among ordinary people that are preconditions oedpeacts and ensure that the speech
act will not be infelicitous (Yule 1996: 50-51).irftly, there are general conditions,
meaning that the language spoken should be under$ip both or all the participants.
Secondly, there are content conditions. A contentliion for a promise, for example,
requires that the content of the utterance is abofitture event: one cannot make a
promise unless there is a possibility that they fdfil that promise sometime in the
future, a promise cannot be fulfilled in the paghirdly, utterances have preparatory
conditions. This means that when making a promiee,instance, we have two
preparatory conditions: the promise cannot belledfiby itself without the action of the
person who made that promise, and the event hasefibial effect. Fourthly, there are
sincerity conditions, which mean that when makimg@mise, the person genuinely and
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sincerely intends to fulfil the promise. Finalljiete is the essential condition, which
means that the person to make a promise createligation to carry out the promise.
He or she changes his or her state from non-oigad obligation. Felicity conditions
for speech acts are different depending on thereaifithe speech act. Here we have

examined felicity conditions from the point of vief promises.

2.2.4 Reference and inference

Using a language enables us to refer to objectsdmibur immediate surroundings. We
are capable of discussing objects and topics wdmeldisplaced in time and space. This
quality that language has, to use words to refenetbing even though words
themselves do not refer to anything language bamggreed symbol system, is called
reference The linguistic forms of reference are called nefg expressions (Yule
1996: 17-24). Referring expressions can be propens, such aBaris or Oscar Wilde
definite noun phrases, suchthg actresor the teacherindefinite noun phrases, such

asa girl ora crowded cityand pronouns, such geemorit.

For a reference to succeed, the roleirdérence needs be recognized. Since the
relationship between words or expressions andieniit the real world is arbitrary, it is
the task of the listener to infer correctly theades’ intended message has when he or
she is using a particular referring expression €YB96: 17-24). Consequently, a
successful reference must be collaborative in ofdethe listener to be able to infer

what the speaker has in mind.

The concept of inference is often confused withabecept of implicature (see section
2.2.1). To understand the difference, we have tk ldosely at the wordmfer and
imply. To imply means suggesting or conveying a meaning indirdaglyneans of
language; it is generated intentionally by the kpgaand is or is not understood by the
hearer (Thomas 1995: 58-61). Wherdadnfer, is to deduce something from evidence.
In the case of inference, it is the hearer who peed the inference, not the speaker. A
person can understand what has been implied, dndfgethe opposite. For example, a
father may say to his son when trying to get theate control to work Strange, |
thought | put in new batterigswhen the son blushes and uttelsdid not do anything

with themi. In this case the father meant to make a gensiatement of irritation, but
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the son, nevertheless, misinterpreted the forcéhefutterance as an accusation and

inferred that he was a suspect.

It is argued that in a significant sense the cohogjinference can be said to construct
the cornerstone of pragmatics (Cummings 2005: @b)en that only an addressee with
a capacity for inference is capable of deriving licgiures from a speaker’s utterance,
the lack of this capacity would lead to a failunecommunication. If the addressee fails
to interpret that the utteranckhere’s someone on the dofumctions as an indirect

request to go and answer the door, the speakenebgame token fails to achieve the
desired action from the addressee and has to @nsadternative means of

communication to get the message across.

2.2.5 Deixis

Deixis is used in pragmatics to refer to linguistics egsions which are highly
sensitive to context (Allot 2010: 54). In other wsr deictic items are elements whose
linguistically encoded meaning is dependent onexintPersonal pronouns, suchles
and they, demonstratives, such #sis andthat, and spatiotemporal pronouns such as
hereg there now and then are examples of deictic items. Deictic elementsken
understandable reference only through an indexioahection to an aspect of a speech
event (Sidnell 2009:114). To illustrate this, itynlbe said simply that deixis means
“pointing” via language (Yule 1996: 9). Thus, wheifriend of yours entrusts you with
a strange object and you inqui¢hat is this?you are using “pointing” via language,

i.e. adeictic expression Deictic expressions are sometimes caiheigxicals

Furthermore, deixis can also refer to a wider cant@hen a tour guide explains that a
fortress was built during the war, the tourist reeealknow something about the history
of the area to be able to understand what war dbe guide was referring to. Our
understanding often depends on the interpretatibnsame properties of the
extralinguistic context. This reference to a widentext of language is call@tiscourse
deixis (Cummings 2005: 22). For example, when we Aaynentioned before, the plan
did not work oubr | bet you haven’t heard this jokege refer to earlier or forthcoming
segments of discourse (Levinson 2004: 118). AR&X1Q: 55) points out that discourse
deixis can be seen almost everywhere and thalikieily that most utterances are deictic

in most languages, even before taking into conatdmr the obvious deictic items such
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as pronouns. Deixis is, hence, a much more pema®sature of languages than is

generally acknowledged (Levinson 2004: 97).

We can distinguish four different types of deiyisrson deixis, time deixis, place deixis
and discourse deixis, which already has been discu#n the previous paragraph.
Person deixisreflects the various roles participants play ia #peech event: speaker,
addressee and the other (Levinson 2004: 112). Mereanarkers of relative social
status are significant features of person deixisinf@ings 2005: 22). Linguistic
expressions may indicate a higher or lower stdtrsexample when talking to a friend
we may uttelYou wanna a cup of coffeehereas when talking to an honorary guest we

would rather discreetly askould Sir Robert care for a cup of coffee?

Time deixis, then, is most often encoded in adverbs suchoas andthen and in
calendar term such gesterdayandtoday (Yule 1996: 14). The interpretations of these
expressions are dependable on knowing the relewtarance time. Consequently, we
are not able to know which dagsterdayrefers to, if we do not know what the present
day is. Some expressions may even refer to twerdift times: the expressitrenmay

refer to both past and future.

Another significant aspect of deixis is verb terisé possible that the same tense form
refers to different time spans in different consextor example, the same past form
couldrefers to past in the sentedasould skate when | was youngand to an unlikely,
but potential situation in the sentericeould be in Bermuda, if | had a lot of money.
Verbs can also sometimes function non-deicticalBurimings 2005: 25-26). For
instance, in the sentenéelion is an animalthe verbis expresses timeless semantic
relation: lions belong to the category of mammalkjch for their part belong to the
category of animals. Thus the vastexpresses a known fact acting non-deictically and

not referring to a certain time span.

As far asplace deixisis concerned, many of the same parameters apjtythat apply

to time deixis. Place deixis, too, can function +umictically and express a semantic
relation, for exampleThe library is next to churglor it can express a deictic relation
that is dependent on the location of the spedles church is three miles away
(Cummings 2005:26-28). Another example of a deigtiation is the case of adverbs

here andthere Here clearly is equivalent to the location of the sprakvhereashere
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can be defined as “the region which does not ireltite speaker’s present location”
(Sidnell 2009: 118).

2.3 Pragmatics in the field of linguistics

For a long period in the field of language studynfal systems of analysis have been
holding the attention of linguistics. These systasften derive from mathematics and
logic, adopting uncritical rule-governed approacf¥sle 1996: 6; Thomas 1995: 183).
The formal approaches, thus, have suggested that mhy be a good approach to
grammar (the definition of grammar including phagy, morphology, syntax,
semantics, etc.), can also be seen as a suitapteaagh to pragmatics (Thomas 1995:
183). Gradually, it was acknowledged that the megoi utterances cannot be formally
analysed, and incorporating the study of language unto linguistics would be

necessary (Leech 1983: 1-5).

Today, pragmatics is a separate field of lingusstiwith its own theories and

methodologies. Pragmatics is interested in issumsaddressed by other areas of
linguistics, such as meaning in context and dynamé&aning between speaker and
hearer (Thomas 1995: 184-185). The closest arepragmatics is sociolinguistics

(Thomas 1995: 185-187). There is some overlapdiug,it can roughly be said that

sociolinguistics is interested in how social valésbh such as gender, ethnicity or social
class, affect individual language use, whereas rpatigs focuses on relatively

changeable features of an individual. It can be@dghat “sociolinguistics tells us what
linguistic recourses the individual has; pragmatéds us what he or she does with it”
(Thomas 1995: 185).

3 INTERLANGUAGE PRAGMATICS

In the following chapter, the term interlanguagegmatics is introduced in detail.
Firstly, the scope of interlanguage pragmaticsllisstrated. Secondly, the reader is
provided with an in depth discussion of the defamtof pragmatic competence, and
how it relates to the wider term of communicatiwenpetence. Further, a widely used
framework for pragmatic competence created by Bachthat illustrates the role of
pragmatic competence in a person’s language ugeegented. Lastly, the question of

how pragmatic competence develops is addressedharhi develops separately or
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hand in hand with grammatical competence and whetfagmalinguistic competence

precedes sociopragmatic competence or vice versa.

3.1 The scope of interlanguage pragmatics

Interlanguage pragmatics means the study of learners’ use and acquisitioh2o
pragmatic competence (Kasper and Rose 2001: 3). @in¢he key issues in
interlanguage pragmatics is examining misunderstgsdetween speakers (Yamashita
2008: 203-205). Since values toward some speechaaet not equivalent to another
culture, it is acknowledged that pragmatic stansldodl a country or a culture are not
universal. Communication is often met with failunhen speakers from different
cultural and language backgrounds do not share stdmee pragmatic standards.
Interlanguage pragmatics aims to enhance the koelef the development and nature
of pragmatic competence and to discover means pfaning L2 and foreign language

learners’ pragmatic competence.

As the term reveals, interlanguage pragmatics wassides to it: on the one hand it
concentrates on interlanguage studies such as wlogh phonology, semantics and
syntax. The term interlanguage refers to the tyjpermyuage produced by second and
foreign language learners who are still in the psscof learning the language. On the
other hand, it examines pragmatics concepts suctoeaslinguistic features and the

meaning of context (Kasper and Blum-Kulka 1993: 3).

Interlanguage pragmatics has focused mainly oraresig speech acts, conversational
structure and conversational implicature (Alcone®@ind Martinez-Flor 2008: 3). Early
studies have traditionally concentrated on leafratsbution of illocutionary force and
notion of politeness (Kasper and Blum-Kulka 1993: Mlost of the studies have
focused on non-native speakers’ development ofmpadig ability, yet there has been
discussion if it would be useful to include alsdivea speakers’ intercultural styles of
communicating under the study of interlanguage metics (Kasper and Blum-Kulka
1993: 3-4).
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3.2 Pragmatic competence

Pragmatic competence belongs under a wider concept afommunicative
competence The first one to introduce the term communicativenpetence was a
sociolinguistic Hymes, who criticized the Chomskytmansformational generative
grammar for not constituting an exhaustive enougkis for our understanding of
language use. It was argued by Hymes (2010: 319-8&it the salient features of
language cannot be addressed without knowleddeeaf $ocial matrix. It is not enough
only to examine the rules of form and grammatigajiet leave stylistic and social
meanings, as well as the diversity of roles amopeakers, out of account. It was
claimed by Hymes that unless linguists enter ihi® &analysis of communicative acts,
they face failure. Ultimately, Chomsky’s notiondithotomy between competence and

performance was set aside and the notion of contative competence was born.

One of the most widely used theoretical framewddkscommunicative competence
was created by Lyle Bachman (1991: 81-110). Bachm@scribes communicative
competence as “consisting of both knowledge, or pmtence, and the capacity for
implementing, or executing that competence in agm@ate, contextualized
communicative language use”. In Bachman's modek thifferent components
associated with communicative competence are iedwhder the concept of language

competence. The following figure illustrates thgaorization of language competence.

[Language competen(}e

| | | |
Organizational competen] [ Pragmatic competence ]

)

| | | |
[Grammatical competen%e[ Textual competence] [ lllocutionary competenc% [Sociolinguistic competenx]e

Voc. Ideat.

Morph. Manip.

Synt Heur. Nat

Phon. Imag. Cultur.

Figure 1. Bachman’s (1991) model of language coermst.
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As shown above, language competence can be diudiedrganizational competence
and pragmatic competend@rganizational competencerefers to the control of formal
structure of language, such as grammatically coseatences. It is further divided into
grammatical competence and textual compete@cammatical competenceconsists

of knowledge of vocabulary, morphology, syntax ahdnology.Textual competence

in turn, means the knowledge of the conventiongdiming utterances together to form
a text, either in writing or orally. The ability tenderstand the rules of cohesion and

rhetorical organization are involved in textual @etence.

The other component of language competence, pragroampetence, refers to the
ability to understand and use the conventionalsrdé language and the ability to
distinguish what conditions make utterances acbéptand appropriate in a given
situation. Pragmatic competence is divided to ulamary competence and
sociolinguistic competencelllocutionary competence refers to the ability to
understand the illocutionary force different speacts carry (see section 2.2.3), i.e. the
ability to understand the distinction between foamd language use. The ability to
perform different speech acts derives from gramrahttompetence and the general
strategies by which a speaker can signal his oiritent in performing an illocutionary
act. An example of a strategy can be to performoaest by sayin’s cold in hereto

imply that the hearer should close the window.

Under the illocutionary competence Bachman (1994is la number of language
functions to build a broader framework of functiavisich can be accomplished through
language use. Firstly, the most pervasive funcsocalled theideational function. It
means the use of language to express our expesiemzefeelings, for instance when
we are pouring our emotions to a good friend. Sdlgprnthere aremanipulative
functions the purpose of which is to affect the world arowsd For instance, we may
utter commands or warnings to make people actseagauld wish them to act. Thirdly,
the heuristic function refers to the use of language to extend our kraydeof the
world, commonly occurring in teaching and probleoiviig. The purpose of this
function is often to extend one’s knowledge of laage itself. Fourthly, there is the
imaginative function that enables us to use the language for humorowesthetic
purposes. For example, we can tell jokes, constamtasies and create metaphors. It is

important to notice that these different functi@me usually in use simultaneously. As
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Bachman explains, a teacher, for instance, may naakassignment (ideational and

manipulative functions) in an amusing way (imagivefunction).

Sociolinguistic competence in turn, is the sensitivity to the appropriatenest
language use in a given context. It refers to #mesisivity to different dialects, and
social and regional varieties. Furthermore, it anreected with the sensitivity to
differences in style and register in language sgeh as choosing the appropriate style
of greeting and ending a conversation. It alsorsete the sensitivity to naturalness,
meaning the ability to formulate utterances whicé aot only grammatically correct,
but also phrased in a “nativelike way”. For examplsing informal utterances in
informal interaction. To have sufficient sociolingtic competence also means that one
has the ability to interpret cultural referenced &gures of speech. Some meanings can
be culturally specific, and the speaker must hax@medge of the culture to be able to

understand the meanings.

3.3 The development of pragmatic competence

3.3.1 Pragmatic competence versus grammatical ciemge

A great deal of interest has raised the inquiry tivee pragmatic competence and
grammatical competence develop separately or aicgbyd A consensus about the
matter is yet to be reached, but results of somdiet have suggested that without
pedagogical intervention foreign language learnexsy often develop even high
grammatical competence in the absence of conconptragmatic competence. This is
especially the case with EFL learners, who do mobanter the target language on a
daily basis outside the classroom (Eslami and EsRasekh 2008: 193) (see section
4.4). However, since the study of the developmémniragmatic competence requires
either longitudinal research of a certain groupaticipants over a prolonged period of
time, or cross-sectional research with participanith various levels of language
proficiency, the number of studies has been scancenot enough information on the

matter has yet been gained (Rose 2000: 29).

A famous study conducted by Bardovi-Harlig and DB@in(1998) found out that
pragmatic competence and grammatical competencedéed develop separately. The

scholars examined Hungarian EFL learners’ knowlaafggagmatics by asking them to
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rate how severe they considered different kindgragmatic and grammatical errors to
be. The study showed that the EFL learners ratedviblation of grammatical rules
more serious than that of pragmatic rules. It wascluded that the grammatically
driven foreign language contents lead learnerspfrexiate grammatical competence
more, and as a result their pragmatic competenes dot develop in accordance with
grammatical competence. It was reported that tamieg environment, in this case a
foreign language classroom, had an impact on theeldement of pragmatic
competence. In a further study, Bardovi-Harlig (2P8rgued in favour of instruction in
pragmatics in a foreign language classroom stathrag even learners with high

grammatical competence may lack necessary pragocw@tipetence.

A couple of years later, Niezgoda and Rover (20@pJicated the study by Bardovi-
Harlig and Dérnyei, this time the EFL learners lgefdzech. They claimed that even
though the results still showed that the FL corst@mtd environment have an impact and
may help learners to develop grammatical competecthe expense of pragmatic
competence, also learner characteristics are obritapce in the development: highly
motivated learners who actively searched for prdgmeonventions were able to
develop nearly as high pragmatic competence asenafeakers of English. These
findings seem to suggest that even though EFL ie@grenvironments can support the
development of the grammatical competence at therese of pragmatic competence, it
does not hinder learners with a high language @emfty and motivation to gain high

pragmatic competence.

3.3.2 Pragmalinguistic competence versus sociopatigroompetence

In some formulations of communicative competencagmatic competence is included
under sociolinguistic competence, referring to @hdity to know how to use the target
language in social interaction. In these framewothe area of competence is often
divided into two aspectappropriateness of meaningandappropriateness ofform
(Trosborg 1995:11). The appropriateness of mearimgcalled sociopragmatic
competence referring to the ability to judge whether a pautar speech act, attitude or
proposition is suitable for a given context. Th@rapriateness of form, then, is called
pragmalinguistic competence indicating the linguistic realization of meaninghis

can, for instance, concern the extent to whichvergimeaning, such as attitudes and
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propositions, are represented in a form which isable for a given sociolinguistic

situation.

Research findings seem to suggest two conflictettepns in the development of these
competences: either pragmalinguistic competenasedes sociolinguistic compentence
or vice versa. Research focusing on the developofgmagmatic competence leaves us
an incomplete picture of the nature of the relabetween pragmalinguistic competence
and sociopragmatic competence meaning that untihdu findings it is unclear how

these patterns influence the teaching of pragneaticpetence in class.

4 PRAGMATIC COMPETENCE IN THE CLASSROOM

In this chapter pragmatic competence is examinau & pedagogical perspective. First,
grounds for instruction in pragmatics are offeredustify why pragmatics should be
taught in class. Second, different methods that lbanused in teaching pragmatic
competence are considered. Furthermore, it is ss&xliwhich methods seem to have
been the most successful according to recent studieird, a few specific areas of
pragmatic competence are introduced, namely pelsgndirect and indirect speech acts
and pragmatic routines. These are some possibtgmatiac principles for teachers to
teach in class. Lastly, the impacts of EFL classraetting to the teaching and the

development of pragmatic competence are discussed.

4.1 Grounds for instruction in pragmatics

A topic of interest in interlanguage pragmaticsmsether pragmatic ability develops
without pedagogical intervention. Do learners nigsstiuction in pragmatics in class to
gain pragmatic competence or does pragmatic comgetdevelop naturally hand in
hand with grammatical competence? It has been shbatneven learners with a high
grammatical proficiency may posses low pragmatimpetence: they differ from native
speakers in the production of speech acts, senfantiwlas etc. (Bardovi-Harlig 2001:
14). A learner may produce grammatically complex] aorrect, but pragmatically
inappropriate, utterances in their speech failiogubderstand illocutionary forces of
specific speech acts (Niezgoda and Rover 2001:@G&)versely, learners may be able
to produce pragmatically appropriate utteranceschvistill may contain grammatical

errors. It has been argued that knowledge of prégmales must be learned,
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represented and taught in the same way as the &dge/lof formal aspects of the
linguistic system, such as grammar, in order foarders to acquire pragmatic

competence (Bialystok 1993: 44).

Empirical evidence shows that learners who do mekive specific instruction in
pragmatics have noticeably different pragmaticesyst than native speakers (Bardovi-
Harlig 2001: 29). In the learning of pragmaticghe target language, attention must be
paid to linguistic forms, functional meanings armhtextual features (Schmidt 1993:
34-36). While incidental and implicit learning arfeoth possible, noticing and
consciously paying attention to the relevant feegudacilitates the learning of pragmatic
rules. Simple exposure to appropriate input is ket to be sufficient for the
acquisition of pragmatic competence, since leardersiot necessarily recognize and
understand the pragmatic functions of the input &md this reason fail to learn
pragmatic rules of the target language. This sugghat in class attention to pragmatic

features should be paid to in order for learneigaio pragmatic competence.

Notwithstanding the fact that instruction in pragice facilitates the acquisition of
pragmatic competence, it is by all means not thg factor determining EFL pragmatic
competence. Also the time spent in the target myltanguage proficiency and transfer
from L1 culture affect the development of pragmatepetence (Bardovi-Harlig 2001
24-29). Learners who have spent longer periodsvd# in the target culture tend to use
more speech acts favoured by native speakers,raaddition, show more sensitivity
towards pragmatic infelicities. Since they haveiatted on a daily basis with natives
of the target culture, they have begun to placetgreimportance on knowing the
pragmatic rules of the language understandingtti®se is more to communication than

grammatically correct language use.

Furthermore, learners with a high language prdficyeoften value pragmatic skills

more than learners of a lower language proficiefitgssall 2008: 77-79). The reason
for this lies behind learners’ cognitive abilitieenguage learners cannot perform
utterances automatically and unconsciously likeiveatspeakers, but producing

utterances demands a good deal of conscious €effous learners with a low language
proficiency are unable to pay much attention tgypratics, as it takes such an effort to
produce a grammatically correct sentence that thgn&bout pragmatics would lead to

a cognitive overload. Consequently, learners wittigh language proficiency are able
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to produce at least low-level sentences uncondgiowhich frees up more processing
capacity to be devoted to thinking about pragmatdso transfer from L1 culture can
either hinder or facilitate gaining pragmatic alil(Bardovi-Harlig 2001: 29). The
influence from L1 culture can be negative or pusitidepending on how similar or
different the home culture is from the target cdtu

Although pedagogical intervention is only one fadtothe development of pragmatic
competence, it is of high importance especially E6iL learners, who do not receive
daily exposure to the target language (Bardovidiga?2001: 28). As the empirical
evidence shows, instruction in pragmatics is vdliab class, and without it EFL

learners do not necessarily acquire pragmatic ctanpe.

4.2 Teaching pragmatics

Not many studies have yet been conducted on whabeht way to teach pragmatics is.
A great deal of pragmatic knowledge is part of &pesl implicit knowledge and cannot
be clearly explained, which sometimes makes thehiag of pragmatic competence
challenging (Schmidt 1993: 23). However, studiesehahown that instruction in

pragmatics has a positive effect on the developneéntragmatic competence, and
students receiving any kind of instruction outperfdhose not receiving instructions at
all (e.g. Bardovi-Harlig 2001; Rose and Kwai-fur020 Takahashi 2001). Even though
any kind of instruction is beneficial, the studiesggest that learners receiving
deductive / explicit instruction outperform learsiereceiving inductive / implicit

instruction (e.g. Takahashi 2001; Rose and Kwai2001; Tateyama 2001; Schmidt
1993). It has also been argued that form-focusesruation, for example form-

comparison and form-search, facilitate the learniofy pragmatic competence
(Takahashi 2001: 173). It was, in fact, found thaaning-focused input was less

effective than explicit, form focused information.

The availability of relevant input in class is ofiportance when teaching pragmatics
(Bardovi-Harlig 2001: 24-25). However, input in tlerm of simple exposure to
positive evidence is not enough to help learnersldéeelop pragmatic competence
(Takahashi 2001: 171-199). While incidental leagnia possible and happens to a
certain level, directing students’ attention toexent features in the input is highly
facilitative in gaining pragmatic competence (Kasped Blum-Kulka 1993: 19). It has
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been argued by Takahashi (2001: 171-199) that ispatld be enhanced in order to
capture learners’ attention. Input enhancementitiateis the development of pragmatic
competence by directing learners’ attention to pratic rules of the language. It can
mean some form of corrective feedback with or withonetalinguistic information,
visual or textual modification, such as using botditalic face, or task manipulation,

which directs learners to notice target structieesusing focus on form methods.

According to Takahashi (2001: 171-199) the targetgmatic features were most
effectively learned when a relatively high degrdeinput enhancement in class was
combined with explicit metapragmatic informatiom feneral, it was found that
providing metapragmatic information is most proleatd advance learners’ pragmatic
competence. Metapragmatic information means helffindearner to become aware of
the target language pragmatic features, it candrapiher explicitly or implicitly. Also

another study has (Schmidt 1993: 21-42) arguedawour of awareness raising
techniques in teaching pragmatic competence. ltstrassed that it is very unlikely that
learners incidentally and implicitly learn targeinguage features. According to the
study “linguistic forms can serve as intake forgaage learning only if they are noticed
by learners” (Schmidt 1993: 27), and consequelitgre is evidence that a relationship
exists between what learners notice and understhondt target language pragmatics

and what they learn.

In conclusion, it can be presumed that in ordemimst efficiently advance learners
pragmatic competence, some kind of explicit indgtaic needs to be provided in the
classroom. While also implicit learning is possjbleput enhancing combined with
explicit, awareness raising teaching seems to itatel the learning of pragmatic

competence the most.

4.3 Teachable pragmatic principles

Since there are numerous pragmatic rules to tdemm, presupposition and deixis to
speech acts, it is not relevant, considering trsggaeof the present study, to examine all
the possible pragmatic components. Therefore, ke hahvosen three items which to
discuss and which are studied in the present stooljteness, sarcasm and irony and
pragmatic routines. These items were chosen becthese all require pragmatic

competence to be successfully used in interaction.
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4.3.1 Politeness

Politeness is a term that has proven to be extseimaeid to find an all-encompassing
definition for. Not only does polite behaviour dadguage vary from culture to culture,
but the rules of politeness are also highly comp@aes context-based within the same
culture (Lakoff 2005: 1). Politeness seems to beemban just preferring indirectness
over directness; it is something intrinsic and ofém unmarked part of communication.
In everyday communication, when people face theicehdetween clarity and
politeness, they most often prefer the latter dye#ng polite is more important than
clarity leading to opt to form roundabout forms. A& as language learning is
considered, studies imply that transfer from thehaolanguage often foreshadows the
way learners formulate polite utterances in thg@eatidanguage (Abrahamsson 2003:
243). For this reason learners often try and foatitg utterance according to the rules
of their mother tongue, and as the concept of grudiss varies from culture to culture,
this might lead learners to form impolite and rudierance without them even realising
it.

Most of us are used to being taught formulaic fomfigpoliteness, such giease,
excuse mandthank you As these are fundamental parts of polite langussge they
are often under discussion in EFL classrooms. Metet is more to politeness. In the
field of pragmatics, politeness has been widelydistl, since polite language often
involves euphemisms and roundabout forms meaniagttte message the speaker is
trying to convey is often highly dependable on tbatext in question. Polite language
often means breaking the co-operative principleviojating or flouting a maxim (see
section 2.2.1) (Goatly 2012: 228). A speaker idating the maxim when he or she
deliberately hides a breach of a maxim from thedreas in the following example:

A: Does your dog bite?

B: No.

(A bends down to stroke the dog and gets bitten)

A: | thought you said your dog didn't bite.

B: It's not my dog (Goatly 2012: 229)
In the example, the maxim of quality is not stgidikoken, as B says something that he
or she believes is true about his or her own dagdbes not reveal that he or she is not
the owner of the dog in question. Flouting a maxingn, means an overt breaking a

maxim. When a teenage girl announces thgtbrother's a real bitctshe does not
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expect the hearer to think her brother is a ferdalg, but to understand that the father

has done something to make his daughter angry G2@12: 229).

Leech (1983: 104-138) introduces a number of pwiss maxisms: tact, generosity,
modesty, agreement and sympathy maxim. He furtbsrthat politeness often occurs
between two participants in a conversation, whigh loe calledelfandother,which is
essential to bear in mind when examining the maxFirstly, we havehe tact maxim
which means minimizing the expression of beliefsiolvhimply cost to other and
maximising the expressions of beliefs that impiydfé to other. Basically, it means
using indirect, as tactful forms in utterances assjble, for instanceZould you please
five me that bogkinstead ofGive me that bookThe tact maxim is probably the one that
is most salient for language learners, since @hsut basic mitigation of utterance.
Secondly, there ishe generosity maximsuggesting minimizing the expressions of
beliefs that imply benefit to self and maximize theressions of beliefs that imply cost
to self. For exampleCould | borrow your bicyclés more polite an utterance th¥ou
can lend me your bicycle Thirdly then,the approbation maxim (also so called
“flattery maxim”) indicating the minimization of expressions oflibés that imply
dispraise for other and maximization of the expmass of beliefs that imply praise of
self. According to this maxim, one should avoidisgyunpleasant things about other
people, for instance, we should sByank you for the delicious cake you bakeden

though the cake has not been that tasty.

Fourthly,the maxim of modestymeaning that one should minimize the expressiéns o
beliefs that imply praise of self and maximize #ressions of beliefs that imply
dispraise of self. For example, | you make a mistaks perfectly fine to utteHow
stupid of me But for another person to sa&jow stupid of youwhen you make a
mistake, is highly impolite. One should also mirampraise of self, for example saying
How clever of mebreaks against the modesty maxims, whereas iblilepgo say to
another persomdow clever of yoy!when they have succeeded. Fifthly, therehis
agreement maxim suggesting minimizing the expressions of belidiat timply
disagreement between self and other and maximittiegexpressions of belief that
imply agreement between self and other. Basicilipeans that agreeing with someone
even vaguely is more polite than directly disagrsed lastly we havehe sympathy
maxim that indicates minimizing the expressions of Wglithat imply antipathy

between self and other and maximizing the exprassid beliefs that imply sympathy
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between self and other. This refers to expresselgewes which are negative with

regard to the hearer, for instante) sorry to hear your dog died

One of the first and most influential theories ofifgness in pragmatics was launched
by Levinson and Brown (1987). The politeness thesrgased on the assumption that
an individual’s self-esteem motivates strategiepaliteness. According to Brown and
Levinson, every adult person hasfeee “the public self-image that every member
wants to claim for himself” (Brown and Levinson 1®&1). The concept of face can
be divided intonegative and positive face Negative face refers to “the basic claim to
territories, personal preserves, rights to norradsion i.e. freedom of action and
freedom from imposition”, whereas positive facéttse positive consistent self-image
or personality claimed by interactants”. It wasusd by Brown and Levinson that the
concept of face is universal meaning that certamdsof acts intrinsically threaten face;
these acts are callddce-threatening acts(Brown and Levinson 1987:65-71). The acts
can threaten either the positive or the negatice faf the interactant and politeness in

interaction is based on avoiding these face-thnéageacts.

The politeness theory has also been widely crétidt has, for instance, been argued
that it is idealised assuming that there is a #ec¢anodel speaker whose intentions are
stable and formulated before interaction, thus ingwpoliteness as a stable product
(Mills 2003: 89-116). Whereas a more process-oe@grodel of analysis should be
used in which interaction and participants’ intensi, and consequently the forms of
politeness used, are negotiated throughout theactien and depended on the context,

such as community of practice.

Notwithstanding the theory or model behind polienthe fact is that polite language is
not something we are born with, it must be acqu{#dtts 2003: 9). This indicates that

when learning a foreign language, the forms oftpoéss must be taught to learners in
order for them to be able to formulate polite laaggl in the target language. It can be
claimed that polite language and behaviour is famelstal to how we communicate

with each: they are at the heart of social intévac{Watts 2003: 29). For learners to
succeed in communication it is salient that pdétieguage use is paid attention to in

EFL classrooms.
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4.3.2 Sarcasm and irony

The terms sarcasm and irony are closely relatecbfted mixed and used as synonyms
in everyday communication. Yet there is a diffeenaccording tdOxford Advanced
Learner’s Dictionary (2007: 1345) sarcasm is “a way of using words ta the
opposite of what you mean in order to be unpleagasbmebody or to make fun of
them”, whereas irony means “the amusing or straagpect of a situation that is very
different from what you expect” (Oxford Advanceddrrer’'s Dictionary 2007: 822).
What is similar to both of them, though, is thagyttare created through conversational
implicature (see section 2.2.1), which means thatheaning of the utterance is highly
dependent on the context and the meaning thatpisaker wants to convey is beyond
the literal meaning of the utterance. Language fitenoused in an ambiguous or
incongruent way to create humorous implicaturehi@ given situation (Goatly 2012:
21-23). The listener has to interpret the meanigiding clues from context and non-

verbal communication to understand the humour.

Humour, in this case sarcasm and irony, failséflibtener is not able to understand the
underlying meaning of the humorous utterance. Lagguearners tend to opt for the
literal meaning of the utterance which can lead t@ilure to understand the humour.
Furthermore, humour is linked to politeness in $base that a failure to understand it
may threaten the positive face of the teller (sexvipus section 4.3.1) (Goatly 2012:
244-245). Consequently, since the joke is not wstded, the hearer may respond to the
humorous utterance by an impolite way threatenimg the negative face of the hearer.
Moreover, when humour fails, it may mean that thel communicative situation is
met with a failure. For this reason, language leexrshould be made aware of the basic

rules of humour in language use.

4.3.3 Pragmatic routines

One aspect of pragmatic competence is masteringn@ic conversational routines.
Some researches place pragmatic routines undesttitly of vocabulary and under
“institutionalised utterances” offered by the lexical approach. According to ligvacal

approach, we use institutionalised utterances thgiress pragmatic meaning in
communication (Lewis 1997: 257). In this sensenight be said that institutionalised

utterances serve the same purpose in communicasopragmatic routines. In the
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present study, pragmatic routines and their meéuimgss are categorised under the
study of pragmatics instead of the study of vocaityul

It was argued by Coulmas (1981) that pragmaticaulshooncentrate more on the
dynamics of routinized speech, since in commurocaspeakers frequently make use of
expressions which have proved to be functionallyrapriate. As Coulmas observed,
every society has its standardized communicatituatons in which speakers react in
an automatic manner, often using pragmatic ididdmilmas (1981: 3) defined routine
as “a regular course of procedure; a more or lesshanical or unvarying performance
of certain acts or duties”, emphasizing that asafpragmatics is concerned, routines
concern communicative functions and co-operativaciie in communication.
Pragmatic routines, thus, are a means of guidiagérs’ normal participation in social

interaction.

Interlanguage pragmatics has not yet paid muchtaite to pragmatic routines in
research. Yet in everyday conversations we arenofte used to using lexicalized
metaphors, phrasal compounds and speech acts ¢hhave lost an awareness of the
meanings of their parts (Goatly 2012: 195-196). Rdanguage learner it might be
unclear how to respond naturally to a greeting @v o minimize an apology or a
helpful gesture, since native speakers of the tdagguage often use institutionalized
pragmatic routines in conversation in these situti In everyday life speakers often
meet communicative situations where adjacency ptiad is, pairs of speech acts, e.g.
greeting-greeting or offer-acceptance, are usedf{¢®?012: 218). These pairs are
adjacent in the sense that they are uttered berdift persons, ordered as first and
second parts and categorized so that a partidudaiphrt requires a particular second or
range of second parts for a response. For instaheespeaker utters an apology for
accidentally pushing an other person, the otheralsgreis supposed to offer a
minimisation, such a¥'s okay, no harm don&yot something else such as an accusation
or a greeting. It is of importance to a languagerier to learn to use pragmatic routines
in order to maintain fluency in communication, gn@gragmatic routines are frequently
used, idiomatic language that serve a purpose @pikg communication smooth and

uncomplicated.



31

4.4 Pragmatic competence in the EFL classroom

It is generally acknowledged that the learning eminent influences the rate and
outcome of learning, as is the case when compd&®lg and ELF learners, the EFL
learning environment being the setting of the pmesstudy. Living in the target
language culture offers ESL learners countlessy daileractions that considerably
enhance their awareness of the various ways of eorimation in the target culture,
which in turn promotes the development of pragmedimpetence. For an EFL learner
the classroom may be the only available settingrevine or she is able to familiarize
him or her with the target language and its custamd habits (Eslami and Eslami-
Rasekh 2008: 193). For EFL learners, the classreetting is likely to be the only
available place to actually produce the languagewiiting as well as in speaking.
Furthermore, large classes and limited contact shauay act as obstacles to the
development of pragmatic competence. Therefons, @f special importance for EFL
teachers to make an effort to give instruction riagmatics in the classroom to ensure
the optimal conditions for facilitating the devetnpnt of learners’ pragmatic

competence.

It has been argued that since EFL materials arssetatend to emphasize micro-level
grammatical accuracy, learners often develop gramaiacompetence without the
concomitant pragmatic competence (Bardovi-Harlig &drnyei 1998: 253-255). The
focus in EFL classes is often on grammar instegat@jmatics or other communicative
aspects, most of the content in class being gréeslydriven. As a result, according to
the study by Bardovi-Harlig and Dérnyei (1998: 13-8see section 3.3.1) EFL learners
place greater importance on grammatical errorsommunication, ignoring pragmatic
failures more lightly. As the pedagogical emphasisan EFLclass is often on
grammatical competence, it may lead learners toktkinat grammar is a priority in
language learning and they, therefore, sometimes @ develop their linguistic

competence at the expense of other competences.

EFL contexts do not seem to provide learners wifficient access to appropriate input
notwithstanding the fact that the overall outcorhstadies point out that instruction in
pragmatics is particularly relevant for EFL leaméAlcon-Soler and Martinez-Flor
2008: 3-21). It is claimed that without pragmaticds, EFL teaching raises learners’

metalinguistic awareness but does not support #neldpment of metapragmatic
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consciousness, resulting in learners often bemtgpable of distinguishing between
what is appropriate in a given context (Eslami &sthmi-Rasekh 2008: 178-197). By
the same token, EFL teaching materials cannot aaycounted as reliable sources of
pragmatic input, and are, therefore, improbableesult in pragmatic development
(Eslami and Eslami-Rasekh 2008: 178-197).

5 THE PRESENT STUDY

The following chapter presents the research praesdof the present study, first
starting with a discussion of the aims of the sttmyether with the actual research
guestions. Second, the methodological choices ef study are explored and the
principles and advantages of the method are comsid&hird, the process of collecting
the data is presented, followed by a discussiothefmethod for analyzing the data.

Finally, the participants of the present studyiateduced.

5.1 Motivating the study and research questions

The aim of the present study is to examine teathet®ns on pragmatic competence.
A notion can be defined as “an idea, a belief ouaglerstanding of somethingOkford
Advanced Learner’s Dictionar007: 1039). The purpose is to find out how teash
define the ambiguous and complex concept of pragntampetence from their own
personal point of view, what they consider theleyas well as learners’ role, to be in
the acquisition of it and how they experience t@agland evaluating it. As the present
study is a descriptive study, the emphasis is @triling the personal experiences of
the teachers.

Previous research on pragmatic competence hasyramised on learners’ production
on pragmatic principles or learners’ pragmatic caghpnsion, leaving teachers as the
less studied group in learners’ acquisition of pragc competence (Kasper and Rose
2001: 243). Curiously, even though interlanguagagpratics has gained increased
interest in the field of language learning and b&ag, the role of the teachers seems to
have been forgotten. Whereas learners’ ability touae pragmatic competence,
produce and comprehend pragmatic principles haveived interest as subjects of
research, teachers’ knowledge of pragmatic competeand their ability to teach

pragmatic principles have been somewhat negletitbds been argued that if teachers
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do not have tools to teach pragmatic principlespuly have materials that remain
largely on the level of theory, they will not nesasly be able to help learners to gain
pragmatic competence (Cohen 2012: 34). For thisoreathe present study examines
the acquisition of pragmatic competence from tlevpioint of the teachers. The aim is
to discover how teachers experience their roleeipihg learners to acquire pragmatic

competence and what means, if any at all, they tat@ach pragmatic principles.

In research on the teaching of pragmatic princj&gempts have been made to find out
if pragmatic competence is teachable, if theregaoeinds for instruction in pragmatics
and if some methods of teaching pragmatics are wmibicent than others (Kasper and
Rose, 2001: 249-264). Thus far, answers gained fiyenstudies have been mixed.
Firstly, because pragmatic competence refers to céyeability of mapping form,
meaning, function and context all together, thisameg that teaching of it cannot be
tied to a specific form, it has been questioned thdre pragmatic principles are
teachable at all. Some principles seem to be tééehehereas others are not. Secondly,
in the research on the benefits of instruction ragmatics, there is evidence that
support the view that learners receiving any irdiom outperform those not getting
instruction at all in pragmatics (e.g. Bardovi-Hgr2001; Rose and Kwai-fun 2001;
Takahashi 2001). Thirdly, as far as methods oftte@care concerned, the research has
concentrated on the debate between explicit antlaimmstruction. Even though most
studies have shown that explicit instruction sedmsbenefit learners most, some
evidence supporting implicit instruction can alsofbund (e.g. Takahashi 2001; Rose
and Kwai-fun 2001; Tateyama 2001; Schmidt 1993) Phesent study will seek to
discover answers to the same kinds of questioriseaprevious research, but from the
viewpoint of teachers instead of learners. In thsy, the present study can bring

something new to the field of pragmatics.

The specific research questions which the presedy will seek to answer are:

1. What the teachers think pragmatic competence to be?

2. What learner characteristic the teachers belieweflioence learners’ learning of
pragmatic competence?

3. What is the role of the teacher in learners’ laagrof pragmatic competence?

4a. What the teachers think there is to teachtglragmatic principles?

4b. How to teach these then?
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5. What is the role of evaluation in the learnaiggragmatic competence according

to the teachers?

These questions will be answered by collecting aéth the help of semi-structured
interviews (see Appendices 1 and 2). Six teachers wmterviewed: the interviews were
recorded, transcribed and analyzed for their candinen analysing the content, the
purpose was to discover common themes concernsgegearch questions. While the
present study is descriptive by its nature, it etso be characterised as a qualitative
study, due to the small number of participants ahdice of methodology. In the
following sections, the methodology and data preicgsas well as the participants are

discussed in detail.

5.2 Choice of methodology

The study can be characterized as descriptive tqtieé research. A descriptive
research aims to discovevhat is happening, instead of explaininghy something
happens, as is the case with hypothesis-testirgarets (Coolican 2004: 7-8). Whereas
hypothesis-testing research tests hypotheses, utpose of a descriptive study is to
gather data about “what is happening out there& déscriptive research design can be
used both in quantitative and qualitative reseaacinl it can take many forms.
Qualitative data collected by using semi-structuneigrviews, as was done in the
present study, is one example of conducting desegigualitative research (Silverman
2005: 45).

Qualitative research serves as a suitable methaithéopresent study since the purpose
is to understand and describe participants’ viawsch is typical of qualitative research
(Tuomi and Sarajarvi 2009: 95-96). In qualitatiesearch, it is believed that the reality
is subjective: the reality is socially constructadl everyone experiences it subjectively
in their own way (Hirsjarvi and Hurme 2000: 22-2Qualitative study often examines
the participants’ own experiences and meanings tiiee of these experiences (Patton
2002: 33). In addition, qualitative research desgyappropriate because these kinds of
designs often tend to work with a smaller numbecades in this way receiving more
profound answers (Silverman 2005: 9), as is thepgae of the present study.
Conducting a qualitative research is often an amgprocess: it cannot be presented by
a linear model, as the different phases of thearebe for instance writing literature
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review, elaborating and refocusing research questollecting data and analysing it,
are often going on simultaneously (Maxwell 2005: Bis suits the present study well

giving it greater freedom and flexibility in conding the actual study.

The philosophical view of science behind the regeatesign is called existentialist-
phenomenological-hermeneutic philosophy. All qadiMe research is inherently based
on this philosophy (Metsdmuuronen 2008: 13-15). Tiphilosophy is a

countermovement to positivism which assumes thatottly things worth studying are
those that can be observed and measured (Cool@@4r 220-221). Thus, positivists
rely on quantitative research claiming that onétistical data can be of scientific value.
According to positivism, there is one single cotereeality, which is the same to all
people. Whereas, in qualitative research, mostrebers take a constructivist view of
knowledge, assuming that every person has a urgquostruction of the reality, and

pointing out that the results do not need to besqumted statistically in order to be
scientifically significant. The present study issbd on the view of constructivism,
suggesting that every participant has a slighttfedént perception of the subject matter
and finding out these perceptions and describirgntitan produce interesting data

concerning the role of pragmatic competence in Eflching.

5.3 Data collection

For the present study a method of interviewing alassen for data collecting. A semi-
structured individual interview served as a feasiilethod for collecting the data since
the purpose of the interviews was to explore therissially, when analysing data
collected by a semi-structured interview, the psg to find themes that describe the
topic in question (Metsdmuuronen 2008: 41), as de in the present study. For this
reason semi-structured interviews are often singaifed theme interviews. Theme
interviews lack the strict order and form of stured interviews giving more freedom
to the interviewer, still keeping the focus on ttiemes chosen for the interview
(Hirsjarvi and Hurme 2000: 48). In the interviewsarefully worded open-ended
guestions were asked allowing the participantsohyortunity to respond in their own
words and express their personal perspectiveshdrahswers, different themes were
looked for and analysed. One of the strengths ofhi-séructured interview is its
flexibility (Tuomi and Sarajarvi 2009: 73), whichlaws the participants freely to
express their feelings still keeping the focushaf interview within a particular subject
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area (Patton 2002: 343). Moreover, semi-structurgerview is ideal for obtaining
point of views and observation from people who hspecial knowledge of some field

(Tuomi and Sarajarvi 2002: 77), in this case, @théng English as a foreign language.

The interviews took place individually and the paApants were asked the same
guestions, though not necessarily using the exateswords, to minimize variation
among interviewers. Since every participant hadn&gue, personal viewpoint on
pragmatic competence, they addressed differentcespé it in different contexts, and
that guided the order of the interview questiontse Tnhterviewer also asked additional
questions during the interview, for example, askihg participant to specify their
answer or to give examples. Furthermore, some efgiestions were rephrased to
match the nature of each interview, that is to fas themes in each interview were the
same but it depended on the communicative stylth@fparticipant how and in what
order the questions were asked. All in all, thestjopes were genuinely open-ended
questions to encourage the participants to exghessown understanding in their own
terms. This way the data deals with the particigaimdividual experiences and

perceptions, which characterizes the nature ofitatise research (Patton: 348).

The questions in the interview were arranged aralifierent themes (see Appendix 2).
The idea behind the interview was not to assumedlhahe teachers value pragmatic
competence and teach it, but to find out if theheas feel pragmatic competence is of
value to learners, what the teachers think thete teach of pragmatic competence, or
is there anything, and to see what kinds of methbdseachers think they can use in
teaching pragmatic competence. The first themehm interview was pragmatic

competence in general, and the questions dealt tvéhteachers’ perceptions of the
competence. They were asked general questions alfmtt they valued in foreign

language teaching, what they personally considéredoragmatic competence is and
what kind of a role a teacher and a learner havehé acquisition of pragmatic

competence. The purpose of the first section wasgation the teachers up and let them

express their feelings concerning pragmatic conmoete

The three following themes were implicature, sarcaand politeness. Each of the
themes were generally introduced and it was askdidei teacher thought they were
something they considered of importance, whethey dre teachable, what there is to
teach about them, and how they thought these themdsl be taught. During these
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questions, also the questions from the first gdns@me were addressed again and
offered more thorough opinions of them. It oftepp@ned that when the interviewers
started to consider the more concrete aspect chiteg pragmatic competence, they
also began to see more clearly the whole conceapitaimplications on the teacher and
the learner. The last theme was evaluation, in kwttie interviewers were let to express
their opinion on whether they thought it was neags$o evaluate learners’ pragmatic

competence and how this could be done.

5.4 Data Processing

The data was analysed using content analysis. Tingope of content analysis is to
describe the topic in question and to create alldeiscription of it in a reduced and
general form (Tuomi and Sarajarvi 2009: 103). Wabntent analysis the data is
organised and described and it is for the reseatohgecide what kinds of conclusions
can be drawn from it. This has sometimes been @&mat criticism against content
analysis, since the research may describe the pladsmalysis carefully yet not be able
to draw conclusions based on it. In qualitativelysia the data can be grouped by types
or themes (Eskola 2010: 193). One way to groupdtdt@ is by types: the researcher
constructs the most common types of topics fromdéa that describe the responses
generally. The other way to group is by themessTheans organising the data by
themes that are brought up and insightful quotativom the data are presented in the
research report for interpretation. In the presé&undy, the focus in the data analysis was

on themes.

Content analysis can be conducted from three diftegrounds: on the basis of the
theoretical background, on the basis of the da#dfior on the basis of both (Tuomi and
Sarajarvi 2009: 95-119). When analysing data orb#sss of the theoretical background
the process of analysis is based on a certain ytheeadl the research phenomenon is
defined according to this theory. This type of s is often connected to a deductive
mode of analysing. Conducting data on the basithefdata itself means most often
using an inductive method and deriving categoriesnfthe data as they emerge,
categories having not been chosen in advance obatie of a theory. The last ground
means that even though categories are derived thhendata the theory guides or helps

analysis and the influence of previous knowledgec®gnizable from the analysis.
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For the present study, the method of content aisatys the basis of data itself was
chosen. The analysis was implemented in three pids®mi and Sarajarvi 2009: 109-
113). Firstly, the data was reduced by condensinthat information not of relevance
to the present study was eliminated. The reduc¢al Was coded in accordance to the
research questions by using key words and concélpése in the present study
presenting themselves in the form of themes. Sdgptiee data was clustered by going
through the key words and concepts grouping thertherbasis of their similarities or
differences. Key words or concepts that meant #meswere connected together as a
group and labelled with a suitable name. Thesepgare the subcategories of the
present study. Thirdly, the data was conceptualizzdmain categories were formed
from the subcategories. These main categories fibtime findings of the present study

(see chapter 6).

5.5 Participants

The participants in the present study were six Bhgleachers, five of them currently
teaching in Jyvaskylda, one teaching in another mitfCentral Finland. Three of the
teachers were basic education teachers in gra®swo of the teachers were upper
secondary school teachers and one teacher workin ibniversity Language Centre.

All of the teachers had previous work experienoenfiother levels of education as well.

The participants were contacted via e-mail and éskbether they would care to
participate in an interview. The interviews wererrigal out during October and
November in 2012 in the schools the participarashe except one that was carried out
in a coffee shop due to the distant location ofgtieool. Since all the participants were
native Finnish speakers, the interviews were comdudn Finnish to give the
participants the possibility to truly be able tgpesss their feelings toward the subject
without any language barriers. The interviews wedrded and transcribed according

to the transcription key below.

/ / simultaneous speech
interrupted wor- interruption

long pause

(xx), (xx) unclear speech

((laugh)) comments by the transcriber

Figure 2. Transcription key.
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Since the unfamiliarity and ambiguity of the topitthe present study all participants
were sent a basic description of the concept afjmpedic competence via e-mail (see
Appendix X). In the actual interview, the partiaips received another copy of the same
description which they were able to read throughirag they chose to. The participants
were promised anonymity meaning that the partidggamames or work places would

not be published. For this reason, no names wiluged in examples in the present
study. Thus, when a teacher is referred to, a cbdel, T2, T3, T4, T5 or T6 (teacher

number 1, etc.) is used, these code names refaaitige order in which the interviews

were carried out. However, since it is interestimgnow the current working place and

occupational history of the participants (graded gears taught), this information is

provided in table 1.

Code Current work place | Work history

T1 University language total 1,5 yrs: University language centre
centre

T2 Basic education, total 9 yrs: 3 yrs, basic education, grades 1-6
grades 7-9 6 yrs, basic education, grades 7-9

T3 Upper secondarytotal 2 yrs: 0,5 yrs, basic education grades 1-6
school 1,5 yrs, upper secondary school

T4 Upper secondarytotal 13 yrs: mostly, basic education grades 7-9
school also, basic education gradés 1-

T5 Basic education, total 14 yrs: 1yr, basic education, grades 1-6
grades 7-9 13 yrs, basic education, grati®s

T6 Basic education, total 5yrs: 1 yr, basic education ,grade 10
grades 7-9 4 yrs, basic education grades, 7-9

Table 1. Current work places and work history &f plarticipants

6 FINDINGS

In this chapter, the findings of the present stadyreported with illustrative quotations
from the data. The organization of the chapteofed the order and aims of the research
guestions of the present study, each section piagethe findings for respective
research question. As the present study is a g¢iseristudy by its nature, the emphasis

in findings is in the presentation of the spectrfrthe different themes. However, since
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it is interesting to review how many participantentioned a certain theme, a reader
may find this information in brackets in the sumiaarthat end every section. The
themes are introduced by the frequency they werdreaded in the interviews.
Quotations from the data are presented in Finmistl,English translations can be found

in Appendix 3.

6.1 The nature of pragmatic competence

This section aims at answering the first researclestion: What is pragmatic
competence according to the teachers? The purgdbe question was to find out the
teachers’ personal notions of the concept: how theyld define it. Since the concept
was not so familiar to the teachers, they were ideml/with a short description of the
main features of pragmatic competence (Appendiketdre they were interviewed. In
the interviews, the teachers were asked not toesdratte too much on what was written
in the description, but to contemplate what theirspnal understanding of the concept
was. Four themes were addressed in the interviawsability to make circumspect

decisions, a different mode of thinking and actipgljshing and abstractness.

An ability to make circumspect decisionswas the first theme addressed in the
interviews. It was argued that possessing pragnumpetence means the ability to
read context clues i.e. read the participantsdareversation and the overall context of a
situation, and in this way the ability to vary osidanguage in order for it to be
appropriate in accordance to these different sdaonat In example (1) one of the
teachers explains how she considers pragmatic dempe to be an ability to
comprehend what kind of language different contestgiire i.e. what is considered to

be appropriate in a given context:

(1) T1: no ehkéd mulle ekana tulee mieleen se kidgito siind oikeessa
kontekstissa siina kaytannoéssa mita se tilanneiiveata pitaa ja mika
siihen sopii [...] osaa niinku vaha lukee sita tifeetta

The teacher states in example (1) that one aspg@ragmatic competence is to be able
to make circumspect decisions: how one reads thatgin and is then able to choose
appropriate language use. The ability to read ithatgon was stressed by other teachers
as well. In example (2) one teacher contemplateg ihas of salience to understand

what is essential in a given situation:
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(2) T6: se et ymmartaa ettd mika siina tilanteessaniinku olennaista
nakee et minkalaisia erilaisia niita tilanteita nku on

The teacher in example (2) argues that pragmatigpetence refers to understanding
what is essential in a given situation and howedéht situations often require different
kinds of language use. Moreover, comprehensionuainoes and language registers
were also connected to the ability to make circueuosmlecisions. In example (3), a
teacher comments that the understanding of nuanc@danguage use is part of being

able to operate with the language in differentations:

(3) T4: no juuri se etta tilanteessa ku tilanteepyatyy tota- pystyy silla
kielella toimimaan ja ymmartdmaan niita erilaisidévwyja- savyja siina
kielenkaytossa

According to the teacher in example (3), pragmatimpetence means the ability to
operate with the language in any given situatiod afso the understanding of the
nuances in language. In addition to the nuancegnaept of language registers was
also seen to be part of the ability to make cirquens decisions. As example (4)
illustrates, it was mentioned how an ability to makrcumspect decision also refers to

knowing how different communication situations dewhalifferent language registers:

(4) T6: erilaisia kielenkayttttilanteita [...] et ki on niinku virallisia
tilanteita ja mitkda on tAmmosid mita voi kayda kawvetai sukulaisen
kanssa ja mita eroo on silla jos keskustelet vaikdiahemman sukulaisen
kanssa ku jos keskustelet kaverin kanssa

The teacher in example (4) claims that when onsgsses pragmatic competence one
understands what the difference between talkiraptelderly relative or a friend is: how
the language register varies from situation andplgeto another. Being able to vary
between language registers is part of the abilityneking circumspect decisions. To
sum up, notions that were connected to the aliditsnake circumspect decisions were
the understanding of what is essential in a giverason, i.e. to know how to read the

situation and the comprehension of nuances andteggiin language use.

Different mode of thinking and acting was the second theme addressed in the
interviews. Possessing pragmatic competence wisdito the ability to act and speak
in a “native-like way”. The teachers argued tha&t English language enables a different
mode of thinking and acting, and when one possgasgnatic competence, one can

communicate in a way that is characteristic ofwveatenglish speakers’ understanding
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the rules of use of the English language. In exan(®) a teacher suggests that when a
learner has realised that the English languagelenabdifferent mode of acting, he or

she has succeeded in language learning:

(5) T3: ehka siina vaiheessa niilla on kolikko-ikkd tippunu jos ne on
ymmartany sen verran ettd englannin kieli on- mbs$tal erilaisen
kaytoksen

The same teacher discusses in example (6) thateecher he stresses to the learners
that when doing activities in English they haveptd themselves into someone else’s
shoes to some extent, exaggerate and even aategrae in order to adopt the rules of

language use:

(6) T3: opettajana painotan sita etta et nyt teigitéa tavallaan hypata
toisiin saappaisiin et teijan pitda- tammosta mawtmiskykya testataan
teiltd [...] teijan pitéda olla sitte vaha semmonankeleontti etta et siina
pitda heittaytya ja liiotella ja vaha naytellakki

The teacher in examples (5) and (6) believes thfferent way of thinking and acting
should be adopted when learning English. When legra language, it is of importance
to understand that when communicating in the tal@gjuage, one may begin to use
dissimilar strategies, for example, formulate mpaddite sentence structures than one
does in Finnish. It was assumed that when a lednasr knowledge of pragmatic
principles and is capable of communicating in dvealike way, communication goes

more smoothly and fluently.

Small talk and politeness were most often connetigte concept of a different mode
of thinking and acting. The ability to keep up aneersation by small talk and to
formulate polite utterances in English were seenatise from the knowledge of
pragmatic principles, in other words, from the kihedge of how one should use the
language in contexts. Every teacher stated thanhwloenparing English with Finnish
there are significant differences in how politenestanguage use is understood. They
contemplated that English has a more roundabout iadidect way of expressing
politeness, and that part of pragmatic competentieei knowledge of this different way
and understanding of how to use it. For instancexample (7), a teacher comments on
how learners often inquire why in English one hasuse a more indirect way of

speaking:
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(7) T2: ni sit taas se et englannissa se et semnsanba sen asian sillai
niinku ehka vahan kiertden et miks ei sita voiraaait sanoo ni sit et no
se kuuluu siihen kieleen

The teacher explains in example (7) that in Engligbrances are formulated in a more
roundabout way than in Finnish and when learneksf@sthe reason behind this, she
rationalizes that the roundabout way simply is hbe English language behaves, the
general rules of language use that natives knotingtvely but language learners have
to learn. In example (8) the same teacher contirdissussing the matter with an

example of politeness in English. She states thtven speakers of English inherently
use a different way of forming polite utterancesy the reason that English as a

language behaves differently from Finnish:

(8) T2: ettd se niinku joissaki tilanteissa niin faetka puhuu sita
aidinkielena ni ne automaattisesti on tosi kohitikun taas suomessa
sitte ei valttamatta olla et se ((oppija)) oppisnset se kuuluu siihen
kielenkayttoon

As example (8) illustrates, the teachers beliea¢ iths important for learners to realise
that the rules of language use differ from langu@gkanguage. In the present study, it
was claimed that English can be considered to @ polite language than Finnish
(see section 6.4) and that learners should unaerstds and be able to change their
own mode of thinking and acting. The ability tottics was connected to the possession
of pragmatic competence, that is, learners withrftypragmatic competence are able to

understand that politeness, for instance, is diffdy expressed in English.

Furthermore, another point that was stressed ircdn@ection with the theme different
mode of thinking and acting was small talk. It veagued that the Finnish way of small
talk differs from the English way a great deal, dinalt learners should try and adopt a
different way of communicating if they wish to keep with the flow of conversation.
As pragmatic competence was connected to a diffenexle of thinking and acting, it
was contemplated that knowledge of pragmatic ppiesi helps learners to switch to
another way of communicating, in this case, a malieative way of practicing small
talk. In example (9), one of the teachers statasdimce in Finland we do not use small
talk so often, one can unintentionally give a rudpression of oneself if one fails to get

into the flow of conversation:
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(9) T1: meilla on kuitenki vahemman tollasta kultia ettéa vahan tollasta
chit chat small talk meininkid ni ehka se et sistjjossai ulkomailla
saattaa antaa itestdan tahtomattaan toykeén kuwvaikkei sitd millaan
tavalla- sda hymyilet ja kattelet ja haluaisit tatua mutta jos séa et sitte
paase siihe mukaa tammaoseen rupatteluun tai senemosm [...] sit se
toinen voi saada susa iha vaaran kuvan
The teacher expresses a worry in example (9) dimuta Finn may unintentionally act
rudely and give the wrong impression of him/herduse he or she is not able to
practice small talk the way native speakers of Bhgbften do. She also points out that
even if one tries to be friendly, smiles and shakasds, the other participants may
think it impolite if one remains silent too muchndther teacher addresses the same
problem in example (10). She contemplates thanéraroften question the nature of
small talk thinking that it is rather foolish tolkaabout matters that are of no

significance:

(10) T6: siella puhutaan saasta ja puhutaan puugen&a et se niinku
kuuluu siihen et oppilaathan yleensa reagoi ettdorks iha tyhmaa
tavallaan niinku puhua asioista milla ei oo niinkoitaéd valia tai ei oo
niinku mitda merkitysta [...] ku suomalaiset pumiupaljon vahemman ja
silla tavalla nii selkeesti ettd oppilaat usein keksen ettd se on niinku
likaa jos tarvii koko ajan hopoéttaa ja sit harjdk@an- harjotellaan sita
miten keskustelet kohteliaasti ku suomalainenhaktamtelee ku toinen
puhuu
In example (10) the teacher points out that in Ehegbpeaking cultures there is a
distinctive way of using small talk. In Finland thds a tendency to speak less and in a
more straight-forward way, and therefore, learétsn question the purpose small talk
in English serves. They feel that it is foolishtwaddle continually and talk about
matters that are of no significance. In the intns, it was also acknowledge that not
every English-speaking culture has an identical wéypracticing small talk. For
instance, it was mentioned in example (11) thaBiitain it is rather common to use

sarcasm (see section 6.4) and in America they @dtenaround in communication:

(11) T2: jotku oppilaat sanoo et amerikkalaiset pumii et ne vaa heittaa
jotai l&appda ja niinku et onks siind mitdd jarkeeé aatellaa liikaa
suomessa nii et se pitais koko ajan et sen puh@g@&rsitd keskustelua
jotenki eteenpéin
As example (11) shows, learners may not fully ustderd the purpose of the small talk,
but they wonder why, for instance, in America peopeem to be joking with each
other. The teacher in the example explains thahi§inlearners often believe that

talking should take matters further in conversatiomnen small talk in the English
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speaking cultures may serve another purpose, suehsang up the atmosphere. To sum
up, small talk and politeness were themes that weneected to pragmatic competence,
more specifically to the ability to adopt a diffatanode of thinking and acting when
communicating in English. It was argued, that wtetearner possesses pragmatic
competence, he or she begins to understand thahaoiation can differ in the target

culture, and require the learner to change theglie sif communicating.

Polishing was the third theme brought up in the intervieRisigmatic competence was
connected to polished and groomed, even snoblaisguage, in the sense that it was
argued that pragmatic principles are something @hét intelligent and good language
learners can learn to use. It was claimed thatrfost learners it is more important to
learn th,e basics of the language and not nechssae@n try to teach them about
pragmatic principles. In other words, learning alfmagmatic principles was thought to
be something that comes at a rather late stagmaimihg: it was believed that pragmatic
principles should and could be learned only aftéeaaner already has advanced to a
high level of language proficiency and is inteligenough to adopt them. In example
(12) it is argued that not every learner even admnexe pragmatic competence but it is

something of a polishing for talented learners:

(12) T3: kaikki muu on niin sanottua bonusta egémiosta hifistelya [...]

se on eraanlaista eriyttamista et se on niille égfle jotka on vahvoja-

vahvoja ja kielellisesti lahjakkaita ja motivoitutee
In example (12) the teacher claims that the undedsihg of pragmatic principles can be
called polishing: it is somewhat bonus, even snoplend teaching about them can be
considered to be certain kind of ability grouping ftalented and motivated learners. For
most learners, the aim is to learn the basics eflahguage, how to survive with the
language, and thus it can be considered to be ofaeonus if pragmatic competence
is gained. Another teacher in example (13) argndheé same way that learning to use
pragmatic principles can be seen as fine-tuning @olhing the language skills for

those learners who have a good language aptitude:

(13) T6: jos aatellaa et tietty maard oppilaista pipsen ihan sen
perusasian mikd on tarkotus ettd ehkd se on tasi® semmosta
hienosaatoo mité voitas ajatella etté oppilaat goitiinkun- joilla on hyva
kielitaito ja jotka ymmartaa niinku ne perus asiat

In both examples it is stated that pragmatic coemet refers to polishing language

use. It was believed that gaining pragmatic comquetes something extra or bonus for
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talented learners, and that only when one reachkgha enough level of language
proficiency, can they begin to acknowledge pragmptinciples and use them. As the
examples show, knowing how to use pragmatic prlasipvas considered as ability
grouping for talented and motivated learners. Wtien basics of the language have
been learned, learners can start to concentratmextuning the language skills that is,

learning pragmatic principles.

Abstractnesswas the fourth theme mentioned in the intervieBysabstractness it was
meant that the fluent use of pragmatic principlessb merged in the overall
communicative competence that it is somewhat aoustito try and separate it to its
own unit. A teacher discusses in example (14) hbes sees knowledge of pragmatic
principles as an extra tinge in communication, ghing that cannot be separated from
it:

(14) T1: ndan kaiken tommosen semmosena tosi td#kadinku

lisamausteena siihen viestintdan jotai ei tavallegiitd viestinndsta voi

niinku yrit- niinku erottaa [...] vah&n semmonen livéujautettu
semmonen lisa

As the teacher in example (14) explores, pragmatimpetence is thought to be
challenging to separate to its own unit, it is seebe more as something extra that is
blended in the overall communicative competencea Asencept, pragmatic competence
is difficult to define since it is perceived to Ighly abstract. Another teacher in
example (15) states that in a way, pragmatic coemoet is constantly part of overall

language use:
(15) T2: et se kuuluu koko ajan tavallaan siina anitai pitais kuulua

She commented in example (15) that pragmatic cagnpetis not a unit of its own but
is, and should be, part of overall language ussommunication. In the interviews, the
teachers all saw pragmatic competence as somedfisjact that is blended in the

communication as something that could not be ségxta its own clear unit.

In short, themes that were brought up in the idevs about the nature of pragmatic
competence were the ability to make circumspectsaets, a different mode of
thinking and acting, polishing and abstractness Titst theme, the ability to make

circumspect decisions, referred to the ability éad contexts clues in communicative
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situations: who are you talking too, the formaldy the situation etc. (claimed by 6
teachers). It was argued that learners possesgaggnatic competence can take notice
of contexts and vary their language use in accada it, for instance, by changing
language registers. Comprehension of languageteegiand nuances were connected to
the ability to make circumspect decisions. The sdctheme, a different way of
thinking and acting, meant that when communicatmdenglish, one has to adopt a
different way of thinking and acting, and often ssenewhat different communication
strategies than one does in communicating in Amii& teachers). Small talk and
politeness were particularly connected to the okffé way of thinking and acting, since
it was argued that the way polite utterances armdtated and small talk practiced

differ form the Finnish way a great deal.

By the third theme, polishing, it was meant tharmeng about pragmatic principles can
be considered as polishing the language skille#sters). It was thought that for most
learners it is enough to learn the basics of thgetadanguage, and these learners will
probably never acquire pragmatic competence. Howewlgen a learner is talented and
intelligent, he or she may try and learn about pratic principles and in this way polish
their language. The last theme, abstractness,reefdo the notion that the use of
pragmatic principles is so merged in overall comivation, that the concept of
pragmatic competence was considered to be higfigult to separate from the overall
communicative competence (4 teachers). As a congepgmatic competence was

regarded extremely abstract.

6.2 Learner characteristics

The research question number two addressed chastickewhich teachers believed to
influence learners’ ability to acquire pragmaticrgeetence. In the interviews, the
teachers were asked if they considered there tesdmee special characteristics or
features that could have an effect on how wellaarler was able to acquire pragmatic
competence. They were further asked if they thoitgiot be possible for every learner
to acquire pragmatic competence and if not, whatéason underlying it could be. Five
themes were brought up in the interviews: langugmeficiency, intelligence,

motivation, subjective experiences and sensitiaitgl attentiveness to language.



48
Language proficiencywas the first theme addressed. High language qeeofty was
seen to be needed for a learner to be able to rfrome recognition of structure to
recognition of function i.e. understanding meaningsyond literal meanings of
sentences. As it takes so much effort and proagssire for language learners with low
language proficiency to process input and produan ébasic utterances, they would
suffer from a cognitive overload if they were tg &md pay attention to pragmatic rules
in language use. Besides, if a learner cannot gtatet all the words she or he reads or
hears it is highly unlikely for him or her to belalo look beyond the literal meanings
of sentences. Consequently, what they understandtabput is often taken at face
value. As a teacher comments on in example (1&)né&'s cannot understand pragmatic

meanings if they are not able to comprehend alibils in an utterance or text:

(16) T4: se kielitaidon taso tietenki vaikuttaadejbku tosiaan jaa joku

olennainen sana sielta niinku ymmartamatta ni séamatmenee joku ohi
The teacher claims in example (16) that if an dsseword is not understood, the
whole point of the utterance may be lost by a learif learners do not possess wide
enough vocabulary in English, they may not be &blpick up pragmatic principles as
they do not even understand the literal meaninghénsame way, another teacher in
example (17) points out how learners cannot undedsjokes, for example, or other

meanings that are language bound if they only wstdied parts of a text:

(17) T6: jos on vieraalla kielella ni sillonha s& @aljon Kiinni siita etta
miten paljo se oppilas oikeesti niinku ylipaansémamaa siita tekstista...
nii koska eihdn han voi mitaa- piilomerkityksethénme iha ohi jos tota-
tai niinku tai vitsit tai tammaoset kieleen sidorsetijutut

As example (17) implies, if learners are not ablenderstand everything in utterances
or texts etc. it does not seem possible for themmtmage to infer the “hidden
meanings” as pragmatic components often were exfdo in the interviews. Moreover,
learners with low language proficiency are not seely ever to possess good
pragmatic competence, as not everyone managesotequ to the level of fluent
enough target language use. Pragmatic competersseaea to be something that only
advanced and skilful language learners can obsgie ¢ection 6.1). Consequently, high
language proficiency was seen to be among the malgnt factors to affect the

acquisition of pragmatic competence.
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Intelligence was the second theme brought up. It was considiaadhigh language
proficiency should be combined with intelligencer fa successful acquisition of
pragmatic competence to happen. High languageceafly alone does not guarantee
the development of pragmatic competence, sincendesr must also be able to
successfully read the context as well as the paatits in situations to know what kind
of language functions appropriately in the giventeat. For instance, in example (18)
it is argued that learners need to be able to @oiTispect decisions and be intelligent in

order to gain pragmatic competence:

(18) T3: mé& uskon ettd se vaatii lahtokohtasestpilaplta hyvaa

tilannetajua ja semmosta 660 semmosta niinku totks nsitd sanottas

alyllista lahjakkuutta tai siis tammaosta tuntedtisahjakkuutta
The teacher points out in example (18) that learmexed intelligence, specifying it as
emotional intelligence, to manage to gain pragmedimpetence. In the interviews, it
was also pointed out that if a learner is not liggeht enough, she or he may never gain
pragmatic competence, and they may not benefihesessarily even have to benefit,
pragmatics teaching. In example (19), one of thechers contemplates how each
learner advances to a language level that suitsdbdities the best, and some learners
simply are not able to achieve high enough langyamgdiciency to gain pragmatic

competence:

(19) T5: semmoselle oppilaalle kenelle se kielkanheen hankalaa ni en
mie usko etta niille pystyy sita hirveesti ((opettan)) etta niilla on ehka
sitte kuha vaa jollain tavalla tulee ymmarretyksoseehka sit semmone et
osaa lukee niita tilanteita ni vield sit korkeemmkielitaidon alua et
kaikki ei sinne paase

As it was illustrated in examples (18) and (19)agmnatic competence was seen as
something obtainable for good language learners aldw are generally intelligent and
able to draw conclusions from situations by makimglligent circumspect decisions. It
seems that the notion underlying this theme is ti@it everyone necessarily even
benefits from pragmatics teaching, since it onlyymeach learners with high language
proficiency. According to the interviews, gainingagmatic competence is not possible
for weaker students, since high language abilitnlimed with intelligence is needed

for its acquisition.

Motivation was the third theme raised in the intersewWwlotivation was seen to

facilitate the development of pragmatic competenéelearners, since motivated
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learners often seek opportunities to improve thenguage skills also independently
outside class room. English was seen as a langhages easily reachable for everyone
in modern society, through media and Internet, amutivated learners utilize the
opportunities to hear, read and produce Englishthair free time. As is shown in
example (20), pragmatic principles in language us¥e seen as something that
motivated learners most often learn outside thescteom by watching TV-series or
movies without subtitles, reading books in Englshd surfing and chatting with

foreigners in the Internet:

(20) T5: no tana paivana mie vaitan et ne jotkakaiesta kiinnostuneita
ne oppii suurin osa ihan koulun ulkopuolelta et c¢hattailee tuolla ja
sellasta ja huomaa parjddvansa tai ei parjaavanaasitte ite kehittaa
niita strategioitaan sitte parjata erilaisissa tiléeissa
The teacher in example (20) believes that learm#xs are interested in the language
learn a great deal about pragmatic principles datschool. These learners are then able
to reflect on their language use in this way crepstrategies to survive in different
situations. One teacher gave an example of boystei to play computer games or
watch TV-series and pick up pragmatic rules froeréh As example (21) illustrates, the
boys had surprised the teacher in class with tkeowledge of some pragmatic

principles:

(21) T2: on esimerkiks semmosia poikia jotka pglafon netissa peleja
tai kayttaa nettia tai nyt yks semmone poika joséaolin iha yllattyny et
se sano et se kattoo paljon amerikkalaisia jotesdvjoja poliisisarjoja ja
muita ja sit se niinku osas sieltad heittaa jotaintadsta et hei eiks voikki
sanoo nain
Thus, as examples (20) and (21) show, the teablediessed that motivated learners can
learn a great deal also outside the classroom. d&ergin the interviews it was stressed
that English is present almost everywhere in theniBh society making it easily
reachable for motivated learners. For instancegritbe read and heard on the radio and
TV and used in chats etc. on the Internet. Leamérs are interested in the language
and motivated to learn are provided with countlesgning opportunities. Sometimes
learners can show in class that they have learbedtgragmatic principles in their free
time by saying something that fits well the sitaatieven if they had not had the

possibility to learn that pragmatic rule in class.
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In the interviews, motivation was divided into ing8ic and extrinsic motivation.
Intrinsic motivation means performing something fite own sake to experience
pleasure and satisfaction, whereas extrinsic miivaefers to doing something as a
means to a separable end, such as receiving ad@wvaroiding a punishment (Dérnyei
2011: 23). In the interviews, intrinsic motivatiaas connected to learners: it was seen
more as a characteristic of a learner, whereagmsixirmotivation was connected to the
role of the teacher in the acquisition of pragmatimpetence in the sense that a teacher
can kindle learners’ extrinsic motivation. Teacheode in kindling learners’ extrinsic
motivation is further discussed in section 6.3. é&sample (22) shows, intrinsic
motivation, specifically, was seen as a factor theiiitates the acquisition of pragmatic

competence:

(22) T5: mie luulen et vaikuttaa yleensa se kiinm®siihen kieleen ja se
et nakee et silla on itelleen- silla kielella onllathenkilokohtasesti jotai
merkitystd... tdnd paivandha moni sen nakee et &gtdd sita tosi
paljonki koulun ulkopuolella
The teacher in example (22) argues that learneosas intrinsically motivated to learn
English i.e. who consider that the language itaetf its learning to have personal value
to themselves, try and pick up pragmatic principesside the classroom by seeking
opportunities to use it. As they are eager to ldaw the language works, they pay
more attention to language use in different costexthd are often able to draw

conclusions based on their own language use as well

Learners’ own subjective experiencewas the fourth theme discussed. Willingness
and courage to use English in real life situatiaige learners opportunities to
subjectively experience how language, more spedljicpragmatic principles behave.
It was argued that learners who are not afraiadyifd to use the language and making
mistakes learn pragmatic principles more easily. the teacher in example (23)
contemplates, these learners experience subjectveht kind of language use works,
what is appropriate in which situations, etc., whénhances the learning of pragmatic

principles:

(23) T4: noo varmasti sellanen avoimuus ja rohkkagttad sita kielta
ettd ei pelkaa sitd- ei pelkda sitad tota niinni epaistumista taas etta
rapatessa roiskuu ja niin pois pai ettd menee reBkketilanteisiin ni

kyllahan siina valitettavasti joskus kantapaan kawaattaa oppia asioita
mutta- mutta enemman siina kuitenki oppii ku sé gtit sinne seinan
viereen istumaa etka mee niihi tilanteisii
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As example (23) illustrates, learners who try asd the language, even if it sometimes
means making mistakes, gain subjective experieonelsow the language behaves in
communication. This enhances the acquisition ofgmatic competence. Another
teacher mentions in example (24) that one’s owneegpces can make using the

language feel more realistic:

(24) T1: englannistaki aika monella on jonki nakbgiokemuksia [...]
kylla varmasti kyl ma uskon ettd koska se on kkitsitte se tulee ehka
todellisemmaks siella etta kun ite kuulee ja karkdéyttaa tai nii nai ni kyl
mé& usko et se oma kokemus niinku

As the teacher comments in example (24), usinglahguage personally can make
learning the language feel more real in the semsethe learner realizes that there truly
are different patterns and rules in language usejust grammar. This may encourage

learners to pay more attention to pragmatic priesip

Hence, learners’ own subjective experiences weea $e influence the acquisition of
pragmatic competence since it provides them witst-fiand experience on how the
language actually works in communication. Learningy often happen through the
hard way, through mistakes, but if the learnep@ dfraid of using the language, he or

she misses valuable opportunities to learn abogiiage use.

Sensitivity and attentiveness to languagese was the fifth theme brought up. The
theme referred to learners who are sensitive tguage paying inherently a great deal

of attention to different aspects of language usd picking up new phrases and

principles naturally and partly implicitly. Theseakners often recognise functions upon
structures in language use because of their genuieeest in the language. They

inherently suspect to find cultural differencestéasl of assuming that languages can be
translated word for word. The two teachers in eXas25) and (26) both emphasize

the importance of attentiveness and sensitivity tie acquisition of pragmatic

competence:

(25) T1: ehk&d semmonen miten sen sanois no jabamla ehka joku
tarkkaavaisuus tai niinku ettd hoksaa niita tilaitdest hei tah&an sopii nyt
taa tassa tilanteessa taa ei oo ehka nyt ok tansemne et osaa lukee niita
tilanteita ja niinku ja miettia sitte.. semmoneretty herkkyys sille
tilanteelle ja niille muille ihmisille keta siindno
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(26) T6: jaa-a no kai nyt kaik- tammonen ihan ysirtarkkaavaisuus et

he on niinku sen tilanteen tasalla
The teachers in examples (25) and (26) state tmedearners are genuinely attentive
and sensitive to situations and people in it be. learners are on top of the situation
understanding, for instance, what kind of languaggister is most suitable for the
situation. Since sensitive learners pay more atterio language use, both consciously
and unconsciously, they often notice how pragmatiieciples of a language behave. In
the interviews, sensitivity and attentiveness wayenected to authentic language use,
for instance, chatting on the Internet, listeniogrtusic or watching TV. Learners who
encounter authentic language and pay attentioanigulage use can learn a great deal of
pragmatic principles through these different at#gi and thus facilitate their

acquisition of pragmatic competence.

To sum up, themes addressed in the interviews coimgelearner characteristics that
can affect how well a learner acquires pragmatimpetence included language
proficiency, intelligence, motivation, subjectivexperiences and sensitivity and
attentiveness to language. The first theme, larguagficiency seemed to play a
crucial role in the acquisition of pragmatic congrete: according to the present study,
only learners with high language proficiency cariaob fluent pragmatic competence
(as claimed by 6 teachers). If a learner neverhemdigh language proficiency, it is
unlikely that he or she is ever to possess pragnwaimpetence. Learners with low
language proficiency cannot “read between the 'lin@s understand “the hidden

meanings” thus translating the language word fordwand often taking utterances

literally.

Second, intelligence affects the acquisition ofjpratic competence in the same way as
the level of language proficiency: only intelligelearners can gain fluent pragmatic
competence (6 teachers). Third, motivation infleent¢he acquisition of pragmatic
competence in the sense that motivated learnerge mspecifically intrinsically
motivated learners, are more likely to acquire pratic competence (4 teachers).
Motivated learners seek learning opportunities aftén use the language outside
school. As English is easily achievable in the Bhrsociety, it is not difficult to find
possibilities to use it. Consequently, learners wihdingly rub elbows with the

language also learn more about its pragmatic piesi
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Fourthly, these subjective experiences that leargather through using the language
outside the school facilitate the acquisition ohgmatic competence (3 teachers).
Learners who are not afraid of trying to use lamguand not afraid of doing mistakes,
often learn pragmatic principles through their csubjective experiences. Shy learners
not willing to jump into situations may miss thekmarning opportunities. Fifthly,

sensitivity and attentiveness to language guidmé&a to pick up pragmatic principles
from the language use (3 teachers). Some learmiexently pay a great deal of
attention to language use, observing how languagesed in communication and
drawing conclusions. This, naturally, facilitatetiet acquisition of pragmatic

competence.

6.3 The role of the teacher

This section aims at answering the third reseatdsiipn: What is the role of a teacher
in learners’ acquisition of pragmatic competencéf® Teachers were asked whether
they believed that a teacher can influence orifatél the acquisition, and if yes, how
this might happen. Three themes stood out fromrtezviews: learning opportunities,

sensitivity and extrinsic motivation. These will iscussed in this section.

In the interviews, pragmatic competence was constito be a highly learner-centered
phenomenon in the sense that in the very end piértl#s on the learners’ features and
abilities whether they are ever to possess higgrpatic competence (see sections 6.1
and 6.2). This seems to lead to a belief that ®@cin general are seen to play a
somewhat minor role in the acquisition of pragmatienpetence. However, the role of
the teachers was not considered negligible in taegmt study: as the section illustrates,
the teachers suggested some means for teacheysatatfacilitate the acquisition, even

though it was believed that the outcome ultimaliely on the shoulders of the learners.

Learning opportunities was the first theme discussed. A teacher has ensalble in

providing learners with sufficient opportunities kearn about pragmatic principles.
Even though motivated and skilful learners oftearepragmatic principles outside the
classroom (see section 6.2), a teacher can attengpovide learners with opportunities
to examine the language in different contexts anlide exercises that require using
pragmatic principles in lesson plans. It is thepogsibility of a teacher to ensure that

learners have a sufficient amount of opportuniied appropriate exercises, discussions
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or other activities to practice pragmatic princgpleExample (27) illustrates
appropriately how one teacher speculates that thamgh a teacher can offer explicit
instruction to learners, of most salience is $tilsimply provide them with chances to
learn:

(27) T1: no totta kai nyt voi aina tarjota jotai dgaa ja jotai iha
eksplisiittisia fraaseja tai jotai tammostd muttaadn ehkd enemman
painottaisin sita etté niitd vaan tuodaan mahoitishan monia semmosia
tilanteita sinne luokkaan vaikka etté opetellaan wa se sitte esitelma tai
joku neuvottelutilanne tai tai ettd ryhméakeskustédii ryhmatyd etta
tuuaan vaa mahollisimman paljon niita tilanteitase

As example (27) shows, although providing learnensh theory and explicit

information is a feasible possibility, providingal®ing opportunities can still be seen as

the primacy. Another teacher stresses the sametaspgxample (28):

(28) T6: no ehka se etta kuinka paljo semmostalleava niinku syodtetaa
oppijalle ettd miten paljon han saa tilaisuuksianku tavallaan oppia
semmosia taitoja etté se kai siina on lahinna ertéaa niita tilaisuuksia
ja nostaa niita sitte esillekki sielta etta huontekb tas on tammaone
The former teacher (example 27) did not exclude pbssibility of offering explicit
instruction and the latter teacher (example 28hteoi out that in class a teacher can
highlight pragmatic principles, yet they both sses that of most importance is to
provide learners with a sufficient amount of leaghiopportunities. The nature of the
learning opportunity seemed not to be that sigaific what was thought to be most
salient was to provide learners with enough polisési to enhance their understanding
and awareness of pragmatic principles and in tlag give them a chance to acquire

pragmatic competence.

Sensitivity was the second theme addressed. Teachers weretcsémve a role in
giving an impulse for learners to become more $eBsto pragmatic principles in
language use. It was argued that learners do ruatsearily even realise that language
use, for instance politeness rules, vary from lagguto language, so a teacher can serve
as someone who guides learners to evaluate howwaed to pay attention to the
differences. Teachers can emphasize the importarficéearning pragmatic rules
providing learners with tools to pick up these @iféinces on their own in their future
studies, work etc. As one teacher discusses in pbea(@9), a teacher can try and give

an impulse to the sensitivity to pragmatic prinel
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(29) T4: no varmaan just vaan sen herkkyyden hamiitien etta- etta
niinkun osais kiinnittdd- tai osaa niinku epaillaroavaisuuksia
kulttuurijutuissa tietyissa paikoissa tai- tai janKainen just semmonen
tarkkailu et osais kiinnittda oikeisiin asioihin tinioo etta sitte ku menee
niinku toiseen kulttuuriin tai- tai on taalla jat® niinni kommunikoi jonku
toisen kanssa etta- ettd huomais ajatella kaikkitd rasioita mitka voi
vaikuttaa siihe miten asiansa sanoo tai esittagméta asioista se puhuu
ettd koska ei niita kaikkia voi mitenk&d& opettaaamaki se etta ois
jonkunlainen taju siita etta téaa ei kaikkialla abamalla lailla tamé asia
tai kaikkialla ei toimita niinku nain ku taalla mik

As example (29) illustrates, teachers can helpnkyarto realise that they should be
aware of different ways of using language in comicaiion. Learners should

understand that when they are using the languagent&ed to pay attention to different
factors that affect how utterances are formulatediext for instance. It was thought to
be impossible to teach learners all the possibégmpatic principles, and thus the
teachers’ role was seen more as an adviser on whdnwhere learners should be
sensitive to language use. This way, teachersldecta facilitate learners’ acquisition

of pragmatic competence.

Extrinsic motivation was the third theme brought up in the intervieves (definitions
for extrinsic and intrinsic motivation in section2h Not every learner has intrinsic
motivation to learn pragmatic principles but sorearhers are content with learning
basic ways to use the language to get by. Howesenne teacher argues in example
(30), a teacher who can inspire learners to leam also motivate them, at least

extrinsically, to learn about pragmatic principles:

(30) T3: se et mita opettaja voi tehd ni on tddonkn motivaatio eli
saatko innostettua oppilaat oppimaan siihe aiheesee

The teacher in example (30) believes that a teacher inspire learners to study
pragmatic principles. A teacher can give a positpieture and emphasize the
importance of learning to use language in diffe@ritexts, which in turn can result in
positive learning results or even in pragmatic cetapce. The most common means to
wake learners’ extrinsic motivation in the presstudy was giving them positive
feedback when they had successfully adopted a magnpatic rule, and showing
pragmatic competence in a positive light explainitsgyusefulness, which was most
often done by providing anecdotes and personal pkenirom real life (will be further

discussed in section 6.5.2). Stressing the impoetaof knowing how a language
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behaves in different contexts and situations wasn s® motivate learners to pay

attention to pragmatic principles.

In short, the three themes addressed in the discus$ the role of a teacher in the
acquisition of pragmatic competence were learniqgpoaotunities, sensitivity and
extrinsic motivation. Teachers were seen to hawalent role in providing learners
with a sufficient amount of opportunities that eleathem to learn about pragmatic
principles (as claimed by 6 teachers). In additimachers play a role in guiding
learners to be more sensitive to the possible reifflees in language use between the
target language and mother tongue (6 teachers)t was assumed that it ultimately
depends on the learner whether he or she is eveodsess pragmatic competence, it
was stressed that teachers’ job is to introducés tand guidelines for learners about
pragmatic principles, which they then can adopt apdo use in the future. A teacher
was also seen as someone who can increase leagrgissic motivation to learn about

pragmatic principles with positive feedback andoemagement (3 teachers).

6.4 Teaching pragmatic competence

In this section, the research questions “What thierdo teach about pragmatic
principles?” and “How to teach them?” are discusdaedthe interviews, the teachers
were first asked what they thought there was tohtesbout pragmatic principles, and
more specifically, what there was to teach abouditgreess, sarcasm and pragmatic
routines. The teachers were further asked to explhiat kinds of methods they might
use to teach these. The chapter is divided intosations the first discussing what the
teachers considered to be teachable about pragmaiticiples and the second

examining how they could be taught.

6.4.1 Teachability

The general question about what there is to teboltgpragmatic principles proved to
be somewhat problematic to answer. The concept rafjnpatic competence was
experienced to be so abstract (see section 6.1yvatedthat it was felt difficult to limit

it to specific skills. In addition, some areas odigmatics, especially sarcasm and irony,

were not included in teachable pragmatic princiglesll. As example (31) shows, it
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was believed that if a learner cannot understanthsen in his/her mother tongue, it is

not possible to teach it in a foreign language:

(31) T5: mut miten esimerkiks semmone oppilas @lsomeks ku eihan
kaikki tajuu sitd suomeks ((sarkasmi)) ni miten réemku ei mitaa
tséanssia sitte opettaa

The teacher in example (31) comments on that daanler simply has not the required
intelligence to comprehend sarcasm even in Fintlgdre is no chance to try and teach
these principles in a foreign language (see sediid). This was the general idea
throughout all the interviews. However, some arehgragmatic competence were
considered as teachable after all, and three thevees addressed in the interviews:

formulaic forms of politeness, pragmatic routinad aultural conventions.

Formulaic forms of politenesswas the first theme brought up. Knowing when to use
please excuse me, thank yaic. that is, common polite words that are useal iiual
kind of way in everyday communication was consideoé importance Pleasewas
undoubtedly regarded as the most important poliengord in the interviews. As
example (32) illustrates, teachers wished to tdaemers about formulaic forms of

politeness so that they would become an automattcob language use:

(32) T2: ettd oppilaat muistais ettéd se pitdd kdtt se please sinne
loppuun tai sanoo excuse me [...] et se jotenkoatisoituu et osataan
laittaa se please

The teacher in example (32) stresses that it wdiddimportant for learners to
automatically begin to adpleasein the end of a request etc. so that communication
would be polite. It was wished that formulaic formos politeness would ultimately
appear in learners’ communication naturally withtwither thinking. Another teacher
points out in example (33) that forgettippasemay give a rude impression of the

learner:

(33) T3: esimerkiks please sanan kaytto ja naméeskeisia kulttuurissa
ku kulttuurissa et ei voi mennd sanoo et i wanfesofse on sama ku
kiroilis suomessa

The teacher in example (33) observes that forgetton usepleasein an English-
speaking country equals swearing in Finland. It wisn mentioned in the interviews

that English is regarded as a more polite langukigelearner does not posses a high
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language proficiency enough to form roundabouttealitterances using could/would
etc., it would be important for him/her to at lehstable to usplease excuse metc.
constantly in communication in order to not to agpampolite. The importance of
formulaic politeness expressions was emphasizegery interview and they were seen

to be among the most salient topics to teach gi@aggmatic principles.

Pragmatic routines was the second theme discussed. It was regardiedpastant to
teach learners about frequently used expressioat ltave a standardized role in
communication situations. For instance, adjacenayspin greeting-greeting, offer-
acceptance etc. were thought crucial to teachxamele (34), one teacher demonstrates
how she tries to explain to learners that evenghdbeir answers to reaction exercises
might be grammatically correct, they may soundrgfeain the ears of a native speaker,

as they do not belong to the institutionalizedrattees used by the community:

(34) T5: ... vaikka jos nyt kirjassa on joku reagiétitava pitdd vaikka

iha kirjottaakki et mite reagoisit tammosessa titmssa ni sit ku se kayaa
lapi ja sielt tulee erilaisia versioita oppilaaltai sit maa yritdn sanoo et
hei okei kyllah& nyt noinki voi sanoo mut tuskikdan sanois etta britit

nyt vaa sanoo nain how do you do how do you dmitd se sitte on

As example (34) shows, learners do not necesdardw how to use pragmatic routines
in the conversation and the teacher feels she dhetress that some frequent
expressions are almost always used in certain tgihg|a Even sentences that are
grammatically correct and seem to fit into the @msation may sound strange simply
because they are rarely used in communication byenapeakers. Another teacher in
example (35) points out how knowing how to readhveiommon expressions may give

a more friendly impression of oneself:

(35) T1: onha se helpompi ehka itekki sitte reagojd tiiat ne tietyt
konventiot milla nytte tervehditddn ja millo- mitepsytaa kuulumisia ja
miten niihin vastataa tai nai [...] antaa itestddinku no jollai tavalla
ehkéd lahestyttavamman kuvan jos s& oot siind jodsgemmosessa
viestinndn semmosessa flowssa mukana

The teacher in example (35) comments that if laark@ow how to use pragmatic
routines, it is easier for them to get into thewflof communication. The teachers in
general acknowledged that it is of salience to helearners how to use pragmatic

routines in order for them to communicate morerityeand smoothly in English. It
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was also mentioned in the interviews that work Isooffer a good variety of activities

to practice them, which eases the planning of &@ch

Cultural conventions was the third theme discussed. The theme ovewéthsboth of
the previous themes in the sense that it refeas“tamtive-like communication” with the
appropriate pragmatic routines and forms of poéitsn The theme was, however,
brought up beyond verbal communication since ituded also appropriate behaviour
in the target country. In the interviews, it wagpmssed that knowing the habits and
values of the foreign culture, for example, whati¢e are off limits to refer to (money,
religion etc.) or how to address other people ffedgnt situations is significant. As the
teacher in example (36) argues, language competdane is not enough to guarantee

smooth communication for communication consistasgfects beyond grammar:

(36) T4: ... ja sitte myo6ski sellaset niinku siihemlku aikalailla kuitenki
tapakulttuurin ymmartamine ja ja niinku sillee deriga pelkka kielitaito
ettd etta tosiaa siina pitdd ymmartaa miten tig#yikulttuureista tulevat
ihmiset kommunikoi ja heijan ehk& huumorintajuaapag tai tai tota
niinni sitte kulttuurisidonnaisia sanontoja taitsiiha kaytostapoja

In example (36), the teacher ponders how languamapetence alone does not
guarantee successful communication. Knowledge bfireuis needed to be capable of
communicating fluently, for example, knowledge otoms or people’s general sense
of humour. As example (37) illustrates, conventimfsa culture was considered

important along with knowing what is appropriate avhat is not:

(37) T1: ... kulttuuriin liittyvat tavat ja et mitejoku- miten kannattaa

iimasta- miten jossai tietyssa kulttuurissa jokuna@aan mika on

kohteliasta ja mika sopivaa
As both the examples (36) and (37) show, commuboicai/as connected to a wider
concept than merely language, and the teachermethaithat it of importance for
learners to know about conveniences and appropeasein a given culture. Pragmatic
principles were connected to knowledge about cailtdifferences. It was criticized,
though, that it is sometimes difficult to try areghth about the cultural values. Teachers
do not necessarily have enough knowledge abouerdiit cultures, and since the
information in books often stays on a rather sugpialflevel, learners may end up

lacking deep knowledge of the habits and valudsngfish-speaking cultures.
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To sum up, the themes referred as teachable pragpratciples included formulaic
forms of politeness, pragmatic routines and cultdiféerences. Firstly, formulaic forms
of politeness were regarded as a teachable andtamp@spect of pragmatic principles
(as claimed by 6 teachers). Each teacher strelseinportance to know when to use
please, excuse me, thank yeic. in order to not to appear rude in commuricati
Secondly, pragmatic routines were a theme that trtearability to use frequently used
expressions in communication (6 teachers). It wgaea that to be able to keep up the
flow of conversation the knowledge of pragmatic thoes is necessary. Thirdly,
teaching about cultural conventions was considetegthable and important (6
teachers). It was acknowledged that communicato®s gpeyond language competence;

one must know what is appropriate and conventionalgiven culture.

6.4.2 Teaching methods

After the teachers had contemplated the teachalplects of pragmatic principles they
were asked to ponder what kinds of methods couldsed to teach them. Three themes
were addressed in the interviews: positive evidemmoglicit instruction and explicit
instruction.Positive evidencewas the first theme brought up in the intervielvsvas
observed that pragmatic rules, especially rulessideming implicature, are often
pointed out in the text and explained shortly, leairners are not necessarily asked to
practice them in any way. Teachers tended to skawérs positive evidence especially
in the forms of authentic materials, which were sidared ideal for raising learners’
awareness. It was argued that the best way to dbamers how the language in
interaction works is to show them, for instance,-3&fies or movies. It was also
suggested that implicature in speech acts, for pi@ntould be examined through
watching a movie and stopping the movie every anca while to discuss how the
language is used. In addition, even if the teacherdd not themselves teach sarcasm,
they came with a proposition that by watching funify-series, learners may learn

about and become more aware of the different kirfidsimour.

One means to expose learners to positive eviderse® examples: teachers’ own
language use as an example and examples of ealtlifations. Each teacher explained
that they hoped to set an example of an Englishkspg person in class. They aimed to
use typical forms of politeness, humour and pragm@autines hoping that learners
would through the examples realize how to use #mguage in communication. In
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example (38) one teacher ponders how she beliénagsher own example may act as
positive evidence for learners and they may in Way adopt the rules of language use

to their own pragmatic competence:

(38) T1: tosi paljonha se on siité ihan niinku dpgin omasta esimerkista
et miten s&a siella ryhmassa toimit ja ite kaytidyd mitd- miten sa sita
kielta kaytat missakin jutussa [...] omalla esimidkkoska ne kylla sita-

kyl ma uskon ettd ne sieltéa tarttuu toki ne voi dtea esillekki jos jostai

tdmmosesta puhutaan ettd mi- milloin sanotaan mitdkita tota tai mut

kyl m& uskon et omalla esimerkilla etta nyt niirdaitelee vaikka itteaan
siella luokassa

As example (38) illustrates, the teacher felt sitprihat their own example in class
raises learners’ awareness of pragmatic principlegas claimed in the interviews that
the teachers’ goal is to set a good example of ragligh-speaking person in class. In
addition, telling learners real life examples améalotes about communication issues
was thought to be an effective way to wake leafnangareness. As the teacher in

example (39) mentions, learners are eager to leat aeal life situations:

(39) T3: kerrotaan omakohtasia kokemuksia ja opjtilatykkaa
anekdooteista huomattavan paljo

The teacher in example (39) explains that he useewn experiences as examples for
learners. It was discussed in the interviews thathers’ own real life examples may
serve as positive evidence of rules of language Bssides, learner’'s examples can be
used for the same purpose. | was mentioned in mierviews that the teachers
encourage learners’ to share their experiencetass,cso that they become commonly
shared knowledge. All in all, it was suggestedha interviews that showing learners

positive evidence may help them acquire pragmaiticpetence.

Implicit instruction was the second theme brought up. Reasonably oftgnyatic

principles would be taught through implicit insttien meaning that learners are
provided with input and allowed to draw their owanclusions with only minimal

guidance from the teacher. Comparison was undolybted most popular means of
teaching implicitly. Especially forms of politenea®re regularly taught by comparing
the Finnish and English languages. Teachers wohitnlvsthe same expressions in
Finnish and English and learners would be askedytand figure out how the rules of

politeness differ between the two languages. Aglistussed in example (40), by
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comparing the two languages learners may comprethendifferent ways of expressing

politeness:

(40) T5: ni tietenki mita nyt tuli nyt ensimmaisdéa pleasen kaytto ja
tammonen mieleen just kohteliaita kommunikointifapga sita
vertailemaa ettd ehkd suomessa sitd samaa ei wiltta aina ilmasta
sitte samalla tavalla

As the teacher in example (40) contemplates, pw@#e was often taught through
comparison by letting learners to try and interpinet rules of language use. It was also
mentioned that inductive teaching can be used &chteother areas of pragmatic
competence as well. Even though none of teachersidered it worthwhile to teach
sarcasm, an example was given of a work book eseetelaching sarcasm. In example
(41), the teacher explains how in the book thers wa extract of a novel by Bill

Bryson and learners were asked to figure out howasan was created:

(41) T4: ... siind on otettu esiin se tekstin- sekannokirjallinen Bill
Brysonin tekstikatkelma joka on nimenomaan hyvimni&nen ironia-
kautta sarkasmipitonen [...] ettd on annettu sidtihat ettd miten nama
niinku n&ma- nda tota niinni sanat tai asiat ligtyahan tekstiin ja miten
ne niinku- mik& niissé on sarkasmia

As example (41) shows, inductive teaching couldubed to teach other aspects of
pragmatic principles as well, not only forms ofifeess. However, most often implicit

instruction was used to teach the English formsaditeness.

Explicit instruction was the third theme raised in the interviews. Eixpinstruction
referred to teaching where teachers provide leamh clear explanations and rules
about the topic in question. Explicitly taught topwere also practised in class through
oral or written exercises. Explicit instruction ditht play as a considerable role in
teaching methods as, for example, exposing learterpositive evidence. It was
believed that intelligent learners pick up pragmatiles from the positive evidence by
themselves and it was not felt worth the efforet@n try and teach all the aspects of
pragmatic principles to weaker learners. Howewethe interviews, it was argued that

sometimes explicit instruction too is used in class

Explicit instruction was most often used to teachgmatic principles that relate to
grammar. In example (42) a teacher describes hewalight polite forms of questions

simultaneously with conditional forms:
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(42) T2: ku me nyt ollaa kasien kaa harjoteltu jokanditionaalia tai
futuuria tai tammaosia ni sitte sitd et jos siella se could tai should tai
would nii sitte mitetittii sitd et millon se on kysys ku joku kysyy et et
onks se sitte kysymys aina jos siell& on se caudi at no se on kohtelias
kysymys ettéa could you give me the pen tai sittédwou give me the pen
tai give me the pen ni se ettd ne niinku ymmargia&tsa mites ma nyt
sanoisin

As example (42) illustrates, forms of politenessiidobe explicitly taught when they
were combined with grammar teaching. In the examptdite ways of forming a
guestion were practiced at the same time as théiteamal, for the wordsould would

and shouldare used in both. Another teacher mentions in @iar3) that explicit

instruction does not have to be planned, but camsbd as topics emerge in class:

(43) T1: 66 no mun mielesta se nii tommosia asijoisaniitd nousee esiin
tai huomaa tollasia tilanteita mun mielestd ne vitian niinku
eksplisiittisesti niihinki niinku tarttua et heiggon muut tammaonen etta-
ettd huomasitteko

In example (43) the teacher points out how expliicgtruction can also be used as
different pragmatic principles randomly emergeriput or exercises in class. Basically
all kinds of principles could be explicitly explaid and taught when learners begin to
wonder about them. Nonetheless, explicit instructi@s mainly connected to teaching

polite roundabout expressions, such as requestquastions.

In short, three themes were addressed in the discusabout methods to teach
pragmatic principles: positive evidence, impliaisiruction and explicit instruction.
First, all the teachers stressed that they beligpositive evidence was the most salient
means for them to teach pragmatic principles (asn&d by 6 teachers). It was argued
that showing learners positive evidence, especiallthe forms of authentic material,
such as TV-series or movies, and examples and atescdenhances their chance to
acquire pragmatic competence. Since it was claithat only intelligent learners can
acquire pragmatic competence, deductive teaching med often thought to be that
beneficial, but it was assumed that intelligentrieas pick up rules themselves. Second,
implicit instruction was often used in the sensat tlearners were asked to compare
expressions between Finnish and English and figutehow the expressions differ, for
instance, how polite utterances differ between iBm@and English (4 teachers). Third,

explicit instruction was mostly used when gramnsaconnected to a topic related to a
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pragmatic principle (3 teachers). It was also nuemad, that explicit instruction may be

used as topics randomly emerge in class.

6.5 Evaluation

The last research question examined if the teadiéir¢hat it is necessary to test and
evaluate pragmatic competence. The teachers wkeel agether they thought it to be
necessary to evaluate learners’ pragmatic competand if yes, how it could be carried
out. The research question resulted in the mogtadictory answers from the teachers:
themes both against and in favour of testing analuesing were brought up. The
chapter is, hence, divided into two sections ofaltthe first introduces themes against
evaluation and the second those in favour of evialnaA discussion of the means of

evaluation and testing is provided in the secomtice

6.5.1 Against evaluation

Two themes were addressed against evaluating: roefs and lack of a suitable
method.Unfairness was the first theme to be brought up. Since praigncampetence

was seen as something that only skilful learnet \Wwigh language proficiency can
obtain, testing weaker learner of pragmatic prilespwas considered unfair. The
following example (44) illustrates well the teactieieelings about the unfairness of

possible evaluation:

(44) T3: mut sitte on vaa semmosia oppilaita jotkavaa pysty lukemaa

rivie vélista ei osaa sita ni sit se ois vaha niirgpareilua ja sit se mittais

mun mielesté jo vaha eri asiaa kun sita kielen osata
The teacher in example (44) argues that some lesaame never able to gain pragmatic
competence, or the so called ability to read betwte lines, even in their native
language, and for these learners the testing oéguong that is not achievable would be
highly unfair. He also states that at some poinwauld no longer be a question of
testing of language competence, but testing somgethlise, such as the general ability
to understand pragmatic principles in communicatioany language. Another teacher
in example (45) claims similarly that for some leans language learning is such a
demanding process that they never fully succeadand for this reason the testing of

pragmatic competence would be unfair:
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(45) T2: on semmosia oppilaita joille se kieli ankalaa ja ne ei sitéa vaa
hiffaa ni sitte ei niita voi sakottaa siité et nes#a opi kun taas jotku voi
oppia sen niinku helpostikkin ja sitte osaa sitgo kayttaa

The teacher explains in example (45) that as ehtgamne cannot demand a learner to
be able to learn pragmatic principles if he/she thagble even with the basics in the
language. It could even be seen as a punishmetitdar to be evaluated for something
that they simply are not able to master. Whereasestearners may learn to use
pragmatic principles rather easily, others caniotace beyond the level of operating

with the literal meanings of utterances.

Thus, the theme of unfairness referred to the wiray testing would turn out to be
unfair in the sense that it could favour skilfuhieers at the expense of weaker learners.
Weaker learners would not have the opportunity doieve good grades due to their
lack of general ability to understand pragmaticgiples in any given language. The

testing would, therefore, begin to measure somgtéise than one’s language skills.

Lack of a suitable methodof evaluating was the second theme against evaluation. It
was discussed that teachers lack an effective nafarsting: they were uncertain what
the most feasible way of testing and evaluatingldcdae. In example (46) it is
commented on how demanding it is to decide wheeaanker has succeeded in using

pragmatic principles correctly:

(46) T1: aika vaikee sit kuitenkaa arvioida et onillse on onnistunu [...]

niinku etta en tietds milla sita lahtis arvioimaan
The teacher in example (46) feels that it is difiico judge and measure when and how
well learners have succeeded in their learningafmatic principles. It was argued that
figuring out the best way to evaluate pragmatitiskias too challenging and for this
reason it was stated that evaluation was not neces®ne teacher suggested that the
time used in testing would be better used with fizegy pragmatic principles forgetting
testing. Furthermore, as it is mentioned in exani$i®, evaluation often requires the
object of evaluation to be separated into its owit so that accurate evaluation could
be possible. The teachers felt that they lackealiigy to formulate tests that would be
able to separate pragmatic principles from ovedaalfjuage use to a unit that could be
evaluated:
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(47) T6: nii nii ma en tieda se on ehka vahan vaikg@tella sitd niinku
omana juttunaan et miten sita sit lahettas arvicama

As the teacher observes in example (47), pragmaiiopetence was seen as an
inseparable part of language competence in theeprestudy (see section 6.1) and she
is, therefore, uncertain of how it could be sepatdb its own unit for evaluation. Since
the teachers found it problematic to measure whégamer has succeeded in using
pragmatic principles and how to separate pragmgaticciples as its own unit for

testing, they concluded that they lacked a suitatdéhod for evaluation.

In other words, the themes addressed against éwaluan the interviews were
unfairness and lack of a suitable method. Therigséind evaluating of pragmatic
competence was considered to be unfair to wealkendes who were believed to lack
the ability to gain pragmatic competence (as cldiimg 6 teachers). If it is assumed that
not everyone can operate on the higher level @fuage use, i.e. read between the lines,
even in their mother tongue, it would not be fairtést them about it in a foreign
language, since they would always get low grademtider reason to doubt testing and
evaluation was the lack of a suitable method (8hess) that would adequately measure
learners’ knowledge of pragmatic principles. Sonfighe teachers contemplated that

this kind of method has not yet been invented.

6.5.2 In favour of evaluation

The themes addressed in favour of evaluation weatesed and less unanimous. Four
themes were brought up in the interviews: oralstestitten tests, informal evaluation
and authentic evaluatio®ral tests was the first theme discussed in the interviews.
Oral tests were seen to serve as a feasible médesting learners’ ability to keep up
the flow of conversation, for instance, testing haiomatically learners react to
adjacency pairs. Upper secondary school teachensepoout that this kind of a test is
held in the connection with a voluntary oral coursethe test learners are evaluated
partly on the basis on how fluently and idiomalticéhey are able to respond to certain
sayings in English. In example (48), one upper sdany school teacher discusses the

nature of the oral test:

(48) T3: aikasemmin syksylla pidin tyokaverin kanssullisia kokeita ja
siin& oli siis arviointina se ettd minkalai- mitsmjuvaa se puhumine on ja
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myo6s yhtena- yhtena tota niin ni mika yhtena batamié nii sanotusti ol
semmone et milla tavalla reagoi toisen puheeseela mdana-
sanavalinnoilla reagoi esimerkiks siihe et joku kka toivottaa hyvaa
viikonloppua ni miten idiomaattisesti oikein saged siihe
The teacher explains in example (48) that one ravitefor evaluation in the test is
fluency and idiomaticity. Learners need to be awdrand know how to use pragmatic
principles to respond in an appropriate way to @alj@y pairs and other common
sayings, for instance, how to respond when someastgesHave a nice weeken@®ral
tests were mainly seen suitable for testing resimgnith adjacency pairs and small talk.
They were not considered as a means to test ahdbéwdhe ability to understand other
aspects of pragmatic principles, for instance, ast since it would be too advanced
for weaker learners and for this reason unfainvas discussed in the previous section
6.5.1.

Written tests were the second theme mentioned in the intervisMriiten tests were

considered to be suitable for testing and evalgatie ability to vary language registers
in accordance to contexts. Written tests, in thefof essays, poems, talks, articles, for
instance, often require the writer to pay attentiorihe context: who is it targeted to,
where could it be published etc. A political speddfers a great deal from a speech in
a best friend’s birthday party, in the same waanail to one’s employer differs from

an e-mail to a close friend. Written tests couldphieachers to evaluate learners’
knowledge about pragmatic principles in written coamication showing how well

learners are able to take notice of the contexjuiestion. Example (49) illustrates one
teacher’s idea of how a written test can servetasteof learners’ ability to take context

into consideration:

(49) T4: ehka kirjallisessa puolessa liittyy siihesitd se aineessa
opetetaan ettd sa- jos sul on kirje ni sun pitayti asiat ottaa huomioon
jos sun pitaa Kkirjottaa puhe tietynlaiselle yleigdlonko se sitte
syntymapaivapuhe vai tota niinni jollekki delegalé vai jossaki
poliitikoille ja muuta ni ehkd sellasessa tuleedssitte kaytyd lapi et
rekisterid ja sitte sitd sitéd tota niinni ite tilaetta ettd miten se
huomioidaa siina kielenkaytossa

The teacher in example (49) suggests that forestavhen writing a speech, learners
need to be able to take notice of context in otdevrite an appropriate speech. In other

words, a written test could be suitable for testamgl evaluating learners’ capability to

vary their language in accordance with the coniexuestion. Teachers can evaluate
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how well learners can use different language regish their writing and how well they

are able to take notice of contexts, for instafmenality.

Informal evaluation was the third theme addressed. It was argued theat though

pragmatic principles would not be systematicallglaated by tests or exams, it is still
informally constantly evaluated by teachers. Simmagmatic competence is an
inseparable part of language use (see sectiondéathers can evaluate it continually in
class. As the teacher explains in example (50)teniag pragmatic principles is often
evident in learners’ language use in class, duspgken or written exercises, and

teachers are, thus, able to take it into consigerathen grading learners:

(50) T6: kyllahan niitd tavallaan arvioidaankin [...Jos mietitdd et

kyllaha me vaikka perinteisesti arvioidaan kokeiljatka on usein

kirjallisia niin kyllahan nekin sita kielitajua miku hyvin pitkalti mittaa

kyllahan sielldki niinku se tavallaan nakyy et aotkd ymmartany sen
niinku sen kokonaisuuden siitd hommasta eikbhasedavallaan niinku

lippaa siihen mut kyllaha opettaja niinku arvioioko ajan sita

luokkatilannetta et- et kyllahan niinku tietyllgpa mut ehka se ei 00 niin
niinku sillai systemaattista

Even though there would not be particular sectionexams that measure precisely
pragmatic principles, the teacher in example (38)nts that it does not imply that
evaluation does not take place at all. Teacherd tenevaluate learners’ overall
language competence constantly in class, and gspt&c competence is one aspect of
learners’ language competence, it is a part ofeteduation, even if it were not that
systematic. It can be said that pragmatic competenevaluated informally all the time

in class.

Authentic evaluation was the last theme brought up. As it is suggestedxample

(51), an ideal way of evaluating learners’ knowledy pragmatic principles could be
authentic evaluation with the help of a native Eigkpeaker. A native speaker could
talk with learners and at the same time evaluate hell they seem to be using

pragmatic principles in their utterances:

(51) T4: niinku ihanteellisintahan ois heittda sinjoku natiivi sekaan ja
jolla ois aikaa kaikkien kanssa niinku keskusté#iipi ja kattoo miten ne
selviaa

Naturally, this idea of a native speaker evaluatiast be taken hypothetically. It would

be impossible to arrange a native speaker to esargol to test learners’ knowledge of
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pragmatic principles. Yet, as native speakers lhedeel of the language, the instinct
knowledge of what kind of language is appropriatenhat situation, and what one
should respond to different utterances, such aadgy pairs, they could serve as ideal

evaluators of learners’ pragmatic competence.

In short, the themes addressed in favour of teséind evaluation were oral tests,
written tests, informal evaluation and authentialeation. Firstly, oral tests were seen
as feasible means of testing communication skiliste specifically, how idiomatically
learners are able to use pragmatic routines ammbmesto adjacency pairs (as claimed
by 3 teachers). Secondly, also written tests wensidered a possible method of testing
and evaluating (3 teachers). With written testgrrers’ knowledge of language
registers, for instance, formality could be tesiedhe form of essays, poems, talks,
articles etc. Thirdly, it was claimed that learngeagmatic competence is, in fact,
constantly informally evaluated (1 teacher). Asxcteas continually evaluate learners’
actions in class, they naturally also pay attentmhearners’ ability to use pragmatic
principles in their speaking and writing. Fourthilywas suggested that an ideal method
for evaluation would be to have a native speakeEmgjlish in class (1 teacher) who
could communicate with learners and in this wayleate their knowledge of pragmatic

principles.

7 DISCUSSION

The aim of the present study was to examine teathastions on pragmatic

competence. As the present study was a descrigttisy, the purpose was to discover
what kinds of personal experiences and notionsethehers have concerning the nature
and teaching of pragmatic competence. The presedy $iad five research questions
that dealt with the overall nature of pragmatic petence, teachers’, as well as
learners’, role in the acquisition of pragmatic gatence, and teaching and evaluating
pragmatic competence. The data was collected bygusemi-structured interviews

which were recorded, transcribed and analyzed tborcontent. When analysing the
content, themes were found that described well &t notions on pragmatic

competence. These themes were reported in theopiewwhapter are in this chapter
discussed further in terms of information gaineatigh the theoretical background and

previous studies on the topic.
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The first research question was concerned withtélaehers’ personal definitions of
pragmatic competence. The aim was to discover hmwvteéachers would define the
concept in their own words. In the present studggmatic competence was described
as an ability to understand and use the convertroles of language and the ability to
distinguish what conditions make utterances acbéptand appropriate in a given
situation (see section 3.2). In the interviews, thachers had somewhat similar notions
on pragmatic competence as the present study: tis¢ aften brought up themes were
the ability to make circumspect decisions and diffié mode of thinking and acting. In

addition, polishing and abstractness were themeseased.

All the teachers argued that pragmatic competereansithe ability to read contextual
clues in communicative situations and modify orlaisguage use in accordance with
the situations. Furthermore, it was claimed thaemvicommunicating in English, one
has to adopt a different way of thinking and actiagd often use somewhat different
communication strategies than one does in commiimicain Finnish. These

descriptions seem to indicate that the teachemnsnderstand the concept of pragmatic
competence. However, pragmatic competence waspalisived as a highly abstract
concept that could not be separated from the dvesaimunicative competence: when
asked how to more specifically describe pragmaiimmetence, the teachers still talked
about it rather vaguely having difficulties in nawgiparticular pragmatic principles.

This implies that the teachers understand the qrae the level of theory, but cannot

necessarily bring it to the level of practice iasd.

In addition, the teachers argued that pragmaticpstemce is a highly learner-centred
concept that is not for every learner to worry abaouis polishing for intelligent

learners with high language proficiency. Even thHoutpe teachers stressed the
importance to know how to use appropriate langudgey at the same time excluded
weaker learners from the learning of pragmatic qiples. It was believed that

mastering pragmatic principles is something extith which to polish one’s language
use when high language proficiency has been aadthiés is rather alarming, since as
will be discussed in the following paragraph, thi®ans that the teachers will not

necessarily even try to teach pragmatic princifdeseaker learners.

The second research question dealt with learneractaistics. The purpose was to

discover what learner characteristics influenceatguisition of pragmatic competence.
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According to the teachers, language proficiencyelligence, motivation, subjective
experiences and sensitivity have a facilitativeerat the acquisition of pragmatic
competence. As already mentioned above, the temcloetemplated unanimously that
intelligent learners with high language proficiereme most likely to learn pragmatic

principles, whereas weaker learners will probatglyer succeed in mastering them.

It has also previously been argued that somewlgdt language proficiency is needed
for a learner to acquire pragmatic competence ¢seetion 4.1). For example, it has
been claimed that learners with low language pi&iicy are unable to pay attention to
the pragmatic principles in communication, sinciltes such an effort to produce even
basic utterances (Hassall, 2008: 77-79). Learnétslaw language proficiency simply
do not have the cognitive ability to learn pragmagrinciples. Further, in the
interviews, the teachers pointed out that if arlearonly understands some words in a
sentence, it is unlikely that he/she will be aloldobk beyond the literal meaning of the
sentence. However, no research has yet provenreaghat pragmatic principles could
not be taught to learners with lower language preficy, for example beginning
learners. As a matter of fact, one current conoérpragmatic research is to discover
whether pragmatic principles could also be taughttie beginning learners with lower

language proficiency (Kasper and Rose, 2003: 245).

Intrinsic motivation, subjective experiences ands#évity were also brought up in the
interviews. The teachers believed that learners adn@ experiences of using English
abroad or in some other way with native speakerge hgained experiences of
communicating in English which helps them to untterd different aspects of language
use. Also previous research has found out thatitie spent in the target culture often
facilitates the acquisition of pragmatic competefBardovi-Harlig 2001: 24-29) (see
section 4.1). Learners who have experienced conutation personally in the target
culture often realize that there is more to comrmation than grammatically correct
sentences and this guides them to take notice ladr aispects, such as context, in
communication. The teachers also pointed out in ititerviews that learners with
intrinsic motivation to learn the language alsanegaragmatic principles more easily, as
they often are eager to try and use the languagedifferent way in their free time.
Moreover, some learners are inherently sensitidaniguage noticing how it is used in

different situations.
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The third research question aimed to find out abiet role of a teacher in the
acquisition of pragmatic competence. As pragmabimmetence was thought of as a
highly learner-centred phenomenon; something artsiligent learners can acquire and
weaker learners cannot, teachers’ role was seke toinor, yet not insignificant. Three
themes were addressed in the interviews: learnipgomunities, sensitivity and
extrinsic motivation. Since it was believed thaelhgent learners are able to pick up
pragmatic rules on their own, the teachers felt thair most important task was to
provide learners with a sufficient amount of leaghiopportunities to enable them to
learn about pragmatic principles. It was pointetltbat learners need as much exposure
to the language in class as possible. As learnecsumter different communicative
situations through exposure in class, the mosliggat learners will pick up pragmatic

principles along other learning.

Also previous studies have stressed the signifieasfcinput: it has been pointed out
that the availability of relevant input in classoisimportance when teaching pragmatics
(Bardovi-Harlig 2001: 24-25) (see section 4.2). ldoer, it seems that input in the form
of simple exposure to positive evidence is not ghoto help learners to develop

pragmatic competence (Takahashi 2001: 171-19%adtbeen argued that in order for
input to become intake for language learning, & t@be actively noticed by learners
(Schmidt 1993: 27). The acquisition of pragmatienpetence is unlikely to happen if

learners do not notice and understand pragmaticiptes.

The teachers also pointed out that they have aimlde acquisition of pragmatic

competence in guiding learners to be more sensitvéifferences in communication

between Finnish and English and kindling their iesic motivation. Teachers can serve
as someone who guides learners to take notice agfnpatic principles so that they
understand that communication may have differemtikiof rules in English than it has
in Finnish. Moreover, teachers can inspire and vatgi learners to try and learn
pragmatic principles with positive feedback, exagspdtc. and this way kindle learners’

extrinsic motivation.

The fourth research question was divided in twa finst question dealt with the
teachability of pragmatic competence and the seacasitid the methods of teaching
them. One concern in the research on pragmaticbders whether pragmatic principles

are teachable or not. Since pragmatic competefieesr® the capability of mapping of
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form, meaning, force and context all togethertetsching cannot be tied to a specific
form (Kasper and Rose, 2003: 249-264). In the weers, the teachers argued that
pragmatic competence as a concept is highly absaad cannot necessarily be
separated from overall communicative competenceyTiad difficulties in naming
particular pragmatic principles, which naturallyfleeted in their opinions on
teachability. Some pragmatic principles, sarcason, eixample, were excluded from
teachable principles. Anyhow, the teachers nameskthragmatic principles that they
claimed to be teachable in class: formulaic formpaliteness, pragmatic routines and

cultural conventions.

The most salient teachable pragmatic principle aling to the present study was
formulaic forms of politeness. All the teachers &agized the importance to know how
to use formulaic forms of politeness, suchpéesase excuse methank you which are
constantly used in everyday communication in thigetacultures. It was argued that
even if weaker learners do not learn to form coogpéid roundabout polite expressions,
they still can learn to add formulaic forms of petiess to end sentences. It was hoped
that learners would ultimately become so used ésdhforms that they would appear
automatically in communication. Another teachablegmatic principle that was
considered important was pragmatic routines. It elgeved that an ability to use these
frequently used expressions that have a standadrdiate in conversation helps learners
to keep up with the flow of conversation. Learnmsy sound strange if they do not use
the frequently used expressions when respondiradjacency pairs, for example. In
addition, it was claimed that it is salient to tesmbout cultural conventions. It was
pointed out that language competence alone doeguanantee smooth communication,
as communication consists of aspects beyond gramidawever, the teachers
complained that they did not necessarily have emdegpwledge of the target cultures
and as information in books stays at rather sugalfievel, learners may not be able to

acquire deep knowledge of the cultural conventimfrthe target cultures.

Previous research on methods of teaching pragroatippetence has for the main part
been a debate between explicit and implicit instomc This far, the majority of the
research seems to support explicit instructiorhoaitjh, evidence supporting implicit
instruction has also been found (Takahashi 2005eRmd Kwai-fun 2001; Tateyama
2001; Schmidt 1993) (see section 4.2). In the wgers, the teachers addressed three
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methods for teaching pragmatic competence: pos#weence, implicit instruction and
explicit instruction.

The teachers argued that showing learners posthw@ence in the form of authentic

material and examples and anecdotes of real lifienwanication situations is the most
feasible method for teaching pragmatic principlegplicit teaching was often used to

teach how forms of politeness differ between Finrdad English; learners were asked
to compare expressions and explain what kinds ftérdnces could be found. Explicit

teaching was the least frequently used methoda#t mostly used only when grammar
was connected to a certain pragmatic principlehsag the conditional formgould

couldandshould

Curiously, whereas previous research emphasizesyneoglicit instruction in teaching
pragmatic principles, in the present study it wassidered the least valuable method.
One reason can be the fact that the teachers dikmaw how to explicitly teach
pragmatic principles. As it was previously mentidnthe teachers described pragmatic
competence as a highly abstract concept and theéidifiiculties in naming particular
pragmatic principles. Since they believe that omitelligent learners can acquire
pragmatic competence independently, showing peséiidence was considered as the
most feasible method for teaching pragmatic commoetelt seems that the teachers
simply do not have the means to teach the prirgiple

The fifth research question was concerned with uatadn. If pragmatic principles
should be taught in class, how could they be teastetlevaluated? The answers could
roughly be divided in two: themes against evaluatend themes in favour of
evaluation. Themes against evaluation included itndas and lack of a suitable
method. These themes, as well as the previous therae#ect the teachers’ overall
notions of pragmatic competence: since it was betldhat only intelligent learners can
acquire pragmatic competence, it was consideredirund weaker learners to test
something they are never able to acquire. In amditas the teachers had difficulties in
naming particular pragmatic principles, they therefalso had difficulties in figuring
out what kind of test could be used to evaluatenthit was further argued that as
pragmatic competence is so merged in the overatinmonication skills, its evaluating

would mean evaluating something else than langlesgaing.
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Naturally, also suggestions for evaluation weraught up. Themes addressed in favour
of evaluation included oral tests, written testsfoimal evaluation and authentic
evaluation. It was proposed that oral tests coaldd®ed to test learners’ communication
skills, namely how idiomatically learners are aldte use pragmatic routines in a
conversation and respond to adjacency pairs. Writdsts were thought suitable for
testing learners’ knowledge of language registéfstten tests in the form of essays,
poems, talks, articles etc. could measure whetharnérs know how to modify
language in accordance with context. Moreover, aswointed out that as pragmatic
competence is an inseparable part of overall conrative competence, teachers are in
fact informally evaluating it. Not necessary widsts, but with observing the learner’s
language use in class. One interesting suggestiamivied evaluation with the help of a
native English speaker: a native speaker could comicate with learners in class and

this way evaluate how smooth and fluent their dggragmatic principles is.

In conclusion, the present study showed that teadh® have an idea of the essence of
pragmatic competence, but mostly on the level ebth. They have difficulties in
naming particular pragmatic principles being uraertof what pragmatic principles
could be taught and by what means. They do teatie gwinciples, such as mechanical
formulaic forms of politeness and pragmatic rowinieut they rarely do it explicitly,
which, according to previous research, has mosingfiroven to be the most efficient
way to teach pragmatic principles. In addition,gonatic competence was perceived as
a highly learner-centred concept: it was believed in the end, only intelligent learners
can learn pragmatic principles doing it somewhateut guidance, whereas weaker
learners were somewhat excluded from the acquis@fgragmatic competence. It was
not considered to be worth the effort to even trgl &gach more complicated pragmatic
principles to weaker learners. Since it was assutiadintelligent learners are able to
pick up the rules on their own, it was believed tharely showing positive evidence in
class facilitates intelligent learners’ acquisitiohpragmatic competence the most. In
contrast to the previous studies, explicit instiarcserved only a minor role in teaching.
Further, the evaluation of pragmatic competencgedhimixed feelings in the teachers.
The major issue was that the teachers lacked abdeiitneans of evaluation, and they
were not sure what pragmatic principles could kstetk and by what means. Some
suggestions were naturally mentioned, but genetadlyanswers concerning evaluation

were scattered.
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All in all, it seems that as previous research lB&®ngly concentrated on the
development of pragmatic competence from the viempof learners, it has been
forgotten that teachers may lack the knowledge emmipetence to teach it. If the
teaching of pragmatic principles were to be imptbue schools, it would mean that
teachers should be made more aware of pragmatipetemce and showed how the
different principles could be taught. Assuming ttegtichers are uncertain of the concept
and do not know how to teach it, it means thatliear it truly relies on the shoulders of
learners. This leaves weaker learners in a disadgead position leaving the acquisition

of pragmatic competence beyond their reach.

8 CONCLUSION

To conclude the present study, the strengths amitations of the study are discussed
together with suggestions for further study. Edobice of method brings strengths and
limitations to the research process and they nemdbe carefully taken into
considerations when conducting a study. In thegmestudy, data was collected with
the help of a semi-structured interview, and irs tbihapter the challenges the method
posed are discussed in detail. In addition, suggestibout how further research could

be conducted are considered.

The present study was a descriptive qualitativelystlAs the purpose was to collect
qualitative data which helps to understand andrdesgarticipants’ personal feelings
and experiences, the method of semi-structuredvieiging was chosen for data
collecting. In qualitative research, it is believbdt the reality is subjective: the reality
is socially constructed and everyone experiencesulgjectively in their own way
(Hirsjarvi and Hurme 2000: 22-27). By interviewirthe researcher is able to bring up
the participants’ personal interpretations of teality. A semi-structured interview
enables participants to freely express their fgsliand experiences still keeping the
focus of the interview on a particular topic (Pat@002: 343). Often, when analysing
data collected by a semi-structured interview,ghose is to find themes that describe
the topic in question (Metsamuuronen 2008: 41)yvas done in the present study. For
this reason semi-structured interviews are ofterpki called theme interviews. Theme
interviews lack the strict order and form of stwred interviews giving more freedom
to the interviewer, still keeping the focus on ttemes chosen for the interview
(Hirsjarvi and Hurme 2000: 48).
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The data of the present study was further analjseds content. Conducting content
analysis means describing the topic in questioncaedting a lucid description of it in a
reduced form (Tuomi and Sarajarvi 2009: 103). lalijative analysis the data can be
grouped by themes or types (Eskola 2010: 193). \tyjtles, the researcher constructs
the most common types of topics from the data describe the responses generally.
With themes, the data is organised by themes thataaldressed and insightful
guotations from the data are presented in the re&saaport for interpretation. In the

present study, the focus in the data analysis wdkemes.

All in all the present study was successful. Thesem method, i.e. a semi-structured
interview, proved to be feasible: the aims werefilletl and research questions
responded. Further, the responses captured newnafion on pragmatic competence.
For example, it was found that even though teactiersave an idea of what is meant
by pragmatic competence, they were uncertain ohithe level of practice. Teachers
have difficulties in knowing what pragmatic prinigp to teach and how. The teachers
who took part in the present study had positiveiginds of the interviews; some of them
explained that they agreed to do the interview bseaf an atypical choice of topic.
This also suggests that pragmatic competence wsmmewhat new and unfamiliar

concept to the teachers.

One limitation of the present study was the amlygof the topic. The concept of
pragmatic competence is challenging: it is ratheew topic in the field of language
learning and teaching and an all encompassing igésaor of it has yet to be achieved.
For this reason, the teachers had to be providdd widescription of pragmatic
competence in advance of the interviews. In thecrget®on, the term pragmatic
competence was roughly explained together with ¢Masn of some pragmatic
principles. This description both facilitated anosed challenges to the present study.
On the one hand, the interviewer could not havessarily gained enough information
from the teachers without the description, sinae ¢bncept of pragmatic competence
was somewhat unfamiliar to them. The teachers miightave had enough knowledge
of the topic to discuss it, so the description sdras a suitable means to guarantee that
the teachers were able to provide enough informat©n the other hand, the
description is likely to have influenced the teasheotions of the concept and guided
their descriptions to some extent. Fortunatelythadlteachers attempted to explain their

notions of pragmatic competence and its teachiner own words, considering the
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topic from the point of their own experiences, whenabled the interviewer to gather
information that was personal and not too influehbg the description provided by the

interviewer.

Another limitation of the study was the natureldd tlata collection and analysis. When
using the method of interviewing, reliability mag bccasionally questioned due to the
possibility of the interviewer interpreting the dasubjectively (Tuomi and Sarajarvi
2009: 134-137). For example, the interviewer's dgraphic background and value
system may affect the interpretation of the datawever, the nature of qualitative
research is, and has always been ambiguous inethee ghat the analysis depends on
the interpretation of the researcher (Hirsjarvi &hdme 2000: 151). It can be said that
during the research process, interpretations aree do many different phases: the
researcher interprets the participants’ interpi@tat and the reader interprets the
researcher’ interpretations. When reporting thelystthe researcher ultimately decides
what he/she thinks the most important interpretstiare (Kiviniemi 2010: 80-81).
Means to guarantee reliability are to use more tranresearchers’ interpretations or a
carefully written research report in which all thkases and methods of the research
process are clearly presented (Hirsjarvi and HU20@0: 189). In the present study, the
reliability has been guaranteed by explaining trsearch process in detail, introducing

methods, participants, etc. together with illustaguotations from the data.

One risk concerning the reliability of interviewing that the interviewer prompts the
interviewee towards such answers that he/she expedtear, or that the interviewee
responds in a socially approved way. The interetthjity in interaction cannot be
entirely avoided in research, since every individs@cially constructs and interprets
his/her own personal reality (Hirsjarvi and Hurm@0Q: 186). It is salient for the
researcher to practice interviewing in advancetakd active notice of these challenges
so that he/she can modify his/her behaviour tolbe o overtake these difficulties. In

the present study, a pilot interview was conduateatrder to practice interviewing.

Even though the method for data collection, a s&mietured interview, posed
challenges for the present study as discussed ahbwean at the same time be
considered a strength of the study. When religbitias been guaranteed and the
interviewer has taken notice of his/her own roletl® situation, the method of

interviewing provides the researcher with persoiral depth information from
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participants. A semi-structured interview is fleeip since even if the focus is on
particular themes the questions do not have tovod strict order (Hirsjarvi and Hurme
2000: 48). The interviewer is also able to askdarifications and more details if felt
that responses are at risk of staying on too arfia level. Interviewing is also

suitable when studying a small number of participaand when the topic of the
research is somewhat unfamiliar to the participalmsthe present study, with semi-
structured interviews, the interviewer had a pabsibto gather personal, in depth

information that could not necessarily have beessiibe with any other method.

In the future, pragmatic competence from the pointeachers should definitely be
studied further. It would be useful to conduct mikr study by using semi-structured
interviews to see if the results will follow thensa line as the present study. Also,
including a few more interviewers, perhaps up to itgerviews, to the study, would
enable the researcher to gather somewhat morariafmn on the topic. In addition, as
the present study excluded lower basic educatiachers (grades 1-6), it would be of
interest to interview teachers of beginning leasnas well to find out whether they
think pragmatic principles could be taught to lemsnwith lower language proficiency.
Furthermore, one possibility could also be to camduquantitative study, which would
enable the use of a larger number of participalhtsvar the country. Even though the
answers would not be so in depth, a more genedalizerview could be gained of

teachers’ notions of pragmatic competence.

The results of the present study have providedglmsiinto teachers’ notions of

pragmatic competence, its nature and its teachabiis the findings have shown,

teachers do have an idea of what is meant by prage@mpetence, only they cannot
transfer their knowledge to the level of practineclass. Teachers have difficulties in
naming specific pragmatic principles and lack tdolseach them. In addition, teachers
perceived pragmatic competence as a highly learmetred concept meaning that only
intelligent learners with high language proficiermyuld acquire it. This would imply

that weaker learners were excluded from the adeunsof pragmatic competence. If the
teaching of pragmatic principles was to be improwedchools, teachers should be
better informed of different pragmatic principlesdashown how they can be taught

effectively from the first lesson.
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APPENDIX 1: The description of pragmatic competence

Kielitaito jaetaan usein kahteen eri kompetendsigvistiseen ja kommunikatiiviseen
kompetenssiin.Lingvistinen kompetenssi tarkoittaa kykya kayttditi kieliopillisesti
oikein, kun taas kommunikatiivinen kompetenssi ghyl kayttaa kielta tilanteeseen
sopivalla tavalla. Talloin kieliopillinen tarkkuwes ole itseisarvo, vaan tarkeana pidetéaan

sitd, ettd puhuja saa itsensa ymmarretyksi.

Pragmaattinen  kompetenssi on  yksi  kommunikatiivisen = kompetenssin
alakompetenssi. Silldarkoitetaan kykya kayttda ja tulkita kieltd korgggsa. Siihen
sisaltyy ajatus, ettd kieli on valine, jonka avullaidaan saavuttaa erilaisia asioita,
jolloin puhuja kykenee kayttamaan kielta erilaisitarkoituksiin: pyytamiseen,
neuvomiseen, kaskemiseen jne. Siihen sisaltyy jamulkyky ylittaa kirjaimellinen
merkitys ja paatyd puhujan todellisten tavoitteidgnmartamiseen silloinkin, kun
lausuman sisaltd on jopa harhaanjohtava, kutenuepasstrategioita kaytettaessa tai
ironia- ja sarkasmitapauksissa. Esimerkiksi, kunmeanadkee likaisen kodin, han voi
tokaista”’onpa mukavaa nahda likaisia sukkia lattiallajpolloin mies automaattisesti
tajuaa, ettd vaimo ei todellisuudessa ole ilahtumvatn pyytdd / kaskee miestaan
siivoamaan sukat pyykkikoriin. Esimerkkina kielenoriisesta kaytdstd voidaan pitaa
esimerkiksi valheellista kohteliaisuutta, jolloirdkutelun toinen osapuoli voi kaverinsa
pieleenmenneen kampauksen nahdessaan todeta storiisepas sinulla kaunis
kampaus”. Talldin molemmille keskustelun osapuolille on selvaa, daashdus
tarkoittaa juuri painvastaista eli rumaa. Iso psagmaattista kompetenssia on myos

kyky kommunikoida kohteliaasti vieraalla kielelldukkaamatta vastapuolen tunteita.

Pragmaattisen kompetenssin omaava ihminen osaaaaukieltansa kohteliaammaksi
tarvittaessa, muun muassa kayttamalla epasuorigmigksia tai vaihtamalla slangi-
sanat kirjakielisemmiksi sanoiksi virallisemmissgariteissa. Hyvana esimerkkina
englannin kielisestéa kohteliaisuudesta on my0s igdman "excuse me” ja "please”
hallinta, nama ovat tarkeitd ilmauksia kohteliaam $ujuvan kommunikoinnin
takaamiseksi.

Pragmaattiseen kompetenssiin kuuluu myos keskistefakentamisen hallinta: miten
vieraskielisessa kulttuurissa yleensa keskustelkekueteenpain, millaisia tyypillisia
sanoja / lausahduksia erilaisissa tilanteissa, rkutdervehdyksissa tai
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anteeksipyydettaessa kaytetaan ja millainen kiglgihd on soveliasta kenenkin kanssa.
Esimerkiksi Amerikassa on hyvin tyypillistd nuonsga nuorten aikuisten kesken
vaihtaa tervehdy8Hey, what's up”, johon ei ole tarkoitus huikata takaisin kuiim
good”, ollakseen kohtelias ja taatakseen kommunikoinnijuvan jatkumisen.
Pramaattinen kompetenssi siis tarkoittaa yleisgili, miten kielen kayttd vaihtelee

erilaisissa tilanteissa ja konteksteissa ja mitetikkaytetaan erilaisiin tarkoituksiin.
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APPENDIX 2: Schedule of the interview

Haastattelun kysymyksiin ei ole olemassa oikeitavddria vastauksia, olen ainoastaan
kiinnostunut henkilokohtaisista mielipiteistasitipntemuksistasi! Haastattelu on taysin
anonyymi, haastateltavien nimia tai tyopaikkojatidia julkistamaan, ja haastatteluja
kaytetaan luottamuksellisesti ainoastaan tamansgseutkimuksen tekoon.

A Pragmaattinen kompetenssi opetuksessa yleensa:

Mika sinulle on kielenopetuksessa tarkeaa, tarkemsanottuna millaisia taitoja
haluaisit oppilaiden ensisijaisesti oppivan kuniedjaan englannin kielta?

Mitd pragmaattinen kompetenssi sinun oman kasigtksekaan tarkoittaa?
Millaisia asioita koet pragmaattisesta kompetestasilevan opetettavissa oppilaille?

Millaisten asioiden tai oppijan ominaisuuksien vtoggatella vaikuttavan siihen, kuinka
oppilas omaksuu pragmaattisia taitoja?

Millainen on mielestasi opettajan rooli oppilaaagmaattisen kompetenssin
kehittymisessa?

B Implicature:

Kuinka tarkeaa on mielestasi opettaa oppilaitantdizn huomioon puheen asiayhteydet
eli sen, etté puheen kirjaimellinen merkitys eitt&hatta ole se mita puhuja haluaa
valittaa?

Osaatko antaa esimerkkeja tallaisista tilantejstssa sinun mielestasi oppilaan olisi
hyva tiedostaa, etta se mita puhuja haluaa vglitiéale sama kuin puheen
kirjaimellinen merkitys?

Milla tavoin oppilaita voidaan ohjata ottamaan himon ndma puheen asiayhteydet?

Missa maarin mielestasi oppilaita on tarpeen opetidien kieltéa voidaan kayttaa
ironiaan ja sarkasmiin?

Miten oppilaita voidaan opettaa erottamaan sarke@isia ironiset lausahdukset niin
kutsutuista "normaaleista” lausahduksista?

Milla tavoin oppilaita voidaan itse opettaa kaytt#n ironiaa ja sarkasmia?

C Speech acts:

Kuinka tarkeaa on mielestasi opettaa oppilaita raemaan, etté kieltd kaytetdén usein
jonkin tavoitteen saavuttamiseksi, esimerkiksi pywyiseen, vaikka puhe ei suoraa

pyyntoa sisaltaisikaan?

Milla tavoin oppilaita voidaan ohjata huomaamaaeida eri kayttétarkoitukset?
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Miten oppilaita voidaan opettaa itse kayttamaait&kieri tavoin tavoitteiden
saavuttamiseksi, esimerkiksi pyytamiseen, kaskemis@ neuvomiseen?

Kuinka tarkeaksi koet opettaa oppilaita kayttaméidlaisia vakiintuneita sanontoja,
esimerkiksi tervehdyksié ja anteeksipyyntoja, jeitglanninkielisiessa jokapéivaisessa
kommunikoinnissa varsin usein kaytetaan?

Millaisia vakiintuneita sanontoja oppilaille voidaapettaa?

Milla tavoin oppilaita voidaan opettaa kayttamaditasanontoja?

D Kohteliaisuus:

Kuinka tarkeaksi koet opettaa miten puhutaan k@#sti englanninkielisissd maissa?

Millaisia englannin kielta ja kulttuuria koskevialkteliaisuussaantoja oppilaille tulisi
mielestasi opettaa?

Milla keinoilla oppilaille voidaan opettaa millainékielenkaytté on kohteliasta ja
millainen taas epékohteliasta?

Miten oppilaille voidaan opettaa kuinka pehmentékgitaan, esimerkiksi millaisia
keinoja kaskemiseen on perinteisen imperatiivint@ayisaksi?

E Arviointi:
Kuinka tarpeelliseksi koet oppilaiden pragmaattigtgtojen arvioinnin?

Milla tavoin pragmaattisia taitoja voidaan mielest@rvioida?
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APPENDIX 3: Extracts translated into English

6.1 The nature of pragmatic competence

(1) T1: well what I first think is language user@al context in practice
what the situation demands and what you have tat vgrappropriate [...]
the ability to make circumspect decisions

(2) T6: um not necessarily the culture itself lmbe able to understand
what is like essential in that given situation..s&® what kinds of
different situations there can be

(3) T4: well that no matter the situation you camwyou can operate with
the language and understand the nuances- nuaniteg language use

(4) T6: different kinds of situations to use thaduage [...] what are like
formal situations and what are something that hapyth a friend or a
relative and what is the difference between whan giscuss for example
with an elderly relative and if you discuss witfriand

(5) T3: maybe they have somehow succeeded in |geglearning when
they understand that much that English enableHexeit mode of acting

(6) T3: as a teacher | stress that now you kinldawe to put yourself in
someone else’s shoes that you are kind of testeddbe protean and
you have to be a little bit of a chameleon that fraue to throw yourself
and exaggerate and even act a little

(7) T2: so then again in English you can say thiigsin a little
roundabout way so why can’t you say it directly hitsl part of the
language’s nature

(8) T2: so that like in some situations those whwehEnglish as their
mother tongue are automatically very polite wheiadSnland we are not
so that they would learn ((learners)) that it igt pé the language use

(9) T1: we do have less that kind of culture tlite thit chat small talk
atmosphere so maybe that when you go abroad younmakg a rude
impression by accident even though you don’t mgan-smile and shake
hands and you would like to get to know the othespn but you can't get
into the flow of conversation or that [...] the otlparson may get a totally
wrong impression of you

(10) T6: they talk about weather in there and relksense so that it's kind
of part of it ((communication)) and learners uspalact by asking if it is
stupid like talking about things that doesn’t rgatiatter or have any
significance [...] when Finns talk less and in a wéarly so learners
often feel that it's too much if you have to twaeldll the time and then
we practice- practice how you communicate in atpaliay when a Finn
just listens when the other one is speaking
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(11) T2: some learners say that the Americans peaking are just
joking around and they ((learners)) think thataedn’t really make any
sense so here in Finland we think too often tharamces should always
further the matter in some way in conversation

(12) T3: everything else is so called bonus likeftuning [...] it's certain
kind of ability grouping for those learners who ateng- strong and have
language aptitude and motivation

(13) T6: if we think that a certain amount of leansilearn the basics that
they are meant to learn that maybe it is like tuneing that could be for
learners that like- that have a good languageusjgtiand can understand
the basics

(14) T1: | see everything like that as importake lextra tinge to the
interaction something that you cannot try- likettyseparate from the
communication [...] a little extra tinge there

(15) T2: so that it is part of it all the time sltould be
6.2 Factors influencing learners’ acquisition of pragmaic competence

(16) T4: the level of language proficiency of cauedfects... if some
essential word is not understood you miss the point

(17) T6: of course if it is in a foreign languadeen it is a lot up to the
learner’s language proficiency how much she orrgetstands of the text
altogether... yeah because he or she can’t- the hiogEnings are lost if
you don’t- or like jokes and language-bound exsiess if she or he
doesn’t understand them

(18) T3: | believe that per se it requires a gobititg to make circumspect
decisions from a learner and kind of er kind oflvaelw do you say
general intelligence or kind of social intelligence

(19) T5: for a learner to whom the language is \hffycult | don’t think |
can teach much so for them it's more to at leagetaunderstood in some
way it is something that you know how to make ainspect decisions so
it needs such high language proficiency that netyane can gain it

(20) T5: well nowadays | would say that those wimiaterested in the
language most of them learn outside the schodiatihey chat and stuff
and realise that they manage and then they imghmiestrategies by
themselves and then they succeed in different kohdguations

(21) T2: for example there are boys that play tdtsomputer games or
uses the Internet or now one boy that surprisetbideme that he watches
lots of some American TV-shows and stuff and savhs able to say
something and that hey you can say like this right
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(22) T5: | think that the overall interest to tlefuage affects that you see
that is has some personal value to you... nowadayy mealises that they
can use it a lot outside the school

(23) T4: well most certainly some kind of opennasd courage to use the
language so that you are not afraid- not afra@ filure again that's life
and so on, so that you go boldly into situationd yeah unfortunately you
sometimes learn things the hard way but- but yibluesirn more like that
than by sitting alone unobtrusively instead of jegyaiting in situations

(24) T1: quite many have some kind of experiendédsnglish [...] most
certainly yeah | believe that because it becomedmanore real there so
that when you yourself hear and when you use dryeah so | believe
that one’s own experience

(25) T1: maybe this kind of how do you put it wiehhd of maybe
attentiveness or observation or like you get theigmtions like hey in this
situation this is appropriate and then in thisaitn this is not ok so that
you are able to read the situations and kind décef.. a certain kind of
sensitivity to the situation and to the peopletin i

(26) T6: well um | guess all- this general atteatigss so that they are
equal to the situation

6.3 Teacher’s role in the acquisition of pragmatic comptence

(27) T1: well I guess you can always provide witimg theory or explicit
phrases or something like that but | would strlas bringing as much
different kinds of communication situation as oae to class even if it is
a presentation or negotiation or group discussiagraup work so that
one brings there as much of those situations asilpeso that it raises
ideas that hey this did not work or that this wakke

(28) T6: well maybe it is that how much you likedelearners that kind of
information that how often he or she gets like opjdties to learn those
skills so that it is mostly providing those oppamities and highlighting
points like did you notice this

(29) T4: well | guess stirring up that sensitivéty that- so that you know
to pay attention- or you know to suspect differeniceculture stuff in
certain places or- or kind of monitoring so thatiymow to pay attention
to the right things so that when you go to anoth#ture or- or are here
and um communicate with someone you- you realiskindk about all the
things that may affect the way how you say what @y or present or
what things the other one is talking about so yamitgossibly teach all
that stuff so at least the understanding that tharg not the same
everywhere and not everywhere people act like wiaede

(30) T3: what a teacher can do is waking up thisresic motivation in
other words can you get learners to get excitdeamn about the subject
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Teachable areas of pragmatic competence

(31) T5: but what about for example a learner wbes'’t in Finnish
because not everyone gets it ((sarcasm)) in Firsaghere is no chance to
teach it then

(32) T2: so that learners would remember thaa# to be put there the
word please or say excuse me [...] so that it coropeelow
automatically that you put please there

(33) T3: for example the use of the word pleasethade are central in
any culture so that you can’'t go and say | wanteeothat’s like swearing
in Finland

(34) T5: ... for example if there is a respondingreise in the work book
you might even have to write how to react in thiedk of situation then
when we are going through it and learners suggtsteht versions | try
and say that hey ok you can say like that but btithat a anyone would
say that it's just that the British say how do ymihow do you do or
whatever we’re dealing with

(35) T1: it's easier to respond when you know thoesgain conventions
that are used to greet and when- how to ask nedb @ to answer them
or so [...] you give an impression of yourself thatiyare maybe a bit
easier to start a conversation with if you alreadyin the flow of
conversation

(36) T4: ... and then also like knowing the habitshe culture belongs to
it and and like language proficiency alone is maiwgh that that you
really have to understand how people from differitures communicate
and their sense of humour even or or like culturenal sayings or then
manners

(37) T1: ... habits of the culture and how somew lsbould you express-
how in some certain cultures some things areaaidwhat is polite and
what is appropriate

Methods for teaching pragmatic skills

(38) T1: alot it is up to teachers’ like own exdelike how you operate

in the group and behave and what- how you uskatiggiage in different
cases [...] with your own example because they Wbklieve that some

things move to learners and of course you canatiatkut

(39) T3: telling examples from own experience aatters like anecdotes
alot

(40) T5: well what first comes to my mind is theeusf please and these
kinds of polite ways of communication and compatimgt the same thing
might not be said in the same way in Finnish
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(41) T4. ... an extract of- it is a fictional exttdrom a book by Bill
Bryson which precisely contains irony slash sarchsrso that the items
are given like how um er these words or thingsteetia the text and how
do they- what is sarcasm in them

(42) T2: now that we have practiced something tileeconditional or
future forms with the eight graders if there hasrbsomething like could
or should or would well then we have thought whes & question if
someone asks so is it always a question if thezeusd or is it a polite
guestion that could you give me the pen or would giwve me the pen or
give me the pen so that they understand how tat say

(43) T1: um well | think that things like that tiey emerge or you notice
those kinds of situations then you can explicitdaldwith them so that hey
by the way here we have- did you notice

Against evaluation

(44) T3: but there just are learners who can't ieeitiveen the lines...
they don'’t get it and it would be kind of unfairdahthink it would
measure something else than language ability

(45) T2: we have these learners for whom the laggusdifficult and
they just don’t get it so you can’t punish themriot understanding
whereas some learners are able to learn thesestpiegy easily and then
they are already able to use them

(46) T1: it is pretty hard to evaluate when it Basceeded [...] like |
don’t know how to evaluate it

(47) T6: yeah yeah | don’t know it's maybe a bitchto think about as its
own unit like how you would evaluate it

In favour of evaluation

(48) T3: earlier this autumn | held spoken examnts wicolleague in
which the purpose was to evaluate what kind- howrft the speaking is
and also one- one of the so called barometersiveaiiction to the
speech of the other participant what word- wordia®you react with
when for example someone wishes you have a nickeméeso how
idiomatically you react to that

(49) T4: maybe in the written skills it could redab the thing that in
essays we teach that you- if you have a letterhaue to take these
certain things into consideration if you have tateva speech to certain
kind of an audience whether it is a birthday t@xsimm a speech to some
delegation or to a politician like that so you goough the register and er
the situation self and think how you take noticé @f the language use

(50) T6: but we do evaluate it in a way [...] if wertk that even though
we traditionally use tests for evaluating whiclreafare written they do
also measure language proficiency to a large exdentican be seen if
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you have understood the big picture so yeah kind of goes over it but
yeah a teacher does evaluate all the time thetisituia class but maybe
it’s not no that systematic

(51) T4: the most kind of ideal would be to throwaive speaker there
among them who would have the time to speak witdnywne and
evaluate how they manage



