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ABSTRACT

The article deals with a ten-hour teaching expesem “English

Language 2" at Udine University in the second yehthe Degree
Course “Lingue e Letterature Straniere”. The mam was to raise
the students’ awareness of how conversation betwigenary

characters can offer effective examples of whapfgeoan ‘do’ with

language. The first part gives an overview of thsib literature in the
history of pragmatics, touching upon key conceptgh as ‘speech
act’, ‘cooperation’, ‘adjacency pair’, politenessida conversation
management with ‘turn-taking’ and ‘floor-holdinglhe second part
gives an account of the workshops on the samedopite intention is
to provide some examples of a pedagogic approacpragmatics
through dialogues from literary texts. At the emdaalditional excerpt
iIs used to evaluate the effectiveness of the modufeugh the
students’ autonomous analysis.

1.INTRODUCTION

This article is about a teaching experience of iBhghs a foreign
language and pragmatics in the second year of #grd® Course
“Lingue e Letterature Straniere” at Udine Univeysin the first part,
before the presentation of the workshops, an osenof the basic
literature in the field of pragmatics is given; teecond part will
discuss the themes of pragmatics dealt with in wwrkshops
organized for the students of “English Language 2”

Since the workshops make use of literary texts, fihst part
includes a short section on pragmatics and liteeata highlight a
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further perspective of literary interpretation. @ersation between
characters can offer impressive examples of wheplpecan ‘do’ with

language, therefore becoming a source of valuabdtenml for

analysis.

To conclude, some pedagogic benefits of the stligyagmatics in
a foreign language course are mentioned and exgdaifh learning a
foreign language means learning to ‘perform’ soa@bk according to
the target culture, a student should be aware ghegmatic errors
prevail over grammatical ones with regard to comicative efficacy.
Hence the inclusion of this field in the course.

The second part shows examples of student actvdiened at
understanding concepts of pragmatics, while apglhtimem to the
analysis of literary texts. The areas the actigitteuch upon are:
Searle’s (1975: 1-29) typology of ‘speech act'lotutionary force’,
‘perlocutionary effect’ and ‘implicature’; Griceld975) ‘cooperation
maxims’; Brown — Levinson’s (1987: 61-65) ‘adjacemmairs’, ‘face-
saving’ and ‘face-threatening’ in politeness; SdbH#g- Sack’s (1973:
289-327) conversation with ‘turn-taking’ and ‘flebolding’. The
literary texts are: an excerpt frdneok back in AngefOsborne 1957),
the short storyCat in the Rain(Hemingway 1925) and, finally, an
excerpt fromPygmalion(Shaw 1916). This text is used with the aim
of evaluating the effectiveness of the module tglothe students’
autonomous application of the key-concepts alrdattpduced and
developed during the previous activities.

2.PRAGMATICS

Pragmatics refers to the meaning of language begoammar: since
language is the expression of human beings, pracgnat the study
of understanding intentional human action» (Gre8891 3). The
concept of language as behaviour was first devdlopethe 1960s.
Austin’s investigation into the philosophy of larmge was about the
use of language as «doing things with words» (Au$862). Searle
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(1969), Austin’s former student, continued the agsk, focusing on
the ‘force’ of an act, adjusting Austin’s ‘illocomary act’ into
‘illocutionary force’ — the speaker’s goal when feeming an act —
and the ‘perlocutionary act’ into the ‘perlocutiop@ffect’ — the result
of a ‘speech act’ on the listener.

In the same decade Hymes’s (1964) collection cdyssselated the
idea of language use to ethnography and socioktigai When
speaking, we do more than construct grammaticalgsiple linguistic
utterances: ungrammatical utterances may be speaipfiropriate, just
as grammatical utterances can be socially inapjatepr The
interpretation of a ‘speech act’ as the minimalt whicommunication
derives from the social status and the relationshifhe participants,
as well as the immediate social context in whicltseech event’
within a ‘speech situation’ takes place (Gumperéfymes 1972: 56).
Therefore each utterance is the result of bothlittfgiistic form and
the social norms. Communicative competence derifresn a
combination of the two aspects (Hymes 1972: 269293

The process of communication is left without a ssstul
conclusion if sender and addressee do not coopertiteeach other.
In the 1970s Grice (1975: 45-47) pinpointed theevehce of three
cooperation maxims that speakers should abide @®nwitering their
speech acts: the ‘maxim of quantity’ (be as infameaas required),
‘quality’ (give information for which you have ewdce), ‘relation’
(be clear) and ‘manner’ (be relevant). The new gettve brought
forward the idea of ‘implicature’ (1975, 1981), nalgn the message
that is implied by means of the context and theeiker’s cultural
schemata. So, when speakers do not comply withmidmems, they
‘flout’ them, provoking misunderstanding in commcetion or
damaging the interaction.

The concept of language as social action was spphed to the
analysis of conversation. An outstanding contrifruticame from
Brown and Levinson (1987: 151-210), who relatedtpoéss as social
behaviour to Goffman’s (1967: 5-45) ‘face’, the sekbee’s self-
image, which can be ‘saved’ or ‘threatened’ byspeaker, according
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to the type of politeness act that is performedt:ig ‘face-saving’, the

speaker shows concern about the addressee’s irdbEpm in

formulating the answer as he or she pleases, afgpasit to impose
his or her request on the interlocutor; if it iscé-threatening’, the
speaker shows less respect for the interlocut@aume the immediate
fulfillment of his or her needs is of greater im@@amce. Hence he or
she formulates his or her utterance in a very tivemy, indicating

pressure, indifference or disregard for the intartor.

The idea of language as action was there to laghd late 1970s
van Dijk (1977. 12) defined ‘discourse’ as ‘text gontext’ and
‘action’, and Halliday (1978) drew the linguistgtention to the main
aspect of a text: language as social action. Asrserjuence, before
the end of the same decade, the development aulise analysis was
already closely connected to the investigation ahglage as
communication and as a reflection of the sociowealtprocess.

At the beginning of the 1970s Schegloff and SackS73)
investigated the idea of ‘adjacency pair’, the muam exchange in
interaction that is socially determined, with arepojmg and closing
act, which at times works as an opening act oftaraitterance. This
unit is typical of politeness, with requests, apods, thanks,
compliments and many more acts, such as the oatedbur in social
and service encounters. Each ‘adjacency pair’ evadterised by a
sequence that produces social expectations bettheeinterlocutors.
When they are met, the linguistic moves are cdlbeeferred’; when
they fail, they are called ‘dispreferred'.

Sacks, H. — Schegloff, E.A. — Jefferson, G. (19&dalysed the
structure of conversation, more specifically tuakig within a
conversation, which is called the ‘Transition Ralese Place’ (TRP).
The recurrence of each TPR shows the pattern ofemom an
interaction, revealing the participants’ moods atttudes towards
each other. The results may show two extreme pattesf
conversation or a combination of the two: a quiethange where
everybody manages to avoid keeping the floor forlemg, allowing
the others to have their say at an equal levegrdlictual interaction
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in which participants interrupt, grab their turnthé expense of the
others and hold the floor as much as they please.ahalysis shows
the quality of relationship between participantsgluding, among

various features, the degree of closeness, coasahass, power and
mood.

Therefore, in the 1970s the focus in linguisticd#tetd from the
form of language to the inclusion of the listeregiter’'s role and the
context in which he or she operates. The differdretereen semantics
and pragmatics is later discussed by Leech (19§3in5eight
postulates among which there are the following: tbhem of a
sentence does not account for the pragmatic senderae of an
utterance, which means more than what it says; mamoal
explanations are ‘formal’ and refer to ‘discret@tegories, whereas
‘pragmatic explanations are primarily functionalnda refer to
‘continuous and indeterminate values’, owing to timerpersonal’
perspective of pragmatics, including ‘addressergddressee’,
‘context’, ‘goals’, ‘illocutionary act’ and ‘utterece’ (1983:14). It is «a
remarkable shift of direction within linguistics aw from
‘competence’ and towards ‘performance’ (1983:id)other words,
from mastering the language appropriately to achgev a
communicative goal.

2.1. Pragmatics and Literature

In the 1980s pragmatics became an interpretativsppetive in

literature. The concepts of ‘speech act, ‘politesie ‘face’,

‘cooperation’ and ‘implicature’, from a wider rangd pragmatic
themes, were applied to literary text analysis.chee Short (1981.:
291) devote a whole chapter to conversation innthnel, giving the
analysis a pragmatic slant, focusing on speechaadsimplicatures.
They urge the reader to «keep separate the pragrmate of an
utterance and its semantic sense». By the endeofl@#80s Hickey
(1989: 10-11) used the word ‘Pragmastylistics’dous «on either end
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of the interdisciplinary scale, the pragmatic o tktylistic, or
anywhere in-between». He concluded with the statémé seems
certain that only a stylistics which includes agwnatic component
can claim to be complete».

The pragmatic approach to a literary text takes atcount not just
the interaction between writer or author and regdet also between
character and reader and character and characéhtiB (1981)
developed the idea of ‘dialogic imagination’, in iath the various
‘personae’ speak to each other. Leech — Short (188alysed the
dialogue between author and reader giving varicasngles, as when
the former shifts from the narrative past to thespnt tense. Much
later, in an explicitly pragmatic perspective, M@p98) worked on
the concept of multivocality in a literary text,réugh which he
emphasised the roles that the author, the readetharcharacters play
in the development of a story: they are voices toaperate, compete
or clash, while attempting to give meaning to tivergs they are
involved in.

In 1987 an international symposium, sponsored kg British
Council, the Research Institute of the Abo Akad&wmundation and
the English department of Abo Akademi Universitgsirganized on
literary pragmatics (Sell 1991). Among the varioaspects, Sell
(1991: 217) highlighted the relevance of analygotiteness: «not the
politenessof literary texts, which would have something to déhvihe
relationship between the writer and the readers thmi politenessn
literary texts, which is a question of relationghipetween personae
and characters dramatized within the world of mises

In the same decade Sperber — Wilson (1995: 250-@8véloped
their studies on ‘Relevance Theory’, drawing onc&is assumption
that utterances raise expectations of relevandadanlistener/reader:
after understanding what is uttered by a charamtday the narrator,
he or she has to understand the intended mearhngsing the most
relevant interpretation of an utterance (‘commutivea principle’).
The ‘implicature’ must be compatible with all théher elements in
the text, as well as with the addressee’s preiagistnowledge and
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cultural schemata (‘cognitive principle’). Spertsrd Wilson’'s work
became seminal in the field of literary pragmaffesriong 2014).

The interest in the pragmatic interpretation oérbtture has been
developing in the 21st century. Among the variowsitgbutions,
Black’'s Pragmatic Stylistics (2006) analyses spoken discourse
focusing on speech acts and cooperation in ficticshialogues
between characters, as well as between narratoaahdr. Chapman
— Clark (2014) supply a historical overview of sagd of literary
pragmatics and highlight the link between literaggearch and the
main areas of pragmatics, organising them into rtvean frameworks
of reference: a post-Gricean perspective, whiclowd Spenser and
Wilson’s ‘Relevance Theory’ mentioned above, andea-Gricean
theory, which accepts the concepts of implicat@eperation and
politeness between characters.

2.2. Pragmatics and Pedagogy

The study of pragmatics can offer positive and nesights to
students. According to van Djik (1980: 2), the stud the «textual
structure, textual processing and the structureth@fsocio-cultural
contexts» has an educational relevance for botbad@nd university
students. «Education is predominantly textual» (yuk 1980: 2),
owing to the many texts that are used all through e¢ducational
process. But life as a whole is textual, becausengd everyday life, a
human being is exposed to all forms of communicatiaking an
active or passive part in it. So, what van Dijk acltes is that practice
should be provided in educational institutions ®velop a critical
attitude both towards the texts that students nseéhe study of the
various subjects and towards any other text theyecacross in life.
The pedagogy of pragmatics goes even further inoarse of
foreign language and literature, since, if langusggeen as action, it
is not neutral, but deeply culture-bound and, ttuees subject to
diversified implicatures, which may lead to misursti@nding. When
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developing their communicative competence, foreitamguage
learners are expected to increase their awarefie¢le tact that there
may be no equivalence in forms between their matbhregue and the
target language, owing to the different worlds tiiefer to. In the
early 1980s, when pragmatics was starting to spaeashg academic
language researchers, Sauvignon (1983: 25) clefangsaw the
second language teachers’ responsibility in theddfi the duty of
developing communicative competence in students ts«pa

tremendous burden on the teacher who must becoraethropologist
of sorts, discovering and interpreting cultural &abr for which there
are no explicit rules».

Cohen’s and Holstein’'s (1981: 113-133) researchewaryday
speech acts across cultures proves how highly édonahpragmatics
can be for foreign language students: comparingaheus forms that
politeness speech acts can take in various languathe two
researchers show that they are influenced by tk&lsailes of the
community that uses them. For example, apologizargbe expressed
by a mere performative verb, like “I apologize”, lmy the expression
of a feeling, such as “I'm sorry”, or an “offer aé&pair”, or an
“acknowledgment of responsibility”, or a “promisé forbearance”:
the focus of the speech act can vary from innecti@as to external
factors, producing different ‘perlocutionary effe’con the addressee
according to his or her cultural schemata. Theszoodtural reflection
on speech acts goes beyond the practical neediomn-aative speaker
not to misunderstand or not to be misunderstooatesit can develop
the learner’s awareness of the cultural dimensiolareguage and of
the prevailing value in communication of pragmaéoors over
grammatical errors.

In the 1990s research showed more awareness bétiedicial link
between pragmatics and pedagogy in speakers abadand foreign
language. The monograph serlrmgmatics and Language Learning
(Bouton ed. 1996: 3) aimed «to serve as a forummdsearch into the
pragmatics of the language learning process andntmurage the
interaction between scholars involved in pragmadied in language
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pedagogy in a common effort to increase the le¥&ommunicative
competence achieved in the language classroom».0Dthe essays
of Vol. VII, for example, was openly meant to «lyipragmatics and
pedagogy together» (Bardovi — Harlig 1996: 21-4f)pther essay
focused on ‘intercultural pragmatics’ and commutiveacompetence
in non-native speakers (Cenoz — Valencia 1996:41-5

In theCommon European Framework of Refere(®@01: 118-125)
threw further light on the components of CommunieaCompetence
for language teachers and students beyond theolgxammatical-
semantic areas: the sociolinguistic and the pragncaimponents. In
the description of the sociolinguistic componentlitpness rules,
norms and rituals governing relationships betweatia$ groups are
mentioned to underline how language communicatam e affected
by different cultures or sub-cultures. Regardinge thragmatic
component, the importance of speech acts is relcdheas confirming
the pedagogic role that pragmatics must play ireifpr language
learning.

3. TEACHING EXPERIENCE

The teaching experience that is the subject ofgher took place in
the academic year 2015-2016 within the frameworlkaafourse of
English (“English Language 2”) in the second vyear the
undergraduate degree course of “Lingue e LetteraBiraniere” at
Udine University, in Italy. As the name of the cemirsuggests, the
main aim is the development of English as a forédgnguage. This is
pursued through two different actions: workshomgarsed according
to the requirements of th€ommon European Framework of
Language precisely the level between B2 and C1; workshops
discourse analysis and pragmatics aimed at langngg®vement as
well as development of language awareness in dhe &f pragmatics.
This result is encouraged through the studentdiqiyaation in various
language activities: oral and written text compredien, group
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discussions on text analysis and group presengabbithe results in
plenary sessions. The workshops are accompanieddyactive mini-
lectures meant to introduce or to round up theped analysis.

What follows is an account of the teaching-learrpnocess of a 10-
hour module on pragmatics and conversation, withensecond type
of workshop. The areas that were touched upon wspeech act’,
including ‘locutionary act’, ‘illocutionary forceand ‘perlocutionary
effect’; ‘adjacency pairs’ and ‘implicature’; ‘comusation
management’ with ‘turn-taking’ and ‘floor-holdingjpoliteness and
‘cooperation maxims’. The procedure included texinprehension,
group text analysis, a plenary session to sharelesedss the answers
and a mini-lecture to introduce or to round uprien theme.

Act 1 of Look back in Ange(Osborne 1957) was chosen as a first
working resource to offer an insight into ‘doingthviwords’ through
the main characters’ memorable ‘speech acts’. tleroto understand
and discuss the concept of ‘illocutionary forcedaperlocutionary
effect’, we analysed the interaction between thanneharacter,
Jimmy, his wife Alison and his friend CIiff: a sodf skirmish in
which Jimmy attacks the other characters througkqaations, which
are used as weapons to wound them; their respahees if Jimmy
has hit the target (as a tangible ‘perlocutiondfgat’) or has failed to
achieve his intentions.

The second literary text wa3at in the Rain(Hemingway 1925),
which was selected to work on ‘adjacency pairs’|itpeess and
‘cooperation’: the husband in the short story affan outstanding
example of action that does not produce the exgeesult; the wife
embodies an extreme case of failure in respondirig t

The third literary passage was taken frBggmalion(Shaw 1916)
to provide a concrete situation ofck of ‘cooperation’ in
conversation. Since oral communication includesrtbe-verbal and
the paralinguistic dimension, the film versions e&vadded to the two
play scripts: the 198Rook back in Angedirected by Dench J. and the
1981 Pygmalion a Yorkshire TV production.
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The literary texts were used mainly because thésr ¢fie students
situations and conversations suitable for the pedagnanalysis of oral
language. At the same time, they show a pragmaiproach to
literature, which does not claim either to be extiae or to replace
other approaches.

Workshop 1. ‘Speech Act’ and ‘Implicature’

Text: Look Back in Angerby J. Osborne:

- play script, Act I, from the beginning to «God, hbWwate Sundays!
It's always so depressing»;

- film version, 1989, directed by Dench J., scengesponding to
the play script.

Objectives:

- understanding the concept of a ‘speech act’ (tjsk 1

- connecting ‘speech act’ to Searle’s typology (thgk

- understanding the concept of ‘implicature’ and tthstinction
between ‘direct’ and ‘indirect speech acts’ (tayk 2

- being able to identify ‘illocutionary force’ and épocutionary
effect’ (task 3).

Time: 2 hours including a mini-lecture.

Task 1. In the excerpt frohook Back in Angeidentify as many
‘speech acts’ as possible. Then connect each ‘Bpaeit to Searle’s
typology, when possible: ‘declarative’ (e.g. pronoimg a judgement,
declaring an intention...), ‘representative’ (easserting, stating,
concluding...), ‘expressive’ (e.g. thanking, aparany,
complaining...), ‘directive’ (e.g. compelling, omtey, requesting ...)
and ‘commissive’ (e.g. promising, threatening, offg...).

The expected answers are summarised below:
- ‘Representative’: (Cliff) «I'm trying to read».
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- ‘Expressive’: (Jimmy) «Well, you are ignorant», «@®ack to
sleep» «Do that again», «She hadn’t had a thowghtefars!», «I'd
like to live too».

- ‘Directive’. (Cliff) «Leave the poor girlie alonexxStop yelling»,
«Now, shut up, will you?», «give me the paper»m(ly) «I'm
getting hungry», «You can make me some more téAfak about
that tea? ».

- ‘Commissive’: (Jimmy) «I'll pull your ears off».

For the students Cliff's utterances were easierdentify and
interpret, because grammar form and meaning cancie the
imperative used to express an order and the presatihuous tense
used to indicate an on-going action.

With regard to Jimmy’s utterances, students hesltand were not
too sure how to define some of the utterances. éxample they
considered the utterances «Well, yane ignorant» ‘declarative’ and
«Go back to sleep» ‘directive’, connecting the graan structures to
their explicit functions. A reflection on the tonsed by Jimmy in the
film clarified that the same utterances were exgoes of anger
towards his wife and the world she seemed to reptes

Task 2. Are the speech acts ‘direct’ or ‘indiredfzhe latter, what
may the ‘implicature’ be?

As in the previous task, Cliff's utterances wereatér to the
students compared to Jimmy’s, for which they neestede guidance.
As a result, Cliffs were defined as ‘direct speeatts’, since he
speaks to the person he is talking to and means éhaays through
the corresponding grammar form, whereas Jimmy’'s aften
‘indirect’: through his frequent statements, whiring vent to his
feelings, he gives orders, as in «I'm getting hyngrBesides, at
times, when speaking to CIiff, he refers to hiseyis in «She hadn’t
had a thought for years!» and in «What about #e®.

Task 3. While watching the same section in the fi@nsion, decide
whether Jimmy’s intentions (‘illocutionary forcef s speech acts)
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produce the desired result (‘perlocutionary effecti Alison and Cliff

or whether they fail. Identify the moments when iynrealizes that

nobody is reacting. Then refer to the script and Bew the same
information is given to the reader.

Thanks to the visual clues, the students were denti when
supplying the answers. In fact, the film shows ftukure of some of
Jimmy’s speech acts through his facial expressiont
disconcertedness, accompanied by the absolutecsilieam the two
addressees.

Thanks to the stage directions, the students condédch the
previous answer to the script, in which the readeinformed that
Jimmy has failed in his act of provocation. Here sosme examples.
1. After an exclamation about a piece of news m riewspaper that

Jimmy is reading, the failure is underlined in flodowing way:

«He looks up at both of them for reaction, but {G&freading, and

Alison is intent on her ironing».

2. Soon after, Jimmy insists on asking Cliff: «Gnou read that bit?’.
But CIiff answers: «Um?’ showing he was not follogyi The stage
directions provide the following information abalimmy: «He has
lost them...».

3. Again, when Jimmy reads another piece of newse&ing a
reaction from both CIiff and Alison, the stage direns say. «He
looks up sharply for a response, but there isrypan

Workshop 2. Conversation management

Texts: same as in Workshop 1.

Objectives:

- describing conversation management: ‘turn-takingd afloor-

holding’ (task 1);
- identifying ‘face-saving’ and ‘face-threatening €i¢task 2).
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Time: 2 hours including a mini-lecture.

Task 1. Describe the conversational behaviour efttinee characters,
taking into account ‘turn-taking’ and ‘floor-holdih Then draw a
conclusion with regard to the power the characs@ien both in the
film and in the script.

The students could easily state that Jimmy is tha&racter who
takes his turn more often and holds the floor longe is the one who
initiates and develops topics, while the othersdtent to interrupt
him. It is an unbalanced interaction in which Jimhas more control
of its management. Alison must be aware of it, eisbe tries to
dismiss Jimmy’s moves, either pretending she is lisd¢éning, or
taking his utterances literally, ignoring his iniens. She never starts
an exchange and she chooses not to answer him Ualke Alison,
Cliff reads aloud a few lines from the newspapersveers Jimmy
most of the times and, sometimes, orders him tp stomakes a
comment on his behaviour.

Task 2. In the light of Brown and Levinson’s typgjoof ‘face-
saving’ and ‘face-threatening acts’, decide whicehdwiour fits
Jimmy’s and explain why.

Jimmy’s utterances sound ‘face-threatening’ withamty doubt.

The students supported their answers with theviatig examples:

- (to CIiff) «Well, you are ignorant. You're just &asant. (to Alison)
What about you? You're not a peasant are you? [sdidl do the
papers make you feel you're not so brilliant a&h?».

- (to Cliffy «Can't think! She hasn’'t had a thoughdr fyears! (to
Alison) Have you?».

- (to Alison) «I'm getting hungry».

- (to Alison) «Like hell'! Make some more».

- (to Alison) «Sounds rather like Daddy, don’t ybink so?».

When explaining why, the various groups referredinigato

Jimmy’s lack of respect towards the other two cb@ms, especially

Alison. He also shows disregard for her self-imdgesides, he gives
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her orders to cook and make tea in a very impolidg. Finally he
imposes his frustration on the other two characwheuting «I'd like
to live too» and «God, how | hate Sundays!».

Workshop 3. ‘Adjacency Pair’ and Politeness
Texts:Cat in the Rairby E. Hemingway.

Objectives:
- identifying ‘adjacency pairs’ in politeness exchasg
- distinguishing ‘illocutionary force’ and ‘perlocomary effect’.

Time: 2 hours including a mini-lecture.

Task 1. Identify inCat in the Rainsome ‘adjacency pairs’, as
exchanges between husband and wife that reflecalspatterns of
politeness.

The students needed to be guided in identifying dharacters’
exchanges as social patterns of politeness. Bet #fie first few
examples, they seemed confident in carrying outattevities and
managed to give an appropriate answer. Here iethst:

1. (wife) «I'm going down and get that kitty’ [...{husband) «I'll do
it>»;

2. (wife) «No, I'll getit» [...]. (husband) «Don’teg wet»;

3. (husband) «Did you get the cat?» [...]. (wife)w#s gone»;

4. (husband) «Wonder where it went to» [...]. (wifé)wanted it so
much»;

5. (wife) «Don’t you think it would be a good idé#al let my hair
grow out?» [...]. (husband) «l like it the way it js»

6. (wife) «I get so tired of it [...] | get so tireaf looking like a boy»

[...] (husband) «You look pretty darn nice»;

7. (wife) «l wanted to pull my hair back tight aschooth and make a
big knot at the back that | can feel» [...]. (husba«xdeah?»;
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8. (wife) «And | want to eat at a table with my osiftver and | want
candles. And | want it to be spring and | want tosh my hair out
in front of a mirror and | want a kitty and | wasdme new clothes»
(husband) «Oh, shut up and get something to read».

Task 2. For each of the following utterances idgnine following
pragmatic aspects: ‘illocutionary force’ and ‘pedidionary effect’.
Husband'’s utterances

«I'll do it», «Don’t get wet», «Did you get the @at «Wonder where
it went to»; «Oh shut up and get something to read»

Wife’s utterances

«l wanted it so much...», «Don’t you think it's a gblea if | let my
hair grow out?», «I get so tired of it [...] | getieed of looking like a
boy», «I want to pull my hair back tight and smo@th] | want to
have a kitty to sit [...] and purr when | stroke hexAnd | want to eat
at a table [...] and | want it to be spring and | wembrush my hair
[...] and | want a kitty [...] new clothes...».

The students answered that the husband seemspoliteeat first,
but he reveals a completely different attitudehassituation develops:
although he shows some interest in her, he is fbhgvto help her;
he speaks to her as if she were a child; finally soends very
annoyed, ordering her to ‘get something to readaivery ‘face-
threatening’ way. The wife makes requests in adgdhl way, without
answering, but showing unhappiness in her own way.

The students were able to pinpoint the fact th#&hee of the two
characters seems to obtain an effect on the addresise lack of
communication between husband and wife supportsctmelusion
that the ‘illocutionary force’ never turns into thelesired
‘perlocutionary effect'.
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Workshop 4. ‘Cooperation’ and Grice’s ‘Maxims’

Texts:
- Cat in the Raintext from the previous workshop (task 1);
- Look back in Angemlay script from workshops 1 and 2 (task 2).

Objective: identifying Grice’s ‘Cooperation Maximsg' conversation.
Time: 2 hours including a mini-lecture.

Task 1. Are the wife and husband in the short shimging by Grice’s

maxims?

The students needed to be guided towards theireass®Wegarding
the husband’s polite responses, they agreed dioltbe/ing answers:

- when he says «I'll do it», «Don’t get wet», «Diduyget the cat?»,
«Wonder where it went to», he abides by the maxirmanner,
since he responds in the way that is socially ebgoedVhat he says
Is also related to the situation. As to the ‘maxamquantity’, he
says just what is needed. But does he mean it% I&uthful?
Maybe he is ‘flouting’ the ‘maxim of quality’. Inanclusion, he is
cooperative only if he really means what he says;

- when he says «Oh shut up and get something to réaelsmaxim
of manner’ is ‘flouted’, since he speaks in a vende way,
showing he is not truly concerned about his wifealaise, in fact
he cannot stand her any longer. He is not coopetati
With regard to the wife’'s polite response, the stud gave the

following answers:

- when she says «Don’t you think it's a good ide& ¢t my hair
grow out?», she ‘flouts’ the ‘maxim of relationinse she drops a
guestion which is not related to the situation;

- when she adds «And | want to eat at a table... amdnt it to be
spring and | want to brush my hair... and | want #yki. new
clothes», both the ‘maxims of quantity’ and ‘retexi are ‘flouted’,
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since she mentions a range of topics that sourelated. Of course
this is an indirect sign of her malaise.

Task 2. Now, go back toook back in Angeand answer the following

question: is Alison’s interaction cooperative ine thfollowing

exchanges? Explain.

- When Jimmy asks her if she is not a peasant, sheeaxs: «What's
that?».

- When Jimmy repeats the concept, asking her if #pes make her
feel not so brilliant, she answers: «Oh — | haveséid them yet».

- When Jimmy asks her if she hasn’'t had a thoughtyéars, she
answers: «No».

- When Jimmy asks her if she is moved, after Clif€ference to the

Bishop of Bromley, she answers: «Well, naturally».

At this stage the students were able to maintaah Alison chooses
not to cooperate: when answering, she takes whaay literally, in
so doing ‘flouting’ the ‘maxim of relation’. She gfers to ignore his
provocation.

Workshop 5. End-of-module evaluation

In order to conclude the module, a workshop wasamisgd to
evaluate the effectiveness of the previous teaclsagsions. To
differentiate it from individual assessment, theudsnts were
encouraged to work in groups. Feedback data wdtected during
the activity and at the end of the session, so dleatsions could be
taken to plan further tutorial work.

First the students went through comprehension itieBy watching
the film and reading the script. The analysis of text followed,
which was not guided as in the previous workshdyos,left to the
students’ autonomous skills at applying the pragmatncepts they
had been studying to a new literary text.
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Text: Pygmalionby B. Shaw (act Il from the beginning to Eliza’s
departure) both in the film version (1981 Yorkshirf€ production)
and the play script.

Objective: evaluating the effectiveness of the es workshops and
mini-lectures.

Time: 2 hours.

‘Speech acts’ with their ‘illocutionary force’ angberlocutionary
effect’ were clearly identified. The first exampleat was given by all
the groups without hesitation was Eliza’s introductby means of
«How do you do»: although correct and appropriatési structure, in
the film it sounds like the utterance of a robotaomachine, as the
students put it, which corresponds to the quotatiaith pedantic
correctness... but... quite successful» from the stigetions in the
script. A discussion followed on its effectiven@sshe film and ended
with the conclusion that Mrs. Higgins's guestseation is drawn by
her beauty and elegance, rather than by the awkwasdf the speech
act, which, after all, produces the planned ‘peartmnary effect’. Two
groups mentioned a non-verbal act: Professor Hgjginoughing, a
signal for Liza to stop talking and leave, whicloguces the expected
result immediately.

The first ‘adjacency pair’ that was mentioned bg #tudents was
the one in which Mrs. Higgins starts speaking —the script
‘conversationally’ — saying «Will it rain, do younihk?» and Eliza
answers without understanding the ‘implicature’ tbé utterance:
«The shallow depression in the west of these islasmtlkely to move
slowly in an easterly direction [...]».

The second ‘adjacency pair’ refers to Freddy’s tieac «Ha! ha!
how awfully funny!», which provokes Eliza’s disappionent: «\What
is wrong with that, young man?», followed by an lexpstatement
about the actual purpose of her speaking: «I get It right».
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The third ‘adjacency pair’ is between Mrs. Eynsfelll and Eliza:
the former mentions influenza as a result of badther and the latter
answers without getting the right ‘implicature’. ¥Maunt died of
influenza: so they said», sounding inappropriatehwsuch a
tremendous revelation. Since Eliza has becomeamtbantime very
fluent and self-confident in her way of speakinige $s carried away
by her new speaking skill. The result is that she speak properly,
but does not know the social rules of small talk.

Still, after Eliza’'s reference to her aunt, Mrs. sird Hill
sympathises with her at first, by saying «How dfebfibr you!». But
Eliza does not capture the meaning, again owintheofact that she
does not share the same social rules. So she d®asl avith her
revelations, until Mrs Eysford Hill is ‘startled’.

Another ‘adjacency pair’ that was noticed and comt®ae on by the
students was in the conversation between ElizaFaeddy, while she
is leaving the room. She is not cooperative witkeddy, who has
asked her «Are you walking across the park, Missliiie? If so...»,
indirectly offering to escort her home. Her answ™ralk! Not bloody
likely. I am going in a taxi» shows again that Fhgd ‘speech act’
has not the ‘effect’ he wishes, due to the factt thlae is only
concerned about her needs and the fulfilment ohlopes.

Thanks to the film version and the stage directianthe script, the
groups of students understood that, although tts¢ furn in each
exchange usually reflects the beginning of a sopsttern, Eliza
always fails to complete the ‘pair’ in a way aceadpe to the
conventions of the social milieu or to her intedtmr: she does not
cooperate, as some groups concluded, in relatiaantdqy and
manner, since what she says is not appropriatentent, amount of
details and, at some stage, type of language. &Mits. Eysford Hill
who, at some stage, can sympathise with Eliza, dyredbes not
cooperate with the young lady when he laughs: s dot mean to be
‘face-threatening’, but this is the result he proekion Eliza.

Regarding conversation management, it seemed abviouthe
students that Eliza holds the floor when speakingua the weather
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and health, without allowing the other guests tkgeeted turn-taking.
In the plenary session that followed the studeotscluded that the
failure of the small talk at Mrs. Higgins’s houseriges from cultural
rules that are not shared by Eliza, just as theynat shared at times
by the two young people, who do not want to conwaly tradition.

Although the students’ analysis had not covered tlafl key-
concepts from the previous workshops and mini-lestuthe result
was considered satisfactory as a whole: the ced&al of ‘speech act’
as ‘doing things with words’ and ‘cooperation’ ascaltural and
socially effective action had definitely been gesp

4. CONCLUSION

The main aim of the present article is to highlitte potential role of
pragmatics in foreign language learning, to redentsunderstanding
between native and non-native speakers and toaserthe students’
awareness of language as a form of cultural action.

In order to contexualise the presentation of ale@cexperience in
this field, in the first part a theoretical framewoof reference is
supplied, drawing on a historical background of dtedies of the
main issues in pragmatics and focusing on languegection in
conversation. More specifically, the emphasis &t on the ‘speech
act’ as the basic unit of communication, ‘implicafi an intention to
have an effect on the interlocutor, the ‘illocutmoy force’ and the
‘perlocutionary effect’. Politeness is chosen asitiost fertile field of
research that proves both the idea of languageaal @ction and the
strong link between language and culture.

In the following section the article offers an oxiew of recent
applications of pragmatics in literary analysis.sTperspective has
received wide academic acceptance by neo-Griciam$ p@oOSt-
Gricians: both have proved that interaction betwebkaracters and
between writer and reader can be interpreted withipragmatic
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framework, although they vary in the acceptanceahe concepts,
such as cooperation in interaction.

At the end of the first part the study discussesiesgpedagogic
benefits of the inclusion of pragmatics in forelgnguage teaching at
university level. The belief underlying the paper that a cross-
cultural reflection on speech acts goes beyongthetical need for a
non-native speaker not to misunderstand or noetmisunderstood: it
can encourage the learner's awareness of the alulimension of
language and, ultimately, of the greater weightpdgmatic errors
over grammatical ones in communication.

In the second part of the article a number of &ctsrare shown as
examples of what was discussed in class and hevait texts and
film versions are used as substitutes for trualéodommunicative
situations. Conversations are analysed focusingspeech acts’ and
their effects on the interlocutor, also aided byr&es typology of
‘Speech acts’; cooperation between characters anegard of social
rules are interpreted in context; politeness i®makto account with
examples of ‘face-saving’ and ‘face-threateninghdpgour; finally
conversation management is seen as a reflectippwér over others.
An end-of-module task proves the pedagogic achiemsnof the
experience.

Through each activity, evidence is given of theepatal of
pragmatics in foreign language teaching: languaget a mere set of
grammar and syntactic rules, where form and meammagjch
automatically, but it is also social behaviour, @is effective only if
it complies with cultural rules.
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