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"Most of our misunderétaﬁdings of other people
are not due to any inability te hear them or
to parse their sentences or ﬁo understand their
words. A far more important source of difficulty
in communication is that we so .often fail to
understand a speaker's intention'.

(Miller, 1974)

In studying conversation, a distinction can be

made between linguistic competence which is made up

of grammatical competence (abstract decontextualised
knowledge of intouation, phonology, syntax and semantics
etc.) and pragmatic competence (the ability to use
language effectively in order to achieve a specific
purpose and to understand language in context. This
parallels Leech's (1983) division of linguistics into
gram&ar (the decontextualised formal system of the
language) and pragmatics ithe use of language in a
goal-driented speech situation in which the speaker
is using language in order to produée' a particular
effect in the mind of the hearer. Leech suggests
that the semantics/pragmatics distinction can be

equated, at least in part, with the distinction between
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‘sentence meaning' and ‘spezker's ' meaning’. This
point ‘has been made and discussed by Bach and Harnish
(1979), Wilson and Sperber (1979, 1981l) who all argue
that while the range of possible*senses and references
of an utterance 1is explicitly provided, by semantic
rules, pfagmatic principles are needed in order to:

(a) assign sense and reference to the speakef‘s words.

(b) assign force and value to the speaker's words.

As Corder (198l) has pointed out, almost all

sentences are ambiguous when taken out of context,

whilﬁ instances of sentences being genuinely awmbiguous
in contexts are fewer. 1It's one's semantic knowledge
which provides the range of possible meanings of
ambiguous sentences such as:
1- i. She missed it .

In which the verb'miss 'has at least three senses
and ‘'she' and 'it' have indefinite number of possible

referents.

Pragmatic principles particularly the Gricean
maxim of relevance allow one to assign sense and
reference to the utterance in context e.g. if it were
uttered in reply to:

1- ii. Why didn't Jane come on the earlier train?

Pragmatic inferencing would allow one to determine

that ‘she' referred to Jane, it' to ‘the earlier



train' and ‘'missed' had the sense 'failed to catech'.

Whereas in reply to:

1- iii. How did Jape manage without a car?

she' would refer to 'Jane', 'it' to 'the car'

and 'missed' would have the sense 'felt the lack of’.

Pragmatic principles, too, .would allow one to
assign force ¢to the utterance e.g. criticism or

disapproval.

It ‘follows, therefo?e, that the hearer would
fail to perceive the speaker's communicative intent
1f, from the range of possible senses and references,
the hearer chose that which the speaker had not
intended, and, if the hearer failed to perceive the
intended illocutionary force of the speaker's uttevance.

The following examples illustrate the point:

2~ a. Could you tell me 'when we get to Birmingham
please?
b. Don't worry, it's a big place, I don't cthink

it is possible to miss it.

In chis case Gthe driver understood that A's
utterance is a request for information but misunderstood

the intended sense of 'when' while in this case:

T
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3- a. Is this coffee sugared?

b. I don't think so, Does it taste as if it is?

B interprets A's utterance as a genuine request
for information rather than as A intended a complaint,
the intended effect of which was to elicit an apology

or an offer to provide the sugar.

For Ean utterance to be pragmatically successful
involves two types of judgements: On One level, the
basically gfammatical assessment of a linguistiec token
and on the .other, judgements concerning the pragmatic

force of that utterance im a particular social setting..

The two levels are, of course, " closely linked
and the hearer's failure (at level I) to understamd
which proposit§on has been expressed may make it
impossible for him to wunderstand the intended

illocutionary force (at level 2): e,g.

-+

4- Lecturer : Have you seen Leo?

AL -
Sp 1] PRSI TSP O O

It was not clear, even in coatext, to decide
whether he was using ‘'seen' in the senge of:

(a) to set eyes on: in which case the force of an
utterance would probably have been a request for
information: where is Leo?

(b) 'seen' in the sense of (spoken to), in which case

the force would have ©been something between
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criticism and a reproach for requiring an
explanation or an apology (Have vyou spoken to

- Leo, as I have told you, and if not why not?).

Strictly speaking it would be logical to apply
the term 'pragmatic failure' to misunderstandings
which occur at either level one or level two, since

both levels involve H in pragmatic inferencing - but

I reserve the term exclusively for misunderstandings
which arise, not from the abilityon the part of H

to understand sense/reference of the speaker's words:

in the contexts in which they are uttered since they
are relativély apparent in surface structure and can
be judged aécording to prescripfive rules but from
an inability to recognise the force' of ‘the speaker’'s
utterance when the speaker intended that this particular

hearer should recognise it.

Leech (1977), Brown and Levinson (1978) point

out that the: pragmatic force of am utterance is

frequently ambivalent even in context, and often
intentionally so. For reasons of politeness or
expediency both speaker and hearer may deliberately

exploit ambivalence.

".....the rhetoric of speech acts often encouranges

ambivalence. "Would you like to come in and

sit down?" depending on the situation could be

A
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an invitation, a request or a directive. Or
more importantly,’ it could be deliberateiy poised
'on the wuncertain boundary between all cthree.
(Leech, 1977:99). -

We can say then that "pragmatic failure" has
occurred on 2any occasion on which H perceives the
force of S§'s utterance as other than § intended he
should perceive it. For example: if,

(a) H perceives the force of S§'s utterance as stronger
or weaker than S intended he should perceive it.

(b) B perceives 5's utterance as ambivalent where
S intended no ambivalance. =

(c) S expects H to be able to infer the force of his
utterance but is relying ‘on a system of knowle&ge

or beliefs which S and H do not in fact share.

.In this paper however, we argue that for those
engaged in the teaching of English to people from
other cultures, pragmatic failure raises issues which
make it essential to distinguish two types of pragmatic

failure here:

i. Pragma-linguistic failure which occu;s when the
pragmatic force mapped by S onto a given utterance
is systematically different from the force most
frequently assigned to it by native speakers of

“TL.
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ii. Socio-pragmatic faillure: A term we  have
appropriated from Leech (1983:10-11) which
we use here to refer to the S's failure to
understand the social counditions placed on
Langﬁage in use : i.e.

a) The communicative intent of an utterance:
speech act, and,

b) The attitude of the § towards the hearer
(the degree of social distance, relative power,

... rights, duties ..... etc).

As one moves from a to b one moves from what
s 1hnguagé-5pecific to: what Ls: culpure-specific.
Pragma-Linguistic failure is basically a linguistic

problem caused by difference in. the linguistic encoding
of ~pragmatic force, while %ocinprégmatic _failure
stems from crdss-culturall;'diffe;ent-percéption of what
constitutes -apprghfiate' 11nguistiq 'Lehav;our. It

is this latter type that we shall concentrate on.

It pragmaic expectatlons and assessment are Iindeed
culture-specific, 1t is likely that a foreign § will
assess size of iwmposition, social distance ... etc
differently from a nati{ve speaker. :

(1) The Sample

In this paper we shall demonstrate that laﬁguage

learners may fail to interpret a text, not because
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they lack the necessary linguistiec knowledge or because
they lack the requisite knowledge of the world but
bécause ?g a cross-cultural conflict of wvalues and
beleifs bz%ween the students and what the author intends
to coavey. If this is so with ‘a literary text, it
might also be true at times in ordinary human

interaction.

Twelve students were presented with the opening
-dialogue in Jane Austen's Pride and Prejudice, and
asked to write their comments oo it. These scudents,
at the time, had just been out of secondary schools
where they had been taught very 1little 1literature,
but with a knowledge of English® sufficient te have
overcome an entrance examination, and to be accepted
by a university English department. Their answers
revealed that though they seem to have understood
the‘ semantics of sentences, they had misinterpreted
the wutterances and consequently formed a mistaken
impression of the two characters of Mr and Mrs Bennet

and of the relationship between them.

(2) Model of Analysis:

I shall use the conversational rules proposed
by Grice and apply them to the dialogue. Grice's

principles can be expressed as follows:
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The cooperative principle

Make your contribution such as is required, at
the stage at which it occurs, by the accepted purpose
of direction of the talk exchange im which you are

engaged,

Maxim of Quality

Try to make your contribution one that is true
specifically:
a. do not say what you believe to be false.

b. do not say that for which you lack adequate evidence.

Maxim of Quantity

. ; d }

a. Make your contribution as informative as is required
for the current purposes of the exchange.

b. do net make your contribution wore informative

than is requireasd.

Maxim of Relevance

Make your contribution relevant.

Maxim of Manner

Be perspicuous and specifically:
a. Avoid obscurity.
b. Avoid ambiguity.

c. Be brief.
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arqund for a related but cooperative proposition that
B might be intending to convey, we arrive at the
opposite or negative of what he has stated, namely
that there is nothing America can do. Hence, ironies
arise. If there is no underlying asgsumption of

cooperation, no irony would be drawn.

Levinson (1983) suggests that cthe exploitations
or floutings, of different maxims could give rise

to many of the traditional "figures of Speech".

"These inferences are based on the remarkable
robustness of the assumption of cooperation: if someone
drastically and dramatically deviates from maxim type
behaviour, then his utterances are still read as
underlyingky cooperative if this is at all pogsible"

(1983: 109).

(3) Analysis
The conversation between Mr. and Mrs. Bennat

opens with the following exchange:

My dear Mr. Bennet", said his lady toe him one

day, "Have you heard that Netherfield Park is let

at last?"-

Mrs. Bennet's question is intended not only as
an inquiry whether Mr. Bennet has or has not heard

the news but as an introduction to a topic which is
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oriented to reach a certain end.
Mr Bennet replied that he had not.

Mr Bennet however, chooses to reply to the iaquiry

part of her question and totally ignored the topic.

"But it is", returned she, '"for Mrs. Long has

just been here and she told me all about it".
Mr Bennet made no answer.

By social standards, Mr Bennet's responses are
clearly not sufficient. He 1is not saying enough.
The wmaxim of Quantity is'being bréken, and the author
makes this clear to the readers in Mrs. Bennet next

remark and the manner in which. it is uttered:

Do not you want to know who has taken it? "cried

his wife impatiently.

Mrs. Bennet is persistently proceding with the

topic forcing her husbtand to join into it.

Mr. Bennet deliberately breaks the maxim of
Quantity again. The topic and the procedure are not
new to him. So, he accepts the discussion resignedly
and knowingly. This time by saying more than the

situation requires:

"You want to tell me, and I have no objection
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to hearing it".
This was invitation enocugh.

"Why, my dear, -you must "know, Mrs. Long says
that HNetherfield is taken by a young man of large
fortune from the North of. England, that he came down
on Monday in a3 chaise and four to see the place, and
was so much delighted with it that he agreed with
Mr. Morris immediately, that he is to take possession
before Michaelmas, and some of his servants are to

be in the house by the end of next week".
"What is his name?”.

Mr. Bennet let go some of his resistance and

begins to play up to her in what amounts as a game:
"Bingley"

Hr Bennet procedes with the topic, hitting directly

and knowingly at her intentions.
. "Is he married or single?"

“Oh, single, my dear, to be sure. A single man
of large fortune four or five thousands a year. What

a fine thing for our girls",

In her turn Mrs. Bennet appears to break a maxim,

the maxim of Relevance, in juxtaposing the wealth
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of Mr. Bingley with the good fortune of their iahghters.
But she is in fact operating the cooperative principle
in the ordinary way, here deliberately to sat up an
implicature. Mr. Bennet's response is t» pretend

not to recognise it as such:

"Hor so, how can it affect them?"

Forcing her to reach her maximus goal and to

define shortly the conversational implicature:

"My dear Mr. Bennet", replied his wife, "how
can you be so tiresome!:- You must - know that I am

thinking of his marrying one of them". ol -

She expects her husband to folow her use of Grice's
maxims at their deeper level. He deliberately ignores
the implicature underlying her utterance by questioning

whether her inference is Mr. Bingley's intention:
"In this his design in settling here?"

Mr. Bennet seems to break the maxim of Quality
here and by operating the cooperative principle he
is setting up an implicature; namely that he knows
that this is not Mr. Bingley's désign in settling
there, yet posing his ironical question mainly to

imply her. Her response supports this:

"Design! Nonesense,  how can you talk so, But




-130~

it is likely that he may fall in love with one of
them, and therefore you must visit him as soon as

he comes".

"I see no occasion for that, you and the girls
may go, ©Or you may send them by themselves, which
perhaps will be still betthr for as you are as handsome
as any of them, Mr: Blngley might like you the best
of the parcy"

(. :
Once again an implicature is generated by a

flouting of the maxim of Quality. It should be now
be quite clear to the reader that Mr. Bennet quite
simply is failing to follow Grice's cooperative
principle, and indeed heé ‘is acting, -consisteatly, in
that it is not only in his speech that he fails to
do‘so, but ié-his behaviour too. He refuses to visit
Mr. Bingley, and maintains this position throughout
the dialogue. Levinson points out that "“Grice's maxims
Ihold true for all behavioural cooperative exchanges"

(1983-103).

On no level does Mr. Bennet_ appear to be
cooperative, so that when he begins to flatter his
wife with® comments on HRer beauty, the reader must
‘ask himself whether the maxim of Qualitf is being
broken. Is he serious? Indeed, in what follows, it

is difficult to take what Mr. Bennet says at its face
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value. But Mrs. Bennet, despite all the earlier
evidence to the contrary, continues ¢to assume that
each -succeeding remark of her husband will follow
Grice's overriding cooperative principle and keeps
taking his remarks seriously. She respon&s earnestly
to every suggestion ané coment, however outlandish,
and that includes his suggestion that Bingley might

prefer her to any of her daughters:

"My dear, you flatter me. I certainly have had
my share of beauty, but I do not preteand to be anything
extraordinary now, when a woman _has five grown-up

daughters, she ought to give over thinking of her

own beauty'.

"In such cases, a woman has pot wmuch beauty to

think of".

"But, my dear, you must indeed go and see Mr.

Bingley when he comes into the neighbourhood”.
"It i{s more than I engage for, I assure you".

“"But consider your daughters.. Only think what
an establishment it would be for one of them. Indeed
you must go, for it will be imposéible for us to visit

him if you do not".

" She speaks earnestly while he plays up to her

a3



d. Be orderly.

(Levinson, 1983: 102).

These principles specify what people have to
do in order to converse in a maximally efficient,
rational <cooperative way, but, as Levinson (1983)
says, they da not mean that everyone speaks sincerely,
relevantly and clearly all the time while providing
informacion, but rather that people will interpret
what one says as conforminé to these maxim; onl at
least some level, even if one is not strictly following
them. Sometimes people do not follow a certain maxim

in order to exploit it for some communicative purpose

e.g.:

a. What if Israel bombarded Egypﬁ?ﬁﬂ

b. Oh! come on, "America rules the area.

The maxim of Quality requires the speaker to
be sincere and true, yet any informant citizen knovs
that B's wutterance is blatantly false. That beling
sb, B canﬁot be trying to deceive A. The only way
in which the assumption that ﬁ is cooperating can
be maintained is if we take B to mean something ‘rather
different from what he actually said. Candlin (1981)
has pointed out that a surface level lack of cooperation

may conceal a deeper level cooperation, and that is

simply what is happening in this case. Searching
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ironically giving us the feeling thar this conversation
is mnot new, nor is his retort ro his wife. His tone
reveals the game he is playing which she misses all
Lhrough in the reference to her beauty and finally

in this reference:

“You are over scrupulous, surely. I dare say
Mr. Bingley will be very glad to see you; and I will
send a few lines by you to assure him of my heartly
consent to his marrying whichevex he chooses of the
girls, though I must throw in a good word for my little

Lizzy".

Again, Mrs. Bennet fails to realise her husband's

-deliberate breach of Grice's Maxim of Quanlity and

80 persisfenly misses his ironical attitude, and takes

it earmestly all the time.

"I desire you will do no such thing. Lizzy is
not a DBit bg;ter than the others, and 1 am sure she
is mnot half so handsome as Jane, nor half so good-
humoured as Lydia. But you are always giving her

preference”. - -

"The¢y have none of them much to recommend them",
replied he; "they are all silly and ignorant, 1like
other girls; but lizzy has something more of quickness

than her sisters™.
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He deliberately and ostentatiously breaks the
maxim of Quality, this time to sober her down. Ye:

she is still blind to his uncooperative behaviour.

“Mr. Bennet, how can you abuse your own children
in such a way? you take delight in vexing me, you

have no compassion on my poor nerves'.

"You mistake me, my dear, I have a high respect
for your nerves. They are my old friends. I have
heard you mention them with considerarion these twenty

years at least."
“Ah, you do not krow what I suffer". -

"But I hope you will get over it, and live to
see many young men of four thousands a year come into

the neighbourhood"”.

This 1is a clear indication of the repetitive
form of the conversation and a climax of dirony, for
it entails & comment on the failure of her past and

future foolish expectations.

"It will be no use to us, {f twenty such men

should come, since you will not visit them'.

"Depend upon it, my déar, that when there are
twenty, T will visit them all".

It is Mrs. Beunnet failure to see the implicatures
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1

underlying her husband's speech that leads the }eader
to _the ~conclusion that she is stupid and shallow;
and WMr. Bennet's persistent uncooperative behaviour
while maintaining a polite form of words that leads
to an impression of wit and irony, but lack of genuine
sympathy for his wife which is the outcome of her
i{rrational past attempts to force him into similar

situations.
{4) Results

What is interesting is that the 12 students asked
to comment seem to see the conversation with the same
eyes as Mrs., DBennet, They recoguise that a family

quarrel is in progress but only -2 miaor one, because

- the irony in Mr. Bennet's attitude is missed. The

questions to which they replied om pape£ did not focus

on irony nor, of course on the ideas of Grice. They

are:

1- This is the first conversation in Pride and ?rejudice
what it suggests will be the subject of the story.
What light does it cthrow on the clreumstances and
family life of Mr. and Mrs. Bennet?.

2- Write a character sketch of Mrs. Eennet and Mr.

Bennet.

The following quotations are taken £rom their

replies with the focus in the first few extracts on
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the relationship between the couple, remaﬁks on Mr.

Beﬁnet follow and lastly, remarks on Mrs. Bennet.

Quotations which are not directly relevant to the

theme of this paper or some repetitionsI are not

included. - e

1- T think their family life is not exactly happy.

2- It seems they have a happy marriage bur Mr. Bennet
is a bit absent-minded. -

3- Mr. Bennet is proud of his wife but they sometimes
have their disag}eements. :

4- Mr. Bennet -seems to ignore his wife and her opinibns
of life though he is polite to her.

5- Mr. Bennet loves his wife but doesn't always listen
to her or take notice of what shelis telling him.

6- Mrs=. B;nnet seems to be talkative and domineering-.

7- T guess she is the head of the family.

8~ Mrs. Bennet is a determined person. She knows
how to get what she wants.

9- Mrs: Bennet has had bad wunerves and her husband
does not understand her. ' -

10~Mrs. _ Bennet 1likes her children very much and she

wants them to be happy like her.

No attempt was made ta follow up the students'
replies with further questions so as to elicit reasons
for their wviews. It remains then only to speculate

on their partial lack of insight. It is possible
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that lack of concentracion was a contributory factor
but since they were providing written answers, they
had the opportunity to returnm r2peatedly to the text.
It remains possible that Grice's maxims are universally
5o deeply ingrained that, without training, readars
are wunable to descern when they are suspanded.
Alternately, conversational rules are culturally
conditioned and net universal. So could it be that
it is the student's own social 'background which
contributes to such an impression? It was thought
however, that it would be worth while pressenting
anothef group of students with the same ccaversation
translated into the learners mother toangue and then
compare responses. It was hoped that this could throw
some light on the question of iroany on one hand and
on the general impression which the students seem
to have formed; that Mrs. Beanet was talkative and

shallow on the other.

When this was' done with tem-student group who
recently joined the English department, we got the
following responses:
1~ The two people are of different personalities.-

They always disagree about family affairs.
2- They have been married for twenty years and their
family life is becoming boring. '

3- Their relationship is not at all clear.
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4- Mr. Bennet does wunot care about his daughters or

| their social behaviour.

5- ¥r. Beanet does not approve of the way his wife
wants to marry his daughters.

6~ Mr. Bennet 1is not interested in his wife's nor
in his neighbours.

7- Mr. Bennet is a kind and polite person.

3- Mrs. Bemnet is takative and materialistic.

9- Mrs. Bennet 1is very shallow and ignorant. ~ She

does not understand her husband.

(5) Conclusions

These two groups of resporses indicate the
learners' realisation of the disagreement between
the two characters but they show variation ia explaining
the reasons for this disagreement. The first group
of responses shows partial insight into the relationship
between the couple as in 4 and 5, though they miss
irony. While 6 as well as 1 record a correct insight
into Mcs. Bennet's fictional character. Response

10, however, is of a very important significance.

The second group of responses %s'more articularte
in explaining the reasons for this disagreement,
Responses 1,4 and & show partial insight into: this
relatinship, while 5 acquires the same significance

as response 10 in the first group. It is very difficult
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to assume that the learners who gave these two responses

have missed irony.

Responses 8 and 9 show correct insight into the
fictional character of Mrs. Bennet. The later being

nearer to the point.

The resemblance between these two groups of
responses accentuates the significance of the cultural
aspect of pragmatics and answers our pfevious question
about the importance of the learners' social background
in ioterpreting texts which represent different values

and cultural attitudes.

_ Jane Austen and Mr. Bennet are working against
a deep rooted middle class Egyptian tradition and
that explains partly why the unote of irony adopted
by both author and character are all together missed
by students; and explains too, why the opposite point
of view of Mrs. Bennet is endorsed. Im the tradition
referved to, happiness is equated vith marriage, and
marriage bececmes an end and’ a goal of every unmarried
woman. The role of a father and a mother is, therefore,
evalvated according to what extent they provide or
fail to provide conditions of marriage for their
daughter, hence the importance of the answer we got
in 10 in the first group, and response 4 in the second

group. The unique departure from this tradition comes
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only once in the second group, in response 5.

The students, therefore, have failed to interpret
the s?tuation not because they lack linguistic ability
to understand the semantics .of utterances, nor to
perceive "the force underlying them but because of
cross-cultural difficulties and by so doing they were
unable to perceive the relationship between- the two
main characters in the same way the author inten%ed
them to do. fﬁéy' may have Beéﬁ also misled by the
level of superficial politeness exhibited in the test
and by the uée of terms of endearements. Polite usage
in Arabic permits less elaborate’ expressions than
English and more direct speech acts {except may be
among intellectuals). Fraser, Rintell and Walters
(1981:79) argue:

"Although the inﬁentory of Speech acts and

performing strategies may be basically the same

across languages, two languages (i.e.

. Lanéuage-culture pairings) may differ significantly

in terms of what you do and to whom".

(6) Pragmatics and Language Teaching ]

Pragmatic failure, then, is an important source
of cross cutlure communication breakdown, but in spite
of this, teachers and textbook writers alike have

almost completely ignored ic, It is not difficult
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to understand why this would be so, and why they have
suffered to remain on the more solid ground of grammar.
Firstly, as Widddowson (1979:13) has pointed out,
Pragmatic description has not yet reached the level
of percision which grammar has attained in describing
linguistic <competence. Secondl&, pragmatics =-lgaguags
in use- is a delicate area and it is mnot immediztely
obvious how it can be taughr. Two points will GLe
discussed here in this direction:

(1) Pragmatic principles, 25 already remarked, are
not iﬁmediately apparent in the surface strucrture
of utterances and can be revealed only be discussing
with students what force they intend o convey.
But first students must be given ‘the tools to
make such discussions possible. What I am proposing
then is that teachers should develop a students’
meta-pragmatic ability to analyse language use
in a conscious manner -a process which Sharewcod-
Smith (1981l: 152~3) terms 'conscious-ralsing”.
This might be achieved in two ways:

a- ﬁy making them aware of Grice's pragmatic
principles underlying wutterances, and of the
conventional implicatufes attached to them
generally so that when any of the maxims is
flouted they can perceive the unconventional

implicature being intended. Mastery of the
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»

Gricean maxims would seem to be essential if
the foreign 1learner 1{s going to be able to
understand English well and fit 1{ic spcially .
when using it himself. This factor is essentially
important as without .it the confidence so
inportant for linguistic performance likely
to be undermined.
b- By discussing language use in the light of
pragmatic parameters such as: . o
.position (role, status ... ete)
properties (sex, age ... etc)
relations (dominance, authority ete)
By making explicit to the learner - the different
principles which wunderlie pragmatic ' decision-
ﬁaking, we not only give the learner the knowledge-
or make an informed choice but alés allowing him/her
the freedem to flout pragmatic conventions in

exactly the same way as the native speaker does.

c~ By discussing drama to make pragmatic analysis
explicit: As short (1981: 200). The discussion
of what is meant, iﬁplied etc. by characters
ln dramatic dialogue can also be used in class
to make studeﬂts explicitly aware of .the
communicative nature of discourse

(2) Teachers need to alert their students to possible

cross-cultural differences:
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"It seems to be advisable for the teacher to
explicitly point out to the learner that peliteness
markers are an integral part of the foreign cultural
system and should neither be used nor interpreted
by reference to the learner's native syscem".
(House and Kasper 1981:184). Sensitizing learners
to expect cross-cultural differences in the
lingqistic realisation of politeness, truthfulmess
-+« etc makes the teach{ng of language truelx
educational. Such techniques, I would suggest
are desirable pedagogically and politically. They
help them to develop a positivé attitude -towards
learning a foreign language and improve their

appreciation of foreign texts especially literary -

texts.

We do great injustice, if we expect students
simply to absorb pragmatic norms without explicit
formalisation. The teaching of pragmatic
appropriateness should not be ‘- left. until complete
grammaticai competence has been attained. Once a
Student is exposed to the target culture, he rapidly

acquires pragmatic competence.

Observations of adults who already speak fluent
English, but never attained pragmatic competence make

one think that pragmatic competence can never be simply
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"grafted" on to 'grammatical competence”, and make
one wonders whether there is not a point beyond which

it is difficult to acquire different pragmatic norms.
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