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THEORETICAL 

FRAMEWORK 

Interlanguage Pragmatics 

• “the study of how learners come to know 
how-to-say-what-to-whom” (Bardovi-Harlig 
2013: 68‒69) 

• “the study of non-native speakers’ use and 
acquisition of L2 pragmatics knowledge” 
(Kasper 1996: 145) 

 

Speech Act Theory 

• Austin (1962): locution vs. illocution vs. 
perlocution  

• Direct vs. indirect strategies: 

• ”Close the door.”  direct strategy 

• ”Can you close the door?”                             
 conventional indirect strategy 

• ”It’s a shame that someone left the door 
open.”  non-conventional indirect 
strategy 

 

Politeness 

• Brown & Levinson (1987): Face Threatening 
Acts ( requests considered ”inherently 
face-threatening”) – a theory that has 
received a lot of critique 

• Meier (1995): politeness as ’appropriateness’ 

• The term ’politeness’ a bit unclear: scientific 
use vs. everyday use (cf. e.g. Watts 2003) 

 The problem of non-native speakers: how to 
formulate requests in an appropriate manner 
in different kinds of social situations? (e.g. 
requests vs. orders) 

 

 

 

 

METHODS & 

MATERIALS 

1. Discourse Completion Test (DCT) 

• Used especially for studying speech act 
realizations in interlanguage (e.g. Woodfield 
2008) and cross-linguistically (e.g. Blum-
Kulka et al. 1989, Ogiermann 2009) 

• Does not represent real speech, but closer to 
natural talk when used in an oral format 
(Yuan 2001)  the chosen method 

• ”inauthentic” ≠ ”invalid” (Kasper 2000) 

• Allows precise comparisons between 
different groups of speakers; the data can be 
quantified 

2. Naturally-occurring speech: service 
encounters (tabac presse  and R-
kioski) 

• Preferred methodology (e.g. Aston 1995): 
tells exactly how people talk in real life 

• Social variables change from one situation 
to another  difficult to make comparisons 

The two methods are combined in order to get 
a  comprehensive view of request strategies. 
However, the main focus is not on naturally-
occurring interactions but on how FFL 
learners formulate requests in different kinds 
of situations. 
 

Examples of the oral DCT: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

Picture 1. ”Coffee to go” Picture 2. ”Notes” 

 

1. It is morning and you feel tired. You hurry to a 
lecture and stop at a café on the way in order to buy 
a coffee to go. You say to the salesperson: 

2. You have been absent from important lectures for 
two weeks due to an illness. You need notes from the 
lectures to be able to study for the course exam which 
is in two weeks. You know that a student taking the 
course, Maria, is very conscientious and always 
present on the lectures. You don’t really know her, 
but you have been in the same courses as her.  After 
the lecture, you go to talk to her and say: 

 

Finnish FFL speakers from 3 different 
proficiency levels (beginner, intermediate, 
advanced) will respond to the oral DCT. Their 

answers will be compared to those of native 
speakers of Finnish and French. This approach 
allows a systematic comparison between 
request strategies of the source language, the 
target language and the interlanguage (cf. 
Selinker 1972). 
 

RESEARCH 

QUESTIONS 

1. How do request strategies develop among 
Finnish FFL speakers from beginner to 
advanced level? 

2. What kinds of differences are there 
between Finnish and French request 
strategies in naturally-occurring service 
encounters? 

3. What factors contribute to the 
development and the choice of request 
strategies of FFL speakers? 

 

ANALYSIS 

The data (elicited and natural-occurring 
requests) will be analyzed from several points 
of view: 

• Strategy choice (direct vs. conventionally 
direct vs. non-conventionally direct) 

• Internal and external modification 
(syntactic and lexical means – e.g. use of 
conditional, negation, politeness markers) 

• Address (tu vs. vous, terms of address such 
as monsieur, madame) 

 

EXAMPLES 

(AUTHENTIC DATA) 

S=salesperson, C=customer, request in bold 

 

Example 1. (tabac presse) 

S bon/jour/ 

C bonjour:/ j` voudrais des boules de 

chewing gum/ ((laughter)) 

 

Example 2. (tabac presse) 

S bonjour monsieur 

C bonjour madame un marlboro s’il vous 

plaît 

 

Example 3. (R-kioski) 

S hei 

C hei 

  (0.8) ((C takes coins out of her 

wallet)) 

C mä ottasi yhe postimerkin 

   

Example 4. (R-kioski) 

S moi  

C mo:i: pieni sinine älläm 
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Figure 1. Components of language competence. (Bachman 1990: 87) 

Figure 2. Directives. (Kerbrat-Orecchioni 2001: 84) 
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