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Abstract

The aim of the article is a pragmatic analysis of various linguistic com-
munication situations in the light of Grice’s principle of cooperation
(1975). The analysis shows that language strategies involve a deliber-
ate flouting of the cooperative principle using various pragmatic func-
tions. The presented communication strategies in English, German,
Polish and Russian show similarities in their occurrence. The sender
may convey intentions not directly, but by hidden means of expres-
sion which often become an exponent of an apparent question,
a change in the argumentative direction, the use of ambiguous words,
irony or even silence. Hence, we can talk about the implementation of
the pragmatic functions of “language avoidance”, “counter-argumen-
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tation”, “counter-proposal”, “irony” etc.
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Komunikacja jezykowa w perspektywie
pragmatycznej: Lamanie zasady wspoélpracy

Abstrakt

Celem artykulu jest analiza pragmatyczna roznych jezykowych sytuacji
komunikacyjnych w perspektywie zasady wspolpracy Grice’a (1975).
Analiza pokazuje, ze strategia jezykowa obejmuje zamierzone naruszanie
zasad konwersacyjnych Grice'a z wykorzystaniem réznych funkcji prag-
matycznych. PrzesSledzenie strategii komunikacyjnych w jezyku angiel-
skim, niemieckim, polskim i rosyjskim wskazuje na podobienstwa w ich
wystepowaniu. Nadawca moze bowiem przekazywac swoje intencje nie
bezposrednio, lecz za pomoca ukrytych srodkéw wyrazu, z ktérych czesto
wykladnikiem staje sie pozorne pytanie, zmiana kierunku argumenta-
cyjnego, uzycie wyrazow niejednoznacznych ironia czy nawet milczenie.
Stad tez mozemy mowic o realizacji pragmatycznych funkcji ,uniku jezy-
kowego”, ,kontrargumentacji”’, ,kontrpropozycji”, ,ironii” itd.

Stowa kluczowe

pragmalingwistyka, teoria uzycia jezyka Grice’a, zasada kooperaciji,
funkcje pragmatyczne jezyka, strategia komunikacyjna, kontrargu-
menty, kontrpropozycje, uniki jezykowe, milczenie w komunikac;ji, iro-
nia

1. Introduction

One of the most important issues of intercultural exchange is
language communication. In this paper, this problem is pre-
sented from the pragmalinguistic point of view. Linguistic prag-
matics proposes a synthetic approach towards the use of lan-
guage. It combines not only the knowledge of linguistics but also
that of other disciplines, such as philosophy of language, psy-
chology, sociology, ethnography etc.

The development of pragmatics has been influenced by works
of numerous philosophers of language and linguists, such as
Austin (1962, 1975, 1979), Ducrot (1972), Grice (1975), Lyons
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(1977), Searle (1969), Wittgenstein (1958), Wunderlich (1972),
Levinson (1983) and many others.

From the point of view of pragmalinguistics, language com-
munication is described not statically but dynamically, that is,
as speech acts in which “the meaning of the word is realized in
its usage” (Wittgenstein 1958, Komorowska 2010).

The fundamental role of language communication implies
both a speaker and recipients (one or more). The pragmalinguis-
tic analysis is based on the theory of the act of speech with the
following components: Locution, Illocution and Perlocution.

In this paper, we understand these terms following Austin
(1962) and Searle (1969): locution as content, illocution as the
actual speech act and perlocution as a strategy of speaking in-
fluencing the receiver. I propose the following definition: “A spe-
ech act is a deliberate communicative action expressing the in-
tention of the sender in order to realize the pragmatic meaning
of the utterance”.

Although the illustrative examples come from four languages:
English, German, Polish and Russian, this paper does not aim
at any comparative or contrastive analysis. However, the exam-
ples demonstrate that the pragmatic phenomena we concen-
trate on are similar in these two Germanic and two Slavic lan-
guages — which is obvious in the case of related languages and
cultural proximity.

2. Contextualization and illocution

A pragmatic interpretation of a speech act should take into con-
sideration both verbal and non-verbal context. The following ut-
terance exemplifies verbal context: Close the door, please. Non-
verbal context specifies time, place, social relations between
people etc. In the course of explaining the pragmalinguistic
meaning, the fundamental issue is the process of contextualiza-
tion which is closely related to life situations. In the example
Close the door, please, its context tells us that the utterance
takes place in a room with a door, that there is a person who is
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ready to respond to the request, and that there is some social
interdependence between them which enables one of them to
ask a favour and the other to react to it (Awdiejew 1987). Illocu-
tion can be expressed explicitly or implicitly. Examples of direct
(explicit) and indirect (implicit) speech acts in English, German,
Polish and Russian are provided below.

Direct speech acts — requests:

(1) English: Close the door, please.
Would you please close the door?
German: Machen Sie bitte die Ttir zu.
Kénnen Sie bitte die Ttir zumachen.
Polish: Prosze, zamknij drzwi.
Czy mdgtbys zamknqé drzwi?
Russian: Iosxanyiicma, 3axpoii 0gepo.

Tl 6bL He MOz 3aKpblmb 08€epb.

Indirect speech acts — requests:

(2) English: I hate drafts.
German: Ich vertrage keinen Durchzug.
Polish: Strasznie nie lubie przeciagow.
Russian: 4 yokacHo He 0010 CK8O3HSIKO8.

A particular utterance may have different interpretations, as in
the following example:

(3) [Ilike paintings
It may be understood in a number of ways, such as:

— When participants of a conversation pass by a gallery, one of
them makes a proposal which means ‘Let’s go in for a while’.

— A thief at a police station makes an excuse: I'm not guilty, I just
love paintings.

— When asked by a friend what present a person would like to
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receive on their birthday, the person asked provides a prefer-
ence.

— When a person takes a painting down from a wall, and their
spouse makes a request meaning ‘Don’t take it down because
I like it’.

[locution in indirect speech acts may be illustrated by the fol-
lowing examples with sham questions. (Komorowska 1995). The
utterances in these contexts are not real questions, they contain
hidden illocutionary force.

Warning: 1 warn you, if you don’t or won’t do this, then...”

(4) English: You don’t want to kill yourself, do you?
German: Willst Du unter ein Auto kommen?
Polish: Czy chcesz wpasé pod samochdéd?
Russian: AHOpeli, mobl xouewb nonacmes 00 MAULUHY?

An apparent question becomes an exponent of the illocution of
warning the addressee not to cross the street when it is danger-
ous. A verbal warning may be accompanied by non-verbal be-
havior such as preventing the addressee from crossing the
street.

Criticism: ‘I do not like this...”

(5) English: Is this your hair style?
German: Ist das deine beste Frisur?
Polish: Czy to aby twoja najlepsza fryzura?
Russian: Heyokenu, smo meost camast Kpacueast
npuuécka?

The sender expresses disapproval of the interlocutor’s hairstyle
by choosing a strategy involving a question. The illocution of cri-
ticism will be strengthened by an ironic intonation or a disap-
proving facial expression.
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Reproach: I'm angry because you ...’

(6) English: Do you have to drink so much?
German: Musst du denn so viel trinken?
Polish: Czy ty musisz tyle pié?
Russian: Tebe HYI;HO cmoabko humb?

The apparent question expresses an illocution of criticism in
connection with, for example, alcohol abuse by the interlocutor.
In this linguistic situation, the sender uses a question to rein-
force the intention of persuading the addressee to stop acting in
a certain way — in this case, drinking to excess.

Refusal: I do not want to ...”

(7) English: After what you did, do you think I will still
be your friend?
German: Meinst Du, dass ich nach all dem noch Lust
habe, mit Dir befreundet zu sein?
Polish: Czy ty saqdzisz, ze po tym ja bede sie z tobq
przyjaznit?
Russian: ToL cuumaewib, umo nocsie amozo st 6yoy

opyokume ¢ moboii?

The sender makes it clear to the addressee that he or she in-
tends to stop being friends with him or her and the reason is
the situation which has occurred. The strategic use of the ques-
tion as an exponent of illocution additionally strengthens the
sender’s decision-making power and constitutes a kind of ob-
jection to the behaviour of the addressee’s who, from that mo-
ment on, became unworthy of friendship.

Acceptance: 1 think, after all, you should ...”

(8) English: Why don’t you give it to him?
German: Warum gibst du es ihm nicht?
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Polish: Czemu mu tego nie dasz?
Russian: INouemy moL He dan emy 3mo?

The illocution of the given utterances is the sender’s advice to
give another person a specific object. So, these utterances could
be explained as ‘give him what he wants, you don’t need it any-
way, and it is important to him’.

Aggression (attack): T'm against ...”

(9) English: By the way, who invited you here?
German: Wer hat Dich denn eingeladen?
Polish: Swojaq droga, kto cie tutaj prosit?
Russian: A Kmo mebs crooa npocun?

The question becomes an exponent of aggression towards the
addressee and expresses an illocution of dissatisfaction, criti-
cism and accusation as the addressee is attacked for their deci-
sion to come. It can be guessed that the dissatisfaction with
their arrival results from presuppositional knowledge, e.g. it is
related to the addressee’s behaviour, assessed negatively by the
sender.

Apprehension: I’'m afraid that...”

(10) English: Isn’t it too late?
German: Ist das nicht zu spdit?
Polish: Czy to aby nie za pézno?
Russian: ToL HE CAUUWKOM NO30HO CcrO0A UOELULL P

In this context, the question becomes an exponent of criticizing
the addressee for being late. The strategic use of the interro-
gative structure may be strengthened by an ironic intonation,
as well as by a facial expression.
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Doubt: I doubt that ...”:

(11) English: Are you sure you know what you are doing?
German: WeifSt Du wirklich, was Du tunst?
Polish: Czy na pewno wiesz, co robisz?
Russian: TeL ysepeH 8 mom, umo mol Oenaeuls?

The question becomes an exponent of the illocution of a re-
minder to the addressee that his or her behaviour is not ac-
ceptable for the sender and raises an objection. Additionally, the
illocution may contextually be reinforced by the intonation of
impatience and other non-verbal means of expression.

Request: T would like you to do this ...”

(12) English: Don’t you think it would be a good idea to

visit mother?

German: Glaubst du nicht, es wdre eine gute Idee, die
Mutter zu besuchen?

Polish: Czy nie sadzisz, ze dobrze byloby odwiedzi¢
mame?

Russian: He cuumaewwn, umo xopowo 6bL 6bL1o nolimu
K mame?

The sender, guided by the presuppositional knowledge of the
given situation, wants to persuade the addressee to visit his or
her mother. Thus, the apparent question becomes an exponent
of the illocution of counsel, which can be explicated as ‘Having
certain information, I advise you to visit your mother’.

3. The Cooperative Principle,
implicature and presupposition

It is worth recalling the ideas of Grice and other scholars which
include conversational implicature, presupposition and the Co-
operative Principle.
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Grice (1975) describes what implicature is by giving a num-
ber of illustrative examples. Davis (2019) provides a concise def-
inition of this phenomenon:

“Implicature” denotes either (i) the act of meaning or implying one
thing by saying something else, or (ii) the object of that act. Impli-
catures can be determined by sentence meaning or by conversa-
tional context, and can be conventional (in different senses) or un-
conventional.

As regards the Cooperative Principle, following Kant, Grice
(1975: 45) distinguishes four categories within it: Quantity,
Quality, Relation and Manner. The category of quantity relates
to two maxims:

1. Make your contribution as informative as is required (for the
current purposes of the exchange).

2. Do not make your contribution more informative than is re-
quired.

(Grice 1975: 45)

The category of quality concerns telling the truth (with the su-
permaxim: “Try to make your contribution one that is true” —
Grice 1975: 46) and includes the following maxims:

1. Do not say what you believe is false.
2. Do not say that for which you lack adequate evidence.
(Grice 1975: 46)

The category of relation calls for relevance (“Be relevant” — Grice
1975: 46), and the category of manner concerns not what is said
(as the other categories do), but how it is said (Grice 1975: 46).
The supermaxim “Be perspicuous” includes the following max-
ims:

1. Avoid obscurity of expression.
2. Avoid ambiguity.
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3. Be brief (avoid unnecessary prolixity).
4. Be orderly.
(Grice 1975: 46)

Grice (1975: 47) mentions other maxims, including the maxim
of politeness which concerns observing the needs of other peo-
ple, avoiding bothering or criticizing them, avoiding showing off,
expressing gratitude etc. (see, among others, Brown and Levin-
son 1994, Ozog 1990, 2001, Marcjanik 2007, Marcjanik ed.
2005, 2007).

It should be stated that deciphering implicature is possible
due to:

— presuppositions, i.e. conventional implicatures;
— presumption or anticipation.

Presupposition may be understood in many different ways. For
instance, Beaver and Geurts (2014) give it the following defini-
tion: “the phenomenon whereby speakers mark linguistically
the information that is presupposed or taken for granted, rather
than being part of the main propositional content of a speech
act”.

This paper adopts the view on presupposition proposed by
Ducrot (1972). Presuppositions, according to him, are facts
given to speakers before a particular speech act. In the following
example,

(13) A: Yesterday I met Jane.
B: When did she come back from Paris?

the presupposition is that Jane stayed in Paris.

The sphere of anticipation, whether real anticipation or pre-
sumption, has its analogy in the sphere of cooperation and it is
not an act of speech. For example, for the category of quality
when Speaker A wants Speaker B’s help, Speaker A assumes
that B’s contribution will be real, not feigned, and — depending
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on the situation - that if B is asked to help A to make cake and
A says he/she needs sugar, A does not expect B to pass him/her
salt, or if A asks B for bread, A does not expect to receive any-
thing else (Grice 1975).

4. Obeying the rules

In fact, speakers of the same language and participants in the
same speech community tend to obey similar rules. As Levinson
(1983: 101) points out, Grice’s theory,

in which he develops the concept of implicature, is essentially
a theory about how people use language. Grice’s suggestion is that
there is a set of over-arching assumptions guiding the conduct of
conversation. These arise, it seems, from basic rational considera-
tions and may be formulated as guidelines for the efficient and
effective use of language in conversation to further co-operative
ends.

In language communication, people either observe these guide-
lines (maxims of conversation, which have been presented —
Grice 1975) or flout them. They may still obey the maxims of
conversation by giving indirect answers. Let us consider the fol-
lowing examples.

A is standing at a car and B is heading toward A. In their
conversation (14), B implies that there is an open gas station,
so A can buy gas there.

(14) A: I ran out of gasoline.
B: There is a gas station around the corner.

In (15), A asks for the time and B does not answer directly, but
provides information about a television programme being cast
at the same time every day.

(15) English: A: What is the time?
B: There is news on TV now.
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German: A: Wie spdit ist es denn?

B: Die Tagesschau léduft | ist gerade.
Polish: A: Ktéra godzina?

B: W telewizji pokazujq ,, Wiadomosci”.
Russian: A: Komopwultil uac?

B: I1o menesudeHuro yoke uoym ,Hzsecmus”.

5. Breaking the rules

Breaking Grice’s postulates may involve elusive responses, re-
fusal to continue the topic (pretending not to know the answer
and pausing), counterproposals, counterarguments and irony.

In the analysis below, I distinguish various communication
strategies aimed at conveying the sender’s hidden intentions
and I propose explications in the form of a pragmatic framework.
The pragmatic frame is understood here as a pragmatic explica-
tion of a given communication situation based on presupposi-
tional knowledge.

5.1. Elusive responses

Elusive responses can be presented as follows: “For some sub-
jective reason I do not want to make my speech clear, so I use
an elusive response” (Komorowska 1996b). The following exam-
ples illustrate this phenomenon:

(16) English: A: John, are you married?

B: Not quite.

German: A: Herr Miiller, sind Sie verheiratet?
B: Eigentlich nicht.

Polish: A: Czy jestes mezatkq?
B: Niezupelnie.

Russian: A: Andpeti HeaHosuu, 8blL xeHam?
B: He coscem.

In (16), B uses an elusive response. The laconic answer meaning
‘not quite’ can be understood in different ways:
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— B is not married, but he/she is going to marry soon;

— B is not married, but he/she lives with somebody;

— B is married, but is now separated from his/her spouse;

— B is married, but he/she and his/her spouse live separately;

— B is married, but his/her spouse is not home now etc.
(Komorowska 1996b: 169)

Considering (16) in terms of the Cooperative Principle, we may
observe that B fails to conform to the category of quantity (in
not giving as much information as is required) and the category
of manner (in giving an obscure answer).

5.2. Refusal to continue the topic:
Pretending not to know the answer and pausing

These strategies are underlined by the following approach: “I do
not want to talk about it, do not ask me anything else”. Let us
consider the following examples:

(17) English: A: Are Ann and John in love?

B: I don’t know.

German: A: Sind Anna und Johann verliebt?
B: Das weifs ich nicht.

Polish: A: Czy Anna i Jan sq zakochani?
B: Nie wiem.

Russian: A: Anna u Hean nrobsim Opye opyea?
B: A ne 3naro.

In all the examples in (17), for some reason, B does not want to
continue discussing a certain topic. To indicate the refusal, spe-
akers may use not only the phrases meaning 1 don’t know’, but
also phrases meaning ‘It’s none of my business’ (e.g. Polish To
nie moja sprawa ‘It is not my business’, Nie obchodzi mnie to
T don’t care about it). If B actually knows the answer to A’s
question, he or she flouts the category of quality (not telling the
truth), as well as the maxim of politeness (Komorowska 1996b:
170).
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Reluctance to answer a question in a conversation may also
manifest itself as a moment of silence, e.g.

(18) English: A: Have you graduated yet?
B: ...
German: A: Hast du die Schule beendet?
B:......
Polish: A: Czy skoriczytes juz szkote?
B:...........
Russian: A: Tol yoxe 3aKOHUUN WKONY?
B: ...
(19) English: A: Are you getting married soon?
B:.o.........
German: A: Heiratest du bald?
B: ...
Polish: A: Czy masz zamiar wkroétce sie zenié?
B: ...
Russian: A: Tel ckopo sbliidews 3amyosk?
B: ...

Lack of any answer (silence), meant to avoid continuing a par-
ticular topic in a conversation — similar to refusal (Rokoszowa
1999) - is also flouting the maxim of politeness.

5.3. Counterproposals

Counterproposals are connected with changing the topic of
a conversation. From the point of view of one of the interlocu-
tors, they may be described as follows: “Do not ask me anymore,
because I do not want to answer, let us change the subject”.
(Komorowska 1995: 107). Let us quote the following example
coming from a conversation in English:

(20) English: A: Are you getting married to Jane soon?
B: Isn’t it a beautiful day?
German: A: Heiraten Sie bald mit Jane?

B: Ist es nicht ein schéner Tag?
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Polish: A: Czy wkrétce bierzesz $lub z Jane?
B: Czy nie jest to piekny dzien?
Russian: A: BolL ckopo skeHumeco Ha [KeliH?

B: Pazee smo He npeKpacHblil 0eHb?

In (20), B clearly rejects the topic of the conversation proposed
by A. It is not pleasant for him. For some reason, B does not
want to answer A’s question, and instead, changes the topic,
which is actually a new proposal: “Let us talk about the wea-
ther”. Let us consider an example found in a conversation in the
four languages.

(21) English: A: What about going together to the theatre
on Saturday?
B: What a nice tie you are wearing!
German: A: Gehen wir am Samstag ins Theater?
B: Du hast eine schéne Krawatte.
Polish: A: Co z naszym pojsciem do teatru
w sobote?
B: Ale masz tadny krawat...
Russian: A: Tol 661 nowén co mMHoli 8 cybbomy
e meamp?
B: Kakoii y mebs kpacusslii zaicmyk. ..

As can easily be seen, in (20) and (21), by changing the topic of
the conversation, B flouts the rule “Be relevant”.

5.4. Counterarguments

Counterarguments resemble counterproposals, but there is a dif-
ference between them. One speaker answers a question indi-
rectly, so the response does not exclude the topic of the conver-
sation. Still, the speaker wants to shift his or her interlocutor’s
attention: “You, for sure, understand the necessary implicature
that ... and that I am trying to direct your attention to another
topic” (Komorowska 1995, Antas 2008). In the following exam-
ples:
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(22) English: A: Did you take your exam in literature?

B: I had to go abroad.

German: A: Haben Sie Ihre Priifung in Literatur
abgelegt?
B: Ich musste ins Ausland.

Polish: A: Czy zdates egzamin z literatury?
B: Musiatem wyjechaé za granice.

Russian: A: Bul coanu sxk3ameH no aumepamype?

B: MHe npuwniocs yexams 3a 2paHuyy.

the answer given by B means ‘you receive the necessary impli-
cature, I didn’t take my exam in literature and I direct your at-
tention to my trip abroad’. Let us consider another, humorous,
conversation, taking place at a biology lesson in a Russian pri-
mary school, where A is a teacher and B is her pupil. B appar-
ently does not know the answer, but instead of admitting that
directly, chooses to try to amuse the teacher (and/or the other
pupils in the classroom):

(23) English: A: Ivan, how many legs does a fly have?

B: Irina Sergyeyevna, don’t you have other
problems?

German: A: Sag mir, Ivan, wie viele FiifSe hat eine
Fliege?
B: Irina Sergeevna, haben Sie keine anderen
Sorgen?

Polish: A: Powiedz mi, wan, ile n6g ma mucha?
B: Irina Siergiejewna, czy Pani nie ma
innych problemow?

Russian: A: Craxku, HeaH, cKONbKO Y Myxu Hoz2?
B: Hpuna CepeeesHa, y sac umo Hem Opyaux
3abom.

The attention is redirected from the pupil’s lack of knowledge to
his behaviour which may be considered amusing or — more
probably — impudent by the teacher.
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Also in the case of requests, speakers may give indirect an-
swers, which enable the shift of attention from A’s problems to

B’s, e.g.
(24) English:

German:

Polish:

Russian:

5.5. Irony

A: Would you like to help me with my essay?
B: I am very busy.

A: M6chten Sie mir bei meinem Aufsatz
helfen?

B: Ich bin sehr beschdiftigt.

A: Czy chcialbys mi poméc w moim eseju?
B: Jestem bardzo zajety.

A: He moznu 6bL 8bL MHE NOMOUL 8 MOEM
couuHeHuu?

B: A ouens 3arnam.

The pragmatic function of irony is to break the rules of the cat-
egories of Quality and Quantity. A speaker bluntly tells a lie.
The following pragmatic frame is typical of irony: “I tell a lie on
purpose because I want to prove that...”.

The English conversation in (25) and the Polish exchange in
(26) exemplify breaking the category of Quality:

(25) English:

German:

Polish:

Russian:

A: Did he help you to carry your bag?

B: Mark? Carry my bag? You know his good
manners.

A: Hat er dir geholfen, deine Tasche zu
tragen?

B: Mark? Meine Tasche tragen? Sie kennen
seine guten Manieren.

A: Czy pomdgt ci niesé twojq torbe?

B: Marek? Nosi¢ mojq torbe? Znasz jego
dobre maniery.

A: OH nomoz eam Hecmu cymry?

B: Mapx? Hecu motro cymry? Bol sHaeme ezo
Xxopouiue maHepbt.
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(26) English:

German:

Polish:

Russian:

A: Did Alexandra offer you anything to eat
or drink?

B: Of course, she did. You know how
hospitable she is.

A: Hat Alexandra dir etwas zu essen oder zu
trinken angeboten?

B: Nattirlich hat sie es getan. Sie wissen,
wie gastfreundlich sie ist.

A: Czy Aleksandra poczestowalta cie czyms?
B: Oczywiscie, wiesz przeciez, jaka ona jest
goscinna.

A: Anexcanopa npedrazana eam umoHubyoo
noecms Ul 86INUMb?

B: KoneuHo, 0a. Bul 3Haeme, KarKasi OHA
20cmenpuuMHast.

Examples (25) and (26) involve presuppositions: in (25) A knows
that Mark has bad manners and does not help other people,
and in (26) A is aware of the fact that Alexandra is not hospitable

at all.

In some cases, irony is made explicit by adding an additional

comment, e.g.

(27) English:

German:

Polish:

Russian:

(28) English:

German:

Polish:

You are so smart, keep on... but this will get
you nowhere.

Mach nur so weiter, Du wirst schon sehen,
was Du davon hast...

Jestes bardzo mqdry, réb tak dalej... to
daleko nie zajdziesz.

Tl ouerb ymHuwlil, npodosrkail ... 0aneko He
yedewn.

You are as pretty as a Hollywood actress —
at the age of 70.

Sie sind so hiibsch wie eine Hollywood-
Schauspielerin — im Alter von 70 Jahren.
Jest Pani tak piekna jak gwiazda Hollywood
- w wieku 70 lat.
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Russian: Bbl kpacusbl KaK 201U8YOCKAs AKMpPUca —
e ceou 70 nem.

Irony may also involve breaking the category of Quantity, which
is connected with the use of litotes (understatements). For in-
stance, one can make the following comment in Polish (and in
the other languages as well) about a man who was furious for
some reason and broke all the furniture in his house (Grice
1975):

(29) English: He got a bit irritated.
German: Er wurde ein bisschen irritiert.
Polish: On sie nieco zdenerwowat.
Russian: OH HeMHO20 paccepOusicsi.

6. Conclusion

The conducted pragmatic analysis of various linguistic commu-
nication situations demonstrates that the language strategy can
involve flouting the cooperative principle with the use of various
pragmatic functions. Tracing the communication strategies in
English, German, Polish and Russian shows the similarities in
their use. The sender may convey intentions indirectly, employ-
ing hidden means of expression whose exponent is an apparent
question, a change in argumentative direction, the use of am-
biguous words, irony or even silence. Hence, we deal with the
realization of the pragmatic functions of “language avoidance”,

» o«

“counter-argumentation”, “counter-proposal”, “irony” etc.
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