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TILA	Project	

•  General	objec(ve:	enriching	the	teaching	of	foreign	languages	and	studying	the	
results	of	the	implementa(on	of	telecollabora(on	in	that	process.		

	
•  Beneficiaries:	students	in	secondary	educa(on	in	several	European	countries:	

Spain,	France,	United	Kingdom,	Germany,	the	Netherlands	and	Czech	Republic.	
	
•  Life	long	learning	project	
					(European	Comission)	
	
•  Dura(on:	2013-2015	
	
		



Telecollabora<on	

Technological	
advances	

Telecollabora(on	
(TC)	

Telecollabora(on	“involves	the	
applica(on	of	global	computer	networks	
to	foreign	(and	second)	language	learning	
and	teaching	in	instu(onalized	seUngs	
under	the	guidance	of	a	language	cultural	
expert	(i.e.,	a	teacher)	for	the	purposes	of	
foreign	language	learning	and	the	
development	of	intercultural	
competence”	(Belz,	2003:	2).		



• 	Students	work	in	pairs	
• 	Language	tandems	

• 	Each	(me	one	of	them	(na(ve)	acts	as	the		“expert”	

• 	Tasks	developed	by	Secondary	Educa(on	teachers	(guided	by	lecturers	at	the	
university)	

TILA	Project		



Virtual	world:	Opensim	

hXps://www.youtube.com/watch?v=k0D4hOBydGQ	
	



Introduc<on	

•  Goffman	(1955	[1967],	1956)	

•  Brown	and	Levinson	(1987)	

•  Penman	(1990)	



Goffman	(1955	[1967])	

•  Goffman	(1967:5	[1955])	defines	
face	as	“the	posi(ve	social	value	a	
person	claims	for	himself”	

•  “Face	is	an	image	of	self	
delineated	in	terms	of	
approved	social	aXributes”	



Goffman	(1955	[1967],	1956	)	

•  f a ce -work	 i s	 s een	 a s	
“ceremonial	 ac(vity”	 as	
opposed	 to	 “substan(ve	
ac(vity”	 (Goffman,	 1956:	
477)		

•  For	 Goffman,	 “[o]rdinarily	
maintenance	 of	 face	 is	 a	
condi(on	of	interac(on,	not	
its	 objec(ve”	 (1967:10	
[1955]).	



•  “Every	face-saving	prac(ce	which	is	allowed	to	
neutralize	 a	 par(cular	 threat	 opens	 up	 the	
possibility	 that	 the	 threat	 will	 be	 willfully	
introduced	 for	 what	 can	 be	 safely	 gained	 by	
it”	(1967:24	[1955]).	

Goffman	(1967	[1955	])	



•  Aggressive	 interchanges	 (Goffman	
1967:	 25	 [1955])	 for	 which	 an	
audience	is	(almost)	a	necessity.	

Goffman	(1967	[1955	])	

•  Snubs,	digs	and	“bitchiness”			
																		(Goffman	1967	[1955]:	25)	
	



Brown	and	Levinson	(1987)	

•  nega(ve	 face	 as	 “the	 want	 of	 every	
‘competent	 adult	 member’	 that	 his	
ac(ons	be	unimpeded	by	others”	and		

•  posi(ve	 face	 as	 “the	 want	 of	 every	
member	that	his	wants	be	desirable	to	at	
least	some	others”.		



•  B&L	 (67-68)	 point	 out	 that	 some	 FTAs	
primarily	 threaten	 the	 hearer’s	 face	
while	 others	 threaten	 the	 speaker’s	
face.	Some	threaten	both	our	or	others’	
nega(ve	and	posi(ve	face!	

Brown	and	Levinson	(1987)	



•  It	is	in	everyone’s	interest	to	avoid	face	threats	or	at	
least	minimize	them.		

•  Avoid	the	Face	threatening	
act	(FTA)	all	together.		

Brown	and	Levinson	(1987)	



•  If	 the	decision	 is	made	 to	do	an	FTA,	 there	are	 four	ways	of	
doing	it	(B&L:	69).		

Brown	and	Levinson	(1987)	

•  Bald	on	record:	Lots	of	these	in	classroom	seUngs!	



•  If	 redressive	 ac(on	 is	 taken,	 it	 can	 be	
directed	to	posi(ve	or	nega(ve	face.		

•  Acts	addressed	at	redressing	
posi(ve	face	of	hearer	include		

•  aXending	to	the	hearer,		
•  exaggera(ng	interest,	
•  giving	approval	of	the	hearer,		
•  using	in-group	iden(ty	markers,		

•  seeking	agreement		

Brown	and	Levinson	(1987)	



•  Redress	of	nega(ve	face	might	involve:	

•  conven(onally	indirect	construc(ons	
such	as	“can	you	pass	the	salt”,		

•  hedges,		
•  the	minimisa(on	of	imposi(on	and	the	
giving	of	deference.		

•  Another	way	of	doing	the	FTA	
would	be	to	do	it	“off-record”	

Brown	and	Levinson	(1987)	



Penman	(1990)	

B&L	(50)	group	the	behaviours	that	Goffman	describes	
“under	the	rubric	of	politeness”	rather	than	face.	

“facework	must	be	taken	as	the	more	encompassing	and	more	fundamental	concept”	[than	politeness] 



•  Penman	 (1990 :19)	 puts	 the	
emphasis	not	only	on	other-directed	
strategies	 but	 their	 self-directed	
counterparts.		

Penman	(1990)	

•  Penman	 (1990)	 inc ludes	 the	
facework	 categories	 of	 threats	
(indirect)	 and	 aggrava(on	 (direct)	
which	 can	 be	 directed	 at	 self	 and	
others	 and	 threaten	 either	 posi(ve	
or	nega(ve	face.		



Penman	(1990)	



“Brown	and	Levinson’s	Politeness	Theory	is	
not	in	fact	a	theory	of	politeness,	but	rather	
a	theory	of	facework,	dealing	only	with	the	
mi(ga(on	of	face-threatening	acts”		(Locher	
and	WaXs,	2005:	10)		
	

Face-work		vs	politeness	

Summing	up	



•  If	 the	 encounter	 sustains	 an	 image	
of	 him	 that	 he	 has	 long	 taken	 for	
granted,	 he	 probably	 will	 have	 few	
feelings	 about	 the	 maXer.	 If	 events	
establish	 a	 face	 for	 him	 that	 is	 beXer	
than	 he	 might	 have	 expected,	 he	 is	
likely	 to	 feel	 good;	 if	 his	 ordinary	
expecta(ons	 are	 not	 fulfilled,	 one	
expects	 that	 he	 will	 feel	 bad	 or	 feel	
hurt.”	(Goffman,	1967	[1955]:	6)	

Face	and	emo<ons	



•  People	try	to	save	the	face	of	
others:		

	
	

•  “because	of	emo(onal	iden(fica-
(on	with	the	others	and	their	
feelings”	(1967:	23)		

Face	and	emo<ons	



•  “face	is	something	that	is	emo(onally	
invested”	(B&L:61)		

	

•  “emo(on	 leakage,	 non-control	 of	
laughter	or	tears”	(B&L:68)	

	

•  “the	 speaker	 does	 not	 care	 about	 the	
addressee’s	feelings,	wants,	etc.”	(B&L:
66)		

Face	and	emo<ons	



ESP1:	Ay.	He	escuchado	un	sonido.	Hi!	<unintelligible>	
Oh,	I	heard	a	sound.	Hi.	
	Eh?	Adiós.	¡Fuera,	fuera,	fuera,	fuera,	fuera!	<unintelligible>		
¡Angni!	!Fuera,	fuera!		
Bye.	Out,	out,	out,	out,	out.	Angni!	Out,	out	
ENG1:	([talking	to	teacher]	OK)	¡Hola!	
ESP1:	Hola,	Hi.	



•  …	 l e s s o n s	 d o	 n o t	 e x i s t	
i n d e p e n d e n t l y	 o f 	 s o c i a l	
rela(onships	between	the	teacher	
and	students.	(Nyugen,	2007:287)	

•  “instruc(onal	 goals	 require	 the	
teacher	to	perform	many	acts	that	
are	 face-threatening	 (Brown	 &	
Lev inson ,	 1987)”	 (Nguyen,	
2007:285)	

Face	in	the	classroom	



•  ESP1:	XXXX	[name	of	GER1],	¿(enes	alguna	mascota,	
en	tu	casa?	
	(XXXX	[name	of	GER1],	do	you	have	a	pet,	at	home?)	

																														Face	in	the	classroom	

•  GER1:	No,	no	(ene	una	mascota…	¿Y	tú?	
	(No,	she	doesn’t	have	a	pet…	And	you?)	

•  ESP1:	Yo	tampoco,	pero	tengo	a	mi	hermana,	que	es	
suficiente.		

	(Neither	do	I,	but	I	have	my	sister,	that	is	enough)	

•  (GER1:	laughs)	



Angni,	Angni.	One	ques(on	…	o	
sea.	My	English	is	very	bad.	Okay?		
My	English	is	zero,	zero,	my	
English,	zero.	Camila	sí	que	sabe.	



•  Self-depreca(on	

Face	in	the	classroom	

•  “in	terms	of	the	ritual	code,	the	person	seems	to	
have	a	special	license	to	accept	mistreatment	at	
his	own	hands	that	he	does	not	have	the	right	to	
accept	from	others.	Perhaps	this	is	a	safe	
arrangement	because	he	is	not	likely	to	carry	this	
license	too	far,	whereas	the	others,	were	they	
given	this	privilege,	might	be	more	likely	to	
abuse	it.”	(Goffman,	1969:	32)		



•  In	aggressive	interchanges	the	winner	not	only	succeeds	in	
introducing	informa(on	favorable	to	himself	and	unfavorable	to	
the	others,	but	also	demonstrates	that	as	interactant	he	can	handle	
himself	beXer	than	his	adversaries.	Evidence	of	this	capacity	is	
oYen	more	important	than	all	the	other	informa<on	the	person	
conveys	in	the	interchange,	so	that	the	introduc(on	of	a	"crack"	in	
verbal	interac(on	tends	to	imply	that	the	ini(ator	is	beXer	at	
footwork	than	those	who	must	suffer	his	remarks.	However,	if	they	
succeed	in	making	a	successful	parry	of	the	thrust	and	then	a	
successful	riposte,	the	ins(gator	of	the	play	must	not	only	face	the	
disparagement	with	which	the	others	have	answered	him	but	also	
accept	the	fact	that	his	assump(on	of	superiority	in	footwork	has	
proven	false.	He	is	made	to	look	foolish;	he	loses	face.	Hence	it	is	
always	a	gamble	to	"make	a	remark."	The	tables	can	be	turned	and	
the	aggressor	can	lose	more	than	he	could	have	gained	had	his	
move	won	the	point.	(Goffman,	1969:	25-26)	

Face	in	the	classroom	




