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Abstract

Studies on responses to thanks in some varieties of English have reported
preferred forms and strategies that are germane in language variation and
cross-cultural research. For example, speakers of Cameroon English have
been shown to prefer response forms and strategies that diverge from those
of British English and Canadian English thereby suggesting differences in the
communicative strategies between L1 and L2 speakers. Since generalization
is problematic using one L2 variety, more studies are needed. This study
examined 300 responses to thanks collected among ESL speakers of Nigerian
English. Analysis revealed that speakers of Nigerian English prefer return
thanks, pleasure response forms and minimizing favour strategy. These
results align more with preferred BrE response forms and strategies than with
CamE’s consequently indicating that the reported divergence between L1
and L2 cannot be generalized as it does not apply to NigE. However, more
studies in the other L2 varieties are required.

Keywords: Responses, form, strategy, Nigerian English

1. Introduction
There are many studies on responses to thanks in L1 varieties
of English but very few in L2 varieties of English barring
Ouafeu (2009) and Farenkia (2013). In addition, there are
more comparative works between native Englishes (e.g. BrE
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and AmE) than between L1 and L2 varieties (e.g. Ouafeu, 2009
and Farenkia, 2013). In fact, although many studies (Akinjobi,
2006; Bobda, 2007 among others) have compared features of
NigE with the BrE at the phonological, lexical, and syntactic
levels reporting areas of divergence and convergence, it appears
not many studies have examined the pragmatic/discourse levels
barring few studies (Bamiro, 1994; Kachru, 1981; Mustapha,
2010). Thus it might not be safe to make generalisations
from the findings of few studies on second language users’ of
English communicative performance especially in responding to
thanking. For examples, only two studies appear to be available
on ESL varieties and these are Ouafeu’s (2009) that reported
differences between CamE (an L2 variety) and BrE and the other
is Farenkia’s (2013) on CamE and CanE. Thus more studies
among users of English as a second language are required.

To fill these gaps, this study examined responses to thanks
in NigE, an L2 or ESL variety of English in order to discover
its response forms and strategies before comparing the results
with what has been reported about CamE and BrE. It is widely
acknowledged in the literature that NigE is an established second
language variety of English that belongs to the “outer circle”
as it has established its norm (“endonormativeness”) which has
been reported in many studies (Mollin, 2007; Mustapha, 2009
among others). NigE is also one of the New Englishes.

In what follows, we reviewed some previous studies
under Section 2 subtitled background before describing our
method of data collection in Section 3. This is followed by data
analysis in Section 4 and comparison of our results with what
has been reported in some previous studies in Section 5. Section
6 contains the summary and discussion of findings before the
conclusion.

2. Literature review
In this section, we review some previous works on responses
to thanks among native speakers (BrE, AmE, CanE, IrE) and

Legon Journal of the Humanities 37.1 (2026) Page | 66



Mustapha, A. S./Legon Journal of the Humanities Vol. 37.1(2026)

studies that compared preferred response forms and strategies
between native speakers and second language users of English
(BrE vs CamE, CanE and CamE). The purpose is to identify
what we have in the literature and the gap that our study fills.
Responses to thanks have been described in many ways in terms
of their linguistic realization, social and cultural importance and
specificity, their place in the thanking formula and their functions
in social interactions. For example, they have been described as
the second pair of the speech act of thank you, the first part,
being the expression of gratitude. For example, in Exchange 1,
between a student and a lecturer:

Exchange 1 — After the student apologised for wrong-
doing and the lecturer accepted the apology

Student: Thank you very much sir. | am very grateful.
Good night Sir.

Lecturer: Small! Night night!

(The expression of the student and the response of the lecturer
mark the complete thanking formulae). Thus Schneider (2005,
p. 103) says that responding to thank you constitutes a reactive
interactional move which follows a reactive move as the act of
thanking and also refers back to something else. As a reactive
act, thanking refers to what has been received by the thanker
from the addressee just as the response also refers to the verbal
gift of thanking by the thanker. Therefore, responding to an
expression of gratitude forms the second pair of thanking
formulae that completes the adjacency pairs. In other words, to
be treated as adjacency pairs, the second part of the pairs must
be present although there are occasions where thankees do not
respond verbally. Thus the second part (response) may be verbal
or non-verbal because there are times that thankees maintain
silence although silence might be difficult to analyse except
data collectors ask receivers of thanks their reasons for not
giving verbal or non-verbal response. It must be noted that non-
verbal responses such as nodding, smiling and laughing might
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be some of the ways of accepting or acknowledging the verbal
gift of thanking. Suffice to note that thanks and its responses
form a dialogical unit which are referred to as adjacency pairs
(Farenkia, 2012, p. 1).

The thanking formula, especially, responses to thanks
serve certain common social functions. Referring to its
importance in social interactions, Schroder & Schneider (2018,
p. 344) noted that “responses to thanks in three L1-varieties
of English responses to thanks may appear to be a peripheral
interactional phenomenon and an insignificant speech act
because they are usually performed by using brief formulaic
expressions ... (t)heir social functions should, however, not be
underestimated”.

Thus, responses to thanks are very important in many
cultures of the world as failure to respond appropriately may
send wrong signals to thankers that may cause worry or attract
censure such as terming thankees as being rude or incompetent
in the communicative practice/performance of the language.
Also, failure to thank or respond to thanks, may affect social
relationships. The fact that their social functions especially in
social relationships have been acknowledged in some works
suggests that they might not be as peripheral as we might be
tempted to conclude. Thus responding to thanks has been
considered as a part of the speech act that performs functions
such as satisfying the face needs of interactants — whether
satisfying the positive politeness or negative face needs. In other
words, responding to thanks performs certain social actions
(communicative strategies) which have been reported in many
studies. Along this vein Schneider (2005, p. 104) observes
that when responding to gratitude/thank you expression,
the respondent tends to address the following aspects: (i) the
addressee may either focus on the face enhancing aspect of the
appreciation; (ii) token or feel obliged to minimize the speakers
indebtedness and thus to restore the imbalance in the relationship
between the interactants caused by the thankee in favour of the

thankers. (iii) the addressee may also combine both aspects in
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his /her response to the appreciation.

Responses to thanks have also been described as being culture-
specific. Thus the importance of responses that a speech
community recommends or approves cannot be overemphasized.
This position has been further buttressed by the findings of some
studies (e.g. Ouafeu 2009) where speakers of English as second
language of English users who have been taught or exposed
to native English patterns of thanking and responding as part
of learning communicative competence in the language have
departed from the learnt forms to adopt forms that are close to
their local languages and cultures. Similarly, Farenkia (2013)
also reported differences between CanE and CamE where he
reported that while minimizing the favour is mostly the preferred
strategy in CanE this is not the case in CamE where express
appreciation is the most preferred strategy. For linguistic forms,
Farenkia (2013) reported that no problem is mostly chosen
in CanE but welcome in CamE. It is interesting that Ouafeu’s
(2009) and Farenkia’s (2013) reported divergence between
BrE and CamE, and CanE and CamkE respectively in their
“discursive profiles”. This finding is corroborated by another
study (Schroder & Schneider, 2018) that compared another non-
native English in Namibia with native English. Although it has
been difficult to classify Namibia English as a second language
variety of English because Namibia was never colonized by the
British government and cannot be said to have learnt English
from native speakers, yet the study reported important differences
that call for more comparative studies between native English
and non-native English. Barring studies in CamkE, it appears
more studies from other L2 English contexts are being awaited
to corroborate or refute the findings reported in Ouafeu (2009)
and Farenkia (2013). In other words, more studies are needed
among second language users of English; namely, Nigeria,
The Gambia, Ghana, Singapore, Hong Kong, India, Pakistan,
India among other outer circle Englishes using Mollin (2007)
classification.
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It is noted that differences between native and non-native English
that have been reported in some of the previous studies tend to
follow the outcome of some comparative studies (Eisenstein &
Bodman, 1993; Jacobson, 2002; Riiegg, 2014; Schneider, 2005;
among others) between and among national native varieties of
English — BrE, AmE, ItE, NZE, and CanE. However, some
similarities also have been reported among native speakers of
English - in AmE and IrE, CanE and ItE just as divergence has
been reported. In summary these findings tend to support the
culture specificity in responses to thanks.

Thus it would be controversial to claim that varieties of
English worldwide have similar patterns as that would mean that
they share common cultures which may be difficult to support
with evidence. However, this observation does not discredit
reported common-cores among users of English worldwide that
have helped to maintain mutual intelligibility. Such common-
cores might also be associated with the global influence of
the media that promote certain cultures and practices thereby
perpetrating a particular culture and communicative patterns/
practices in other cultures across continents. Also it might be
difficult to dissociate the propagation of certain values that
tend to be turning the different parts of the world into a global
village. What might be near impossible would be an imposition
of a universal culture that will erode the culture-specificity of
separate peoples in different parts of the world. Farenkia (2013,
p. 709) rightly noted that “although responding to thanks is a
universal communicative practice, the realization forms of this
speech act are language and culture specific”.

Apart from feeling the gap among L2 varieties of
English, this study is very significant also for another important
contribution which 1is its application of variational pragmatic
framework. Although many cross-variation studies have been
undertaken on responses to thanks, it appears that very few
studies have adopted the variational pragmatic orientation in
spite of the interesting reports from studies that have used the
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framework. In fact, the reports from some previous studies that
have adopted variational pragmatics framework (e.g. Schroder
and Schneider 2018) suggest that the framework would be very
insightful and promising for pragmatic features of varieties of
the same language but also for cross-variation studies that will
highlight cross-cultural communication. In other words, the
framework takes variation studies beyond phonological, lexical
and syntactic differences and postulates that varieties of the
same language vary along pragmatic parameters especially in
the speech acts of complimenting, apologizing, congratulating,
thanking and responding, among others.

Although one theoretical framework that appears to
have been widely used in response studies (Bieswanger 2015;
2018) thus far has been Brown and Levinson’s (1987) politeness
theory, yet variational pragmatics appears very significant in this
undertaking. There is no doubt that studies that are concerned
with communicative strategies of responses have found out the
usefulness of the politeness models just as linguistic variation
has also been incorporated in cross-variation studies in order to
arrive at findings that highlight the differences and similarities
in the varieties compared and contrasted. However, the level of
variation comparison though insightful has left a vacuum that the
recent variation pragmatics model has been able to fill. Situated
within politeness theory, variational pragmatics postulates that
language variation can be investigated along the pragmatic
features thus adding to the traditional approach that recognizes
phonological, lexical and syntactic variation. Schroder and
Schneider (2018, p.337) put it thus: “variational pragmatics,
as the study of pragmatic differences between regional and
social varieties of a language, is defined as the intersection of
pragmatics and variational linguistics (cf. Schneider and Barron
2008; Schneider 2010). Although Bieswanger (2015, p. 527)
noted that variational pragmatics, a discipline devoted to the
investigation of intralingual variation at the pragmatic level, is
a newcomer to the research landscape, having been formally
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established with the publication of Schneider, yet more studies
are finding its framework insightful for their investigations
(Schroder and Schneider 2018). Whereas this framework has
been used to study responses to thanks in native English and
recently between native English and Namibian English, it is noted
that studies that compare native English with second language
variety of English especially in Africa and Asia using variational
pragmatics are being awaited. Thus, adopting this framework in
investigating differences between native and second language
users of English would help to attest to the applicability of the
theory apart from being appropriate for investigating not only
the linguistic realization of the varieties under investigation but
also with the pragmatic features — social strategies (functions) of
the forms.

In addition, the study is significant in its choice of data
collection method which is a kind of experimentation with
naturally occurring and heterogeneous data that Farenkia (2012)
calls for when he noted that “...investigation based on other
types of data (e.g. naturally occurring conversations) which
will certainly deepen or even contradict some of the findings
of the present (his) study”. He observed that “the results of his
study on CanE may not represent what speakers of CanE would
actually (i.e. in face-to-face) say when responding to thanks”
(Farenkia 2012, p. 10). Barring Bieswanger (2015) that used
naturally occurring data, most previous studies used DCT for
their homogeneous data.

3. Material and methods
In this study, we set out to capture real life data using fieldnotes
to record written responses from short message system (SMS),
Whatsapp, texts and spoken data from daily interactions, on
phone calls, video clips, radio programmes between dyads from
all walks of life who are second language users of English in
Nigeria. Our method enabled us to capture naturally occurring
data that recorded variables such as sex of participants, their
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social status and social relationships. (Table 3.1 captures the
details).

Data collection exercise started in 2018 and continued till
early 2022 when my undergraduates and postgraduate students
from two universities in Nigeria took research method courses
and collected data on expressions of gratitude and responses as
part of their class assignments. Other research assistants that
helped with data collection are from the northern and eastern
parts of the country in order to ensure wide coverage. They
collected data from their friends, relatives, and colleagues at
work and/or schoolmates. The research assistants were instructed
on the nature and kinds of data expected and were provided with
examples to guide them in the data collection exercise. The
researcher also collected data from his personal observation in
the daily interactions of the participants.

The choice of this data collection method is premised
on the preference for naturally occurring data in sociolinguistics
studies (Labov 1972) especially in variational sociolinguistics
(Bieswanger 2015). Bieswanger (2015, p. 533) had noted earlier
that ever since the beginning of socilinguistics, a field of study
variation pragmatics is very closely linked to, there has been
a strong preference for natural data ...” (see Bieswanger, 2015
for detailed comparison of DCTs data and naturally occurring
data). Essentially, DCTs provide data where “informants know
that they are being observed and have ample time to think about
an appropriate answer whereas naturally occurring data are
collected “when (they) speakers are not being observed” (Labov
1972, p. 113 cited in Bieswanger 2015, p. 533). The other reason
was to collect heterogeneous data that will afford information
about what speakers do in other contexts and with different
people in terms of social relationships and status.

However, one weakness in our data has to do with its
heterogeneous nature which makes it problematic but not
impossible for comparative studies with other studies that
had used homogenous data. In other word, whereas our data
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consist of responses to thanks from two sex groups, different
people from varied social relationships and sources like SMS
WhatsApp, spoken token from daily interactions, many previous
studies used homogenous data from either between total
strangers, or between students and lecturers and with one object
of thanking and responding. It is noted that Farenkia (2013) used
heterogeneous data though DCT was used for data collection.

Table 3.1 shows the distribution of our data

Table 3.1: Details about data

Dyads by sex

Dyads by relationships

Dyads by status

Mixed sex 147 Intimates 74

Equals 99

Same sex (FF) 40 Casuals 192

Non-equals 201

Same sex (MM ) 103 Strangers 34

M/F? Group 10

Total 300 300

300

Table 3.2: Sources of data

Sources of Data Frequency %

Spoken (live, radio, phone calls and video) 205 68
Live 193

Radio 5

Phone call 5

Video 2

Written (SMS, Whatsapp, texts) 95 32

Sms 62

Whatsapp 31

Texts 2

Total 300 300 100
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4. Analysis

Many response studies among native speakers of English used
seven parameters in the categorization of response types (forms)
while others combined linguistic realizations (forms) with
speakers’ strategies; that is, “convention of means” to account
for response types (see Farenkia, 2012) for a detailed review
of categorizations of response types. These forms and strategies
were adapted for our study.

In our analysis, the frequencies of response forms were
analyzed using simple quantitative methods of the linguistic
realization types (forms) and the social strategy types that have
been used in some of the previous studies (Schneider 2005
among others). For the social strategies, an adapted schema
from Aijimer (1996, p. 40) and Schneider (2005, p. 116-122)
is used. Essentially the schema identified strategy types such
as Minimizing the favour (okay, no problem, don’t mention
it, don’t worry); Expressing pleasure (pleasure); Expressing
appreciation (welcome, anytime, sure); Returning thanks
(thanks); verbally acknowledging the thanks (yeah-mh-hm);
non-verbally acknowledging the thanks (nod).

In this section, the frequency of response forms among
our participants to thanks is presented. The linguistic realization

used for the classification is an adapted version of Schneider’s
(2005).

Table 4.1: Frequency of responses to thanks among speakers of
NigE

Response types Frequency %
No acknowledgement/response 52 17
Return thanks/God 42 14
Pleasure 38 13
(It’s small/little/it’s the least  can do 23 8
Welcome 22 7
No problem/no worries 15 5
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Response types Frequency %
It’s nothing 12 4
Yeah/sure/okay /yes 12 4
No/not at all 10 3
Amen) 10 3
Don’t mention/ 7 2
Anytime 7 2
it’s my duty/job 5 2
We are for each other/What are friends for? 5 2
Don’t worry 5 2
No bother 5 2
You deserve much more 3 1
Compliments 3 1
Really? 2 1
That’s all right 2 1
I don’t know what to say? 2 1
God bless you 2 1
Well? 1 0
Others 12 4
Total 300 100

Table 4.1 shows that the three most preferred forms (linguistic
realization) are No acknowledgement, (17%) followed by
Return thanks (14%) and Pleasure (13%). Although No
acknowledgement is rated the highest (17%), the sources of data
(expatiated in the next paragraph) are responsible for the high
frequency. The least preferred response types are No problem
(5%) It’s nothing 4%, Yeah 4% and Well (1%). The others
(10%) are responses that are infrequent and include typical
transliteration of responses to thanks in the local languages e.g.
A wa fun ara wa (Yoruba) [We are for one another], prayerse, g,
I pray God will see you through among others.
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Data collected from SMS, Whatsapp and written texts account for
32% of the total data (See Table 3.2) where it is noted that some
thanks expressed via SMS, Whatsapp rarely received responses
from the thankee. In some cases, some thankees apologized
when scolded for not responding and claimed that they forgot to
respond to the appreciation received. We took time to ask some
of the thankees who failed to respond to appreciation received
from their thankers. One of them said he forgot to respond and
did tender an apology to the thanker. In addition, some of the
participants (dyads) are intimates who rarely respond to thanks
received from their intimates (relatives, couples among others).
Thus, No acknowledgement/response cannot be claimed to be
the most preferred response type.

Our next analysis used Schneider’s (2005) taxonomy
of social strategies of the linguistic realizations that have five
main categories. It is noted that Schneider’s taxonomy does
not recognize No acknowledgement response type though we
recorded some in our data.

Table 4.2: Social strategies among speakers of NigE
Social strategies Number %
A. Minimizing the favour - 104 35

Okay, No problem, Don’t mention/

Don’t worry/It’s small/

It’s the least/it’s my duty/

we are for each other/No bother/

You deserve much more/No not all/
others/Really? I don’t know

What to say

B. Expressing Pleasure - 53 18
My/it’s a pleasure/Amen/
Compliments/God bless

C. Expressing Appreciation 34 11
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Social strategies Number %
Welcome/Anytime/Sure

D. Returning thanks 42 14
Thanks/Thank God

E. Verbal accept 14 4
Yeah/All right/

F. Non-Verbal 53 18
Total 300 100

Table 4.2 shows that Strategies A, B, C, and D are relatively
high, Minimizing favour is far higher (35%) than Expressing
Pleasure (18%), Expressing appreciation (11%) and Returning
thanks (14%) indicating that Minimizing favour is the most
preferred strategy or function among our research participants
while Verbal accept is the least (4%). It is noted that Non-verbal
responses could not be classified into any of the social strategies.
In what follows, we compared the distribution of responses in
three national varieties of English — AmE, BrE and NigE using
Schneider’s (2005) and (2010) findings on BrE on the one hand,
and on the other hand, compared our NigE results with what
Ouafeu’s (2009) reported about CamE. The main objective is
to determine to what extent L2 varieties of English (NigE and
CamE) diverge from L1 variety (BrE). In other words, since
CamE and NigE area varieties that grew from of BrE and
domestication process, it might be interesting to find out their
level of semblance to and/or divergence from BrE. The forms
and means of responses in NigE are also compared to AmE in
order to determine how much the latter has influenced the former.
Itis observed that this comparison is done with the understanding
that the data used in our study are different from those that were
used in the previous studies (Farenkia, 2013; Ouafeu, 2009 and
Schneider, 2005; 2010) in two different ways. One, our data
are heterogeneous — drawn from different contexts whereas
the other studies used homogenous data that focused on one
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object of thanks. Two, our data were collected from different
participants (casuals, intimates, strangers) whereas the previous
studies collected their data using DCTs between strangers and/
or casuals barring Farenkia (2013) that used three distributional
situations — between friends, professor and students and between
strangers.

4.1 Comparison of strategies

Our study shows that the most preferred social strategy in NigE
is Minimizing the favour (35%), which is also the most preferred
in BrE (60.5%). However, this is not so among speakers of AmE
whose most preferred strategy is Expressing appreciation (72%).
While Minimizing favour, Expressing pleasure and Returning
thanks are most preferred in NigE, Returning thanks is one of
the least preferred response types in both AmE (0.8%) and BrE
(2.3%). This suggests that Returning thanks is one response
strategy where NigE diverges from BrE and AmE. Thus NigE,
BrE and AmE share similar preference for Minimizing favour
and Expressing appreciation.

Comparing NigE with CamE, Farenkia (2013) reported
Expressing appreciation (43.35%) as the most preferred
strategy means, whereas NigE mostly favours Minimizing
favour (35%). The three mostly preferred strategies in CamE
and NigE are Expressing appreciation CamE 43.35% vs NigE
minimizing favour 35%; CamE expressing pleasure 25.43%
vs expressing pleasure NigE 18%; CamE Minimizing favour
24.86% vs returning thanks NigE 14%. These results indicate
that both speakers of NigE and CamE use Expressing pleasure
and Minimizing favour in their three most preferred strategies.
In fact, speakers of NigE and CamE share the same second
preferred strategies — Expressing pleasure.

Farenkia (2013) compared his study with Ouafeu (2009)
thus: “By and large Acknowledging thanks, the results do not
conform to Ouafeu(2009) Ouafeu identified strategy E thanks
(41%) and strategy D returning thanks (31%) as major types of
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responses to thanks. The results from the studies in L2 varieties
indicate that NigE and Ouafeu’s study in CamE only share
Returning thanks in their first three preferred strategies just as
NigE and CamE share one strategy with Farenkia (2013) in
CamkE. It is interesting that the two varieties, NigE and CamE
have different most preferred strategies whereas NigE and BrE
share the same most preferred strategy.

4.2 Comparison of forms
In this section we compare the preferred forms in NigE and
CamE from two studies, Ouafeu (2009) and Farenkia (2013).
The two varieties are second language varieties of English that
originated from BrE, the language of their former colonizer. Our
study in NigE and Farenkia (2013) share common heterogeneous
data collected from different objects of thanking, bilingual
participants, complex sociolinguistic background data from
daily interactions, at school, home, and with friends, between
equals and nonequals, intimates and causals and participants that
are bilinguals”. However, the data in our study of NigE do not
share the same characteristics with those used in Ouafeu (2009)
because the latter used homogeneous data.

While the five most preferred response forms in NigE are
No response/Acknowledgement (17%), Return thanks (14.6%)
Pleasure (13.3%) It’s small (8%) and Welcome (7%), CamE
in Ouafeu (2009) reported Yeah (41%), Return thanks (31%),
Pleasure (14%), and Nothing (9%) using Ouafeu (2009). It is
interesting that both varieties have Return thanks and Pleasure
among their five most preferred response types. However, while
Yeah ranks highest in CamE, No Acknowledgment/Response
ranks highest in NigE (17%). In other words, the most preferred
response type in CamE Yeah (41%) is not used in NigE (0%) on
the one hand, on the other hand, the most preferred in NigE No
response (26.6%) has one of the lowest distributions in CamE
(6%). Returning thanks are noted to be second preferred forms
in both NigE and CamE although Returning thanks would have
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been the most preferred response form in NigE as we have noted
in the methodology section that the sources of data, especially
those collected from SMS and Whatsapp could be responsible
for the higher number of No response in NigE.

Comparing our results in NigE with Farenkia’s (2013)
in CamE revealed that while the three most preferred response
forms in CamE are Welcome (42.77%), Pleasure (25.43%),
Don’t mention (21.39%), in NigE the three most preferred are
No response/Acknowledgement (17%), Return thanks (14.6%)
and Pleasure (13.3%). The two studies share pleasure in their
three most preferred forms. Thus the results in NigE and the
two CamE studies share one feature in their three most preferred
response forms.

Comparing the linguistic forms of responses to thanks
in NigE and BrE using Schneider’s (2005) findings on the latter
shows some divergence: No acknowledgement (NigE 17% vs
BrE 0%) Return thanks (NigE 14% vs BrE 2.3%) Pleasure (NigE
13% vs BrE 6.2%); Welcome BrE 16.3 NigE 7% % ) Nothing
NigE 4% vs BrE 0), No problem (BrE 6.2% vs NigE 5%) Okay
(BrE 51.2% vs NigE 4%), Anytime (BrE 12.4% vs NigE 2%).
Although all the linguistic realizations reported in BrE are
present in NigE, there are some in NigE that are not reported
for BrE. Amongst them are God bless you, Really? Well, We are
for each other, What are friends for? It is noted that while Okay
ranks highest in BrE (51.2%), it is one of the least preferred
in NigE (4%); also while there are no No Acknowledgement in
BrE, the type ranks highest in NigE (17%).

From our study of NigE and the reported findings in
AmE by Schneider (2010), we found out that the most preferred
realizations in AmE Welcome (53.3%) is less preferred in NigE
(7%); AmE No problem (20.2%) vs NigE (5%); Anytime (AmE
18.6% vs NigE 2%) and Okay (AmE 0.8% vs NigE 4%). It is
noted that while all the forms reported in AmE are present in
NigE yet there are forms in NigE that are not reported in AmE
e.g. No acknowledgement, Return thanks, What are friends for?

among others.
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Second language varieties of English (CamE and NigE) share
one response type in common in their first four ranked responses
— Return Thanks with nearly the same distribution CamE (17%)
and NigE (14%). However, NigE and BrE share a common
response type — Welcome (NigE 13.3% BrE 16.3%) although
they diverge in the other response types. As noted earlier all the
forms reported in BrE are present in NigE although this is not
the case with CamE that do not have all the forms reported for
BrE.

5. Discussion of findings

This comparative analysis reveals areas of convergence and
divergence between NigE and what has been reported about BrE
and AmE on the one hand and on the other hand between NigE
and CamE. For example, there is more convergence in forms
and strategies between NigE and BrE than between NigE and
AmE. Also NigE and CamE share very few forms in common
returning thanks, Pleasure, whereas NigE and BrE share
more forms in common - Pleasure, Welcome and No problem
Nothing, Anytime, Returning thanks and the others. It is noted
that there are more variant response forms in NigE than in the
other varieties (BrE, CamE and AmE) perhaps owing to the
heterogeneous nature of the NigE data.

According to Farenkia (2012, p. 3) citing Aijimer (1996)
only Minimizing favour is a negative politeness strategy; while
the other response forms - Expressing favour; Expressing
appreciation; Returning thanks and Acknowledging thanks are
positive politeness strategies. Our results show that minimizing
favour is the most preferred response means in NigE. This
indicates that speakers of NigE mostly prefer the use of responses
to thanks as negative politeness strategy although they use
the other response means also that explore positive politeness
strategy.

In addition, this result indicates one area where NigE
converges with BrE since the distribution of social strategy of
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responses show that Minimizing the favour is the most preferred
in both NigE (35%) and in BrE (60.5%) but diverges from
CamE as reported in both Ouafeu (2009) and Farenkia (2013).
Also NigE and BrE display similar non-preference for Verbal
and Non-Verbal Acceptance of thanks. It is noted that BrE uses
Okay, No problem, Don’t mention as its three social strategies for
actualizing negative politeness strategy. However, in addition
to those three forms in BrE, NigE employs It’s small, It’s the
least, it’s my duty, We are for each other, No bother for negative
politeness strategy. The additional forms indicate L2 innovations
resulting from domestication of English and the use of forms
that are transliteration from the local languages although the
heterogeneous nature of the data cannot be divorced from these
additional forms. For example, in the Yoruba language, a thankee
might respond thus: 4 kii dupe ara eni (Yoruba) (We should
not thank ourselves since we are one/intimates) or Ko to nkan
(Yoruba) (It is nothing). However, NigE diverges from AmE that
favours Expressing appreciation most as its means of realizing
positive politeness strategy. It is interesting that Farenkia (2012)
reports that CanE most preferred means is Minimizing favour
(50%) which indicates its speakers use of negative politeness
strategy via responses to thanks.

Brown and Levinson’s theory of politeness presents
thanking as a face threatening act to the thanker (Brown and
Levinson, 1987, p. 67) while responding to thanks according to
Schneider (2005: 107 cited in Farenkia (2012, p. 1). It is observed
that the addressee (thankee) while responding to thanks may
either focus on the face enhancing aspect of the appreciation
token or feel obliged to minimize the speaker’s indebtedness
and thus to restore the imbalance in the relationship between
the interactants caused by the thankee’s action in favour of the
thanker. This suggests that speakers of NigE prefer maintaining
relationship and restoring the imbalance that thanking may
cause by minimizing the thanker’s indebtedness. It is interesting
that speakers of NigE diverges so much from CamE though both
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varieties are L2 varieties from the same ancestor, BrE and share
similar bilingual situation.

The findings that show that NigE forms are more similar
to BrE than to AmE confirms NigE semblance to its ancestor. The
influence of AmE upon other users of English around the world
is immense owing to the political, economic and technological
power that the USA exerts upon the rest of the world. However,
the minimal divergence of NigE from BrE points to the reported
fact that NigE has its roots in BrE, however, the English language
in Nigeria today is a distinct variety of English from the British
English in many respects just as speakers of the two varieties of
English do not share the same cultural bearings.

However, it has been established in the literature that
unlike “expanding circle” speakers of English that depend
on the native speakers for norms, speakers of English within
the “outer circle” are expected to evolve their norms while
maintaining the common cores that ensure mutual intelligibility
among users of English worldwide. Thus the submission that
although speakers of NigE have evolved some distinct forms
of responding to thanks (e.g. preference for Returning thanks
and the use of some special forms such as “It is my duty”, We
should not thank ourselves) that they do not share with BrE, they
still retain features that tie their response forms and strategy to
BrE. This points to the fact that the beginnings of NigE cannot
be detached from Britain, their former colonizers’ language.
It might also be added that Nigerian system of education and
its learning materials are largely written in BrE. For example,
teachers of English at the primary, secondary, and tertiary levels
of education use the British Received Pronunciation as a model
for the teaching of Oral/Practical Spoken English in Nigeria,
just as examination bodies (West African Examination Council
among others) still use standard BrE for the examination of their
candidates in English Language. Together with the activities of
the British Council that is geared towards the promotion of BrE
in Nigeria, it might be difficult for NigE to so diverge from BrE
to warrant breakdown in mutual intelligibility.
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The distribution of the response forms between NigE and CamE
as second language varieties of English appears interesting. For
example, the preference for Returning thanks in both varieties
bonds the two L2 varieties. In fact, it is difficult to offer further
explanation on this result than that the two countries have common
sociolinguistic situation (bilingualism) linguistically and perhaps
cultural semblance. On the other hand, the divergence of CamE
from BrE in the former’s preference for Yeah which is one of the
least preferred types in NigE suggests some differences between
CamE and NigE. While Ouafeu’s (2009) explanation on the
CamE mostly preferred form is linked to the practices in some
Cameroon languages, the same explanation cannot be offered
for the NigE especially as there are no studies available to the
researcher on the response forms in Nigerian local languages
that might help to clarify or suggest useful explanation for some
forms in NigE aside from the few examples that are less preferred
in our NigE data. Similarly, the different linguistic forms of
responses in our NigE and in Farenkia’s (2013) in CamE are also
interesting because while CamE speakers favoured Welcome
most, NigE favoured returning thanks. It might be concluded
that the distribution of forms found in our analysis of NigE leans
more toward BrE than CamE.

Suffice to report that the divergence between CamE and
BrE in the linguistic realization (forms) which has been reported
in Ouafeu’s study and Farenkia (2013) is not repeated in what
we found between NigE and BrE. This shows that while some
second language varieties of English (e.g. CamE) might have
departed from BrE, their ancestor, the same report cannot be
made about the other varieties of English (e.g. NigE). In other
words, generalization among second language users cannot be
reported until more studies are carried out among them. In fact,
our findings suggest that response forms in NigE and BrE display
some suggestive semblance. However, this submission cannot
be interpreted to support the claim that NigE has not evolved its
own norm. English in a second language environment has been
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described as a norm evolving variety of English. Thus our study
confirmed that as an outer-circle variety of English, features
that diverge from native English featured in our NigE data. For
example, the response types speakers of NigE employ to achieve
negative politeness strategy are more than the ones speakers of
BrE use to accomplish the same strategy.

However, the differences in the results of the varieties
of English reported in this study corroborate the claim that
in any language each illocution can be performed in different
ways. The different structural patterns and lexico-semantic
devices conventionally available for performing given illocution
(...) represent different strategic option for the speaker (...)
the strategies and forms conventionally employed to realize a
given speech act differ across varieties of the same language
(Schneider 2006, p. 101-102 cited in Farenkia 2013, p. 709).
Similarly the differences in the use of responses as positive or
negative politeness strategies endorse the assertion that speakers
who share the same language (in this case, English) do not
necessarily share the same culture (Barron and Schneider, 2009:
425 cited in Farenkia, 2013, p. 709).

6. Conclusion

This study does not corroborate the report that second language
varieties of English display copious different response forms
from what their users might have learnt from their ancestors,
BrE. Rather it supports the observation that although second
language varieties of English might have evolved their distinct
preferred response forms and social strategies that largely
depart from native English forms, they retain some features that
identify them with BrE in order to ensure mutual intelligibility.
Therefore any claim that second language users of English are
absolutely non/norm dependent on native varieties of English
must be taken with some restraint while awaiting further studies
in the other second language users’ contexts especially as the
results from two different ESL environments (CamE and NigE)
indicate differences.
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In addition, although our results revealed some divergence
between NigE and CamE patterns, it is interesting that the
preference for Returning thanks in both NigE and CamE suggest
speakers’ inclination towards reducing the indebtedness of their
interlocutors thereby reducing social distance and enhancing
cordial and egalitarian culture. This can be said to be similar
to the preference for Minimizing the favour that has been
reported among native speakers of English BrE and CanE. The
motive to reduce social distance and ensure solidarity between
interlocutors by using these linguistic strategies can be said to be
commonplace among speakers of NigE, CamE, and BrE. This
position corroborates the report that the speech act of thanking
and responding is auniversal means of enhancing and maintaining
cordial social relationship among interlocutors. The linguistic
strategies employed may be different, for example, while native
speakers of English prefer Minimizing the favour using Okay/No
problem/Don’t mention, speakers of NigE and CamE prefer the
use of Returning thanks and Express appreciation to accomplish
positive politeness strategy since speakers of the same language
are not necessarily expected to share the same culture.

Our use of heterogeneous data collected from different
contexts and methods excluding DCT to provide evidence from
naturally occurring data in order to access a more robust and
insightful information point to the usefulness of heterogeneous
data for further research. Suffice to submit that this study has
demonstrated the usefulness of using heterogeneous (naturally
occurring) data and added to the studies on response forms and
strategies in L2 English environment. The paper also throws
its weight behind the applicability of the variational pragmatic
framework in cross-variational studies as other studies have
reported.
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Appendix: Sample of response data

1.

In a conversation between Mother and Son, used sincerely
(but lightly).

Mummy: “You’ll go get me a coffee?”

Son: Thanks a million!

Mummy: Really?

In a night club.

“Oh, and Laurie?

Laurie: Really, thanks so much for covering my shift at
work”.

A conversation between two flat mates on campus, after a
final exam.

Tayo: No words can express; no act of gratitude can relay;
no gift can represent what your encouragement and support
have meant to me. Please accept this note as an indicator of
my heartfelt appreciation for everything you are.

A herbalist and his client, who is seeking for a ‘love charm’.
Baba: I will give you a cream to apply on your body before
going to bed at night.

Client (Mofe): Ah Baba! Thank you.1

Baba: Don’t worry, you’ll give more thanks the next time
you come.

A conversation between a Boss and his lover.
Akin: Please, take good care of yourself for me.
Inioluwa: Okay love, thanks. I will.

In a conversation between two friends.
Richard: To truly appreciate life, we seek companionship.
Fred: Thank you for being my companion. I appreciate you.

When someone writes to enquire about your company’s
services, you’ll express your appreciation for their interest
in working with your company by saying:
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Mustapha, A. S./Legon Journal of the Humanities Vol. 37.1(2026)

“Thank 2 you for contacting us regarding our current
products and prices.”

A doctor and his patient’s relative.

Doctor: We’ve tried all our best to revive your sister, but all
to no avail. So, you have to take her out of this place.
Patient Relative: Uh! Doctor. Okay, thanks any way.
Doctor: Thanks too. It’s our work.

A conversation between a lover who betrayed his spouse.
“If I tried to tell you how much I appreciate you; I’d be
talking for the rest of my life. I hope that, in some small way,
you realize how much you’ve meant to me, and how truly [
desire to give back to you™.

If someone just made you some toast.
Becky: I can’t thank you enough.
Maid: Well, that’s because it is.

When a client or colleague replies to a previous email in a
short amount of time, you respond by saying: “Thank you
for getting back to me”.

For something done, more than what is needed; or something
that shows that you care.

Betty: “Flowers? For me? How thoughtful!”

Busayo: I couldn’t have done it without you!

Betty: Thanks a lot.

Between two close friends who have lost contact.
Friend A: That’s all right.
Friend B: It’s my pleasure.

For an assistance rendered in an office.
Oga: Don’t mention it.

Staff: Not at all!

Oga: It’s nothing, thanks.
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If you have asked someone for a piece of information
regarding a specific price or item, and they took time to send
it to you, you’ll respond to demonstrate that you value what
they’ve done by saying: “Thank you for the information
about your current pricing.”

When you’re really surprised and very, very grateful:

Daughter: Oh, you shouldn’t have!

If someone has gone out of their way to help you; or If you
want to offer a more specific recognition for what they have
done, you’ll respond by saying:

“I really appreciate your help in resolving this problem.”

When you need an editor to cooperate by assisting you with
something in your write-up, then thank them in advance for
their cooperation by saying: “Thank you in advance for your
intellectual cooperation.” 7

In a reply to a message.

Gabriel Clark: Hi Chuks, thanks so much for the positive
feedback. It’s always good to know people are out there,
enjoying our work and finding it useful.

Chuks: You’ve done it again. Brilliant! Thanks ever so much.
Gabriel Clark: No. Thank YOU!

When a client or manager writes to express some concerns,
they have regarding your work, your response would indicate
that you value their input and will take their concerns
seriously. Hence, you’ll say: “Thank you for your feedback”

Acknowledgements: The data used for this paper was used for
an earlier published paper in JH. While the former paper used
the first pair part of the thanking formulae (thanks), this paper
treats the second pair part — responses to thanks.
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