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Transcription Conventions

Meaning Symbol Example

The Words Themselves
Unintelligible text ) (777) | mean natural
Guess at unclear text (word?) (leaves?) nothing to the imagination
False start wo-word idea is cl-very clear to me now

Omitted segment

word segment'word

es kommt nicht an d'Offentlichkeit

Links between words or utterances
Overlapping text

Latching, i.e. two utterances run
together with no pause

word  [word] word
[word] word

Doris:  all men think this is [just great]
Andrea: {of course]
A: D'yuh like it=

D: =(hhh) Yes | DO like it

Pausing
Micropause
Brief pause
Pause of indicated length

well () enjoy () hm () what do | enjoy
it (-} eh you can look at other
when (0.2) when in a country

Words spoken differently from
surrounding text

Words spoken loudly

Words spoken softlyfvery softly

word <<symbol> word
word >
<<f> >

<<p> >/ <<pp> >

oh | see <<f> then from school>
<<pp> not as bad as here>

Words whispered <<wh> > leaves nothing <<wh> to the imagination>

Words spoken faster <<all> > and then <<all> they also asked me if I>
could imagine that

Words getting faster <<ace> > because of the files <<acc> indeed | thought
it's an interesting job>

Vocalizations

Laugh particles (hihi) 100 (hihi) much?

Outbreaths {(hhh) (hhh) yes 1 do like it

Inbreaths (.hhh) (.hhh) maybe

Inbreathed fricative (.hss) (hss) is that so?

Prominence
Lengthened/very lengthened segment
Emphasized syllable/word

wo:rd / wo:rd
NEver / NEVER

it is re:ally cosy
Yang: this is natural
Andrea: this is not NATURAL

{Continued)




XIl Transcription Conventions

Transcription Conventions—cont'd

Meaning Symbol Example

Intonation
Strongly rising tone word? this is from the traditional? or political?
Slight rising tone word, however, if you say, eh they are not equal
Low rising tone word’ | mean natural’
Slightly falling tone word; and come back again in the evening;
Slightly falling, final tone word. yes yes right.
Continuing tone word_ did you ever, have (0.5) well any_

Relevant additional information

{descriptive comment}

{coughs)/ {smacks lips}

English translation/gloss

$English English$

A: Gut?
$Good?$

Based on the GAT system, Selting et al. (1998)




Introduction

Helen Spencer-Oatey

One afternoon after work, a British teacher of EFL, who had recently started teaching at a
college in Hong Kong, decided to visit some friends who lived in a different part of the city.
She went to the appropriate bus stop, and as she walked up, a group of her students who
were waiting there asked, ‘Where are you going?’ Immediately she felt irritated, and thought
to herself, ‘What business is it of theirs where I'm going? Why should | tell them about my
personal life?” However, she tried to hide her irritation, and simply answered, ‘I'm going to
visit some friends’.

Several months later this British teacher discovered that ‘Where are you going?’ is simply a
greeting in Chinese. There is no expectation that it should be answered explicitly: a vague
response such as, ‘Over there’ or ‘Into town' is perfectly adequate. Moreover, according to
Chinese conventions, the students were being friendly and polite in giving such a greeting,
not intrusive and disrespectful as the British teacher interpreted them to be.

This incident, which I personally experienced during my first overseas teaching post,
highlights three features that are important foci of this book:

e people’s use of language can influence interpersonal rapport (the students’ question irritated the
teacher and she started to form a negative impression of them);

e people may try to ‘manage’ their relationships with others (the teacher did not want the students
to know that she was irritated, and so she tried to hide her annoyance);

o different cultures may have different conventions as to what is appropriate behaviour in what con-
texts (‘where are you going?’ is a polite greeting among acquaintances in Chinese, but is an inap-
propriate explicit question in this context in English).

The title of this book is Culturally Speaking, but as the subtitle Culture, Communica-
tion and Politeness Theory, hints at, the ‘culture and speaking’ component focuses on
the management of interpersonal rapport. People sometimes think of communication
as ‘the transmission of information’ but, as many authors have pointed out, communi-
cation also involves ‘the management of social relations’ Watzlawick et al. (1967), for
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example, propose that all language has a content component and a relationship
component. If two people have a disagreement, for instance, there will be a content
aspect to their disagreement, which concerns the ‘what’ of the disagreement, such as
disagreement over the accuracy of a piece of information, or the suitability of a course
of action. However, there will also be a relationship aspect to their disagreement; for
example, whether the expression of disagreement conveys lack of respect for the other
person, whether it is interpreted as a bid for one-upmanship or whether it leads to
feelings of resentment or dislike.

Similarly, Brown and Yule (1983) identify two main functions of language: the
transactional (or information-transferring) function, and the interactional (or mainte-
nance of social relationships) function. They suggest that discourse is either primarily
transactional in focus, or primarily interactional in focus, and that the goals of these
two main types of discourse are different. The goal of transactional language is to con-
vey information coherently and accurately, whereas the goal of interactional speech is
to communicate friendliness and goodwill, and to make the participants feel comfort-
able and unthreatened. Weather forecasts and academic lectures are typical examples of
primarily transactional language, while greetings and small talk are typical examples of
primarily interactional language. In this book, however, I maintain that the two func-
tions are very closely interconnected, and that the relational aspect of language use is of
central importance in all communication.

One of the main areas of linguistic theory that is relevant to ‘relational communica-
tion’ is politeness theory, and that is why the term ‘politeness’ has been included in the
subtitle. However, I have avoided using the term ‘politeness’ as much as possible in this
book, except when discussing well-known theories of politeness, because the term is
so confusing. ‘Politeness’ is often interpreted in everyday life as referring to the use of
relatively formal and deferential language, such as formal terms of address like Sir or
Madam, request patterns such as would you be so kind as to . . ., and formal expressions
of gratitude and apology. From such a perspective, sentences such as ‘Would you mind
passing the salf would be classified as ‘more polite’ than ‘Pass the salt, will you. However,
there are many occasions when it is more appropriate to use ‘Pass the salt, will you’ than
“Would you mind passing the salt’ (at home, to a family member, for example). And as
Fraser and Nolan (1981: 96) point out, politeness is actually a contextual judgement:
“No sentence is inherently polite or impolite. We often take certain expressions to be
impolite, but it is not the expressions themselves but the conditions under which they
are used that determine the judgement of politeness’. In other words, sentences or lin-
guistic constructions are not ipso facto polite or rude; rather, politeness is a social judge-
ment, and speakers are judged to be polite or rude, depending on what they say in what
context. Politeness, in this sense, is a question of appropriateness.

A further limitation of the term ‘politeness’ is that it emphasizes the harmonious
aspect of social relations, and in fact politeness theory has traditionally focused on
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this aspect. However, people sometimes attack rather than support their interlocutors
and, as Turner (1996) and Culpeper (1996, 2005) both argue, ‘politeness’ theory needs
to incorporate this component. Tracy (1990) and Penman (1990) maintain that polite-
ness should be studied within the broader framework of facework. Tracy (1990), for
example, suggests that people may want to make a variety of identity claims, apart
from the claim to be pleasant and likeable (the one she maintains is most closely associ-
ated with politeness); for instance, they may want to be seen as competent, trustworthy,
intimidating, strong or reasonable. Tracy proposes, therefore, that politeness theory
should be extended to incorporate these notions. However, this would take us into the
fields of impression management and self-presentation, and would obviously include
far more than the scope of traditional politeness theory: the maintenance and/or
promotion of harmonious interpersonal relations. Although such issues certainly need
addressing, they are not the focus of this book. This book concentrates on the manage-
ment of interpersonal relations: the use of language to promote, maintain or threaten
harmonious social relations. I suggest the term rapport management to refer to this
area.

The second component of the title refers to ‘culture’. Culture is notoriously difficult
to define. In 1952, the American anthropologists, Kroeber and Kluckhohn, critically
reviewed concepts and definitions of culture, and compiled a list of 164 different
definitions. Apte (1994: 2001), writing in the ten-volume Encyclopedia of Language
and Linguistics, summarizes the problem as follows: ‘Despite a century of efforts to
define culture adequately, there was in the early 1990s no agreement among anthropol-
ogists regarding its nature’ This is a view that is still widely shared. Despite these
problems, I propose the following definition for the purposes of this book:

Culture is a fuzzy set of basic assumptions and values, orientations to life, beliefs, policies,
procedures and behavioural conventions that are shared by a group of people, and that infiu-
ence {but do not determine) each member’s behaviour and his/her interpretations of the
‘meaning’ of other people’s behaviour.

This definition draws attention to a number of key issues. First, culture is associated
with social groups. All people are simultaneously members of a number of different
groups and categories; for example, gender groups, ethnic groups, generational groups,
national groups, professional groups and so on. So in many respects, all these different
groupings can be seen as different cultural groups. However, in this book, ‘culture’ is
operationalized primarily in terms of ethnolinguistic and/or national or regional polit-
ical identity; for example, authors analyse and compare the language and behaviour of
Greeks, East and West Germans, Canadian English speakers, British English speakers,
Hong Kong Chinese, Mainland Chinese and so on. This is not to deny the cultural
element in other types of groupings, nor is it meant in any way to imply that members
of these groups are a homogeneous set of people (see Chapter 8 for discussion of
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such issues). However, it would obviously be impossible to deal adequately in a single
volume with all variables that are associated with different social groups, and so the
book is deliberately limited in scope.

Secondly, culture is manifested through co-occurring regularities within the social
group. These regularities can be found in a wide range of elements, including basic
assumptions, fundamental values, deep-seated orientations to life, attitudes, beliefs,
policies, procedures and behavioural conventions. Much cross-cultural research in
psychology and anthropology has focused on the elements that people are less con-
sciously aware of (basic assumptions, values and orientations to life) and has attempted
to identify a limited number of universal dimensions on which all cultural groups can
be mapped. Two of the most well known of these frameworks are shown in Table 1.1.
In linguistics, on the other hand, most culture-related research has focused on people’s
use of language, either comparing the similarities and differences in patterns of use
between different cultural/linguistic groups, or else analysing the discourse of intercul-
tural interaction (i.e. the interaction that occurs when people from different cultural
groups converse with each other). Some linguistics (e.g. Higgins 2007) have restricted
their interpretation of interculturality to the ways in which people make their ethnic
and national group membership relevant in interaction and orient towards it. In this
book, I take a broader perspective than this; I believe culture can affect a variety of
aspects of language use and is by no means limited to (direct or indirect) verbalized
references to group membership. Moreover, as I mention in Chapter 2, I believe that
there can be interconnections between language use and individually held cultural val-
ues, even though these interconnections are complex and dynamic (see Spencer-Oatey
and Franklin, forthcoming, for a broader exploration of culture, communication and
intercultural interaction).

Thirdly, cultural regularities are not manifested in all members of a given cultural
group or to the same degree of strength in all members; some members may display
certain regularities but not other regularities, and for any given member, some regular-
ities may be firmly and more extensively displayed than others. In other words, mem-
bers display ‘family resemblances’ in the various elements they have in common. In this
sense, the notion of culture is fuzzy. As Zegarac (2007 and Chapter 3 in this book)
explains, epidemics provide a useful analogy for understanding this. When an epidemic
occurs, not everyone gets ill; however, the fact that a number of individuals remain
healthy, does not disprove the occurrence of an epidemic. Furthermore, not all people
catch an identical version of the disease; the virus may be stronger in some people
than others and there may be slight mutant variations. In analogous ways, members of
cultural groups rarely share identical sets of values, beliefs etc., and there is thus no
absolute set of features that can provide a definitive basis for distinguishing one
cultural group from another. Nevertheless, this does not disprove the existence of regu-
larities across the group members as a whole.



Table 1.1 Frameworks of cultural variation in basic values/orientations to life

Hofstede’s (1991, 2001) Five Dimensions of Country Variation

Individualism < » Collectivism

(loose ties between individuals who give priority to their own needs) (strong ties within cohesive in-groups wha give priority to the goals and
needs of the group)

High power distance < » Low power distance

{the extent to which less powerful members of a cultural group expect and accept that power is distributed unequally)

Masculinity <€ » Femininity
(clearly differentiated social gender roles) (overlapping social gender roles)
High uncertainty avoidance <€ » Low uncertainty avoidance

(the extent to which members of a cultural group feel threatened by uncertain or unknown circumstances)

Long-term orientation < » Short-term orientation

(whether the focus of people’s efforts is on the future or the present)

Kluckhohn and Strodtbeck’s (1961) Cultural Orientation Framework

QOrientations Cultural Responses
Relationship to the Environment Subjugation to Nature - Harmony with Nature — Mastery over Nature
Relationships among People Lineality (preference for hierarchical relations) — Collectivism (preference for group identification) — Individualism

(preference of individual autornomy)

Mode of Human Activity Being (acceptance of the status quo) - Becoming (preference for transformation) — Doing (preference for direction intervention)
Belief about Basic Human Nature Evil - Mixture of Good and Evil - Good
Orientation to Time Past — Present - Future

S uonanpaotju|
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Fourthly, cultural regularities can influence people’s behaviour and the meanings
they attribute to other people’s behaviour. However, this does not mean that cultural
patternings determine people’s behaviour, nor that they are the only factors influencing
people’s behaviour. Rather, it is vital to consider carefully the role that cultural regulari-
ties may (or may not) have on communicative interaction. First, it is essential to
remember that there are conceptual problems in applying group-level measures (as, for
example, Hofstede’s, 2001, country level scores) to individual behaviour, because these
group scores simply represent the central tendencies of the group as a whole and thus
do not apply directly to individuals. Hofstede (1991: 253) himself warned against
applying group-level scores to the behaviour of individuals (an error known as ‘the
ecological fallacy’), because any single individual may well be significantly different
from the group average. Gudykunst (1998) argues that group-level (such as country-
level) values can have an indirect effect on individual behaviour because they can
influence the socialization processes that individuals may experience and in this way
they may have an indirect effect (to a greater or lesser extent) on people’s use of
language. This is undoubtedly correct; nevertheless, this does not mean that group level
scores should be applied to individuals. One way of reducing the problem of moving
from group-level measures to individual behaviour is to assess people’s values and
beliefs at the individual level (e.g. the psychologist Shalom Schwartz has developed
instruments for doing this — see Schwartz et al. 2001). However, even if this is done, it
is important to remember that these are just decontextualized measures. When people
interact with each other, they do not passively reproduce their decontextualized prefer-
ences (no matter whether those preferences are similar to those of other groups
members, or are personal or idiosyncratic preferences). Rather, they dynamically
co-construct their discourse with their co-participants. So a second key point to
remember when studying the ways in which cultural regularities may influence com-
municative behaviour is that the analytic frameworks should not be limited to concepts
of cultural differences (e.g. like those shown in Table 1.1). Instead, they should be
interactional frameworks that are broad enough to allow for the impact of cultural reg-
ularities but not be limited only to the study of this. Chapters 2 and 3 present some
conceptual frameworks that are suitable in this way. Moreover, it is important to
remember that cultural factors do not necessarily lead to communicative problems;
on the contrary, they can be a major source of comity and enrichment. Nevertheless,
people working in international/intercultural contexts often do experience problems
and may request advice for dealing with them; I believe linguists should be able to help
address such practical concerns.

Throughout the book, the term ‘cross-cultural’ is used to refer to comparative
data — in other words, to data obtained independently from two different cultural
groups; the term ‘intercultural’ is used to refer to interactional data — in other words,
data obtained when members of two different cultural groups interact with each other.
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This is in line with the usage proposed by a number of theorists (e.g. Gudykunst and
Kim 1997: 19). All the chapters of the book revolve round the two main themes
discussed above, rapport management and culture, and explore the interrelationship
between the two.

The book is divided into five parts:

Part 1: Basic Concepts

Part 2: Cross-Cultural Pragmatics: Empirical Studies
Part 3: Processes in Intercultural Interaction

Part 4: Intercultural Pragmatics: Empirical Studies
Part 5: Methodology

As this list indicates, there are three types of chapters in the book: theoretical chap-
ters which explore conceptual issues, empirical chapters which describe research
studies, and methodological chapters which discuss research procedures. Some readers
may find such a combination strange, and feel that empirical studies belong more
naturally in a different kind of book. [ believe it is very important, however, to include
them here. As Hall (1976: 46) points out, ‘Most cross-cultural exploration begins with
the annoyance of being lost} and so for readers who have little experience of living or
working with people from different cultural backgrounds, theoretical discussion of
cross-cultural and intercultural issues can be little more than a dry academic exercise.
In-depth studies of cross-cultural differences and intercultural encounters can help
reduce this problem. They also illustrate different ways of investigating cross-cultural
and intercultural questions, and so I hope that, along with the methodological chap-
ters, they will stimulate readers to start (or continue) exploring this fascinating area for
themselves.

Some readers may feel it would be more ‘logical’ to start the book with the method-
ology section. Thompson and Tenenbaum (2002: 187), for example, in a review of the
first edition of this book, comment that if the methodology section had been placed at
the beginning of the book, it ‘would give student readers greater confidence in under-
standing the constraints faced by researchers and the ability to critically evaluate the
contributors’ studies’ Such a placement could well have that advantage. On the other
hand, before planning and evaluating research, it is important to have a good grasp of
the types of topics and issues that need analysing, and of the theoretical frameworks
that can be used for conducting such analyses. The chapters in Parts 1-4 of the book
help provide this. In my view, if the methodology chapters were placed before them, it
could be more difficult for readers to contextualize and apply the procedures and argu-
ments. Nevertheless, for readers who are particularly interested in research processes,
or who are planning to carry out research in this area for themselves, it could be helpful
to read the methodology chapters in conjunction with the empirical chapters.

Part 1 of the book thus deals with ‘basic concepts’ and provides a framework for
understanding and interpreting the theories and studies discussed in most of the rest
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of the book. It deals with key conceptual issues relating to rapport management,
culture, and communication, and has two chapters. Part 2 of the book reports three
empirical cross-cultural studies and illustrates the kinds of differences in language use/
interpretation that can occur between different cultural groups. Parts 3 and 4 turn to
intercultural interaction. The chapters in Part 3 explore different conceptual issues, and
those in Part 4 report empirical studies of intercultural interaction. The book con-
cludes with Part 5 on methodology. More detailed information on the chapters in Parts
2-5 is provided in the introduction to each of the parts. ‘

Each of the chapters in the book (except this introductory chapter) ends with three
things:

o a list of key points that readers can use for study purposes;,
® a list of discussion questions/tasks for exploring the concepts and issues in greater depth;
o a list of follow-up references for further reading.

The book as a whole attempts to draw together and interrelate as many concepts as
possible, especially through cross-referencing and the discussion questions. However,
the field of intercultural communication is very large, and draws on several different
disciplines (e.g. psychology, anthropology, linguistics). This book does not take such
a broad approach; it does not address (let alone explain) all aspects of the complex
interrelationship between culture and communication. It focuses on the rapport
management issues, and approaches this from just one main angle — an applied
linguistic/politeness theory perspective. However, the rich mix of conceptual, empirical
and methodology chapters will, I hope, offer in-depth insights into the strengths,
potentials and limitations of research in this field. It does not pretend to ‘have all the
answers), but I hope it will stimulate further interest and research.



Part 1

Basic Concepts

Editor’s Introduction

Part 1 is a theoretical section and introduces key concepts and theories relevant to the
study of culture, communication and politeness. It provides the conceptual founda-
tions for all the other chapters.

Chapter 2, ‘Face, (Im)Politeness and Rapport), draws primarily on social pragmatics,
politeness theory and face theory, and presents a framework for exploring how
language is used to manage relationships. The framework can incorporate the impact
of cultural regularities, but is relevant to all communicative interaction. Chapter 3,
‘Culture and Communication, tackles the thorny issue of culture and its interconnec-
tion with language use. It draws mainly on cognitive pragmatics (especially relevance
theory), and explains how pragmatic knowledge, which can include culturally specific
knowledge, impacts on language interpretation.

The two chapters have different pragmatic foci and thus complement each other.
Chapter 2 takes a social pragmatic perspective and gives greater weight to the speaker
and language production than to the hearer. Chapter 3, on the other hand, takes a
cognitive pragmatic perspective and gives greater weight to the hearer’s interpretive
processes. Both perspectives are needed for a comprehensive understanding of the
interrelationship between culture, communication and politeness.






Face, (Im)Politeness and Rapport

Helen Spencer-Oatey

Chapter Outline

1 Introduction "
2.2 'Face’ and rapport management 12
2.3 Rapport-threatening behaviour: managing face, sociality rights/

obligations and interactional goals 17
2.4 Rapport management strategies 21
2.5 Factors influencing strategy use: (1) Rapport orientation 31
2.6 Factors influencing strategy use: (2) Contextual variables 33
2.7 Factors influencing strategy use: (3) Pragmatic principles and conventions 40
2.8 Rapport management outcomes 42
2.9 Rapport management across cultures 43
Key points 44
Discussion questions 44
Notes 46
Suggestions for further reading 46

2.1 Introduction

One morning, a British teacher of EFL and TEFL trainer was observing a reading class
at a university in China. The teacher of the reading class was an experienced Chinese
member of staff, and the students were all in-service teachers of English who had previ-
ously been taught by the British teacher. It was the Chinese teacher’s first lesson with
the class. During the course of the lesson, she asked the students in turn to read part
of the passage aloud, and to answer the questions she posed. If students tried to query
her feedback to their answers, she avoided any discussion and simply moved on to the
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next student. The class became increasingly uncomfortable with this style of teaching,
and eventually one student challenged the teacher, asking ‘Why do we have to read the
passage aloud? And why don’t you discuss our queries? What you’re doing is not at all
useful for us!” Both the teacher and the students were shocked by the remarks, and the
atmosphere was extremely strained for the rest of the lesson. During the following
weeks and months, both the students and the British teacher failed to develop a harmo-
nious relationship with this teacher, despite repeated efforts.

This incident illustrates the crucial importance of face in our interactions with peo-
ple. The Chinese teacher felt she had lost face, not only in front of her students, but also
in front of the ‘foreigner’ who was observing her. Her authority and teaching expertise
had been challenged, in a society where such incidents are extremely rare in that con-
text. The British teacher was ‘blamed’ for allowing such an incident to occur, and nei-
ther the British teacher nor the students were ever able to fully repair the relational
damage that had been done.

Needless to say, words can have a dramatic effect, both positive and negative, on our
relationships with people. As explained in the introduction, all language has a dual
function: the transfer of information, and the management of social relations. This
book focuses on the management of social relations, an aspect of language use that
I call rapport management. In this chapter, basic concepts and issues in the field of
rapport management are explained, in order to provide a framework for the analysis of
language use from this perspective. From a theoretical point of view, the material is
based primarily on politeness theory and draws particular attention to the notion of
face. However, I use the term rapport management rather than face management because
its scope is broader: like face management, it examines the way that language is used to
construct, maintain and/or threaten social relationships but, as explained below, it also
includes the management of sociality rights and interactional goals. In addition, the
term ‘face’” seems to focus on concerns for self, whereas rapport management suggests a
greater balance between self and other.

This chapter deals with the following issues:

o face, politeness and rapport management;

e strategies for managing rapport;

e factors influencing strategy use (rapport orientation, contextual variables, pragmatic conventions);
e rapport management outcomes;

o rapport management across cultures.

2.2 'Face’ and rapport management

Brown and Levinson (1987), in their seminal work on politeness, propose that face is
the key motivating force for ‘politeness’ and they maintain that it consists of two related
aspects, negative face and positive face. In their model, negative face is a person’s want
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to be unimpeded by others, the desire to be free to act as s/he chooses and not be
imposed upon; positive face is a person’s want to be appreciated and approved of by
selected others, in terms of personality, desires, behaviour, values and so on. In other
words, negative face represents a desire for autonomy, and positive face represents a
desire for approval.

Other linguists have challenged Brown and Levinson’s (1987) conceptualization of
face. For example, Matsumoto (1988}, Ide (1989) and Mao (1994) all refer to the impor-
tance of ‘social identity’ as a concept in Japanese and Chinese society. Matsumoto (1988:
405), for instance, argues as follows:

What is of paramount concern to a Japanese is not his/her own territory, but the position in
relation to the others in the group and his/her acceptance by those others. Loss of face is
associated with the perception by others that one has not comprehended and acknowl-
edged the structure and hierarchy of the group. . . . A Japanese generally must understand
where s/he stands in relation to other members of the group or society, and must acknowl-
edge his/her dependence on the others. Acknowledgement and maintenance of the relative
position of others, rather than preservation of an individual’s proper territory, governs all
social interaction.

In other words, Matsumoto’s (1988) criticisms of Brown and Levinson (1987) are
twofold: that they have ignored the interpersonal or social perspective on face, and that
they have overemphasized the notion of individual freedom and autonomy. As
Gu (1998) points out, it is not that concerns about autonomy, imposition and so on do
not exist in Eastern cultures, but rather that they are not regarded as face concerns.

Taking these arguments into consideration, I propose a modified framework for
conceptualizing face and rapport. I maintain that Brown and Levinson’s (1987) concep-
tualization of positive face has been underspecified, and that the concerns they identify
as negative face issues are not necessarily face concerns at all. I propose instead that
rapport management (the management of harmony-disharmony among people)
entails three main interconnected components: the management of face, the manage-
ment of sociality rights and obligations, and the management of interactional goals
(see Figure 2.1)

Face management, as the term indicates, involves the management of face sensitivi-
ties and, following Goffman (1967: 5), 1 define face as ‘the positive social value a
person effectively claims for himself [sic] by the line others assume he has taken during
a particular contact’ [my emphasis]. The management of sociality rights and obligations,
on the other hand, involves the management of social expectancies, which I define as
‘fundamental social entitlements that a person effectively claims for him/herself in his/
her interactions with others’. In other words, face is associated with personal/relational/
social value, and is concerned with people’s sense of worth, dignity, honour, reputation,
competence and so on. Sociality rights and obligations, on the other hand, are concerned
with social expectancies, and reflect people’s concerns over fairness, consideration and
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Figure 2.1 The bases of rapport.

behavioural appropriateness. Interactional goals refer to the specific task and/or rela-
tional goals that people may have when they interact with each other.

2.2.1 Face

Face is a concept that is intuitively meaningful to people, but one that is difficult to
define precisely. It is concerned with people’s sense of worth, dignity and identity,
and is associated with issues such as respect, honour, status, reputation and compe-
tence (cf. Ting-Toomey and Kurogi 1998). As Lim (1994: 210) points out, the claim for
face relates to positive social values: ‘people do not claim face for what they think are
negative [values]’ Along with many other theorists (e.g. Brown and Levinson 1987;
Leech 1983; Ting-Toomey and Kurogi 1998), I believe face to be a universal phenome-
non, in the sense that everyone has concerns about face.

Face is closely related to a person’s sense of identity or self-concept: self as an indi-
vidual (individual identity), self as a group member (group or collective identity) and
self in relationship with others (relational identity). In all three respects, people often
regard themselves as having certain attributes or characteristics, such as personality
traits, physical features, beliefs, language affiliations and so on. They usually perceive
some of their attributes positively (e.g. clever, musical), some of them negatively (e.g.
overweight, inartistic) and others neutrally. People have a fundamental desire for
others to evaluate them positively, and so they typically want others to acknowledge
(explicitly or implicitly) their positive qualities, and not to acknowledge their negative
qualities. Face is associated with these affectively sensitive attributes; however, exactly
which attributes are face sensitive can vary from person to person and from context



Face, (Im)Politeness and Rapport

to context. (See Spencer-Oatey (2007) for a more detailed discussion of the intercon-
nection between face and identity.)

The attributes that people are face-sensitive about can apply to the person as an
individual and also to the group or community that the person belongs to and/or iden-
tifies with. For example, let us consider the attribute ‘talented’ A person could regard
him/herself as a talented individual (e.g. a talented artist), and s’he could regard the
small group or community that s/he belongs to as being talented (e.g. a talented family
or a talented work team or sports team). Sometimes there can also be a relational appli-
cation; for example, being a talented leader and/or a kind-hearted teacher entails a
relational component that is intrinsic to the evaluation.

2.2.2 Sociality rights and obligations

The second factor that can influence interpersonal rapport is perceived sociality
rights and obligations. People regard themselves as having a range of sociality rights
and obligations in relation to other people, and they typically base these on one or
more of the factors shown in Table 2.1. People develop behavioural expectations in
relation to their perceived sociality rights and obligations, and if these are not fulfilled,
interpersonal rapport can be affected. This can be particularly common if the partici-
pants of an interaction hold differing views as to the nature of their sociality rights and
obligations — a situation that is relatively common in intercultural interaction.

As Table 2.1 indicates, people’s perceived sociality rights and obligations can some-
times be based on legal/contractual requirements; more frequently, however, they are

Table 2.1 Bases of perceived sociality rights and obligations

Basis of perceived Types of behavioural expectations for self and other

sociality rights and

obligations

Contractual/legal agreements and Behavioural expectations based on business or other types of contract, as well
requirements as societal requirements such as equal opportunities of employment and avoid-

ance of discriminatory behaviour

Explicit and implicit conceptualiza- Behavioural expectations associated with roles and social positions. Afthough

tions of roles and positions they can be contractually based (e.g. the duties specified in a job contract), very
often they are far more implicit. They include three key elements:
equality-inequality, distance—closeness and the rights and obligations of the
role relationship.

Behavioural conventions, styles and Behavioural expectations associated with the conventions, styles and protocols

protocols that people are used to encountering. For example, work groups usually
develop conventions for handling team meetings, such as whether there is an
agenda and if so, how strictly it is adhered to, or whether they can sit where
they like or whether they should sit according to status or role.

15
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derived from normative behaviour. People develop conceptions as to what frequently
or typically happens in a given context and come to expect that. They may then develop
a sense that others should or should not perform that behaviour, and prescriptive or
proscriptive overtones become associated with that behaviour. As a result, people start
perceiving rights and obligations in relation to them, with the result that if the expected
behaviour is not forthcoming, those people may then feel annoyed.

Sometimes behavioural norms and conventions are not arbitrary. They may reflect
efficient strategies for handling practical demands, and they may also be manifestations
of more deeply held values. For example, conventions in relation to turn-taking and
rights to talk at business meetings are partly a reflection of the need to deal effectively
with the matters at hand, but they are also likely to reflect more deeply held beliefs
about hierarchy and what is socially appropriate behaviour for given role relationships.
In other words, people typically hold value-laden beliefs about the principles that
should underpin interaction. I label these beliefs as sociopragmatic interactional
principles (SIPs) (Spencer-Oatey and Jiang 2003), and suggest that two fundamental
ones are equity and association:

Equity: We have a fundamental belief that we are entitled to personal consideration
from others, so that we are treated fairly: that we are not unduly imposed upon, that we
are not unfairly ordered about and that we are not taken advantage of or exploited.
There seem to be two components to this equity entitlement: the notion of cost-benefit
(the extent to which we are exploited or disadvantaged, and the belief that costs and
benefits should be kept roughly in balance through the principle of reciprocity), and
the related issue of autonomy—imposition (the extent to which people control us or
impose on us).

Association: We have a fundamental belief that we are entitled to social involvement
with others, in keeping with the type of relationship that we have with them. These
association rights relate partly to interactional involvement — detachment (the extent to
which we associate with people, or dissociate ourselves from them), so that we feel, for
example, that we are entitled to an appropriate amount of conversational interaction
and social chit-chat with others (e.g. not ignored on the one hand, but not overwhelmed
on the other). They also relate to affective involvement — detachment (the extent to which
we share concerns, feelings and interests). Naturally, what counts as ‘an appropriate
amount’ varies according to the nature of the relationship, as well as sociocultural
norms and personal preferences.

On different occasions, and for contextual and goal-related reasons, people may
give greater weight to equity than association, or vice versa. However, this may also be
influenced by their personal values (which in turn may be influenced by the communi-
ties that they are members of). Equity can be linked with (but of course is not identical
to) individualism and to an independent construal of self, and Association can be
linked with collectivism and to an interdependent construal of self (see Table 1.1 in
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Chapter 1, and Chapter 13). I discuss the notion of SIPs again in Section 2.7.1, where
I link it with Leech’s Politeness Principle and politeness maxims.

2.2.3 Interactional goals

The third factor that can influence interpersonal rapport is interactional goals. People
often (although not always) have specific goals when they interact with others. These
can be relational as well as transactional (i.e. task-focused) in nature. These ‘wants’ can
significantly affect their perceptions of rapport because any failure to achieve them can
cause frustration and annoyance.

As I discuss below, there can be contextual, individual and cultural differences in the
emphases that people give to these various components of rapport management. For
example, some interactions are more goal-driven than others, and some people may be
more face-sensitive over certain issues than other people are. In addition, there can be
significant differences in the ways in which people conceptualize the components. For
example, Spencer-Oatey (1997) reports differences in British and Chinese conceptual-
izations of the tutor-student role relationship, and hence of the sociality rights associ-
ated with the role relationship. I discuss these potential differences again towards the
end of this chapter.

2.3 Rapport-threatening behaviour:
managing face, sociality rights/obligations
and interactional goals

As the popular phrase ‘lose face’ conveys, we do not always receive the respect from
others that we would like. People may criticize us or boss us around, insult us and call
us names; and when they do, we typically feel embarrassed or uncomfortable. Brown
and Levinson (1987), in their politeness model, propose the notion of face-threatening
acts to explain this phenomenon. They claim that certain communicative acts inher-
ently threaten the face needs of the interlocutors, and that these illocutionary acts can
be called face-threatening acts (FTAs). How then does this concept of face-threatening
acts apply to the framework outlined above?

I suggest that positive rapport (harmony) between people can be threatened in
three main ways: through face-threatening behaviour, through rights-threatening/
obligation-omission behaviour and through goal-threatening behaviour. When people
threaten our goals, they hamper in some way what we want to achieve; for example,
if we need a letter of support from our supervisor in order to apply for a job or course
of study, and s/he fails to provide it before the submission deadline, the supervisor
has threatened our goal and we are likely to feel annoyed with him/her. This same
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behaviour might also threaten our sociality rights, if we believe our supervisor has a
(contractual) obligation to write such a letter. When people threaten our rights, they
infringe our sense of social entitlements, and as a result we feel offended, uncomfort-
able, annoyed or angry. For instance, if someone tries to force us to do something, and
we feel s/he has no right to expect us to do this, s'he threatens our perceived rights to
equitable treatment. Similarly, if someone speaks to us in a way that is too personal for
our liking, we may feel s/he has threatened our rights to (non-)association. In all these
cases, we are likely to feel annoyed or irritated, but we do not necessarily feel a loss of
face. On other occasions, however, people’s treatment of us may not simply irritate
or annoy us; it may go a step further and make us feel as though we have lost credibility
or have been personally devalued in some way. When this happens, our face has been
threatened, and we talk of ‘losing face’ This can happen when people criticize us or
oppose us, or make us ‘look small’ in some way.

To clarify some of these concepts, let us think back to the incident cited at the
beginning of this chapter. When the student said to the teacher, in front of all the other
students, ‘Why do we have to read the passage aloud? And why don’t you discuss our
queries? What you are doing is not at all useful for us!’ she was focusing on her own
interactional goals (and maybe those of her classmates). The whole class had been
unhappy about having this new teacher, and were concerned that the quality of their
in-service training would be affected. So in speaking her mind, this trainee was fore-
grounding her task-related goals. However, her comments were very threatening to the
teacher’s face. They challenged the teacher’s sense of competence as a teacher, making
her doubt her ability to teach well, and thus making her lose face in relation to the
attribute of competence. At the same time, the fact that the student challenged her at
all, and especially in public, can also be seen (at least in this context) as a threat both to
her sociality rights and to her face. In terms of sociality rights, the behaviour infringed
on the teacher’s perceived role rights (e.g. the right for a teacher to be treated with def-
erence) and behavioural conventions (e.g. in traditional Chinese classrooms, students
do not usually challenge teachers in this way). Such infringements were likely to annoy
the teacher. In terms of face, there was a mismatch between the identity qualities
that the teacher was implicitly claiming (‘superior status’ and ‘worthy of deference’)
and those that the trainee was attributing to her. The comments did not give her the
deference and authority, especially in a public context, that she perceived herself to be
worthy of, and in this sense the incident also threatened her face.

A more minor incident, on the other hand, might not have threatened the teacher’s
face, but rather just have infringed her sociality rights. For example, if a student had
asked the teacher to check a complicated piece of work within a very short period of
time, or to write an important letter of support with virtually no notice, the teacher
would probably have felt imposed upon and that her sociality rights had been infringed.
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However, she would probably not have found the request face-threatening; she would
most likely just have felt irritated rather than degraded.

Brown and Levinson (1987) discuss FTAs primarily in relation to speech acts, such
as requests, offers, compliments, criticism and so on, which they designate as inherently
face-threatening. So let us first consider how a selection of common speech acts can be
viewed from a rapport management perspective.

1. Orders and Reguests: As indicated in the examples above, orders and requests can easily threaten
rapport, because they can affect our autonomy, freedom of choice and freedom from imposition,
and thus can threaten our sense of equity rights (our entitlement to considerate treatment). They
need to be worded, therefore, in such a way that we feel our rights to fair treatment have been
adequately addressed, otherwise they may make us feel irritated or annoyed. However, not all
orders and requests threaten our sense of equity rights. If we perceive a directive as being within
the scope of our obligations, we are less likely to regard it as an infringement of our rights. More-
over, contrary to Brown and Levinson’s (1987) designation of orders and requests as inherently
face-threatening, they are not necessarily so from a rapport management perspective: they may
be face-threatening, but need not always be. For example, if we are ordered to do something
menial that we feel is ‘below us’, and we feel devalued in some way, then we may perceive the
order to be face-threatening. On the other hand, on a different occasion, we may feel pleased or
even honoured if someone asks us for help, feeling that it shows trust in our abilities and/or
acceptance as a close friend. In this case, the request can ‘give’ us face. At other times, though,
when people ask us to do something, we simply feel inconvenienced or imposed upon, but do
not feel we have lost credibility or been devalued. In this case, the request has simply infringed
our sense of sociality rights. In other words, orders and requests are rapport sensitive speech acts,
and thus need to be managed appropriately. However, whether they are perceived to be threat-
ening/enhancing of face or infringing/supporting of sociality rights (or a combination of these),
depends on a range of circumstantial and personal factors.

2. Apologies: Apologies are typically post-event speech acts, in the sense that some kind of offence
or violation of social norms has taken place. In other words, people’s sociality rights have been
infringed in some way; for example, if they have been kept waiting for an hour, their equity rights
have been infringed through the ‘cost’ of wasting their time; or if they have been excluded from
a conversation because of others using a language they do not know or because of their choice
of an unfamiliar topic, their association rights have been infringed. In these circumstances, there
is a need to restore the ‘balance’ by the other person giving an apology. Brown and Levinson
(1987) categorize apologies as inherently face-threatening to the speaker. In fact, there are two
elements involved: the impact on the offender’s face of other people’s awareness of the offence,
and the impact on the offender’s face of the act of apologizing. Both are likely to be affected by
the seriousness of the offence. If the offence is a minor, neither is likely to be face-threatening to
the offender. However, if the offence is more substantial, both can be very face threatening to the
offender: it can threaten his/her face in terms of personal competence, and if many people know
about it and/or the apology is very public, it can also threaten his/her face in terms of general rep-
utation or standing among others. Yet if no apology is forthcoming, perhaps for strategic reasons,
this can be rapport threatening to the offended person. It can aggravate his/her sense of sociality
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rights, because no (verbal) repair has been made for the infringement that occurred through the
offence. And if the offended person feels that s/he has been treated with too much contempt,
this can also result in a sense of face loss.

3. Compliments: According to Brown and Levinson (1987), compliments are inherently face-
threatening acts, yet they can also be regarded as face-enhancing speech acts, in that they are
usually intended to have a positive effect on interpersonal relations. Personal compliments
typically enhance people's face by conveying support for, or approval of, some of their positive
attributes. On the other hand, if the receiver feels that a compliment is too personal, and reflects
a more intimate relationship with the complimenter than sthe feels comfortable with, the
compliment can have a different effect: it can threaten the receiver's sense of sociality rights. In
this case, the overall effect of the compliment could be rapport threatening, because the person
being complimented might be annoyed at the unwarranted level of assumed intimacy, and hence
feel that his/her association rights (sociality entitlements regarding appropriate degree of affective
involvement—detachment) have been infringed.

These examples illustrate (but not exhaustively) how complex it is to manage rapport
effectively. Rapport threat and rapport enhancement are subjective evaluations, which
depend not simply on the content of the message, but on people’s interpretations and
reactions to who says what under what circumstances.

To complicate matters further, rapport management is not only a matter of handling
selected speech acts appropriately. Brown and Levinson’s (1987) conceptualization of
FTAs could be interpreted as implying that certain communicative acts intrinsically
threaten face whereas others do not. So Matsumoto (1989: 219) argues in relation to
Japanese that all use of language is potentially face-threatening:

Since any Japanese utterance conveys information about the social context, there is always
the possibility that the speaker may, by the choice of an inappropriate form, offend the
audience and thus embarrass him/herself. In this sense, any utterance, even a simple declara-
tive, could be face-threatening.

Perhaps a more balanced way of considering this is to say that all use of language (in
other words, not only the performance of certain speech acts, but other aspects too)
can affect people’s interpretations of how appropriately face, sociality rights and inter-
actional goals are managed, and can therefore affect rapport. Tsuruta (1998) takes
Matsumoto’s argument a step further by suggesting that Brown and Levinson (1987)
and Matsumoto (1989) are each discussing different ‘domains’ of politeness. She argues
that Brown and Levinson’s model deals primarily with ‘illocutionary politeness’, whereas
Matsumoto’s discussion of Japanese honorifics deals primarily with ‘stylistic polite-
ness’. Research by Spencer-Oatey and Xing (1998, 2004 and Chapter 13 in this book)
supports this contention that politeness is managed through multiple aspects of lan-
guage use. Analysis of authentic interactions between British and Chinese business
people suggests that the following interrelated ‘domains’ all play important roles in the
management of rapport.
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1. Hllocutionary Domain: This is the domain that Brown and Levinson (1987) deal primarily with. It
concerns the rapport-threatening/rapport-enhancing implications of performing speech acts,
such as apologies, requests, compliments and so on. Speech acts such as these need to be han-
dled appropriately if harmonious relations are to be created and/or maintained.

2. Discourse Domain: This domain concerns the discourse content and discourse structure of an
interchange. It includes issues such as topic choice and topic management (for example, the inclu-
sion/exclusion of personal topics), and the organization and sequencing of information. These
issues need to be handled appropriately if harmonious relations are to be created and/or main-
tained, because the raising of sensitive topics, for example, can be rapport-threatening, as can
frequent, sudden changes of topic.

3. Farticipation Domain. This domain (which usually is regarded as a component of discourse but
can usefully be analysed as a domain in its own right) concerns the procedural aspects of an inter-
change, such as turn-taking {overlaps and inter-turn pauses, turn- taking rights and obligations),
the inclusion/exclusion of people present, and the use/ non-use of listener responses (verbal and
non-verbal). These procedural aspects need to be handled appropriately if harmonious relations
are to be created and/or maintained.

4, Stylistic Domain: This domain concerns the stylistic aspects of an interchange, such as choice of
tone (for example, serious or joking), choice of genre-appropriate lexis and syntax and choice of
genre-appropriate terms of address or use of honorifics. These stylistic aspects need to be handled
appropriately if harmonious relations are to be created and/or maintained.

5. Non-verbal Domain: This domain concerns the non-verbal aspects of an interchange, such as ges-
tures and other body movements, eye contact and proxemics. These non-verbal aspects also need
to be handled appropriately if harmonious relations are to be created and/or maintained.

Clearly, as Brown and Levinson (1987) point out, speech acts need to be handled
carefully because the import of many of them (e.g. criticisms, complaints) can easily
threaten rapport. However, as Spencer-Oatey and Xing (1998, 2004 and Chapter 13
in this book) illustrate, the appropriate management of other domains also plays a
vital role.

2.4 Rapport management strategies

As explained in Section 2.3, losing face is a painful experience and for this reason Brown
and Levinson (1987) suggest that it is generally in every participant’s best interest to
maintain each other’s face. Every language, therefore, provides a very wide range of lin-
guistic options that can be used for managing face and sociality rights, and hence for
managing rapport. Naturally, the exact range of options, and their social significance,
varies from language to language. However, in all languages, every level of language can
play a role in each of the rapport management domains. For example, within the illo-
cutionary domain, the following (to name just a few) can each have highly significant
effects on interpersonal relations: choice of intonation and tone of voice, choice of
lexis, choice of morphology and syntax, choice of terms of address and honorifics. And
within the participation and stylistic domains, choice of code and/or dialect, speed of
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speech, choice of lexis, choice of syntax and so on, can also each have major effects on
interpersonal relations. This section describes some of the main strategies that have
been identified so far.

2.4.1 lllocutionary domain: speech act strategies

Up to now, a very large proportion of work on politeness, and hence rapport manage-
ment, has focused on the illocutionary domain. As a result, considerable attention has
been paid to the wording of speech acts, and three important types of features have
been analysed in a wide range of studies: the selection of speech act components, the
degree of directness—indirectness and the type and amount of upgraders/downgraders.
Let us consider the following examples:

a. Do you mind if  ask you a big favour? | know you don't like lending your car, but | was wondering
if I could possibly borrow it just for an hour or so on Tuesday afternoon, if you're not using it then.
| need to take my mother to the hospital and it's difficult getting there by bus.

b. Thanks ever so much for lending me your car. It was really extremely kind of you, and | very much
appreciate it. If | can ever help you out like that, be sure and let me know.

One way of analysing speech act utterances like these is to examine their main
semantic components. Speech acts typically have a range of semantic formulae or com-
ponents associated with them (often known as ‘speech act sets’ (Olshtain and Cohen
1983)). Naturally, exactly what these components are varies from one speech act to
another. Normally, there is a head act, which conveys the main illocutionary force of
the set of utterances; before or after the head act (or both) there may be additional
components (these additional components are often not essential, though). Analysing
the above examples in this way provides us with the following descriptions:

Request
Do you mind if | ask you a big favour? ~ Mitigating supportive move (preparator)
I know you don't like lending your car, ~ Mitigating supportive move (disarmer)
but I was wondering if | could possibly ~ Head act

borrow it just for an hour or so on

Tuesday afternoon,

if you're not using it then. Mitigating supportive move (imposition

downgrader)

I need to take my mother to the Mitigating supportive move (grounder)
hospital and it’s difficult getting
there by bus.

Expression of Gratitude

Thanks ever so much for lending me Head act

your car.
ft was really extremely kind of you, Complimenting of other person
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and I very much appreciate it. Expression of appreciation
If 1 can ever help you out like that, Promise of repayment/reciprocation
be sure and let me know

Table 2.2 lists the main semantic components of five common speech acts. Speakers
normally select one or more of these speech act formulae in order to reflect their
rapport orientation (see Section 2.5) in a given situation. However, cultures may differ
in both the frequency of use of a given formula in a given situation, and also in the
face-management value associated with the use or omission of a given formula in
a given situation. So in cross-cultural speech act studies, it is common to compare
different groups for the use of the different semantic components. Chapters 4 and 5
illustrate this approach.

Another way of analysing speech acts, especially ones such as requests and disagree-
ments, is in terms of linguistic directness/indirectness. If we want someone to do the
washing up, for example, we can choose from a range of options such as the following:

e Wash the dishes!

e | want you to wash the dishes.
e How about washing the dishes?
¢ Can you wash the dishes?

e What a lot of dishes there are!

All of these utterances differ in the degree of directness with which the illocutionary
force of requesting is conveyed, and choosing one form rather than another can have
a major impact on social relations. For reference purposes, Table 2.3 shows the range
of direct and indirect strategies identified by Blum-Kulka, House and Kasper (1989) for
conveying requests.

Needless to say, as with speech act components, cultures may differ in both the fre-
quency of use of given levels of directness in given situations, and also in the rapport-
management value associated with the level of directness chosen for a given situation.
In Greek (Sifianou 1992a) and Chinese, for example, direct strategies (mood derivable
utterances) are used more frequently than in English, and are often used in situations
where a conventionally indirect form would be likely in English. However, such utter-
ances are not usually interpreted as ‘rude’ in Greek and Chinese, because they are
normally softened with particles, affixes and/or tone of voice.

A third way of analysing speech acts is in terms of upgraders/downgraders or, as they
are also called, boosters/hedges, intensifiers/downtoners or maximizers/minimizers.
Upgraders increase the force of the speech act, whereas downgraders reduce or weaken
the force. For speech acts such as requests and disagreements, downgraders have a miti-
gating effect; in other words, they function to reduce any negative impact associated
with the speech act. Upgraders have the opposite effect, and usually function to
strengthen the negative impact of the speech act. On the other hand, for speech acts
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Table 2.2 Semantic components of five common speech acts

Requests (based on Blum-Kulka et al., 1989; list is non-exhaustive)

1.

Head act, which can be modified

2. Alerter. e.g. Excuse me . . ., Mary . . .

. Mitigating supportive move

3.1. Preparator, e.g. I'd like to ask you something, . . .

3.2. Getting a precommitment, e.g. Could you do me a favour?

3.3. Grounder, e.q. Judith, | missed class yesterday. Could | borrow your notes?
3.4. Disarmer, e.g. | know you don't like to lend out your notes, but could . . .

3.5. Promise of reward, e.g. Could you give me a lift home? I'll give you something for the petrol.

3.6. Imposition downgrader, e.g. Could you lend me that book, if you're not using it at present?

. Aggravating supportive move

4.1. Insult, e.g. You've always been a dirty pig, so cfear up!
4.2. Threat, e.g. Move that car if you don't want a ticket!

4.3. Moralizing, e.g. If one shares a flat one should be prepared to pull one’s weight in cleaning it, so get on with

the washing up!

Refusals of Invitations (based on Kinjo, 1987)

W 0O N OV bW N =

. Explicit refusal, e.g. / can't make it.
. Expression of appreciation, e.g. Thanks for the invitation.

. Excuse or explanation, e.g. /'m busy.
. Expression of regret, e.g. I'm sorry.
. Expression of positive feelings or wishes, e.g. it sounds like fun/l wish I could make it.

. A conditional, e.g. If you had told me earlier, | could have gone with you.

. Offer of an alternative, e.g. How about Sunday?
. Request for further information, e.q. Who'll be there?
. Repetition, e.g. Dinner on Sunday. Well, thanks very much, but . ..

Apologies (based on Blum-Kulka et al. 1989)

v b w N =

. Ilocutionary Force Indicating Device (IFID),* e.g. I'm sorry.
. Taking on responsibility, e.g. 'm sorry, my mistake!
. Explanation or account, e.g. I'm sorry | missed the meeting. | was off sick.

. Offer of repair, e.q. I'm very sorry. I'll buy you another one.
. Promise of forbearance, e.g. 'm so sorry. | promise you it won't happen again.

Gratitude (based on Eisenstein and Bodman 1986)

~N oyt bW N =

. IFID,* e.g. Thank you.
. Complimenting of other person, action or object, e.g. Thanks a lot. That was great.

. Expression of surprise or delight, e.g. Oh wow. Thank you so much.
. Expression of appreciation, e.g. Thanks, | really appreciate it.
. Promise of repayment or reciprocation, e.g. Thanks, I'll give it back to you on Monday.

. Expression of lack of necessity or obligation, e.g. It’s lovely, but you didn’t have to get me anything.

. Reassurance, e.g. Just what | wanted.

Disagreement (based on Beebe and Takahashi 1989a)

1.
2.
3.

Explicit disagreement, e.g. I'm afraid | don’t agree.
Criticism or negative evaluation, e.g. That’s not practical.
Question, e.g. Do you think that would work smoothly?
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Table 2.2—cont'd

4. Alternative suggestion, e.g. How about trying . . .7
5. Gratitude, e.g. Thanks very much for your suggestion, . . .

6. Positive remark, e.g. You've obviously put a lot of work into this, . . .

7. Token agreement, e.g. ! agree with you, but . . .

*'IFIDs are formulaic, routinized expressions in which the speaker’s apology [gratitude] is made explicit.” Blum-Kulka,
House and Kasper 1989: 290, word in brackets added. See also the Glossary.

Table 2.3 Strategy types for making requests, on a scale of directness-indirectness (based on Blum-Kulka,
House and Kasper 1989: 18)

Direct Strategies

1. Mood derivable: utterances in which the grammatical mood of the verb signals illocutionary force, e.g. Stop talking/
Re-write that paragraph.

2. Performatives: utterances in which the illocutionary force is explicitly named, e.g. I'm asking you to re-write that
paragraph.

3. Hedged performatives: utterances in which the naming of the illocutionary force is modified by hedging expressions,
e.g.  would like to ask you to give your talk a week earlier than scheduled.

4. Obligation statements: utterances which state the obligation of the hearer to carry out the act, e.g. You'll have to
re-write that paragraph.

5. Want statements: utterances which state the speaker’s desire that the hearer carries out the act, e.g.
1 really wish you'd stop chattering.
Conventionally indirect Strategies

6. Suggestory formulae: utterances which contain a suggestion to do something, e.g. How about re-writing that
paragraph?

7. Query preparatory: utterances containing reference to preparatory conditions (e.g. ability, willingness) as convention-
alized in any specific language, e.g. Could you stop talking, please? / Would you mind re-writing that paragraph?
Non-conventionally Indirect Strategies

8. Strong hints: utterances containing partial reference to object or elements needed for the implementation of the act,
e.g. You've made a lot of mistakes in that paragraph.

9. Mild hints: utterances that make no reference to the request proper {or any of its elements) but are interpretable as
requests by context, e.g. /'m getting a headache when cther people are talking loudly.

such as apologies, expressions of gratitude and compliments the reverse is the case.
Upgraders strengthen the positive impact associated with the speech act, and down-
graders weaken it. In other words, whether the use of upgraders improves or worsens
social relations depends on the speech act concerned. For reference purposes, Table 2.4
lists some common upgraders and downgraders associated with requests and apologies.
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Table 2.4 Types of downgraders/upgraders commonly associated with requests and apologies (based on Blum-Kulka, House and Kasper 1989: Appendix)

Downgraders/upgraders for requests
(Selected Examples)

Can you tidy up your desk?

Syntactic downgraders

Negation of preparatory condition, e.g. You couldn't tidy up your desk, could you?
Aspect, e.g. I'm wondering if you can tidy up your desk?
Tense, e.qg. / was wondering if you could tidy up your desk?

Lexical and phrasal downgraders

Politeness marker, e.g. Can you tidy up your desk, please?

Understater, e.q. Can you tidy up your desk a bit?

Hedge, e.g. Can you sort of tidy up your desk?

Subjectivizer, e.g. / wonder if you could tidy up your desk/!I'm afraid you're going to
haveto tidyup . . .

Downtoner, e.g. Could you possibly tidy up your desk?

Cajoler, e.g. You know;, you really need to tidy up . . .

Appealer, e.g. Tidy up your desk, will you?

Upgraders

Intensifier, e.q. Your desk is in a terrible mess.
Expletive, e.g. Tidy up your bloody desk!
Time intensifier, e.g. Tidy up your desk right now!

Downgraders/upgraders for apologies
(Selected Examples)

I'm sorry.

bupjeads Ajjeinyn) gz

Downgraders

Query precondition, e.g. Are you sure we were supposed to meet at 10?
Act innocent, e.g. Am [/ fate?

Future/task-oriented remark, e.qg. Let’s get to work then.
Appeaser, e.g. Let me get you a cup of tea.

Upgraders

Intensifying adverbial, e.g. I'm terribly sorry!

Emotional expression, e.g. Oh no.

Expressions marked for register, e.q. / do apologize . . .

Double intensifier or repetition, e.g. I'm really dreadfully sorry/i'm very very sorry/l'm sorry,

please forgive me.
Concern for hearer, e.g. | hope you weren’t worried about me.
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If we return to the request and apology examples given near the beginning of this
section, the role of the upgraders and downgraders can be seen more clearly. The
request in the example is a major one, so the head act contains four different types of
downgraders in an attempt to reduce the negative impact of the request on the other
person. Similarly, the expression of gratitude relates to a major act of helping, and the
utterances contain three different upgraders. Analysing them in terms of downgraders/
upgraders gives the following descriptions:

Request

| was wondering Syntactic Downgrader (tense and aspect)

if I could possibly borrow it Lexical and Phrasal Downgrader (downtoner)
just for an hour or so on Tuesday Lexical and Phrasal Downgrader

afternoon. (understater)

Expression of Gratitude

Thanks ever so much for lending Upgrader (intensifying adverbial)
me your car.

It was really extremely kind of you, Upgrader (double intensifier)
and I very much appreciate it. Upgrader (intensifying adverbial)

Needless to say, the range and precise forms of upgraders/downgraders available in
one language differ from those available in another language. And as with the other
choices of wording, cultures probably vary in both the frequency of use of upgraders/
downgraders in given situations, and also in the rapport-management value associated
with their use in these contexts. Furthermore, there may be differences in the ways in
which the three types of wording choices' (selection of semantic components, degree
of directness/indirectness and use of upgraders/downgraders) interact with each other,
and in the rapport-management value of these combined choices. More research is
needed on these combinations of choices.

2.4.2 Other rapport management domains

Comparative research into the strategies used in other rapport management domains
has been less systematic, although individual researchers have explored certain
components. For example, within the discourse domain, Pavlidou (1994; and Chapter 6
in this book) has investigated phatic talk in the opening and closing sections of
telephone conversations. She reports that Greek speakers use a greater amount of phatic
talk than Germans do, and that in German~Greek telephone conversations, this can
lead to negative evaluations of the other speaker. Within the participation domain,
Wieland (1991), for example, has examined turn-taking in French and American din-
ner conversations. She focused particularly on overlaps, and counted the frequencies
with which each interlocutor attempted to take a turn without waiting for the other
speaker to finish. She found that French speakers overlapped much more frequently
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than American speakers did, and that this had a significant effect on participants’
evaluations of each other.

Spencer-Oatey and Xing (1998; and Chapter 13 in this book) investigated all five
rapport management domains in their analysis of Chinese—British business discourse
and, within each domain, they have been seeking to identify strategies that are used to
manage rapport.

2.4.3 Communication style and interactional ethos

All of the linguistic strategies discussed so far are relatively specific, and yet a number
of theorists (e.g. Brown and Levinson 1987; Clyne 1994; Scollon and Scollon 1995;
Fitzgerald 2003; House 2003; Spencer-Oatey and Franklin 2009) maintain that there
are patterns of choices that convey a more generalized style of interaction, known as
a communication style.

A communication style is a manner of language use that exhibits clusters of
co-occurring features. All aspects of language use and interactional behaviour can be
reflected in the style, including choice of vocabulary and syntax, prosody and paralin-
guistic behaviour (e.g. intonation, stress, tone of voice, pitch, pacing, pausing and
loudness) as well as non-verbal behaviour (e.g. gestures, spatial relations and touch).
At present, there is no consensus as to how clusters of these features are best grouped
and labelled, but they are typically presented as dichotomous options (although there
is no doubt a continuum of variation from one extreme to the other).

One communication style dichotomy that is widely referred to in both linguistics and
communication studies is variously labelled as positive politeness—negative politeness
{Brown and Levinson 1987), involvement—independence (Scollon and Scollon 1995)
and immediacy: expressiveness—distance (Andersen et al. 2002). Table 2.5 illustrates
some linguistic strategies that are associated with these dichotomous options, which are
similar but not identical, and which I label here as associative expressiveness—restraint.

Brown and Levinson (1987: 243) point out that people’s choices of communication
style influence interactional ethos, and that there can be significant differences between
sociocultural groups in this respect:

Every observer in a foreign land knows that societies, or sub-cultures within societies, differ
in terms of what might be called ‘ethos’, the affective quality of interaction characteristic of
members of a society. . . . In some [positive- politeness] societies interactional ethos is gener-
ally warm, easy-going, friendly; in others [negative-politeness societies] it is stiff, formal,
deferential.

Another distinction in communication style that linguists (e.g. House 2003: 49)
often refer to is directness—indirectness. This distinction can be viewed from three
perspectives: linguistic, pragmatic inferential and interpersonal.? So far in this chapter
we have only considered directness—indirectness from a linguistic point of view.



Table 2.5 Linguistic strategies of associative expressiveness—restraint (adapted from Scollon and Scollon 1995: 40-1)

Linguistic strategies of associative expressiveness: some examples

Linguistic strategies of associative restraint: some examples

. Notice or attend to hearer:

1 really like your new shoes.
Are you feeling better today?

. Exaggerate (interest, approval, sympathy with hearer):

Please take a rest; you're looking very tired.
You always do so well in school.

. Claim in-group membership with hearer:

All of us linguists ...

. Claim common point of view, opinions, attitudes, knowledge, empathy:

1 know just what you mean. | too was very disappointed about that.

. Be optimistic:

I'm sure we'll be able to increase our sales within the next 6 months.

. Indicate speaker knows hearer’s wants and is taking them into account:

{ know you’d like to try that again, so I'li give you another chance.

. Assume or assert reciprocity:
| know you want your report to be as well received by the senior management as | do.

. Use given names and nicknames:

Andy, can you get that report to me by tomorrow?

. Be voluble.

. Use hearer’s language or dialect.

. Make minimal assumptions about hearer's wants:

I don’t know how you'll feef about this, ...

. Give hearer the option not to do the act:

It would be lovely if you could help me with this, but don’t worry if you're too busy.

. Minimize threat:

1 just need to borrow a little piece of paper, any scrap will do.

. Apologize:

I’'m sorry to trouble you, could you tell me where the nearest post office is?

. Be pessimistic:

I don’t suppose you know where the nearest post office is, do you?

. Dissociate speaker, hearer from the discourse:

This is to inform our employees that ...

. State a general rule:

University requlations require every employee to...

. Use family name and titles:

Dr Taylor, there’s a Professor Zhang in reception for you.

. Be taciturn.

. Use own language or dialect.

GZ poddey pue ssauanjod(wy) ‘ade4
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From this perspective, directness—indirectness is related to explicitness—implicitness.
Explicitness is the extent to which a message is coded unambiguously in the words that
are chosen; for example, I can’t come is a more explicit refusal than I need to work on my
essay tonight, and Thanks very much is a more explicit expression of gratitude than
That’s really kind of you. An explicit message is more direct than an implicit message.
Table 2.3 illustrates linguistic directness—indirectness in relation to requests.

From a pragmatic inferential perspective, directness—indirectness is not only related
to explicit encoding but also to communicative strength in a specific interaction.
Communicative strength refers to the extent to which a message is clear or ambiguous
in the particular context in which it is uttered. For example, suppose a shop customer
selects two products and takes them to the cashier; if the cashier says That’s £10, the
meaning is very clearly Pay me £10. However, those same words in a different context
could mean something different; if two friends were browsing in a shop, and one
pointed at an object and said That’s £10, s’he would not be asking for payment, but
simply commenting on the cheapness (or costliness) of the product. The notion of
conventionality has a major impact on judgements of communicative strength. For
example, Can you open the window is technically an implicit request, because literally
the words ask whether the person is able to open the window; however, the can you . ..
pattern is used so frequently for requests in English that few people would perceive it
as implicit. This is a very important point for intercultural communication, because
conventionalized patterns may be different across languages and cultures. For example,
arhetorical question may be conventionalized as a normal way of expressing disagree-
ment in one language/culture (and hence be perceived as a clear and unambiguous
expression of disagreement) but not in another (and hence be perceived as an indirect
expression of disagreement).

From an interpersonal perspective, directness—indirectness is also related to blunt-
ness. Bluntness is the extent to which the message is softened or mitigated. It can be
managed in various ways:

o Through the use of downgraders/upgraders; for example, I‘m sorry { can’t come is less blunt than
| can‘t come; and tidy up, will you? is less blunt than tidy up.

o Through the number of elements that are used to convey a message; for example, I'm sorry I'm
late is more blunt an apology than I'm sorry I'm late. The traffic was terrible. | hope you aren’t too
cross with me.

o Through discourse structure and timing; building up to a major request is less blunt than asking it
immediately, and asking sensitive questions shortly after meeting someone is more blunt than
waiting until you know the person well.

A blunt or ‘bald’ (Brown and Levinson 1987) message is more direct than a cushioned
message. A

Much of the intercultural communication literature (e.g. Gudykunst 1998; Ting-
Toomey 1999) and some of the applied linguistic literature (e.g. House 2003) refer
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to differences across cultural groups in communicative directness—indirectness. For
example, House reports that in her data, German speakers display greater directness
than Anglophones. Chapter 11 in this book illustrates how differences in directness—
indirectness affect Japanese—American communication in the workplace. However,
three notes of caution need to be sounded. Firstly, context can have a very major
influence on people’s use of directness—indirectness and this can interact with cultural
differences. For example, in my experience, Chinese speakers can be very direct in com-
ments about personal appearance with persons they know well and they are often much
more direct than British people in this respect; however, in the workplace, and espe-
cially with people they are unfamiliar with or who are their superiors, they are often
much more indirect than British people. Secondly, from a rapport perspective, people’s
assessment of the other person’s directness—indirectness is usually relative to their
expectations. So, for example, British people may be regarded as indirect by German
speakers and Polish speakers (Wierzbicka 2003: 64) but as direct by Chinese or
Japanese speakers. Thirdly, research needs to take greater account of the threefold
perspective in directness—indirectness, especially the pragmatic inferential one, and not
treat this stylistic issue primarily in terms of explicitness—implicitness, with or without
mitigation.

A third communication style that is frequently referred to in the intercultural com-
munication literature is self-enhancement—self-effacement. Ting-Toomey (1999: 107-8)
explains it as follows:

The self-enhancement verbal style emphasizes the importance of boasting about one’s
accomplishments and abilities. The self-effacement verbal style, on the other hand, empha-
sizes the importance of humbling oneself via verbal restrains, hesitations, modest talk, and
the use of self-deprecation concerning one’s effort or performance. . . . In the U.S. culture,
we encourage individuals to ‘sell and boast about themselves’. For example, . . . an American
ad [in a personal column of a magazine] might begin, a handsome, athletic male with a good
sense of humor seeks a fun-loving partner . . .; the comparable Japanese ad might read,
Although I am not very good looking, I'm willing to try my best to work hard.

I take up this issue of degrees of modesty or ‘boasting’ again in Section 2.7.1, in the
discussion of Leech’s politeness maxims.

2.5 Factors influencing strategy use:
(1) Rapport orientation

One key factor that influences people’s strategy use is their rapport orientation. It is
useful first to distinguish between two fundamental orientations: support of one’s own
face needs, sociality rights and interactional goals, and support of the other person’s.
Brown and Levinson maintain that it is generally ‘in every participant’s best interest to
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maintain each others’ face’ (1987: 61), because of the mutual vuinerability of face: if
person A attacks person B’s face, then person B is likely to attack person A’s face in
return, and the result will be an uncomfortable loss of face for both. So as Ting-Toomey
and Cocroft (1994: 323) suggest, a third orientation may be usefully added: mutual
support.

Although people may often try to take a ‘mutual support’ orientation, there are
nevertheless occasions when people do attack other people’s face. So as Turner (1996)
and Culpeper (1996, 2005) both argue, ‘politeness’ theory needs to incorporate this
notion.

I suggest, therefore, that speakers can hold any of the following four types of rapport
orientation:®

1. Rapport enhancement orientation: a desire to strengthen or enhance harmonious relations
between the interlocutors;

2. Rapport maintenance orientation: a desire to maintain or protect harmonious relations between
the interlocutors;

3. Rapport neglect orientation: a lack of concern or interest in the quality of relations between the
interfocutors (perhaps because of a focus on self);

4. Rapport challenge orientation: a desire to challenge or impair harmonious relations between the
interlocutors.

When people hold a rapport enhancement orientation, they want to enhance the
harmony of the relationship. Their motives for holding such an orientation could be
various; for example, to start an incipient romantic relationship; to win a lucrative
business contract; to show genuine friendliness to someone who is lonely; and so on.
But whatever people’s motives, their desire is for positive change: to improve the rap-
port between them. The appropriate ‘giving of face’ is an important way of doing this.

When people hold a rapport-maintenance orientation, on the other hand, their
desire is not so much for change as for preservation. In other words, people simply
want to maintain the current quality of relationship and level of rapport. This orienta-
tion is often reflected in the choice of appropriate terms of address, honorifics, social
indexing markers, and other relevant aspects of register. However, this orientation also
relates to the appropriate handling of rapport-threatening behaviour. As discussed in
Section 2.3, rapport can be threatened by overlooking other people’s face sensitivities,
by infringing their perceived sociality rights, and by hampering their interactional
goals. When people hold a rapport-maintenance orientation, their aim is to minimize
such threats by selecting appropriate rapport-management strategies.

When people hold a rapport-neglect orientation, they have little concern for the
quality of the relationship between the other speaker(s) and themselves. This may be
because their attention is fully focused on task matters (for example, when dealing with
an emergency or when trying to convey accurate information); it may be because they
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genuinely do not care about the relationship for some reason; or it may be because they
are more concerned about their own face sensitivities, sociality rights and interactional
goals than about maintaining interpersonal rapport. For example, when a speech act is
more face-threatening to the speaker than to the hearer (e.g. an apology), and when the
speaker is more concerned about maintaining his/her own face than maintaining or
restoring rapport, the speaker’s orientation will count as rapport-neglect. (What the
effect will be on the hearer is another matter, as we consider in Section 2.8.)

When people hold a rapport-challenge orientation, they want to challenge or impair
the harmony of the relationship. Once again, people’s motives for holding such an
orientation could be various; for example, to assert personal independence; to rebuff
a romantic advance; to repay a previous offence; and so on. But whatever people’s
motives, their desire is for negative change: to worsen the rapport between them.
Deliberately causing people to lose face is one way of doing this.

Needless to say, people’s rapport orientations are not available for open inspection.
Unless people talk about them explicitly, they can only be inferred from their choice of
rapport-management strategies. Even so, it may still be difficult to distinguish clearly
one orientation from another. Nevertheless, the notion of interpersonal intent is an
important issue in real-life interaction, and for that reason, I believe it needs to be
included in any description of relational management.

Another perspective on rapport orientation is provided by Communication Accom-
modation Theory (CAT) (see Chapter 8 in this book). CAT proposes that speakers
adopt different socio-psychological orientations vis-a-vis their interlocutors, depending
on a range of background factors. The theory suggests two main types of orientation:

1. Convergent Orientation versus Divergent Orientation: Speakers with a convergent orientation
aim to adapt their communicative behaviours to those of the other speaker(s), whereas speakers
with a divergent orientation aim to accentuate the differences between their communicative
behaviours and those of the other speaker(s). (See Chapter 8 in this book.)

2. Intergroup Orientation versus Interpersonal Orientation: Speakers with an intergroup orientation
tend to perceive an encounter primarily in intergroup terms, whereas speakers with an interper-
sonal orientation tend to perceive an encounter primarily in interpersonal terms. (See Gallois et al.
1995; Gallois et al. 2005.)

CAT also suggests some of the motives that may underlie both of these types of
orientations.

2.6 Factors influencing strategy use:
(2) Contextual variables

A second set of factors that have a crucial influence on people’s choice of rapport man-
agement strategies are contextual variables. In this section I discuss four important
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ones: participant relations, message content, social/interactional roles and activity
type.

2.6.1 Participants and their relations

Participant relations are a very important group of factors that influence use of rapport
management strategies. Several classic studies have helped establish power and distance
as key variables relating to participant relations. For example, Brown and Gilman
(1960) in their study of the use of pronouns in French, German and Italian, argue that
choice of pronoun is affected by two fundamental dimensions of participant relations:
power and solidarity. Similarly, Brown and Levinson (1987) maintain that interlocutors
consider the power and distance of their relationship when choosing among different
options for conveying a given speech act.

Moreover, a large number of empirical studies have provided considerable evidence
for an association between language use and the variables power and distance. For
example, many linguists have explored the wording of speech acts, such as requests
(e.g. Blum-Kulka et al. 1985; Holtgraves and Yang 1990; Lim and Bowers 1991), apologies
(e.g. Holmes 1990; Olshtain 1989), directives (e.g. Holtgraves et al. 1989) and disagree-
ment (e.g. Beebe and Takahashi 1989a), and a very large number of them have found
power and distance to be significant variables.

2.6.1.1 Power

This variable has several different labels; for example, power, social power, status, domi-
nance, authority, Brown and Gilman (1960/1972: 225) define this variable as follows:

One person may be said to have power over another in the degree that he is able to control
the behavior of the other. Power is a relationship between at least two persons, and it is
nonreciprocal in the sense that both cannot have power in the same area of behavior.

In sociolinguistic and pragmatic research, power is typically operationalized in
terms of unequal role relations, such as teacher-student, employer—employee. Very
often there is no problem with this, but sometimes it can lead to confusion. For exam-
ple, Blum-Kulka et al. (1985) refer to ‘driver and passenger’ as an unequal relationship,
whereas Wood and Kroger (1991) classify ‘taxi driver and passenger’ as an equal rela-
tionship. Similarly, Olshtain (1989) treats ‘waiter/customer’ as an unequal relationship,
whereas Wood and Kroger (1991) classify it as an equal one. It is useful, therefore, to
think a little more deeply about the meaning of ‘power’, and French and Raven’s (1959)
classic characterization of the five main bases of power is a useful starting point. They
argue that there are five main bases of power:

1. reward power: if a person, A, has control over positive outcomes (such as bonus payments,
improved job conditions) that another person, B, desires, A can be said to have reward power
over B;
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2. coercive power: if a person, A, has control over negative outcomes (such as demotion, allocation
of undesirable tasks) that another person, B, wants to avoid, A can be said to have coercive power
over B;

3. expert power: if a person, A, has some special knowledge or expertise that another person, B,
wants or needs, A can be said to have expert power over B;

4. legitimate power: if a person, A, has the right (because of his/her role, status, or situational
circumstances) to prescribe or expect certain things of another person, B, A can be said to have
legitimate power over B;

5. referent power: if a person, B, admires another person, A, and wants to be like him/her in some
respect, A can be said to have referent power over B.

Teachers typically have the first four of these types of power (and may have referent
power too) in relation to their students, as do employers in relation to their employees.
However, the role relations of waiters/customers and taxi drivers/passengers are more
complex than this. From one perspective, customers and passengers have power (reward
power and coercive power) over waiters/taxi drivers, in that they can choose whether or
not to use the restaurant/taxi company again in future, and this may motivate the
waiter/taxi driver to provide good service. On the other hand, from another perspec-
tive, waiters and taxi drivers have power (legitimate power and coercive power) over
customers/passengers, in that they have the right to make certain demands, such as
whether people should wait to be seated, or how many people can sit in the taxi, where
the luggage should be placed, and so on. In fact, under special circumstance, they can
even refuse to accept people’s custom if they wish.

2.6.1.2 Distance

This variable also has a number of different labels: distance, social distance, solidarity,
closeness, familiarity, relational intimacy. Brown and Gilman (1960/1972: 258) describe
it as follows:

Now we are concerned with a . . . set of relations which are symmetrical . . . Not every per-
sonal attribute counts in determining whether two people are solidary enough to use the
mutual T.* Eye color does not ordinarily matter nor does shoe size. The similarities that
matter seem to be those that make for like-mindedness or similar behavior dispositions. . . .
The T of solidarity can be produced by frequency of contact as well as by objective
similarities. However, frequent contact does not necessarily lead to the mutual T. It depends
on whether contact results in the discovery or creation of the like-mindedness that seems to
be the core of the solidarity semantic.

Most people have an intuitive understanding of what it means to have a ‘close’ or
‘distant’ relationship, but many different strands can be involved. For example, some-
times length of acquaintance seems important; we may classify a stranger, for instance,
as distant from us, and a childhood friend as close. On the other hand, we may work
with someone for many years, yet dislike them, and so regard them as distant from us.

35



36

Culturally Speaking

Spencer-Oatey (1996: 7) lists the following possible components (which are often
overlapping), based on a review of a range of pragmatic studies:

Social similarity/difference (e.g. Brown and Gilman 1960/1972)
Frequency of contact (e.g. Slugoski and Turnbull 1988)

Length of acquaintance (e.g. Slugoski and Turnbull 1988)
Familiarity, or how well people know each other (e.g. Holmes 1990)
Sense of like-mindedness (e.g. Brown and Gilman 1960/1972)
Positive/negative affect (e.g. Baxter 1984)

A T ol

It has been suggested (Slugoski and Turnbull 1988; Brown and Gilman 1989) that
distance and affect should be treated as separate parameters, since some research has
indicated that affect has a separate and differential effect on language use from the
influence of distance. Social psychological research (see Spencer-Oatey 1996 for a
review) also indicates that distance may not be a unitary variable, but as yet there is no
clear consensus in either field as to how, or whether, the variable should be split.

2.6.1.3 Interrelationship between power and distance

Thomas (1995) points out that it is sometimes difficult to distinguish between power
and distance, and that in the Cross Cultural Speech Act Realization Project (CCSARP,
reported in Blum-Kulka et al. 1989), the researchers did not maintain the distinction in
practice. This is because in many cultures the two variables co-occur. However, this is
not necessarily the case in all cultures. For example, Spencer-Oatey (1997), in research
into British and Chinese conceptions of the tutor—postgraduate student relations,
found that the variables power and closeness were significantly negatively correlated for
the British respondents, but unrelated for the Chinese respondents. In other
words, for the British respondents, the greater the degree of power difference perceived
between tutors and postgraduate students, the greater the degree of distance perceived,
and vice versa. For the Chinese respondents, on the other hand, there was no link
between the two: the degree of power difference perceived between tutors and post-
graduate students was not associated with the degree of distance perceived.

2.6.1.4 Number of participants

Another important feature relating to participants is the number of people taking part,
either as addressors/addressees or as audience. Face-management norms seem to be
‘number-sensitive’, in that what we say and how we say it is often influenced by the
number of people present, and whether they are all listening to what we say. For exam-
ple, in many cultures, it is much more embarrassing and face-threatening to be criti-
cized in front of one or more other people (for example, in front of a class of students)
than to be criticized privately, on a one-to-one basis (for example, in the teacher’s office,
with no one else present). And similarly, it can be much more embarrassing to be
praised in front of other people than to be praised privately, on a one-to-one basis.
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2.6.2 Message content: cost-benefit considerations

Message content also has a major influence on the choice of rapport management
strategies. Messages can have ‘costs’ associated with them. These costs are not necessar-
ily financial (although they may be); they can be costs of time, effort, imposition,
inconvenience, risk and so on. For example, asking a friend to drive you to the airport
can be costly for the friend in terms of time, inconvenience, financial costs, effort and
so on. And offering to help someone move house can be costly for the offerer in terms
of time and effort. Needless to say, some messages are more ‘costly’ than others. For
example, asking a next door neighbour for a lift home from a party you are both
attending is less costly (in terms of imposition, effort and inconvenience) than asking
him/her to make a special trip somewhere else. So normally this difference in the ‘costs’
associated with the request would result in different wording.

Conversely, messages can have ‘benefits’ associated with them. For example, offering
to drive a friend to the airport can be beneficial to the friend in terms of time, conve-
nience, financial costs and so on. And as Sifianou (1992b: 160) points out, customers’
requests to shop assistants can be beneficial to both parties. Sometimes it may be
difficult for a speaker to anticipate whether an addressee will interpret a message as
‘costly’ or ‘beneficial’ For example, a guest may interpret the offer ‘Have another sand-
wich!” as beneficial if s/he is hungry and likes the sandwiches, but as costly if s/he has
indigestion and/or dislikes the sandwiches.

In the commercial world, costs lead to debts if the bills are not paid. In the world of
social interaction, there is also a sense of indebtedness and a need for book balancing.
For example, if someone does a favour for a friend, a slight disequilibrium results, with
a greater favour leading to a greater imbalance. Similarly, if someone commits an
offence, a disequilibrium results, with a greater offence leading to a greater imbalance.
In both cases, balance needs to be restored, and apologies and expressions of gratitude
are typical verbal ways respectively of restoring the equilibrium. Cost—benefit consid-
erations in relationships (whether immediate or in the longer term) are so fundamen-
tal that, as explained in Section 2.2.2, they form a key component of the equity SIP.

2.6.3 Social/interactional roles

Social/interactional roles are a third set of factors that can influence the use of rapport
management strategies. When people interact with each other, they often take up
clearly defined social roles, such as teacher—student, employer—employee, friend~friend,
sales assistant—customer, chairperson—committee member. These role relationships
not only partially influence the power and distance of the relationship, but also help
specify the rights and obligations of each role member. People have the right to expect
certain things of the other member and an obligation to carry out certain other things.
For example, a teacher has an obligation to handle classroom management issues,
and a right to expect the students to comply with classroom management directives.
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However, there are limits to the scope of teachers’ and students’ rights and obligations.
Whereas it is acceptable for teachers to give directives such as ‘Get into groups of four
and work on this problem) it is less acceptable (at least in Western societies) to give
more personally oriented directives such as ‘Get me a cup of coffee’ The legitimacy of
the directive, therefore, depends partly on the nature of the role relationship and partly
on the specific content of the message.

2.6.4 Activity type

A fourth major factor that can influence the use of rapport management strategies is
the type of communicative activity that is taking place; for example, a lecture, a job
interview or a court trial.

Levinson (1979: 368) proposed the notion of an activity type, and defined it as
follows:

A fuzzy category whose focal members are goal-defined, socially constituted, bounded,
events with constraints on participants, setting, and so on, but above all on the kinds of
allowable contributions. Paradigm examples would be teaching, a job interview, a jural inter-
rogation, a football game, a task in a workshop, a dinner party and so on.

Thomas (1995: 190-1) describes the key elements of activity types as follows:

Goals of the Participants; i.e. the goals of the individuals, rather than the goals of the event. The
goals of one participant may be different from those of another.

Allowable Contributions: social or legal constraints on what can be communicated within a given
type of activity.

Degree to which Gricean maxims (see Section 3.3.1 in this book) are adhered to or are suspended
within a given type of activity, and expectations in relation to this.

Degree to which interpersonal maxims (see Section 2.7.1) are adhered to or are suspended within a
given type of activity, and expectations in relation to this.

Turn-taking and topic control: the degree to which an individual can exploit turn-taking norms in
order to control an interaction, establish his or her own agenda, etc.

Manipulation of pragmatic parameters: the degree to which an interactant can use language in
order to increase/decrease social distance, power, rights and obligations and size of imposition,
and the degree to which an individual can increase or decrease the formality of the situation.

Communicative activities often have communicative genres associated with them:
‘historically and culturally specific conventions and ideals according to which speakers
compose talk or texts and recipients interpret it. (Giinthner 2007: 129) These commu-
nicative genres may exhibit characteristic patterns in each of the five domains of
rapport management (see Section 2.3), and their culturally specific conventions and
ideals influence how participants compose and interpret talk. For instance, obtaining
an appropriate balance between modesty and boasting is a recurrent communicative
problem, but what counts as appropriate can vary from one activity type to another.
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For example, in job interviews in Britain, candidates are typically expected to ‘sell’
themselves, but not to appear ‘too’ proud; yet at an awards ceremony, the person receiv-
ing the award (e.g. the actor, writer, etc.) is supposed to minimize his/her achievements
and to give credit to others (e.g. the director, fellow actors, supportive wife, etc.).
Similarly, speaking rights and turn-taking can vary from one activity type to another.
For example, in an interview in Britain, it is normally only the panel members who can
ask questions, until they pass that right to the interviewee; on the other hand, at a
dinner party there is much greater freedom over who can speak when, yet there are still
conventions over the fine-tuning of turn-taking (e.g. the acceptability of overlaps).

2.6.5 Overall assessments of context

The contextual features discussed above can play both a ‘standing’ and a ‘dynamic’
role in influencing language use. In any interaction, we typically have pre-existing
conceptions of these various contextual components, based on our relevant previous
experience. For example, we have conceptions of the degree of power and distance of
given role relationships and of specific personal relationships; we have conceptions of
the scope of the rights and obligations of the people we are interacting with; and we
have an understanding of the costs and benefits, face considerations and so on associ-
ated with certain speech acts. However, in the course of an interaction, assessment of
these variables often change dynamically; for example, a person may be more distant
and ofthand than expected, or s/he may have differing conceptions of the role related
rights and obligations. This will affect how the interaction proceeds. If the interaction
is to be ‘successful’ in terms of rapport management, we need to incorporate effectively
these ‘dynamic’ assessments of context in making our linguistic strategy choices and in
co-constructing the interaction. However, at present we do not fully understand how
this is done.

Brown and Levinson (1987) propose an additive model of these contextual vari-
ables, suggesting that speakers make an overall assessment of the amount of facework
required by adding up the following: the amount of power difference between hearer
and speaker, the amount of distance between speaker and hearer and the degree of
imposition of the message. Holtgraves and Yang (1992: 252), on the other hand, suggest
the following:

When any of the three interpersonal variables reaches a particularly high level, the effects of
the remaining variables lessen or drop out completely. For example, if an interactant has
committed an extremely offensive act or intends to ask for an extremely large favour, he or
she will be polite regardless of the closeness of the relationship with the other person.

Considerable further research is needed in this area to clarify such issues. Neverthe-
less, it is clear that in the course of an interaction people’s initial conceptions interact
with the dynamics of the interchange, both influencing and being influenced by the

39



40 Culturally Speaking

emerging discourse. If the interaction is to be ‘successful’ in terms of rapport manage-
ment, participants need to be very sensitive to these complex processes.

2.7 Factors influencing strategy use:
(3) Pragmatic principles and conventions

A fifth set of factors that play a key role in people’s use of rapport mahagement strate-
gies are pragmatic principles and conventions. Leech (1983) and Thomas (1983) draw
a distinction between sociopragmatics (the sociological interface of pragmatics) and
pragmalinguistics (the more linguistic end of pragmatics). Both aspects can affect the
ways in which people manage rapport.

2.7.1 Sociopragmatic principles

It seems that all societies have developed social principles or ‘rules’ which help to mini-
mize the conflict that might arise from the self-centred pursuit and gratification of face
needs and sociality rights. Leech (1983: 132) focuses on this component in his concep-
tualization of politeness, and specifies the following maxims:

1. TACT MAXIM (in impositives and commissives)
a. Minimize cost to other
b. Maximize benefit to other
2. GENEROSITY MAXIM (in impositives and commiissives)
a. Minimize benefit to self
b. Maximize cost to self
3. APPROBATION MAXIM (in expressives and assertives)
a. Minimize dispraise of other
b. Maximize praise of other
4. MODESTY MAXIM (in expressives and assertives)
a. Minimize praise of self
b. Maximize dispraise of self
5. AGREEMENT MAXIM (in assertives)
a. Minimize disagreement between self and other
b. Maximize agreement between self and other
6. SYMPATHY MAXIM (in assertives)
a. Minimize antipathy between self and other
b. Maximize sympathy between self and other

A number of authors (e.g. Fraser 1990; Thomas 1995) have criticized Leech’s
formulation for not providing any motivated way of restricting the number of maxims.
However, in a more recent version of his model, Leech (2005: 13) argues that ‘these are
not a set of distinct constraints or maxims, but rather variant manifestations of the
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same super-constraint, the GSP [Grand Strategy of Politeness]’. His GSP specifies that
‘In order to be polite, S expresses or implies meanings which place a high value on what
pertains to O or place a low value on what pertains to S’ [S = self or speaker; O = other
person(s), mainly the addressee] (2005: 12).

Ruhi (2006), however, criticizes Leech’s approach for another reason — for ground-
ing ‘politeness’ in consideration of the other and for downgrading the importance of
self-politeness. She defines self-politeness as the display of self-confidence and/or
individuality and, with the help of examples from her corpus of compliment responses,
she demonstrates the complex interaction of consideration for both self and other in
authentic interaction. Studies by Spencer-Oatey et al. (Chapter 5 in this book; Spencer-
Oatey forthcoming) provide further empirical support for this. For effective rapport
management, therefore, the concerns of both the self and other need to be taken into
account by all parties.

In his updated model, Leech (2005, 2007) explains that he wishes to avoid the term
‘maxim’ because people could easily misconstrue this as implying some kind of moral
obligation. He replaces it with the term ‘constraint’, to help clarify that in his view, it is
adescriptive concept which refers to a regularity or a norm that speakers can be observed
to follow in communicative interaction. However, in my rapport management model, I
maintain that such norms frequently have prescriptive and proscriptive overtones for
the participants, and may link with their beliefs and values. For example, the tact and
generosity maxims/constraints are concerned with cost-benefit, and people frequently
hold strong views as to how impositions and reciprocity ‘should” or ‘should not’ be
handled. Similarly, the modesty maxim/constraint is concerned with self-enhance-
ment-self-effacement (cf. Section 2.4.3 on self-enhancement—self-effacement commu-
nication style), and people frequently develop strong views as to whether people ‘should’
or ‘should not’ boast or be very self-effacing in given contexts. When someone fails to
uphold a given principle, others are likely to make evaluative judgements and this can
sometimes have serious interactional consequences. (See Chapters 12 and 13 in this
book for some authentic examples.) I believe it is important to incorporate this evalua-
tive element into the model, because it is this element that makes the management of
the ‘norms’ rapport-sensitive. I therefore label them value-laden norms sociopragmatic
interactional principles (SIPs), in order to draw attention to their non-neutral quality.

In Section 2.2.1, I identified two high-level SIPs which feed into people’s perceived
sociality rights and obligations: equity (including principles associated with cost—
benefit and autonomy—imposition) and association—dissociation (including principles
associated with interactional involvement—detachment and affective involvement—
detachment). In addition, people seem to hold lower-level principles regarding styles of
interaction; for example, how warm, assertive or modest it is appropriate to be in
a given context. These are reflected in people’s choices of communication style (see
Section 2.4.3). As Ruhi (2006: 96) rightly points out, people are likely to show individual
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variation in the principles that guide their (non-)linguistic behaviour and their style of
relational work, and there may well be cultural variation in addition. More research is
needed to explore these issues, including how and to what extent SIPs impact on inter-
action in different contexts.

2.7.2 Pragmalinguistic conventions

In addition to sociopragmatic principles, societies also have pragmalinguistic conven-
tions which affect the management of rapport. These are the conventions of strategy
use which affect how a given pragmatic meaning is conveyed in a given context. For
instance, White (1997) reports the following example. When he was staying in a hotel
in Korea, he went to the reception desk to report a fault with the telephone in his room
and to ask for someone to come to collect his laundry. The clerk contacted the people
responsible and then said to him, ‘T think you had better wait in your room’. White
comments that this choice of wording would, in a comparable British context, be used
by someone with some authority or power to make a recommendation to someone in
a subordinate position. Such a relationship does not apply to the hotel clerk-hotel guest
role relationship, and so White felt it to be inappropriate. He suggests that more tenta-
tive wordings such as ‘If you'd like to wait in your room, someone will be along shortly’
or ‘Perhaps you could wait in your room until someone comes from housekeeping’
would sound more solicitous.

White points out that this is a question of pragmalinguistic competence. Pragmalin-
guistic failure (Thomas 1983) occurs when there is a mismatch between the linguistic
form chosen by the speaker and the pragmatic meaning that they intend to convey.
Further examples of pragmalinguistic conventions and failures (as well as socioprag-
matic conventions and failures) are discussed in Chapter 7 in this book and illustrated
in Table 7.1.

Each of the rapport management domains has pragmalinguistic conventions for
conveying given pragmatic meanings in given contexts. For example, there are conven-
tions regarding topic choice, the use of listener responses and amount of speaker over-
lap, the physical proximity of the interlocutors, to name just a few. All the conventions
are context specific; in other words, for a given pragmatic message the conventions of
strategy use are affected by the contextual factors discussed in Section 2.6. Much cross-
cultural pragmatic research (e.g. the CCSARP project; see Blum-Kulka et al. 1989) has
focused on identifying the pragmalinguistic norms associated with the performance of
different speech acts in different languages/cultural groups.

2.8 Rapport management outcomes

Rapport management outcomes are similar in type to rapport management orientations.
In other words, the degree of rapport between interlocutors can be enhanced, it can be
maintained or it can be reduced. Goffman’s (1963: 7) concept of ‘negatively eventful’
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behaviour is useful here. Some types of behaviour (e.g. routine expression of thanks)
may pass unperceived as an event when they are performed, but give rise to negative
relational outcomes when they are not. Conversely, other types of behaviour (e.g.
appropriate degree of unsolicited help given to a stranger) may pass unperceived as an
event when they are not performed, but give rise to positive relational outcomes when
they are.

Needless to say, the perceived relational outcomes of encounters do not always
correspond to the initial orientations. Moreover, the perceived outcomes may be
different for different interlocutors. There can be various reasons for this, one of which
could be cultural differences in ways of managing rapport. (See Chapter 8 for an expla-
nation in terms of Communication Accommodation Theory.)

2.9 Rapport management across cultures

Cultural differences in language use can have a major impact on people’s assessments
of appropriate language use, and hence rapport management outcomes. Variation can
occur in at least the following aspects:

1. Contextual assessment norms. people from different cultural groups may assess contextual
factors somewhat differently. For example, when assessing a role relationship such as teacher-
student or employer-employee, people from different cultural groups may have differing expec-
tations regarding the typical degree of power and distance, and/or rights and obligations
associated with the role relationships. For example, as reported in Chapter 11, Japanese and
American work colleagues were found sometimes to interpret the purpose of a meeting differ-
ently, because they held differing assumptions about their respective roles.

2. Sociopragmatic principles: people from different cultural groups may hold differing principles
for managing rapport in given contexts. For example, some societies may value overt expressions
of modesty in interactions with acquaintances and strangers, while others might prefer more
"honest’ evaluations. Similarly, some societies may value explicit expression of opinions and accept
more open disagreement among new acquaintances than other societies do. Chapter 10 reports
differences between Chinese and German students in this respect.

3. Pragmalinguistic conventions: people from different cultural groups may have differing conven-
tions for selecting strategies and interpreting their use in given contexts. For example, two
cultural groups may agree that an apology is necessary in a given context (and that the offence is
equally severe), but have different conventions for conveying it. For instance, people from one
group may typically include an explanation, whereas people from another group may typically use
acknowledgement of fault as a key component. Similarly, as pointed out in Chapter 11, ’let’s think
about it’ (kangaete okimashd) functions as a formulaic preface to a negative assessment in
Japanese, but has a more literal meaning in English.

4. Fundamental cultural values: research in cross-cultural psychology has identified a small number
of universal dimensions of cultural values (see Chapter 1), and found that both ethnolinguistic
groups and individuals differ from each other in terms of their mean location on each of these
dimensions. More research is needed to explore how these dimensions relate to contextual assess-
ment norms and sociopragmatic principles.

43



44 Culturally Speaking

5. Inventory of rapport management strategies: every language has a very large inventory of rapport
management strategies. Some of these occur in many languages (e.g. the T distinction ~ the
distinction between a format form of ‘you’ Vous and an informal, solidary form of ‘you’ Tu); others
occur in certain languages but are virtually absent in the rest (e.g. honorific forms in Japanese
which are virtually absent in European languages).

Part 2 of this book comprises empirical studies which investigate cultural similari-
ties and differences in one or more of the above areas of differences. However, we
cannot simply assume that any differences will necessarily affect the way language is
used in intercultural encounters, and so Part 3 of the book provides some theoretical
perspectives on this. Part 4 then reports empirical studies of intercultural interactions.

Much more research is still needed, though, on the various potential sources of
variation and their interrelationships. Up to now, empirical cross-cultural pragmatic
research has focused on investigating pragmalinguistic conventions, and more recently,
contextual assessment norms; research in cross-cultural psychology and intercultural
communication, on the other hand, has focused more on fundamental cultural values.
What is now needed is a synthesis of the different perspectives.

[ KEY POINTS ]

1. Interactional rapport is affected by the management of three main factors: face sensitivities, sociality
rights and obligations and interactional goals. When one or more of these factors is not handled
effectively, rapport can be threatened.

2. Rapport management entails the effective handling of speech acts; however, it is not limited to that.
Other ‘domains’, such as discourse, participation, stylistic and non-verbal, also play a crucial role.

3. A very large proportion of cross-cultural pragmatic research has focused on speech act strategies, and
three elements have been found to be particularly important: the selection of speech act components,
the degree of linguistic directness—indirectness and the type and amount of upgraders/downgraders.

4. People’s choices of linguistic strategies sometimes cluster to portray different communication styles. Three
dichotomous styles that are widely mentioned in the literature are associative expressiveness—restraint,
directness—indirectness and self-enhancement-self-effacement.

5. Three main factors influence people’s use of rapport management strategies: their rapport orientation,
contextual variables (including the participants and their relations, message content, social/interactional
roles, activity type) and pragmatic principles and conventions.

6. Both cultural and individual differences can occur in all aspects of rapport management, and so great
mindfulness and sensitivity is needed.

{ DISCUSSION QUESTIONS

1. For each of the situations given below, consider the following issues:

® s the situation likely to affect interpersonal rapport — why/why not?
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® [s the situation likely to be face-threatening to any of the participants, and if so,

why?

® What type of face, sociality right and/or goal is primarily threatened or infringed?

1.1. You are a secretary, and have recently started working for a new boss. One
morning he storms into the office and shouts at you saying, ‘Can’t you take
better minutes than this?’

1.2. Three friends, Paul, Daniel and Matthew, go out for a meal together one
evening. During the meal, Paul and Daniel spend nearly the whole time talk-
ing about a film that Matthew hasn’t seen. Matthew is unable to join in the
conversation, and any attempts to steer the conversation to a different topic
are ignored.

1.3. You are extremely busy with your work/studies at present, and need to work
in the evenings and at the weekends to meet your deadlines. However, a good
friend needs to decorate his/her new home, and asks you to help for two
weekends.

2. During the next week, pay attention to every occasion when someone annoys or
upsets you, and you feel offended or hurt in some way. Try to note down what they
said or did, how you felt and why. Then try to relate your experiences and feelings to
the concepts of face and sociality rights presented in this chapter.

3. Using the information given in Tables 2.2, 2.3 and 2.4, label the semantic compo-
nents, the level of directness and the upgraders/downgraders used in the following
requests.

3.1. (Asking to borrow lecture notes) Judith, could I please borrow your notes from
the lecture yesterday because [ missed it.

3.2. (Asking to borrow a car) Hello Paul. Could I possibly borrow your car if you don’t
need itt My car has broken down. I promise I'll take good care of it.

3.3. (Asking a student to give his/her presentation a week earlier than scheduled)
I'm sorry to have to ask you this, but could you please do your presentation a week
earlier than planned? I'm afraid I have to give all the marks in earlier than
I expected.

3.4. (Asking a younger brother, who is watching TV, to go to the shop) Phil, do mea
favour and get these from the shops for me, will you?

3.5. (Asking a flatmate to hurry up and get out of the shower) Come on, get out of
the bathroom. You've been in there too long. Don’t be selfish.

4. Suppose you want to thank someone for doing something for you. Choose one
variable from each list and work out what you would say or do in each situation and
why.

Interfocutor Favour done for you

1. close friend (a) picked up your pen
2. mother (b) cooked a special dinner for you
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3. new neighbour (c) paid for your bus ticket
4. teacher/line manager (d) gave you a lift home

5. Look at the following true scenario, and discuss the questions that follow.

A Puerto Rican woman, who had been living for many years in the United States,
was visited by her father. During his stay, he helped her take care of her son (his
grandson). When she thanked him for his help, he became angry and felt hurt. Her
mother called her and said: ‘How could you have been so thoughtless? You thanked
your father. He was happy to take care of Johnnie. Have you forgotten how to behave?
He’s your father and he loves you. How could you be so cold - to thank him?’ (From
Eisenstein and Bodman 1993: 74)

5.1. Why did the woman thank her father?

5.2. Why were her father and mother offended?

5.3. What would they have preferred her to say/not say?

5.4. Try to describe the misunderstanding using the concepts given in Section 2.9.

Notes

1.

And also other types of wording choices not dealt with here, such as the person orientation of requests (Can
I borrow your car versus Can you lend me your car) and stress and intonation.

I am grateful to Vladimir Zegarac for his insights on this, and especially for his explanation and examples of
pragmatic inferential directness-indirectness.

Compare Shimanoff’s (1987, cited by Ting-Toomey and Cocroft 1994: 317) categories: face-honouring, face-
compensating, face-neutral and face-threatening.
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3.1 Introduction

This chapter introduces some basic features of culture and communication and
provides a brief outline of the interplay of cognitive and environmental factors in
explaining cultural variation. I consider the implications of an analogy between
cultures and epidemics for culture research and describe and illustrate the importance
of two features of human cognition for explaining culture and communication: our
capacity to form representations of representations, and, therefore, to think about our
own or other people’s thoughts (technically, the capacity to form metarepresentations)
and our tendency to seek novel information which seems worth having (technically, the
orientation of human cognition and communication towards relevant information). I
try to show how these features provide the basis for a psychologically plausible account
of the relation between communication and culture and a framework for analysing
communicative interaction.
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3.2 Culture

The concept ‘culture’ is rather intuitive. People generally have clear judgements about
whether particular objects, behaviours, relationships and beliefs are cultural. At the
same time, the word ‘culture’ is thought of as referring to something abstract that defies
definition. As Kroeber and Kluckhohn (1952: 181) observe:

Culture consists of patterns, explicit and implicit, of and for behavior acquired and transmit-
ted by symbols, constituting the distinctive achievements of human groups, including their
embodiments in artifacts; the essential core of culture consists of traditional (i.e. historically
derived and selected) ideas and especially their attached values; culture systems may, on the
one hand, be considered as products of action, and on the other as conditioning elements
of further action.

This definition points to several important features of culture:

1. Culture does not consist only of physical objects.

2. Culture involves symbolic mental and physical (i.e. public) representations of the world.

3. Only those representations which are relatively stable and which form systems shared by the
members of a social group are cultural. Therefore, culture distinguishes ene social group from
another.

To be sure, these are not the only important characteristics of culture, but they pro-
vide a good starting point for introducing this term and for explaining the importance
of culture in communication.

Perhaps the clearest way to illustrate the observation that culture crucially involves
the way we mentally represent and think about the world is to consider a simple exam-
ple. Imagine that you are walking on a pebbly beach. Are the pebbles under and around
your feet part of culture? Are they cultural things? Let us assume that a particular peb-
ble catches your eye, say because of its shape and colour, and that you pick it up. You
have formed a mental representation of this pebble and you may also have some affec-
tive representations relating to it (i.e. you like it, you would be sorry to lose it, etc.). This
makes the pebble a prized possession, but I hope you will agree that the pebble is not
really a cultural thing. It means something to you, but this meaning is not shared by the
social-cultural group you consider yourself a member of, because the pebble does not
have (even roughly) the same meaning for the group that it does for you. Now imagine
that you put the pebble in your pocket, you take it home and spend some time thinking
about what you could do with it. You might display it as a decorative object on the
mantelpiece, you could use it as a paperweight or perhaps as a doorstop. Let us say that,
having given this matter some thought, you have come to the conclusion that your
pebble is best used as a paperweight (it seems too light to be an effective doorstop, and
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if used as a paperweight, it can be decorative and practical at the same time). Is your
pebble-as-paperweight now a cultural thing? In a way, it is, because a paperweight is
certainly an artefact, and artefacts are generally assumed to be cultural things. However,
in another respect your pebble is not a cultural thing, because only you think of it as a
paperweight. Now, let us assume that your flatmates also come to think of your pebble
as a paperweight: they go to the beach, they collect similar pebbles and they start using
them in the same way as you. One of them has the bright idea of setting up a stall at the
market in his native town, which is much further inland, and to start selling pebbles-as-
paperweights. Let us further assume that he is successful, that the idea has caught on: a
relatively large number of people have come to think of pebbles of this shape and size
as paperweights. In this event, both your pebble and other similar pebbles will have
become cultural things. In sum, for pebble paperweights to become cultural things,
several conditions needed to be met:

1. Certain things needed to be represented mentally, i.e. thought of, as pebbles (e.g. OQO are
pebbles).

2. Some people needed to form some beliefs about these representations of those things (e.g.
pebbles like OOQO make good paperweights) and

3. These beliefs about pebbles like OQO as paperweights needed to be shared and presumed
to be shared by a considerable number of people over a period of time.

This simple example shows how culture comes to include both the tangible, physi-
cal, things and why it also always has an intangible component. Culture can be charac-
terized as a system of cultural representations. A cultural representation is a particular
type of metarepresentation (i.e. representation of a representation). It is a belief (e.g.
these pebbles are paperweights) about another mental representation (e.g. OQO are
pebbles) which has become widespread across a human population over a significant
time span (for detailed discussions on metarepresentations, see articles in Sperber
2000). It is important to note that both elements of a cultural representation may be
intangible. For example, social relationships such as friendship or marriage involve
beliefs about mutual rights and duties that those who enter into the relationship accept,
and these differ significantly across cultures. From this perspective culture is a compar-
ative, rather than a classificatory concept, because particular (types of) things can be
more or less cultural. For example, the category ‘pebble-paperweight’ is more cultural
if more people think of (particular types of) pebbles as paperweights and it is also more
cultural if this belief persists over a longer time span (e.g. if it is passed on from genera-
tion to generation rather than being a short-lived fashion). Another important aspect
of cultural categories is that they are not equally important. For example, practical
artefacts, such as paperweights, do not interact with vital spheres of social life in the
ways that systems of moral, religious or political beliefs do. The latter are intuitively
more central parts of culture, because they inform many important decisions and plans
people make, including those about what sorts of things are considered appropriate for
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use as decorative paperweights (e.g. in most cultures, a pebble or a small stone would
be deemed more appropriate for this use than a human skull).

If this sketchy account of what makes a thing part of culture is along the right lines,
then the study of culture appears to be similar to the study of epidemics. For instance,
it is often observed that culture is both an individual and a social construct (see Matsu-
moto 1996: 18). There is no epidemic without diseased individuals, but the study of
epidemics cannot be reduced to the study of individual pathology (see Sperber 1996:
56-76). By the same token, a culture cannot exist without some cultural representa-
tions being in the brains/minds of individuals, but it does not follow that the study of
culture can be reduced to the study of individual psychology. Just as infections are in
individual peoples’ bodies, mental representations are in their minds/brains. And, just
as the spreading of diseases is explained by investigating the interaction between strains
of microorganisms with the environment that they live in, the distribution of cultural
representations is explained in terms of communicative, as well as other types of, inter-
action between people and their environment. From this perspective, the boundaries of
a given culture are not any sharper than those of a given epidemic. An epidemic involves
a population with many individuals being afflicted to varying degrees by a particular
strain of microorganisms over a continuous time span on a territory with fuzzy and
unstable boundaries. And a culture involves a social group (such as a nation, ethnic
group, profession, generation, etc.) whose members share (and presume that they
share) similar cultural representations held by a significant proportion of the group’s
members. In other words, people are said to belong in the same culture to the extent
that the set of their shared cultural representations is large. This characterization of a
culture naturally accommodates the existence of multicultural nations, professions and
so on. It also suggests a straightforward characterization of subculture in terms of a set
of cultural representations within a given culture which are shared (mainly) by a subset
of its members (e.g. an age group, members of particular professions and different
social classes within a national or ethnic cultural group). Although the term ‘a culture’
is more often used to describe an ethnic group or a nation, there is no reason in princi-
ple why it should not equally be used to describe a professional or an age group.

The analogy between cultures and epidemics also provides an intuitive account for
the observation that all members of a culture do not share all, and exactly the same,
cultural representations. Just as an epidemic does not affect all individuals in an area to
the same extent (typically, some people are more seriously afflicted by the disease than
others), we should not expect all members of a culture to share all cultural representa-
tions. The ‘epidemiological’ perspective on culture suggests that it is cultural regularity,
rather than cultural diversity, that should be surprising. Cultural variation occurs
within the range of possibilities allowed by human cognition. For example, it seems
that people in all cultures distinguish between right and wrong, so it is reasonable to
assume that the moral faculty is biologically specified. Moreover, it seems that there are
moral values which are universal. Thus, there is no culture in which it is considered
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morally acceptable to take the life of another human being. This may not seem true, as
in most cultures humans often take human life. However, this is considered acceptable
only in specific circumstances, and these need to be socially ratified (e.g. killing another
person in self-defence where the person who has been attacked has used only justifiable
force to protect their own life). Given that human populations live in different environ-
ments and have different histories, it is surprising that their cultures should share as
many regularities as they do (for a detailed account of the epidemiological approach to
culture, see Sperber 1996). From a cognitive perspective, research in the field of culture
should focus on the causal links between biologically determined aspects of culture and
culture-specific phenomena which are due to the interplay between the human cogni-
tive make-up and various environmental factors. Social approaches to culture tend to
focus more on describing cross-cultural differences and identifying their implications
for intercultural interaction (e.g. rapport management in situations of intercultural
communication, or adaptation to life in a foreign culture). The culture of a given group
can be seen as a complex web of cultural representations relating to different types of
regularities, or themes, such as the following (cf. Spencer-Oatey 2005 and Chapter 1 in
this book):

e orientations to life and beliefs;

e values and principles;

o perceptions of role relationships, including rights and obligations associated with them;

¢ behavioural rituals, conventions and routines, which may involve the use of language;

e various norms and conventions of communication;

¢ institutions, which may be formal, such as the legal, political and educational system, or informal,
such as a poetry reading group, a cocktail party or a knitting club.

Members of some cultural groups share more cultural representations relating to
some regularities than to others. This observation has some interesting implications.
To give but one example, it leads to predictions about the relative ease with which new
or non-members are likely to be able to integrate into a group: other things being equal,
the more similarities there are in the relevant types of regularity between the person’s
home culture and their host culture, the easier it will be for them to integrate into the
host culture. For instance, if the home culture and the host culture share the same lan-
guage and, possibly, also various culture-specific norms and conventions of communi-
cation, cultural adjustment should be easier.

3.3 Communication

A particularly important aspect of culture which has both universal and culture-
specific characteristics is our communication system. This section looks at some
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universal characteristics of human communication and tries to show how they can
be systematically related to cultural differences in the way the general mechanisms
of communication are used. The following are the main features of human communi-
cation introduced in this section:

o Communication is a form of social interaction which involves the production and the interpretation
of the evidence of the communicator’s intentions.

e The interpretation of a communicative act is a reasoning process which takes as input the signal
produced by the communicator and the context (assumptions drawn from the addressee’s back-
ground general knowledge and immediate perceptual environment).

e The addressee’s search for the right context is best explained on the view that communication is
driven by a general principle and some culture specific, more or less standardized, strategies.

o Communication is made easier by the organization of the pool of general world knowledge from
which the context is drawn into mental structures known as schemata, frames and scripts.

e These assumptions also provide the basis for a natural account of communicative (in)directness.

Our cognition tends to be oriented towards improving our general world knowledge
(i.e. our belief system). This does not mean merely that people value novel informa-
tion. Rather, we tend to value novel information independently of any other practical
goals. This is a major difference between humans and other species, which tend to seek
new information in response to immediate practical needs, such as finding food or
shelter. Virtually everything that impinges on our senses is potentially informative, but
we have limited cognitive resources (e.g. memory capacity and attention span), so we
are constantly under pressure to decide what to pay attention to, and how much time
and mental processing effort to invest into figuring out new information on the basis
of the available evidence. In other words, our quest for novel information that is worth
having is constrained by the need for cognitive efficiency. The efficiency measure which
guides our quest for novel non-trivial information is technically called relevance.
Relevance is defined as a positive function of novel information (technically, cognitive
effects) and as a negative function of mental processing effort required for figuring out
novel information on the basis of the available evidence. It should be clear that com-
munication is a very powerful means of improving the world knowledge of those we
communicate with as well as our own. In other words, communication boosts the
chances of success of our cognitive system’s quest for novel relevant information.
Although we generally tend to pay attention to phenomena which seem relevant to us,
there is no guarantee that what we have decided to pay attention to (by representing it
mentally and integrating this representation with the context) will actually turn out to
be relevant. In other words, there is no guarantee that the mental processing effort
expended will turn out to have been well spent. (These are the main assumptions of the
approach to human communication known as Relevance Theory. For a detailed account
of this approach to communication, see Sperber and Wilson 1986/1995).
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The difference between the general orientation of human cognition towards rele-
vance and the role of relevance in human communication is clearly illustrated by
ordinary real life situations such as the following:

(1) Itis Sunday morning and you are in a part of town you do not know well. You are trying
to find your way to the local market, which you know takes place on Sundays. You are
not sure where the market is, but you know that it is not far from where you are. What
sorts of things are likely to seem relevant to you in this situation? Answer: those which
provide evidence about the market’s location. For instance, you see some people in
the street carrying the sorts of goods normally purchased on the market. You assume
that they were purchased at the market and you pay attention to the direction from
which most of the people carrying what looks like market shopping are coming from.
You conclude that the market is that way and you walk in that direction.

The chances are that your guess was correct and that you will find your way to the
market, but it is also possible that you were mistaken (say, the shopping the passers-by
were carrying came from the local shopping centre). Let us now consider a slightly
different scenario:

Upon seeing people carrying what looks like goods purchased at the local market you
approach one of them and say: 'Excuse me, is this the way to the market?’ while pointing in
a particular direction. The passer-by replies: “Yes, it's just round the corner after the traffic
lights.’

You are now in possession of far more reliable information about the way to the
market, than when you were basing your conclusions on the evidence which happened
to be available in the environment (i.e. the sight of people coming from a particular
direction with particular types of goods). It is more reliable because you do not have
any reason to doubt the sincerity and the competence of the passer-by. Of course, the
quality of their directions depends on their own knowledge of the local geography and
their ability to communicate it clearly, as well as on their good intentions. However, if
they deliberately mislead you, you will, intuitively, be justified in assuming that they
were not communicating genuinely. Thus, if you follow the passer-by’s instructions
accurately and discover that they were not correct, you will assume either that the
passer-by was sincere but not competent, or that he was competent but insincere
for some reason (e.g. they might not want to be seen not to be unable to help, or they
might, somewhat perversely, enjoy their power to deceive others). The important point
here is that we intuitively feel entitled to assume that a person who engages in commu-
nication commits himself/herself to observing certain standards of social behaviour.
This is an important difference between novel information obtained by communica-
tion and by relying on our general cognitive ability to seek relevant information.
Communication is a social activity in which novel information comes from a helpful
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source, helpful in the sense that, by engaging in communication, communicators
commit themselves to observing certain norms, for example that they are sincere and
that they are giving only information which is worth having in the best way they can
or that they consider appropriate. This commonsensical intuitive insight was the basis
of the explanation of communication put forward in the mid-1960s by the Oxford
philosopher Paul Herbert Grice (see Grice 1989: 22-40).

3.3.1 Grice’s Co-operative Principle

Grice argued that human communication should be explained as a form of social inter-
action whose success depends on the interactants’ presumption that communicative
behaviour is driven by certain norms and rules. On his view, the most important of
these norms is the generalization that communicators are co-operative in that they aim
to make their communicative acts appropriate to the situation of communication in
content and form:

The Co-operative Principle

Make your conversational contribution such as is required, at the stage at which it occurs, by
the accepted purpose or direction of the talk exchange in which you are engaged.

On Grice’s approach, the Co-operative Principle is generally observed by meeting
specific criteria which he called the Maxims of Conversation:

Maxim of Quantity (informativeness)

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 required.

Maxim of Quality (truthfulness)
Supermaxim: Try to make your contribution one that is true.
Submaxims:

1. Do not say what you believe to be false.
2. Do not say that for which you lack adequate evidence.

Maxim of Relation (relevance)
Be relevant

Maxim of Manner (style)
Supermaxim: Be perspicuous.
Submaxims:

1. Avoid obscurity of expression.

2. Avoid ambiguity.

3. Be brief (avoid unnecessary prolixity).
4. Be orderly.
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The Co-operative Principle and the Maxims of Conversation purport to explain
how it is possible to communicate more than ‘what is said’ (i.e. more than the thought
directly expressed by the utterance). In other words, this approach explains the system-
atic dependence of meaning on context (where the context is the set of assumptions
used in interpreting a communicative act). The basic idea is that if people who engage
in communication presume that the Co-operative Principle and the Maxims of Con-
versation are observed, then it is possible to give an explicit, step-by-step account of the
way the reasoning process involved in utterance comprehension takes the linguistic
meaning of an utterance and the context as inputs and yields the interpretation as
output.

3.3.2 Relevance Theory and the Communicative Principle of
Relevance

Relevance Theory, which is the most important theoretical development of Grice’s
approach to communication, calls into question two general theoretical (and a number
of more specific) assumptions of Grice’s approach. First, the view that co-operation,
understood in Grice’s sense, is central to explaining how communication works seems
implausible. According to Grice, co-operation presupposes a pre-established task on
which the participants are working together. However, many, perhaps most, instances
of communication do not fit this description. Communication often begins by intro-
ducing a topic, and topics often change in the course of (most interesting) conversa-
tions. Interesting conversations often do not have a specific goal or stable direction.
Of course, a social disposition to be generally co-operative may well explain why we
decide to engage in communication in some situations, say, when the information is
purely in the interests of the addressee, rather than the communicator. For example,
when a passer-by stops you saying: ‘Excuse me, have you got the time?’ the information
requested is relevant to the passer-by, rather than to you. The only reason why you
might decide to answer the question is some degree of a general human disposition to
be co-operative. This general disposition to co-operate is very different from what
Grice had in mind, and, though important in explaining social interaction, it is not
specific enough to explain how people actually succeed in interpreting communicative
acts and responding to them.

Second, Grice did not spell out the standards or measures which people who engage
in communication use in order to decide whether and to what extent the communica-
tor has observed the Maxims of Conversation. For example, it is not clear on what basis
we make judgements about whether a particular utterance is optimally informative,
relevant and brief. Relevance Theory (Sperber and Wilson 1986/95) characterizes
explicitly Grice’s Maxim of Relevance (Relation) as a design feature of human cogni-
tion and communication, rather than a norm. In Sperber and Wilson’s framework,
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relevance is a property of inputs to cognitive processing. It is a cognitive efficiency
measure defined as a positive function of novel information and a negative function of
processing effort required for deriving this information. On this approach, human cog-
nition tends to be oriented towards relevance, and this generalization is known as the
Cognitive Principle of Relevance. The Cognitive Principle of Relevance is important in
human communication for the following reason: a communicative act (such as an
utterance or pointing gesture) makes it evident that the communicator intends to draw
the audience’s (hearers’ or readers’) attention to this act. An important consequence of
the Cognitive Principle of Relevance for communication is that the communicator can
be justified in evidently claiming the audience’s attention only provided the effort
involved in mentally representing the communicative act and mentally processing this
representation will lead to enough novel information (technically, to enough cognitive
effects) to warrant the mental processing effort expended in deriving this information.
In other words, every act of (overt) communication makes evident a guarantee (techni-
cally, a presumption) that it is worth paying attention to. This generalization is known
as the Communicative Principle of Relevance.

The Communicative Principle of Relevance

Every act of overt communication communicates (i.e. makes evident) the presumption that it
is optimally relevant.
[Note: a communicative act is optimally relevant if processing it leads to some relevant cogni-
tive effects without putting the audience to the expenditure of greater mental processing
effort than is necessary for deriving those effects.]

(Adapted from Sperber and Wilson 1995: 260~70)

Like Grice’s approach, Relevance Theory views human communicative behaviour as
co-operative. The Communicative Principle of Relevance can be seen as the criterion of
co-operativeness. It follows from this principle that the communicator could be said to
be co-operative to the extent that he is sincere in aiming at optimal relevance. This con-
trasts with Grice’s Co-operative principle, according to which co-operation in commu-
nication involves contributing to the established topic or purpose of the communication
event. In terms of Relevance Theory, violations of Grice’s maxims of conversation can
be described as different ways in which the utterance or other signal falls short of being
optimally relevant. Consider again the asking-for-directions-to-the-market scenario:

Upon seeing people carrying what looks like goods purchased at the local market you
approach one of them and say: ‘Excuse me, is this the way to the market?’ while pointing in
a particular direction. The passer-by replies:

(a) "Yes, it’s just round the corner after the traffic lights’.
(b} "Yes, it's just round the corner after the traffic lights, and the National Gallery is at the
other end of London'.
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Both (a) and (b) give accurate directions but (b) is more complex and requires more
processing effort without leading to any novel information which is relevant in the con-
text of your question. Therefore, in this situation, answer (b) is less relevant than answer
(a), although it is more informative. In Grice’s terms, (b) violates the Maxim of Quan-
tity (informativeness), because it gives more information than is required. This example
shows that the Communicative Principle of Relevance makes it possible to characterize
overinformativeness explicitly without positing a special Maxim of Informativeness
(Quantity). The same type of explanation carries over to the Maxim of Quality (truth-
fulness). Accepting false assumptions as true will most likely lead you to make plans and
carry out actions which will not fulfil your goals. Thus, if the passer-by has advised you
to turn left at the traffic lights, whereas, the market is in fact on the right, his instruc-
tions will have been be less than optimally relevant to you, because they will have led
you to form an assumption which is likely to interact with your other beliefs in a coun-
terproductive way (by guiding you to go the wrong way). In other words, misinforma-
tion is not relevant because it does not make a positive contribution to our existing
beliefs. Therefore, we do not need to posit a Maxim of Quality (truthfulness) to account
for the observation that people generally expect communicators to be truthful.

Three further observations are important here. First, from the Relevance-theoretic
perspective, the quality of an utterance is (partly) determined by the truth of the mes-
sage which is communicated by that utterance, rather than by the truth of the utterance
itself. Thus, metaphorical utterances (e.g. ‘You are the sunshine of my life’) do not vio-
late the Communicative Principle of Relevance because, though false, they communi-
cate something true (e.g. ‘You are very dear to me), ‘When I see you, I am happy), ‘You
make me feel optimistic about life’, ‘I could not live without you’ and so on). Second,
misinformation does not necessarily lead only to the formation of false beliefs which are
detrimental to the addressee’s general world knowledge. The expression ‘white lie’
denotes a deliberately communicated untruth whose integration with other beliefs leads
to some cognitive effects worth having. For example, when encouraging somebody to
complete a task the communicator may well deliberately convey something false (e.g.
‘You can finish it in three days if you work hard.’) while also genuinely communicating
something true (e.g. ‘The communicator believes that the hearer should not give up try-
ing to complete the task’, “The hearer will complete the task successfully if they try hard,;
‘Completing the task is more feasible than the hearer assumes’). Third, communicators
often fall short of being optimally relevant for many different reasons, such as lack of
concentration, poor awareness of the addressee’s background knowledge and abilities,
poor communication skills and many others. This does not go against the Communica-
tive Principle of Relevance. What follows from this principle is that the addressee is
entitled to expect that the communicator is aiming to be optimally relevant. That is why
accidental failures to be optimally relevant are generally found more acceptable than
deliberate ones (such as the manipulative withholding of relevant information).
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3.3.3 The role of contextual knowledge in communication

Recent work in the theory of human communication has emphasized the role that
general world (contextual) knowledge plays in determining the thought expressed by
the utterance (see Carston 2002). The thought (or proposition) expressed by the utter-
ance is a mental representation capable of being true or false, and thus specific enough
for it to be possible to integrate it with other beliefs and to figure out the consequences
for the belief system as a whole (i.e. to figure out the cognitive effects). The evidence
from everyday conversation and other forms of communication strongly favours
the view that contextual knowledge contributes to the thought expressed by the utter-
ance (technically called the ‘explicature’), and not just to the assumptions which
follow from the thought expressed by the utterance and the context (technically called
‘implicatures’). Consider (2):

Vlad: Can you play the twelve-string guitar?
Nic: It's the same.

By saying, ‘Can you play the twelve-string guitar?, Vlad indicates that he expects Nic
to give him some information relating to this question, and Vlad’s ability to interpret
Nic’s answer correctly depends on his assumption that Nic is aiming to say something
relevant in the context of his question. As the speaker, Nic bases his choice of words on
his estimate of Vlad’s background knowledge about him as an individual and about
musical instruments. As the hearer, Vlad needs to figure out the best explanation about
what Nic intends to convey by saying: ‘It’s the same’. Since he has the required contex-
tual knowledge (that Nic can play the six-string guitar) and is aware of having requested
information about Nic’s ability to play the twelve-string guitar, Vlad is in a position to
interpret Nic’s utterance correctly, as expressing the thought: ‘Playing the twelve-string
guitar is (roughly) identical to playing the six-string guitar’. In the context of the
assumption: ‘Nic can play the six-string guitar’, the thought expressed by his answer
leads to further conclusions: ‘Nic can play the twelve-string guitar’, ‘Nic did not need
special training to learn how to play the twelve-string guitar’, ‘Nic probably does not
play the twelve-string guitar as well as the six-string guitar’ and probably others. So, in
this situation, the less direct answer that Nic actually gave was more relevant than a
more direct answer such as ‘Yes’ would have been, because it is more informative while
not putting the hearer to the expenditure of significantly greater processing effort.

This example illustrates clearly two ways in which what is communicated by an
utterance depends on the context and goes well beyond the meanings of the words
used. A plausible explanation of context selection in communication also needs to
address successfully the problem of ‘mutual knowledge, which is well known in
the philosophy of language (see Smith 1982). In a nutshell, the problem of mutual
knowledge for explaining communication is that if communication depends on the
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participants’ mutual knowledge (informally, ‘presumed shared knowledge’), then it
appears that communication could never take off the ground because establishing
mutual knowledge involves infinite regress of inferences of the following type: the com-
municator knows that the addressee knows that the communicator knows that the
addressee knows that the communicator knows, and so on, ad infinitum. Within the
Relevance-theoretic approach to communication and cognition (Sperber and Wilson
1986, 1995), this problem is solved by assuming that the notion of knowledge, which
involves actual mental representation, should be weakened and replaced by the notion
of manifestness (of belief assumptions), which refers to the psychological disposition
for mental representation. Sperber and Wilson argue that once we assume that people
who engage in interaction are disposed to treat particular beliefs (including cultural
beliefs) as mutual (i.e. presumed shared), the problem of infinite regress disappears.
For a detailed discussion of their solution to the problem of mutual knowledge, see
Sperber and Wilson (1986/95).

An interesting consequence of this approach is that communication — especially
where it depends on culture-specific beliefs — is generally likely to be at risk of failure:
if beliefs are presumed shared without being actually mentally represented, then incor-
rect estimates of what can and what cannot reliably be presumed shared are likely to
occur. Consider (3):

(3) A British family had lived in an African country for several years. They had become famil-
iar with the local language and culture. After the breakout of civil war in the region, they
were forced to leave the country. Before leaving, they accepted the local peoples’ offer
of help and asked them to try and ‘rescue’ some of their ‘special things’. Quite some time
later, they were somewhat surprised to find that their TV set and video recorder were the
main rescued items.

(Example contributed by Joy Caley)

The British participants incorrectly assessed the extent to which their cultural
assumptions about objects considered special to their owners were salient (i.e. manifest
and easily accessible) to their interlocutors. Of course, the participants in a communi-
cation event cannot establish with certainty which relevant contextual assumptions
they share, but the chances of success in communication across cultural boundaries
can be improved with appropriate attention to checking, establishing and maintaining
the set of presumed shared (technically, mutually manifest) beliefs which are culture
specific and are likely to be critical for communicative success.

3.3.4 Schema, frame and script

Selecting the context for the interpretation of an utterance from a mental knowledge
database in the form of a random list of unrelated belief-assumptions would take a
great deal of time and mental processing effort. However, communication (even when
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it involves reading texts at leisure) takes place over a fairly limited time span and people
have finite cognitive resources which they need to (and tend to) use sparingly. Imagine
the difficulty the hearer would face trying to make sense of an ordinary word such as
‘university’ in an utterance like (4) if various beliefs that we have about individuals,
institutions and so on were scattered, as it were, in our minds:

(4) James: | am going to university in September.

Even if we know very little about the speaker (say, the speaker is 18 and has just
passed his entrance examinations), we would most likely conclude with confidence that
he is going to university in order to study, because the expression ‘go to university’ has
been used often enough and long enough to acquire the conventional meaning: ‘go to
study at university. Many other assumptions will also become very salient to us. These
might include the following: Tames will, or at least, he intends to, spend several years as
a university student ‘James will need to attend classes, do coursework and take exami-
nations as part of his programme of university studies), ‘James will obtain a degree
qualification when/if he completes his programme of studies at university’, ‘James may
be moving away from home’ and so on. These and other assumptions are made almost
instantly available to us on the basis of what we know about the meaning of the word
‘university, the standardized meaning of the phrase ‘go to university’ and about young
people of James’ age and education (A levels [in the UK]).

It should also be noted that a slight change in our background knowledge may
make a big difference to the way we interpret a communicative act. For example, if we
know that James is 18 years old, but that he has failed all his entrance examinations,
we may be puzzled by his utterance in (4). We might think that he is joking, or that he
has applied for a non-degree course at university. If James intends to communicate
that he will go to university without committing himself to all of these assumptions
he should indicate this clearly (e.g. by saying: ‘1 am going to university to do an
access course’), otherwise he will fail to be optimally relevant as his utterance will be
unnecessarily difficult to interpret in the context available to the hearer who is left
wondering what exactly James intends to do at university, given that he does not qualify
for enrolling on a BA degree. This example illustrates the generally accepted view that
knowledge is organized into mental structures called schemata (see Augustinos and
Walker 1995; Ringland and Duce 1988). These structures may have fixed, stable con-
tents, in which case they are called ‘frames’. For example, the frame associated with the
word ‘car’ includes the information that it has a steering wheel, an engine and so on.
The knowledge associated with types of events is stored in mental structures called
‘scripts. For example, the scripts for ‘going to a party’ and ‘taking part in a business
meeting’ include assumptions about the typical parts of these events and things involved
in them.
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Frames and scripts can be thought of as types of schemata. Since mental schemata
are knowledge structures which provide the basis for forming expectations about new
situations, they can be said to be theories that people have, systems of hypotheses which
we expect are true. For example, our mental schema for the word ‘university’ includes
our knowledge about who goes to university, why people go there, what student life at
university is like and so on. When we hear the word ‘university, our university schema
is activated and all the assumptions which are stored in this format simultaneously
become more salient to us, so we can readily represent them mentally and process them
together with other assumptions which have also been drawn to our attention by the
communicative act. In the context of our knowledge about specific circumstances
relating to the speaker, for example James in (4) (say, he is 18 and has just passed his
entrance examinations), the script associated with the expression ‘going to university’
will be activated. This script might include the following assumptions among others:
‘university studies take several years to complete; they involve taking examinations,
written assignments and, probably, other forms of assessment; studying at university
involves living close to the university as well as attending lectures and other classes
regularly’. In the context of these assumptions, James’ utterance directly communicates
the thought, roughly: ‘James is going to the university to study for a degree’. When inte-
grated with various assumptions made available by the ‘going to university’ script and,
possibly, other sources, this thought will lead to further conclusions, such as: ‘James will
spend several years as a university student; after completing his programme of studies
at university successfully, James will be awarded a university degree; James will need to
move away from his hometown for the duration of his university studies; ... These
assumptions which follow from the thought expressed by the communicator’s utter-
ance and the context are said to be communicated indirectly (i.e. implicitly) and are
called ‘implicatures’, while the thought expressed by the communicator’s utterance is
said to be communicated directly (i.e. explicitly) and is called the ‘explicature’. The
distinction between direct and indirect communication is important because most
communicative acts of linguistic communication convey more than the thought
expressed by the utterance.

3.3.5 Directness—indirectness in communication

Imagine that you are in a large room with a few friends. One of them gets up (without
explanation) and starts walking. You readily assume that your friend is walking with
some intention in mind: to open the door and go out of the room, or perhaps to open
the window or in order to pick up something that he has spotted on the floor. It is only
as your friend approaches the door or the window or whatever it is that happens to be
lying on the floor, that you are in a position to assume confidently that he intends to
open the door, or the window or to pick up the object. And when your friend lifts his
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or her hand towards, say, the door handle, you will be more or less certain that he
intends to open the door. There are two points to be made here. First, the assumptions
we make about other people’s behaviour depend on the available evidence. If the door,
the window and the object lying on the floor are to the same side of the room, and if
your friend is still at a fair distance from them, you may well not have enough evidence
to conclude what it is that your friend is trying to do. Your ability to draw conclusions
about your friend’s behaviour improves as his actions begin to provide more and
more conclusive evidence about his intentions. Second, people generally tend to con-
ceptualize other people’s behaviour in terms of intentions. In the situation described
here, we do not think of our friend’s arms or his legs as having moved, we think of him
intentionally moving them with some purpose in mind. Likewise, when we see two
people facing each other and taking turns at making sounds, we will assume that they
are engaged in an intentional form of behaviour: verbal communication, and we will
make this assumption even if we do not understand a word of what we take to be the
language in which they are presumably conversing.

These observations about the interpretation of behaviour in general carry over to
the way acts of communication are understood. The more conclusively a communica-
tive act supports a particular interpretation, the more strongly communicated the
information in question is; and conversely: the poorer the evidence for a particular
interpretation, the more weakly it is communicated. So, communicative strength can
be defined as a positive function of the evidence for particular interpretations. When
particular linguistic items are frequently used to perform a particular communicative
strategy, they become conventionally associated with that strategy. For example,
requests such as ‘Can you...} ‘Could you...” and a number of others are conventional
indicators of polite behaviour. The speaker who uses one of these will be not be taken
to have communicated anything very relevant about his or her politeness, but rather to
have simply fulfilled a social convention (except, of course, when the speaker is well
known for lacking good conversational manners, in which case even the observance
of a social convention is sufficiently unusual to seem fairly relevant). Hence, conven-
tionalization has a direct consequence for the study of indirectness: the more an expres-
sion is conventionalized as a marker of indirectness, the less weakly communicated the
message will be. The reason for this should be quite clear: if an expression has become
a conventional way for communicating, say, disagreement, then it will provide conclu-
sive evidence that the speaker is in fact expressing disagreement with the hearer, and
that he or she is observing a social norm of appropriate (polite) linguistic behaviour.

Although the distinction between (relatively) strongly and (relatively) weakly com-
municated assumptions is closely related to that between direct and indirect commu-
nication, the two should not be conflated. An assumption is said to be communicated
directly if it is a part of the thought expressed by the meanings of the words used
(technically called the ‘explicature’ of the utterance). For example the passer-by’s reply
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in (1) communicates directly that the passer-by knows where the market is and that it
is further from the place of communication than a particular set of traffic lights. The
same utterance communicates indirectly that the market is open, that going to the mar-
ket is likely to be worth the hearer’s while and a few other assumptions (technically
called ‘implicatures’). The distinction between direct and indirect communication is
also known as the distinction between explicit and implicit communication. Both the
degree of indirectness and the degree of strength with which particular types of com-
municative acts (such as refusal, disagreements, criticisms and others) are expressed,
depend on the extent to which the expression of the communicative act is convention-
alized. As a general rule, the more the expression of a communicative act is convention-
alized, the more directly the act is performed and the more strongly its meaning is
communicated. However, while the degree of indirectness is determined by the num-
ber of contextual assumptions which must be supplied in deriving a particular impli-
cature and the complexity of the reasoning process which leads to their derivation, the
strength with which an implicature is communicated depends on how sure we can be
about which premises it follows from and how reliable those premises are. Thus, a
polite request beginning with ‘Can you/Could you . . does not communicate ‘request
for action’ very indirectly, because the only contextual assumption we may need for this
interpretation is that ‘Can/Could . . is used to make ‘polite requests. As this is a well-
established social convention, there can be no doubt that a ‘polite request’ is also com-
municated strongly by utterances beginning ‘Can/Could you ...> But, in principle, the
two distinctions are independent. This is important for analysing rapport manage-
ment, because the strength with which an assumption is communicated may be more
important than the degree of indirectness. Consider the following exchange (5):

(5) James: Do you want to watch the FA Cup Final with us in the pub?
Peter: | don't like pubs much, and | hate football.

In (5) Peter very strongly communicates that he does not want to watch the FA Cup
Final in the pub, because his utterance provides conclusive evidence for this interpreta-
tion. Nevertheless, he communicates this rather indirectly, because the intended inter-
pretation depends on a number of contextual assumptions (such as ‘people don’t
choose to go to places they do not like), ‘people do not watch on television events which
they dislike intensely, etc.).

3.4 Culture and communication

The degree of indirectness and strength is determined by the relation between the
utterance and the context, and contextual knowledge is largely culture specific. This is
an important way in which context provides the link between communication and
other aspects of culture, which is illustrated in this section.
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3.4.1 Culture and contextual knowledge

In many ordinary communicative exchanges, culture-specific knowledge plays a very
important role. Consider the following exchange (6):

(6) Mary:  Did you have a good trip to London?
Peter:  Yes, but | forgot to pay the congestion charge.

Peter’s ability to interpret Mary’s answer depends on his knowledge about the
‘congestion charge’ which is rather culture specific: it is a kind of tax that motorists driv-
ing cars have to pay when driving in the central area of London; anyone who has been
driving within the congestion charge zone and fails to pay this charge by a particular time
will be fined and so on. Example (6) shows that the availability of the contextual assump-
tions required for the interpretation of a communicative act is largely culture specific.
The more familiar communicators are with particular culture-specific belief-assump-
tions, the more they are at risk of failing to realize that these belief-assumptions may
not be available to their interlocutors, which may lead to misinterpretation, as the situ-
ation described in (3), repeated as (7), illustrates:

(7) A British family had lived in an African country for several years. They had become famil-
iar with the local language and culture. After the breakout of civil war in the region, they
were forced to leave the country. Before leaving, they accepted the local peoples’ offer
of help and asked them to try and ‘rescue’ some of their ‘special things’. Quite some time
later, they were somewhat surprised to find that their TV set and video recorder were the
main rescued items.

In this situation, the misunderstanding was not due to different assumptions about
the linguistic meaning of the phrase ‘our special things’. For both sets of participants, this
phrase had the meaning, roughly: ‘personal belongings which are particularly important
to their owners. The misunderstanding was caused by different cultural assumptions
about the kinds of items likely to be considered prized personal possessions.

3.4.2 Culture and schemata

The concepts of ‘mental schema/frame/script’ are very important in analysing cross-
cultural and intercultural communication issues. When a schema (frame or script) is
presumed shared, its content need not be mentioned explicitly in communication. In
situations of intercultural communication, this may be a problem, because it may be
unclear whether and to what extent the relevant schemata (frames and scripts) are
actually shared. Just as the members of many (though by no means all) different cul-
tures have different languages, they may also have different schemata for the same or
similar types of things or events. As the assumptions in mental schemata are typically
very intuitive, they are not always easily available to consciousness. For example, if you
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want to find out what the content of the schema for ‘university’ or ‘restaurant’ is, you
cannot simply ask people to tell you. Of course, they will be aware of many assump-
tions which are in their ‘restaurant’ or ‘university’ schema, but they may not be aware of
some of these assumptions, typically those which are so central to the meaning of the
word or phrase that the members of the culture take them for granted and treat them
as inherent parts of the meaning of that word or phrase. To give but one example, Beek-
man and Callow (1974: 47) (cited in Gutt 1989: 80 and adapted below) describe how a
biblical passage (in the Gospel of Mark) was mistranslated due to different cultural
schemata associated with ‘house’ and ‘roof™:

(8) The biblical passage reports how four people lowered a paralysed man through an
opening in the roof of a house in order to get him to Jesus. The translation into a local
language was produced with the assistance of a local person who relied on his cultural
schema for ‘roof’, which included the following assumptions, among others: roofs are
thatched; roofs are very steep; it is not possible to walk on the roof of a house. In the
context of these (and a few other) assumptions the local translator first misinterpreted,
and then mistranslated, the lowering of the man through the roof as implying a
miracle.

(Adapted from Gutt 1989: 80)

Because implicit beliefs are intuitive and not easily amenable to consciousness, they
are hard to change, and may be radically different from consciously held beliefs, without
those who hold them being aware of this. For example, if an intuitive belief is socially
unacceptable (say, ‘blonde women are dumb’), people who hold this belief may replace
it consciously by a more socially acceptable and better evidenced assumption (say,
‘there is no correlation between hair colour and intelligence’), while continuing to
behave according to their old, intuitive stereotype (‘blonde women are dumb’). Research
into culture-specific knowledge often has to rely on observation and indirect evidence,
precisely because direct self-reports of the members of a given social-cultural group
generally reveal their explicit beliefs rather than their implicit beliefs. Yet is it their
implicit beliefs that reflect their internalized values, inform their views and influence
their actions.

Example (7) also shows that the regularities in the differences between cultures are
largely differences between particular (types of) schemata. It is a clear illustration of
miscommunication due to different cultural schemata associated with the concept of
valuables (denoted by the phrase ‘special things’). The speakers incorrectly presumed
that their schema for the concept valuables was shared by their interlocutors. The
exchange in (9) is another example which illustrates this point:

(9) Situation: A French person is at a restaurant. An Indian colleague arrives late. The French
person does not know his Indian colleague well. He has tried to make a best
guess about the type of drink the Indian person likes and has placed the order.
The Indian colleague has arrived in the restaurant.
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French person: | ordered wine for the table and ordered you a soft drink.
Indian person: Okay, I'll drink both.
French person: [surprised} Oh, good.
(Example contributed by Kate Berardo)

The French person’s decision to order a soft drink for his Indian colleague is based
on his schema for ‘Indian person’ which includes the assumption: ‘Indian people do not
drink alcohol because their religion prohibits it’. In the context of the assumption: ‘My
colleague is Indian), this schema, associated with ‘Indian person’, makes highly salient
the hypothesis: ‘My colleague does not drink alcohol’, and this hypothesis is the basis
for the French person’s decision to order a soft drink for his Indian colleague. In light
of the Indian participant’s reply, the French participant will most likely revise his
schema for ‘Indian person’ He can do this in a superficial way, by forming the assump-
tion like: ‘Some Indian people drink alcohol’. However, this revision of his ‘Indian
person’ schema would not be very useful, because it would include incompatible
assumptions: ‘The religion of Indian people prohibits drinking alcohol” and ‘Some
Indian people drink alcohol If a schema includes contradictory assumptions, then it is
very likely that it will give rise to conflicting predictions in a given situation. For this
reason, the French person will be better off if he revises his ‘Indian person’ schema by
finding out more about the reasons why some Indian people drink alcohol, as this may
be useful on similar future situations.

We could say that the French person in (9) made the mistake of acting on a stereo-
type of ‘Indian person, which raises the question of the relation between schemata and
stereotypes (see Hinton 2000 for a detailed account of stereotypes in the context of
human cognition and culture). Essentially, stereotypes are schemata which, though
very general, are held with great conviction, so they provide the basis for unwarranted
predictions about members of the stereotyped category (which may be defined in terms
of culture, race, profession, age, sex, religion, etc.). One important aspect of cross-
cultural research is to describe and explain the similarities and the differences between
cultures without stereotyping. Another goal is to uncover the differences between
culture-specific schemata which are likely to have a significant impact on intercultural
communication. Both of these endeavours are difficult. All research into culture
involves generalizations about groups of people or sets of objects or activities. So, the
important thing is to uncover generalizations which are warranted. As generalizations
can often be based on small samples of category members, ensuring that these samples
are representative, avoiding overgeneralizations and unwarranted generalizations, in
general, are major challenges for such research.

3.5 Conclusion

In this chapter I have tried to show that, being part of culture, communication can be
explained largely in terms of the same cognitive mechanisms as other cultural categories.
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What distinguishes it from other cultural things is that it involves evidently informative
behaviour which is presumed to be aimed at providing enough information worth
having, without requiring more mental processing effort than is necessary for figuring
out this information. On this view, the comprehension of a communicative act, such as
an utterance or a gesture, is an inferential (i.e. reasoning) process which takes the
communicative act and the context as inputs and yields the interpretation as output.
Therefore, communicative success largely depends on the communicator’s ability to
assess which contextual assumptions are readily available to the addressee, and the
addressee’s ability to process the communicative act in the context intended by the
communicator. Such assessments are not possible unless the participants can presume
with some confidence that they share certain beliefs about each other, the situation of
communication and the world. Clearly, the more confident the participants can be that
they share many cultural beliefs, the more reliably and the more economically they
can assess which contexts are available to them. In situations of intercultural commu-
nication the set of cultural beliefs which can be presumed shared by the participants is
limited and it may be difficult to establish which beliefs are shared. As cultural beliefs
are stored in the form of mental structures called schemata, rather than random lists of
items, it is important that work in the field of intercultural communication should
focus on cultural schemata.

KEY POINTS | |

1. Culture is a system of cultural representations. A cultural representation is a belief {e.g. these pebbles
are paperweights) about another mental representation (e.g. OQO are pebbles) which has become
widespread across a human population over a significant time span.

2. Communication is a form of social interaction which involves the production and the interpretation of
the evidence of the communicator’s intentions. The interpretation of a communicative act is a reasoning
process which takes as input the signal produced by the communicator and the context {assumptions
drawn from the addressee's background general knowledge and immediate perceptual environment).

3. Successful context selection in communication is explained by three factors:

a. Communicative behaviour is guided by one general principle and various culture-specific norms and
rules.

b. The context is drawn from the presumed shared knowledge of the participants.

¢. The general world knowledge from which the context is drawn is organized into mental structures
called schemata.

4. The smaller the shared knowledge of the participants is, the more difficulty they will have in communi-
cation. Communication between participants from different cultures is particularly at risk of failure
because the shared knowledge of the participants is likely to be refatively small and because the partici-
pants cannot be sure what their shared knowledge is.

5. Research in the field of intercultural communication should focus on culture-specific schemata: what
they have in common, how they differ, how they are learnt and how they can change.
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| DISCUSSION QUESTIONS |

1. Taboo topics are generally avoided and talked about indirectly (usually, euphemisti-
cally). The choice of euphemisms is largely culture specific. For example, northern

India is one of many cultures in which married women do not talk about sexual

intercourse openly and directly, but it is one of the few cultures in which sexual

intercourse is described by the use of words meaning ‘converse’ (batchit) and ‘speak’

(bat karna).

Question: How can we explain this culture-specific association between the concepts
of conversing/speaking and sexual intercourse?

You may find the following additional information useful: in this culture there is a
prohibition against women being seen by or talking to men to whom they are
related in a particular way.

Task: Try to find more examples of euphemisms which can be explained in terms of
the local culture in which they are used (Lambert 2001).

2. Consider the following claim about communication:

"All behaviour is communication, with message value, whether intended or conscious or not.!
(Wilden 1987: 69)

2.1. How plausible do you find this claim?
2.2. Is this claim compatible with the view of communication outlined in this
chapter?

Answer these questions giving detailed reasons for your opinions.

3. The act of offering food to guests has different (indirect) meanings in various
cultures. Describe how food is offered and accepted in different ways in two or more
cultures explaining what you think are the indirect meanings of the offer of food
in these cultures.

4, Tt is generally assumed that communication involves conveying assumptions
which the communicator believes to be true. However, it is equally true that in many
situations lying (telling so-called white lies) is considered preferable to telling the
truth. The well-known anthropologist Clifford Geertz even argued that in Javanese
culture, lying was the norm:

When we tell white lies, we have to justify them to ourselves ... we usually have to find some
sort of reason for telling a lie. For the Javanese (especially the prijaji), it seems, in part anyway,
to work the other way around: the burden of proof seems to be in the direction of justifying
the truth. ... In general, polite Javanese avoid gratuitous truths.

(Geertz 1960: 246)
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4.1. Can you think of situations in your culture in which there is a conflict between
politeness and truthfulness?

4.2. Describe these situations and explain how they are appropriately dealt with.

4.3. Compare your answers with those of people from other cultural backgrounds
and identify the cultural differences and similarities that you have observed.

{ Suggestions for further reading }

Duranti, A. (ed.) (2001) Key Terms in Language and Culture. Malden, MA: Blackwell Press.

Foley, W. A. (1997) Anthropological Linguistics. Oxford: Blackwell.

Hendry, J. and Watson, C. W. (2001) An Anthropology of Indirect Communication. London: Routledge.
Kramsch, C. (2001) Language and Culture. Oxford: Oxford University Press.



Part 2

Cross-Cultural Pragmatics:
Empirical Studies

Editor’'s Introduction

In Chapters 1, 2 and 3, it was mentioned quite frequently that there are often differ-
ences between cultural groups in their normative pragmatic use of language. This
section presents three empirical studies that report research findings in relation to this.

It will be useful to read these empirical chapters in conjunction with the theoretical
frameworks presented in Chapters 1-3, as they provide concrete illustrations of many
of the issues presented in a theoretical manner in these chapters. In addition, it will be
useful to compare the data collection procedures used in these studies with the insights
and research findings presented in Chapter 14, and to consider their data analysis pro-
cedures in the light of recommendations in Chapter 15. This means some ‘skipping to
and fro’ in the book, but this is likely to be more helpful than simply reading the book
sequentially.

Chapter 4, ‘Apologies in Japanese and English, compares the apologizing behaviour
of native speakers of Japanese, British English and Canadian English, both in terms of
the strategies used and the situations requiring an apology. It questions the widely held
stereotype that ‘Japanese are always apologizing’. Chapter 5, ‘British and Chinese Reac-
tions to Compliment Responses) explores how British, Mainland Chinese and Hong
Kong Chinese evaluate different types of compliment responses. It discusses how peo-
ple’s reactions relate to concerns about modesty, agreement, face and self-presentation,
and whether there are cultural differences in the relative weighting of such concerns.
Chapter 6, ‘Interactional Work in Greek and German Telephone Conversations, moves
beyond speech act analysis and examines the opening and closing sections of authentic
Greek and German telephone conversations, comparing the preferences of the two
groups for attending to the relationship aspect of communication.

Obviously these three studies can only touch on a very small proportion of different
features and variables that affect rapport management, and they can only include a
limited number of different languages and cultural groups. So Part 2 also contains
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a reading list, suggesting other comparative empirical studies that could be of interest
to readers.

By the end of Part 2, readers should have a clear understanding of key concepts and
issues associated with rapport management, and should be aware of various types of
normative differences between cultural groups in how they handle relationship issues.
However, cross-cultural (i.e. comparative) studies do not tell us how people will neces-
sarily behave or react when they take part in intercultural interactions. Such studies
provide useful ‘baseline’ data but, in analysing intercultural encounters, we need theo-
retical clarification of the factors that influence people’s performance. Part 3, therefore,
returns to theoretical issues.
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4.1 Introduction

It was 1986, and | (Tanaka) was in Canberra, experiencing my first long stay abroad.
I had bought a desk lamp but, when | got back to my apartment, | found that it was broken.
| returned to the store to exchange it, and the person at the desk simply said,
‘| see. Do you want to exchange it?’ | was shocked and felt insulted, because in Japan the per-
son at the store would apologize profusely in such a situation. Later, an Australian told me
that Australian people tend to regard it as the customer’s fault, because the customer did not
notice it was broken. | felt that this idea of ‘customer responsibility’ contrasted sharply with
the Japanese belief that ‘customers are gods'. Although I could understand that shop assist-
ants cannot be held responsible for manufacturing defects, | felt that lapanese people would
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not feel this way, because their apologies are not only linked to a sense of personal responsi-
bility, but also to a desire for a harmonious atmosphere.

On another occasion, an Australian student drove into the car of one of my Japanese
friends, causing some minor damage. The next day, my friend went to the Australian’s house
to discuss compensation, but she was not in. Although her parents were there, they did not
express any apology for what their daughter had done. My Japanese friend was shocked and
offended at their behaviour, feeling that Japanese parents would have apologized in that situ-
ation, and that the Australian parents were impolite and even insulting. However, discussing
the incident with some Australian friends, | was told that the Australian parents’ attitude was
acceptable, because their daughter was an adult.

Incidents such as these point to possible cultural differences in so-called polite behav-
iour, and at the same time highlight the tendency for people to react emotionally to
unexpected behaviour. If such incidents occur in an intercultural encounter, people
may attribute them to ‘cultural differences), especially if they offer support for previ-
ously held stereotypes. This chapter explores such issues with respect to apologizing
behaviour in Japanese and English.

4.2 Cross-cultural perspectives
on apologies

People in most cultures would probably agree that an apology is needed when an
offence or violation of social norms has taken place. However, there may be differing
opinions as to when we should apologize (what situations call for an apology), and
how we should apologize (what semantic components are necessary for an adequate
apology in a given context).

4.2.1 Apologies in Japanese and English: stereotypical
conceptions

It seems that both Japanese and westerners hold similar stereotypical conceptions of
apologizing behaviour in each other’s cultures; namely, that Japanese apologize more
frequently than native speakers of English, and that an apology in Japanese does not
necessarily mean that the person is acknowledging a fault. Consider, for example, the
following reports in the English-speaking media:

(ABC News broadcaster reporting on a Japanese ice-skater, Midori Ito, who fell at the Olym-
pics) ‘1 am sorry, | made a mistake’, she said. No one questioned her sincerity, but apologies
are almost automatic in Japan; every day, everywhere, everyone here says they are sorry.
Apologizing is so much a part of Japanese culture that foreign executives who want to do
business here now go to school to learn the techniques. But the instructor Eiichi Shiraishi
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admits ‘saying you are sorry does not mean you have done something wrong. <shazai no imi
de, tsukau baai mo ari-masu keredomo> [video-taped clip of Shiraishi speaking; interrupted
before the utterance was completed; $there are some occasions we use it as an apology
but we also$, Tanaka’s translation]. [Broadcaster continues] | believe that in most cases the
phrase “¥'m sorry” or “sumimasen” is often used to be diplomatic. People here don'’t always
mean that they are truly sorry, which brings up the guestion of the sincerity of Japan’s recent
apologies. Was Prime Minister Miyazawa really sorry when he apologized for questioning
Americans’ work ethic? A month ago, Japanese Prime Minister Miyazawa visited South
Korea and said he was sorry that Korean women had been forced to provide sex for Japanese
soldiers during World War |, but today the Japanese Foreign Ministry said there would be no
compensation at all for those women.

(ABC News, shown on World News Tonight, broadcast by NHK Tokyo, 20 February 1992)

Edward Pilkington, writing in the Guardian newspaper (Don’t mention the war,
15 August 1995), comments how strange it is that Japan’s war crimes cannot be laid to
rest and he argues that this is fuelled by the country’s seeming inability to issue an
unambivalent apology (e.g. controversy over Japan’s war crimes, and apologies for
them, surfaced again in August 2006 and in March 2007). Pilkington points out that
this is peculiar for a country that thrives on saying sorry, and he quotes Richard
Bowring, Professor of Japanese at Cambridge University, on Japanese apologizing
behaviour: ‘In daily life the Japanese apologise every other sentence. They do it 50 times
a minute — it’s the way they oil society.

An article in The Times newspaper (16 August 1995) on the fiftieth anniversary of
the end of the Second World War states that the Japanese language has ‘many forms of
apology which present a bewildering pattern of complexity to anyone unfamiliar with
Japan’s culture” Ten years later, a headline in the same newspaper (16 August 2005)
reads ‘Leader’s apology about war gets lost in translation’. The journalist claims that the
Japanese Prime Minister issued two statements to mark the sixtieth anniversary — one
that said sorry and one that did not.

Japanese writers also seem to acknowledge such complexities and differences.
Naotsuka (1980), for example, describes American apologizing behaviour (in compari-
son with Japanese) as follows:

‘I 'am sorry’ — guilty — take responsibility — compensation. Such a system prevents
American people from saying ‘sorry’ as Japanese do. One attacks the other furiously. If
not, the other takes advantage of his/her weakness. Being attacked, counterattack.
That's their way.

(Naotsuka 1980: 57, translated by Tanaka)

Sugimoto (1998: 254) compared the norms of apology as depicted in American and
Japanese etiquette books and manuals and argues as follows:

Etiquette books suggest that Japanese are expected to apologize for actions of a far
greater number of people than are U.S. Americans. In U.S. American conduct manuals,
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people apologize only for their own mistakes, with the exception of women's apologiz-
ing for the mishaps of their spouses, young children or pets (. . .). By contrast, in
Japanese conduct manuals, the readers are told to apologize for offenses committed by
a greater range of people beyond themselves. In addition to examples of women’s
apologizing for the mishaps of their husbands (. . .), children (. . ), and pets (. . .),
Japanese conduct manuals contain numerous examples of people apologizing for
others’ misconduct such as: (a) parents’ apology for offenses committed by their adult
children, in situations such as a car accident (. . .) or not keeping in touch with a former
school teacher (. . .); (b) matchmakers’ apology to one party for the delay in reply by the
other party or for their rejection of the match (. . .} and (c) apology for recommendees’
misconduct by those who recommended them for employment, when the recom-
mendees quit the job or embezzled the company money.

Takahashi (2005) investigated American and Japanese students’ opinions about
apologies in criminal cases, and found that more Japanese students than American stu-
dents believed the case would not be fully resolved without an apology from the
offender. She concludes that Japan would be well suited to a restorative criminal justice
system in which one-to-one apologies are used to help achieve a sense of justice.

However, there is often a disparity between people’s beliefs and their behaviour. For
example, as Sugimoto (1998: 251) points out in relation to her study, it cannot be
inferred that people actually apologize according to the norms depicted in etiquette
literature; rather, they are better seen as behavioural ideals for a dominant segment of
the population. To find out how people actually apologize, we need to turn to linguistic
studies.

4.2.2 Linguistic studies of Japanese and English apologies

A number of linguistic studies have explored cultural differences in apologizing behav-
iour; for example, Cohen and Olshtain (1981), Olshtain (1989), Vollmer and Olshtain
(1989). A range of semantic components for performing apologies have been identified
(see Table 2.2), and some differences in frequency of use of the various components
have also been found. Several studies have focused on Japanese and English apologies
(Barnlund and Yoshioka 1990; Tanaka 1991; Kotani 1997) and have found a number of
differences between Japanese and English apologies.

Barnlund and Yoshioka (1990) devised a questionnaire containing 12 scenarios
describing offences of varying degrees of severity (e.g. having an accident in a borrowed
car and causing minor damage; having an accident in a borrowed car and seriously
injuring someone). For each scenario, respondents were asked to select their preferred
way of handling the situation from the following 12 options: not say or do anything,
explain the situation, apologize ambiguously, apologize non-verbally, casually say ‘sorry,
act helpless, say directly ‘I am very sorry), write a letter of apology, apologize directly in
several ways and several times, offer to do something for the person, leave or resign
a position and commit suicide. 120 Japanese university students and 120 American
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university students completed the questionnaire, and the researchers found both simi-
larities and differences in the responses. For both groups, the most frequent overall
choice was ‘say directly “I am very sorry™ (28.7 per cent for the Japanese and 23.3 per
cent for the Americans). For the Americans, though, the second-most frequent overall
choice was ‘explain the situation’ (21.5 per cent for the Americans, 12.2 per cent for the
Japanese), whereas for the Japanese it was ‘do something for the other person’ (21.1 per
cent for the Japanese, 15.3 per cent for the Americans). On the basis of these question-
naire results and accompanying interview data, the authors claim ‘the results indicate

»y

that Americans seem less comfortable in giving and receiving apologies and tend to
prefer less direct and extreme forms of apologizing. The tendency to explain failure
rather than admit to it may strike more deeply into the American psyche than it appears
to do’ (Barnlund and Yoshioka 1990: 204).

Tanaka (1991) used a discourse completion questionnaire (see Chapter 14) to
explore apologies in Japanese and Australian English (ten university students for each).
She found that participant relations (social distance and relative power) had a greater
effect on Japanese apologizing behaviour than on English; and she also found that the
Japanese respondents had a greater tendency to apologize for offences caused by other
family members than Australian respondents did.

Kotani (1997) used in-depth interviews to explore Japanese university students’
experiences of apologizing behaviour in the United States. She interviewed 15 Japanese
students, and found that they did not consider it appropriate to offer lengthy explana-
tions in apologies, irrespective of whether the person was at fault or not. They also
tended to expect their apologies to be reciprocated or denied by others, rather than be
accepted as an admission of responsibility. It would be interesting to carry out a similar
study with American students.

All of these studies have identified some differences in apologizing behaviour in
Japanese and English. However, some of them have research procedure weaknesses
(e.g. Barnlund and Yoshioka (1990) only allowed respondents to choose one option
when in reality people might use more than one, and Tanaka (1991) only used a very
small number of respondents). So there is clearly a need for much more empirical
research in this area. This study is an attempt to add to our understanding of apologiz-
ing behaviour in Japanese, British English and Canadian English, focusing on the
effect of ‘personal fault’ We decided to focus on this factor since little linguistic research
has been done on this to date, and since the stereotype of Japanese and Western apolo-
gizing behaviour suggests that Japanese are more willing to apologize when they are
not at fault than westerners are.

4.3 Research procedure

A production questionnaire with accompanying rating scales (see the appendix) was
used to explore the issue. This enabled us to obtain comparable data in Japan, Britain
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and Canada. Naturally we cannot be sure that people’s responses in authentic situations
would necessarily be the same as those given in the questionnaire. Nevertheless, a
questionnaire of this kind can act as a useful starting point for further more authentic
research, and, as Beebe and Cummings (1996) found, can model the ‘canonical shape’
of authentic responses.

4.3.1 Design of the questionnaire

The questionnaire comprised eight scenarios, all of which contained a similar com-
plaint against the respondent. Since we were interested in finding out whether people
apologize in situations where ‘guilt’ and ‘responsibility’ are in doubt, we decided to
omit scenarios in which the accused person is clearly responsible for the offence. So for
half of the scenarios, responsibility for the offence lay mainly with the person who
was making the complaint (henceforth, CP scenarios); for the other half, responsibility
for the offence lay mainly with a third party or with external circumstances (hence-
forth, EC scenarios). This resulted in four pairs of scenarios, in which the offence was
kept constant (a late arrival of 30 minutes), but the participant relations were varied
across the pairs. The order in which the scenarios were presented was randomized.
The research design is shown in Table 4.1. (See the appendix for the exact scenarios
used.)

For the first two pairs, the complaint was against the respondent personally (the
student and the friend respectively); for the second two pairs, the complaint was against
a ‘relevant party’ to the respondent (the respondent’s employing company and the
respondent’s father respectively). We hoped in this way to probe people’s sense of cor-
porate (non-)responsibility, as well as personal (non-)responsibility.

Respondents were asked to respond to a first-pair prompt by writing the exact words
they thought they would use in reply. In addition, they were asked to provide some
contextual assessments of the scenarios: how annoying they thought the problem was
for the person complaining; how far they felt responsible for the problem occurring;
and how important they felt it was to placate the person complaining. These were
included so that we could check whether the different groups of respondents perceived
the scenarios in similar ways. Three 5-point Likert-type rating scales were thus listed
under each scenario, and respondents were asked to circle the numbers on these scales
that corresponded to their evaluations.

Japanese and English versions of the questionnaire were produced using backtrans-
lation and the decentring process suggested by Brislin (1976; see also the glossary
entries in this book). This was to ensure that the scenarios and the rating scales were
not only equivalent in meaning for speakers of Japanese, British English and Canadian
English, but also culturally appropriate for them all.
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Table 4.1 Design of the questionnaire scenarios

Complaining person mainly Third party/external
responsible for the problem circumstances mainly
(CP scenarios) responsible for the problem

(EC scenarios)

[Complaining] Lecturer —
[Responding] Student v
(Scenario 5)

[Complaining] Lecturer —
[Responding] Student v
(Scenario 3)

[Complaining] Friend —
[Responding] Friend v
{Scenario 2)

[Complaining] Friend —
[Responding] Friend v
(Scenario 8)

[Complaining] Customer -
[Responding] Company Employee v
(Scenario 4)

[Complaining] Customer -
[Responding] Company Employee v
(Scenario 7)

[Complaining] Father's boss —
[Responding] Son/Daughter v
(Scenario 1)

[Complaining] Father's bass —
[Responding] Son/Daughter v
(Scenario 6)

4.3.2 The respondents

The questionnaires were completed by undergraduate university students in Japan,
Britain and Canada.' They were distributed in class, and filled in immediately. In
Britain and Canada, only students who identified their main home language as English
as well as their nationality as British or Canadian respectively were included in the
sample. The numbers of students who completed the questionnaires were as follows:
131 Japanese, 165 British and 96 Canadian. There were slightly more male than female
respondents in Japan and Britain (65 per cent and 54 per cent males respectively), and
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almost equal proportions in Canada (48 per cent males). In all three countries, 89 per
cent or more of the respondents were aged between 17 and 24.

4.4 Results

4.4.1 Contextual assessments

The three groups of respondents’ mean ratings (and standard deviations) of the CP
and EC scenarios (averaged across the four situations) are shown in Table 4.2.

As can be seen in Table 4.2, all three groups of respondents rated both the CP and
EC scenarios as ‘annoying’ to the person complaining. There was a tendency for the
Japanese respondents to rate them as slightly less annoying than the British and
Canadian respondents did, and for both CP and EC scenarios, ANOVA tests showed
this difference to be statistically significant (Annoying, CP: F = 5.19,df = 2, p = 0.001;
Annoying, EC: F = 7.21, df = 2, p = 0.006). However, (3 figures show that only
2.6 per cent and 3.8 per cent respectively of the variance is attributable to nationality,
which indicates that the statistical differences are not meaningful, and that all three
nationality groups perceived the scenarios to be similarly annoying to the person
complaining.

In terms of responsibility, all three groups of respondents rated themselves as ‘not
very responsible’ for the problems described in the scenarios, although the mean
ratings for EC scenarios were slightly higher than for CP scenarios (see Table 4.2).
ANOVA tests showed that nationality had no statistically significant effect on the
ratings of CP scenarios (Responsibility, CP: F = 0.79, df = 2, p = 0.46), but had a slight
but non-meaningful effect on the ratings of EC scenarios (Responsibility, EC: F = 3.36,

Table 4.2 Mean ratings (and standard deviations) of contextual assessment factors in the

scenarios

Japanese British Canadian
‘Annoying’: CP 3.94(.88) 4.09(.57) 4.23(.47)
‘Annoying’: EC 4.07 (1.00) 4.35(.63) 4.41(.47)
‘Responsible’: CP 1.99 (.61) 1.96 (.65) 1.89 (.58)
‘Responsible’: EC 2.42 (.66) 2.25(.64) 2.44 (.65)
‘Make less annoyed’: CP 3.11 (.80) 3.84(74) 3.69 (.68)
‘Make less annoyed'’: EC 3.71(.80) 3.85(.83) 4.02 (.68)

Note: Ratings are based on a 5-point Likert-type scale from 1 (not at all annoying/responsiblefimportant) to
5 (very annoying, responsiblefimportant).
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df = 2, p = 0.04, f2 = 0.018). These findings thus confirm that all three groups of
respondents regarded themselves as not being responsible for the problems that
occurred, and that their perceptions were similar.

In terms of the importance of ‘making the person less annoyed, all three groups of
respondents rated this as ‘important’ for EC scenarios, with the Canadian respondents
giving the highest ratings. An ANOVA test showed that there was a slightly significant
difference in ratings across the nationality groups (Make less annoyed, EC: F = 4.34, df
=2,p = 0.014, ? = 0.023), but since only 2.3 per cent of the variance was attributable
to nationality, this is not a meaningful difference. For the CP scenarios, British and
Canadian respondents rated these as more important to ‘make the person less annoyed’
than the Japanese respondents did. An ANOVA test showed that nationality had a very
statistically significant effect on these ratings (Make less annoyed, CP: F = 35.29, df = 2,
P <0.001, 2 = 0.157), and that 15.7 per cent of the variance is attributable to national-
ity, indicating that this is a fairly meaningful difference. Comparing the EC and CP
scenario ratings for the importance of ‘making the person less annoyed,, there was a
bigger drop in the ratings for the Japanese and Canadian respondents than for the
British respondents. Paired-sample t-tests showed that ‘source of responsibility’ had
a significant effect on both Japanese (r = -9.15, df = 122, p < 0.0001) and Canadian
(t = =5.27, df = 95, p < 0.001) ratings of the importance of ‘making the person less
annoyed;, but not for the British respondents (1 = —=1.01, df = 139, p = 0.31). This
indicates that to the Japanese, and to a lesser extent the Canadians, the importance of
placating the complainant depended on who was responsible for the offence. For the
British the source of responsibility had no significant effect on the felt need to placate.

In this study, therefore, all three groups of respondents had basically similar percep-
tions of the CP and EC scenarios in terms of ‘annoyance’ and ‘personal responsibility’.
They were also fairly similar for the EC scenarios in terms of ‘importance of making the
person less annoyed’. However, for the CP scenarios, the effect of nationality was greater,
with Japanese respondents judging it to be significantly less important to placate the
person than the British and Canadian respondents did.

4.4.2 Production responses

The production responses given by the three groups of respondents were analysed
for the semantic components that they contained. The CCSARP coding scheme
(Blum-Kulka et al. 1989) was used as the starting point for the analysis; however, we
found that we needed to make some minor modifications to it, particularly in respect
to the strategies Taking on Responsibility and Explanation or Account. It seemed that
‘Responsibility” formed a continuum from ‘clear acceptance of responsibility’ at one
end, through ‘indeterminate responsibility’ in the middle, to ‘clear rejection of respon-
sibility’ at the other end. Sometimes, an explanation or account seemed to be neutral in
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terms of responsibility (e.g. Scenario 1, He’s gone for a health check); but at other times
it seemed to be a strategy for minimizing responsibility (e.g. Scenario 3, I met another
lecturer and I couldn’t get away from him.) So we decided not to use Explanation or
Account as a separate category. Instead, we used ‘Responsibility’ as a main category, with
three principal subcategories: admission of responsibility, indeterminate responsibility
and rejection of responsibility.” Many respondents used a number of strategies in rela-
tion to responsibility; however, for the purpose of this analysis, we looked at the overall
thrust of the responsibility comment(s) and gave just one coding. If the respondent
clearly admitted responsibility, we classified it as ‘admission of responsibility’; if the
respondent clearly rejected responsibility, such as by denying fault or referring to an
agreement, we classified it as ‘rejection of responsibility’; and if s/he gave a more ambig-
uous response in terms of responsibility, such as by simply giving an explanation, by
referring to some kind of misunderstanding, or by stating what s/he thought had been
agreed, we classified it as ‘indeterminate responsibility. Sometimes it was difficult to
categorize the responses in this way, but in most cases there was no problem.

For Offer of Repair, we broadened this category to include not only offers of repair
or help, but all comments that functioned to ‘manage the problem or offence’ in some
way; for example, comments of reassurance, task-oriented remarks and so on.

The following categories were thus used in this analysis:’

1. IFID (locutionary Force Indicating Device) examples
¢ I'm sorry for the misunderstanding.
e | apologize for being late.
e Mooshiwake gozaimasen. [$| apologize.]
e Okurete sumimasen. [$I'm sorry for being late.]
2. Responsibility
2.1. Admission of Responsibility examples
e | thought we agreed to meet at half two. | must have misunderstood.
e | got caught up in a discussion with another prof. My fault completely.
e Kochira no techigai desu. [$That’s our fault.)
o Watashi no kikichigai deshita. [$] misunderstood.]
2.2. Indeterminate Responsibility examples
o | heard him mention that he has his annual health check up today, so I think he’s still
there.
e That's strange sir. It says here that it was to be delivered tomorrow morning. There must
have been some sort of misunderstanding.
o Chichi wa kenkoo-shindan ni dekakete iru to omoimasu. [$! think my father went for the
health check.]
e Ekimaette yuu yakusoku ja nakattakke? [$Didn’t we agree to meet in front of the
station?]
2.3. Rejection of Responsibility examples
o Last week | overheard him telling you that he had a doctor’s appointment today.
o Actually sir, you signed for the goods to be delivered tomorrow.
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o Yakusoku shita toori ekimae de matteta yo. [$1 was waiting in front of the station as we
had agreed.]
e Okurete masen yo. Niji-han ni au yakusoku desukara. [$1'm not late. We agreed to meet
at 2:30]
2.4. Other Responsibility-related comment examples
o 'l explain on the way.
e I'm afraid | don’t know.
e Dokoe ittaka wakarimasen. [$] don't know where he is. ]
3. Manage Problem examples
o I'll take a message so that I can pass it on to him. (Offer of help/repair)
o Nanika wakarimashitara renraku itashimasu. [$I'll let you know if | get some information.] (Offer
of help/repair)
o I'll see if | can get them to deliver it this afternoon. (Offer of help/repair)
e Hirugohan ogoru kara yurushite. [$1'll buy you lunch, so forgive me.] (Offer of help/repair)
o We'll not be able to deliver the goods now until tomorrow. (Refuse repair)
o I'm sure he'll be there soon! (Reassure)
o Mamonaku tsuku to omoimasu. [$1t will get there soon.] (Reassure)
e You can try and call him on his mobile. (Make a suggestion)
e Let’s get going or we'll miss the concert. (Task-oriented comment)
e Tonikaku isogoo. [$Let's hurry anyway.] (Task-oriented comment)

Table 4.3 shows the percentage of production responses that contained each of these
strategies. For the main categories, IFID, Responsibility and Manage Problem, the
figures show the percentage of responses that contained one or more phrases with these
codings (i.e. in contrast with the percentage of responses that did not include any
phrases with these codings).* The subcategories of Responsibility and Manage Problem
were analysed as mutually exclusive categories, as explained above.

As can be seen in Table 4.3, the responses produced by all three groups of respon-
dents contained a very high percentage of ‘Responsibility’ comments; and for the CP
scenarios, the proportion of responses that explicitly rejected responsibility (typically,
by pointing out how the person who was complaining was to blame) was also very sim-
ilar across the three nationality groups.

In terms of use of IFIDs, the percentages of responses containing at least one IFID
were very similar across the three nationality groups for the EC scenarios, but showed
a significant difference for the CP scenarios. Chi square tests confirmed that nationality
had no significant effect for EC scenarios (%> = 5.03, df = 2, p > 0.05), but did have a
significant effect for CP scenarios (y? = 49.41, df = 2, p < 0.001). Looking at the use of
IFIDs in CP scenarios compared with EC scenarios, it can be seen that for all three
nationality groups the percentage of responses containing at least one IFID was lower
for the CP scenarios than for the EC scenarios. However, the size of the drop varied
across the three nationalities: it was smallest for the British respondents (16.26 per cent)
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Table 4.3 Percentages of production responses containing different types of semantic components

Complaining person mainly Third party/external
responsible for the problem circumstances mainly
(CP scenarios) responsible for the problem

(EC scenarios)

Japanese  British Canadian Japanese  British  Canadian
Total number of responses 52