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Editorial

Introduction to Politeness and Impoliteness Research
in Global Contexts

Miriam A. Locher' and Tatiana V. Larina’
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Nadelberg 6, 4051 Basel, Switzerland
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Abstract

Im/politeness research has been a solid and growing research field in sociolinguistics, pragmatics and
discourse analysis during the last four decades. The scientific interest in this topic is not accidental and
may be explained by the general pragmatic turn of modern interdisciplinary linguistic studies which are
not focused on language as an abstract system, but on its functioning in various contexts and types
of interaction. Knowledge of the strategies and politeness mechanisms used in various social and cultural
contexts promotes mutual understanding in communication. In this introduction to the special issue
on im/politeness in global contexts we will briefly position the topic of im/politeness research, and highlight
advancements in im/politeness theory, method and data. We then turn to a brief synopsis of each individual
paper and highlight the theoretical and methodological contributions and innovations proposed by our
authors. We end with a discussion of the results and a brief outlook on future research.

Key words: politeness, impoliteness, face, im/politeness theory
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0630pHas cTaThbs

BBeaeHHe B Hcc/ieJ0BAHUE BeKJINBOCTH
1 HEBEK/JIMBOCTH B IJ106a/IbHOM KOHTEKCTe

M. Jloxsp', T.B. Jlapuna’

'Basenbckuii yausepcutet, basens, seiinapus
Nadelberg 6, 4051 Basel, Switzerland

*Poccuiickuil yausepcutet apy:x651 Hapoaos (PYIH)
117198, Mocxaa, yn. Muxnyxo-Maxnas 6
AHHOTAIUS

B TedeHue nmocienHUX YeThIpEX JECATUIETUN UCCIIEJOBAHUE BEKIMBOCTH, a 3aTEM U HEBEXKIIMBOCTH,
COCTaBJISICT 3HAYUMYIO 00JIaCTh MParMaTHKHU, IUCKYpC-aHaIM3a U COLMOIMHIBUCTUKY. HayuHblil HHTEpeC
K 9TOW TeMe He CIy4acH, OH 00YCJIOBICH OOIIeH aHTPOMOIEHTPUICCKON MapaurMoi COBPEMEHHBIX
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MEXIUCIUIUIMHAPHBIX JIMHIBUCTHUECKUX MCCIIECOBAHUN, KOTOPBIC COCPEIOTOUCHBI HE HA S3BIKE KaK
a0CTpaKTHOM cucTeMe, a Ha ero ()YHKIIMOHUPOBAHUH B Pa3JIMUHBIX KOHTEKCTaX W THIAX B3aUMOJICHCTBUSL.
3HaHKE CTpaTeruil © MEXaHU3MOB BEXIIMBOCTH, UCIIONIB3YEMBIX B Pa3JIMYHBIX COIIMAIBHBIX M KYJIBTYPHBIX
KOHTEKCTaX, CIIOCOOCTBYET B3aMMOIIOHUMAHHIO B OOIIcHUU. B Harieii BBOTHOH CTaThe K CHEHUATBHOMY
BBIMTYCKY O BEXJIMBOCTH M HEBEKJIMBOCTH B TNI00AIbHOM KOHTEKCTE MBI KPATKO OCTAHOBHMCS Ha Pa3BUTHU
TEOPUHU HE/BEXKJIMBOCTH, PACIIMPEHUH METOAOJIOTMH U MaTepHala HccieloBaHuid. 3aremM oOparumMcs
K KQXIOW CTaThe M ONPEJEIUM TEOPETUUESCKUN U METOJOJOTHYECKUHA BKIIAJ, a TAK)KE T€ 3JIEMEHTBI
HOBH3HBI, MPEUIOKEHHBIC HAIIUMU aBTOPAMH, KOTOPBIC PACIIUPSAIOT UMEIOIIMECS MPEICTaBICHUS
0 He/B&XKIMBOCTH. B 3aKiroueHne o0CyIMM NOTyYeHHBIE Pe3yiIbTaThl U HAMETHM MEPCIIEKTHBBI TATTbHEH-
IIUX UCCIICIOBAHU.

KuaroueBble c10Ba: exciu80cmo, HegexHc1u8oCmy, JUYO, MEOPUsL BEHCIUBOCMU U HEBEAHCTIUBOCMU

Juist uuTHpoBanus:
Locher, Miriam A. and Larina, Tatiana V. (2019). Introduction to politeness and impoliteness
research in global contexts. Russian Journal of Linguistics, 23 (4), 873—903. doi: 10.22363/2687-0088-
2019-23-4-873-903.

1. Introduction

In 2014 the Russian Journal of Linguistics dedicated a special issue to Geoffrey
Leech and gave im/politeness studies center stage. The volume brought a large number
of scholars together who added their voices to other research outlets such as the Journal
of Politeness Research, Pragmatics or the Journal of Pragmatics, to name just three
of the prominent journals within pragmatics where politeness scholars find their reader-
ship. Five years later, we again turn to this topic and pursue im/politeness research
in “global contexts”. When we issued the call for the present volume, we thought
of global contexts in two ways. On the one hand, we hoped that our contributors would
continue the trend to work on a variety of different languages and contexts in order
to enhance our understanding beyond languages like English or Japanese, two languages
which have received much attention to date. We have achieved this aim in that our
authors work on a wide variety of languages, here presented in alphabetical order:
Arabic, English, Greek, Korean, Russian, Spanish and Mandarin Chinese, as spoken
in Taiwan. On the other hand, we also encouraged submissions which enhance our
theoretical and methodological understanding of im/politeness phenomena in global
contexts'. The contributions could achieve this either by addressing a cross-cultural
and/or cross-linguistic perspective or by adding their insights to previous research
on comparable discourse contexts as found in different languages and cultures. In what
follows, we will first briefly position the topic of im/politeness research to contextualize
the contributions to the special issue. We then turn to a brief synopsis of each individual
paper and highlight the theoretical and methodological contributions and innovations
proposed by our authors. We end with a discussion of the results and a brief outlook
on future research.

' Note that we are not concerned with the impact of globalisation, as discussed by Sifianou
& Garcés-Conejos Blitvich (2018) in their special issue in the Journal of Pragmatics.
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2. Advancements in im/politeness theory, method and data

Ever since the early surge of politeness research epitomized by the work of Lakoff
(1973), Brown and Levinson (1978, 1987) and Leech (1983, see also 2014), politeness
research has been a solid and growing research field in pragmatics®, discourse analysis
and sociolinguistics and there is no sign of decline in interest. While the early work
on politeness combined a Gricean understanding of the creation of meaning with speech
act analysis and was thus interested in pragmatic variation on the utterance level,
the field has expanded considerably in the last decades. In earlier overviews, Locher (2014,
2018) reported on several areas of expansion, which can be subsumed in two blocks.
The first cluster is about theoretical and methodological advancements, while the second
cluster concerns the type and scope of data as well as the range of linguistic phenomena
studied. For comprehensive and recent overviews, the reader is referred to the Palgrave
Handbook of Linguistic (Im)politeness (Culpeper et al. 2017). In this brief introduction
to the field, we can only highlight a number of pertinent issues.

Early research was particularly interested in discussing how mitigation achieves
face protection of both the hearer and the speaker. This research typically worked
on particular speech acts on the utterance level. As a consequence, mitigation was
almost used synonymously with politeness. This was the case no matter whether
the interactants themselves were thinking of their mitigation practices as acts of express-
ing politeness. In contrast, a lay understanding of politeness often associates politeness
with prescribed rules in etiquette books, which include linguistic phenomena but also
forms of comportment more generally, and is thus of a multi-modal nature and draws
on different ideologies of proper comportment. This multi-modal aspect of politeness
norms has been acknowledged by many scholars who include facial expression and
gestures in their analysis (typically, qualitative discourse analysis and conversation
analysis) and who are interested in uncovering the interplay between different norms,
but multimodality has featured less in research that works with discourse production
and completion tasks or corpus linguistics.

The difference between emic (lay) and etic (theoretical, scholarly) understanding
of im/politeness has given rise to the discursive approach to im/politeness (see Eelen
2001). In fact, the most important contributions of the discursive turn were to remind
us of the evaluative and situated nature of concepts such as impoliteness or politeness,
the importance that emotions play in assessments and to argue for the link of identity
construction with these processes of judging (e.g. Haugh et al. 2013, Linguistic Politeness
Research Group 2011, Langlotz & Locher 2017, Locher 2004, 2015, Locher and Watts
2005, 2008). It is by now standard practice to combine etic and emic approaches in order
to account for the interplay between the perspectives’. For example, while face-aggra-
vating, face-maintaining and face-enhancing are etic concepts, they can be linked
to particular emic assessments as impolite or rude in the analysis of particular interactions
(see Locher 2015: 8, Haugh & Chang, this volume, and Ferndndez-Amaya, this volume).

2 We adopt a European definition of pragmatics which goes beyond the sentence level and includes
the study of language in use from a social and cultural viewpoint (see Locher and Graham 2010: 1,
Taavitsainen & Jucker 2010).

3 Garcés-Conejos Blitvich & Sifianou (2019: 94) refer to this as the third wave of politeness
research, which, we believe, was co-occurrent with the second wave rather than following it neatly.
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In general, the type of data that has been systematically researched over the last
decades has been widened in scope. First, research into historical forms of politeness
surface structures as well as the development of historical forms has thrived (e.g. Cul-
peper & Kadar 2010, Jucker & Kopaczyk 2017, Paternoster & Fitzmaurice 2019,
Rathmayr 2009). This research highlights how norms are negotiable and changeable
and that linguistic politeness strategies have developed over time and are embedded
in their cultural context and ideologies of conduct. Second, scholars became interested
in impoliteness and rudeness effects as well and have moved away from focusing
primarily on mitigation of face-threats. The scope of linguistic phenomena studied has
thus been broadened to include face-aggravating behavior (e.g. Bousfield 2008, Bousfield
& Locher 2008, Culpeper 2011, specialized conferences such as LIAR — the linguistic
impoliteness and rudeness conferences). Third, while there is still a strong branch which
looks at individual speech acts on the utterance level, many studies work with longer
stretches of talk and are interested in how relational meaning is negotiated over several
turns in context (see Garcés-Conejos Blitvich & Sifianou 2019: 94). Finally, the type
of data studied nowadays is varied and includes naturally-occurring face-to-face oral data,
multimodal computer-mediated data, and written data of all shades and forms (e.g.
fictional and non-fictional). Not surprisingly, especially the study of computer-
mediated data has gained particular momentum since the early 2000s in special
issues, monographs, and many research articles (see also Parvaresh, this volume and
below). In addition, scholars work with elicited data in its own right or to complement
findings based on naturally-occurring data (e.g. interviews or discourse production and
completion tasks).

From a theoretical point of view, this broadening in scope has important reper-
cussions for theorizing im/politeness. The changeability and negotiability in expressing
face concern reported from historical research means that we also have to revisit our
understanding of what exactly is universal in politeness research. If it is not the surface
realization, then it likely to be the capacity of human beings (model person in Brown
and Levinson’s 1987 framework) to recognize one’s own and the addressee’s face needs
and to use language strategically for effect. In fact, much research effort has been
invested into identifying culture specific features of understanding, perception and ex-
pression of politeness and the results also show changeability, negotiability and variability.
As numerous cross-cultural studies have shown, while expressing politeness seems
to be universal, how this is being done is in essence a culture specific phenomenon
(e.g. Leech 2005, 2014). Ideas about what is polite and what is not might differ cross-
culturally (see Larina 2003, 2004, 2009, 2013, Rathmayr 2003, Sifianou 1992, Watts
2003 among others). The same act of communication (verbal or non-verbal) perceived
as polite in one culture may be considered as inappropriate, impolite and even rude
in another (Larina 2015: 197, see also Haugh and Chang, this volume)*. As a conse-
quence, much research effort is invested in teasing apart how large scale ideologies as

4 Watts (2003: 14) rightly claims that the lexemes polite and politeness and the terms matching
them in other languages may vary in meaning and connotations associated with them (Watts 2003: 14).
Depending on one’s research question, this insight has methodological implications (see, for example,
Locher 2012: 50 for the problematic idea of making an etic distinction between impoliteness and
rudeness based on the English lexeme connotations, when studying other languages than English).
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well as norms developed in different contexts and on different levels (e.g. personal,
cultural, situational and co-textual norms; Culpeper 2008: 30) inform and shape polite-
ness. Knowing what effect a particular phrasing might have means that interlocutors
are aware of the norms of a lingua-culture in its different levels and can exploit this
knowledge to maintain, challenge/aggravate or enhance their own or their addressee’s
face. They do this in situ, i.e. they exploit the indexical force of their linguistic choices
at the time and in their context. In doing so, there is an intricate interplay between societal
ideologies, the norms of a particular community of practice and the activity types they
activate and the actual indexicalities evoked by the interactants’.

In addition, the broadening of scope also sheds more light on the study of pragmatic
variability in expressing different speech acts and in negotiating meaning in longer
stretches of data in different contexts more generally. This is because this field has not
just been a concern of im/politeness scholars (see Locher 2015 for elaboration on this
point). The im/politeness research community has reached out to other fields and there
are by now a number of theories and approaches that can cross-fertilize each other.
Among them are Arundale’s face-constituting theory (e.g. Arundale 2010, 2013),
Spencer-Oatey’s rapport management (Spencer-Oatey 2005, 2009), relational work
in interpersonal pragmatics (Locher & Watts 2005, 2008; Locher & Graham 2010),
Faircloughian genre and discourse inspired studies (Garcés-Conejos Blitvich 2010,
Garcés-Conejos Blitvich & Sifianou 2019), the impact of politeness on communicative
styles (House 2006, Larina 2003, 2009, 2015), and research on identity construction
(e.g. Bucholtz & Hall 2005, 2008; Hall & Bucholtz 2013).The latter is an especially
promising research avenue since politeness judgements always also have repercussions
on identity construction, which in its turn guides the way people interact (see Garcés-
Conejos Blitvich 2009, Garcés-Conejos Blitvich & Sifianou 2017, Larina et al. 2017a,
Locher 2008).

In Parvaresh’s (this volume) report on the 2019 meeting of the International Sym-
posium of Politeness, these general trends are confirmed. Scholars convened to report
on research about both politeness as well as impoliteness and they demonstrate an en-
riching mix of methodologies and theories. He reports that the study of im/politeness
in historical data is going strong, that researching online data is still a hot issue, that
the study of aggressive language helps to tease out the indexicality of relational messages,
that conceptualising morality in addition to personal, cultural, situational and co-textual
norms (Culpeper 2008: 30) has gained in importance, that research which takes
the evaluative notion of im/politeness into account (Locher 2004) is continued, that
notions of impoliteness and conflict are being elaborated on, that individual speech acts
continue to be studied comparatively across lingua-cultures and on their own and, finally,
that ethical considerations and risks involved in data collection was discussed numerous
times. Overall, the research field is thus striving. In what follows, we will introduce
the papers in this special issue which add their voices to this discussion.

> Garcés-Conejos Blitvich and Sifianou (2019: 97) refer to this complex interplay as micro (style),
meso (genre) and macro (discourse) and base their argumentation on Fairclough’s (2003) insights.
While they argue that concepts of community of practice and activity type cannot do the work
of combining the meso with the macro level, we see no reason to discard these concepts and believe
that the important work of linking these levels can be achieved through them.
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3. Issues covered in the collection

The collection presents nine original research papers. The first paper by Haugh
and Chang focuses on the speech act of criticism from a cross-linguistic and cross-cul-
tural perspective. Since the authors highlight the methodological challenges of an analysis
of this kind, they set the scene for later papers concerning an approach to im/politeness
in global contexts. This paper is followed by a theoretical paper presenting a meta-
analysis of the changing role of indirectness in im/politeness studies by Terkourafi.
The following three papers focus on different languages and explore these with different
methodologies: Rhee employs a historical approach on Korean; Bragina and Sharonov
use corpus linguistics and discourse analysis on Russian, and Vlasyan and Kozhukhova
work with discourse production tasks on Russian. The papers thus demonstrate how
we can gain insights about different languages, contexts and cultures with the help of
a wide variety of different methodologies. This trajectory is continued in the remaining
papers as well. However, the papers in the last group all introduce research on naturally-
occurring data derived from computer-mediated communication. Im/politeness in online
contexts has intensively been worked on in the last two decades (for overviews see, e.g.,
Graham & Hardaker 2017, Locher 2006, Locher et al. 2015). The papers in this volume
continue the discussion of methodological and theoretical approaches and add insights
into different languages and cultures in online practices. We will position these contri-
butions one by one.

The starting point for this collection is a paper by Michael Haugh and Wei-Lin
Melody Chang. They work with elicited data where informants meet for the first time.
Their data sets consist of dyads in English recorded in Australia and dyads in Mandarin
Chinese recorded in Taiwan. The focus of analysis are acts of criticism of the conver-
sational partner. While much research in the past focused on comparing the linguistic
realization of speech acts, the authors argue that an integrated sequential and indexical
analysis will help us better understand not only cross-linguistic differences but also
the different status of the content of the speech act and the indexical value of the speech
act in the different cultures. They address the methodological challenge of approaching
data as researchers who are part or are not part of the studied community, the implications
of this presence/absence of membership for analysis and the consequences on theorizing
im/politeness. Their paper works as an important reminder that the label “criticism”
per se might have different connotations in different cultures and that only comparing
linguistic form might fall short of a comprehensive analysis since the members them-
selves might have different interpretations of the speech act. This important insight is
further elaborated on in Fernandez-Amaya’s (this volume) contribution on disagreement
(see below).

Marina Terkourafi turns our attention to the role of linguistic indirectness
in im/politeness studies in the light of processes of urbanization and globalization.
While the use of indirectness has been associated with face-saving and has been
described as a universally safe strategy (Brown & Levinson 1987), Terkourafi offers
an alternative interpretation. In doing so she combines im/politeness studies with network
theory (Milroy 1987). She explains that ingroup knowledge is needed to interpret
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indirectness and therefore what Terkourafi terms accidental indirectness is only accessible
to this ingroup. As a consequence, indirectness might become disfavored as a strategy.
By presenting a meta-analysis of three studies in different linguistic and cultural contexts
which offer a diachronic perspective on the use of indirectness (Morgan 1991 on the use
of indirectness in a community of African-American women; He 2012 and others
on complimenting in Chinese; Jucker 2012 on the development of English politeness),
Terkourafi draws our attention to the hypothesis that the overall weakening of networks
might be the reason for a potential increase in direct rather than indirect linguistic
strategies. To explore this hypothesis further is of interest for im/politeness studies
as it questions one of the pillars of im/politeness studies.

Seongha Rhee turns our attention to Korean, one of the most grammatically
indexical languages with respect to politeness phenomena. In fact, “in Korean the speaker-
addressee relationship is reflected in mandatory sentence-final verbal morphology”
(Rhee & Koo 2017: 101). In addition, there is a diverse pronoun system and a complex
address term system, which comprises both kinship as well as terms derived from work
hierarchies and seniority. Positioning his research in an understanding of ‘emergent
grammar’ (Hopper 1987) and grammaticalization processes, Rhee explores in particular
the development of the first and second person pronouns and their link to address terms
from a historical perspective. In doing so, he is able to show how politeness considera-
tions of defining one’s place in society by expressing respect to others (+honorific)
and displaying one’s lower position with respect to others (+humiliative) is achieved
through linguistic indexicals. This pronoun and address term system is highly dynamic
and continuously develops in order to fulfil the expressive needs of the interactants. This
development is steered by the pressure and challenge to choose adequate markers since
choosing the wrong level or omitting the use of proper address terms might result
in undesired pragmatic effects. Rhee argues that, just like words and phrases employed
to avoid taboo lose their mitigating power over time, the pronouns change their power
of indexing politeness and positioning through frequent use. As a consequence,
“[+Honorific] terms are constantly innovated to upgrade the diminishing honorification
effect and the first-person reference terms are constantly innovated to strengthen the
[+Humiliative] meaning” (Rhee, this volume). This study demonstrates that the research
community can gain much from broadening the scope of data to include a diachronic
perspective. In showing that the pronoun politeness indexicals are dynamic over time,
we are reminded of the dynamic nature of linguistic realisations of acts of positioning
that express politeness concerns per se’. However, what seems to be stable is the need
to express these differences in positioning and politeness.

Natalia Bragina and Igor Sharonov present a corpus linguistic analysis of over
200 naturally-occurring Russian dialogues from the Russian National Corpus that involve
face-threatening and face-aggravating behavior. They focus in particular on instances

5 Note that we do not wish to imply that “anything goes” and that everything is re-invented
constantly from scratch (as some critics of the discursive approach have misunderstood). (Im)politeness
indexicals take their power from norms that are shared by individuals. However, these very norms
can change over time, as Rhee’s paper has so convincingly demonstrated. For more elaboration
on this point, see Locher (2012: 52).
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where a conversational partner reprimands an interlocutor for the perceived, inappro-
priate nature of a previous statement. The context of these interactions is everyday
informal communication. The authors label these reprimands “pedagogical aggression”
because of their corrective nature and their negative stance towards the addressee.
Due to these features, the authors argue that these reprimands become impolite in turn
and are set in contrast to responses which aim at neutralizing a previously perceived
inappropriate contribution (which the authors call empathy strategy). The form that
the contributions containing pedagogical aggression take are “1) a pseudo-question
(rhetorical question or a question to the assumptions of an interlocutor), 2) mocking
citations from the interlocutor’s speech, [and] 3) rhymed pseudo-answers” (Bragina
& Sharonov, this volume). In this article the authors focus on the third type. They
show that this strategy is assessed by native speakers as impolite, but possible, since
there is an unspoken presumption according to which aggressive-educational speech
behavior is allowed against an interlocutor who made a communicative mistake in infor-
mal communication. There is a set of speech formulas in the Russian language for the
realization of this strategy. In intimate contexts the use of rhymed pseudo-answers can
sound humorous and not lead to conflict. However, the authors show that, in further
communication, the interlocutors take care to explain and make amends for his or her
attack against the addressee. In a conflictual dialogue, stereotypical pseudo-answer
phrases are used to break off the contact with the interlocutor or to switch to another
mode of communication. The authors’ study convincingly shows that the strategy
of pedagogical aggression becomes particularly noteworthy because it is contrasted
with the empathy strategy. This finding highlights that the indexical power of politeness
or impoliteness in situ is derived by processes of contrasting behavior with each other.
This theoretical point links to insights on the discursive nature of im/politeness judge-
ments, as proposed and developed by a number of scholars (e.g. Haugh et al. 2013,
Linguistic Politeness Research Group 2011, Locher & Watts 2005, 2008, 2015), and
as further developed in this volume by Tzanne and Sifianou (see below).

Gayane Vlasyan and Irina Kozhukhova work on im/politeness in Russian by means
of elicited data obtained through a discourse production test with 101 participants of three
age groups: schoolchildren, university students and adults. The task was to issue an invi-
tation in scenarios which differed according to age and social status of the interactants
considering both symmetrical (informal context) and asymmetrical (formal context)
relations. The respondents were supposed to invite (a) a friend/colleague and (b) a teacher/
boss to an event or a birthday party. The authors wanted to establish whether a difference
is made in formal and informal contexts and how this reflects on a particular Russian
understanding of the speech act invitation. They report that there are indeed differences
in politeness strategies and linguistic means of expression in formal and informal contexts.
Overall, however, there is a preference for issuing direct invitations, which correlates
with the Russian style of communication in general (see Larina 2003, 2008, 2009, 2015).
The results show that in symmetrical contexts in the groups of schoolchildren and stu-
dents the most typical form of invitation is the imperative (literal translation: Girls,
come to my place on Saturday to celebrate my birthday). In the group of adults as well as
in all the three groups in formal (asymmetrical) context, it is the performative (I invite
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you to my birthday party). However, indirect invitations are not uncommon but they
are less frequent and are not favored by any of the groups under the study. This finding
is consistent with the idea that in Russian giving options while inviting “could be
interpreted as evidence of the Speaker’s insincerity, rather than a demonstration of respect
for the Hearer’s wants” (Leech & Larina 2014: 15) and could be perceived negatively.
Rather than hedging, the respondents of all three groups used many intensifiers both
in informal and formal contexts (literal translation: You must come / Your presence is
mandatory / Rejection is not accepted / I (we) really want to see you /I (we) will be very
glad to see you). Thus the authors demonstrate that Russian inviters place high value
on signaling the speaker’s interests. The paper adds to our knowledge of the speech act
of invitation since it analyses new data and argues that in Russian culture invitation
appears not to be a face-threatening act. The authors support the idea that in Russian
culture, which is of a collectivist type (Larina et al. 2017a,b), directness does not always
violate principles of politeness and in many speech acts and contexts is expected and
perceived positively. The findings also show that culture-specific differences in com-
munication are not random but systematic and regular use of typical strategies leads
to the formation of communicative features, the totality of which forms a communica-
tive ethno-style (Larina 2015: 197).

As mentioned in the previous section, the research community has long recognized
that politeness judgements are linked to norms of different types. Culpeper (2008: 30)
speaks of personal, cultural, situational and co-textual norms that shape interaction.
Kédar and Haugh (2013: 95), in turn, mention localised norms, “community of prac-
tice/organisational or other group-based norms,” and societal/cultural norms. To gain
access to and tease these norms apart is one of the challenges of im/politeness research.
Angeliki Tzanne and Maria Sifianou take up this challenge and ask where and how
researchers can gain an entry point into establishing what a community’s particular
lay conceptualizations of politeness and impoliteness are. In their research, they thus
tackle the tricky question of how to discover norms, i.e. how to know what is perceived
as (im)polite in a particular context as an analyst. Rather than studying interactions
between participants or turning to etiquette books (both valid sources, of course), they
argue that scholars can also gain much insight from looking at media coverage
of im/politeness issues. They are therefore interested in meta-discussions in the public
space, which point to a societal rather than individual understanding of impoliteness.
Their data consists of two online articles on impoliteness in Greece written by one
journalist, which were shared in the media and received reader comments. Analyzing
the articles and the comments with the help of the concepts of discursive identity
construction and van Dijk’s (1998, 2006a, b) insights into ideological positive self-pre-
sentation and negative other-presentation, the authors show that impoliteness is not
only perceived as a linguistic phenomenon but encompassed all kinds of behaviour
in the public and private space, and that, crucially, the ““polite’ and ‘impolite citizen’”
are “co-constructed as binary opposites by the journalist and posters” (Tzanne and
Sifianou, this volume). While such views are stereotypical to a certain extent, they reveal
recurrent and pervasive lay understandings of im/politeness norms. The authors
reveal that the ingroup of polite citizens are constructed as superior to the impolite
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outgroup and are differentiated along lines of power, knowledge, education, civilization
and intelligence. The contribution thus demonstrates how insights from online meta-
discussions can further our understanding of lay conceptualizations of im/politeness.
Once more, the process of acts of contrasting is brought home. That the parameters
of contrasting can easily shift, however, was shown in a comparable analysis by Locher
and Luginbiihl (2019). As in Tzanne and Sifianou’s contribution, online newspaper
articles and reader comments were analyzed. In this case, the triggering texts contrasted
German politeness with Swiss (German) politeness norms. Interestingly, the Swiss
speakers of German dialects were observed to construct a unified Swiss versus German
politeness understanding, but have been observed to uphold a difference in dialectal
norms when talking only about the Swiss. This is because there are many dialects
in Switzerland but, apparently, for the process of comparison with an outgroup, this
fact 1s simplified, and as a consequence different norms were constructed as well.

Najma Al Zidjaly’s contribution adds yet another perspective to the im/politeness
discussion. Her paper is entitled “Divine impoliteness: How Arabs negotiate Islamic
moral order on Twitter” and is the result of engaging in a long-term online ethnography
which observes Arab identity construction on social media. Al Zidjaly has demonstrated
in numerous publications how the religious moral order imbues Arab identity construc-
tion and understanding of self (e.g. Al Zidjaly 2014, 2017, 2019). For this paper,
the author chose to analyse one particular tweet which triggered many comments and
kept the media spot light for a considerable time. This post discussed a well-known
prayer that includes Muslims but excludes non-Muslims by omission from getting well
(i.e. by not mentioning them). The tweet author questions the morality of this exclu-
sivity/omission and invites discussion. Since questioning the Quran and the hadiths
(“the reported sayings of the prophet of Islam documented in the authoritative books
of Sahih Al-Bukhari and Sahih Al-Muslim”, Al Zidjaly, this volume) is not allowed,
the discussion is controversial from the beginning. As it turns out in the discussion
of the participants, the prayer’s wording is neither taken from the Quran nor the hadiths
so that voicing different opinions and engaging in discussions of these opinions becomes
possible. A recurrent strategy is what Al Zidjaly terms “divine impoliteness”, i.e. com-
mentators turn to and quote religious authoritative texts, which are aggressive towards
others, in order to legitimize the face-loss of the omitted parties who are being excluded
from prayers of getting well. In Al Zidjaly’s view, these online discussions are evidence
of a “shift in Islamic moral order”, the discussion of which has become increasingly
possible in online contexts. Since work on im/politeness in Arabic is only slowly increas-
ing in number (e.g. Badarneh 2019, Farhat 2013, Labben 2018), this paper is particularly
welcome as it highlights the complexity of different types of norms that intertwine
in im/politeness considerations and particularly spotlights the religious moral order
as an aspect that secular Western scholars might be less aware of.

Lucia Fernindez-Amaya’s contribution presents a case study of a naturally-
occurring WhatsApp conversation among family members, which took place during
14 hours in Spain and comprises over 9900 words. This close-knit group discusses
the demonstration held in the context of International Women’s Day, which took place
on the same day. As it turns out, the family members hold diametrically opposed views
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on feminism and express these views in the WhatsApp chat. This results in prolonged
arguments where people position and defend their own point of view as well as react
to others’ contributions. The linguistic focus of the study is thus the expression of dis-
agreement and alignment and disaffiliation with each other. In a qualitative analysis
of 427 instances of disagreement, Fernandez-Amaya first establishes a typology of dis-
agreements and then codes the established strategies systematically in order to arrive
at the overall distribution of the strategies (giving opposite opinions and emotional
or personal reasons are most frequent) and the distribution among the members of the
family. In doing so, she is able to show how the family members differ in their pre-
ferences. In a second step, the contributors to the WhatsApp discussion were sent
an electronic questionnaire and relevant passages to establish whether the directness
of the disagreement and the often diametrically opposed positions expressed resulted
in impoliteness judgements. Adding to research on disagreement and relational work,
which reported that the expression of disagreement is often expected and not necessarily
negatively marked (for an overview, see e.g., Angouri and Locher 2012), the author
found that the family members did not consider the uttered face-threats to be severe
or impolite. Instead, their close bond and family ties allowed them to express themselves
without fear of damaging their relationships and some even evaluated the encountered
disagreement in positive terms. Just as Haugh and Chang (in this volume) reminded us
in their study of criticism in first encounters, the indexical value of a speech act as well
as its realization have to be analyzed in context in order to make statements about their
evaluative status with respect to im/politeness norms.

The final research contribution of the special issue and of the block on computer-
mediated communication is written by Maria de la O Hernandez-Ldépez, who works
on naturally-occurring consumer reviews in English on the peer-to-peer business platform
Airbnb. Similar to the work by Dayter and Riidiger (2014), who worked on comments
on Couchsurfing, Hernandez-Lopez also highlights how the reviewers engage in a deli-
cate act when writing reviews. This is because both the host’s as well as guest’s public
faces on the platform are at stake since both parties are being rated and their earning
possibilities in case of the host and their acceptance rate as guest will be affected
by the ratings. By analyzing 120 reviews, Hernandez-Lopez establishes three different
emotional orientations: delighted/satisfied, ambivalent/neutral, and dissatisfied/dis-
appointed. The established forms and distribution are then linked to a discussion of what
norms prevail (following Locher and Watts 2005, 2008). The results point to a clear
preference of being polite, while avoiding overtly being rude or offensive. Due to this
positivity norm, however, what is not being said is also informative and implies dis-
satisfaction on this peer-to-peer business platform. Linguistically, messages leaning
toward the negative pole of the cline are characterized through “a process of deper-
sonalisation, with a tone based on formality and distancing from the host”, while
messages leaning towards the positive end of the cline are characterized through the use
of enthusiastic and friendly vocabulary and content. Furthermore, with respect to this
peer-to-peer business platform, Hernandez-Lopez shows how sociability is constructed
as key for both the host’s and the guest’s behavior. Methodologically, the paper adds
to our understanding of how the norms of a particular community can be studied. She
established patterns of stance and content distribution and was then able to compare
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her results to similar (but not identical) reviewer platforms such as Couchsurfing or
TripAdvisor (Dayter and Riidiger 2014, Rosen et al. 2011, Vasquez 2011, 2014).

The special issue is wrapped up with two reviews of books that belong to the im/po-
liteness research field: Daria Dayter reviews Mills’ (2017) book English Politeness
and Class, while Zs6fia Demjen discusses Locher’s (2017) book on Reflective Writing
in Medical Contexts, which is written from an interpersonal pragmatics perspective.
Vahid Parvaresh, finally, reports on the recent research trends observed during
The 12th International Conference on (Im)Politeness, which was held in Cambridge,
UK, in 2019.

4. Discussion and outlook

The papers in this special issue reflect the enriching cross-fertilization of theories,
methods and approaches which is typical of present-day im/politeness research. It is
noteworthy that rather than focusing on politeness, several papers are on conflict and
disagreement and thus reflect on politeness by studying how face-aggravation surfaces
and is contrasted with expectations about politeness. They cover criticism in first
encounter (Haugh & Chang), discussions of the religious moral order and prayers that
are face-aggravating (Al Zidjaly), and disagreement in a family about feminism (Fernan-
dez-Amaya). In the case of the practice of reviewing in Airbnb studied by Hernandez-
Lopez, overt face-aggravation is avoided but the omission of face-enhancing relational
work is interpreted as negative. This finding was only possible by establishing the virtual
community of practice norms rather than only counting on the linguistic surface structure
to index face-maintenance. The two papers on reprimands and invitations in Russian
reveal cultural indexicals of im/politeness in the speech acts involved (Bragina &
Sharonov, Vlasyan & Kozhukhova). In Tzanne and Sifianou’s contribution we learn
about the ingroup and outgroup creation of impolite and polite identities. Rhee’s paper
demonstrates how norms established to index respect and hierarchies in address terms
changes over time as these very forms become weaker in their expressive power.
Terkourafi’s contribution questions the classic understanding of the connection between
indirectness and im/politeness and posits a hypothesis of increasing directness in connec-
tion with urbanization and globalization.

The papers have in common that they add insights about im/politeness discourses
in different cultures. They use and combine different methods to uncover the norms
based on which interactants arrive at im/politeness (and more generally relational)
judgements. The data used reflects a wide scope from semi-authentic data (first
encounters), discourse production tests, examples from large and custom-made corpora,
online ethnography, and historical texts. These papers can be taken to reflect develop-
ments in im/politeness research. Rather than deploring that there is no single, unified
im/politeness theory, we consider this variety enriching and wish to endorse the call
for mixed methodologies and openness towards studying both culture specifics as well
as universals in relational practices. While clearly much more needs to be done to under-
stand the complexity of how different norms interact, how they give rise to im/politeness
judgements and effects, and how we can uncover these processes of relational indexicali-
ties, we are confident that the articles presented in this issue can be of use to the research
community and become an impulse for further reflection, research and discoveries.
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RU

1. BBegeHue

B 2014 romy Ham yKypHaJ MOCBSITHI CTICIUAIBHBIN BbITycK namstH Jxeddpu Jlnya,
LIEHTPAJIbHOE MECTO B KOTOPOM OBLIIO OTBEJICHO M3Y4YEHHIO BEXIMBOCTHU U HEBEXKIIUBO-
ctu. OH 00BEUHUI yYEHBIX, YbHM HCCIECAO0BAHUS AOMOJHWIN MyOJUKAUN TaKuX
W3BECTHBIX JKyPHAJIOB B 00JIaCTH IparMaTuku, kak Journal of Politeness Research,
Pragmatics, Journal of Pragmatics n apyTux, TJie UCCIIeJIOBaTeIN HE/BEXKIUBOCTU
HaXoAsT cBoUX uuTaTenel. [IATh JieT ciycTs Mbl CHOBa oOpalaeMcs K JaHHOH TeMe.
Korna mMbl 00BSIBHIIN O MOATOTOBKE IAHHOT'O BBINTyCKa M MPUTIACUIM aBTOPOB ydacT-
BOBAaTh B HEM, Mbl paCCMaTPUBAIIN «IJI00AJIbHBIE KOHTEKCTBD) B ABYX acnekTax. C omgHOM
CTOPOHBI, MbI HAJIESIUCh, YTO HAIIM aBTOPHI MIPEJICTABAT UCCIIEOBAHUS U3 001acTH
Pa3IMYHBIX S3BIKOB M KOHTEKCTOB, YTO PACHIMPUT HOHUMaHHUE HE/BEXIIMBOCTH, Yallle
BCEro MccielyeMoi Ha MaTepHase aHITIMICKOrO U STOHCKOTO SI3bIKOB. MBI IOCTUTIIH
3TOH 1enu Gr1aroapsi TOMy, YTO HAIM aBTOPBI PA0OTAIOT HAjl CAMBIMU Pa3HBIMU SA3bIKAMU:
aHIIMHACKUM, apaObCKUM, I'PEUECKUM, UCIIAHCKUM, KUTAaHCKUM, KOPEHCKHUM U PYCCKUM
(mepeunciiens! B aindaBuTHOM nopsake). C qpyroil CTOPOHbI, MbI TAKKE XOTEJIHU, YTOOBI
B 9TOM CIIELBBIITYCKE HAILIA OTPAKEHUE TEOPETUYECKHE U METOJI0TIOTMYECKUE BOIIPOCHI
M3YYeHHUsl HE/BEXKIMBOCTH B ITIOOATBLHOM KOHTEKCTE Yepe3 OOpAIEHUE K KyJIbTyPHBIM
U SI3BIKOBBIM aCIIEKTaM B Pa3JIMYHBIX JIMHIBOKYJIBTYPAaX U Pa3BUTHE NMPEABIIYIIUX
CONOCTAaBUTEIbHBIX AUCKYPCUBHBIX UCCIICOBAHHM.

B naHHOI cTaTbe MBI CHayajla KOPOTKO OCTAaHOBHMMCS Ha MpOOJeMe H3ydeHHs
HE/BEXJIMBOCTHU. 3aTeM J1aIuM KpaTKUi 0030p Kax10M OT/AENbHON CTaThU HAIIMX aBTO-
POB, OTMETHM HOBU3HY IIPOBEJICHHBIX MU UCCIIECOBaHUH, a TAK)KE UX TEOPETUYECKUI
U METOJIOJIOTHYECKHUM BKJIAJl B M3y4CHHE He/BEXJIMBOCTH. B 3aBepuieHne obcyaum
pe3yJIbTaThl U HAMETUM NEPCIEKTUBbI JaIbHEHIIINX HCCIeJOBAHUI.

2. Pa3Butue Teopum He/BEXANBOCTY,
pacwupeHue metoaonorum un cbopa AaHHbIX

Haunnast ¢ panHero BcIuiecka MHTEpeca K BeKIMBOCTH, BBI3BAHHOTO paboTamu
P. Jlakodd (Lakoff 1973), I1. bpayn u C. JleBuncona (Brown & Levinson 1978, 1987),
a taxke J[x. Jlmaa (Leech 1983, cm. Takke 2014), n3ydeHne BEXKIUBOCTHU SIBISICTCS
CTaOMJIbHO Pa3BUBAIOIIMMCS HAIIPABICHUEM HCCIIEAOBAaHUM B 00JaCTH COLMOIMHIBH-
CTHIKM, TIparMaTiKK® ¥ JMCKYpC-aHAJIM3a, U HAYTO HE YKa3hIBACT Ha CHIDKCHUE MHTEpeca
K JaHHo# Teme. Eciu B panHux pabortax mo BeXIMBOCTH, re B3y I1. ['paiica Ha dop-
MHUPOBaHUE 3HAYEHHUS COUETAJICS C aHAJIU30M PEUYEBbIX AKTOB, HHTEPEC MPOSBIISIICS
K [IParMaTHYeCKOMY BapbHPOBAHHIO HA YPOBHE BBICKA3bIBAHUSL, TO B IIOCJIEIHUE JECATH-
jetusi 001acTh U3yUeHHs BEKIMBOCTU 3HAYMTENBHO paciidpuiack. B mpenblaynmx
o630pax (Locher 2014, 2018) BbIeIsII0CH HECKOIBKO TAaKMX 00JIACTEH, KOTOPBIE MOTYT
OBbITb OTHECEHBI K ABYM Osi0kaM. I1epBblii kacaeTcst pa3BUTUS TEOPETUUECKOM U METO-
JIOJIOTUYECKOM 0a3bl, BTOPOH — THUIIA MCCIEI0BATEILCKOTO MaTepHUaia U ero 0XBara,

7 VTOYHMM, 4TO MBI 37IECh HE KACAEMCS BIMSHHUS TIIO0ATU3AIMH HA BEKIMBOCTD, O YEM IHLIYT
Sifianou & Garcés-Conejos Blitvich (2018) B cietiansHoM Bbiycke sxypHana Journal of Pragmatics.

¥ MbI Npuep/KUBAEMCs €BPOTIEHCKOTO ONPEJIENIEHHs] PAarMaTHKH, KOTOPOE BBIXOIUT 33 PAMKH
NPEIUIOKEHHUS M BKIIOYACT M3yYCHHE HCIOJIB30BaHMUS SA3bIKA C COLMATBHON M KYJBTYPHOH TOYEK
3penns (cm. Locher & Graham 2010: 1, Taavitsainen & Jucker 2010 u mp.).
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a TaKoKe MaIa30Ha U3y4aeMbIX sI3bIKOBBIX SIBICHUM. [ ITyOoKue n BcecTopoHHHE 0030pbI
TI0 WICCJICIOBAHUIO HE/BEXIIMBOCTH MOXKHO HalTh B KHure Palgrave Handbook of Lin-
guistic (Im)politeness (Culpeper et al. 2017). B naHHOM KpaTKOM BBEIECHHH MBI BBIICTHM
JIMIIb HECKOJIBKO aKTyaJIbHBIX BOIIPOCOB.

B paHHEX HCCIe0BaHHUSAX MUHTEPEC MPOSBISICS MPEXIIE BCETO K TOMY, KaK CTpare-
I'MU ¥ TAKTHKH CMATYEHHS BO3AEHCTBHS CIIOCOOCTBYIOT COXPAHEHHIO JIMIA CIIyILAOIIEro
u roBopsmero (3aece u ganee moxa tepMuHoM 3. ['opdMana «IuI0» NOHUMAETCS
COIIMAJIbHBIN UMHJIXK 4esloBeka). B HuX 0ObIYHO paccMaTpUBAIUCh OINPE/EICHHbIE
pedeBbIe aKThl HA YPOBHE OT/JEIBHOTO BhICKa3bIBaHUA. Kak ciencteue, cMsIryeHue
BO3JICHCTBHS CTAJIO MOYTH CHHOHMMOM BEXJIMBOCTH, HE3aBUCUMO OT TOTO, BOCIIPHHU-
MaJTi JI CaMH YYaCTHUKU CBOM JICUCTBHUS KaK aKThl BRIPAKCHHUS BEKITMBOCTH WM HET.
Ha GpITOBOM ypOBHE, HAIIPOTHUB, BEXIIUBOCTD YaCTO CBSI3BIBAIOT C MIPABUIIAMH, TIPEIIITH-
CaHHBIMHM B KHUTI'aX I10 3TUKETY, KOTOPbIE BKJIIOYAIOT Kak BepOaibHbIe, TaK U Oojee
obmue Gopmbl moBeneHust. TakuM 00pa3oM, BEKIUBOCTh UMEET MYJIbTHMOATBHYIO
NPUPOJTY U OIHMPAETCs HA PAa3IMYHbIE UAEOJIOIUH I0JDKHOIO NOBEIEHH. DTOT MYJIbTH-
MOJIaJIbHBIN B3IVIS/T HA HOPMBI B&XKJIMBOCTH Pa3ACIsAIOT MHOTHE YUEHBIE, BKIFOUAIOIINE
B CBOM aHayn3 (KaK MPaBUIIO, KAYECTBEHHbIN aHAIN3 TUCKYpCca U KOHBEPCAIIMOHHBIN
aHaJU3) BBIPAKCHHE JIMIIA, )KEeCTHI U Ap. VX uHTEepecyeT B3auMoIeiiCTBUE Pa3THUHBIX
HOpM. OJIHAaKO B UCCJIEAOBAHMSX, KOTOPBIE MIPOBOAATCS HAa OCHOBE AUCKYPCHBHBIX
tectoB (DCT, DPT) n kopmycHO# JIMHTBUCTUKY, Ha MYJIbTUMOAAIBHOCTh OOpaIaeTcs
MEHbIIIC BHUMAHHUSL.

Paznmune mexy sMudeckum (ObITOBBIM) M STUYECKUM (TEOPETUUECKUM, HAYIHBIM)
MOHMMAaHHEM HE/BEXITUBOCTH MPUBEJIO K TUCKYPCUBHOMY MOAXOAY K W3YYEHHIO JaHHBIX
asinennii (cM. Eelen 2001). HauGomnee cymniecTBeHHBIM BKJIAIOM B HET'O CTAJIO yKa3a-
HUE Ha OI[CHOYHBIN U KOHTEKCTYAIbHBIN XapaKTep TaKuX MOHATHH, KaK BEXKIUBOCTb
Y HEBEKJIMBOCTh, Ha BaXKHOCTh SMOIIMN B UX OIEHKE U YTBEP)KIACHUE O CBSA3H ITHUX
TPOIIECCOB ¢ KOHCTPYMPOBaHUEM HICHTHIHOCTH (Harpumep, Haugh et al. 2013, Linguistic
Politeness Research Group 2011, Langlotz & Locher 2017, Locher 2004, 2015, Locher
& Watts 2005, 2008). B HacTosiiiee BpeMsi OOIIEIPUHATO COYETaTh SMUUYECKUN U ITHU-
YeCKMiT OIXOBI U1 yUeTa MX B3aUMOCBs3u . Hanmpumep, B aHaIM3€ KOHKPETHBIX
B3aUMOJICHCTBUI ITUUECKHE MOHATHS «IIOHIKEHUE JIML@» (T.€. MOHKEHUE COLAIBLHOIO
UMHIDKA), «TIOAJepIKaHKe JIMIay (TIOAIepKaHue COIMAIBHOTO UMHIIKA) U «yTyqlIeHUE
7M@)y (TIOBBIICHUE COIMAIBHOTO MMHIDKA) MOTYT OBITh CBSI3aHBI C TAKUMH SMHYCCKIMHU
OLICHKaMH, KaK HEeBSXKIMBBIA Wi rpyOsiid (cM. Locher 2015: 8, Haugh & Chang u Fer-
nandez-Amaya B 3TOM BBIIIYCKe).

B 1em1oM B TeyeHHe MOCIeAHNX JECATUIICTHH CYIIECTBEHHO PACIIMPSETCS MaTepHa
UCCleIoBaHUN. Bo-niepBhIX, yUeHbIe 3aMHTEPECOBAINCH JAUAXPOHUYECKUM aCIIEKTOM
U3yUYCHHS BEKIIMBOCTH, €€ UCTOPUYCCKUMH (POpMaMU M MX pa3BUTHEM (HAIpuMep,
Culpeper & Kadar 2010, Jucker & Kopaczyk 2017, Paternoster & Fitzmaurice 2019,
Parmaiip 2009 u np.). B aTux uccienqoBaHusx MOKa3aHO U3MEHEHNUE HOPM U TO, KaK
CTpaTernuy BEXXJIMBOCTU CO BPEMEHEM Pa3BHBAIOTCA M BCTPAUBAIOTCA B KYJIBTYPHBIH
KOHTEKCT U UJIC0JIOTHIO MOBe/IeHUs. BO-BTOPBIX, yUeHbIE TaKKe 3aMHTEPECOBAIMCH
HEBE)KJIMBOCTBIO M TPYOOCTHIO M TIEPECTAIN KOHLICHTPUPOBATh CBOE BHUMAHHE B MIEPBYIO

? Garcés-Conejos Blitvich & Sifianou (2019: 94) Ha3bIBaIOT 3TO TPEThEil BONHOM HCCIEN0BAHU

BCIKJIMBOCTH, KOTOpaAs, KaK MbI I10JIaracM, COIMyTCTBOBAJIa BTOpOP’I BOJIHC, a HC CJICA0BAJia 3a HEH.
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ouepeb Ha CMATYeHUH yrpo3sl uny. OHU paclupuin cepy CBOUX UCCIIEeIOBaHUM
Y BKJIIOYWJIM B HEE IMOBEICHHE, MOHWXKatomee o (Hanpumep, Bousfield 2008,
Bousfield & Locher 2008, Culpeper 2011, XensBuc 2001/1997, 2014; Jlapuna, Xapnosa
2014, Xapnosa 2015, cnenuanu3upoBaHHble KOHPEPEHLIUH 10 HEBEXJIMBOCTH U TPYy-
6octu, Takue kak LIAR, xondpepenmus «Bex1MBOCTh U aHTUBEKIMBOCTD B SI3bIKE
u kommyHukanun» [[1laponos 2018]). B-TpeTsux, XoTs Mo-npekHEMY CYHIECTBYET
Cepbe3HOe HaNpaBJIeHHE, KOTOPOE PACCMATPHUBAET OTACIBHBIC peUeBbIe aKThl HA YPOBHE
BBICKA3bIBaHUI, MHOTHE HCCIIEIOBATENN padoTaoT ¢ OoJiee JITMHHBIMU (PparMeHTaMu
peUM U UCCIEIYIOT, KaK PEJIIMOHHOE 3HAYCHHE PACKPHIBACTCS B KOHTEKCTE B TCUCHHE
HecKobkuX x070B (cM. Garcés-Conejos Blitvich & Sifianou 2019: 94). Hakownen,
MaTepuall, UCCIIelyeMbli B HACTOSIIIEE BpeMsl, OTIIMYAETCs Pa3HOOOPa3UeM U BKIIFOYAET
MEXIMYHOCTHOE OOIIEHHE, MMPOXOIAIIEe B €CTECTBEHHBIX YCIOBUSIX, HHTEPHET-00111e-
HUE, MTUCbMEHHBIE TEKCTHI Pa3IMYHbIX CTHJICH U KaHPOB U Jp. HeyauBuTensHO, 4TO
¢ Hayana 2000-X ToA0B U3y4yeHUE WHTEPHET-O0IICHHUS MMOIYYHIIO 0COOBII UMITYJIBC,
0 YEeM CBUJICTEIILCTBYIOT CIIEUANIbHBIC BBIITYCKH KYPHAJIOB, MOHOTpadUH U MHOTOYHC-
JICHHBIE Hay4yHbIE cTaThu (cM. Takxke 0030p IlapBapemia B aToM BbITycke). OTMETUM
IIPU 3TOM, YTO UCCIIEA0BATEIN pabOTAI0T ¢ MAaTEPHAJIOM 10 CBOEMY BBIOOPY, HCIIOJIb-
3yIOT KOMOMHHUPOBaHHbBIE METO/IbI, IOTIOJIHSS, HAIPUMED, TAHHBIE €CTECTBEHHON KOM-
MYHUKAIUHU JaHHBIMH, TIOJIyY€HHBIMH B X0/I€ MHTEPBBIO HIIH JUCKYPC-TECTOB.

Pacimpenune npeaqmeTHol 001acTi MMEET BaKHOE 3HaYEHHE ISl pa3BUTHS TEOPUU
HE/BEXXIMBOCTH. VI3MEHUYMBOCTh U BAPHATUBHOCTH B BBHIPA)KEHUH OTHOIICHUS K JIUILY,
0 KOTOPBIX CBHJETENIBCTBYIOT TUAXPOHUYECKHE UCCIIEI0BAHU, O3HAYAET, YTO HEOOXO-
MO TIEPECMOTPETH Hallle MOHUMAaHUE TOTO, YTO HMEHHO SIBIISIETCS YHUBEPCAIbHBIM
B UCCJIEZIOBAaHUAX BEKIMBOCTU. ECiM 3TO He BHEIIHEee MPOsBIEHUE BEXIUBOCTH, TO,
CKOpee BCEero, 3TO CIIOCOOHOCTH JIofel (MaeanbHON JTUYHOCTH, coTiacHo Brown
& Levinson 1987) oco3HaBaTh CBOM COOCTBEHHBIE MOTPEOHOCTH M MOTPEOHOCTH ajpe-
cara U MCTOJIB30BaTh SI3BIK CTPATErHUEeCKH JUIs TOCTHKEHHS TOW W UHOH 1ieni. MHOro
yCUIHiA OBIJIO BIIOYKEHO B M3y4YEHHE BBISBICHUS KYJIbTYPHBIX OCOOCHHOCTEH TOHUMAHUS,
BOCTIPUSATHUS U BBIPAXKEHHS BEKITUBOCTH, PE3YIbTAThl KOTOPBIX TAK)KE IMOKA3hIBAIOT €€
BapuaTUBHOCTH. Kak MpoIeMOHCTPUPOBAIH MHOTOYUCIICHHBIE KPOCC-KYIbTYpPHBIC
HCCJIeI0BaHUsI, XOTS BEXKIMBOCTb 110 CYTH SIBJISICTCS YHUBEPCAIBHOW KaTeropuen, ee
KOHKPETHOE BBIpa)KEHHE KYJIBTYpHO crienduyno. [IpencraBnenue o ToM, 4ToO BEXIUBO,
a 4TO HEeT, B Pa3HBIX KyJIbTypax MOXeT pasnuuaTbes (M. Sifianou 1992, Watts 2003,
Parmaitep 2003, Jlapuna 2003, 2004, 2009 u muorue ap.). ONUH U TOT XK€ aKT (Bep-
OanbHBIN WK HEBEPOATbHBIN), BOCIPUHUMAEMbIH KaK BEKJIMBBIA B OJTHOM KYJbTYpeE,
MOJKET pacCMaTpUBATHCS KaK HEYMECTHBIHM, HEBEXKIIUBBIA U Jake TPYOBId B IpyToit
(Larina 2015: 197, cm. Taxxe Haugh & Chang B 5Tom HOMepe)'’. DTo cripaBeamBo
TaKke U sl CyOKYJIbTYp B paMKaxX OJHOW 3THHYECKOW KyJIbTYphl (CM., HAIIpUMeEp,
bparuna 2018).

10" Kaxk cnipasemymmBo yTBepaxaaer Yorre (Watts 2003: 14), nekceMsl polite u politeness 1 cOOTBET-
CTBYIOIIIE UM TEPMHUHBI B JPYTHUX S3BIKAX MOTYT Pa3JIMUaThCs 110 3HAYCHHUIO U CBSI3aHHBIM C HUMH
KOHHOTAITHSIM, YTO Takke ObLIO MoKa3aHo B uccienoBanmsx M. Cuduany (Sifianou 1992), JlapuHoit
(2003, 2004, 2009), Parmaiip (2003) u ap. B 3aBUCHMOCTH OT HCCIEIOBATENBCKOTO BOIPOCA, ITOT
BBIBOJI IMEET TO WJI MHOE METOAOJIOTHIECKOE IIPUMEHEHHE (CM., Hanpumep, ucciegosadne M. JIoxap
[Locher 2012], B KOTOPOM BBISBITIOTCS pa3iHdrs MEXIY HEBEKIIUBOCTBIO U TPyOOCTHIO HA OCHOBE
KOHHOTAIIMH aHTJIMHCKUX JIEKCEM MPH U3y4YeHUH Apyrux s3bikoB) [Locher 2012: 50]).
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B pesynbTare nccrienoBaTeny NpuiiararoT OOJbIINe YCUIHS TSl U3yYSHHS TOTO,
KaK KyJbTypa B IIEJIOM, a TaK)K€ HOPMBI, pa3paOOTaHHbIC B PAa3IUYHBIX KOHTEKCTaX
Y Ha Pa3HBIX YPOBHSX (HAIpPUMeEp, JTUYHOCTHBIC, CUTyaTHBHBIC, TEKCTOBBIE, cM. [Cul-
peper 2008: 30]), nHGOPMUPYIOT O BEKIUBOCTA U (GOPMUPYIOT €e. 3HaAHHUE TOTO, YTO
BIIMSICT HA KOHKPETHOE BBICKA3bIBAaHHE, 03HAYAET, YTO COOECETHUKH 3HAIOT HOPMBI TOM
WJIM MHOW JIMHI'BOKYJIBTYPBI HA Pa3HBIX €€ YPOBHSIX U MOTYT HUCIIOJIb30BATh 3TH 3HAHUSI
JUIS COXPAHCHUS, TIOHKSHHS WK TIOBBIIICHHSI CBOETO JIMIIA WU JUIa aapecara. OHU
JIETAI0T 3TO B KOHKPETHOM CUTYaIlMH, TO €CTh UCTIONB3YIOT HHACKCATBHYIO CHITY CBOETO
SI3bIKOBOTO BBIOOpA B KOHKPETHOE BPEMsi U B KOHKPETHOM KOHTEKCTe. [Ipu 3TOM Cyiie-
CTBYET CJIOXKHAsi B3aUMOCBSI3b MEXK/Y HJICOJOTUSMHU, HOPMaMH JTAHHOTO COOOIIIe-
CTBa, COBEpUIAEMBIMH KOMMYHHKAHTAMU JEHCTBUSMHU M BBIOOPOM SI3BIKOBBIX
cpencts)''.

Kpome Toro, pacimpenue 061acTy UCCIEA0BaHHS CIOCOOCTBYET TaKkKe N3YUEHHIO
parMaTu4ecKol BapUaTUBHOCTH B BBIPAKEHUU PA3IMYHBIX PEUEBBIX aKTOB M BBISBIIC-
HHIO MX 3Ha4YEeHUs B OoJiee [UIMHHBIX ()parMeHTax Peyd B pa3IMYHBIX KOHTEKCTaX. ITO
CBSI3aHO C TEM, YTO JaHHasi 00JIACTh SIBJSETCS MPEAMETOM BHUMAHHUS HE TOJBKO
uccieoBaTeNnel, 3aHUMAalOIUXCsl He/BeXKIUBOCThIO (To1po6HO cM. Locher 2015).
Coo0miecTBO HccneaoBareneldl He/BeKIMBOCTH oOpamaeTcst K IpyruM o0IacTsM,
U B HACTOSIIEE BPEMsI CYIIECTBYET IICIBbINA Pl TECOPHIA M MOJIXOJA0B, KOTOPBIE MOTYT
B3aMMHO oOoramath Ipyr apyra. Cpeau HUX — Teopus co3fanus nuna (‘face-con-
stituting theory’) (Arundale 2010, 2013 u np.), ynpaBjieHHe B3aUMOOTHOIICHUSIMH
(‘rapport management’) (Spencer-Oatey 2005, 2009), paboTa 1mo yay4lieHUIO OTHO-
HIEHUH, UK pensuuonHas padora (‘relational work’) B MEXIMYHOCTHOM mparMaTHKe
(Locher & Watts 2005, 2008; Locher & Graham 2010), uccnenoBanus »aHpa 1 Juc-
kypca (Garcés-Conejos Blitvich 2010, Garcés-Conejos Blitvich & Sifianou 2019),
BIIUSIHUE BEXJIMBOCTH Ha CTHJIM KomMMmyHHKanuu (Jlapuna 2003, 2009, House 2006,
Larina 2015), uccinenoBanus 10 MOCTPOCHUIO HJIEHTHYHOCTH (Hampumep, Bucholtz
& Hall 2005, 2008; Hall & Bucholtz 2013). ITocnennee HanpaBieHne TPEICTaBISETCS
0COOCHHO MEPCIIEKTHBHBIM, MOCKOJIbKY OIICHKA BEXKJIMBOCTH BCET/a OKA3bIBACT BIIMSHHUE
Ha KoHCcTpyHnpoBanue uneHtnaHocTH (cM. Locher 2008, Garcés-Conejos Blitvich 2009,
Garcés-Conejos Blitvich & Sifianou 2017, Larina et al. 2017a, b), 4to B cBOtO 04epenn
omnpezessier cTuiib kommyHUKauu (cM. Garcés-Conejos Blitvich 2009, Garcés-Conejos
Blitvich & Sifianou 2017, Locher 2008, 3emckas 1997, Jlapuna 2003, 2009).

B 0030pe MexayHapoaHoro cumrosnyma 1o He/BexiauBoctu 2019 1. atu oOmue
TEHJICHIIUU B M3YUYCHUU PACCMATPUBACMOIO SIBICHHS TAKXE HAILIW OTPaKCHUE.
Y4acTHUKH CUMIIO3UyMa, KOTOpbIE COOpaiuch, 4TOObI MPEJICTABUTh PE3YyJIbTATHI
CBOMX HCCJIEIOBAaHHN B 00JIACTH BEXKIIMBOCTH U HEBEKIMBOCTH, MTPOIEMOHCTPUPOBAIIH
B3aMMOOOOTaIIAloIIee pa3HO00pazue METOAONIOT A U Teopuit. OHM TIOKa3allv, YTO HaOH-
PAIOT CUITYy MCCIICIOBAaHUS BEXIIMBOCTH B IUAXPOHUYECKOM aCIEKTE; MO-TIPEIKHEMY
OCTaeTcsl aKTyaJIbHBIM HCCIIEIOBAHUE OHJIAH-KOMMYHUKAIINH;, U3YyYECHUE PEUECBOU

""" Garcés-Conejos Blitvich & Sifianou (2019: 97) Ha3bIBaIOT TO CI0KHOE B3auMOJeiicTBUE
MHKpPO (CTHJIb), Me30 (KaHp) U Makpo (IUCKYpC) U OCHOBBIBAIOT CBOIO apIyMEHTALIMIO Ha B3IUIAAAX
Ooiipkiada (Fairclough 2003).
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arpeccuy IOMOTAET BBISIBUTh MHJEKCATBHOCTH (MApKHUPOBAaHHOCTH) BBICKA3bIBAHMIA;
B JIONIOJTHEHHE K JIMYHBIM, KYJIbTYPHBIM, CHTYaTHBHBIM U TeKCTOBBIM HopMmaMm (Cul-
peper 2008: 30) nmpuobpeTaeT Bce OoJblee 3HaUYCHHE KOHIENTYalIH3alUsl dSTUKU
MOBEJICHHUS; MPOJIOKAIOTCS UCCIIEAOBAHUSA, YUYUTHIBAIOIINE OLICHOUYHBINH XapakTep
He/BexxsmmBocTh (Locher 2004); pa3pabaThiBaroTCs TIOHATHS HEBEXKITUBOCTH M KOH()IUKTA,
MPOJIOJDKAIOT U3y4aThCsl OT/ICIbHBIE PEUeBbIE aKThl KaK B paMKax OJHOW KYyJbTYpHI,
TaK U B CONOCTAaBJICHUU C Pa3IMYHBIMU JHUHTBOKYJIbTypaMHu. B xone cummosuyma
HEOJTHOKPATHO 00CY>KIaIMCh BOMPOCHI, Kacaromyecs: coopa Marepuaina. B nenom, 6bu10
MOKAa3aHO, YTO JaHHAsl UCCIIEJIOBATEIbCKAsI 00JIACTh UMEET HIMPOKUE MEPCIICKTHBHI.
Hwuxe MBI KpaTKO mpencTaBUM HAIIUX aBTOPOB M MX CTAaTbH, KOTOPHIE MPOOJKAT
00CY’K/ICHHE BBIIIETIEPEUNCICHHBIX BOIIPOCOB.

3. ABTOpbI 1 CTaTbU BbiNYCKa

B naHHOM BBIITyCKe TPECTABIIECHBI AEBATH OPUIMHATIBHBIX UCCIIEA0BAHUNA. ABTOPEI
niepBoii crate Matikn Xo u Beii-JIna Menonu YaHr ucciierytor pedeBoi akT «KpUTHUKa»
C MEXbA3BIKOBON U MEKKYJIBTYPHOH TOYEK 3pEHUs. BblaBUras Ha NepBbli IUIaH METO-
JOJIOTMYECKHE MPOOIIEMBI, OHU CO3AI0T OCHOBY JUISl IOCIEIYIOLINX paboT, KacatoIXCsl
TOJIXO/IOB K BEXKJIMBOCTH M HEBEXIIMBOCTH B II00AJIbHOM KOHTeKcTe. Jlasiee uieT TeopeTu-
yeckas crathsi Mapuabl Tepkypadu, B KOTOPOH Mpe/ICTaBIeH MeTa-aHaJIu3 MEHSIOLIeHCs
POJIM KOCBEHHOCTH B MCCIIEJOBaHUSX He/BeXIMBOCTH. Cleayrolye TpH CTaThbU MOCBsI-
LICHBI Pa3iIMYHbIM S13bIKaM, UCCIIEN0BaHNE KOTOPBIX OCYILECTBIIETCS HA Pa3HbIX METOMIO0-
noruueckux npuHuunax: CuHrxa Pu npuMeHser 1uaxpoHU4YECKUM METOJ K aHAIIU3Y
KOpEeNCKoro s3bIKa; uccnegaoatenu pycckoro s3eika H.I'. bparuna u U.A. lllaponos
HCHOJb3YIOT KOPIYCHYIO TMHTBUCTUKY U JTUCKYpc-aHanu3, a I'.P. Biacsn u U.B. Koxy-
XOBa paboTalOT ¢ JUCKYPCUBHBIMU T€CTaMU. TakuM 00pa3oM, CTaThbU MTOKA3bIBAOT,
YTO MBI MOKEM I0JIy4aTh JaHHBIE O PA3JIMYHBIX A3BIKAX, KOHTEKCTAX U KyJIbTypax
C MOMOIIBIO HIMPOKOTO CIIEKTPa METOAOJIOTHM, O YEM CBHUIETEIILCTBYIOT U OCTAJIbHBIC
crathu. IlocieqHue NoCBsAIIEHB! UCCIENOBAHUIO €CTECTBEHHON peueBON KOMMYHHU-
KallM1, OCYLIECTBIISIEMON ¢ IPUMEHEHUEM COBPEMEHHBIX KOMITBIOTEPHBIX TEXHOJIOTHI.
B nocnegnue aBa IecATUIETHS UCCIENOBAHME BEXIIMBOCTU B OHJIAMH-KOHTEKCTE
MHTEHCUBHO pa3BHuBaercs (cM., Hanpumep, Graham & Hardaker 2017, Locher 2006,
Locher et al. 2015). CraTbu Haiero CreuBblTycka MPOJOIDKAIOT 00CYKICHUE METO/I0-
JIOTUYECKUX U TEOPETUYECKUX MOAXOI0B U JAI0T MPEACTABICHHE O PA3JIMUHBIX A3bIKAX
U KYJIbTYpax B OHJaiH-00meHH. OTJeIbHO OCTAHOBUMCSI HA KaXKJJOM U3 CTaTeH.

OtkpsiBaeT BeiyCcK cTarthst Maiikiaa Xo u Beit-J/Iun Meaoaun YaHnr, koropas
MOCBSILEHA aHAIU3Y PEYEBOr0 aKTa «KPUTUKA» B CUTyallUu NEPBOU BCTpedn codecen-
HUKOB. MaTepuanom Juisl UCCIEN0BaHUS MTOCIYKUIN JUabl HA aHITIMICKOM S3BIKE,
3alnucaHHble B ABCTpaJINK, M IMAJIbl HA KUTAHCKOM SI3bIKE (MaHapHH), 3alICAHHbIC
Ha TaiiBaHe. B neHTpe aHam3a HAXOAATCS PEUEBbIE NEHCTBUSA, COACPIKAIINE KPUTUKY
cobeceiHUKa. B TO Bpemsl Kak MHOTHE MCCIIEIOBAHUS COCPEIOTOUCHBI HA CPAaBHEHUH
SI3BIKOBOM pealn3allii PEYEBbIX aKTOB, aBTOPBI YTBEPKIAIOT, YTO KOMILUIEKCHBIN IIOCIIE-
JOBaTENbHBINA U MHACKCAIBHBIN aHAIN3 TOMOTAET JIydllle MOHATh HE TOJIIbKO MEXbS3bI-
KOBBIE Pa3JIN4us, HO U PA3IMYHBINA CTaTyC COAEPKAHUSA TOTO WM MHOTO PEYEBOr0 aKTa
U €ro MHJEKCaJIbHOE 3HaYCHHE B PAa3HBIX KYJIbTypaxX. ABTOPbI 00palaoTcs K METO-
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JOJIOTHUECKUM TMPOOJIeMaM aHallu3a MaTepuaa, KOrjia HCCIe0BATENN SIBISIOTCS HITH
HE SBJIAIOTCS YaCThIO N3y4aeMOro coOoOIIecTBa, OCIEACTBUSM BIMSAHUS ATOTO (akTa
Ha aHaJIM3 M TEOPETHUECKHE BBIBObI, Kacaroluecs He/BexXIMBOCTH. OHU oOpalaroT
BHUMAaHHUE Ha TO, YTO CJIOBO «KPHUTHKA» CaMO MO ceOe MOXKET UMETh Pa3INYHbIE KOH-
HOTAIlMX B Pa3HBIX KYJIbTypax U YTO HEAOCTATOYHO OTPAHMYMBATHCS CPABHEHHEM
OJTHOM JIMIIIb SI3bIKOBOM (POPMBI, IOCKOJIBKY Y COOECEHUKOB MOTYT OBbITh pa3Hble MHTEP-
HpeTalyy JaHHOTO PEUeBOro akTa. JTO Ba)XKHOE 3aKII0UYEHHE HAXOAMT JlajbHelIee
pasButue u B crathe DepHanmec-AMaiis (B 3TOM BBITYCKE), aHATM3UPYIOIIEH peueBon
aKT «HEecoTJiacue» (CM. HUXKE).

Mapuna Tepkypadu oOpaiiaeT BHUMaHHUE Ha pPOJib KOCBEHHOCTH B HCCIIE/I0Ba-
HUSIX HE/BEXJIMBOCTH B CBETE MPOLIECCOB ypOAHMU3AIMHU U TII00AM3aIy. XOTS UCTIONb-
30BaHHE KOCBEHHOCTH TPAIUIIMOHHO CBS3BIBACTCS C COXPAHEHHEM JIMIIA U pacCMaTpH-
BAaeTCs KaK yHUBepcaabHO Oe3omacHas crpaterus (Brown & Levinson 1987), ona mpen-
JaraeT ajJbTepHATHBHYIO TOUKY 3peHus. Coueras TEOPHUIO BEXIIMBOCTH C TaK Ha3bIBa-
eMoii Teopueii cetelt (‘network theory”) (Milroy 1987), Tepkypadu 0OBsACHSET, 4TO A1
MHTEPIPETALMN KOCBEHHOCTH HEOOXOAUMBI BHYTPUTPYIIIIOBBIE 3HAHHS, U TIO3TOMY TO,
YTO OHA Ha3bIBACT CITyyailHON KOCBeHHOCTHIO (‘accidental indirectness’), CBOMCTBEHHO
TOJIBKO JUIsl JaHHOH Tpymmbl. Kak cieacTBue, KOCBEHHOCTh MOXKET CTAaTh U HEXella-
TenbHOM cTparerueil. IlpeacTasisas meTa-aHanu3 Tpex UCCIEAOBAHUN B pa3IMUHBIX
JMHTBUCTUYECKUX U KYJIBTYPHBIX KOHTEKCTaX, KOTOPBIC PEJIaratoT JUaXPOHUIECKYIO
MIEPCIICKTHBY UCIIOJIb30BaHMs KocBeHHOCTH (Morgan [1991] o kocBeHHOCTH B cO0OIIIe-
cTBe appo-amepukaHckux keHmuH; He et al. [2012] o koMmmuMeHTax B KUTaCKOM
s3bike; Jucker [2012] o pa3BUTHH aHTIIMIICKON BEXIUBOCTH), TepKypadu BbIABUTAET
TUIOTE3Y O TOM, YTO oO1iee 0cinadIeHne MEXINIYHOCTHBIX OTHOLICHHH MOXKET OBITh
NPUYMHON TOTEHIIMAIBHOTO YBEJIMYCHHUS NPSMBIX, @ HE KOCBEHHBIX SI3BIKOBBIX CTpaTe-
ruil. JlanbHeliee n3yuyeHue 3T0i runoTesbl NPeCTaBIsIeT HHTEPEC Ui UCCIeI0OBaHUMA
BEXIIMBOCTH ¥ HEBEXKJIMBOCTH, IMOCKOJIBKY CTABUT IOJ] COMHEHHE OJHO U3 OCHOBHBIX
TEOPETUYECKUX MOJIOKECHUH.

Cunrxa Pu nuier o KOpeckoM si3bIKe, IJI€ BEKIUBOCTh IPaMMAaTHKAIN30BaHa,
TO €CTh MapKUPOBKA BEXKJIMBOCTH IOJIyyaeT HE TOJIBKO MParMaTHuecKoe, HO U rpaMma-
THYeckoe oopmiieHrne. B KopeiickoM si3bIKe OTHOIIEHUE TOBOPSIIETO K aJpecaTry
BBIpaXXeHO 00s13aTeNIbHOM YacTulleil B koHie npeanoxenus (Rhee & Koo 2017: 101),
KpOME TOTro, CYLIECTBYET pa3HOOOpa3Hasl M CJIOXKHAsi CUCTeMa MECTOMMEHHUH U TepMu-
HOB 00pamieHust, KOTOpasi BKIFOYACT KaK TEPMHUHBI POZCTBA, TaK U TEPMHUHBI, BHIpaXka-
IOIIHE UePAPXUI0 U CTApIIMHCTBO. ONMpasich Ha UAEH «IMEPIKEHTHON TpaMMaTUKHI
‘emergent grammar’ (Hopper 1987), Pu uccnenyer pazBurue MECTOMMEHUI TIEPBOTO
¥ BTOPOTO JIMIIA ¥ UX CBSA3b C TEPMUHAMH 0OpalieHus U peepeHIy B THaXpOHUIECKOMI
nepcriektiBe. OH MOKa3bIBACT, KaK C MIOMOIIBIO S3BIKOBBIX yKa3aTelel (MeCTOMMEHH
U MapKepoB MOYTEHHs/YHUUMKEHUs) BbIpaxkaeTcsd HeoOXoaumas sl KOpeHCKo Bex-
JMBOCTH OOJIee BBICOKAsI O3UIIMS a/ipecara U OoJiee HU3Kasi MO3UIus afpecanTa. JlaHHas
CHCTeMa MECTOMMEHHUI U TePMHHOB OOpallleHHii BECbMa JAWHAMUYHA, OHA TIOCTOSIHHO
pa3BHUBaeTCs, JIsi TOTO YTOOBI YIOBIETBOPUTh KOMMYHHUKATHBHBIE TIOTPEOHOCTH y4acT-
HHUKOB OOIIEHHS. ITO pa3BUTHE 0OYCIIOBIEHO CIOKHOCTBIO BHIOOpA aJIeKBATHBIX MapKe-
POB BEXIJIMBOCTH, TOCKOJIbKY BBHIOOpP HEMPABUIBHOTO YPOBHS BEKIMBOCTH WU HEHC-
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MO0JIb30BaHUE JOKHOTO TePMUHA OOPAIIEHUS MOKET IPUBECTU K HEXKETATEIbHOMY
nparmMatuueckomy pesyibrary. C. PH yTBepikaaeT, 4To TOUHO Tak ke, Kak TabynpoBaH-
HBIE CJIOBA CO BPEMEHEM TEPSIOT CBOIO CHIIy, MECTOMMEHUS B pe3yibTaTe 4acTOro
ynoTpeOaeHHs! TEPSIOT CBOK CIIOCOOHOCTh MH/IEKCHPOBATH OIPEEIIEHHBIH YPOBEHb
BexkuBocTu. Kak crnencrBue, TepMuHsl nourenus [+Honorific] nocrosHHo 0O6HOBISA-
F0TCsI, YTOOBI OBBICUTH CHWXKAIOIIUICS 3 GEKT MOUNTaHUs, 2 TEPMUHBI 0003HAUYEHUS
nepsoro ymna [+Humiliative] oOHOBIIsFOTCS A71s1 yerieHust 3(hekTa caMOyHUUIDKEHHUS.
JlaHHOE HCCIIe0BaHUE MTOKA3bIBACT, YTO OOpAIlleHNe K AUaXPOHUUECKON MepCIeKTHBE
oboraiaer TeOpHIO0 BEKIMBOCTH HOBBIMH JaHHBIMH. TOT (hakT, 4TO MECTOMMEHHBIE
MapKephl BEXKJINBOCTH U3MEHSIIOTCS BO BPEMEHHU, CBUIETEIbCTBYET O JTHHAMUYHOM
XapakTepe A3bIKOBBIX PeaTM3ali aKTOB NMO3ULIMOHUPOBAHUS, KOTOPbIE HEOOXOANMBI
JUISL BBIP@KEHUS. BEKIMBOCTH' >, [Tpr 5TOM cama HEOOXOIMMOCTh BBIPAKAThL STH Pa3iH-
YU yepe3 MO3UIMOHUPOBAHUE MTPEICTABIACTCS CTAOMIBHOM.

H.I'. Bparuna u U.A. IllapoHoB paccMaTpuBaroT OBCEAHEBHOE HE(OPMAIbHOE
o01eHNe B pyccKoil KybType. B crathe npeactasineH aHanus 6onee 200 nuanoros,
B3ATHIX U3 HarroHanpHOro KopIyca pyccKoro si3blka, B KOTOPBIX COJIEPKHUTCS yrpo3a
JMIly coOeceIHNKa B BUJIE BHITOBOPA 3@ HEYMECTHBIH XapaKkTep MpeIblayIero BpICKa-
3bIBaHMsI. ABTOPBI Ha3bIBAIOT TAKON BBITOBOP «II€arOTMYECKOM arpeccuein» B CBA3HU
C €ro KOPPEeKTUPYIOLIMM XapaKTEPOM M HETaTHBHBIM OTHOLIEHUEM. M3-3a 3TUX 0co0eH-
HOCTEH OHH OMpPEENSOT 0I00HBIE BHITOBOPHI KAK HEBEXKJIMBBIE M IIPOTUBOIIOCTABIISIOT
UX OTBETaM, HAIPaBJICHHBIM HAa HEHTpAIM3alUI0 paHEee BOCIIPUHATOIO HEYMECTHOI'O
BBICKA3bIBaHUs (IMIATUHHON cTpaTeruu). B xome cBoero mccieqoBaHUsl aBTOPHI
BBIJIEIISIOT TPH TAKTUKH «arpecCUBHO-IIEArOrMYECKO» CTpaTeruy, Mpernolararlimue
ucrnoip3oBanue: (1) OTBETHBIX MCEBIOBONPOCOB (PUTOPHUECKUX BOIPOCOB U BOIIPO-
COB, OOpAILICHHBIX K MPE3yMIIHUAM COOECEeIHUKA, €r0 UCXOAHBIM MPEAIOI0KEHHUAM);
(2) nepeapaznuBaromuyx murTammii; (3) prudMOBaHHBIX TICEBIOOTBETOB. B 1ieHTpe BHU-
MaHHUsl JAHHOU CTaThbU — TPETUH THII BBICKAa3bIBAaHMUI. ABTOPBI IOKA3bIBAOT, YTO pac-
CMaTpuBaeMasi CTpaTerus OLIEHUBAETCSI HOCUTEIISIMU PYCCKOTO sI3bIKa Kak HEBEXXJIMBA,
HO BO3MOJKHasl, TOCKOJIBKY, KaK OHH OTMEUAIOT, CYLIECTBYET HEIIaCHAs IIPe3yMITLus,
COTJIACHO KOTOpPOi B He(popMaabHOM OOIIEHHH 1O OTHOLIEHUIO K COBEPIIMBIIEMY
KOMMYHHKATHBHYIO OLIMOKY COOECeTHUKY MO3BOIUTENBHO arpeCCHBHO-BOCIIUTATEILHOE
peueBoe noseneHue. [ peanusanun 3TOH CTpaTeruy B pPyCCKOM SI3bIKE CYIIECTBYET
Ha0op MabJIOHHBIX peueBbIX GopMys. B cTaThe mokazaHo, 4TO B CUTYyalMH OJIM3KHX
OTHOILIEHUH MCIIOIb30BaHNEe PU(PMOBAHHBIX IICEBI0-OTBETOB MOXKET HOCUTH LIy TIIMBbIH
XapakTep U He MPUBOIUTH K KOHGIIUKTY, OJHAKO B JAJIbHEHIIEH KOMMYHHUKAIIUU TOBO-
PALLIMIA BCe paBHO JIOJKEH OOBSACHUTH M KOMIIEHCHPOBATh CBOH BBINaj MPOTUB cOOe-
ceIHHMKA. B KOH(IMKTHOM JHaore CTEpeOTUITHbIE NICEB/I0-OTBETHBIE (hpa3bl UCTIONb-
3YIOTCSI, UTOOBI pa3opBaTh KOHTAKT ¢ COOECETHUKOM HJIM MEPEKIIUNUThCS Ha APYroi

'2 MBI HE TOBOPHM 3/1ECh O TOM, YTO «BCE MJET» U 9TO BCE TIOCTOSHHO H300PETAETCS 3aHOBO
¢ HyJisl (KaK 9TO HEBEPHO MCTOJKOBAaHO HEKOTOPBIMH KPUTHKAMH JTUCKYPCHBHOTO MOAX0/a). MapKkepsbl
HE/BEXIIMBOCTH ONUPAIOTCSI HA MPUHSATHIE B OOILIECTBE HOPMBI, KOTOPBIE, OJTHAKO, CO BPDEMEHEM MOT'YT
MEHSTBCS, YTO YOeIUTEIbHO MPOJEMOHCTPUPOBAHO B cTaThe Pu (Oosee moapoOHO 06 3TOM CM.
Locher 2012: 52).
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PEKUM KOMMYHHKALMH. ABTOPBI UCCIIEIOBaHMS YOEIUTENIFHO MTOKA3bIBAIOT, YTO CTpa-
TETUs IEAArornYeCKOr arpeccuy 3aciayXKHUBaeT 0COOOr0 BHUMaHMs, MOCKOJIBKY OHA
KOHTPACTUPYET € AMIIATUHHON CTPATETUEN. JTOT BBIBOJ IIOAYEPKUBAET, YTO B PEAIbHOMN
CHUTYaIlIl HETMOCPEICTBEHHOTO OOIICHUSI MAPKHUPOBAHHOCTH BEXKIMBOCTH M HEBEXKIIU-
BOCTH OIpeJieNsieTcsl yepe3 NPOTUBOIIOCTaBIeHUE. [laHHOE TeOpeTHYECKOe MOJIOKEHUE
CBSI3aHO C JAUCKYPCHBHBIM TIOJIXOJIOM K M3yYEHHIO HE/BEXIIMBOCTH, KOTOPBIA ObLI Mpe-
JIO’KEH U pa3paboTaH psanoM yuyeHsix (Harnpumep, Haugh et al. 2013, Linguistic Politeness
Research Group 2011, Locher & Watts 2005, 2008, 2015) u pa3BuBaercsi aBTOpaMu
JAHHOT'O CHEIBBITYCKa (CM. HIDKE).

I'.P. Baacsin u U.B. KoxkyxoBa nccrieyloT BeKIMBOCTh B PYCCKOM SI3bIKE Ha Ma-
TepHasie JaHHBIX JUCKYPCUBHOI'O TECTA, B KOTOPOM IPUHSUIN y4acTUE PECIIOHIEHTHI
TpeX BO3PACTHBIX TPYIIIT: IIKOJIBHUKH, CTYJICHTHl YHHUBEPCUTETA U B3pocible. Mx 3amaua
COCTOs1JIa B TOM, YTOOBI c(hOpMyJIMPOBATH MPUIJIAIIEHUE B CUTYAIUAX, KOTOpbIE pa3iu-
YaJKiCh B 3aBUCUMOCTH OT BO3PAcTa M COLIMAIIBHOTO CTaTyCca YYaCTHUKOB, T.€. C Y4€TOM
KaK CUMMETPHUYHBIX (He(OpMalIbHbII KOHTEKCT), TaK U aCHMMETPUYHBIX ((OpMabHbIN
KOHTEKCT) OTHOIICHUH. PeCiOHACHTHI TOJKHBI OBUIHM MPUTIIACUTH () APYra/KOoJiery
u (6) yuuresns/HayaabHUKA HA MEPONPUATHE WIN JI€Hb POXKJIEHUs. ABTOPBI XOTENIU BbI-
SIBUTh PA3NINUMUs B BBIPOKEHHUU MPHUIIALICHNS B (POPMAIBHOM M HEOPMaTbHOM KOH-
TEKCTaX U YTOUHUTh XapaKTEPUCTUKU PEUEBOT0 aKTa «IIPUIJIALICHHE» B TOHUMAaHUU
pycckux. Pe3ynbTaThl MpOBEAEHHOTO UCCIIEIOBAHMS TIOKA3aJIM, YTO, HECMOTPS Ha CyIIe-
CTBYIOILIME PA3JINYUS B CTPATETHAX U SA3BIKOBBIX CPEACTBAX pealM3alliy JaHHOTO pede-
BOTrO aKTa B (popmMarbHOM U HE(HOPMAITBLHOM KOHTEKCTaX, B IIEJIOM HPEINOYTCHHE
OTAaeTCs NPSIMBIM IPHUIIIALIEHHUSM, YTO COOTBETCTBYET PYCCKOMY CTHJII0 KOMMYHHMKa-
mu (cMm. Jlapuna 2003, 2008, 2009, 2015). B cuMMeTpHYHBIX KOHTEKCTaX B rpymmnax
«IIKOJIBHUKM» U «CTYAEHTBD» Hanbosiee TUTMYHON (OpMOI NMpUTIaleHus SBISETCS
nmriepatuB (I lpuxoou(me) ko mue 6 cyobomy Ha Oerv podicOeHUst), B TPYIIIE «B3POCIIBICY,
a TaK)kKe BO BCEX TPEX Ipylnax B pOpMaIbHOM (aCUMMETPUYHOM) KOHTEKCTEe — Iep-
dopmatus (A npuenawaio mebs (Bac) na oenv posicoenus). KOCBeHHBIE TIPUTIIAICHHS
TaK)Ke CYIIECTBYIOT, HO OHM BCTPEUAIOTCS peXe U He SBIISIFOTCS MPeobagaroiuMu
HU B OJHOM M3 HUCCIIENYEMBIX I'PYNI. DTOT BBIBOJ COTJIACYETCS C UJEEH O TOM, YTO
B PYCCKOM $I3bIK€ IIPEAOCTABIEHHE BBIOOPA B MPUITIALIEHUN MOKET OBITh HCTOJIKOBAHO
HE KaK MPOSBJICHUE YBAKEHHUS K JKEJIAHUSIM CITYIIATeNsl,  KaK CBUJIETEIILCTBO HEUCKPEH-
Hoctu roBopsero (Leech & Larina 2014: 15) u MmokeT BOCTIPUHUMATHCSI HETATHBHO.
BwmecTto xemkupoBaHus pECTIOHACHTHI BCEX TPEX IPYIII, HAIPOTHUB, UCTIONB30BAIH Pa3-
JMYHbIE HHTEHCU(PHUKATOPBI BO3JICHCTBHS Kak B HEPOPMaAIBbHOM, TaK U (OpMaTbHOM
KOHTEKCTE (761 06s3amenvHo 0ondHceH npuiimu / meoe npucymemeue 00a3amenvho /
omxkas ne npunumaemcs / A (mwvl) ouenv xouy (xomum) meos (Bac) eudems / A (mol)
0y0y (bydem) ouenv pad(paodwvt) mebs (Bac) sudems), nenasi TaKUM 00pa3oM aKIEHT
Ha MHTepecax MPUITIALIAIOIIEro, a He MpUIIIamaeMoro. Pe3ysipTaTsl HCcae0BaHus Jal0T
HOBBIE JIAHHBIE O PEYEBOM aKTE «IIPUTTIALICHUE» U CBUIETEIBCTBYIOT O TOM, YTO B PyC-
CKOM KyJIbType MpUITIAILICHUE HE SBIISETCS YTPOKAIOIIUM JIMILy aKTOM, BO BCSIKOM CIIy-
Yae B TOHM CTENeHH, KaK 3TO UMEET MECTO B aHTJIOCAKCOHCKUX KyNbTypax. OHH MOA-
TBEPIKAAIOT UJIEI0 O TOM, YTO B PYCCKOM KYJIBTYpE C €€ HO-IIPEKHEMY KOJIIEKTUBUCTCKOMN
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HarpasieHHocThio (Larina et al. 2017a, b), npsaMonuHetHOCT HEe BCeraa HapylIaeT
MPUHIUIBI BEAKJIUBOCTA U BO MHOTUX PEUEBBIX aKTaX U KOHTEKCTaX OHA OXKHUAAETCS
Y BOCIIPUHUMAETCS TO3UTUBHO. [loTydeHHbIE TaHHbBIE TaK)Ke MOKA3bIBAIOT, YTO KYJIb-
TypHbIE pa3anuMsi B KOMMYHUKAIIMM HE CIy4aillHbl, @ CUCTEMHBI U PEryJsipHOE HC-
MOJIb30BAaHUE TUITUYHBIX CTPATETHI MPUBOANUT K (POPMUPOBAHUIO KOMMYHUKATUBHBIX
0COOEHHOCTEH, COBOKYIHOCTh KOTOPBIX (POPMHUPYET KOMMYHHKATHBHBIH ITHOCTHIIb
(Larina 2015: 197).

Kax ynmomuHanoces B mpeIbIayieM paszelie, HCCleJoBaTeIbCKOe COO0IIEeCTBO
JTABHO MPU3HAJIO, YTO OLIEHKA BEXJIMBOCTH CBSi3aHa C HOPMaMH Pa3JWYHBIX THUIIOB.
Jlx. Kanneniep (Culpeper 2008: 30) TOBOPUT O TUYHBIX, KYJIbTYPHBIX, CATYaTHBHBIX
U TEKCTOBBIX HOpMax, KOTOpbIe BhICTpauBaroT B3auMozeicteue. [[. Kagap u M. Xo
(Kéadéar & Haugh 2013: 95), B cBOIO OYepe/p, YIIOMHHAIOT «JIOKATU30BAaHHBIE HOPMBD)
(‘localised norms’) — HOpMBI COOOIIIECTBA/OPraHU3ALMN WM APYTUE TPYIIIOBbIE HOPMBI
U COIMABbHBIC/KYIbTYpHBIE HOPMBI. BBIIEINTD 3T HOPMBI — OJIHA U3 33/1a4 UCCIIENI0-
Bateneil BexxmBocTH. AHreiuku Llanne u Mapust Cudguany ctaBsat nepen coooit oty
3a/1a4y W 3a/1al0TCSI BOIIPOCOM, TJI€ U KaK MCCIIEIOBATEIN MOTYT HOJIY4YUTh HHPOpPMA-
LUIO O TOM, KaK MPEJCTABUTENIN TOrO WK HHOTO COOOIIECTBa MOHUMAIOT BEKIMBOCTh
Y HEBEXXJIMBOCTh. B CBOEM HCClEOBaHUU OHH, TAKMM 00pa3oM, MIIYT OTBET, Kacaro-
IIMACS TOTO, KaK BBISBUTH HOPMBI, TO €CTh KaK y3HaTh, YTO BOCIPUHUMAETCS Kak
HE/BEXKIIMBOCTh B ONPEACICHHOM KOHTEKcTe. BMecTo TOro, 4ToObl M3y4aTh B3aHMMO-
JIEMCTBUE MEXKTy YIaCTHUKAMHU KOMMYHHKAIIUK WIIM 00paIIaThCs K KHUTaM IO STHKETY
(4T0, GE3yCIIOBHO, SIBISETCS IIEHHBIM HCTOYHHUKOM), OHH YTBEPKIAIOT, YTO YUEHbIE MOTYT
TakKe MOJyYUTh MHOTO MH(OpMalnu, 0OpaTHBIIKCH K TOMY, KaK BOIIPOCHI O BEXKITHU-
BOCTH/HEBEKIMBOCTH ocBemiatoTes B CMU. MiMeHHO mosToMy B pOKyce UX HHTEpeca —
MeTa-IMCKYCCUH B MyOJIMYHOM MPOCTPAHCTBE, KOTOPHIE YKA3bIBAIOT HA COIMAILHOE,
a He MHJIMBUIyaJIbHOE TIOHUMaHNUE HEBEXIIMBOCTH. MaTepuaioM UCCIIEI0BAaHUS TOCITY-
KUJTU JIBE OHJIAWH-CTaThU O HEBEXKJIMBOCTH B [ 'pernu, HarMcaHHbIe OJHUM U TEM Ke
KYPHAIHCTOM, KOTOpPbIe ObUIH PACIIPOCTPAHEHBI B CPEACTBAX MACCOBOM MH(pOPMALIUU
Y BBI3BAJIM OTKJIMK YHTATENeH. AHATM3UPYsI CTATbU M KOMMEHTApPUU K HUM C TIOMOIIIBIO
KOHIIEMIIUNA TUCKYPCUBHOIO KOHCTPYHPOBAHUSA UACHTUYHOCTH U uner Ban [leiika
(van Dijk 1998, 2006a, b) 06 nneonorndeckoii MO3UTUBHON MPE3EHTALIMU ceOsl U Hera-
TUBHOM MPE3EHTALMU JPYroro, aBTOPbI MOKa3bIBAIOT, YTO HEBEKIMBOCTh BOCIIPUHUMA-
€TCS HE TOJBKO KaK JMHIBUCTHYECKUI ()eHOMEH, HO OHAa OXBATHIBAET BCE BHIBI ITOBEIC-
HUS B MyOJIMYHOM M YACTHOM IPOCTPAHCTBE U, YTO OCOOEHHO BAYKHO, «BEHIIUBBIN»
Y «HEBEXIIUBBIN TpakKIaHIUH» COBMECTHO KOHCTPYHPYIOTCS KYPHAJIMCTOM M aBTOPaMH
MIOCTOB KaK OMHApHBIE TPOTUBOMOIOKHOCTH.

XoTsl TaKkue B3TJISABI B ONPEICTICHHON CTENICHH SIBJISIFOTCS] CTEPEOTHITHBIMH, OHU
JEMOHCTPUPYIOT MOBTOPSIOLIUECS U PACIPOCTPAHEHHBIE MPEACTABICHUS O HOpMax
BEXJIMBOCTH Ha OBITOBOM YpOBHE. ABTOPBI TIOKA3bIBAIOT, YTO «CBOSD) TPYIINA BEKITUBBIX
rpa)</1aH KOHCTPYUPYETCsS KakK MPEBOCXOAIIAsl 0 CPABHEHUIO C «UYKOiD» Ipynmnon
HEBEXXJIMBBIX TPAXKIAH U OHH PA3IMYaroTCs 110 TAaKUM MpPU3HAKaM, KakK BJIAcTh, 00pa3o-
BaHUE, KyJIbTYpa M UHTEIUIEKT. TakiuM 00pa3oM, B TaHHOM HCCIIEJOBAHUH MTOKA3aHO, KaK
aHaJIN3 MeTa-AUCKyccHuil B IHTepHETEe MOXKET CrocOOCTBOBATH YIITyOJICHHIO HAIIIETO
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NOHUMAHUS O KOHLENTYaIU3allMi HE/BEXIIMBOCTH HOCUTEIISIMM TOTO WJIM MHOIO CO00-
mectBa. OTMETHM, YTO XOTS MPOLECC MPOTHUBOINOCTABIECHUs yO€IUTENEH, MapaMeTpbl
KOHTPACTHPOBAHUS MOT'YT JIETKO CABUraThes, uTo rnokasaHo B (Locher & Luginbiihl 2019),
I7ie TaKke ObUIM MPOaHATM3UPOBAHBI CTAThU B Ta3eTaX M KOMMEHTApPHH YUTATENCH.
B nocnennem ciyyae HHUIMHUPYIOIIME TEKCTHI POTUBONOCTABIISUIN HEMEIIKYIO BEKIIU-
BOCTb IIBEHIIAPCKUM (HEMELIKMM) HOPMaM BEXJIMBOCTU. MIHTEpECHO OTMETHTB, UTO, KaK
ObUIO YCTAHOBJIEHO, IIBEHUI[APIIb], TOBOPSIINE HA HEMELKUX JTNAIEKTaX, BHICTPOUIIN CBOE
€IMHOE IIBEUIapCKOe NMOHUMAaHUE BEXJIMBOCTH, POTUBONOCTABUB €€ HEMELKOI,
0JTHAKO, KOT/1a peusb 11u1a TojbKo o I1IBeliapiy, OHM OTMETHIIN Pa3HULLY B JUAJIEKTHBIX
HOpMax. DTO CBSI3aHO C TeM, 4yTo B llIBelnapuu cyniecTByeT MHOKECTBO JUAJIEKTOB,
HO, 110-BUJUMOMY, IIPY CPABHEHUH C BHEILIHEH IPyNIION CUTyalys yIpoIIaeTcs.

Cratps Hamxmbl Adib 3M10KaJIM Ja€T €ie OJIHY NEPCIEKTUBY UCCIIEIOBAHMS BEX-
JIMBOCTH U HEBEXIMBOCTHU. Ee cTarhs, o3aryaBieHHas «,,bokecTBEHHAs! HEBEXKIMBOCTD
Kak apalObl 00CY>KIat0T UCTIAMCKUI MOPaJIbHBIN TOPSIOK B TBUTTEpEY, SBISETCS pE3yIlb-
TaTOM JOJTUX 3THOrpauuecKUX OHJIAH-HAOII0eHU) HaJl TOCTPOEHUEM apaOCKOM
UJICHTUYHOCTH B COLIMAIIBHBIX CETSAX. B MHOTOYHMCICHHBIX MyOIUKanusax Ak 3umKaiu
IPOAEMOHCTPUPOBAJIA, KaK PETUTMO3HBIM HPABCTBEHHBIN MOPSIIOK BIUSIET HAa IOCTPO-
eHue apabCKOW WICHTUYHOCTH W moHmMmaHue ceos (Al Zidjaly 2014, 2017, 2019
u ap.). st 310l craThu aBTOPOM ObUT BBIOPAH OMH KOHKPETHBIA TBUT, KOTOPBIHA BbI-
3BaJl MHOI'O KOMMEHTAapHEB U OcTaBaJicsi B lieHTpe BHMMaHua CMMU B TedeHue 3Ha-
YUTEJIBHOTO BpeMeHHU. B HeM o0cy»kaanack XOpouo U3BECTHAs MOJIMTBA, B KOTOPOH
HEMYCYJIbMaHe, B OTJINYUE OT MYCYJIbMaH, He YIIOMHUHAIUCH B POCK0axX K BCEBBIIIHEMY
0 3JI0pOBbE. ABTOp TBHUTA MOABEPraeT COMHEHHIO MOPAJIbHYIO CTOPOHY 3TOTO OITyIEHUS
U npuriamaeT K guckyccuu. [lockonbky cTaBuTh nojJ coMHeHue KopaHn u xagucel
(BBICKA3bIBaHUS NIPOPOKA, 33 JOKYMEHTUPOBAaHHbIE B aBTOPUTETHBIX KHUTax Sahih Al-
Bukhari u Sahih Al-Muslim) He pa3pemieHo, 00CyXaeHNE SABISIETCS CIIOPHBIM U3HA-
yasibHO. OJJHAaKO, KaK BBIICHAETCS B XOJI€ JUCKYCCHH, CJI0Ba MOJIMTBBI B3sThI HE 3 Ko-
paHa ¥ He U3 XaJHUCOB, YTO CIEIaI0 BO3MOXKHBIM BbICKA3bIBATh Pa3IMYHbIE MHEHUS
¥ y4acTBOBATh B UX 00cyxneHuu. To, uTo Anb 3uKany Ha3pIBaeT arpecCUBHOMN «0oxe-
CTBEHHOH HEBEKJIMBOCTBIO, SIBJISETCS MOBTOPSIOIIECHCS CTpaTeruei, KOMMEHTATOPbI
00palarTcs K PEIUTrHO3HBIM aBTOPUTETHBIM TEKCTaM, KOTOpPbIE arpecCHBHBI 110 OTHO-
IIEHUIO K JIPYTUM, U IIUTUPYIOT UX, YTOOBI Y3aKOHUTb MOTEPIO JIMLIA TEX, KTO UCKIIOYEH
U3 MOJIUTBBI O 3/10pOBbe. 110 MHEHHUIO aBTOpa CTAaThU, 3TU OHJIANH-TUCKYCCHHU SBIISIOTCS
CBUJECTEIHCTBOM CIIBUTA B UCIIAMCKOM MOPAJIBHOM HOPSAKE, 00CYKACHHE KOTOPOTO
CTAHOBUTCS Bce 0Oojiee BO3MOXHBIM B OHJAWH-KOHTeKcTax. Ilockonbky paOoThl
0 HE/BEXKIIMBOCTH B apaOCKOM sI3bIKE€ HEMHOTOUYHCIICHHBI M 9T TEMa TOJIbKO HAaUMHAET
MHTEpecoBaTh apabckux uccienoBareneit (Hanpumep, Badarneh 2019, Farhat 2013,
Labben 2018), nannas cratbs umeeT ocoboe 3HaueHue. B Hell moquepkuBaeTcs Clox-
HOCTb PA3IMYHBIX THIIOB HOPM, KOTOpBIE NEPEIUIETAIOTCS PU PACCMOTPEHUN HE/BEXKIIH-
BOCTH, U OCBEILAETCSI PEIUTHO3HbBIN HPABCTBEHHBIN MOPAIOK, O KOTOPOM CBETCKHE
3amajHble YYeHbIE MOTYT UMETh HENOJIHOE NPECTABIICHUE.

Cratps JIrocuun ®epHanaec-AMaiisi peicTaBisieT OO0 UCCIeI0BaHNE KOHKPET-
HOM cuTyaruu oOIIEeHUs YJI€HOB UCIIAHCKOW ceMbH, KOTopoe npoxoauiao B WhatsApp
B TeueHue 14 gacos. B nanHoMm ¢parmenrte auckypca oobemom 6omnee 9900 ciioB maHHas
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rpymmna o0CyXIaeT 1eMOHCTPALHIO, IPOBEAECHHYIO 110 CIy4aro MexIyHapoJHOro KeH-
ckoro aHs. Kak okas3anock, 4ieHbl ceMbU MPUIEP)KUBAIOTCS JHAMETPAIIBHO TPOTHUBOIIO-
JIOKHBIX B3MJIAZIOB HA (PEMHHU3M U BBIPAXKAIOT MX B yate B WhatsApp. 310 npuBoauT
K JUTMTEJIHBIM CHIOPaM, YYaCTHUKU KOTOPBIX BBIPAKAIOT U OTCTaWBAIOT COOCTBEHHBIE
TOYKH 3pEHHUS M PearupyroT Ha MHEeHuUs Jpyrux. Takum oOpazom, B OKyce hcciie10Ba-
HHSI — BBIPQKEHUE HECOTTIACHs], OJIepKaHNe MHEHHUH APYTUX U PACXOXKJICHUE C HUMH.
B xauecTtBeHHOM aHanu3se 427 ciyuyaes BblpaxkeHUs Hecornacus depHangec-Amaiis
CHayaja CO37aeT THUIIOJIOTHIO HECOTJIACHH, 3aTeM CHUCTEMAaTH3UPYET YCTAaHOBJICHHBIC
CTpaTeruu (Jamie BCero 3TO BhIPaXKEHUE MPOTHBOIIOIOKHOTO MHEHHUS U O0BSICHEHHE
SMOLIMOHAIBHBIX M JIMYHBIX MPUYIHH) U aHATU3HPYET UX PACTIPEACIICHUE MEXK/Ty YIEHAMHU
CEMbH, YTO JIa€T BO3MOXKHOCTh I10Ka3aTh, KAK OHHU Pa3/IM4aloTCs [0 CBOUM IIpearoyTe-
HusiM. Ha BTopom sTamne ucciienoBanus ydyacTHUKaM quckyccuu B WhatsApp Obuta
OTIIPaBJIEHA JJIEKTPOHHAS aHKETa U COOTBETCTBYIOUIHE (DparMeHTbI, YTOObI YCTAHOBUTH,
OLICHUBAIOT JI OHH MPSIMOE HECOTJIACHE M BBICKA3bIBAHUE YACTO JHUAMETPAILHO MPOTH-
BOITOJIO’KHBIX TIO3UILINH KaK MPOSIBICHUE HEBSKIIMBOCTH. Pe3ylbTaThl aHasM3a MOKa3aH,
YTO YJICHbl CEMbU HE CUUTAIOT M10JI00HBIE BBICKA3bIBAaHHS HEBEXKIIMBBIMU U IPECTaB-
JSIOIIMMU CePhE3HYI0 YIpO3y UX JIMILY, HAIPOTUB, UX TECHAas CBSA3b M CEMEHHbIE y3bl
MO3BOJIMJIA UM BBIPa3UTh ce0s1 0€3 OIAaceHus! UCTIOPTUTH CBOM OTHOLIEHMHS, & HEKOTOpbIE
YUYaCTHUKH JUCKYCCUU Ja)Ke OILICHIIA BO3HUKIIINE PA3HOTTIACHS KaK MO3UTHUBHBIE. Takum
00pa3oM, IpeICTaBICHHBIE PE3YJIbTAThl M BBIBOBI JOTIOIHIIN HOBBIMHU JaHHBIMU HCCIIe-
JIOBaHUS 110 BBIPAXKECHUIO HECOTJIACHS U PEJSILIMOHHON paboTe, KOTOPhIE TIOKa3alld, YTO
B IIpoLIEcCe KOMMYHHUKAIIMU HECOITIaCHe YacTO OXKUIAEMO U OHO He 00s13aTesIbHO UMEET
OTpUIIATEIFHYI0 MApKUPOBAHHOCTH (CM. TIoipoOHO, Hanpumep, Angouri & Locher 2012).
[TosmyyeHHbIe BBIBOIbI TOJATBEPXKIAIOT MHEHHE X0 U YaHT, aHAIM3UPYIOLIUX BhIpaKEHUE
KPUTHKH (B 3TOM BBIITYCKE), O TOM, 4TO JUIS OLIEHKH TOTO MJIM HHOTO aKTa KaK BEXJIU-
BOTO MJIM HEBEKJIMBOTO, €r0 MHJEKCAIbHAsI OLIEHKA W peanu3anusi JOJKHBI ObITh
MPOAaHATU3UPOBAHBI B KOHTEKCTE.

Mapus ne 1a O Ipuangec-Jlonec uccriemayer oT3bIBbI MOTPeOUTENCH HA aHTIIO-
si3pIyHON OoHNanH-omaake Airbnb. Ilogo6no /1. Jaiitep u C. Progurep (Dayter &
Riidiger 2014), koTopble UCCICIOBATA KOMMEHTApUH KIMSHTOB Ha CATe TOCTEBOM CETH
Couchsurfing, Dpnannec-Jlonec nmoka3piBaeT UX IEHCTBUS B TAKOM JICTMKATHOM aKTe,
KaK OT3bIB, I'JIe Ha KapTy MOCTaBJIEHO ITyOJIMYHOE JIMIO KaK IPUHUMAIOIIEH CTOPOHBI,
TaK ¥ rocreii caifra. [IpoanammusuposaB 120 OT3BIBOB, aBTOP BBIBISIET TPU Pa3HbIE IMO-
[MOHAIBHBIE OIIEHKH: BOCXHUILICHUE/yJOBIETBOPEHIE, aMOMBAIIEHTHOCTE/HEHTPAIbHOCTh
U HEeyJI0BJIETBOPEHUE/pa30uapoBaHue, KOTOPbIE 3aTeM 0OCYXIAIOTCS B CBSI3U C BbIABIIE-
HHeM npeobnagaronmx HopM (cM. Locher & Watts 2005, 2008). Pe3ynpTats! yKa3bBaroT
Ha SIBHOE MPEIIIOYTEHNE aBTOPOB OT3BIBOB OBITH BEXKJIMBBIMU U M30€raTh OTKPOBEHHBIX
rpyoocrteit nim ockopoienuit. OmHAKO U3-3a STOH HOPMBI MTO3UTUBHOCTH YMaTYUBAHUE
TaK)Ke CTAHOBUTCS MH(MOPMATHUBHBIM, TaK KakK MPEAIOIaraeTcsi, YTo To, O 4eM He TOBO-
pHTCS, OLIEHUBAETCS HEYOBIETBOPUTENHHO. COOOIIEHN S, TPHOIMKAIOIINECS K OTPH-
[ATeIbHOMY TOJIIOCY LIKANbI, XapaKTePU3YIOTCs JenepcoHann3anueii, opMaibHbIM
CTWJIEM U JIUCTAHLIMPOBAHUEM OT XO3SMHA OTeJIsl, TOrJa KaK COOOIEHNUS C MOJI0KUTEIb-
HOHM OIICHKOW COAepkKaT MO3UTHUBHYIO SKCIIPECCHBHYIO JIEKCUKY. ABTOpP YCTaHOBHJIA
COOTHOIICHHE MEXy MOJEIISIMUA BBHIPAKEHUSI OTHOILIEHUS U COJEP)KaHHUEM OT3HIBOB,
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a3aTeM CpaBHWJIA CBOHM PE3yJIbTaThl C AHAIOTMYHBIMH (HO HE WICHTUYHBIMU) TUIaTgOp-
mamu, TakuMu kak Couchsurfing umu TripAdvisor (Dayter & Riidiger 2014, Rosen et al.
2011, Vésquez 2011, 2014). C To4Kku 3peHuss METOAOJOTHH CTaThs JOTIOJIHACT HAIU
NpPEACTABICHUS O TOM, KaK MOTYT OBITh N3y4€Hbl HOPMbI KOHKPETHOTO COOOIIEeCTRA.

CrenpanbHbIA BBITYCK 3aBEpIIAIOT JBE PELEH3UH HA KHUTH, OTHOCSIIUECS K 00Ja-
CTH UCCJIEJOBAHMSI BEXKIIMBOCTU U HEBEXKIMBOCTU: [lapbs [laiiTep peLieH3upyeT KHUT'Y
Capsl Musuic English Politeness and Class (AHrnuiickas BeXXIMBOCTh 1 Kiace) (2017),
a Xodwua Iomen — xuury Mupuam Jloxsp Reflective Writing in Medical Contexts
(PedriexkcuBHOE TUCHMO B MEIUMIMHCKUX KOHTeKcTax) (2017), koTopas HamucaHa
C MO3ULUI MEXJIMYHOCTHOM nparmatuku. Baxun [lapeapemn naet 063o0p 12-it Mexmy-
HapOJHOW KOH(EPEHIIMH M0 BeXKIIMBOCTH U HEBEXKIIMBOCTH, COCTOsBILEiCS B KeMOpumke,
Benukobpuranus, B utone 2019 r., B KOTOPOM O4epUYHBAET OCHOBHBIC HANIPABICHUS
00Cy’XJaBIINXCSl HA KOH(DEPEHLIUH UCCIIEJOBAaHUM.

4. O6cypaeHue n NepcneKkTuBbI

CraTby HAIIETro CIEeIUATFHOTO BBIITyCKa OTPAXXal0T B3aUMOOOOTralieHne TeOpHid,
METOOB M IMOJIXOA0B, YTO XapaKTEPHO JUIsi COBPEMEHHBIX HCCIIE0BaHUI B 001acTH
He/BeMBOCTH. ClielyeT OTMETUTh, YTO BMECTO TOI'0, YTOObI (JOKYCHPOBATHCS Ha BEXK-
JIMBOCTH, HEKOTOPBIE CTaThbU MOCBSIIEHBI KOH(IMKTAM U pa3HoriacusaM. Takum obpa-
30M, 4epe3 U3yueHHEe BEKIMBOCTH pACCMAaTPUBAETCS, KAK HAHOCHUTCS YPOH JIMIY U Kak
3TO KOHTPACTUPYET C OXKMJIAHUAMHU BexJMBocTU. Cpeau TeM craTei — KpUTHKa IpU
nepsoM 3HakoMcTBe (Haugh & Chang), o6cyxkneHne penuruo3Horo HpaBCTBEHHOTO
MopsIJIKa ¥ MOJIUTB, KOTOpbIe HaHOCAT ypoH juiy (Al Zidjaly), pasHorinacus B ceMbe
no ooy (emunusma (Fernandez-Amaya). B nccnenoBanuu, nocBsiieHHOM aHaIU3y
o13b1BOB Ha 1uiatopme Airbnb (Hernandez-Lopez), mokazaHo, 4To aBTOPBI OT3HIBOB
n30eraroT SBHOTO HAHECEHMS YpPOHa JIMILY, HO OTCYTCTBUE JIEHCTBUH MO yIyUIICHHIO
JMLa BOCHPUHUMAETCs] KaK HeraTuBHasl olleHKa. [1oayunTs naHHbIE pe3ysbTaThl CTaIo
BO3MOJKHBIM HE TOJILKO Yepe3 OLIEHKY ITOBEPXHOCTHBIX SI3BIKOBBIX CTPYKTYp, YKa3bIBa-
IOIIMX Ha COXpaHEHHUE JIMIA, HO U OJarogaps yCTaHOBIECHHUIO MPAKTUYECKUX HOPM
BUPTYAJILHOTO co00IIecTBa. B IByX CTaThsIX Ha PYCCKOM SI3bIKE O 3aMEYaHUSIX U IPHU-
IIAIICHUAX PACKPBIBAIOTCS KYJIbTYPHBIE 3HAKH HE/BEKJIMBOCTU B paCCMaTPUBAEMBIX
pedeBsix aktax (bparuna u [llaponos, Brnacsin u Koxxyxosa). biarogaps cratee [{anne
u Cu¢uany Mbl y3HaeM 0 BHYTPUTPYIIIIOBOM U BHETPYIIIIOBOM TPECTABICHHH O HEBEX-
JMBOW M BEXKIMBOW MACHTUYHOCTH. CTaThsi PU 1eMOHCTpUpPYET, KAK HOPMBbI, YCTaHOB-
JICHHBIE ISl (PUKCALMKU YBAXKCHUS M HEPAPXUU B TEPMHHAX O0OpaIlECHHsI, CO BpEMEHEM
MEHSIOTCS, TOCKOJIBKY TEPSIFOT CBOIO BBIPAa3UTENbHYIO cuity. M. Tepkypadu cTaBuT
0/l COMHEHHE KJIACCHMYECKOEe TIOHUMAHHE CBSI3H MEXITy KOCBEHHOCTBIO U BEXKIJIMBOCTBIO
Y BBIJIBUTAET TMITOTE3Y O MOSBICHUH TEHACHIIMU K PA3BUTHIO MPSIMOJIMHEHHOCTH B CBSI3U
¢ ypOaHu3anuel u riodanm3anuei.

OO1muM B CTaThsAX BBIIIYCKA ABJISETCS TO, YTO OHU BHOCST BKJIAJ B pPa3BUTHE
NpeJICTaBJICHUM O NPOSBICHUH HE/BEXIIMBOCTH B Pa3HbIX TUIAX JUCKYpCa B PA3IMUYHBIX
KyJIbTypax. ABTOpPBI UCTIONB3YIOT M KOMOMHUPYIOT Pa3IMYHbIE METOJIbI, YTOOBI pac-
KPBITh HOPMBI, HA OCHOBAaHWHM KOTOPBIX YYAaCTHHKH OOIICHUS JICNAIOT BBIBOJI O BEXKIIU-
BOCTH M HEBEXJIMBOCTU. Vcnosp3yemblii /1 aHalIn3a MaTepuasl CBUICTENBCTBYET O €ro
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MIMPOKOM OHAITA30HE: 3TO MOJJYAYyTCHTUYHBIC JaHHbIC, JaHHbIC TUCKYPCUBHBIX TE€CTOB,
OHJIAMH KOMMYHUKAIUs, KOPIIyCHBIE JaHHBIE, HCTOPUYECKUE TEKCTHI U Jp. DTH CTaTbU
JTAIOT BO3MOKHOCTB MPOCIIEIUTh Pa3BUTHE UCCIIEAOBAaHUN B 001aCTH HE/BEXKINBOCTH.
Bwmecto Toro, uToOBI COXaneTh 00 OTCYTCTBUU €IMHOM, BCEOXBATHIBAIOIIEH TEOPUHU
HE/BEXKJIMBOCTH, MBI CUUTaeM HaOJI0JaeMOe Ha JIaHHBI MOMEHT Pa3HOOOpasue Teope-
THYECKHX ¥ METOJOJOTMYECKUX OJX0J0B 00OTalaoIUM 1 XOTUM TOAICPKATh IPH-
3bIB K KOMIIEKCHOCTH IMOJIXOA0B, B3aMMOOOOTAIEHUIO0 METOIOJIOTHA, K OTKPBITOCTH
B U3YUYCHHHU KaK Ky.]'II)TypHOCHeHI/I(I)I/IIIHBIX, TaK U YHUBCPCAJIBbHBIX PCIALUMOHHBIX
MPAKTHUK.

OueBHIHO, YTO ISl TIOHUMAHUS CIIOKHOCTEH B3aUMOJICHCTBUS PA3IMYHBIX HOPM,
TOTO0, KaK OHH BJIMSIOT Ha OLEHKY BBHICKA3bIBAHUH U TIEpEe1aBaeMbIX MU OTHOIICHHH,
Ha BBIPAYKEHHE BEKIMBOCTU U HEBSKIIMBOCTH B PA3IMUHBIX COIMAIBHBIX M KYJIBTYPHBIX
KOHTEKCTaX, MHOTO€ €lIe MMPEACTOUT ClIeNaTh. TeM He MeHee Mbl HaJieeMCsl, YTO Tpe/l-
CTaBJICHHBIC B HAILIEM BBIMYCKE CTaTbU OYAYT MOJIE3HBIMHU JUII HAYYHOTO COOOIIECTBa
U MOTYT CTaTh UMITYJILCOM JJIS IaIbHEHIINX Pa3MbIILUICHUH, HAYYHBIX TIOMCKOB U OT-
KPBITHIA.

© Miriam A. Locher and Tatiana V. Larina / Mupuawm A. Jlox3p, T.B. Jlapuna, 2019
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HayyHas cTaTbs
HHAeKca/lbHbIE U TOC/IeJ0BaTe/IbHbIE€ CBOMCTBA KpH-
THUYECKMX 3aMe4YaHUuH B HavaJie KOMMYVHHUKAIIUH: IO -
X0/Abl K U3YIYE€HHUIO (HE)BE)KJIHBOCTPI B KpocCc-
KYJIbTYPHOM aCll€KTe

Maiika Xo u Beii-JIun Menoau Yanr

Yuusepcuretr KBuncnenna, ABctpanus
Gordon Greenwood Building, Union Road, St Lucia, QLD 4072, Australia

AHHOTALMS

Kpocc-KynbTypHBIE UCCIIEIOBaHUS BEKINBOCTH M HEBEKJINBOCTH OOBIYHO HAlleJIeHBl Ha BEISBIICHUE
paznuunii B BepOabHOM TTOBENICHHH, TPOSBILIONIMXCS B PeANTH3aIiN OTJEIBHBIX PEUEBBIX aKTOB, KOTOpbIE
3aTeM OOBSCHSIOTCSI OCHOBHBIMHU KYJIBTYPHBIMH Pa3JIMUMsMU. B 3TOH cTaTbe Moka3aHo, 4TO TAaHHBIA TOIXOM
W3IHIIHE ONMPAeTCs] Ha SMUYECKHH B3TIIA HA (HE)BEKIMBOCTD, T.€ Ha €€ IIOHMMaHNe HOCUTEISIMI TAaHHOH
KyJIbTypHl. [locpeacTBOM CpaBHUTEIFHOTO aHATH3a KPUTHKU B HAYaIbHOH (aze OOUIeHNs TailBaHbCKUX
HOCHTEJICH KNUTalCKOTO S3bIKa M aBCTPAIMICKUX HOCUTEJIEH aHTIIMHCKOrO s13bIKa MbI 00palaeM BHUMaHHE
Ha TO, KaK CXOZICTBA B CII0co0ax BBIPAXKEHHUsI KPUTUKU M OTBETOB Ha Hee (TO €CTh X IOCIIE0BaTEe/IbHbIC
CBOICTBa) MOTYT CKpPBIBaTh Pa3INyMsl B PEJIEBAHTHBIX JUIS KyJIBTYPbI 3HAUEHHAX KPUTHUKH (TO €CTh Pa3iInius
UX MH/ICKCAJIbHBIX CBOMCTB) B COOTBETCTBYIOIIUX SI3bIKax. MBI IPHUIILUIA K BBIBOJY, YTO MEXKYJIBTYpHbIC
uccienoBanus (HEe)BEXKINBOCTH TOJDKHBI HE TOJIBKO BBIBIATH pa3ianuus B popMax M CTPAaTErHsx,
C MTOMOIIBIO KOTOPBIX PEATU3YIOTCS PeueBbIe aKThl, HO H YYUTHIBATh TO, YTO SIKOOBI OJTHU U TE K€ PEUEBHIE
aKTBI HA CaMOM JIeJIe MOTYT OBITh [T0-Pa3HOMY MCTOJKOBAHBI YICHAMH Pa3JIMYHBIX KYJIbTYpPHBIX IPYIIIL.

KiroueBble cioBa: (re)gedcnugocms, peuegoil akm, KpUMuUKA, Ha4aibHas asa 3aumooeicmeaus,
aABCMPANUUCKULl QHIUICKUL, KUMAUCKUll (MAHOAPUH), KPOCC-KYbIMYPHAS. NPASMAMUKA

Jasi nuTupoBanus:

Haugh, Michael and Chang, Wei-Lin Melody (2019). Indexical and sequential properties of criticisms
in initial interactions: Implications for examining (im) politeness across cultures. Russian Journal
of Linguistics, 23 (4), 904—929. doi: 10.22363/2687-0088-2019-23-4-904-929.

1. Introduction

Studies of (im)politeness across languages and cultures have generally focused
on identifying differences in (linguistic) behaviour that are then explained as cultural
differences, with much of this work in cross-cultural pragmatics focusing on requests,
apologies, compliments and compliment responses (Sifianou & Garcés-Conejos
Blitvich 2017: 584). Brown and Levinson’s (1978, 1987) politeness theory has long been
a popular vehicle for these kinds of cross-cultural (im)politeness studies, in large
part because that is what Brown and Levinson’s theory was designed to do. While
the discursive turn in (im)politeness research has subsequently challenged the validity
of Brown and Levinson’s approach (Eelen 2011; Mills 2003), such critical work has
not provided a clear alternative way forward for studying (im)politeness across languages
and cultures (Grainger 2013; Sifianou & Garcés-Conejos Blitvich 2017). This has led
to a return to a neo-Brown and Levinsonian stance, in which the same theoretical tools
(positive and negative face, face-threatening acts and so on) are deployed with discourse
data, as opposed to the utterance-based analyses found in Brown and Levinson’s original
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work'. This has, in turn, reinforced the view that cross-cultural studies of (im)politeness
are about identifying differences in (linguistic) behaviour, which are then explained
as motivated by underlying cultural differences.

One problem with this approach, however, is that it under-estimates the extent to
which the same (linguistic) behaviour can have different meanings for members across
languages and cultures. This point was already noted in passing by House and Kasper
(1981) in their concluding remarks of a comparative study of “complaints” in English
and German.

From an etic standpoint, then, the behaviour of the German speakers may well be
considered impolite by reference to an English norm; however, from an emic
standpoint, which is the one we would prefer here, one would simply claim that
the differential behaviour displayed by the German and English speakers may be
a reflection of the fact that the two cultural systems are organized differently, and
that, e.g., a level 6 complaint in the German culture is not necessarily comparable
to a level 6 complaint in the English culture, because the value of each is derived
from the value it has relative to the remaining levels, and their frequency and
modality of use in the particular cultural system (House and Kasper 1981: 184).

It follows from House and Kasper’s comparative analysis that although British
and German speakers of English may readily understand a “complaint” is being made
through a particular form, they may not be aware that the (im)politeness value of that
“complaint” is likely to be different depending on the cultural background of the speaker.
The point made here by House and Kasper (1981) arguably has important implications
for both cross-cultural and intercultural studies of (im)politeness. In the case of cross-
cultural studies of (im)politeness, we have the problem of ensuring we are actually
comparing like with like. House and Kasper (1981) claim that while the same form may
deliver the same speech act across two languages, its so-called “(im)politeness value”
may differ. In other words, the indexical value of analogous syntactic forms is different
across English and German. Comparing the same forms therefore does not amount
to comparing the same thing. In the case of studies of (im)politeness in intercultural
settings, the potential for “hidden misunderstandings” (Carbaugh 2005) is clear, given
the same form may have different indexical values unbeknownst to those participants.

In recent years researchers have shifted from the emic-etic distinction to making
a distinction between first-order participant and second-order analyst understandings
of (im)politeness (Watts, Ide & Ehlich 1992; Eelen 2001). In much of this work,
participant understandings are treated as essentially synonymous with emic (or cultural
members’) understandings, and analyst (or scientific) understandings are treated
as synonymous with etic (or cultural non-members’) understandings. In short, the emic-
etic distinction has been more or less reconstrued as a distinction between first-order
participant and second-order analyst understandings.

' A move that was advocated by Brown and Levinson themselves in their introduction to the 1987
reissue of the original 1978 publication.
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An underlying theoretical question this raises for (im)politeness research is whether
the emic-etic and participant-analyst distinctions actually encapsulate the same thing.
There has been some debate about this by (im)politeness researchers (Haugh 2012; Kadar
& Haugh 2013; Spencer-Oatey & Kadar 2016), in part, because there are different extant
definitions of the emic-etic distinction (Headland, Pike & Harris 1990). The emic-etic
distinction can be made with reference to participants, systems or both. When the
emic-etic distinction is applied to participants (i.e. cultural members/insiders versus
non-members/outsiders), it is invoked as grounds for interpretation by analysts. When
the emic-etic distinction is applied to cultural systems (i.e. culture-internal versus
culture-comparative orientation), it is invoked as grounds for theorisation by scientific
observers. In other words, the emic-etic distinction can be conceptualised in two distinct
ways with respect to participants and analysts.

insider perspective
A

user perspective <€ » observer perspective

\ 2
outsider perspective

Figure 1. Theorising perspectives on talk and conduct

These perspectives are, of course, necessarily interlinked in that analysis pre-
supposes theorisation of some sort or another (even if that theorisation is only tacit),
while theorisation presupposes analysis of some sort or another (even if that analysis
is only introspective in nature). Different researchers place varying emphasis on these
different possible perspectives and how they might be formally interlinked.

In this paper, the overall aim is to examine the role of emic or cultural members’
understandings in studies of (im)politeness across languages and cultures. We attempt
to do this through the lens of a speech act that has not received much attention to date
in (im)politeness research, namely, criticisms. We examine criticisms, specifically
other-criticisms, in initial interactions in which participants are getting acquainted.
The advantage of this type of data is that in such settings the relational history of the
participants is transparent to the analyst. The culturally relevant meanings of criticisms
(i.e. their indexical properties), and the locally situated ways which they are delivered
and responded to (i.e. their sequential properties), are thus equally accessible to both
participants and analysts.

We begin, in the following section, by briefly discussing prior research on criti-
cisms, before going on, in section 3, to introduce the dataset in question and outline our
methodological approach. We next report, in section 4, on our comparative analysis
of criticisms in initial interactions amongst Taiwanese speakers of Mandarin Chinese
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versus criticisms in initial interactions amongst Australian speakers of English. Building
on this comparative analysis we argue, in section 5, that while these criticisms may
have similar sequential properties, they nevertheless have distinct indexical properties.
In short, we claim that while the criticisms are delivered and responded to in similar
ways by the participants in both languages, from an emic (i.e. cultural members’)
perspective the evaluative and relational import of these criticisms is not the same for
speakers of these two languages. We conclude by briefly discussing the implications
of our study for cross-cultural (im)politeness research.

2. Prior research on criticisms

The act of criticism involves pointing out some kind of fault (i.e. weakness, failing,
misdemeanour or mistake) for which a party is presumed to be responsible, and expressing
disapproval of that fault (Merriam-Webster Dictionary Online 2019; Oxford English
Dictionary Online 2019). In short, “to negatively evaluate a person for some act or
quality for which that person is deemed responsible” (Pillet-Shore 2016: 54). In some
cases, the speaker also implies that the criticised target should do something to remedy
or address that fault (Nguyen 2008: 45; Pillet-Shore 2015: 375).

Researchers have often studied criticisms together with complaints, accusations,
reproaches, and the like without differentiating between them (e.g. D’ Amico-Reisner
1983; House and Kasper 1981; Malle, Gugliemo & Monroe 2014; Morris 1988). However,
conflating these acts is arguably problematic. From a speech act theoretic perspective,
while all these different actions constitute assertions of some kind of fault — or offence,
transgression or wrongdoing etc. — on the part of the referent, they can nevertheless
be distinguished on semantic grounds (Vanderveken 1990; Wierzbicka 1987). From
an interactional perspective, participants in interaction can be shown to display invest-
ment in discerning between these acts as well. Pillet-Shore (2016), for instance, points
out that one can criticise without complaining, and draws attention to systematic ways
in which participants may orient to this distinction in parent-teacher interviews.

In (im)politeness research, criticisms have generally been treated as a face-
threatening act (Brown & Levinson 1987: 66), which can thus be used as an impoliteness
strategy (Bousfield 2008; Culpeper 2011, 2015)*. For that reason, criticisms are claimed
to be prototypically delivered via off-record strategies, including through hints, presup-
positions, understatements, tautologies, contradictions, irony, rhetorical questions and
over-generalisations (Brown & Levinson 1987: 213—226). They also note, in passing,
that criticisms can be implied through soliciting accounts or reasons for some state of
affairs for which the addressee is held responsible (pp. 128—129; cf. Bolden & Robinson
2011). The focus in (im)politeness research has largely been on criticisms that are
delivered to prompt some kind of action or change on the part of the target. Brown and
Levinson (1987) claim, for instance, that “the construction of hints for other FTAs not
requiring H[earer] to perform some act — for indirect criticisms, for instance — involves
complex processes beyond the scope of this paper (and, indeed, beyond our present
understanding)” (p. 215).

2 Criticisms can, of course, be delivered within a non-serious or joking key or frame, in which case
they are regarded as a means of showing solidarity or intimacy (Brown & Levinson 1987; Leech 1983).
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A survey of empirical work on criticisms to date suggests that little has changed
in that respect. While there have been a number of studies of criticisms that are designed
to suggest or even require that the fault in question be redressed, we still know very
little about criticisms where the aim is to insult or wound the target (Tayebi 2018).
Empirical studies have focused for the most part on examining criticisms in institutional
contexts, including in appraisal meetings in which supervisors are evaluating work
performance (Asmuf3 2008; Copland 2011; Schuer 2014; Tracy & Eisenberg 1990/91),
in feedback sessions where academic work is being evaluated (Li & Seale 2007; Nguyen
2008), or in parent-teacher interviews in which students’ work is being reported upon
(Pillet-Shore 2015, 2016). In such contexts, criticisms are licensed by the roles of par-
ticipants in those settings. However, while criticisms may be licensed in such settings,
they are nevertheless invariably treated as sensitive, dispreferred and face-threatening
social actions. Participants have been shown to orient, for instance, to the fact that
criticisms can cause hurt feelings (Copland 2011), convey expectations that the target
will do something to remedy the fault (Pillet-Shore 2015), pass (unwelcome) moral
judgment on others (Asmuf3 2008), or display claims to have expertise or knowledge
about the target that may be resisted by the latter (Pomerantz 1984).

Less frequently, criticisms have been examined in interpersonal, everyday contexts
(e.g. Lang 2018; Tayebi 2018; Tracy, Van Dusen & Robinson 1987), although such
studies have relied, for the most part, on fictional data, field notes or diary reports, with
the exception of early work by Pomerantz (1984) on assessments in naturally occurring
conversations. The latter notes that in everyday conversation criticisms are typically
delivered with a dispreferred action or turn shape (if at all). To the best of our knowledge,
then, there are very few studies that have examined how criticisms arise and how they
are responded to in everyday, interpersonal interactions, and even fewer that attempt
to compare criticisms across languages and cultures, despite Brown and Levinson (1987)
acknowledging that the extent to which criticisms are considered face-threatening can
vary across cultures.

In the following sections, we attempt to begin to redress that gap through reporting
on a case study in which we compared criticisms arising in initial interactions amongst
Taiwanese speakers of Chinese with those arising in initial interactions amongst Australian
speakers of English.

3. Data and method

Our collection of criticisms was assembled drawing from two different corpora.
The first is the Australians Getting Acquainted (AGA) corpus, a collection of eighteen
audio-recordings and associated transcripts of initial interactions amongst Australian
speakers of English (approximately five hours in total) (Haugh 2011). The second is
a subset of the Mandarin Conversation Dialogue Corpus (MCDC), a collection of ten
audio-recordings and associated transcripts of initial interactions amongst Taiwanese
speakers of Mandarin Chinese (approximately eight hours in total) (Tseng 2004, 2008).
Ten conversations were selected from AGA in order to match the gender and age pairings
in the ten conversations taken from MCDC. The 10 interactions from each corpora
consisted of the same sets of gender pairings (4 same-gender; 6 different gender pairings),
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and the same sets of age pairings (7 similar age; 3 different age pairings). Both corpora
employed the same protocol implemented by Svennevig (1999): it was explained to
voluntary participants that they were being recorded for the purposes of studying
communication, but no specific topics to talk about were given to them.

Our analysis began by jointly identifying putative instances of criticism in the com-
parative dataset in cases where we agreed that a negative evaluation of the other
interlocutor was readily inferable. This was accomplished through listening to the entire
recording of every interaction. For the purposes of this exercise we define a criticism
as an instance in which a speaker negatively evaluates the conduct or character of their
co-present interlocutor, that is, indicates disapproval of the conduct or character of the
addressed recipient (Pillet-Shore 2016: 54)°.

In excerpt (1), for instance, Natalie assesses Gary’s enunciation as unclear
in lines 201—202 (the turn in question is marked with an arrow in the transcription
below).

(1) AGA09: 7:10

200 G: they’1ll hate me HA HA ha [ha ha]

201 N: - [we:11 I-] you weren’t really
202 enunciating very clearly there I have to sa(h)y°he he°
203 (0.8)

204 N: .hh [but ]

205 G: [what] did they want us to do

Assessments are defined as “utterances that offer an evaluation of a referent with
a clear valence (e.g. as good, bad, outrageous, tragic, or funny)” (Stivers & Rossano
2010: 9; cf. Couper-Kuhlen & Selting 2018: 283). In other words, assessments are
positive or negative evaluations of a person, third party, external object or situation
arising through current or past participation in joint activity (Goodwin & Goodwin
1992; Pomerantz 1984). Assessments can implement a range of different actions
depending on the target and valence of the assessment, including compliments, self-
praise, self-deprecations and criticisms or reproaches (Couper-Kuhlen & Selting 2018;
Edwards & Potter 2017). In the above case, the assessment implements a criticism as
Natalie is negatively evaluating Gary’s current enunciation, and shows disapproval
(due to the trouble this will cause for those who will be later transcribing their conver-
sation)*. She orients to the sensitivity of this criticism through interpolated aspiration
and laughter at the end of the turn in question (Shaw, Hepburn & Potter 2013).

After identifying potential instances of criticism, we then closely examined the
sequential environments within which these criticisms arose through reviewing the
recordings, and closely transcribing the instances in question using conventions from
conversation analysis (Jefferson 2004). In the case above, the (serious) other-criticism

3 Criticisms can be other-directed or self-directed. As the term self-deprecation is commonly used
in the literature to refer to self-criticisms, we use the term criticism here in the way it is normally
used by researchers to refer more specifically to instances of other-criticism, unless it is important
for our analysis to draw attention to that distinction.

4 Just prior to this excerpt they have been talking about how their conversation will be boring
to listen to for the transcribers (data not shown).
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in question arises in response to a (joking) self-criticism by the prior speaker. However,
we found through detailed sequential analysis of our set of candidate examples that
criticisms in initial interactions are more typically implemented via barbs or teases,
rather than through explicit negative assessments.

A barb is a criticism in which a negative evaluation of other is implied, rather being
explicitly delivered through a clearly valenced adjective (e.g. wonderful, good, awful,
boring, unclear). In other words, the criticism is made available through inference
to the recipient rather than through what is explicitly said. Prior to excerpt (2), Natalie
has been prompting Gary to ask her some questions. He responds by claiming he has
no questions to ask her.

() AGA09: 8:00

346 G: U:M I haven’t got any questions to rask you
347 actually.

348 (1.1)

349 N: - ryou must be fun at parties. Hhh

350 G: #don’t like parties#

Natalie responds, in turn, by assessing Gary as someone who must be “fun”
at parties (line 349). In this case, however, it is clear that she is being sarcastic and
implying the opposite, namely, that he would not be fun at parties. In so doing she
implies that he is a poor conversationalist, and possibly a boring person. The implied
criticism here thus consists of a barb about his character. Notably, Gary responds
to this barb by claiming he does not like parties (line 350), thereby undermining the
relevance of Natalie’s barb for him (cf. Haugh 2011: 178—179)°.

A tease is an (ostensibly) playful or jocular mocking jibe or taunt directed at another
party. It is thus another way of criticising others, albeit one in which the teaser can
disclaim responsibility for this criticism through claims to have been “just kidding”,
“only joking”, “just teasing” and so on (Haugh & Pillet-Shore 2018). In excerpt (3),

Gary is talking with Emma about how traditional Chinese culture has been pushed
aside in modern China

(3) AGAO03: 7:14

176 E: so: um (0.5) <yea:h> (.) any of the old (0.9)
177 rany of the old ways any of the intuitive #stuff#
178 (0.3) they’ve pretty much got rid of. (0.5) and
179 looked at all the scientific si:de of it. (.)
180 which I think is a real tragedy.

181 (2.8)

182 G: (oh) °just move o:n° (.) you know °hh hh hh hhe°
183 E: —» ©°°hh hh hh°° °ha ha ha ha° .hhh YOU’VE BEEN AROUND
184 TOO LONG=

185 G: =AH HA HA ha ha ha ha ha ha

186 E: - hah .hh HAH .hhh you’ve been around t- for too
187 many li:feti:mes.=

188 G: =ah ha ha ha (0.3) .hh I think you’re right

Gary describes this as a real tragedy (line 180). However, after a gap in which
Emma does not affiliate with his assessment (line 181), he subsequently suggests they

> This is subsequently developed by Gary into an account (see example 10).
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“just move on” (line 182). This occasions a tease in lines 183—184 by Emma that Gary
has “been around too long” (i.e. that he’s overly jaded or cynical), which prompts shared
laughter (lines 185—186), a repeat of the tease by Emma (lines 186—187), and
subsequent laughing agreement from Gary (line 188). In this case, the criticism that
Gary is overly jaded is treated, ostensibly at least, as non-serious by both participants.

4. Comparative analysis of criticisms in initial interactions

A number of key findings emerged from our comparative case study of criticisms
in initial interactions amongst Australian speakers of English and Taiwanese speakers
of Mandarin Chinese. First, despite being characterised as an inherently face-threatening
act (Brown & Levinson 1987), criticisms were nevertheless found to arise in initial
interactions amongst both Australian and Taiwanese participants. However, only instances
of barbs were found to occur across both datasets. It was also evident that criticisms are
treated as dispreferred actions in initial interactions by both Australian and Taiwanese
participants. Second, there were two formats through which criticisms are commonly
delivered: assessments and account solicitations. Third, criticisms can target either
the character or the conduct of the other party. We now move to discuss, in turn, each
of these findings in more detail.

4.1. Criticisms and responses to criticisms in initial interactions

Criticisms in initial interactions were delivered off-record through barbs or teases
rather than through explicit negative assessments. This is not surprising given earlier
claims that explicit criticisms threaten the positive face of hearers (Brown & Levinson
1987: 66) or are treated as dispreferred (Pomerantz 1984: 78). These findings are
summarised in Table 1. The number outside of the bracket refers to the frequency
of occurrence in each dataset, while the percentage inside the brackets refers to the
proportion of interactions in which they occurred.

Table 1
Criticisms in Australian and Taiwanese initial interactions
Australian (AGA) Taiwanese (MCDC)
Explicit negative assessment 2 (10%) 0
Barb 7 (20%) 6 (30%)
Tease 12 (70%) 0

While there only two instances of explicit negative assessments (see examples 1
and 10), barbs were found across both corpora: six barb sequences across three interac-
tions were identified in the Taiwanese initial encounters, and seven barb sequences across
two interactions were identified in the Australian dataset. While criticisms are relatively
low frequency occurrences in initial interactions, they are nevertheless more frequent
than one might expect, given that barbs were identified in five out of the twenty initial
interactions we examined. A notable difference, however, was that there were no instances
of criticisms delivered via teases in the Taiwanese dataset, while twelve tease sequences
were found across seven interactions in the Australian dataset.
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A recurrent pattern in responses to criticisms also emerged in the course of our
analysis. We found that barbs invariably occasioned accounts from the target (Chang
forthcoming), that is, overt explanations of the reasons, motives or causes of one’s
conduct or character (Heritage 1988). Teases, in contrast, recurrently occasioned
laughter (Haugh & Pillet-Shore 2018). The fact that accounts regularly follow barbs
provides data-internal evidence that the participants were indeed orienting to the prior
turn as implying criticism.

It appears, then, that criticisms in initial interactions are treated as dispreferred
actions. The evidence for making this claim is two-fold. First, other-criticisms are
delivered through implicated conclusions or implicated premises rather than being made
through explicit negative assessments. Second, the targets of those barbs invariably
respond with accounts that undermine the relevance or aptness of those criticisms, rather
than with denials that directly disagree with them.

4.2. Formats of criticisms in initial interaction

A second finding was that criticisms are delivered through two key formats across
both sets of initial interactions. The first vehicle involves assessments through which
speakers implicate negative evaluations of the character or conduct of the other inter-
locutor.

We have already seen an example of this format in the Australian dataset (see
example 2). The same format was also found to occur in the Taiwanese dataset. In the
following example taken from MCDC, Wang and Chang have been talking about how
the latter gets to work. Excerpt (4) begins with Wang asking Chang whether he knows
if a particular famous village is near where the latter works.

(4) MCDC25:01: 2:35

49 F:  SHMRMIBERZAZ< Ay

50 OO-OOHK (.) ERAMEN=

51 5&:  =WE::: (AR ]

52 T [>IRA R A i <]

53 fk: =

54 F: o ARG RN HEERE BT )

55 ik: (FRAE Rt LR HEL ] JE kR

56 > [ AR [m] [ ] A A [ [1] <

57 F: ESUIY

49 W: eh, is there a village called XX village sor

50 what nearby your< workplace?

51 C: =we::11, [I am not quite- ]

52 W: [>have you heard about it<]

53 C: familiar=

54 W: - =not familiar, you only [know your workplace ]
55 C: [everyday I only go from my workplace]
56 [>5back and forth] back and forth<

57 W: [right, oh I

Chang responds that he is not familiar with it (lines 51, 53), while Wang follows
up in overlap with an epistemic check about whether Chang has heard of that village
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(line 52). Wang then confirms through a partial repetition that Chang is not familiar
with the village before going on to offer an assessment that Chang’s knowledge is
limited to his workplace (line 54). In assessing Chang as only knowing his workplace,
Wang implies that Chang only thinks about his work and is unaware of interesting
things outside of it. The latter amounts to a barb about his character: that he concentrates
too much on his workplace, and consequently is a boring person. The negative evaluative
import of this assessment is evident from Chang’s subsequent account as to why he is
not familiar with the village in question (lines 55—356). In short, by providing an account,
Wang orients to the way in which he is being held accountable by Chang for not
knowing about this famous village which is near the former’s workplace.

The second format for delivering barbs involves questions designed to solicit
accounts. Notably, although account solicitations can imply criticism (Robinson &
Bolden 2010), since these criticisms are delivered off-record, they are readily deniable
by the speaker (Brown & Levinson 1987: 128—129). We term these presumptive
questions, as a common feature of these questions was that they presupposed a negative
evaluation of some aspect of the character or conduct of the recipient.

Prior to excerpt (5), which is taken from AGA, Chris has asked Emma why she
decided to take up acupuncture as a career. Emma has been explaining that it was because
she was experiencing poor health and was exploring alternative approaches, including
Chinese medicinal approaches.

(5) AGAO02: 14:14

558 E: and I uh- I also tried acupuncture and Chinese herbs
559 and they didn’t wo:rk (0.6) but(0.3) um

560 (0.2)

561 C: - so even after not working you sor- thought

562 (0.2)

563 E: [twe:11]

564 C: - [gee I ] could pursue this as a career

565 E: tyeah tnjo I tliked the |wa:y (.) when I went

566 to the acupuncturist I like that (.) she worked
567 and how (1.1) u:m (0.3) nice she was

After claiming accupuncture did not work for her (line 559), Chris goes on to solicit
an account through a so-prefaced question that returns to the question of why Emma
took up acupuncture in the first place (lines 561, 564). In this case, the question is
designed to draw attention to a seeming contradiction, the fact that Emma took up
acupuncture as a career even though it did not actually work for her personally.
Embedded in this question, then, is an implicated premise that he is critical of her
reasoning with respect to her choice of career, and thus potentially of her capacity for
logical reasoning. The negative evaluative import of this presumptive question is evident
from Emma’s well-prefaced (line 563), and subsequent yeah no-prefaced account
(lines 565—567), which attends to the different inferences made available through
Chris’s question.

A barb about the character of the other participant is also delivered through a pre-
sumptive question in excerpt (6), taken from MCDC, between Yeh and Lee. Preceding
this excerpt, Lee has sought an account from Yeh as to why he has not yet travelled
overseas. He begins his account by saying that it costs a lot of money (relative to what
he earns each month).
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(6) MCDC02:10: 0:54
28 — il A —F—i H —FA-A 2D FK

-
29 Z. WA [WENE]

30 % URAR ] URANBEFEE ()

31 TH BORRARIE EAF T AR MR D A A =

32 % =M=

33 ¥ SR-AE-PrLGERIR g -gREEE -

34 SEEE<CEER (L) RE-

35 o S AR-IR-ARPH IR A A2

36 (0.2)

37 . .., HHIE (hhh)

38 & ko=

39 . =sWME< MR- IR-FR-FR- P - -

40 () PRI IAENIE 2o 8% 1 ARk

28 Y: think about how much you earn every month and every year.
29 L: mm [mm mm]

30 Y: [then ] you deduct your daily expenses (.)

31 and then you have to save up, right?=

32 L: =mm=

33 Y: =then- want- so you cherish each- each-

34 >every< resource right? (.) you-

35 L: - you- you- you- are you the person who likes saving up?
36 (0.2)

37 Y: we::11, maybe (hhh)

38 L: maybe?=

39 Y: =>then< I am like- I- I- I- because there is- just like-
40 (.) because I don’t know what girls are thinking

Yeh goes on to make a generalised claim that everyone wants to be careful about
what they spend (lines 30—34). However, rather than agreeing with this claim, Lee asks,
in line 35, whether Yeh is a person who likes saving up and economising, as opposed
to spending his money. Embedded within Lee’s question, given it latches on to the
account provided by Yeh, is the presupposition that he has not travelled because he
prefers to save his money. In so doing, she implies that he is stingy. The negative
evaluative import of this presumptive question is evident, in line 37, from Yeh’s well-
prefaced assent, and subsequent disfluently delivered account for his focus on saving
rather than travelling, namely, he does not know what girls want (lines 39—40).

4.3. Targets of criticism in initial interactions

A third finding was that barbs may target either the character or the conduct of the
co-present interlocutor. We have seen instances, in excerpts (2) and (4—6) above,
of barbs targeting the character of the recipient. In the following two examples, taken
from AGA and MCDC respectively, the barbs in question target the in situ conduct
of the recipient.

Prior to excerpt (7), taken from AGA, Natalie has been talking for some time about
the pressure of doing an honours degree. Notably, Gary has not initiated any topics
by asking Natalie any questions up until this point in the conversation.
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(7) AGA09: 4:16

167 N: but (0.5) yea:h >going through itc<

le8 was horrendous.

169 (0.5)

170 N: horrible year

171 (1.6)

172 N: trthat finished well, so that was okay.
173 (2.0)

174 N: - so y- (.) feel free to ta(h)lk HA HA ha ha
175 [.hhh heh heh heh ]

176 G: [what are we supposed to] talk about
177 N: .hhhh

178 (0.3)

179 G: I thought we’d get topics of something
180 >you know what I meanc<

Typical of a storytelling sequence (Stivers 2008), Natalie is winding it up with
assessments of the year as “horrendous” (lines 167—168). Following a beat with no
affiliative response from Gary, Natalie redoes a sequence-closing implicative negative
assessment of the year as “horrible” (line 170). Following a longer gap where there is
no affiliative response from Gary, she next offers an alternative assessment, which
modulates the valence to the more positive “finished well” (line 172). A long gap follows
in which Gary does not affiliate with that assessment either (line 173). This series
of lapses is indicative of topic withering (Haugh & Musgrave 2019). Natalie suggests
that it is now Gary’s turn to say something (line 174). This metapragmatic comment
not only points to the prior trouble they have just experienced in sustaining their con-
versation, but implies that Natalie is laying the blame for this topic withering on Gary,
criticising him for not carrying his fair share of the conversational load by asking her
some questions. Natalie orients to the evident sensitivity of this barb by modulating it
through interpolated aspiration and turn-final laughter (Shaw, Hepburn & Potter 2013).
The negative evaluative import of Natalie’s laughing suggestion is also evident from
Gary’s subsequent account as to why he is not talking more, namely, he had expected
they would be given topics (lines 176, 179—180). This implies the fault lies with the
researcher who arranged their initial encounter rather than Gary, thereby deflecting
blame away from him.

A similar pattern emerges in the next excerpt taken from MCDC, in which Wu
initiates a new sequence, following brief self-introductions, about what Zhang was
doing prior to their meeting. An important point to note is that Wu had been left waiting
by Zhang, who arrived late.

(8) MCDCO09:01: 0:15

06 Ak:  WREIA AL > AMRYRIE - <

07 WRAS I B B LR A

08 e:  MRIRAKHF L BINRE L=

09 Ak:  =oqlko=

10 5R:  =F: HEAAIRIE () AR A=

11 Ak: - =°ME: (.) IZ[H hhhe]

12 R B FRAS Al 1 AEER AR PR At T LA B33 358 2 Fr Ih]
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13 (.) PDRBRABBRE RIS REm ()

14 B 38 35 7 Tt T [V - ]

15 Ak: [olgo. . .]

06 W: where did you come from just before? >you drove-<
07 didn’t you drive? you had to go through the highway?
08 Z oh I went to Banchiao this morning, I went=

09 W: =°10h°=

10 Z: =to: my friend’s place (.) to have a coffee=

11 W: - =°wow (.) so [free hhh° ]

12 Z: [T originally] thought I could get

13 here ina short time (.) but I didn’t know there was
14 roadwork when I got up to the highway [ri:ght ]

15 Wu: [°c0:::h°]

Rather than initiating the sequence with an open question (e.g. what have you been
doing this morning?), however, Wu offers a candidate account that Zhang was late
because of traffic (lines 6—7). Zhang responds that she went to her friend’s place to have
a coffee (lines 8, 10). Wu initially responds, in line 9, with a softly delivered news receipt
particle that displays surprise (Wilkinson & Kitzinger 2006), before going on in line 10
to offer an assessment of Zhang as “so free” (in the sense of idle, i.e., not making good
use of her time). Given that this is followed by an implicit account solicitation as to why
she was late, Wu thus implies that Zhang did not have a good reason to be late, thereby
criticising her conduct®. The negative evaluative import of this assessment is evident
from Zhang’s subsequent account in which she claims she was late due to roadworks
(lines 12—14).

Overall, then, the sequential pattern across both languages appears to be remarkably
similar. On a standard cross-cultural analysis this would suggest that there is no signifi-
cant difference between these two sets of speakers. It would appear that criticisms are
treated as equally dispreferred, and thus potentially impolite, by both (Australian) English
and (Taiwanese) Mandarin Chinese speakers. In the following section, however, we
suggest that reaching such a conclusion would be premature.

5. Sequential and indexical properties
of criticisms in initial interactions

Criticisms are typically considered to be sensitive, dispreferred and face-threatening
actions. In short, criticising the other persons seems, at first glance, to be an impolite
thing to do in an initial interaction. This raises a puzzle as to why they occur so readily,
especially given the emphasis typically placed on avoiding disagreement in such contexts
(Haugh 2015a; Flint, Haugh & Merrison 2019). One possibility is that criticisms can be
a means of inviting intimacy, particularly if they are construed by participants as teasing
or playful (Dayter & Riidiger 2018; Haugh & Pillet-Shore 2018; Hambling-Jones &
Merrison 2012). However, our view is that in order to better understand what the

6 Tt also potentially constitutes a criticism of her character, but through her subsequent account,
Zhang orients to it specifically as a criticism of her just prior conduct (i.e. being late).
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apparently serious criticisms we have examined here accomplish in initial interactions,
we need to not only carefully examine the interactional positioning and sequential
development of criticisms in initial interactions, but the underlying cultural premises
that participants bring to bear in interpreting them.

As we noted in the introduction, cross-cultural studies can consider interactions from
the perspective of participants or as cultural systems. In the former case, we can formally
distinguish between the understandings of cultural members (emic) and cultural non-
members (etic). In the latter case, we can formally distinguish between culture-internal
(emic) or culture-comparative (emic) orientation. However, maintaining such distinctions
in theory is one thing; operationalising them in practice is another. In this section, we
propose that it becomes easier to disentangle these inevitably intertwined perspectives
if we maintain an analytical distinction between the sequential and indexical properties
of social action. This proposal builds on earlier work by Sanders and Fitch (2001),
in which they proposed two ways in which actions acquire social meaning: through their
interactional positioning and through shared cultural premises.

Meaning arises, on the one hand, through the interactional positioning of turns
of talk (Sanders & Fitch 2001; see also Sacks, Schegloff & Jefferson 1974; Schegloff
2007). Whether something counts as a criticism, for instance, depends, as we have seen,
both on what has preceded the turn in question and what follows it. Indeed, as Brown
and Levinson (1987) pointed out, criticisms may be implicated through a series of acts
rather than being attributable to any single utterance: “a higher-level intention to issue
a criticism can be conveyed by a series of acts (and responses) that are not themselves
FTAs [face threatening acts], or are not the particular FTA in question” (p. 233). It is
clear, then, that social actions, including criticisms, have particular sequential properties
through which they are made recognisable to participants.

On the other hand, meaning also arises through the shared cultural premises “about
rights and obligations, and ascribed meanings and motives, of interacting persons
of particular kinds in particular situations” (Sanders & Fitch 2001: 265; see also Garfinkel
1967). In other words, particular social actions are indexical of particular culturally
relevant meanings for members. Brown and Levinson (1987) attempted to capture this
idea in their claim that the extent to which criticisms are considered a face-threatening
act varies across cultures (what is designated by R in their formula for estimating
the degree of face threat of a particular speech act). For instance, they claim that
“criticisms may be very big FTAs in ‘shame’ cultures’”, but may be lessened in middle-
class European arguments (Brown & Levinson 1987: 247).

To illustrate what we mean by sequential and indexical analysis, we will now move
to consider the broader sequential environment of the barb we examined in excerpt (2)
(“you must be fun at parties”), and how through what precedes and follows it, the partici-
pants shape the sequential and indexical meaning of that turn. We previously noted that
through this ostensibly positive assessment, Natalie was in fact implying criticism
of Gary for having no questions to ask her. Our claim is that this criticism is readily
inferable because of what has been said prior to this particular turn.

While space precludes us from undertaking a detailed analysis of the excerpt below,
we would like to draw attention to the way in which excerpt (9) begins with Gary once
again bringing up the question of what they are supposed to be talking about (cf. excerpt 7).
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(9) AGA09: 7:18

303
304
305
306
307
308
309
310
311
312
313
314
315
316
317
318
319
320
321
322
323
324
325
326
327
328
329
330
331
332
333
334
335
336
337
338
339
340
341
342
343
344
345
346
347
348
349
350

G:

Q=Z2Q

QzZ0Z

Qz20az2a

Q=

N:
G:
N

what did they want us to do did they want

us- we’'re s’'posed to be speaking naturally

aren’'t we?=

=it’s a con- he he yeah it’s a conversation

is it now

(0.5)

mm (0.3) it’s meeting people and I think studying

forms of address and (0.4) [ways of ] speaking=

[oh right]

=an’ =

=oh okay

(1.0)

so have you not just had two other [conver]sations
[YEA:H ]

mm

mm couldn’t forget

(0.2)

A HA HA

(0.5)

with me.

hhh right, a he he .hh

(.)

t1feel free to ask me some questions now.

[that’s the way £conver]sations workf

[can T just- you should-]

(.)

you should talk to the other interviewers #actually

cos#=

=I'm not the interviewer. this is supposed to be a

conver [sation ]=

[OH RIGHT]=
=you are (.) as free to ask me any [quelstions?
[.hh]
who said [( )]

[IT'm not] part of this ex[periment I'm- ]
[it’d be good if-]

you get (.) y- get together and just discuss your
[( )]
[no I did] last time
oh good cos yea:h I'm hoping they get a good report
somehow
(0.9)
U:M I haven’'t got any questions to rask you
actually.
(1.1)
tyou must be fun at parties. hhh
#don’'t like parties#
no: I can imagine hh HEH

Natalie responds by first offering her understanding, before going on to implicate
a series of increasingly pointed criticisms of Gary’s lack of understanding about “the way
conversations work” (lines 306, 315, 326, 331—332), and her expectation that he
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reciprocate the questions she has asked him by “asking her questions” (lines 325, 334).
Gary’s response that he does not have any questions to ask her (lines 329—330) takes
on new meaning in light of repeated exhortations by Natalie that he engage in proper
(read “polite”) conversation by asking her questions. It is also clear that what is implied
by Natalie’s sarcastic positive assessment in line 348 is not simply that Gary would not
be fun at parties, but that this is because he is a poor conversationalist. It also serves
as a reproach of his response to her prior request that he has no questions to ask her’.
What follows this barb also subsequently shapes the meaning it takes on, as we
can see in excerpt (10), which follows on from excerpt (9). Immediately following Gary’s
claim to not like parties is an upgraded barb in which Natalie suggests “parties”, which
metonymically stands for “people” here, “probably don’t like you either” (line 351).

(10) AGA09: 8:04

348 N: — tyou must be fun at parties. hhh

349 G: #don’'t like parties#

350 N: no: I can imagine hh HEH

351 - >parties probably don’t like you either< hh

352 (0.6)

353 G: I guess so. tOH NO. (0.8) people always like

354 someone they can saddle up to:

355 (2.1)

356 G: talk to, there’s at least someone in the corner
357 they can talk to ° (you know) °

358 (1.5)

359 N: — 1t1generally men I would think. (0.4) uh >women generally
360 — do the listening and men don’t (0.2) men do the talking=
361 G: =that’s exactly it

362 N: often at par([ties ( )1

363 G: [it’s always men ]

364 (0.2)

365 N: hm[m: ]

366 G: [who] come up and talk to me

While Gary initially agrees with Natalie’s explicitly negative assessment, he then
backtracks with an account that there are always some people at parties who like
“someone they can saddle up to” or “someone in the corner” they can talk to (lines 353—
357). Natalie indicates she understands this to mean Gary is claiming to be someone
who is quiet, and thus a good listener, by making a more general complaint about it
normally being women who do the listening, while men do the talking (lines 359—360).
Gary emphatically agrees with this complaint (line 361), and then proceeds to upgrade
it in line 363 through an extreme case formulation (Pomerantz 1986). What started out
as a criticism of Gary’s conduct in the interaction, and of his character, has morphed
into a complaint about men in general, a complaint with which Gary himself appears
to strongly agree.

A sequential analysis of criticisms does not, however, on its own warrant claims
about “impoliteness”. In order to analyse the potential “impoliteness” value of these
criticisms we need to consider the indexical value of these criticisms from an emic per-

" See Haugh (2015b: 160—164) for discussion.
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spective. In other words, we need to tease out the cultural premise these participants are
likely to bring to bear in interpreting their indexical value. One key observation we can
make is that the target of judgment has shifted from criticising a co-present interlocutor
to complaining about non-co-present third parties. In this way, the two interlocutors are
evidently taking the heat out of a sequence in which both parties are open to evaluation
as “impolite” by the other. An evaluation of Natalie as “impolite” by Gary is licensed
by the way in which criticisms indicate, according to Brown and Levinson (1987), that
the speaker “doesn’t like/want one or more of H[earer]’s wants, acts, personal
characteristics, goods, beliefs or values”, and so indicates s/he “does not care about
the addressee’s feelings, wants, etc.” (p. 66). In other words, Gary could legitimately
claim Natalie is being “impolite” (“rude”, “discourteous” etc.), given the general “con-
straint against criticism of others”, a constraint which was noted in passing by Brown
and Levinson (1987: 37), and formulated more formally as a preference principle by Pillet-
Shore (2015, 2016; see also Pomerantz 1984: 78). It is worth noting, however, that this
potentially “impolite” criticism is occasioned by conduct — not returning questions
in a setting in which one expects them to be reciprocated (Haugh & Carbaugh 2015) —
which Natalie is construing as “impolite” through this series of barbs directed at Gary.
In other words, Natalie’s “impolite” barbs may well be licensed by Gary’s “impolite”
refusal to reciprocate by asking her questions.

The key point to note here is that the indexical value which can be legitimately
attached to these barbs is shaped by a set of cultural premises that are presumed to be
shared amongst Australian speakers of English. These include normative assumptions
about how we should conduct ourselves in initial interactions (e.g. we are expected
to reciprocate questions about the other) (e.g. Haugh & Carbaugh 2015; Svennevig 2014),
as well as normative constraints on the extent to which we are licensed to criticise
(or more broadly judge) others in different settings (Brown & Levinson 1987; Pillet-
Shore 2015, 2016; Pomerantz 1984). These cultural premises underpin the oft made
claim that other-criticisms threaten the “positive” face of recipients. We would suggest
that criticisms also amount to a claim of moral authority, that is, an entitlement to judge
others, by the speaker. For those reasons, criticisms are not only treated as dispreferred,
but as acts that are clearly open to evaluation as “impolite” in initial interactions.

The question from a comparative perspective, then, is whether the same cultural
premises about criticisms that we can see at work amongst Australian speakers of English
in initial interactions also hold in the case of Taiwanese speakers of Mandarin Chinese.
Our view is that they do not. We claim that while from a sequential perspective criticisms
do indeed work in similar ways across the two languages, the cultural premises attached
to those criticisms are different from an indexical perspective, and so the culturally
relevant meanings made available by them also differ.

In the following excerpt taken from MCDC, for instance, Chang has been talking
about the various after-school activities his sons are involved in®.

¥ We have used italics in the translated version to indicate utterance-final particles in this excerpt
that are difficult to translate directly into English (specifically, la, ye, a, and o).
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(11) MCDC09:07&07: 2:42:

242 GRk: ARIRAE LRSI - .

243 *: hhe- [hehh]

244 Hk: [ IR . (L) SRARIBARE AT -

245 F: SERKETRRZEIL () (I

246 R: AT AR ) 545

247 b APIAR 2200 =

248 E: =TEW () HERZHEMLREFAME,

249 R 2 PRA - ok e A S B

250 (.)

251 F:  [AEEME, R, HORARH ]

252 GR:  [AEALHR- FUERIERE- REFHK)

253 Bk, AAMIE — o Am A, b ERAEAR

254 2 ik =

255 F:  =MRARMZEER [ . ]

256 GR: MER] - K- AR,

257 AT AR AP AN SR K,

258 B2 — {8 A=

259 F: =M-

260 gk:  =HUEEE () BEHEF-AARUE

261 (3] A AR =

262 F:  [H]

263 f: =M%

242 C: the lessons he takes now are swimming

243 W: hhe- [he heh ]

244 C: [painting] la:: and then-

245 W: - being your sons is also tiring ye (.) [I think la]

246 C: [hence I ] think

247 they are tired a=

248 W: =right (.) actually, a lot are given by parents,

249 because you- there is that kind of mindset

250 (.)

251 [but it’s also, preparing for, also preparing for ya:l

252 C: [but there are some thing- some things I- that I will

253 be more] like swimming, this time they are,

254 they refused to le:arn swimming=

255 W: oh they are not interested [o: ]

256 C: [but] I- I need- I told them,

257 I can agree that they don’t learn swimming,

258 but there is one condition=

259 W: =mm=

260 C: =they must be (.) able to swim more than one hundred
metres

261 [((then)) I] can agree=

262 W: [ oh]

263 W: =hmm right

The excerpt begins at the point Chang starts listing these after school activities,
which include swimming and painting (lines 242—244). The barb in question arises
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in line 245 when Wang suggests that it must be tiring to be Chang’s sons, followed by
a turn-final epistemic marker (/@) that indexes a claim to epistemic authority by Wang
(Endo 2013). The inference made available through that assessment is that Chang is
an overly pushy parent. Chang responds, however, by redoing Wang’s assessment as
an upshot (lines 246—247), thereby resisting Wang’s claim to epistemic authority by
claiming first-hand knowledge of his own sons, and marking his son’s tiredness as
already known to his though a turn-final a particle (Wu 2004: 224). The negative
evaluative import of Wang’s initial assessment in line 245 becomes apparent in Wang’s
subsequent account in lines 248—251, in which she references a more general discourse
about parents who see the need to prepare their children to compete in society through
learning lots of different things, and Chang’s account, in lines 252—261, in which he
paints himself as a father who insists on his children learning things for their own good
(in this case being able to swim a minimum distance).

However, while both participants appear to orient to Wang’s initial assessment as
implying a criticism of Chang’s parenting style, what this criticism indexes here from
an emic perspective is different to how it might be interpreted in Brown and Levinson’s
account, in which it would be treated as a threat to the recipient’s positive face. Instead,
we argue that what is indexed through Wang’s implied criticism is a claim to knowledge
about Chang. In presuming this knowledge about the other, Wang indexes familiarity
with Chang, thereby projecting relational connection, as well as claiming epistemic
authority (Chang forthcoming). With respect to the latter, by offering an assessment
of how Chang’s sons must feel, Wang is presuming knowledge not only about the state
of Chang’s sons, but also about Chang’s parenting style. Previous research has indicated
that displays of knowledge in a Chinese cultural context allow the speaker to “gain
face” (Ho 1976; Kinnison 2017). The “face” that is gained is not positive or negative
face in the sense outlined by Brown and Levinson (1987), however, but rather the emic
notion of “‘mask/image face”, that is, “one’s fagade to impress others” (Kinnison 2017: 32).
In others words, through criticising I claim that I know something about you, and
in the Chinese cultural context, showing you know things allows one to lay claim
to “face” (mianzi). It follows, then, by implying criticism of Chang, Wang is not
so much claiming moral authority to judge Chang, thereby threatening Chang’s
“positive” face, so much as she is laying claim to epistemic authority, and thereby
making a claim to “face” (mianzi) on her own part, as well as indexing familiarity
with Chang.

In sum, while criticisms clearly impact on face in interactions amongst both
Australians and Taiwanese, the different cultural premises underpinning the indexical
value of those criticisms means we are not just dealing with different cultural instan-
tiations of face, but very different indexical values. In the case of criticisms amongst
Australian speakers of English they index threats to the positive face of the recipient,
and claims of moral authority by the speaker. In the case of Taiwanese speakers of
Mandarin, in contrast, criticisms index displays of familiarity or relational connection
with the recipient, and claims to epistemic authority and “mask/image face” by the
speaker.
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6. Implications for studying (im)politeness across cultures

In this case study, we have seen that barbs are treated as dispreferred in initial
interactions, and that they recurrently occasion accounts (indeed, in every case we have
examined). However, we have also seen that although criticisms arise and are responded
to in similar ways in interactions amongst Australian speakers of English and Taiwanese
speakers of Chinese, the evaluative and relational import of these criticisms is not
the same across these two languages. In other words, while from an etic perspective
they look similar, from an emic perspective the indexical value of those criticisms, and
the relational work accomplished through them differs.

Haugh and colleagues have argued in ongoing work that a distinction can, and
should, be maintained between emic understandings and participant understandings
in analysing (im)politeness and related phenomena (Haugh 2009: 5; Haugh 2011: 262;
Haugh 2012: 122—127; Haugh 2018: 161—162; Haugh & Chang 2015: 396—397;
Kadar & Haugh 2013: 86—96). They propose that an emic understanding is properly
grounded in the perspective of a cultural insider or member (in the ethnomethodological
sense), and can be contrasted with the etic perspective of cultural outsiders or non-
members, while a participant understanding is properly grounded in the footings of users
in their instantiation of turns at talk (and in responses to prior talk and conduct), and can
be contrasted with the perspective of observers of interaction. In formal terms, we can
summarise the underlying set of distinctions as in Figure 2.

insider perspective

A
emic-participant emic-analyst
user perspective <« > observer perspective
etic-participant etic-analyst
A 4

outsider perspective

Figure 2. Emic-etic versus participant-analyst perspectives
on talk and conduct

The analysis of criticisms in initial interactions in this paper indicates that this set
of distinctions is one that is well worth maintaining: without taking into account the emic
perspective of cultural insiders or members, we run the danger of missing important
cross-cultural differences in the evaluative import of speech acts (i.e. their indexical
properties), despite being interactionally accomplished in similar ways across different
languages (i.e., their sequential properties). Our claim is that while criticisms are
delivered through similar formats and responded to in similar ways through accounts
by both Australians and Taiwanese, and thus have similar sequential properties, their eva-
luative and relational import are different, and so they have different indexical properties.

924 I/ICCJ'ICI[OBaHI/Ie BEXKIIMBOCTH M HEBE)KJIMBOCTHU B II100aJIbHOM KOHTEKCTE



Michael Haugh and Wei-Lin Melody Chang. Russian Journal of Linguistics, 2019, 23 (4), 904—929

In the former case they are treated as threats to positive face (of the recipient), and index
moral authority (on the part of the speaker), while in the latter they are interpretable
as displays of familiarity (with the recipient), and index epistemic authority (on the part
of the speaker).

Our aim here has been to illustrate an emic-participant perspective on these criti-
cisms through our respective emic-analyst lenses’. A significant challenge facing
analysts, however, is that in practice participants are typically treated as members
(of a particular cultural network), and so these two perspectives are, for all intents and
purposes, very often laminated or fused together. Our proposal here has been that one
way of operationalising the distinction between participant understandings and emic
understandings is for analysts to focus on the sequential and indexical properties of social
action, respectively. To analyse the sequential properties of social action one needs
to build collections and identify recurrent patterns or procedures by which those social
actions are interactionally accomplished. To analyse the indexical properties of social action
one must identify links between locally situated meanings and the broader cultural
premises which they invoke. Conversation analytic studies clearly prioritise the former,
while discourse analytic studies tend to prioritise the latter. We argue that both perspec-
tives need to be carefully integrated in order to undertake comparative analyses of speech
acts across cultures. However, this raises some methodological challenges for (im)po-
liteness researchers. For instance, how can we study the indexical properties of social
action in systematic ways? Our view is that claims about these sorts of cultural premises
need to be licensed themselves through much more in-depth ethnographic work about
particular social actions across different interactional settings (Haugh 2007).

(Im)politeness researchers have tended to focus on differences in the linguistic forms
or sequential structures by which different social actions are accomplished. Our aim here
has been to draw attention to the fact that while there may be similarities in forms and
sequential structure across languages, these can mask important cultural differences
that are not readily apparent unless one undertakes an emic analysis of the indexical
properties of social actions. While indexical analyses must be grounded in close
sequential analyses of the social action in question, they also require recourse to an un-
derstanding of the cultural premises available to those participants. Cross-cultural
studies of (im)politeness should, in our view, not only focus on differences in the forms
or strategies by which speech acts are accomplished, but remain alert to the possibility
that what is ostensibly the same speech act, may in fact be interpreted in different ways
by members of different cultural groups.

© Michael Haugh and Wei-Lin Melody Chang, 2019
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° A notable, perhaps contentious, assumption we are making is that Brown and Levinson’s
notions of positive and negative face are not legitimate etic categories for analysing “face” across
languages and cultures, but rather represent emic categorisations relevant to Anglo-English speakers
(Haugh 2006).
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AHHOTaAIUSA

KocBeHHOCTh TPaAMIIMOHHO PacCMAaTPUBAETCS B CBS3H C BEXKIHUBOCTBIO M OOBSCHICTCS JKEJIaHUEM
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HCCIIeJOBaHNN OTMeUaloTcsl QyHKIIMH KOCBEHHOCTH, HAIPaBJICHHbIE Ha BEIPAKECHNUE CONUIAPHOCTH
1 (hopMUpOBaHUE MIACHTUYHOCTH. Ha OCHOBE aHanm3a JaHHBIX MCCIIENOBAaHUI ObLT IPEJIOKEH pacIIupeH-
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HbII B3r1s11 HA pyHKmK KocBeHHOcTH (Terkourafi 2014), B koTopoM MmoauepKHBaeTcs pojib ajipecara
U BOXHOCTb CETEBBIX CBsI3eH MEXAy coOeceqHUKaMu. B aHHOW cTaThe paccMaTpUBaeTCsl BOIPOC O TOM,
YTO MPOUCXOMUT, KOTZIa B pe3yJIbTaTe MPOIECCOB YpOaHU3ALUH 1 TI00AIN3ANH CETEBbIE CBSI3H MEXKITY
KOMMYHHKaHTamMu ociabeBatoT. Onupasich Ha MPUMEPHI U3 KUTAHCKOTO S3bIKa U appoaMepUKaHCKOTO
AHTJIMIICKOT0, aBTOP YTBEPIKIAET, YTO 3TU MPOLECCHI MPUBOAAT K HEOOXOJUMOCTH OOJIbIIEH SCHOCTH
B ymiep0 KOCBEHHOCTH. J[aHHOE YTBEprKACHHE MOATBEPKIACTCS TAkKe THaXPOHMYECKIM aHAIIM30M H3Me-
HEHUI B OpUTaHCKO-aHTJIMICKOM BEXIIMBOCTH, KOTOPBIE COBIAAIOT C YCHIICHHEM MHIUBULYaIbHOTO S.
Tlonmy4eHHBIE pe3ybTaThl UIMEIOT 3HAYEHHE JUISl TEOPHH BEXJIMBOCTH B 1I€JIOM M MOATBEPXKIIAIOT HEOOXO-
JMMOCTh y4eTa COLMATbHO-UCTOPUUECKOT0 KOHTEKCTA IIPH pa3paboTKe TEOPETHYECKUX MOIOKEHHH.

KioueBble CJ10Ba: KOC6EHHOCHIb HO YMOIUAHUWIO, Clabble cemesble C83U. APPOAMEPUKAHCKUE HCCHUJUHDI,
omeemvl Ha KOMIJIUMEHM, KUMAUCKULL SI3bIK, AH2IULICKASL (He)8eHCIUB0Cmb
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1. Introduction

By several accounts, ours is the age of globalization. Google’s Ngram Viewer,
an online search engine that charts the frequencies of words in printed sources from
1500 to 2008 using several text corpora, provides us with a first indication of this. As
Figure 1 shows, starting in the 1980’s, use of the term sky-rocketed, reaching an all-time
high in the early years of the 21* century.
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Figure 1. Frequency of use of terms for “globalization”
in Google’s database of English books

(s/z spellings shown separately; retrieved from
https://books.google.com/ngrams/ on 23 September 2019)

Despite its recent popularity, the term “globalization” is actually almost a century
old, having been introduced in the 1930’s in the field of finance to describe “the develop-
ment of an increasingly integrated global economy marked especially by free trade, free
flow of capital, and the tapping of cheaper foreign labor markets” (OED, s.v. globaliza-
tion). This meaning is still found in economics textbooks, where globalization is defined
as “[t]he phenomenon of growing economic linkages among countries” (Krugman
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& Wells 2013: 128). The recent expansion of the term beyond economics is not unrelated
to these macroeconomic processes. In combination with technological advances such
as satellite communications, the advent of the internet, and the availability of multiple
means of cheap travel, which have in turn enhanced transnational mobility, and enabled
mass-scale travel and tourism, these processes are jointly responsible for the unprece-
dented interconnectedness of our lives in the early 21* century. This expanded under-
standing of the term is reflected in definitions of globalization as “an ever-increasing
abundance of global connections and our understanding of them” (Barker 2012: 156) and
as “the extension, intensification, and acceleration of consequential worldwide inter-
connections” (Sparke 2013: 3).

This increased interconnectedness has distinct cultural consequences. These con-
sequences have been variably described as homogenization or even Americanization —
when globalization is seen as a one-way influence from US American models to the rest
of the world — but can also involve the creation of new cultural resources, artistic trends,
and language varieties emerging from the dialogue of the global with the local (Ter-
kourafi 2010a). In whatever way one thinks of globalization, one thing is certain:
the average person in most parts of the world today connects with more people and with
more diverse people than ever before — whether one is geographically mobile oneself
or not, social media and the transnational movement of people and goods can be
counted on for this.

This exponential increase in the number and diversity of people with whom we
interact can also affect the quality of our interactions with them. More contacts between
people can also mean shallower contacts, especially if we subscribe to the idea known
as “Dunbar’s number”, after the British anthropologist who proposed it. According
to Dunbar (1992), there is a cognitive limit to the number of people with whom we can
maintain stable social relationships, and this number is around 150. Most of us have more
than this number of “friends” in our Facebook accounts! This raises the distinct possi-
bility that the new connections enabled by globalization are qualitatively different from
the dense and multiplex ties of the social networks of the past. The change in the struc-
ture of our social networks brought about by globalization plays a central role in the ar-
gument developed in this article.

Briefly, the argument goes as follows. While we may as a result of globalization
connect with more people, these people are scattered across communities and we tend
to know each person in one capacity only. This means that our social network ties with
them are distinctly weak. This weakening' can result in a shrinking of the common
ground necessary to support indirect modes of communication, resulting in a shift toward
more explicitness in conversation.

! “Weakening” is not meant to suggest that the same network ties were strong and became weak
but rather refers to the overall picture that emerges from the three case studies analyzed below. As all
three studies refer to both an earlier state in which strong ties were in place and a later state in which
social network ties are weak, what emerges can be characterized as a weakening over time although
that does not concern the same networks or the same individual’s networks.
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The article is structured as follows. Section 2 introduces the idea that, further to its
strategic uses, indirectness can function recognitionally among members of a group.
This notion of indirectness “by accident” is central to the argument developed in this
article. Section 3 then goes on to outline the principles of social network theory from
the field of sociolinguistics, highlighting how globalization can be one way of bringing
about a weakening of social network ties. Section 4 lays out in more detail the hypothesis
to be explored, while sections 5, 6 and 7 explore this hypothesis with reference to three
case-studies from the existing literature on indirectness. These case-studies are drawn
from different cultural and historical contexts: African American women’s use of indi-
rectness, Chinese responses to compliments, and the rise of conventionally indirect
requests in British English in the 19" ¢. These three case studies were chosen because
they each involve a weakening, in different ways, of social network ties and allow us
to observe the impact of this weakening on conversational styles. Compared with using
studies from a single lingua-culture, the fact that these case-studies come from different
cultural, linguistic and historical contexts yet still exhibit similar trends toward increased
directness motivates us to seek a unified explanation for the observed changes, and is
thus an asset of this meta-analysis. Finally, section 8 draws some implications of this
analysis for the study of variation and change in pragmatics more generally.

2. Indirectness

Indirectness in pragmatics has generally been defined as meaning something more
or something different from what we say. This typically involves generating an implica-
ture by violating or flouting one of Grice’s conversational maxims (Grice 1975).
Indirectness thus understood is thought to be effortful for the addressee and used
strategically by the speaker to achieve certain ends, which can include politeness (Brown
& Levinson 1987), deniability (Pinker et al. 2008), expressing formality (Lakoff 1973),
or stylistic prowess (Leech 1983). Note that this definition of indirectness is a formal
rather than psychological one: it includes all those instances where what the speaker
means is different from what her words mean (the literal meaning of an expression or
‘what is said’)?, irrespective of whether what she means is immediately transparent
to her listener(s) (e.g., because of convention or habit).

The above definition of indirectness has been claimed to capture only a small part
of the full range of functions of indirectness in discourse (Terkourafi 2014). An expanded
view of indirectness would also include “accidental” as well as “enabling” uses, with
the latter capturing instances where indirectness might be the only option for the speaker,
such as need-statements which are found among children’s earliest directives yet are
formally indirect, or metaphors used to describe physical or emotional pain, for which
there is often no literal counterpart (Figure 2).

2 The notion of what is said is an especially thorny one and it is unfortunate that the classic
notion of implicature is defined in relation to it. For a summary of some dominant positions about
what is said, see Terkourafi 2010b.
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Indirect speech

~ N
By accident By design
Strategic Enabling
Most economical Only option

Figure 2. Proposed nomenclature for indirect speech
(from Terkourafi 2014: 66)

Of particular interest to the hypothesis explored in this article is the notion of indi-
rectness “by accident” (see Figure 2), which refers to an utterance that becomes indi-
rect ‘in the ears of the listener,” so to speak, irrespective of what the speaker intended
by it or was trying to achieve. This kind of indirectness has more to do with community
and situational norms than with the speaker’s intention and occurs when commu-
nity members are attuned to reading more into each other’s words than what is literally
there. Hall (1976) defines such cultures as “high context cultures”. In such cases, indi-
rectness becomes an interpretative reflex, or the default, expected state in conversation.

While rationally based indirectness, the type of indirectness calculated according
to the Gricean maxims as explained at the start of this section, is an individual-level
phenomenon, indirectness as default is a community-level phenomenon. It is not (always)
intentional or agentive but rather an element of the habitus, which Bourdieu (1990)
describes as follows:

The genesis of a system of works or practices generated by the same habitus
(or homologous habitus, such as those that underlie the unity of the life-style
of'a group or a class) [...] arises from the necessary yet unpredictable confrontation
between the habitus and an event that can exercise a pertinent incitement on the habi-
tus only if the latter snatches it from the contingency of the accidental and
constitutes it as a problem by applying to it the very principles of its solution.
(Bourdieu 1990: 55; emphasis added)

In the three case studies analyzed below, the event that “exercise[s] a pertinent
incitement on the habitus” is indirectness, which, to the extent that it is automatically
read into speakers’ utterances by listeners, can produce amplified interpretations that
are taken for granted by speakers as well as listeners and can, in their mundanity, serve
as a ‘secret handshake’ ensuring mutual recognition between them as cultural insiders.

It is this type of indirectness “by accident”, which presupposes socialization and
functions as cultural credentials of community belonging, that is likely to be affected —
or rather, has no opportunity to develop — when social network ties become weakened,
as can be the case under globalization (see the next section). Although this type of indi-
rectness as communicative style has often been talked about in national-ethnic terms
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(e.g., Tannen 1981 for Greek, Hall & Hall 1990 for Germans, the French and Americans),
the relevant “communities” in today’s world may be best understood as Communities
of Practice (Lave & Wenger 1991) bound together by practices rather than pre-conceived
attributes. As Terkourafi (2019) writes,

As national cultures are [... being...] redefined on new grounds (Pew Research
Center 2017), variables other than country of origin, such as generational cohort,
political affiliation, or professional expertise are gaining momentum in generating
shared understandings and like-mindedness among people. The importance of these
other factors explains at least in part why it is difficult to extrapolate from group
norms to individual behaviours since “any results found [by aggregating data
at the nation-level] cannot be applied to individuals living within these nations”
(Fischer 2011: 5). An enactment view of culture provides an answer to this problem.
In the practice-based understanding of culture advocated here, group-belonging is
not presumed based on external attributes (e.g., nationality) but rather built from
the bottom up, through specific behaviours and their having been interpreted
in particular ways. (Terkourafi 2019: 1203—1204, original emphasis)

Indirectness “by accident” as defined above and exemplified in the case studies
that follow can be one among many practices that bind a community of practice
together, making a tightly knit social network part and parcel of this particular type
of indirectness.

3. Social network theory

In social network theory, as applied to sociolinguistics by Lesley Milroy (1987)
and further developed by, among others, Fagyal et al. (2010), our patterns of interaction
with people we know form our social network, whose strength can be measured along
two dimensions. Social network ties are dense in case the people we know also know
each other, and they are multiplex if we interact with the same person in several different
capacities (e.g., the same person is our neighbour, our co-worker, someone we socialize
with, and a member of our family). Figure 3 provides diagrammatic representations
of these two different measures of network strength.

= =F O—@_©
RN ® RGP

Figure 3. Diagrammatic representation of an individual X’s social network ties

Black lines indicate ties between individuals. Blue arrows on the left are used to show
that the individuals that X knows also know each other, so X’s network ties on the left
are dense. The red dotted lines on the right indicate that X’s tie with Z is multiplex
(X and Z know each other in many capacities)
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As these definitions make clear, the sheer number of people we know and the fre-
quency with which we interact with each of them are irrelevant to the density and
multiplicity of our ties. Spending a lot of time with the same person in the same
capacity does not make our tie with that person a multiplex one, nor does knowing a lot
of people who do not know each other make our social network ties denser. And although
if a tie is multiplex this can result in increased frequency of contact, the opposite is not
necessarily true: increased frequency of contact between two people, if it is always
in the same capacity, does not increase the multiplicity of their tie.

Social Network theory maps speakers’ patterns of interaction at a certain moment
in time from an external observer’s perspective rather than the participants’ own. Thus,
the fact that traditional network ties such as those of family or locality may now be
conducted online and facilitated by the internet and social media does not mean that
these ties are strengthened by becoming denser or more multiplex. They have simply
been transferred to a new medium but this does not necessarily affect their strength,
as this is measured in social network theory through the constructs of density and
multiplicity, because these require different things: they require that the people we know
also know each other and that we know each one in several different capacities.
On the other hand, the possibility to meet new and more diverse people through both
transnational movement and the internet does have specific consequences for the strength
of these new ties. To the extent that these new acquaintances do not also know each
other and that interaction with each of them remains limited to one rather than multiple
capacities, the ties forged are distinctly weak.

Social network theory aims, centrally, to explain language change. It does this
by using patterns of interaction between people to explain differences in the distribution
of linguistic variants among groups which are otherwise hard to explain because
the groups are indistinguishable in terms of the abstract macro-social categories to which
they are assigned by the researcher (e.g. differences between groups of working-class
people, or between groups of women). Clearly, not all working-class people speak
in the same way, nor do all women. Early sociolinguistic work, however, could not do
justice to this within-category variability. Social network theory claims, in this regard,
that the stronger one’s social network, the more vernacular norms they will display
in their speech. Conversely, individuals whose social network ties are weak will not
display a high proportion of vernacular norms in their speech but will tend to gravitate
outward, toward more standard speech norms. The hypothesis forwarded in this article
is inspired by this claim and applies it to a pragmatic phenomenon, the use of indirectness
“by accident”.

4. The interface of social network ties and indirectness

This article explores the impact of globalization on conversational resources and
styles of interaction and specifically the extent to which conversational styles may be
shifting toward increased directness in response to the weakening of social network
ties caused by globalization. The particular hypothesis I wish to explore is that, when
social network ties become less multiplex and less dense, the common ground between
interlocutors correspondingly shrinks and this can have an adverse effect on the use of
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indirect modes of communication. A shift can then be expected to occur toward more
explicit modes of communication because the common ground necessary to support
indirectness is now missing.

The relevant notion of common ground is taken from Clark (1986), who uses this
term to refer to all the beliefs we can reasonably expect to share with others; in other
words, what both parties in conversation, rightly or wrongly, take it that the other also
knows. Common ground is a necessary prerequisite for communication and includes
both personal common ground, that is, information we share with a particular person
because of our direct personal experience with that person (as between friends), but also
communal common ground, that is, information we share with someone (whom we may
have never met before) because we take them to be members of a cultural community,
where cultural communities are identifiable by their shared expertise. Because shared
expertise is graded, ranging from central (assumed to be shared among all insiders)
to peripheral (assumed to be shared by only some insiders), the contents of communal
common ground also range from information about human nature (which we all have)
through communal lexicons and information about cultural facts, norms, procedures
(which can still be explained to an outsider as knowledge ‘that”) to ineffable background
information, which is knowledge ‘how’ that cannot (easily) be explained to an outsider
but must be experienced directly many times. This is characterized by Clark (1996: 110)
as the “ultimate inside information” and it is the ‘know-how’ that only community insiders
can be expected to have. The type of indirectness “by accident” introduced in section 2
falls under this type of knowledge.

The idea that a weakening in social network ties can lead to a decrease in this type
of indirectness is theoretically interesting because it is diametrically opposed to what
received views about indirectness would have us expect. According to such views,
as encapsulated for instance in the first-wave of politeness studies (Lakoff 1973,
Leech 1983, Brown & Levinson 1987), under circumstances of weakened social network
ties (e.g., increased Distance between interlocutors), indirectness, as a face-saving
strategy affording interlocutors a convenient ‘out,” should be prized and expected
to increase. Contrary to this, the hypothesis now put forward is that indirectness is
disabled and less available as an option among interlocutors who do not know each
other well. Nevertheless, these two predictions are not necessarily at odds. Clearly, what
are concerned are two different types of indirectness — individual-level or “strategic”
vs. community-level or “by accident” — and once the differences between them, as
explained in section 2, are understood, both may capture different aspects of the same
complex phenomenon. Thus, while this hypothesis is in contrast with the face-saving
understanding of indirectness in first-wave politeness studies, which perceived indirect-
ness as exclusively strategic, it is in line with more recent analyses that highlight
the variability in interpretations of indirectness across cultures and emphasize that
understanding it as the ‘safest’ strategy is valid only for a narrow socio-cultural band-
width of primarily Anglo speech styles (Grainger and Mills 2016).

A similar argument about the impact of social network structure has been made
regarding not language use but language structure. In recent work, Raviv et al. (2019)
investigated whether user group size affects the systematicity of a language, with linguistic
structure being explicitly defined as encoding a meaning consistently via the same form
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rather than variably via different forms. It emerged that smaller groups could afford more
complex, less transparent (one-to-many) mappings of meanings to forms because their
members got to know each other better. As the number of people with whom one uses
a language grows, that complexity is lost and the mapping from form to meaning in that
language becomes more transparent (or systematic). In other words, the language gains
in transparency of form-to-meaning mappings when it is spoken between more people,
who correspondingly interact less frequently with each other. Considering that indirect
speech reduces the transparency of form-to-meaning mapping, these findings are in line
with the hypothesis presented here.

Before proceeding to present the empirical evidence for this hypothesis, two caveats
are in order. First, it should be made clear that the claimed weakening in social network
ties does not concern all of our network ties (as noted in section 3, the strength of some
ties may remain unaffected), nor is globalization the only way in which such a weakening
can come about. Globalization is just one way in which a weakening of social network
ties can come about; urbanization is another, and there may be others. As such, what we
are concerned with in this article is what happens to conversational styles when net-
work ties are weakened in general and not only as a result of globalization. Indeed,
of the three case studies discussed below, only one (Chinese compliment responses) can
be seen as related to globalization, while the other two relate rather to the weakening
of social network ties in the face of urbanization in the recent and more distant past.
My goal, then, is not to provide definitive evidence for the specific hypothesis that
globalization can result in increased explicitness in conversation but merely to establish
this as a plausible hypothesis by showing how a weakening of network ties in general
has led to a similar loss in indirectness in other contexts. This is not the final but rather
the first step in that process, while the specific hypothesis concerning globalization
clearly remains to be further investigated by means of empirical studies designed
specifically for this purpose.

Furthermore, while it will be argued that, as a result of a weakening of social
network ties, increased explicitness can be expected, it is not thereby also argued that
this is incontrovertibly the result of either parallel but internally-motivated cultural
responses to increased interconnectedness of people and ideas or of the spread of main-
stream American models in a dichotomous fashion. In view of the fact that increased
explicitness is also a feature of the more ‘inductive’ — as opposed to ‘deductive’ —
conversational styles associated with the US (or a generalized ‘West’; Scollon & Scollon
1995), it is possible that the shifts toward increased explicitness documented below
are, at least in some cases, a cultural borrowing from mainstream American-dominated
discourses. As globalization has been used to refer to both processes — the spread
of American ways of doing things and the creation of new cultural resources in response
to the needs of life in an interconnected world — this possibility does not weaken
the hypothesized relationship between globalization and increased explicitness in con-
versational styles. On the contrary, to the extent that the two processes are facets of
globalization that operate in tandem, being aware that they can lead to similar effects
only adds to our reasons to expect that these effects will occur. In other words, the present
article is open to a multiple causality account of the relevant phenomena.

938 HccnenoBanre BEXIMBOCTH U HEBEKIIMBOCTH B III00AJIBHOM KOHTEKCTE



Marina Terkourafi. Russian Journal of Linguistics, 2019, 23 (4), 930—949

5. Younger and older African American women’s indirectness
in 1970’s Chicago

For close to a decade, between 1974 and 1982, Morgan (1991) studied the conver-
sational styles of three generations of African American women aged 18—72 living
in Chicago, focusing on two types of indirectness, both potentially confrontational,
identified in previous studies of African American discourse. Baited indirectness occurred
when a speaker said something general which was taken by the audience to be specific
or addressed to a specific person because of contextual clues. Pointed indirectness,
on the other hand, occurred when a speaker said something to someone which appeared
opaque or irrelevant in the current context and involved a ‘sham receiver’ different from
the intended target, who could in turn be identified based on contextual clues.

An example of baited indirectness occurred between two friends, when one invited
the other over for a meal saying:

(1) “ifyou’re not going to be doing anything, come by. I’'m going to cook some chit’lins.

(rather jokingly) or are you one of those Negroes who don’t eat chitl’ins*? (cited
from Morgan 1991: 427—428)

to which the other responded rather indignantly that she had had enough of this “soul
food” in her life and was only going to eat better quality food from now on. As the
speaker’s subsequent discourse after the recipient had left the room made clear, this
indignant response was taken by her as evidence that the recipient had read the under-
lined part of her utterance as an indirect criticism, an interpretation she was prepared
to own up to despite not having intended her utterance in this way.

An example of pointed indirectness, on the other hand, is given in (2):

(2) A woman chose to wear an overly bright shade of lipstick to a party. She overheard

a[nother] woman say, “Oh, I thought your mouth was burst.” to a man whose lips
were in perfect order. (cited from Morgan 1991: 429—430)

In this case, the woman’s utterance was clearly not referencing her male ad-
dressee and it is this incongruency between her utterance and the physical reality of
the addressee that led the overhearing woman to interpret the utterance as a criticism
of herself. This is an example of what Morgan calls “if the shoe fits”: what matters is not
so much whether the speaker intended her utterance as a criticism as the fact that it was
so interpreted, suggesting that it touched a chord with the overhearing woman who
took it that way.

In both examples (1) and (2) interpretation prioritizes community norms: what
the audience understands counts as the utterance’s meaning that stays on the conver-
sational record, irrespective of what the speaker may have meant by her utterance.
Such uses of indirectness, according to Morgan (1991; see also Morgan 2010), constitute
a distinct African American identity; they are part of the oral tradition of signifying
through which speakers construct — both by performing and by recognizing it — their
belonging in this community. As such, the goal that these uses serve is not primarily
informational but rather an identity-related one.

3 A contracted form of “chitterlings,” a type of food made from the cheaper parts of an animal,
such as the small intestines of a pig.
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Even more interesting for our purposes is the fact that these intuitions were not
uniformly distributed across the three generations of African American women that
Morgan studied. As part of her project, she showed adaptations of actual stories like
the exchanges above containing baited and pointed indirectness to African American
women of different ages and to white women and asked them questions about what
the speaker meant and the target of her remarks. African American women in their 40°s
or older recognized both types of indirectness and were open to ambiguity and commu-
nally attributed interpretations of the speaker’s utterance, similar to the interpretations
of the participants in the examples above. By contrast, African American women
younger than 25 rejected these communally attributed meanings, despite recognizing
them. As one of these younger women put it, she didn’t like to be responsible for “...any-
body who comes along accusing me of saying something I didn’t actually say” (Morgan
1991: 440). In this respect, these younger African American women behaved more like
the white women in Morgan’s sample, who likewise prioritized what the speaker herself
meant. However, as Morgan is quick to point out, a crucial difference exists between
the younger African American women and the white women from the same community:
the white women focused exclusively on what the speaker meant and were unable
to locate any further implicated meanings; the younger African American women,
on the other hand, perceived the indirectness but resisted it.

According to Morgan, the difference between African American and white women’s
systems of communication is that the latter give priority to what the speaker means and
find it permissible to reconstruct speakers’ intentions. For African American women,
however, speaker intentions are much less prominent and responsibility encompasses
not just those meanings which a speaker wishes to be credited with but also those which
her audience attributes to her words — whether she intended those meanings or not.
Speakers must choose their words carefully because they carry responsibility for every-
thing their words can be understood to mean — speakers can’t turn around and deny
their words later. Younger African American women fall somewhere in between.
Notably, their interpretations, like those of white women, prioritize the speaker’s inten-
tion and speaker intentionality as the ultimate arbitrator of what an utterance means.

This case study of women’s speech in the 1970’s in an urban setting shows com-
munity-specific modes of indirectness being rejected by the younger generation and
a rise in individualism going hand in hand with a preference for speaker-based interpre-
tations. That these were community-specific modes of indirectness is shown by the fact
that white women living in the same area did not recognize them. And that their demise
was a result of a weakening of social network ties in the sense of a loss in density and
multiplicity is suggested by the answer of the young woman, who, despite recognizing
the indirectness, refused to be held accountable for it. Her emphatic defense of her
individuality is typical of those less connected to the core of their communities, who
have correspondingly less to lose by distancing themselves from community norms®.

* One may recall how, in Milroy’s (1987) study of three neighbourhoods in Belfast, it was those
with the strongest social networks (denser and more multiplex ties in their community), whether
they were men or women, that were vernacular norm enforcers.
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Morgan allows for this possibility when she writes that “another explanation for the
young women’s responses to the survey is that [they...are] opting for the non-African
American system. They may perceive their role and relationship to society as one where
“hidden” forms of discourse are unsuitable” (1991: 441)°. Morgan leaves it open whether
contact with white women, which would imply a weakening in the younger women’s
social network ties as they would now be interacting with members of different com-
munities who did not mutually know each other (loss in density), and potentially only
in some capacities (loss in multiplicity), was a factor in this development but her
analysis certainly suggests so.

5. Chinese Compliment Responses

A loss of more indirect ways of communicating can be incurred not only by urbani-
zation but also by globalization. This is shown by our second case study, which involves
Chinese responses to compliments. Compliment responses pose a well-known problem
for politeness theorists, which can be formulated as follows within Leech’s maxim-based
framework (Leech 2014). In this framework, politeness generally involves giving value
to Other while withholding value from Self. To Agree, then, with the compliment is
to elevate Other’s assessment (and hence be polite) but also to elevate Self (and hence be
impolite); while to Reject the compliment is to lower Self (which is polite) but also
to lower Other’s assessment (which is impolite). In other words, responding to a com-
pliment creates a clash between the two components of politeness, raising Other and
lowering Self, which cannot both be satisfied at the same time. Different cultures resolve
this clash differently: Anglo-cultures tend to Agree, Chinese cultures tend to Reject.

Of these two strategies, the Reject strategy is indirect, since the speaker who uses
this strategy is trying to communicate not disagreement per se but rather, through this
disagreement, modesty. In other words, the recipient of the compliment doesn’t reject
it out of disagreement with the speaker (which would amount to lowering Other and
hence be impolite) but in order to appear modest (which amounts to lowering Self and
is polite). Only if the complimenter recognizes the disagreement as ‘fake’ and motivated
by modesty can the Reject strategy be perceived as polite. The Agree strategy, on the other
hand, simply accepts the compliment and does not communicate this additional layer
of meaning. As a compliment response strategy, then, Agree is not indirect.

Compliment responses are a widely studied phenomenon in Chinese that has
attracted scholars’ attention for some time (see, e.g., Chen 1993, Wang & Tsai 2003,
Chen & Yang 2010, He 2012, among others). These works have identified three response
strategies to compliments in Chinese: (i) Acceptance, (ii) Rejection, and (iii) Amended
acceptance, which amounts to reformulating the compliment before accepting it. Generally,
up until 2000 studies of Chinese compliment responses find an equal split between
the Accept and Reject strategies or alternatively a preference for the Reject strategy
(for instance, this was 95% in Chen 1993). This preference, however, shifts from 2010
onwards, when the Accept strategy begins to overtake the other two. Figure 4 charts
the results of three different studies (Yuan 2002, Chen & Yang 2010, and He 2012),

> The other explanation Morgan considers is incomplete socialization (1991: 440).
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showing, in the case of He using an apparent-time methodology that compares
younger to older generations, a shift from the Reject strategy to the Agree strategy®.
Using a range of methodologies including Discourse Completion Tests (DCTs), corpora,
spontaneous observation, and exit interviews, different researchers have argued for
a shift from the Reject strategy in older generations (before 1980) to the Accept strategy
in younger ones.

70.00% =

60.00% 9\
50.00% ==
40.00% \\’\
30.00% X -
20.00% :

\. N
10.00% g

0.00%
Acceptance Rejection A/t?:::(ll;i
—— Pre-OCPG 48.98% 42.18% 8.84%
Post-OCPG 66.04% 20.75% 13.21%
Yuan (Observation 2002) 49.21% 45.55% 5.24%
—®—Chen & Yang(DCT 2010 62.60% 9.13% 28.27%

Figure 4. Comparison of Compliment Response Strategies in three studies

(from He 2012: 46; pre-OPCG and post-OPCG stand for pre-One-Child-Policy-Generation
and post-One-Child-Policy-Generation respectively)

The Reject strategy in Chinese compliment responses, which was analyzed above
as indirect, has been attributed to the Chinese norm of modesty, reflecting Confucian
ethical norms. On the other hand, Accept has been attributed to a rise in individualism
by some researchers (He 2012), to which others add foreign (American) influence (Chen
& Yang 2010). Lin, Woodfield & Ren (2012) found a similar increase in compliments
overall (both implicit and explicit), as well as a predominance of compliments about
appearance, and went on to associate both trends with Western influence. Still others
urge caution in interpreting these findings pointing out that the presence of third parties
seems to make a difference (the Agree strategy is hardly ever used in the presence
of third parties) and that methodology also has an effect: specifically, DCTs may boost
acceptance (Xia, Yin & Lan 2017). Clearly, a closer look at a greater range of data from
both bipartite and multi-party exchanges and using different methodologies is needed
to settle this.

Meanwhile, several researchers have suggested that a rise in individualism and
self-confidence in generations from 1980 onwards goes hand in hand with the aban-

6 Pre- and post-OPCG are the terms used by He (2012) to refer to the older and younger genera-
tions in her data, using the introduction of the one-child policy, which required parents (with some
exceptions) to have only one child, by the Chinese government in 1979 as a conventional cut-off point.
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donment of an indirect strategy (Reject), which was dictated by and interpretable within
community norms, in favor of a more transparent one (Agree), possibly under West-
ern influence and as a result of exposure to foreign norms. As He (2012) writes,

The finding that the post-OCPG [one-child-policy-generation] are much more likely
to accept a compliment is an indication that their norms of politeness have deviated
from those observed by the older generation. And it seems to indicate that, perhaps
due to the dual influence of Western cultural values (cf. Chen and Yang 2010) and
China’s emphasis on individual aspirations and attainments under the reform
policies, the younger generation have become more concerned about presenting
a new self-image and identity by displaying self-confidence and individualism
through accepting compliments. (He 2012: 47)

Taking these comments about an increase in self-confidence and individualism
to reflect a weakening of social network ties, as it is hard to see how these traits could
have occurred in the context of Chinese society without such a weakening, we can link
the observed loss of indirectness in the retreat of the Reject strategy to a change, specifi-
cally a weakening, in social network structure. While more should be known about
the networks of the subjects in He’s (2012) and Chen & Yang’s (2010) studies to confirm
this, this interpretation gains some traction from a comment about the subjects in Chen’s
earlier study, namely that since the subjects in his 1993 study lived in a place that was
relatively closed to the outside world, they “probably represented the traditional social
values such as modesty” (Chen & Yang 2010: 1959). This comment links the indirect
Reject strategy with the stronger social network ties that tend to exist in a place “relatively
closed to the outside world”, leaving open the possibility that once a community opens
itself up to the outside world, a loss in communal norms of indirectness can be
expected to occur.

6. From discernment directives
to conventionally indirect requests in English

The opening sentence of Leslie Hartley’s 1953 novel ‘The Go-Between’ reads:
“The past is a foreign country: they do things differently there’”. This sentence is an apt
reminder that similar shifts in conversational styles to those noted above, which are
attributable to contemporary processes of urbanization and globalization, have also
occurred in previous historical periods that underwent a loosening of network ties.

The transition from the medieval to the modern period in England offers an example
of this. Medieval England was characterized by a fixed social hierarchy, geographical
immobility and strong community belonging. As Jucker (2012: 177) notes, “belonging
to the network of the society and having good relations in this network were central
values.” By contrast, “the idea of an individual’s psychological wants [was] not relevant”
in this socio-historical context (Culpeper & Demmen 2011: 52). This was then a period
of strong social network ties. According to Jucker (2012: 424), three types of politeness

7 Credit goes to Larry Horn, who brought this sentence to my attention.
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systems can be distinguished universally, of which a language may instantiate only some
at a particular place and time. The first type is discernment politeness, which is not
concerned with face-threat mitigation but relates to socially appropriate behavior guided
by socio-cultural conventions. The second type is deference politeness, which relates
to the use of titles and honorifics and thus overlaps with the discernment type; while
the third type is non-imposition politeness, which employs strategies that give the ad-
dressee a choice and explicitly express non-intrusion and non-coerciveness on the ad-
dressee’s wishes. Based on honorific use during this period, Jucker (2012: 184) argues
that Medieval England is characterized by ‘discernment’ politeness. Researchers have
identified four different forms of Old English directives that were used during this period:
directive performatives such as “I ask you to...”; constructions with a second person
pronoun plus scealt/sculon; constructions with uton (= let’s) plus infinitive; and imper-
sonal constructions with (neod)pearf (= it is necessary for x) (Jucker 2012: 179).
Of these, the first two were used by those in a position of authority over their addressees,
while the last two were common among those not in a position of authority, for instance,
in religious contexts where humility and obedience discouraged the display of authority.
By indicating one’s place in the social hierarchy, discernment politeness (as also proposed
by Hill et al. 1986 and Ide 1989) thus reinforces the social hierarchy that it reflects.

Things began to change from the 16™ century onwards. Initially, the rise of the
bourgeoisie (and concomitant notions of courtly behavior or curteisie) and a loosening
of the grip of religion and fatalistic acceptance of one’s place in the world led to social
mobility (Terkourafi 2011). Then, as technological progress took hold, industrialization
and urbanization accelerated geographical mobility. Both types of mobility led to a break-
down of established social networks. During this period, the older speaker-based forms
that foregrounded the speaker’s authority or sincerity as grounds for granting the request
began to be displaced by addressee-based forms (if you please) that foreground
the listener’s right to non-imposition (Jucker 2012: 188). Supporting this claim, Culpeper
and Archer (2008) found that if you please requests were among the most frequent
in a corpus of English texts from 1640—1760.

By the 19" century, under the influence of Romanticism, political, and economic
liberalism, individualism became a positive value and was actively pursued in Victorian
England. According to Culpeper and Demmen (2011: 61), “as social ties became
weakened, the notion of privacy became stronger, and acquired positive value in the Vic-
torian period. Th[is] notion is ... of course related to negative face”. It is during this
period that the conventionally indirect request forms Can you/Could you ...? prevalent
in present-day English started gaining ground. In written records, these occurred first
in trial contexts in the 19" century and spread from the 1900’s onwards (Culpeper
& Demmen 2011). These requests are arguably less indirect than the Old English forms
which foregrounded the speaker’s authority or sincerity as grounds for granting
the request. This is especially true of requests by those not in a position of power, who
in previous times would have used either inclusive (‘let’s’) or impersonal (‘it is
necessary’) forms for their requests leaving implicit the identity of the person(s)
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responsible for bringing about the content of the request. Can you/Could you...? forms,
on the other hand, specifically reference the addressee and make explicit that this
responsibility lies with them. They are therefore more transparent in this regard.

The rise of the Can you/Could you ...?7 request forms signals a shift from deference
politeness to non-imposition politeness in (British) English. Like requests using please
during the previous period, these ability requests orient to people’s individual abilities
and rights to non-imposition, reflecting the period’s emphasis on the individual, which
was a distinct outcome of the socio-historical conditions in 19™ century England. This
third case study, then, provides a further example where an attested weakening in social
network ties (always in the sense of a loss in density and multiplicity) is accompanied
by a shift toward less indirect, more transparent ways of speaking, this time from
a historical perspective.

7. Summary and theoretical implications

The three case studies reviewed in the previous sections — African American
women’s indirectness, Chinese responses to compliments, and the rise of can you/could
you...? requests in Victorian England — show community-specific conversational norms
reflecting discernment being displaced by more transparent forms reflecting (and
respecting) interlocutors’ individualism. Researchers have explained these shifts as
the outcome of forces of urbanization and globalization affecting the relevant commu-
nities at a specific time. In social network theory, urbanization and globalization can be
accounted for in a unified way as a loosening of network ties, which, I hypothesized,
promotes increased explicitness in conversational styles. The three case studies discussed
in this article support this hypothesis.

This social network explanation for the shifts in pragmatic strategies noted above
aligns pragmatic change (change in conversational styles) with other types of language
change, that have been shown to be affected by social network structure. Specifically,
researchers have posited that peripheral members in a network (‘loners’) are needed
to introduce new forms and central members (‘leaders’) to diffuse them and help stabilize
the use of some forms over others (Fagyal et al. 2010). That in the case of the shifts
in pragmatic strategies discussed above it is specifically indirect forms that are replaced
by more explicit and transparent ones is an interesting addition to this framework from
the perspective of pragmatic change. This suggestion seems reasonable if we consider
that peripheral network members, that is, those with weak ties to their networks, are
also those who have the least opportunity to develop common ground with other mem-
bers of the network. As common ground is necessary to support default or “by accident”
(rather than calculated, strategic) indirectness, our ability to read through others’ lines
can become curtailed if our social network ties are weak, as can happen under the impetus
of globalization. Although we are becoming members of an increasing number of net-
works, we remain peripheral members of those networks and thus do not get the chance
to develop the common ground with other members of the network that would allow
us to engage in default indirectness with them.
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Clearly, a lot more empirical work is needed to test and further elaborate this
hypothesis with new empirical evidence specifically from the point of view of globali-
zation. An interesting question in this regard is whether the hypothesis presented here can
help explain prevailing modes of directness or indirectness found in digitally mediated
communication. Contrary to the received view that digitally mediated communication
(DMC) is characterized by anonymity and hence limited mutual availability of common
ground between interlocutors, it is probably more accurate to acknowledge that com-
mon ground in DMC can be domain specific and is often interest-driven, as shared
among, for instance, members of a fraternity, leisure or professional group: members
of an online group of amateur car mechanics or baby-wearing® moms can share a lot
of common ground specifically about the activity that brings them together, while coming
from different walks of life and being different in many other respects. How does that
affect the emergence of default indirectness online and our capability for inference
in online environments more generally? A reasonable prediction here is that the existence
of domain-specific common ground will enhance chances of default indirectness and
our ability for more accurate inference pertaining to that domain only, while if we shift
to a new domain the interactional advantages afforded by this common ground are lost.
This is a prediction that can be empirically tested in future research.

The analysis presented here also has some implications for theory building which
are worth highlighting. Commenting on their corpus findings from 19" c. British English,
Culpeper and Demmen (2011: 51) argue that: “the individualistic emphasis of Brown
and Levinson is not simply a synchronic cross-cultural peculiarity of English but a dia-
chronic cross-cultural peculiarity within the history of English”. Their comment is remi-
niscent of an earlier remark by Goffman (1971), who noted that:

If we examine what it is one participant is ready to see that other participants might
read into a situation and what it is that will cause him to provide ritual remedies
of various sorts [...], then we find ourselves directed back again to the core moral
traditions of Western culture. And since remedial ritual is a constant feature
of public life, occurring among all the citizenry in all the social situations, we must
see that the historical center and the contemporary periphery are linked more closely
than anyone these days seems to want to credit. (Goffman 1971: 184—5)

The lesson to be learnt from all this is that the surrounding socio-historical context
of our own research inevitably influences the theories we end up building: like language
use itself, theory-building is also situated. Brown and Levinson’s theory, which has been
criticized for its emphasis on face as an individual’s wants, was rooted in a Foucauldian
way in the cultures of its proponents. This is not to deny that they also analyzed cultures
other than their own but simply to highlight that in doing so they analyzed them through
the lens of their own cultures rather than through the lenses of those cultures themselves.
In our quest for theoretical generality, our best line of defense is to analyze empirical
data from different parts of the world in close conjunction with their socio-historical

¥ Baby-wearing refers to carrying a baby in a sling or other fabric carrier attached to one’s body.
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contexts as a way of widening our theoretical toolkits and the frameworks we can use
them to build. If our goal is to study human nature in all its possible expressions, emic
explanatory analyses by analysts who are themselves practitioners of the practices they
analyze are sorely needed.
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Grammar is constantly emergent as an aggregate whole of discourse tendencies that are present in lan-
guage use between interlocutors, hence the notion ‘emergent grammar’ (Hopper 1987). These tendencies
are formed by diverse discursive needs, including the need to signal politeness, which is assumed
to be universal (Brown and Levinson 1987). This need is particularly important in Korean, in which
politeness is highly grammaticalized, i.e., the politeness marking is not only a pragmatic but grammatical
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terms. This study is a diachronic investigation of the personal reference system in Korean, exploring
the effect of pressure of politeness. Despite the high level of grammaticalization of politeness
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level of ‘paradigmaticization’ (Lehmann 1995 [1982]). Since personal reference terms are highly
variable, the speakers often avoid using them for fear of the addressee perceiving that the choice is
of insufficient honorification or that the very act of using reference terms is impolite when they
could be omitted. Furthermore, personal reference terms with the [+Honorific] feature constantly
deteriorate through frequent use. Therefore, a look into Korean reference terms shows that [+Honorific]
terms are constantly innovated to upgrade the diminishing honorification effect and the first-person
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Coura Pu

YHHUBEpCUTET HHOCTPAHHBIX SA3bIKOB XaHKYK, PecmyOirka Kopes
107 Imun-ro, Dongdaemun-gu, Seoul, Republic of Korea

AHHOTALMS

I'paMMaTHKa TOCTOSIHHO Pa3BUBAETCS MOJ BAUSHUEM TUCKYPCUBHBIX TCHACHIIHH, MPOSBISIOMUXCS
B HCIIOJIb30BaHUH SI3bIKA, YTO OTPA3MIOCHh B MOHATHH «IMEPPKSHTHAs TpaMMaThKay» ‘emergent grammar’
(Hopper 1987). lanHslii nporiecc 00yCIIOBIICH pa3IMuHbIME JAUCKYPCUBHBIMU MTOTPEOHOCTSIMH, BKJIFOYA-
OIIMMH, B TOM YHCJIE, U HEOOXOIMMOCTh CHTHAJIU3UPOBAThH O BEXKIUBOCTH, KOTOPAs CYMTACTCST YHIUBEPCAIb-
Holt kareropueii (Brown and Levinson 1987). Ota norpeOGHOCTH 0COOCHHO BaXKHA B KOPEHCKOM SI3BIKE, TJIE
BEKJIUBOCTh TPAMMATUKATN3HUPOBAHA, TO €CTh MapPKUPOBKA BEXKIIMBOCTHU MONYJIaeT HE TOIBKO MparMaTu-
9ecKoe, HO M IpaMMaTH4ecKoe opopmiIeHHe. B KopeiickoM sI3bIke OTHOIIIEHHE TOBOPSILETrO K COOCCETHHUKY
Haubonee yeTko nposiisiercs: (1) mpu BeIOOpE 3aBepLIAIOIIEeH MPEUIOKEHUE YaCTUILBI, CHTHATM3UPYIOLIEH
0 CTETEHH BEeXIJIMBOCTHU (M3 IIECTH BOBMOXHBIX ypoBHEH), U (2) BbIOOpE (OpPMBI HOMUHAIMH, HAIIpUMED,
MecToMMeHUs U (opMbI oOpameHus. B 1aHHOH cTaThe MpencTaBIeHbl Pe3yIbTaThl AUAXPOHMUECKOTO
WCCIIETOBAHUS CUCTEMBI ()OPM HOMHUHALMHA B KOPEHCKOM SI3bIKE, U3yYAIOIIETO BIHSHUE BEXKIUBOCTH
Ha TpaMMaTuKy. HecMoTpsi Ha BBICOKHI YPOBEHb TPaMMATHKAIH3ALMHA MapKEePOB BEXKIIMBOCTH, CHCTEMa
HOMHWHALIMH SIBIISIETCSl KpaiiHe HeCTaOMITBHON MapaurMol, TO eCTh OHa He TIOJBEPIIACh BEICOKOMY YPOBHIO
«mapamgurMaruzanimy (Lehmann 1995 [1982]). TockonbKy Kopeiickre GpopMbl 00pariieHns: pasHOOOpa3HbI
u cTporo auddepeHIpoBaHbl, TOBOPSIINIA HEPeAKO n30eraeT nxX MCHOJb30BaHMs, ONacasich, 4TO axpecar
BOCIIPHMET €r0 BHIOOP KaK HEIOCTATOYHO BEKJIMBBIHA (MOYTHTEIBHBIA) WIIM YTO caM aKT OOpaIeHus
SIBIISIETCSI HEBEXKJIMBBIM B CHTYaIlMH, KOTIa oOpalleHrne MOKHO He yrnoTpebusts. Kpome Toro, Gpopma
oOparnieHus1, conpoBoxaaromascs ¢popmoit nmourenus (Honorific), u3-3a 4acToro MCroib30BaHUS
MIOCTETICHHO YTPAYnuBAET CBOIO 3HAUYMMOCTh. Pe3ynbTaThl IPOBEIEHHOTO THAXPOHNYECKOTO UCCIIETIOBAHMS
Kopeiickux (hopM 0OpallieHHs BBISBIISIOT JIBE TEHICHIIUN: TepMUHBI oOpamenust [+ Honorific] mocTosHHO
OOHOBJISIFOTCS, C TEM YTOOBI KOMIIEHCUPOBATh CHIKAIOIIUICS (B PEKT mounTanus, a GopMbl HOMUHAITUH
MIEPBOTO JIMIIa OOHOBJISIOTCS [T yeuieHus s¢dekxra camoyandrmkenus [+ Humiliative].

KiroueBbie clioBa: gediciugocms, mecmoumenue, gopma obpawjenus, ¢popma noumenus, opma
VHUYUICEHUS, 2DAMMAMUKATUZAYUS

Jst nuTHpOBaHUSI:

Rhee, Seongha (2019). Politeness pressure on grammar: The case of first and second person pro-
nouns and address terms in Korean. Russian Journal of Linguistics, 23 (4), 950—974. doi:
10.22363/2687-0088-2019-23-4-950-974.

1. Introduction

The system of personal pronouns in Korean has not received much attention among
linguists, except for discussions on the syntactic enabling factors for reflexive pronouns.
There is a body of literature addressing synchronic states of pronominal systems in the
history of Korean. Notable exceptions include Lee (1978), Kim (1995, 2001), Kim
(1998), Song (2002), Heine and Song (2012), and Koo (2016). A diachronic investigation
of the system, however, reveals interesting aspects of grammaticalization of lexical
expressions into personal pronouns as well as on-going fluctuation within the paradigm.
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Studies on the role of culture in shaping linguistic structures (Wierzbicka 1992,
Enfield 2002, Sharifian 2017, Rhee 2019) lend insight to diverse linguistic puzzles that
cannot be easily explained otherwise. Following this line of research, this paper explores
the role of culture in the grammatical system of personal reference, especially focusing
on constant innovations of terms of address throughout history. The objectives of this
paper are twofold: (i) to show the notable characteristics of the Korean personal
pronominal system, and (ii) to show how new forms arose and how references shifted,
from a grammaticalization perspective with a special focus on the sociocultural need
of politeness marking on the pronominal system. The present discussion, however,
largely focuses on the singular forms only, because Korean plural forms are derivation-
ally formulated with the PL suffixes - = (-tul) or -/ (-ney) or in combination of the two,
- 1{/Z (-neytul), with one notable exception, i.e., 1PL 25 (wuli(tul)), which is not
morphologically related to 1SG £/ (na). This situation is unlike certain European
languages where plural pronouns are developed independently from singular forms (e.g. /
and we in English, yo and nosotros in Spanish, je and nous in French, ich and wir
in German, etc. for first person).

The historical data for analysis was collected from the Sejong Historical Corpus
for diachronic investigation. The Sejong Historical Corpus is a 15 million-word,
historical section of the Sejong Corpus, a 200 million-word corpus developed as part
of the 21% Century Sejong Project by the Korean Ministry of Culture and Tourism and
the National Institute of Korean Language (1998—2006). The texts in the historical
section date from 1446 through 1913.

This paper is organized in the following manner. In section 2, some preliminary
remarks are presented to facilitate the discussion, focusing on politeness and honorifica-
tion as reflected in grammar and the paradigm of personal pronouns in Present-Day
Korean (PDK; 2000~present). In section 3, the grammaticalization processes are
described from Old Korean (OK) through PDK'. In section 4 some select issues that
bear theoretical import are discussed. Section 5 summarizes the findings and concludes
the paper.

2. Preliminaries on Korean

2.1. Politeness and Honorification

Korean is a head-final language with a relatively free word order even though
the canonical order is SOV (Sohn 1999, Song 2005, Yeon and Brown 2011). The verb
occurring at the sentence-final position, by virtue of its being a finite verb, must be
marked with verbal morphologies such as tense, aspect, mood, and modality. An im-
portant aspect of verbal morphology is that intersubjectivity marking is obligatory

! The following abbreviations are used in this paper: BEN: benefactive; COND: conditional; COP:
copula; CSL: causal; D: demonstrative; EMK: Early Middle Korean; EMoK: Early Modern Korean;
EMPH: emphatic; END: sentence-ender; FUT: future; HON: honorific; HUM: humiliative; IMP:
imperative; LMK: Late Middle Korean; MoK: Modern Korean; NEG: negative; NOM: nominative;
OK: Old Korean; PDK: Present-Day Korean; PL: plural; POL: polite; PROM: promissive; PST: past;
RFL: reflexive; SFP: sentence-final particle; SG: singular; TOP: topic; VOC: vocative. The Korean
data are romanized following the Extended Yale Romanization System (Rhee 1996), an extended
and modified version of the Yale Romanization System (Martin 1992).
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in Korean. Most prominently, Korean sentences, properly ended, should be marked with
the speech level, depending on the relative social hierarchy between the speaker and
the hearer, known as the honorification system, marking the speaker’s deference
to the addressee (see Brown 2015). This system is complex and variable with four to
seven different levels of honorification. It includes corollary rules of deference-marking,
and pervasively applies to first-, second- and third-person references. Another area
to which honorification applies involves the relative hierarchy of the referent as compared
to the speaker, known as the subject honorification or referent honorification. This is
marked with the morphological marker -4/ (-si) on the verb.

In Korean politeness and honorification constitute the two major determinants
of speech levels. Politeness is marked with -2 (-yo) at the ultimate position, whereas
honorification has many different grammatical manifestations (see 2.2 below).

2.2. Personal Pronouns in Korean: The Status Quo

One of the notable characteristics in Korean is that the pronominal system as
a grammatical paradigm is not well developed in the sense that the extent of paradig-
maticization is limited and the paradigm boundary with the lexicon is not rigid. Thus,
there are many members in the paradigm and the internal cohesion among the members
is necessarily weak.

As noted above, the levels of honorification are fine-grained and strongly tied
to the grammatical system. Honorification, for its inherent nature of other-directedness,
is not applicable to 1SG, as it is an act of referring to someone with deferential attitude
(cf. Nam and Ko 1993). Dishonorification, as an act of referring to someone with
humiliative attitude (cf. Koo 2004), can be applied to all persons, and self-dishonorifi-
cation is a strategy for politeness, as is thought to be universal in politeness research
(Levinson and Brown 1987). Dishonorification of one discourse participant/referent
may result in relative honorification of the other(s). Honorification in pronominal
reference is grammatically encoded by choosing (1) a polite form for 1SG (Humiliative/
Humble; HUM, e.g. A/(ce)), (i1) an honorific form for other persons (e.g. =z (kutay),
54/ (tangsin), = (tayk), etc.), (iii) a non-honorific form for a person other than the
addressee (when the addressee is a social superior to the person being referred to),
known as honorification suppression (e.g. & (hyeng) ‘older brother’ instead of the HON-
suffixed &5/ (hyeng-nim), when speaking to his father about him), or (iv) a combination
of any or all of them.

Another issue closely related to the pronominal system involves terms of address,
the latter often regarded as encompassing the former. Since the pronominal reference
system is not well developed in Korean, nominal address terms are widely used in lieu
of pronouns (see 3.3 below).

The personal pronominal system in Modern Korean (MoK; 20" ~ 21% centuries;
note that 21* century Korean is also called PDK) is fluid and shows variable perceptions
of individual researchers. For instance, Song (2002) uses a three-level system, consisting
of High HON(orification), Middle HON, and Low HON, and a more fine-grained level
distinction is found in Sohn (1999: 207), as exemplified in Table 1 (note that D stands
for a demonstrative, speaker-proximal 0/ (i) ‘this’, speaker-distal Z (ku) ‘that’, and

mutually-distal 5/ (ce) ‘that”).
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Table 1

Pronouns in Modern Korean (adapted from Sohn 1999: 207)

Person Level Pronoun

Plain Lf(na)

1SG
Humble X (ce)
Deferential 012 4/ (elusin) (rare)
Blunt 5t4! (tangsin), ZLH (kutay) (obsolete), & (tayk)

25G Intimate A2/ (caki)
Familiar AL (caney)
Plain L (ne)
Adult-Polite D-#Z (D-pwun)
Adult-Blunt D- O/ (D-i)

3SG
Adult-Familiar D-AFEf (D-salam)
Child D- 04 (D-ay)
Deferential SFA(XFA!) (tangsin(-casin))

RFL Neutral AFZ[( XA (caki(-casin))
Plain KAL) (ce(-casin))

Table 2
Pronouns in Modern Korean (adapted from Nam and Ko 1993: 81—83)
Person Pronoun Use Context

LF(na) basic form; addressee's status is equal or lower
X(ce) addressee's status is high

1SG &/ (cim), 2} 2/ (kwain) speaker is the king
£ 82/ (ponin) in public speech
£ & (sosayng) in letter writing (disappearing)
L7 (ne) among youngsters; old speaker to young addressee
X (caney) ?rcii;ir:(ejzsee is younger but old; among old close
5f4/(tangsin) in literature, with Hon.; among spouses

256 H (tayk), &= & (nohyeng) (disappearing)
07£ (elun), 0/= £/ (elusin) HON
20 (kutay) in poems
7/& (kwihyeng), 73} (kwiha) in letters (disappearing)
D- 04 (D-ay) referent's status is lower; no HON

356 D- O/ (D-i), D-AFEf (D-salam) referent's status is lower; mildly HON
D-Z (D-pwun) referent's status is equal or higher; mildly HON
D-0f£ (D-elun) referent's status is higher; highly HON
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As noted above, the level distinction is subject to considerable variation by indi-
viduals, and the distinction in Table 1, elegant as it is, is not intuitively straightfor-
ward for many speakers. The fluidity of the system is well illustrated by the fact that
Sohn (1999: 207) indicates that elusin for deferential 2SG is “rare”, which might be
true at the time of writing (i.e., 1990s). However, it is now one of the most frequently
used deferential 2SG in PDK three decades thereafter (see below). This state of af-
fairs of fluidity is reflected in the systems proposed by other researchers, who, instead
of preset levels, use contexts, which may seem ad hoc, e.g., Nam and Ko (1993 81—
83), as shown in Table 2 (in which D also stands for a demonstrative).

As noted above, the inventory of personal pronouns varies across time as well as
by researcher. According to a corpus search based on a section of the 21* Century Sejong
Corpus (805,606 words, spoken, dated from 2001—2015), the frequency of each pro-
nominal form in the descending order is 1SG ./ (na) 5,486; 3SG D-of (D-ay) 2,234;

2SG L/ (ne) 1,630; RFL/2SG A7/ (caki) 1,500; 1SG.HUM 4/ (ce) 1,226; 2SG/RFL
54/ (tangsin) 124; 3SG D-£ (D-pwun) 117; 2SG 0/E/0{= 4/ (elu(si)n) 68; 2SG.HON
At (caney) 24; 2SG.HON & (tayk) 7; and 2SG.HON zcf (kutay) 5. Certain forms such
as 1SG 2 & (sosayng), 2SG =& (nohyeng), 2SG 7& (kwihyeng), 3SG D-0/ (D-i),
3SG D-Atg (D-salam), etc. are not attested, which suggest that they are becoming, or
already have become, obsolete in PDK.

3. Grammaticalization of Personal Pronouns

3.1. A historical survey of personal pronouns

The contemporary writing system of Korean, known as Hankul (or Hangeul),
was invented in 1443, the landmark year that divides Early Middle Korean (EMK;
10" ¢. ~ Mid-15" ¢.) and Late Middle Korean (LMK; Mid-15" ¢. ~ 16" ¢.). With
the invention of the alphabetic script Hankul, unambiguous interpretation of the historical
Korean data was made possible. Before its historic invention, Chinese characters were
used for their sound value (phonogram) or semantic value (semantogram), and thus
interpretation of the pre-Hankul data has been often controversial. Thus, the historical
depth of the data is relatively shallow and the available data sources are not rich in styles
and genres for complete analyses. However, the available data sources provide sufficient
evidence to support the following analysis.

Historical documents from the Old Korean (OK; ~ 9" ¢.) and EMK periods show
that 1SG pronoun was ./ (na) and 1PL 22/ (wuli); 2SG was L{(ne) and 2PL L7E (netul)
(and its variants) (Park 1997, 2005, Kang 2004)>. There seem to have been no 3SG
or 3PL pronouns for human reference at this time, and for non-human object reference,

2 Kang (2004: 459) claims that the OK/EMK semantogram 3 was read as [uri] and was used
for both 1SG and 1PL references. Park (1997) argues that the OK/EMK phonogram £ /ij/, originally

a genitive marker, was used for 1SG in order to avoid self-reference for pragmatic reasons.
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demonstratives were used, i.e., the speaker-proximal 0/(i) ‘this’, the speaker-distal Z (ku)
‘that’, and the mutually-distal & (zye) ‘that’. The only 3SG human reference pronoun
attested at this time is the indefinite 3SG +>/(nwuki) ‘someone’ (Choi 1996: 188—189).

An investigation of the pronouns attested in the history of Korean reveals that
there have been interesting changes, whereby the overall pronominal system has become
increasingly complex through time. Individual pronouns cannot be discussed in detail
(some select forms are discussed in 3.2 and 4.4), but overall representative forms attested
in history can be presented as Table 3, in which the forms in bold denote newly emerged
forms (excluding the variants); the underscored forms denote those with the HON
feature; and the forms with an asterisk*, those with the HUM feature. D denotes
a demonstrative. The rows are intended to reflect the relative degree of the HON feature,
i.e., the higher the row in the cell, the greater the degree of HON®.

Table 3
Historical change of personal pronouns
OK & EMK LMK EMoK MoK PDK
(~ mid-15c.) (mid-15c. ~ 16c.) (17c. ~19c.) (20c. ~) (21c.)
na na na na
1SG |na . . ce* soin*.. x
(soin*) ce*, pwulcho*, soin*.. . " « |ce
sisayng* soynney*...
elun, elusin, sensayngnim...
tangsin, kutAy imca, tayk, (kutay)
kutuy X tayk, (kutay)...
25G | ne caney caney, tangsin... X
ne caney, tangsin...
ne ne i
ne, caki
. . . tangsin D-pwun, D-elu(si)n, tangsin,
3SG | i, ku, tye i, ku, tye i, ku, tye N N
b K, ty by, ty b Ky, ty i, ku, ce ... ku, kunye, D-ay, D-i, D-salam..
REL |ce cAkya, tangsin, cAkya, tangsin tangsin tangsin
ce, caki, cAkuy, caney ce, cAkuy ce, caki ce, caki

Based on the development of pronouns in history we will discuss some issues from
the grammaticalization perspective, such as lexical sources, shifted reference, the indis-
tinct lexis-grammar boundary, and grammaticalization parameters.

> In EMoK, diverse Sino-Korean 1SG terms came into the system such as 4 2/ (soin) ‘small
person’, £&F (soca) ‘small son, small person’, £ & (sosayng) ‘small student, small person’, (all involving
the Sino-Korean 2 (s0) ‘small’), and &% (pwulcho) ‘one who falls short of the parents’ virtues,
an incompetent person’, etc. (see 4.4 for more discussion). The first occurrences of £ 2/ (soin) are
24 tokens in two texts dating from ¢. 1517, i.e., LMK, in the form of syozin and /M A in Chinese
characters. But since they seem to have been interchangeable with L/ (na), it seems that soin
lacked the HUM feature in LMK and acquired the HUM meaning only in EMoK (Kim 2001: 12—13).
In MoK and PDK, numerous nominals, prominently kinship terms and status nouns, are used in lieu
of pronouns (see 3.3 and 4.1 for more discussion).
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3.2. Lexical Sources

In their crosslinguistic studies on grammaticalization of pronouns Heine and Song
(2010, 2012) and Song and Heine (2016) present the following common conceptual
sources of personal pronouns:

(1) a. Nominal concepts
b. Spatial deixis
c. Intensifiers, reflexives, identifiers (= identitives)”
d. Plurification (= Pluralization)
e. Shift in deixis

The historical development of personal pronouns in Korean shows that even though
the lexical sources of old forms, i.e., £/ (na) (1SG), L7 (ne) (2SG) and A/ (ce) (RFL), are
unknown, all five sources are attested indeed’. They can be listed in part in (2):

(2) a. Nominal concepts: [person] 0/Z (elun) 'adult, senior' (2SG.HON), 0/= 24/ (elusin)

'honorable senior' (2SG.HON), 0f (ay) 'child' (2SG, 3SG), 0/ (i) 'person' (3SG),
AFEf (salam) 'person' (2SG, 3SG), & (pwun) 'honorable person' (3SG), &/AF (imca)
(2SG) 'owner', Ot&0f (acwumma) 'aunt' (2SG, 3SG), OFX/M/ (acessi) 'uncle' (2SG,
3SG), o/t o{0{5 (emeni(m)) ‘mother’ (2SG), OtH/ 5 (apenim) ‘father’ (2SG),
AtZ[ (caki) 'self's body' (2SG, 3SG), 54/ (tangsin) 'the body concerned' (RFL, 2SG),
etc. [spatial] 75/ (kutuy) 'that place' (2SG), cAkya 'self's house' (RFL), & (tayk)
'honorable house' (2SG), etc. (see also 3.3 and 4.4 below)

b. Spatial deixis: 0/(i) ‘this’ (3SG), Z (ku) ‘that’ (3SG), & (tve) ‘that’ (3SG), A7 (ce)
‘that’ (3SG), ZE/ 2L (kutuy/kutay) ‘that place’ (2SG), all D-forms (3SG)

c. Intensifiers, reflexives, identifiers: 5'4/ (tangsin) 'the body concerned' (RFL, 2SG),
cAkya 'self's house' (RFL), A£7/ (caki) 'self's body' (RFL, 2SG), A*L (caney)
(2SG) 'of self' (Suh 2000, cf. Kang 2010 in plurification below)®

d. Plurification (= Pluralization): X*4f (caney) 'persons like you' (2SG) (Kang 2010,
cf. Suh 2000 in Intensifiers above)

e. Shift in deixis: ZLf (kutay) 'that place' to ‘you.HON’ (2SG) [‘that’ > ‘you’], A7 (ce)
(RFL to 1SG) [‘self’ > ‘LHUM’], §'4/ (tangsin) (RFL to 2SG) [‘self’ > ‘you.HON’],
At (caney) (RFL to 2SG) [‘self” > ‘you.HON’], A~/ (caki) (RFL to 2SG)
[‘self” > ‘you’]

* Identifiers, also called identitives in Heine and Song (2012: 12), are expressions such as English
the same, German dieselben ‘the same ones’, der-selbe ‘the same (masculine)’, Basque ber- ‘same, -self’,
etc. (Heine and Song 2010: 127—129).

> Incidentally, &/ (ce) (RFL in OK & EMK and 1SG.HUM since EMoK) and 47 (ce) (3SG from
MoK) are homophones, with the latter developed from the demonstrative &/ (tye) ‘that’ through
palatalization of the alveolar stop before the palatal glide /j/, i.e., tye [dja] > ce [d3a].

5 Suh (2000) hypothesizes the origin of A4/ (caney) as having the locative particle - 07 (-ey)
with the possessive function, thus ‘of self’, whereas Kang (2010) hypothesizes the origin as having
the plural marker -7 (-ney), thus ‘persons like you’. Historical data, however, do not render conclusive
evidence to support either hypothesis.
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There are two noteworthy aspects concerning the sources in Korean. The first is
that many words of the Chinese origin are recruited into the pronominal paradigm (see
also 4.3). The other is that diverse kinship and status nouns are used to such an extent
that the boundary between the lexis and the grammar is indistinct, i.e., such kinship and
status nouns are still used as fully lexical nouns and instances of use of such forms
cannot be easily distinguished between lexical usage and pronominal usage. We now turn
to a discussion of this latter issue.

3.3. Indistinct Lexis-Grammar Boundary

As indicated in the preceding exposition, the pronominal system in Korean is fluid
and nouns constitute the most common source category of pronoun grammaticalization,
a state of affairs in line with the so-called “the noun-to-pronoun channel” (Heine and
Song 2010: 122). Numerous referring terms with diverse levels of honorification are used
in MoK and PDK, most of which are full-fledged nouns, and most of those nouns are
kinship terms and status nouns. Only a small number of defective nouns are used,
e.g., & (nim) ‘honorable person’, & (nyek) ‘side’, =2 (kos) ‘place’, Z(kes) ‘thing’, and
& (ccok) ‘side’. The following is the list of such nominal forms used for personal
reference in MoK and PDK, some of which have fallen into disuse’:

(3) a. 2SG (general): A& (sensayngnim) ‘teacher’ (for any adult, mostly for male),

AFEE (sacangnim) ‘company president’ (for adult male), ALZ & (samonim)
‘teacher's wife” (for adult woman), & (haksayng) ‘student’ (for youth), &2
(chongkak) ‘bachelor’ (for young male), #/L7 (chenye) ‘maiden, virgin’ (for young
woman), 27/ (enni) ‘older sister’ (for young female, often in service encounters),
O/ (imo) ‘maternal aunt’ (for adult woman, often in service encounter),
oLy o/ (emeni(m)) ‘mother’ (for aged woman), Of#/5/ (apenim) ‘father’
(for aged man), of&0af (acwumma) ‘aunt’ (for a married woman, often avoidable),
&'r{L/ (halmeni) ‘grandmother’ (for an old woman, often avoidable), Z0fH/X/
(halapeci) ‘grandfather’ (for an old man, often avoidable), ZZ& (kokayknim)
‘honorable patron’ (for a client), N- & (N-nim) ‘honorable [name]’ (for anyone,
mostly in service encounter), Z% (kuccok) ‘that side’ (for anyone), ZZ (kuphyen)
‘that part’ (for anyone), Z=2 (kukos) ‘that place’ (for anyone), 777/ (keki) ‘that
place’ (for anyone) ...

b. 2SG (spouses): CN ‘[child.name]’ (for child’s parent, mostly in vocative), CN- Oftf

(CN-appa) ‘[child.name] dad’ (for husband), CN- &/af (CN-emma) ‘[child.name]
mom’ (for wife), PN-& (PN-tayk) ‘[place.name]-house’ (for a married woman
whose former home is in PN), 072 (yepo) ‘Look here!” (bidirectional), A£.7/ (caki)
‘self” (bidirectional), 2# (oppa) ‘older brother’ (for boyfriend/husband), 2/AfEf

" The three kinship-based 2SG forms, 0/&of (acwumma) ‘aunt’ (for a married woman), &L/
(halmeni) ‘grandmother’ (for an old woman), and &'0f&/%/(halapeci) ‘grandfather’ (for an old man),
are often avoided since the addressee may take offence for being regarded as an old person.
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(ansalam) ‘inner (quarters) person’ (for wife), HfZ & &+ (pakkathyangpan) ‘outer
(quarters) nobleman’ (for husband), 0/%7 (inyek) ‘this side’ (for self or spouse),
= PIEF (cwuinyangpan) ‘owner nobleman’ (for husband), 2/52/ (ancwuin) ‘inner
(quarters) owner’ (for wife) ...

c. 3SG (general): D-Noun, where Noun = 0/Z (elun) ‘senior’ (for an elderly person),
0/Z 4/ (elusin) ‘honorable senior’ (for an elderly person), £ (pwun) ‘honorable
person’, &FF (yangpan) ‘nobleman’ (for adult male), of (ay) ‘child’ (for child),
AFEf (salam) ‘person’ (for an adult), &4# (namca) ‘man’ (for adult male), 074F (veca)
‘woman’ (for adult female), %’ (kes) ‘thing’ (for anyone, Pejorative), */ (chi)
‘person’ (for anyone, Pejorative), A (ca) ‘person’ (for anyone, usually male,
potentially Pejorative), = (nom) ‘fellow’ (for male, Pejorative), A2/ (casik)
‘offspring’ (for male, Pejorative); fossilized D-nouns of the 7 (ku) ‘that’ origin,
e.g., Z% (kuccok) ‘that side/direction’ (for anyone), Z# (kuphyen) ‘that part/side’
(for anyone), Z=2 (kukos) ‘that place’ (for anyone), 777/ (keki) ‘that place’ (for
anyone) ...

As shown in (3), many regular nouns are used for person reference and many
of these terms form complex nominals in combination with demonstratives for 3SG
reference. Such complex forms exhibit differential degrees of internal fusion, i.e.,
a process of morpho-syntactic bonding between the words in the phrase, in which some
phonological reduction may also occur. Korean orthographic rules require interlexemic
spacing, according to which a phrase consisting of a demonstrative modifier and a head
noun must include a space between the two words. However, the spacing is variably
regulated in orthography and variably written by individuals, even though certain forms
invariably occur without a space, which indicates that they have undergone grammaticaliza-
tion to a great extent. For instance, 3SG Z A/2f (ku salam) ‘the person’ should be written
with an interlexical space according to the orthographic rules, as shown here, but many
Koreans write the phrase without a space, 1.e. ZA/&f (kusalam), thinking that it is no
longer a phrase denoting ‘the person’ but a monolexemic pronoun denoting ‘s/he’. Most
phrasal nominals used for person reference are placed somewhere on the continuum
between the two polar extremes, which suggests that the levels of grammaticalization
of these nominals are variable. This state of affairs is schematically presented as (4)
with some representative forms:

(4) Written WITH space Written WITHOUT space
yangpan, salam... ay, kes... chi, ca, nom, kos, ccok...

3.4. Grammaticalization Parameters

A number of grammaticalization parameters have been proposed, notably the six
parameters by Lehmann (1995[1982]), i.e., attrition, paradigmaticization, obligatorifi-
cation, condensation, coalescence, and fixation; the five principles by Hopper (1991),
i.e., layering, divergence, specialization, persistence, and decategorialization; and the four
parameters by Heine and Kuteva (2002), i.e., extension, desemanticization, decate-
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gorialization, and erosion, among others. Of these, we will see if the pattern displayed
in the grammaticalization scenarios in Korean conforms to those parameters proposed
by Heine and Kuteva (2002).

The parameter of extension, i.e., using a form in a different context, is usually
actualized through ‘context-induced reinterpretation’ (Heine et al. 1991). For instance,
an addressee interprets RFL ce ‘self” as referring to the speaker himself/herself ‘I’, based
on the contextual and situational context, leading to the functional extension of ce RFL
to 47/ (ce) RFL and 1SG. The extension pattern is evident in Figure 1, a modified version

of Table 3 with arrows added to indicate the referential extensions. As shown in Figure 1,
the pronouns for 1SG and 2SG extended from RFL, e.g., A/(ce) to 1SG, 54/ (tangsin)
to 2SG and 3SG, A4/ (caney) to 2SG, and A7/ (caki) to 2SG, retain their RFL usage,
thus these are the instances of true extension rather than shift or switch-reference.
Furthermore, there are instances of extension observed with nominal-based pronouns.
For instance, 42/ (soin) ‘small person’ to 1SG, zZc/ (kutay) ‘that place’ to 2SG, 2/4F
(imca) ‘owner’ to 2SG, etc. are all instances of extension since the form with the original
meaning are still in use (thus ‘divergence’ Hopper 1991). This extension is observed
in most, though not all, nominals listed in (3) above.

OK & EMK LMK EMoK MoK PDK
(~ mid-15c.) (mid-15c. ~ 16c.) (17c. ~19c.) (20c. ~) (21c.)
na na
na na
1SG | na (soin*) ) ce*, soin*...
ce*, pwulcho*, soin*.. | . ce*
sisayng* soynney*..
kutuy 3 imca, tayk, (kutay) | elun, elusin, sensayngnim...
tangsin, kutAy .
ne caney, tangsin... tayk, (kutay)...
25G | ne cane )
ne caney, tangsin...
ne
ne, caki
L A
. . i, ku, tye tangsin /D{;)wun, D-elu(si)n, tangsin,
3SG | i ku, tye iy ku, ty V. .
/ i, ku, ce ... ku, kunye, D-ay, D-i, D-salam..
7
REL cAkya, tangsin,/ cAkya, tangsin tangsin tangsin
ce
ce, caki, cAkuy, caney | ce, cAkuy ce, caki ce, caki

Figure 1. Extension of pronominal reference

The parameter of desemanticization (also called ‘attrition’, Lehmann 1995 [1982];
‘semantic bleaching’, Sweetser 1988; ‘generalization’, Bybee et al. 1994) is also attested
in Korean. For instance, expressions making use of ‘house’, ‘body’, ‘place’, etc. have
lost such lexical meanings and now they simply denote the persons metonymically
associated with the place, who are significant in the discourse situation.

Decategorialization refers to the loss in morphosyntactic properties characteristic
of lexical forms. This parameter is also observed by many forms of personal reference
grammaticalizing in Korean. For instance, some of the forms involving a demonstrative,

e.g., 20 (kutay) 2SG (< Z (ku) ‘that’ CH (tay) ‘place’), have developed such strong
internal cohesion that they cannot be interrupted by a modifier, thus *z 7£7/2 f (ku
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kakkawun tay) [that near place] (only interpretable non-pronominally as ‘the place
nearby’, in which case tay also changes to tey) but 7/2#2 24 (kakkawun kutay) ‘intimate
you’. However, since many nominal-based pronouns are still in the periphrastic stage,
the loss of the primary category properties is often limited. For instance, some can take
modifiers, some can function as an autonomous independent form, and many can take
the PL suffix -fu/ to be pluralized. All these are indicative of the fact that many Korean
nominal-based pronouns still carry lexical properties (see also 3.3 above for variable
degrees of fusion).

Erosion refers to a loss of phonetic substance. The oldest pronouns in Korean, e.g.,
1SG Lt (na), 2SG 1 (ne), 3SG 0/ (i), Z (ku), and 5 (tye), and RFL */(ce), are simple
in form (e.g., monosyllabic and without a coda), and their longer counterparts have not
yet been identified. Therefore, there is no way of confirming if erosion occurred to these
old grams. As for the newer pronouns, phonetic erosion is either absent or minimal (note
that nouns used as a personal pronoun typically lose phonetic salience and thus are rarely
stressed). Again this is an indication of the low level grammaticalization of pronouns
as a paradigm. Incidentally, this situation is not uncommon for a large number of pro-
nouns across languages (Heine and Song, 2010: 120).

4, Discussion

In the preceding section we have seen how the paradigm of pronominal reference
emerged in the history of Korean (3.1 and 3.4). We also noted that the paradigm is
nearly open-ended by virtue of using diverse nominals such as kinship and status words
(3.2 and 3.3). We now turn to the discussion of our major focus, addressing such
questions as (i) why the pronominal system in Korean has not been well developed
into a paradigm with high paradigmaticity; (i) why 2SG is often not explicitly expressed;
(ii1) why the pronominal system is fluctuating in references and honorification levels;
and (iv) why the pronominal system becomes increasingly complex with new forms.
From these inquiries we will see how the pressure of politeness constantly pushes the
language users to innovate the personal reference terms.

4.1. An “Unsystematic System”

As noted in the exposition above, the Korean pronominal system is in flux. The
consequence is that numerous forms proliferate in the paradigm, which in turn makes
its inventory controversial. Even though there is a limitation in the available data sources
in that those texts do not use 1SG and 2SG for stylistic reasons, e.g., written narratives,
religious commentaries and poems, it is clear that Korean in OK and EMK had a simple,
crude pronominal system, one for each person, notably without HON forms, and a 3-way
3SG distinction by distance, i.e., with the speaker-proximal i ‘this’, speaker-distal ku
‘that’, and mutually distal ce ‘that’.

One of the reasons for the absence of a strong, well-established pronominal system
is the Korean discourse-pragmatic idiosyncrasy that in discourse nouns (and names) are
simply repeated, without having to be replaced with pronominal forms. The following
is a good example, taken from the 1447 data, one of the earliest extant Hankul documents
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(the long excerpt is given without a morpheme-by-morpheme interlinear gloss, and
the repeated names are given in bold)®:
(5) tM&o] IO 7JA} GEZ} Eiha £ T O ik T LA GEE F T oF it TAFT] EE
Lfs] ¥ Fo]2/AY BE G4 6] ZB ] 2f EE ol 8 YA 1
DIBLFERO] ZFoF ofBHE 3o} of T oFE 8.
seyconi sangtwusaney kasya yongkwa kwisinkwa wihAya selpephAtesita. yongkwa
kwi wihAya selpephAsyami pwuthyeys nahi syelhuntwulhilesini mokwang yesuschas
hAy ulyuila. pwuthyey moklyenitAlye nilAsyatAy ney kapilakwukey kaa apanimskuywa
acAmanimskuywa...
‘Buddha went to Mt. Sangdu and preached for the dragon and the ghosts. Preaching
for the dragon and the ghosts was when Buddha's age was thirty-two, which was the
Ulyu year, the sixth year of King Mok. Buddha said to Moklyen [= Maudgalyayana]

“you go to the Kapilavastu Kingdom and (say greetings to) father and uncle...”” [note:
seycon = Buddha] (1447, Sekposangcel 6:01).

In example (5), the terms for Buddha, i.e., seycon and pwuthey, are simply repeated
without pronominal substitution. Seycon literally meaning ‘the venerable of the world’
is synonymous with Buddha, originated from the Sanskrit word, meaning ‘the awakened
one’ (cf. Phyocwun Kwuke Taysacen, web-searchable ed. accessed August 15, 2019).
This kind of practice is not specific to this text, but is a general writing style in LMK.
In other words, the pronoun replacement for co-referential nouns was not a discourse
convention in LMK. As a matter of fact, it is not a robust discourse-syntactic rule
even in PDK.

Another reason for the absence of a well-established pronominal system is that
vocatives are frequently used, and then the use of pronouns can be often dispensed with,
as shown in (6):

(6) a. &z =F/#0F CHAL L/2L] Ztopap /L]
mal-la salipwul-a tasi nilu-ti.mal-azahA-li-ni

stop-IMP  [name]-VOC again say-NEG-must-FUT-CSL
'No, Salipwul [= Sariputra], since (you) must not say it again...'
(1447 Sekposangcel 13:40)

b. 72/ef ar ETAHE
cyuzin-ha mis-ti mothA-ketun

master-VOC  trust-NF  cannot-COND
'Master, if (you) cannot trust (us)...'
(1517, Penyeknokeltay 1:21a)

As shown in (6), when a vocative is used, the sentential subject may not occur since
it is contextually recoverable. This omissibility of arguments has been a syntactic idio-

8 Sekposangcel, a commentary on Buddhist scriptures, dating from 1447, is among the earliest
extant Hankul documents along with another commentary Welinchenkangcikok and the poems
Yongpiechenka (1447), following the very first Hankul document Hwunmincengum Haylyey (1446),
an introduction to the new writing system after the 1443 Hankul invention. The interlexical spacing
was not conventionalized as part of orthographic rules until the early 20th century, but the quotation
in (5) is given with spacing following the MoK convention.
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syncrasy in Korean. In PDK, the most common vocatives in interaction as a replacement
strategy is the kinship terms, e.g. acwumma ‘aunt’, acessi “uncle’, halmeni ‘grandmother’,
halapeci ‘grandfather’, enni ‘elder sister’, oppa ‘elder brother’, imo ‘maternal aunt’.
It is to be noted that these are all upward kinship terms. Downward kinship terms are
not employed for this purpose. Even though they are upward kinship terms their use is
not restricted to addressing a social superior, i.e., it can be used toward a social inferior.
For instance, an older client may address a younger attendant at a restaurant as enni ‘elder
sister’. Such kinship term usage is exemplified in the following constructed, but com-
monly used examples:

(7) a. 2/ ozl £ Z FHL.
enni yeki  mwul com cwu-sey-yo

elder.sister here  water please give-HON:IMP-POL
‘Ma’am, please give me (a glass of) water.” (Lit. ‘Elder sister, give water here please.”)

b. ofEFof o/ ofE o) Hoj2?
acwumma  i-ke acwumma-ke-y-e-yo?
aunt this-thing  aunt-thing-COP-END-POL?
'Ma'am, is this yours?' (Lit. 'Aunt, is this aunt's thing?")
c. OfAIMI 7 LofL 2470/
acessi mwe ttelettuli-sy-ess-e-yo
uncle something  drop-HON-PST-END-POL

'Sir, you dropped something.' (Lit. 'Uncle, (you) dropped something.)

During the MoK a large number of status nouns and titles entered the system for
personal reference. Constant emergence of such nouns is an ongoing process in PDK.
In PDK this is arguably the most common strategy for personal reference, in the sense
that whenever a person is known to have a title the most convenient way is to address
him or her with the title. This is well illustrated in the following constructed examples:

8) a F&H 7 F& ol AIZI&IEOF L.
pwucangnim, kuke-n — pwucangnim-i  sikhi-sy-ess-canhayo
director it-TOP  director-NOM  make-HON-PST-EMPH.SFP

'Director, that's what you asked me to. (Lit. Director, that's what director
asked me to.)'

b. (Child to her mother)

&fnf, /ot of &
emma, emma-ka ha-ycw-e

mom mom-NOM  do-BEN-END
'Mom, you do it for me.' (Lit: Mom, mom does it for me.)'

c. (Mother to her child)

ot 7f 3 E7
emma-ka ha-ycw-ulkey

mom-NOM  do-BEN-PROM
'T'1l do it for you. (Lit. Mom will do it for you.)'

As shown in (8), the status nouns are used instead of the pronouns, and further, (8b)
and (8c) involve empathy or identity shift. For this reason, emma ‘mother’ in (8b) is the
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child’s mother, the addressee, whereas, emma ‘mother’ in (8c) is the first person, the
speaker’. Empathy is common in speech for children but it is unidirectional, i.e.,
downward empathy (the mother using the child’s term to the child) is acceptable whereas
upward empathy (the child using her mother’s term to her mother) is not'.

4.2. Avoidance of 2nd Person

Another important factor in the (non-)development of a well-established pronominal
system in Korean is the weight of sociocultural norms with respect to positioning.
Positioning in discourse, according to Davies and Harré (1990: 48), is “the discursive
process whereby selves are located in conversations as observably and subjectively
coherent participants in jointly produced storylines” (see also Locher 2008, 2018, for
discussion of the close relationship between identity construction and politeness
concerns). In the context of pronominal development, the concept of positioning as
proposed in Song and Heine (2016: 4) refers to “defining the social role relation between
speaker and hearer”. Positioning is highly complex in the Korean society along such
variables as age, occupation, year of college matriculation, year of initiation/affiliation
with an organization, gender, etc., many of which are not immediately identifiable.
Pinpointing (or identifying) the referent explicitly is burdensome as it may violate deco-
rum. Thus, the need for an avoidance strategy (Heine and Song 2010) is strongly felt.
This situation may well have led to, or contributed to, the underdevelopment of the
pronominal paradigm.

Furthermore, identifying the referent explicitly is often unnecessary because of
the honorification of the verbal predicate (for sentential subjects) or sentential ending
(for addressees), as shown in (9):

(9) a. HIEEAL?

pappu-seyo?
be.busy-HON.POL
'Are (you) busy?' (the addressee being honorified, and being treated politely)
b. 2A/E e
o-si-myen malha-y
come-HON-COND  say-END
'If (he) comes, tell me." ('He' being honorified, the addressee not politely treated)

As shown in (9), the presence and absence of the HON verbal suffix often unam-
biguously identifies the subject because in a given context who would and would not
be honorified is often straightforwardly clear. This system of honorification would have
contributed to the non-use of explicit sentential arguments and consequently that
of pronouns as well.

° An anonymous reviewer comments that (8c) is an instance of baby-talk rather than that
of empathy. But this type of identity shift is not restricted to baby-talk but is widespread. For instance, it
is customary for a grandfather to ask his aged daughter about his wife by referring to her as emma
‘mother’ rather than nay anay ‘my wife’, etc. The downward empathy is a norm.

' For similar states of affairs in Japanese, see Whitman (1999: 366) and Suzuki (1976). cf.
A woman to a crying child, in Japanese, Atasi doo si-ta no? [1 (girl) how do-PERF Q] ‘What’s wrong
(little girl)?” in which atasi ‘I’ refers to the girl, the addressee, not the woman, the speaker.
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4.3. Intra-systemic Fluctuation

Another important aspect of the Korean pronominal system is that there has been
intra-systemic fluctuation (see Figure 1 in 3.4). For instance, RFL forms are often
recruited for 2SG. According to Heine and Song (2010) recruiting RFL for 2SG is
a crosslinguistically common strategy. They note that “[t]he speaker avoids addressing
the hearer directly and portrays him as being more significant or central vis-a-vis alter-
native referents” (Heine and Song 2010: 128). Similarly, Shibatani (1985: 837, as cited
in Heine and Song 2010: 129) notes that the connection between RFL and honorifics
lies in agent defocusing.

The reference shift (as part of reference extension, see 3.4 above) is attested
in multiple instances. The [ A/(ce) RFL > 1SG.HUM] change, for instance, is a discourse-
pragmatic strategy of presenting self as a third party. In this case referential identity is
established through the addressee’s inference, and the distance thus created helps
the form acquire the HUM meaning. Similarly, RFL tangsin developed into 2SG and
3SG. The noun &'4/(tangsin) is a Sino-Korean word denoting ‘the body concerned,
the applicable body’. As noted in 3.2 above, a number of Sino-Korean words are involved
in the development of pronouns in Korean, and such words of Chinese origin belonged
to a high register in historical times since Chinese was the script of the literati (see also
4.4 below). The RFL caki that developed into 2SG is also a Sino-Korean word. The form
in the 2SG reference is for endearment address, and the development is also an instance
of adopting indirectness. Indirectness between spouses may seem strange but in tradi-
tional Korean the honorific and polite forms, not intimate forms, were used between
spouses, a tradition still maintained in the old generation. This indirectness between
spouses is also evident in such address forms as 072 (yepo) ‘Look here!” > ‘Honey,
Darling’ and CN- of#y 2/af (CN-appa/emma) “[child.name]-dad/mom’ > ‘Honey, Darling’.
Another RFL At/ (caney) (< ‘people like you’ or ‘of you’) to 2SG.HON is also an
instance of a RFL form developing into 2SG, a crosslinguistically common pattern.

Nothing displays the intra-systemic fluctuation more clearly than the pronoun 54/
(tangsin), which started out its life as a RFL, developing into 2SG and 3SG. The series
of changes of the form across the pronominal references as attested in the history can be
diagrammatically presented in Figure 2. Figure 2 shows that 5'4/(tangsin) began its life
as a RFL.HON in LMK, and this HON feature is retained in the RFL function throughout
history. The feature was also inherited when it extended its function to the 3SG reference.
However, after it extended its function to 2SG reference in EMoK, the HON feature
became bleached in MoK in certain usages. In PDK the 2SG reference function is varie-
gated. The feature remains only in poetic and liturgical usage. It is used with the overtone
of affection between spouses, but it is also used in completely neutral contexts, i.e.,
‘audience-blind’ contexts (Koo and Rhee 2013a, Rhee and Koo 2017), such as textbooks
and newspaper articles. However, the self-same form can be provocative when used
between people who are not spouses''. For this reason, its acceptability is highly sensitive
to the context in which it is used. The referential versatility is largely due to its source
semantics ‘the body concerned, the applicable body’, because the interpretation of ‘con-
cerned’ or ‘applicable’ varies by context.

"' In PDK addressing a total stranger as tangsin is common when the speaker is picking a fight.
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LMK EMoK MoK PDK

2SG.HON 2SG 2SG.HON: poetic, liturgic
2SG(affectionate): endearment
2SG(plain): audience-blind
2SG(provocative): mundane

» » 35G.HON »

3SG.HON

RFL.HON RFL.HON RFL.HON RFL.HON

Figure 2. Referential change of tangsin

4.4. Emergence of Honorific and Humiliative Pronouns

As was shown in Table 3 in 3.1, the earliest pronominal system in the OK and
EMK period was a simple one without any form marked with the HON feature. Then
the RFL.HON forms cAkya and 54/ (tangsin) appeared in LMK. At this time
2SG.HON z5/(kutuy) also appeared. In the EMoK period a number of HUM forms
in 1SG came into existence and so did the HON forms in 2SG. In MoK, a number of new
HUM forms entered into 1SG and so did the HON forms into 2SG and 3SG. The proli-
feration of HON forms in 2SG and 3SG is quite noticeable in PDK.

Innovation of HON forms involves certain strategies. The most prominent one is
to use the Sino-Korean form, since Sino-Korean terms in general are more highly valued
than their native-Korean counterparts, e.g., the synonyms for ‘an old person’ =20/
(nulkuni) (native Korean) and ‘= 2/(noin) (Sino-Korean) and for ‘a woman’ A&/ (kyeycip)
(native Korean) and 074F(yeca) / 07& (yeseng) (Sino-Korean), make a sharp contrast, with
the former derogatory and the latter neutral or deferential (see Rhee 2011, Narrog et al.
2018, for more discussion). Such usage of terms of foreign origin is the characteristic
of learned style used by the noblemen, and thus following the same pattern in the pro-
nominal system is not surprising. The following is the list of some of such Sino-Korean
forms that either were used in history or are being used in PDK for pronominal reference:

(10) a. A£7/(caki) ‘self’s body’ (RFL, 2SG)

b. cAkya ‘self’s house’ (RFL)

c. 5'4/(tangsin) ‘the body concerned/applicable body’ (RFL, 2SG, 3SG)
d. & (imca) ‘owner’ (2SG)

e. & (tayk) ‘esteemed house’ (2SG)

Another strategy is to be indirect either by using metonymic references or by dis-
tancing the referent by using a form that has been in use for different references, notably
RFL forms (see Table 3 for instances of RFL forms developing into 2SG and 3SG).
Using the metonymic connection is the more common strategy, whereby metonyms such
as ‘house’, ‘place’, ‘body’, etc. are used to refer to the person associated with them,
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as shown in (11)"%. This strategy is also graphically manifest in the HON terms of address
in Korean, as partially exemplified in (12), in which the physical distance is proportionate
to the status difference, portraying someone in prostration under a building, etc.:

(11) a. & (tayk) ‘honorable house’ > 2SG.HON
. cAkya ‘self’s house’ > RFL
. 20 (kutay) ‘that place’ > 2SG.HON

. Z% (kuccok) ‘that direction’ > 2SG, 3SG

. 2 (kuphyen) ‘that side’ > 2SG, 3SG
22 (kukos) ‘that place’ > 2SG, 3SG

. 717/ (keki) ‘there’ > 2SG, 3SG

G ™ o o o o

(12)

®

B3} (phyeyha) ‘under the stepping-stone’ > “Your/His/Her Majesty’ (emperor/
empress)
. &8} (cenha) ‘under the palace building’ > “Your/His/Her Highness’ (king/queen)

X{5f (ceha) ‘under the mansion’ > “Your/His/Her Royal Highness’ (prince, princess)
. 23} (kakha) “under the pavilion’ > “Your/His/Her Excellency’ (president, minister)
B8t (hapha) “under the palace gate’ > “Your/His/Her Excellency’ (minister)

I

015t (veyha) “under the lion’s seat’ > ‘Your/His/her Eminence’ (cardinal, monk)
g. &'5f (sengha) ‘under the holiness’ > “Your/His Holiness’ (Pope)

Still another strategy is to use the Sino-Korean prefix 7 (kwi-) that denotes
‘precious’, ‘valuable’, etc., as shown in part in (13)":
(13) a. #& (kwikong) ‘precious officer’ > for general use
& (kwikwan) ‘precious officer’ > for an officer lower in rank
7% (kwichuk) ‘precious side’ > for general use
75t (kwiha) ‘under the precious (person)’ > for general use

° ac o

& (kwihyeng) ‘precious older brother’ > for general use

Still another strategy is shown in the development of &/%#(imca) ‘owner’ >2SG.HON.

This is a strategy of deriving honor from ownership but since the addressee does not have
the ownership, the speaker is attributing feigned ownership to the addressee. Even though
Korean has only one such instance, other languages seem to have a similar pattern, e.g.,
Indonesian 2SG tuan from Arabic ‘master’, Japanese 2SG kimi from OJ ‘emperor’ ‘lord’
(Shibatani 1990: 371—372, as cited in Heine and Song 2012), English sir from the ME
title of honor of a knight, a baronet, or a priest (Oxford English Dictionary, 2018 online
ed.), among others'.

12 This phenomenon is also found in Egyptian pharaoh (< Pero ‘great house’) and potentially
related to the White House, Kremlin, etc. The Korean president is often represented by the Blue House,
the head of the state’s official residence and office.

13 Prefixation of 7% (kwi-) is also common in HON non-personal reference, e.g., 7/Af (kwisa) ‘pre-
cious firm’ for the addressee’s firm, 7.2 (kwikyo) ‘precious school’ for the addressee’s school, etc.

4 The use of ‘yours’ or ‘your humble servant’, etc. in letter closing in English-speaking countries
is also relevant in the present context.
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On the other hand, the simple and crude pronominal system of OK and EMK
periods became a more elaborate one with the addition of HUM forms. For instance,
the 1SG.HUM form ce appears in EMoK, an instance of functional extension from RFL.
The speaker referring to himself or herself with RFL involves self-dishonorification
and self-derogation, in the sense that the speaker is not asserting the self’s presence
explicitly.

Since politeness is a universal requirement in interaction (Brown and Levinson
1987), speakers often use self-derogating lexical expressions. Such self-derogating terms
were prolific in the history of Korean, even though their use has declined in PDK. Some
of such forms are as shown in (14) (also see 3.1 and footnote 3)":

(14) a. general: £2/(soin) ‘small person’, £&¢ (sosayng) ‘small person’ & (wusayng)
‘stupid person’, £= (pwulcho) ‘one not fully inherited virtues from forefathers’,
24 (socey) ‘small younger brother’, 27 (wupwu) ‘stupid father’, R& (wuhyeng)
‘stupid older brother’, etc. (cf. Nam and Ko 1993: 82)

. king: 29/ (kwain) ‘underqualified person’
. court member: £ £/ (sosin) ‘small subject’
. Buddhist priest: £& (sosung) ‘small monk’
. son (to parents): £ Af (soca) ‘small son’
daughter (to parents): £L7 (sonye) ‘small daughter’
. wife (to husband): £ &/ (sochep) ‘small wife’

50 o o o o

. woman (to an older person): £L7 (sonye) ‘small woman’

Two interesting patterns become apparent from this state of affairs. First, the early
data shows a simple and crude pronominal system, without honorification marking, but
diverse forms were innovated through the passage of time. Thus, diachronically a 2SG
honorifiable person was referred to as in (15). Note that OK ne was for general reference
regardless of HON:

(15) LA (ne) (OK) > Z5/ (kutuy) (MK) > 52/ (tangsin) (EMoK) > &/ (imca/tayk)
(MoK) > 0ofE (elun), 0/= £/ (elusin), etc. (PDK)

Secondly, the earliest system did not have a HUM reference pronoun for 1SG, but
HUM forms were innovated through the passage of time. Thus, a polite speaker making
humiliative reference to the self toward an HON addressee used the pronouns as in (16):

(16) Lf(na) (OK, EMK, LMK) > x/(ce), £% (pwulcho), £ 2/ (soin), etc. (EMoK) > A/&

(sisayng), &/ (soynney), etc. (MoK)
In other words, continuous innovation for novel forms occurred for 2SG.HON and

3SG.HON and 1SG.HUM. The downgrading of the HON feature is noticeable par-
ticularly with 2SG. As the strength of the HON feature of an existing HON form becomes

15 Grammaticalization of self-derogating lexical expressions into 1SG is attested in other languages,
e.g. Japanese boku 'T' from 'slave', Indonesian saya 'T' from 'servant' (Heine and Song 2012), Persian
banda ‘I’ from ‘slave’, Vietnamese t0i ‘I’ from ‘servant’ and Cambodian k7iom ‘I’ from ‘servant’
(Haiman 1998: 71).
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weakened, a new form with a stronger HON feature is innovated, and when the HON
feature of this form becomes weakened a new form is innovated, thus continuing
the innovation cycle. On the other hand, weakening the HUM feature with 1SG
leads to the innovation of new forms with stronger HUM value. The cyclicity is also
observed here.

The consequence of the change in the pronominal system is obvious, as shown
in Table 4. The number of rows tends to increase (except for 1SG in PDK, see below
for discussion); novel forms are added at the lowest row of 1SG and at the highest row
of 2SG (the novel form cells are shaded for visual conspicuity). Furthermore, existing
forms tend to climb up the row in 1SG, by being pushed up by the novel forms added
at the bottom, whereas in 2SG, existing forms tend to go down the row, by being pushed
down by the novel forms added at the top.

Table 4
Innovation of 1SG.HUM and 2SG.HON
OK & EMK LMK EMoK MoK PDK
(~ mid-15c.) | (mid-15c. ~ 16c.) (17c. ~19c.) (20c. ~) (21c.)
na na Na
na
1SG | na i . ce*, soin*...
(soin*) ce* pwulcho*, soin*.. | ce*
sisayng* soynney*...
kutuy tangsin, kutAy imca, tayk, (kutay) | elun, elusin, sensayngnim...
caney caney, tangsin... tayk, (kutay)...
25G | ne .
ne caney, tangsin...
Ne Ne
ne, caki

In this context, we can discuss the possible motivation behind this series of changes.
Two factors are immediately identifiable, the routinization effect and the sociocultural
effect.

Routinization has numerous effects in human life. It is well known that novelty
wears out as familiarity increases. Linguistic forms tend to lose semantic content
through frequent use, and forms that are intended to carry emotive forces tend to lose
them through repetition (see Heine et al. 1991, Heine and Stolz 2008, Heine 2009 for
discussion of role of creativity and expressivity in language change). Hopper and
Traugott (2003:122) note that intensifiers are particularly susceptible to frequent
renewal because the force of intensification tends to be rapidly lost. We can relate this
general tendency to the frequent renewal of the HON and HUM pronominal forms.
In other words, the frequent change of HON forms is due to the devaluation of HON
as a result of frequent use, and the frequent change of HUM forms is due to the bleaching
of HUM through repeated use. In this process of showing humiliative or honorific attitude
toward the addressee and encoding such attitudes linguistically, speakers tend to ‘overdo’
it, since doing so is safer. This linguistically sumptuous behavior has often led to
grammatical change. For instance, Koo and Rhee (2013b) show how this tendency of
being ‘over-polite’ caused the emergence of polite imperatives from promissives.
Similarly, Haiman (1994) shows repetition and ritualization are important mechanisms
of grammaticalization. For this reason, linguistic forms are constantly being negotiated
in discourse and thus grammar is constantly fluctuating and ‘emergent’ (Hopper 1987).
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The sociocultural effect is a more global factor. The social stratification of the
Korean society was not rigid until Confucianism became the national religion during
the Joseon Dynasty (14™ — 20™ centuries). Confucianism stressed a social order based
on hierarchy, and meticulous attention even to seemingly trivial matters was the pre-
occupation of the people. The lack of sophisticated HON and HUM pronouns until
the 15™ century (i.e., OK and EMK) is not coincidental; people had been less hierarchy-
minded under the strong influence of egalitarian Buddhism. With Confucianism taking
root in Korean society, the ruling-class intellectuals studied Confucian scriptures, written
in Chinese, as their daily task from dawn to dusk. Adopting words of Chinese origin
in the pronominal system mainly to encode HON is also not coincidental; literati
attributed high values to terms of Chinese origin. Koo (2004: 118) shows that Koreans’
special attention to hierarchy may have contributed to the grammatical and lexical coding
of honorification and dishonorification. Similarly, Rhee and Koo (2014) show how
the sociocultural environment influenced the prolific use of causatives and passives
and how their strategic use led to their functional extension to stance-marking. Koo and
Rhee (2016: 318) also show that ‘honorification obsession’ has influenced Korean
grammar and lexis on a large scale. It can be said in general that as society became
increasingly complex, so did the pronominal system in order to suit the complex social
stratification.

One aspect that merits a mention in this context is the relative simplification of 1SG
in PDK, only with the plain ./ (na) and the HON 7 (ce). As shown in Table 4, the nu-

merous HUM forms of the MoK period such as £ 9/ (soin), A/ (sisayng), £/ (soynney),
24 (sosayng), etc. all fell into disuse in PDK. This again seems to be the result of socio-

cultural influences. The long-held noble vs. common distinction in social stratification
was legally abolished in 1894 as part of modernization efforts, i.e., around the beginning
of MoK. People seem to have felt that the use of excessively HUM forms, translatable
as ‘small person’, was no longer necessary. It is not at all clear, however, why a demo-
cratic and egalitarian philosophy, i.e., modernization departing from rigid Confucianism,
affected the HUM forms but not HON forms. It is possible that politeness simply
concerns the addressee more strongly than the speaker’s self. One relevant factor
in support of this hypothesis is that the notion of ‘intersubjectification’ (Traugott 1982,
Traugott and Dasher 2002) typically concerns the addressee rather than the speaker.

5. Summary and Conclusion

The Korean pronominal system is not well developed due to social factors and
idiosyncratic traits of language use, i.e. extensive use of regular nouns and titles and
pro-drop. Historically, Korean lacked HON and HUM pronouns in OK and EMK.
In LMK new 2SG.HON and RFL.HONs came into existence and at a later time there
occurred instances of switch references, as part of referential extension, whereby
1SG.HUM was innovated. The paradigm of pronouns has become more fine-grained
with new innovations.

It is argued that as society became increasingly complex, HON pronouns and
referential expressions were actively innovated throughout history by recruiting certain
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lexical and grammatical items such as regular nouns and demonstratives. Historical
states of affairs reveal the cognitive strategies in discursive reference management as
evidenced by the fact that most instances of innovation involved the upward modification
for the second person pronouns and downward modification for the first person pronouns
in terms of the honorification hierarchy.

This research focused on the politeness pressure on the development of 1SG and
2SG pronominal forms and the effect of sociocultural change on the system. Some recent
analyses investigated the change in the address terms, e.g. Koo (2016) for address terms
between spouses in the past 70 years, in the context of rapid sociocultural change
in the post-colonial times. For better understanding of the Korean pronominal system,
we need this line of microscopic research on various relation types and social variables
on the one hand and more macroscopic, comprehensive studies on the pronominal system
as a whole on the other.

© Seongha Rhee, 2019
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Abstract

The article is devoted to speakers’ responses to inappropriate communicative behavior in Russian everyday
communication. The analytic part of the article presents a short review of both classical and modern works
on (im)politeness theories, which show that communicative strategies in response to the wrong communi-
cative behavior in a particular context have not been investigated and described sufficiently in modern
Politeness theories, investigating face-aggravating communication. The aim of this work is to describe
a strategy that we define as “pedagogical aggression”, which manifests itself in a variation of impolite
answers whose purpose is to “punish” the interlocutor for a communicative error. This strategy is in contrast
to what we call “empathy” strategy since — instead of trying to neutralize the interlocutor’s error —
“pedagogical aggression” emphasizes it by “teaching” the addressee to be more considerate in adhering
to norms. The material for the research was collected in the Russian National Corpus and analysed
by drawing on discourse analysis, pragmatics and (im)politeness theories. The study showed that
“pedagogical aggression” is realized in three face-aggravating communicative tactics: (1) a pseudo-question
(rhetorical question or a question to the assumptions of an interlocutor), 2) mocking citations from
interlocutor’s speech, 3) rhymed pseudo-answers. The last tactic was given special attention in the study.
We grouped the pseudo-answers in four types corresponding to typical discourse situation. This tactic is
based on an unspoken rule, according to which it is permissible to point out in a playful way a communicative
error made by the interlocutor. In response to an inappropriate question with this or that interrogative pronoun
(where, who, why, etc.), the speaker can allow himself or herself to “punish” the interlocutor with a pseudo-
answer, so that he or she will be more careful, more attentive and will not repeat such mistakes. The con-
sidered tactic of rhymed pseudo-response is rooted in language with the help of formulaic phrases.
The research contributes to (im)politeness theory and the study of communicative interaction.
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Hay4Has cTaTbs
«Ileparornyeckas» arpeccus
B PYCCKOM OBITOBOM KOMMYHUKALLUU

H.I'. Bparuna'’, U.A. Illaponos’

'TocynapcTBeHHbIH MHCTUTYT pycckoro a3bika umend A.C. ITyimkuna
Mocksa, 117485, Akxaoemuxa Boneuna, 6

*Poccuiickuil ToCyIapCTBEHHBII r'yMaHUTapHbli yHusepcuteT (PITY)
Mocxea, I'CII-3, 125993, Muycckas niowaovw, 6

AHHOTANMSA

CraTbst MOCBSIIICHA aHATTU3Y U ONKMCAHUIO PEAKTUBHBIX CTPATErHii TOBOPSILETO JIMIA B OTBET Ha Helpa-
BUJIbHOE KOMMYHHKAaTHBHOE MIOBEICHUE cobeceIHuKa. B aHaIMTHYECKOl YacTh CTaThH NaeTCs KPaTKUl
0030p Kak KJIACCHYECKUX, TAK U COBPEMEHHBIX pa0dOT MO TEOPUHU BEKIIMBOCTH, KOTOPBIH MOKa3al, YTO
KOMMYHHUKATHUBHBIE CTPATETHH B OTBET Ha HEMPABUILHOE MOBEACHHUE MTOKA HEOCTATOYHO TOJIHO HCCIIe-
JIOBaHbI ¥ OIKMCAHbI B COBPEMEHHBIX TEOPHUSIX BEXKIJIMBOCTH, KaCAIOIMXCS KOH(DIMKTHON U «JIMKOYTPOXKa-
fomiei» komMmyHukanuu. L{enbro HacToseil paboThl SIBISIETCS OMHCAHUE CTPATETHH, KOTOPYIO MBI OIpe-
JIeTsieM KaK «IeIarOrudecKash) arpeccusl, IMpOosBIISIOIAACS B BapHAlUH HEBEXKIIUBBIX OTBETOB C LIEJIBIO
«HaKa3aTh» co0eceTHNKa 32 KOMMYHHKAaTHBHYIO omHOKy. «[lemarormaeckas» arpeccus Kak cTpaTerus
MIPOTUBOIIOCTABIIEHA «IMITATHHHOW» CTPATETHH MO OTHOLICHHUIO K CIENIAHHOW COOECETHUKOM OIIHOKE.
BriOuparonmii «3MIaTHITHYI0» CTPATETHIO MBITACTCS HEWTPATU30BaTh OMIMOKY coOeceHHKa, a BBIOUpa-
IOIIMHA CTPAaTEeTHIO «IIeNaroruueckoil» arpeccuu akIeHTUPYeT Ha Hell BHHMaHHe, YTOOBl Hay4YHTb
cobeceHIKa OBITH BIPEIb OCTOPOXKHEE M BHUMaTelNbHee. «[lefarormaeckasdy arpeccust peatmsyercsl B TpeX
TaKTHKaX HEBEKJIMBOTO TIOBEJICHMUS TOBOPSILIETO 10 OTHOLIEHHIO K COBEPIIUBIIEMY KOMMYHUKATUBHYTO
ommoOKy cobecemanky. OHa Tpe/ronaraeT UCIoIb30BaHUe: 1) OTBETHBIX TICEBIOBOMPOCOB (PUTOPHIESCKIX
BOTIPOCOB, BOITPOCOB OOPAICHHBIX K MPE3YyMITIUAM cOOCCeHNKA); 2) Tepepa3HUBAOIINX [TUTALNN;
3) pudMoBaHHBIX NICEBAOOTBETOB. Hanboee neTanbHO B CTaThe ONMMCAaHA TAaKTHKa MCIIOJIB30BAHUS
pr(MOBaHHBIX IICEBAOOTBETOB. J[aHHAsI TAKTHKA ONMPAETCs Ha HETJIACHOE MPABIIIO, COTTTACHO KOTOPOMY
110 OTHOIIEHHUIO K COBEPIUMBIIEMY KOMMYHHKAaTHBHYIO OIIHOKY COOECEHUKY MO3BOJHMTENHHO yKa3aTh
Ha 9TO B IIYTJIMBO-UTPOBOil (opme. ['OBOPAILINIL B OTBET HAa HEYMECTHBIH BOIPOC C TEM WM HHBIM
BOIIPOCUTEIEHBIM MECTOUMEHHEM (ede, KMo, nowemy W T.J.) MOKET TTO3BOJUTH ceOe «HAKazaTh) COOECeIHHIKA
MICEBAOOTBETOM, YTOOBI TOT BIpEAb OBUI OCTOPOXKHEE, BHUMATEIbHEE M TAaKUX ONIMOOK HE MOBTOPSLIL.
PaccmotpenHast TakTHKa pu()MOBAHHOTO IICEBIOOTBETA YKOPEHEHA B SI3bIKE C MOMOIIBIO MA0JIOHHBIX
(opmyi. Pabota BHOCHT BKJIaj B UCCIIEAOBaHUE O0JIACTH KOMMYHHUKATHBHOTO B3aUMOJICHCTBHS U Jlallb-
HEWIIero n3yueHust TEOPUU BEKIMBOCTH.

KuaroueBble cjioBa: BEXINBOCTh, HEBEKIMBOCTD, IUCKYPC, NTHATOTUYECKUE CTPATETUH U TaKTHUKH,
PYCCKHI SA3BIK
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Bparmna H.I'., IllaponoB U.A. «Ilemarormyeckasy arpeccus B pyccKoi OBITOBOM KOMMYHHUKAIUH //
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1. BeegeHue

Haumnas ¢ 70-x rogoB XX Beka B JIMHIBUCTUKE CTaJd aKTUBHO HMCCIICIOBATHLCS
npUHIHUIB 3G (HEKTUBHOM KOMMYHHUKAIIMU, KOTOPbIe OCHOBAHbI Ha YBaKUTEIHHOM
OTHOIIICHUH COOCCETHUKOB JPYT K NMpyry. [locTpoeHHBIE /I ONMUCAHMS BEKITMBOCTH
KOHIICTIIIUH C KaKIbIM JCCATUICTHEM PACIIUPSIOT 00JIaCTh TPUMEHECHHS, TPOHUKAS
B pa3JIMuHble TYMaHUTapHblEe HAYKHU, CBSI3aHHbIE C COLMATIbHBIM B3aUMOJIECHCTBUEM:
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JMHTBUCTHUKY, COIIMOJIOTHIO, TICUXOJIOTHIO, STHOTPa(dUI0, KPOCC-KYJIBTYPHYIO IIparmMa-
TUKY, TeHJEPHBIC HCCIICTOBAHUS U T. JI. TeopHs BeXKIMBOCTU MOITYYHIIa TIOMYJISIPHOCTh
Osarosapsi paboTaM ee «KJIACCUKOBY», CpeJld KOTOPBIX B MEPBYIO O4Yepe/b CIeAyeT
HaszBatb J[x. JInua (Leech 1983, 2014), I1. bpayn u C. JleBuncona (Brown and Levinson
1987), P. Jlakodpd (Lakoff 1989). O630p ncTtopuu pa3BUTHS U CTAHOBJICHHUS TCOPUHU
BexmBoCTH Aaercs B pabore M. Jloxap (Locher 2015). Pycckwmii si3pIkoBOIM MaTepua,
CBA3aHHBINA C (HE)BEKJIMBOM KOMMYHMKAIMEH, aHAIU3UPYETCS Ha OCHOBE TEOpUH
BexxJMBOCTH B padorax H.U. ®opmanoBckoii (1989, 2009), E.A. 3emckoii (1994),
O.C. Uccepc (2002), P. Parmaiip (2003, 2013), M.A. Kponraysa (2008), T.B. Jlapunoit
(2009, 2013, 2015, 2017, 2018), I'.'"1. Kycrosoit (2011), H.I'. bparunoii (2013),
1O.B. [llep6oununoii (2013) u mp. BorpocaM BEXIMBOCTH ¥ aHTHBEKIIUBOCTH TOCBSIIICH
CHeMaIbHBIA COOPHUK cTaTel « BexIIMBOCTh M aHTUBEXKIIMBOCTh B S3BIKE M KOMMY-
Hukanum» (2018).

B crarse paccMaTpuBaIOTCS STANbl CTAHOBJICHUSI TEOPUH BEKIIMBOCTH — «KJIACCH-
YeCKHi1» U COBpEMEHHBIH. BrisiBsieTcs cnabo uccineoBaHHasi B TEOPUU BEXKIIMBOCTH
00J1acTh JUCKypCa — CTpATerus MOBEJICHUs TOBOPAIIEIO KaK pEeakiis Ha peuyeBoe
JeiicTBUE cOOECeqHNKA, HApYyIIAIOIIee TOT WM UHOW MTPUHITUI KOMMYHHMKAIIUU U BEX-
muBocTH. [Ipemaraercst BEIACIUTD JIBE CTPATETHH MOCTPOCHHUS OTBETHON PETUIMKH:
«IMIATUHHYIO» U «arpecCUBHO-TIEArornyeckyro». OCHOBHOE BHUMAHHE yIEISETCS
HCCJIEJOBAaHUIO OJTHOM U3 TaKTHK «arpecCUBHO-TIEarOrnuecKoi CTpaTeruuy», a MMEHHO
WCTIOJIb30BAaHUIO HTPOBBIX MICEBIOOTBETOB.

2. Uctopua sonpoca

B ucropuu ¢popmMupoBaHus TEOPUH BEKIUBOCTH MOXKHO BBIICIUTh HECKOJIBKO
stanoB. B paborax «kinaccuaeckoroy» stamna (Leech 1983, 2014; Brown and Levinson
1987; Lakoff 1989) BexmBOCTh paccMaTpUBaeTCsl Yepe3 ONMMCAHUE CTPATETHI KOMMY-
HHKaTHBHOH JIESITENTIbHOCTH, HANIPaBJICHHBIX Ha OECKOH(IMKTHOE 00IIeHHe, Yepe3 Habop
TpeOOBaHMIl K TOBOPAIIEMY, IPEIOXPAHSIIOMIUX OT SKCIIAHCUU B 00JIaCTh HHTEPECOB
1 KoM(pOpTHOI 30HBI cobecenHuKa. CTpaTeruu U MAaKCUMBI BEXKIIMBOCTH, OMIMCAHHBIE
B (Leech 1983, 2014; Brown and Levinson 1978, 1987) Ol IpecTaBICHbI, KaK YHH-
BepcajibHble MpaBUiIa OECKOHMIUKTHOIO U 3(P(HEKTUBHOrO peuyeBoro OOMIEHHUs, YTO I10-
3BOJIMJIO M3Y4aTh HA X OCHOBE KOMMYHUKATUBHBIE MOJICIIN PAa3HBIX JTUHTBOKYJIBTYP.

«Knaccnueckre» KOHIETINU BEKIMBOCTH BBI3BAIM KUBOW HMHTEPEC, IMOIYUHIIN
0JIOOPCHUE U CTAJIM AKTUBHO MPUMEHSTHCS JJIs1 OTIMCAHUsI KOMMYHHKATUBHOTO B3aUMO-
neiictBusi. OTHAKO MPOLIECC MPUMEHEHHS TIPUHIUIIOB «KJIACCUYECKUX» TEOPHH K peab-
HOI KOMMYHHUKAIIUH TTPOJIEMOHCTPUPOBAIT UX OTHOCUTEIIHHYIO Y30CTh M HEZIOCTATOUHOCTb,
B pe3yJbTaTe Yero JaHHbIC KOHIEIIUN CTaIH 00BEKTOM KPUTUYECKOTO aHau3a (CM.
[Bousfield, Locher 2008, Culpeper 1996, 2011; Eelen 2001; Spencer-Oatey 2005;
Watts 2003]).

OOBEKTOM KPUTHKH «KJIACCHYECKHUX) TEOPUH BEKIUBOCTU CTAJIH, B YACTHOCTH,
CTaTHYHOCTh MOJICITH, HA OCHOBE KOTOPOW CTPOSITCS TIOCTYJIAThl M MX YHUBEPCATILHOCTD,
BO3MOXKHOCTh NMPUMEHEHHUs K 000N COLMAIbHON CUTyallMu U KynbType. Kputnke
MOJBEPraeTcsi TOT (DAKT, YTO B TEOPHAX BEXIIMBOCTH KaK MOJEISIX KOMMYHUKATHBHOTO
MOBE/ICHUS OTCYTCTBYET AKCIUIMIIMTHOE OMHMCAHWE HEBEKIIMBBIX CTPATErHid, BhIPA3U-
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Tesel arpeccuu, rpyoocTH u T.4. (cM., Hanpumep, [Watts 2003]). [To maenuto Unen
(Eelen 2001), paccmaTpuBaromieii pasnnaabie GopMbl TpyOOro KOMMYHHUKATHBHOTO
TIOBE/ICHHs, OOHAPYKUTh aJIeKBaTHBIM HAOOP KPUTEPHEB HEBEKITUBOCTH MIPUMEHUTENTHHO
K BeXJIMBOCTH HEBO3MOXKHO. C Helt yactiuHo cornamaercs: Kanmenep (Culpeper 1996,
2011), yrBepkaaromuii, 4to anodaTudeckue XapaKTepPUCTUKH, OCHOBAHHBIC HA OTPH-
[[AHWH TIOJIOKUTEILHOTO TIPU3HAKA, TPEJICTABIEHHOTO TUTIOM CTPATETHH WA MaKCHUMOW,
MasionH(opMaTHBHBL. HEKOTOphIE HEBEKIIMBBIE CTPATETUH HE MMEIOT XOPOIIUX OCHO-
BaHMH JUT IPOTHBOIIOCTABIICHUS BEXJIMBBIM cTparerusiM. Hanpumep, rpybocts 1 arpec-
CHBHOCTb OY€Hb CJ1a00 MPOTUBOIIOCTABIICHB TAPMOHIMUYECKOMY OOIICHHUIO, B BEKITMBOCTH
OTCYTCTBYET 3MOILIMsI, TPOTUBOIIOCTABIICHHAS THEBY, U T.1. Psii nccnemoBateneii mpeaa-
raeT CUMUTATh aJipecara BhICKA3bIBaHHS, a HE €€ aBTOPa CyObEKTOM OLICHKH BBICKA3bIBa-
HHS KaK B&KJIMBOTO WJIM HEBEXKJIMBOTO, & CaMy OLICHKY PaCCMaTPUBAThH C YUYETOM BCETO
connokybTypHoro konrekcra (Watts 2003; Spencer-Oatey 2005 u ap.).

B psane paboT uccnenoBareny Ha OCHOBAaHUU JUCKYPCUBHOTO aHAIN3a TEKCTOB
U OIPOCOB MH(OPMAHTOB OTMEUAIOT, YTO aAPECaThl PEYH MOTYT, C OJHOW CTOPOHBI,
OIICHUTH BHEIITHE HEUTpaIbHBIC WM BEXKIIMBBIC PEIUIMKU KaK rpyObie, oOMKaroume,
a ¢ JIpyroi CTOpOHBI, OLIEHUBAIOT (popMalIbHO IpyOble, pa3BA3HbIE BHICKA3bIBAHUS Kak
BIIOJIHE YMECTHBIC, HE BBI3BIBAIOIINE Y aJpecara OTPHLATEILHBIX SMOIHK (CM. 0030p
pa6ot B [Locher, Watts 2005]). apIMu ciioBamMH, BbICKa3bIBaHHE, BEIPBAHHOE U3 KOH-
TEKCTa, HE MOXET ObITh OOBEKTUBHO OIEHEHO C MO3UIUI BEKIMBOCTH HIIM HEBEKIIU-
BOCTH. AKIICHT Ha aHaJIM3€ PEYEBOT0 MOBEACHHS MIPUBOJUT HEKOTOPHIX YUCHBIX K HJIee
MCCJICIOBAaHHS HEBEKJIMBOCTH Ha OCHOBE JUCKYPCHUBHOTO aHAJIN3a, HA UHBIX OCHOBA-
HUSX, HE COBIAJAIONINX C TEMH, KOTOpPbIE ObLIM COPMYIMPOBAHBI B paMKax TEOPUH
BEXJIMBOCTH (cM., Haripumep, [Eelen 2001: 98—100; Mills 2003]).

[TonemMuka ¢ KPUTUYECKUMH HANaJKaMU Ha TEOPHIO BEXKJIMBOCTH BJIOXHOBHIIA
JIx. JInua Ha oOHOBeHHYTO Bepcuto cBoeit Teopun (Leech 2014). B neit uccrnenoBarens
OTCTaMBaeT OOLTHOCTH MMPUHIIMIIOB ONMCAHMS BEXIIMBBIX 1 HEBEKIIMBBIX BHICKA3bIBAHH.
B oOHOBNeHHOI Bepcuu mpenacTaBieHa [ aBHast CTpaTerusi BEXIJIMBOCTH, COCTOSIIAS
u3 10 mpaBui, o6mas uaest KOTOPbIX — CTaBUTh COOECETHUKA U €T0 MHTEPECHI BBIIIE
ce0st U cBouX MHTEpecoB. [IpoTuBOMONOXKHAS UIES — UAES HEBEKIUBOCTH — TPEJI-
JaraeTcs Kak 3epKajlbHOE MEPEBEPHYTOE OTPAKEHHUE, IIOCTAHOBKA TOBOPSIIIETO H €T0
MHTEPECOB BBIIIE cobeceHnKa U ero nHTepecoB. OTcroa 001l mocTynaT 0OHOBJICH-
HoU Teopun BexxuBocTH J[k. JInda: cobmoaeHne NpruHIMITOB BEKIMBOCTH IPUBOIUAT
K MUPHOMY, 0€CKOH(IMKTHOMY U YCIEITHOMY B3aMMOJICHCTBHIO, @ UX HEHAMEPEHHOE
WM HaMEPEeHHOE HEeCOOI0IEHNE PUBOIUT K KOH(DIUKTY ¥ HAPYIICHUIO YCIEIIHOCTH
B KOMMYHHKATHUBHOM B3aMMOICUCTBHHU, TIPY 3TOM BHUMAHHE YJIENIAETCS KaK SI3bIKOBO,
TaK M COIMOKYJIbTypHOU BapuaTuBHOCTH (He)BexmBocTH (Leech 2014, Leech and
Larina 2014, Larina 2015).

3. BexxnmBocTtb B PEeaKTUBHDbIX aKTaX AUCKYpPCa

Euie ogHoM akyHOU B TEOPUSIX BEXIIMBOCTH SIBIISIETCA, KAK HAM IIPEICTaBIIsIeTCs,
OTCYTCTBHE OIIEHKH BO3MOXKHBIX PEaKIMi Ha HAPYIICHUE CTPATETH M MaKCHUM BEXIIH-
BOCTH U KOMMYHHUKATUBHOTO B3aUMO/ICHCTBUS B 11esI0M. OIIeHKa TUTTOBBIX PEaKTUBHBIX
CTpaTeruil Juisd TakuxX CUTYyalui ¢ MO3ULMI TEOPHH BEXIIMBOCTH, 0€3yCI0BHO, HE00X0-
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JIMMa, TIOCKOJIbKY HapyIIEHUsI CTPAaTeruii © MaKCUM BEXJIMBOCTU M KOMMYHUKAaTUBHOTO
B3aMMOJICHCTBHS B p€YH — YaCTOTHOE SIBJIICHUE.

B pa6ote I'.11. KycroBoii (KyctoBa 2011) paccmarpuBaroTcsi HEKOTOpPBIE PYCCKUE
TICEBJIOBOIPOCHI, BEIPAXKAIOIIME HEJIOBOJILCTBO KAKUMHU-THOO «HENPABUIBHBIMID) (C TOUKH
3peHHs TOBOPSILIETO) NEHCTBUSIMU, Haripumep: Kmo mebe ckasan maxyto epyHoy?,; A-mo
omkyoa 3uaw?; Tebe kaxkoe deno? n np. Llenb Takux 1ceB1OBONPOCOB — HAYUHTh
YeJI0BeKa MaKCUMaJIbHO ONTUMU3UPOBATh CBOE MOBEJICHUE, YTOOBI HE MEIIaTh APYTUM.
JInst 0OBSICHEHHST pacIPOCTPAHEHHOCTH M 0OOCHOBAaHHOCTHU MCIIONB30BAaHMS TAKHX PEaK-
TUBHBIX ()pa3 aBTOpP IMpeyIaraeT JOMOJHUTH (MU Pa3BUTH?) MPUHLUIBI KOOTIEPAIUU
I1. I'paiica «1ocTyaaraMy NOBEIEHYs». JlaHHbIE TIOCTYJIAThI IEPEAIOTCS B CTATHE B BUJIE
TpeboBaHuii Kk roBopsanieMy. [lepeuncnim HEKOTOPBIE U3 HUX: HE 3ampaiinBai uHPOp-
MalM0, KOTOPOM He pacroyiaraet ajpecar; He 3aJlaBail BOIIPOCOB, OTBETHI HA KOTOPbIE
M30BITOYHBI WIM OYEBHJIHBI; HE 3ampaminBail HGOPMAIIHIO, HA MMOIyYeHUE KOTOPOi
HE MMeellb MpaBa; He MPOCH O TOM, Ha YTO HE MMEEUIb MpaBa; HEe OyIb U3IUIIHE
JIOBEPUYHMBBIM U HEKpUTUYHBIM (Tam xe: 234).

Hecobmonenue cobecennrkoM nepeuncientbix .M. KycToBoii nmoctynaTtos craBur,
KaK Ka)KeTcs, I1epei FOBOPSILUM MpobiIeMy BbIOOpa CTpATEruu [yl OTBETHOM peakiuu
Ha Takoe noBeJaeHue. HaM mpeacTaBiseTcsi BOSMOXKHBIM BbIJEIUTD JBE MOJSPHBIE
PEaKTHBHBIC CTPATETHH: «OMIIATUHHYIO» U «arpecCUBHO-TIEAArormdeckyto». [Ipu Beidope
«3MIIATUIHOW» CTpaTeruu rOBOPSIINI CTaBUT BO IUIaBY YIJia YBAXXUTEIBHOE OTHOILIE-
HHE K COOeCeTHUKY, OPUEHTUPYSICh Ha 30JI0TOE MPABHIIO HPABCTBEHHOCTH: «OTHOCHCH
K JPYTUM TaK, KaK XO4elllb, YTOObI OTHOCHIIUCH K TeOe». VICTOKH «dIMIaTuitHO#» cTpa-
TETUM BOCXOJAT K 3TUUECKUM IPEACTaBICHUSAM, C(OPMUPOBAHHBIM B PYCIIE PEJIUTHO3-
HBIX U Gunocodckux yueHuit Bocroka u 3amana. Hampumep, B XpUCTHAHCKON THKE
KHUTHUS CBSTHIX ONMCHIBAIOT CUTYAlMH, KOI/la CBATOM Hapyllall MOCT, T.€. YCTaHOBJIEH-
HbIC TIpaBUIIa, YTOOBI HE OOMIETh OJIMYKHETO, JKEJIAIOIIEro Pa3Ae/IuTh C HUM Tpariesy.
OcHoBaHue JJ1s1 TAKOTO MOBEICHUS HaXo1uM B ciioBax Anoctoua [lasna B ero Ilocnanuun
K pumisiHam: «Ecim ske 3a iy oropyaeTcst OpaT TBOH, TO ThI yKe HE 110 JTFOOBH MOCTY-
naersb... He ryOu TBoeto muiero Toro, 3a koro Xpucroc ymep» (Hoserit 3aser, 1. 14).
ITono6HBIM 00pa30M MOCTYNAKOT MHOTJa IIPABOCIABHbIE CBSIEHHUKH, KOI'JIa HEOCBE-
JOMIICHHBIE B XPUCTHAHCKHX IMPAaBUJIAX KU3HU JIIOAU U3 TOOPBIX MOOYXKIEHUN TbITa-
IOTCSl YToIllaTh UX BO BpeMs 1OCTa.

[IpuMepoM 3MMIATUIHOTO MOBEAECHUS MOXET CIYXUTh UCTOPUUYECKUM aHEKIOT
o mpueme KopoisieBoii Benukobpuranuu Enuzaseroii 11 mepBoro kocmonasta FOpus
["arapuna. Paccka3biBaroT, YTO TOCTb, BBINKB Yal0, JOCTAJl U3 CTAKaHA KyCOYEK JJUMOHA
U Chell ero. ITo ObLIO OUEBUIHBIM HAPYIICHUEM MPHUHATOIO IPH JBOPE 3TUKETA MOBe-
JICHUsI, OJJTHAKO KOpOJieBa HEMEUIEHHO noBTopuia neiictBus FOpus [Narapuna, 4To0bI
HE CMYTUTH ero. Benen 3a Hel Tak e MOCTYNUIIM U BCE MTPUCYTCTBYIOIIUE HA IPHEME.

«OMMaTUiHas» CTpaTeTUs B OTBET HA MOBEJICHYECKHE HAPYLICHUS! POTHBOIIO-
CTaBJICHA «arpeCCUBHO-NIEJArOTHYECKOI» CTpaTErnu — IMOYYEHUI0, HATTOMUHAHUIO
0 HEOOXOUMOCTH MPABWIBHOTO TOBEACHUS, YaCTO COMPOBOXKIAEMOMY HapyIICHUEM
MaKCHUM BEKJIUBOCTH. [leprokyTuBHBII 3G (HEeKT — HaNOMUHAHKE WU MOYYeHHE —
MPOUCXOJUT 3a CUET MCIOJIb30BaHUS PA3HOTO poJia KOCBEHHBIX PEUYEBBIX aKTOB, JIOMa-
IOIIMX TAPMOHUYHOE OOILIECHUE M YHIDKAIOUIMX B TOW WJIM WHOW CTETCHH ajpecaTta,
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HampuMep, NICeBIOBONPOCOB, 0 kotophix mumeT .M. Kycrosa (Kycrosa 2011), a Takxe
IIETIOT0 psijia IPYTUX CpeAcTB. B pycckoil ObITOBON KOMMYHHKALIMH ITPUCYTCTBYIOT 00€
CTpaTeTuu, MPHU 3TOM «arpecCUBHO-IIEIarOTMYECKas CTpaTerus paclpocTpaHeHa U YKO-
peHeHa B BHJIe 11a0I0HHBIX popMmyil. B tepmunax bpayna u JleBuHcoHa qaHHYtO cTpate-
THIO MO’KHO paccMaTpUBaTh KaK OJMH U3 BUJIOB «JIMKOYTPOKAIOIIMX)» aKTOB (B JaHHOM
cily4ae — yrpo3a Mo3uTUBHOMY JuIly ciaymiaromero) (Brown and Levinson 1987).

Ha axkTBHOE HCIOJIB30BAHUE «arpeCCUBHO-NEATOTMUYECKOID) CTPATErvy B pPyCCKOM
KOMMYHUKATHBHOM TIOBE/ICHUU UCCJIE0BATEIN BIEPBbIC 00pATUIIM BHUIMAHKE B KOHIIE
80-x — nHauaze 90-x roJloB NpOIUIOTO BEKa, aHAIU3HUPYS PEYEBOE B3aUMOJIECHCTBHE
npojasia u nokynarens (cM. [Yokoyama 1990, Hukonaesa 1990, 3emckas 1994)).
T.M. HuxonaeBa numier o CenupuiIeckoil KOMMYHHKAIIMH-00ph0€e, B KOTOPOH OJTMH
YUYaCTHHUK CTPEMUTCS BO3JICHCTBOBATh HA JIPYrOro, HaBs3aTh CBOM B3IJISI, OLEHKY M IIPU
9TOM YHU3UTH coOecenHuKa.: Bul ewe pabomaeme? — A 6vbl He 8udenu mabauiKy:
«Obed»? ABTOp Ha3bIBACT TAKOE B3aUMOJICHCTBHE «KOMMYHHKATHBHBIM Ca0OTaXKeM,
EJIb KOTOPOTO — MOCTAaBUTh COOECEHNKA B YHHKCHHOE MOJIOKEHUE, «BOCTIUTATHY
€ro, 3aCTaBUTh OBITh BHUMATEJbHEE U HE OTBJIEKATh PAOOTHHUKA JHIIHUI pa3 HEHYX-
HbIMU Bonpocamu (Hukomnaesa 1994: 225—227). Takas noBeaeH4eckas cTpaTerus
UMeeT KyIbTypHYyIo crienn¢uky. [To kpaiiHeil Mmepe, OHa KOHTpacTHa TEM CTPATETHsIM,
KOTOpBIC TIPUHSATHI B €BPOMNEHCKUII 1 0COOEHHO aHTIIOCAKCOHCKUX KynbTypax. dpasa
Bac mnoco, a s 00na npeBpaTUIaCcCh B XapaKTEPU3YIOIIEE COBETCKOE BPEMSsI KIIHIIIE,
B KOTOPOM COJEPIKHUTCSI MOJIEb OOIICHUS MPOJaBel] — IMOKYTATelNb!

Tlocne ouepeonoti komanouposku Jluzasema 3adymanacs, nouemy 8 moovix yupexcoe-

Husix 8 motl dice Anenuu unu 6 Lllmamax cekpemapu u npodue Kiepku, 6Kiovas nommeli-

CKUX, Kak npasujo, 6eaciueol U npedynpedumeﬂbez, ay Hac ecmpeuarom nocemume/zeﬂ,

KAakK JIUYHbIX 6pAcO86. Omuezo-mo ona pewuia, umo ece oeno 6 nunzeucmuxe. Hawu

cnpawuearom. « Ymo naoo?» 1 6 camom eonpoce 3gydum 6€CCM€pmH0€, MmazcasuHHoe.

«Bac mnozo, a a oonal» Onu cnpawusarom: « dem mozy nomouv?» U yoice 6 cam sonpoc

sxarouero auynoe yuacmue (E. Kosbipes. «/lamckas oxoTtay).

K «arpeccuBHO-Ie1aroruyecKoi» CTpaTerui MOXKHO OTHECTH M YIIPEKH, O KOTOPBIX
numyT T.B. Bynsiruna u A.Jl. lllmenes (bynsiruna, lImenes 1997a: 420—426).
ABTOpBI YTBEPXKAAIOT, YTO YIPEKU UCTIOIB3YIOTCS I TOTO, YTOOBI 3aCTaBUTh cobece-
HUKA MOHATH CBOIO OIINOKY, IPOOYIUTH B HEM YIPHI3EHUS COBECTH.

3. UccnepoBaHue

B xone ananuza cymecTByOLIMX pabOT U UCCIEI0BaHUs SI3bIKOBOTO MaTepHaia
HaM# OBLIO BBIJENIEHO TPU TAKTUKU «arpEeCCHBHO-TIEAATOTHYECKON) CTpaTeruu, Mpe-
TMOJIAraroIIHe UCTIONb30BaHke: (1) OTBETHBIX IICEBIOBOIIPOCOB (PUTOPHIECKHX BOMPOCOB
¥ BOIIPOCOB, OOPAIIEHHBIX K MPE3yMNIUsAM COOECETHUKA, €ro UCXOIHBIM TPEIIoIoNKe-
HUSIM); (2) mepenpa3HuBaOIUX HUTaIHii; (3) pu)MOBaHHBIX NICEBIOOTBETOB.

[lepBbie Be TAKTHKH YK€ MMOTy4ald OCBEHICHHE B Pse JTMHIBUCTHYECKUX paboT
(cm. [ApytroHoBa 1986; Kycrosa 2011; Parmaiip 2013; Illarynosckuit 2016; bparuna
2018]). PedepatuBHslii 0630p nepedyncIeHHBIX PabOT MPEACTaBiIeH B moApasaenax 3.1
u 3.2. B noapaszzaene 3.3 mpencTaBieHbl pe3yIbTaThl OMUCAHUS TPETbeH TAKTUKH —
pUGMOBaHHBIX IICEBIOOTBETOB.
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3.1. Ucnonb3o8aHUEe omeemHbIX 1ces0080nNpPocoe
(pumopuyeckux eonpocos u eonpocos, 06pauweHHbIX
K npe3ymnyuam cobecedHuka)

IlceBioBonpOCH HAXOAST BBIPAXKEHHWE B Kaue€CTBE PEaKUUHU Ha HEMPABUIBHO
MIOCTPOCHHBIN, C TOUYKH 3pEHHSI TOBOPSIIIETO, PEYEBOM aKT cOOECeTHUKA — BOIIPOC HITH
nooyxaenue. .. KyctoBa B paboTe, MOCBAIICHHOW PUTOPHUYCSCKHUM BOIIPOCAM, 3a-
KITIOYAIONIMM B ce0€ OTPHUIIATEILHOS YTBEP)KICHUE, YKA3bIBACT, YTO JJAHHAS TaKTHKA
3acTaBISIET COOCCEMHNUKA MMOHATh, YTO OH COBEPIIMI OMIMOKY, HAPYIIWI HETJIACHBIS
[paBujIa KOMMYHUKAIMHA, KOTOPbIE SKCIUIMLIUPYOTCS aBTOPOM Ha OCHOBE aHajIu3a
tunoBbix auanoros (Kycrosa 2011). Cp.:

— Onu acenames. — Kmo mebe cxazan maxyro epynoy? / Ymo 3a epynoa? / Ymo
3a enynocmu? (= JT0 epyHAa, TIIYIOCTH).

— [0e Cepeaxca? — H-mo omxyoa 3uarw? (= 51 He 3HaI0 U MHE HEOTKYJa 00 STOM
3HATBh). /

— Ymo mout mensi-mo cnpawusaeus? (= He ctipammBaii y Mmers). / — Ymo s, caeoicy
3a Hum, ymo au? (= 51 3a HUM He CIeKY).

B takux nuanorax ropopsiuil OAHOBPEMEHHO C PUTOPUUECKH BBIPAXKEHHBIM OTPH-
LATeIbHBIM YTBEPKICHNEM KOMMYHUKATUBHO «HAKa3bIBACT» COOECETHNKA, 3aCTaBIIASA
€ro TeM caMbIM OBITH OCTOPOKHEE UM BHUMATEJIbHEE MPU MOCTPOCHUH BOIPOCA WIIH
o0y KICHHUSL.

B pa6ote (bparuna 2018) paccMaTpuBaiuch CUTyaIlMd HEBEPHOTO, C TOUKU 3PEHUS
TOBOPSIIIETr0, OOpaIieHus K HeMy, KOTOPOE TPUBOAMT K MCIIOIb30BAHUIO TOBOPSIITUM
PUTOPHYECKOTO BOIIPOCA, IOCTPOCHHOTO 10 CTEPEOTUITHON (pazeocxeme: Kax(as)oii
5 mebe X? ABTOp CTaThbM paCCMAaTPUBACT TPH KOMMYHHKATHBHBIC CUTYAIUU:

Curyarnus 1. CobeceTHUK MCIIONB3YET JIACKOBOE, (haMUibsipHOe oOpatieHue. [ oBops-

Wi He TOTOB K COMIMKEHUIO; OIICHUBACT TaKoe oOparieHre Kak HeyMeCTHOe:

— Anmowia... dmo 6w mouno eonoc 3ou. [lpasoa, ona mens maxk HUKO20a He HA3bI-
sana. — Kaxoit a1 mebe Anmowa? — sozmymunca a. (A. lpucmasxun. «Baeonuuk moii

Ooanvuuiiy) (= 51 Tebe He AHTOIIA).

Curyanus 2. CobecelHUK UCIONIb3yeT HECTaTyCHOe oOpaieHue. I oBopsImii HeT0Bo-
JICH, TIOTYEPKUBAET CBOM CTAaTyC, YTOOBI COXPAHUTDH JTUCTAHITUIO MEXKIY cOO00H U cole-
CEIHUKOM:

— Hem, xo3zaun! A ne 6 coenacou... — Kakoit a mebe xo3aun! — noowusin zonoc
Ilyeaues. — Tol pab moti, a s meoii yape... (BA. luwkos. «Emenvan Ilyeauesy) (= 51 Tebe
HE «XO35IUH»).

Curyanus 3. CoOeceJHUK HCIOIb3YeT POACTBEHHOE oOpalleHle K FOBOPSIIEMY,
KOTOPBI HE SBJISICTCS POJCTBEHHUKOM U HE COTJIACEH C YKa3aHHeM Ha BO3pacT:

— Ha0a Muwa, 3a0vimums e? — Kakoii a mebe, Kk 0ba601y, 0a0a? Ilnemannuyex
sviuckancs! (©. Abpamos. «Jomy) (= 51 Tede He «aAAID»).

Kpome puropnueckoro Bornpoca, CoAEpKallero B cede ToIbKO OTpULIATEIbHOE
yYTBEpKJI€HHE, B IUCKYpCE BCTPEUAIOTCS TAK)KEe OTBETHBIE BOIPOCHI, 0OpallleHHbIE
K TIpe3yMIIIMsAM coOeceiHiKa. PaccMoTpum npuMep, KOTOpBIi aHAIU3UpyeTcst B paboTte
(IlTatynoBckuit 2016). ABTOp paccMaTpuBaeT qHAJIOr:

— [latime «Ozonek». — A 20e 6bl suoume «OQ2omnexy?
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N.b. llaTyHOBCKHIA TOJIKYET OTBETHBIN BOTIPOC CIISAYIONIMM 00pa3oM: = ‘B ke
He BuauTe «OroHek», CIel0BaTeIbHO, €r0 HET, IOATOMY 51 HE MOTY JaTh BaM €ro,
1 BOOOIIIE, MTPEXJIE YeM CIIpalIUBaTh, HAJJ0 OCMOTPETh, 4TO ecTh Ha BUuTpuHe® (Illary-
HoBckuit 2016: 279). T'oBopsiimii BonmpocoM nody:kaaeT codeceTHIKa caMoMy YOeIUThCs
B TOM, YTO €r0 BOIPOC OECCMBICIICH, YTO €r0 UCXOHBIC MPEATOI0KEHHS O HATMYUN
XKypHasa ObUIH OIIMOOYHBI.

Wcnonp30BaHne pUTOPUYECKUX BOIMPOCOB M BOMPOCOB K MPE3YMIILHIM, KaK
KaXeTCsl, CTaJIO MOCTENEHHO YMEHBILATHCS M0/ BO3ICHCTBUEM CMEHBI 3KOHOMUYECKOMN
MOJIeNIM OOIIECTBA U BIMSHUEM 3aIaJHON KOPIOPAaTUBHOMN BEXIMBOCTH (cM. PaTmaiip
2013). OgHako 3TO HE 03HAYAET, YTO OHHM COBCEM YIIJIH M3 OBITOBOTO OOIICHHS.
3abaBHBII TpUMEp BOMPOCa K MPE3yMIIIUU MPUBOIUT B JeHTe DelicOyka JTUHTBUCT
JAmutpuii CnurHasa, OTEPABIINN KaK-TO JOPOTY K I10€37]aM Ha BOK3aJIe:

Janexo udem, — cxaszana ssceHwuna 6 gopme, cudsujas na cmyne. — Ilpocmu-
me? — Jlanexo udem! — 6 mome 0110 umo-mo Hacmouuusoe. — H3zeunume, s He NOHUMAIO.
Kmo u nacxonvko danexo uoem? Ee 2naza meOneHHO 0CMAHOBUIUCH HA MOEM JUYe.
C yorcacom oHa cMOmMpum Ha MeHsi HeCKOIbKO CeKyHO. — Bul umo (¢ ycunuem), pycckozo
SA3IKA COBCEM He noHumaeme? — Pyccruil si3vik s nOHUMaio, HO «oanexo udem» nem. — Hy,
udeme, mo ecmv, uoeme bl 0ALEKO, Kyoa ebl udeme, Mon0dou yerosek? — A. ([lokazvieaio
Hao eonosotl). Bom mym nanucano «x noezoamy». K noezoam u udy. — A mym Kpome
myanrema Huyeeo Hem. A myanem y HAcC (C JEHUHCKOU YCMEWIKOU) NIAMHbIU.
https://www.facebook.com/mitrius?fref=search& tn =%2Cd%2CP-R&eid=ARB2n
XxtyQ80CZAd7abnL 9116tiCKIk8tPNfwTK7cgel CAERhdBRJeWGoJhSErdfJlUzw2VHz
ArybahB.

Wrtak, HenpaBUIbHO IMOCTPOCHHBIN BOMPOC WM TOPOILIMBOE MOOYKAEeHHE cobe-
CEJIHUKA MO>KET IIPUBOJUTH K UCIIOJIB30BAHUIO IICEBIOBONPOCOB — PUTOPUYECKUX
BOIIPOCOB M BOIIPOCOB K MPE3yMIIIHAM, 3aCTaBISAIONINX cOOECEeJHUKA CMYIAThCs,
U3BHUHSATHCS, YyBCTBOBATh €051 HEJIOBKO. ['OBOPSIIMIT IIPU MOMOIIM TaKOW arpecCUBHOM
peakiuy «o0ydaer» cobeceJHUKA HE IbITAThCsl U3MEHUTh YCTAaHOBJICHHbIE TPAHUIIbI
B OTHOILEHUSAX MEX]y HUMU.

3.2. Ucnonb3o8aHue nepedpasHusarowux yumayuii

Bropast TakTHKa «arpeccMBHO-IIEJarOrMYECKOi» CTpaTerud — Peakluy Ha PeruTuKyY
co0OeceHUKa, IIPU KOTOPBIX TOBOPSILIUIA TOBTOPSET C APYTOM MHTOHAIMEH YCIIBIIIAHHYO
PEIUIMKY coOeCeTHUKA WITM €€ YacTh LIS BBIpAKECHHS Heo00peHws, porecta. [1o MHe-
Huto H.JI. ApyTIOHOBOH, BbIpakaeMblii TAKMM 00Pa30M MPOTECT TOBOPSIIIETO «MOXKET
OBITh BBI3BAH TAKHUMH MapaMeTpaMH BOCIIPOM3BOIUMON UyKOH PEeUH, KaK NCTHHHOCTD,
000CHOBaHHOCTh, YMECTHOCTbh, aJIcKBaTHOCTh, KOPPEKTHOCTh, SICHOCTh, CTUJICBBIC
XapaKTepUCTUKH, BBIOOp CIIOB, criocod oOpamieHus u T.11.» (ApyTioHoBa 1986: 50).
H./I. ApyTioHOBa aHATM3UPYET U KJIACCU(DUIMPYET PA3HOBUIHOCTH TEpeApa3HUBAIOIICH
uurtauuu. [IpuBegem WLTIOCTPUPYIOIINE PUMEPHI U3 €€ CTAThU:

— Ilyckaii yxooum! — Ilyckail yxooum! Omo neexko ckazamvy — nyckaii yxooum! Eeo
cro0a npugenu, 4mobsl bl CyMelu 80CRUMAMb €20 4el08eKOM, d Bbl 2080pUMe — NYCKAll
yxooum.

— Yuuww mebs, yuuwn, a éce 6e3 moiaky. — bez monky, 6e3 moaky. 3anaoun.

— A Hukyoa e noedy. — «He noedyy, «ne noedyy. A umo dxce deramn ¢ bunemom?

982 HccnenoBanre BEXIMBOCTH U HEBEKIIMBOCTH B III00AJIBHOM KOHTEKCTE



Natalia Bragina, Igor Sharonov. Russian Journal of Linguistics, 2019, 23 (4), 975—993

Hcnonb3oBaHue TaKTUKK MEpelpa3HUBAIOIIUX IIUTALMI arpECCUBHO BO3JEMCTBYET
Ha cOOeCeTHHKA, C MIOMOIIBIO ATOM TAKTUKW TOBOPSIIIUIA OIICHUBACT MHCHUE WM PeIie-
HHUE coOeceTHIKa KaK TOPOIUIMBOE U HECEPhE3HOE, 3aCTaBIIsisl ajpecaTa peur BIpeb
OBITH OCTOPOXKHEE W BHHMATEIbHEE MTPH BBIPAKCHUNA MHEHHUS, BBIOOPE MOIXOISIICTO
cJIoBa U T.]I.

3.3. Ucnonb3o8aHue pughmosaHHbIX Ncesdoomeemos

TaxTHka UCTIONB30BaHMs pUPMOBAHHBIX TICEBIOOTBETOB — 3TO OCOOBIN Ccr1ocod
BOCIIUTATEIBHOTO «HAKa3aHUsD cOOECeIHNKA, KOTOPBIM BHIPAYXKAECTCS B UTPOBOM YKOPE
Py TOMOIIM KOMMYHHMKATHBHO HEHMH(OPMATHBHOTO, aOCypIHO-UTPOBOTO OTBETA.
Kak m3BecTHO, BOMPOCHI € MO3UIIUN TEOPUHU BEKIMBOCTH SBIISIOTCS OOS3bIBAIOIIMMU,
U TIOTOMY HE OuYeHb BeXIHBBIMH peueBbiMU akTaMu (Leech 1986). Ocobenno 3to
KacaeTcs BOMPOCOB, OTHOCSIIMXCS K JIMYHOU cepe TOBOPSIIEro. DTUM OOBIACHSETCS,
HarnpuMep, HECKOJIBKO yCTapeBaroliasi B HACTOsIIIEe BPEeMsl B PyCCKOM UCKYpCHUBHOM
KYJIBTYpE «JIeIMKaTHasH TaKTHKa, TPEOYIOIIasi OT CIPAIIMBAIOIIETO OPOPMIIATH BOIPOC
MEHee ONpeeNIeHHO, HCII0Ib30BaTh BMECTO YAaCTHOT'O BOIMPOCa 00U BOIIPOC (CM.
00 sTom, Hanipumep, B (bynbiruna, [lImenes 19976: 270).

Bwmecrto Kyoa cobpancs? 3anarot Botnipoc Janexo au cobpancs?

Bwmecto 1 0e orcuseusn ? — Janexo au (omciooa) sxcueeuss?

Bwmectro Omkyoa npuexanu? — HUzoanexa npuexanu?

Bwmecto Koeda vl mam bviau? — [laero au évl mam Oviiu?

Bwmecrto Ckonvro y éac oemeti? — MHoro nn y Bac getei?

Bwmecto Ckonvko 6bt 3a omo sanaamunu? — JJopozo vl 3a 5mo 3aniamunu? U T.11.

JlanHas TakTHKa JaeT cobeceTHHKY BO3MOXKHOCTh BbIOOpa mpu otBete. Cobecen-
HUK MOJKET, €CIIM COUTET 3aa0IIETr0 BOMPOC YEIOBEKA «CBOMMY, HEOTIACHBIM, JI0OCTOM-
HBIM OBITh BKIIIOYEHHBIM JIMYHYIO 30HY H T.J., OTBETUTh KOHKPETHO Ky0d UMEHHO, 20e
UMEHHO, CKOIbKO UMEHHO W T.J1., @ MOXKET YKJIIOHYHMBO MOJITBEPANTH/OMIPOBEPTHY T MPE/I-
TMIOJIO’KEHUE COOECEIHUKA, BRIPAKEHHOTO B 0011eM Bonpoce: /[a, oanexko / Hem, ne ouens
0aneko u T.J.

B ciyuasix, korna codeceJHUK, C TOYKH 3pSHUST TOBOPSIIETO, CIUIIKOM HEOCTO-
POKHO BTOPTAETCSl B €T0 JIMYHYIO 30HY, UCTIOJB3Ys BOMPOCHI C BOMPOCUTEIHHBIMHU
CIIOBaMH 20e, Ky0d, noiemy, OH MOXKET TOIy4YUuTh a0CypJHO-UTPOBON PHUPMOBAHHBIH
TICEBIOOTBET, Hanpumep: Omkyoa mul 3mo 3uaeub? — Om eepoarooa. Yacto niceBno-
OTBETY MPEALIECTBYIOT NepePa3sHUBAIONINE IIUTALUHA — JBAXK/bI TIOBTOPEHHOE BOTIPO-
cuTenbHOe cinoBO: [ 0e ona? — [0e, 20e... B Kapacanoe. Takue peniauku UMerOT
XapaKTep 3MaTaXHOTO YKIOHEHHUS OT HH(PpOpMaTUBHOTO OTBeTa. [ICeBI0OTBET CTPOUTCS
Ha ()OHETUUECKOM YTIOI00JICHUH BOIPOCUTEIILHOMY CJIOBY B BHICKa3bIBAHIUH COOSCETHHKA.
3T0 cBOCOOpa3HOE «TPABECTHPOBAHME» MHULMUPYIOUICH PETUIMKU, UCIIOIb30BAHHUE
JTAHHOM TAaKTHKHU CTaBUT COOECEIHHKA B MO3UIUIO peOeHKa, KOTOPOro HeoOX0IMMO
BOCHIHUTHIBATh, YYUTh TOMY, KOT/Ia, KOTO ¥ KaK MO>KHO CHPAIINBaTh.

PacripocTpaHeHHOCTh TaKMX OTBETHBIX (DOPM C MX PUTMHUECKOU CTPYKTYpOH
MOXET OBITh OOBSICHEHA TOJIBKO MOMYJISPHOCTHIO PACCMATPUBAEMOM TAKTUKU B PYCCKOM
JTUCKYpPCUBHOM KylbType. CaMu prupMOBaHHBIE TICEBAOOTBETHI U UX MParMaTHIeCcKue
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CBOMCTBA MPUBJIEKAIN BHUMAHUE JIMHTBUCTOB, XOTS JETAIbHBIN JUCKYpPCHUBHO-TIpar-
MaTUYECKUI aHaIU3 TaKUX eIUHUIL Toka He npoBouics. A.H. bapanos u /1.0. J1o6po-
Bosisckuil (bapanos, Jlo6poBoabsckuii 2008) oTHOCAT prudMOBaHHBIE TICEBOOTBETHI
B 0cOOBIH Ki1ace (ppazeonoru3mMoB — peueBbix popmyn-oteeToB. M.A. I1lapoHoB BKITIO-
YaeT UX B COCTaB (DyHKIIMOHAJIBHOTO KJacca KOMMYHUKAaTHUBOB — CTEPEOTUITHBIX
oTBeTHBIX peruuk quanora (Lllaponos 2009, 2015). JlanHble e AMHUITBI 0000IIECHHO
paccMaTpUBAIMCh KaK MaHU(ECTAaHThl MHHMOT'O OTBETA, HACMELIUIMBBII OTKa3-/Ipa3HUIIKa,
OanarypctBo B padorax (bonnmapenko 2004; I'ones 2005; Meukosckast 2009). OcHoB-
HOH NparmMaTudeckoi (yHKIMEeH OTBETHBIX PEIUIMK 3TOTrO TUIA MCCIIEOBATENN CUUTAIOT
NOyYarolllee yKa3aHue co0eceJHUKY Ha HEYyMECTHOCTh €r0 BOIIpOca.

4. AHanun3 matepmana

B 3anmauy uccnenoBaresbCKON 4acTH CTaTbU BXOAUT AUCKYPCHUBHBIN aHAIN3 pud-
MOBAHHBIX TICEBIOOTBETOB, UCIIOIb3YEMBIX B OBITOBBIX AUAIOTaX. AHAIN3 MPOBOIUIICS
Ha Matepuasie n3 HarmonansHoro kopiyca pycckoro sizbika (HKPS) (www.ruscorpora.ru).
OO61muit 00beM coOpaHHOTO MaTepraia COCTaBUI Oosiee ABYXCOT AUAJIOTOB.

I[To crocoOy BeIpakeHus: pru()MOBAHHBIE IICEBIOOTBETHI MOYKHO Pa3/IeIHTh Ha JIBa
tuna. [lepBplif THI — 3TO NCEBAOOTBETHI, BHIPAKEHHBIE COOTHOCUTEIBHBIMH MECTO-
UMEHUSIMH, KOTOpbIE 00pa3yrOT MapHbIe KOHCTPYKIUH C BOIPOCUTEILHBIMA MECTOMME-
HUSIMH B MHUIIMHPYIOIIKX peruinkax. BonpocurenbHoe coBo Kak Obl MPOAYLIUPYET
«oTpakeHHbI» oTBeT: Yeco? — Toeo!; Kozoa? — Toeoa; 3auem? — 3amem!;
Kyoa? — Tyoa!

BTopoii THIT — 3TO NCEBIOOTBETHI, BEIpaKEHHBIE peueBbIMU (hopmynamu. Takue
(bopMyITBI COCTOSIT U3 IBYX U O0Jiee KOMITOHEHTOB. Kak MUHUMYM OZIMH W3 HUX SBIISIETCS
MOJIHO3HAYHBIM cIoBOM: Omkyoa? — Om eeponrooa; Hy? — Bapanxu eny! @opmysbt
MMEIOT HENPO3PauHbIi CMBICI M KaK CJIEICTBUE — BBICOKYIO CTETIEHb UIMOMATUYHOCTH.

[IpuBeneM HECKOJIBKO MPUMEPOB, WILTIOCTPUPYIOMUX 00a THIMA MCEBIOOTBETOB.
IlepBsr1it TUI:

(1) — Hy uueeo? — Tozo. Bozvbmem on Hac bpueadou epy3uuxoe — 6om u3 nioosu

K @pymboavHOMY uckyccmasy, mak ckazams. He cvlp, koneuno, 6 macne, Hcupkom
He 3anavigem, 3amo Oyxauka 6 oetwv dncenesno (C. CaMcoHOB. « OTMHHAIIATEY ).

(2) — 3auem npesudenmy Envyumy yuums scmorckyio epammamuxy? — 3amem! Huaue
¢ pabomul noconsm! — I[locaywaii, met wmo-mo nymaewn. (B. JleBamio. «3aroBop
MATPHOTAY).

(3) — Kyoa? — Tyoa! Ocmonaooenu! (A. N3maiinos. «Tprokau).

Bropoii tum:

(4) — Il'ennaouti, omxyoa y eéac camonem? — Om eepomrodal Bom smozo! — c yaviOkoii
omeewaem I ennaouii u nokazvieaem 0nist pekiamvl nauxy cueapem «Kemeny. (. To-
pun. «VpoHHYECKHE MEMYaphD» ).

(5) — Ecenun ovin 3anpewennviii?.. llouemy? — Ilo Kouamy, — omuwymunacs oua
u cmpoeo cxazana: — Moz Ovl, mexcoy npouum, U HANUCAmMv coyuneHue: <...>
«3a umo s mobmo ceoro Omuusnyy. Snuepaghel noockaswvisaro. Cpasy 06a. «JIlrooao
Omuusny 5, HO cmpaHHoIo 10608b10Y» U 8mopoll: «Kmo orcusem b6e3 neuanu u cHeaa,
mom ue aobum Omuusnsl ceoetiy (B. KpymuH. «3akpsIToe THCHMOY).
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B nanHOif cTaTbe MBI OTPaHUYUMCS AaHAJIM30M €IMHUI] BTOPOTO TUIa — Hanboee
pacIpoCTPaHCHHBIX PEYCBBIX (POPMYII, XapaKTEPU3YIOMINX HEBEKIMBOS PEUCBOE MTOBE-
neHue. B kopityce OHU MPECTaBIEHBI C PA3HOM CTEMEHbIO YaCTOTHOCTH. [lepeuncaum
€/IMHUIIBI BMECTE CO CTUMYJIUPYIOIIUMH MX PEIUTMKAMH, HAuuHasi OT 00Jiee YaCTOTHBIX
corinacHo HKPSI (B ckoOkax yka3aHO KOJMYECTBO OOHAPY>KEHHBIX B KOPITYCE CUTYyaLUil
ynotpeOaeHus KaKI01 €JMHUIIBI), K MEHEEe YaCTOTHBIM:

Omxyoa? — Om eepodnrooa (42);

THouemy? — Ilo kouany (0a no kanycme) (25);

Kmo? — Jleo ITuxmo! (9) / Konw ¢ nanemo (10);

T0e? — B Kapaczanoe (6) /Y meoa na 6opooe (0emcxk.) (2);
Hy? — Bapanxu 2ny (9).

JlMcKypCcHBHBIN aHAIN3 MaTepralla MO3BOJIMI BBISIBUTH TUIIOBBIE CUTYallMH UCTIONb-
30BaHUsl PaCCMaTPUBAEMBIX €IMHHUL, MOTUB M MHTEHIMH aBTOPAa OTBETHOW PEILIUKH,
MapKHpPYIOILEH ero HeIOBOJIBCTBO cobeceqHMKoM. Ha ocHOBaHMM XapakTepa JOMyILeH-
HOM, C TOYKH 3pEHUSI TOBOPSILETO, IParMaTHIeCKON OMMOKHA OXapaKTepr30BaHa pa3Has
CTEIEHb TAKOT'0 HEJIOBOJILCTBA.

Curyanueii uCronb30BaHMs UTPOBOTO IICEBJI0OTBETA SIBISIETCS] OBITOBON Heop-
MaJIbHBIN TUAJIOT, B TIPOIIECCE KOTOPOTO COOECETHHUK 33/1a€T BOIPOC, KOTOPBIN BBHI3bIBACT
HEJIOBOJILCTBO IOBOPSALIETr0. B 3aBUCUMOCTH OT MCHOJIb3YEMOIO B MHULIMHPYIOLIECH
pEIUTKE BOIPOCUTEIHHOTO CJIOBA CIEAYET COOTBETCTBYIOIINA PUPMOBAHHBIIN TICEB-
JOOTBET.

MoTtuBoMm 15 ynnoTpeOaeHus: UTPOBOIO IICEBI0OTBETA CIYKUT JOIycKaeMas,
C TOYKH 3pEHHs TOBOPSILEro, OIIMOKa, HEMPAaBIUILHOE TTOBEJICHUE COOECeTHUKA: Hel0-
raJUIMBOCTh COOECETHIKA, HAPYIIEHHE UM COLMATBbHO-BO3PACTHBIX OTPAHUYCHUH HITH
JIMYHOM 30HBI TOBOPSIIETO U Ap.

HNuTeHuus pudMOBaHHOTO MCEBIOOTBETA 3aBUCUT OT CTENEHH OJIM30CTH coOe-
CETHMKOB U XapakTepa OTHOIICHUHA MEXIY HUMHU. DTO MOXKET ObITh HAMEPEHUE TOBOPS-
1iero 6osiee WM MEHEee MATKO «HaKa3aTb» cOOeCeIHUKA 3a HAUBHBINA BOIIPOC JINOO ke
arpecCUBHO 3aIIPETUTh 33JaBaTh BONPOCHL, TPy0O NMpepBaTh KOHTAKT.

Bo Bcex ciyyasx LeNbio TaKOro arpecCUBHOIO aKTa SIBJSIETCS] OYYAIOIEe YHHKeE-
HHEe co0eceTHHKa, TOOYK/IEHHUE ero BIpeab ObITh KOMMYHHUKATUBHO OoJiee BHUMATEIb-
HBIM M OCTOPOKHBIM.

AHanu3 KOHTEKCTOB MCIIOJIb30BaHUS UTPOBBIX TICEBIOOTBETOB [MO3BOJIMII BBIIECIUTh
4 tuna cutyauuil. OCHOBaHMEM JJI1 TAKOTO BbIICJIEHUS CTaJl XapakTep AOMYILICHHON
KOMMYHHUKAaTHBHON OIMIHUOKHU, KOTOpasi BbI3BaJIa Y TOBOPAIIETO HEAOBOJIBCTBO, YTO
B CBOIO O4Yepe/lb MO3BOJIMIO PHOETHYTh K pU(PMOBAHHOMY IICEBIOOTBETY. PaccmoTpum
MOCJIE0BATEIBHO KaX/1yI0 U3 BbIIEJICHHBIX CUTYalUH.

1. HemoBOnBbCTBO 1O MpHUYUHE HAMBHOCTH, HEOTAITMBOCTH COOECETHHKA.

2. HenoBosbCTBO MO NpUYMHE HAPYILIEHUS! COLIMATbHO-BO3PACTHBIX OIPaHUYECHUN

WM HEOCTOPOKHOTO BTOPKEHHsI COOECEeIHUKA B JIMUHYIO 30HY TOBOPSIILETO.

3. HemoBoJIBCTBO T€M, YTO COOSCEIHUK HE IIOHUMAET WU AeNIaeT B, YTO HE IO-

HUMAET NPUYHMHBI pa3/IpakeHusl TOBOPSAIIETO.
4. HenoBonbcTBO Kak (hopMa BhIpaKEHHs BPaXX1€OHOTO OTHOIIEHHUS K codece-
HUKY B CUTYyallUH BBIHYX/JIEHHON KOMMYHUKALIMU.
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4.1. Hedoeonbcmeo no npu4yuHe HAUBHocMuU,
Hedozadnueocmu cobecedHUKa

(6) A: — IHouemy? Ou: — Ilo kouany. Bac umo, 8 wixone Huwemy He yuuiu?
(M. IunikuH. «[TMCEMOBHHKY ).

(7) — Onvka, mvi omxyoa éce amo 3uacunv? — JKens adic nanpsieca. — Om eeponroda, —
sacmesnace . — Mue ceco0us con npuchuics. Kax 6yomo ss — oesouxa uz 6yoy-
weeo... U mue nopyueno cnacmu mebs. (A. XXsanesckuii, E. ITacteprax. «Bpewms
BCET/Ia XOpoIIee»).

(8) He naoaii, cmapux: ou 6vL1 cmykavom! — Kmo? — 1 coecem 3anymancs 6 nepe-
niemenusax xapvep. — Konv 6 nanomo! — paccepounca Xnecmanos. — He Toxa-
pes ace! (A. Boccapr. «I[ToBectu 3aiinieBay).

(9) Ymo cetivac 3a cmonbHUK MOAKAIOM, 51 pAHbULE 8 NAMb NANUPOCOK eroaauusan! — Kmo
monkaem? Ecmb 20e kynumv? — nonvimaincs ymouHumo Anzop. — Kmo-xkmo. /led
ITuxmo! Bapvieu, kmo e ewge? (M. I'uronamsuimm. «UepToBO KOJIECO»).

(10) Boobwe ouenv xumpo mackupyiomes, eadvi. — Hy? — cnpocun I'opux. — Ymo
«ny»? bapanxu zny! Eciu 6 mvl 63211 Bonodvky 6 newepy, on 0bl npoOoamancs
omuyy, u mom nepeoan 6ce ceedenus o0 neujepe 8 2epMaHckuil wmaob. A newjepul
uepaiom oueHdv 8addCHYIO ponb Ha eotiHe. Acno eam, ronyxu? (FO. Tpudonos.
«Mcue3HoBeHue).

JlaHHas cUTyauus NpeacTaBieHa HaMOOJBIIMM KOJUYECTBOM YNOTpeOIeHHH
pudMOBaHHBIX NCeBAOOTBETOB. CobeceHUKN — OIM3KUE JIIOM, KOTOpbIE 00LIal0TCs
HeopMabHO. B nx npanorax BO3MOXKHBI MOANTyYHUBaHUE, O€3001IHAs UPOHHS, UCTIONb-
30BaHUe TPyOOBATOMN JIEKCUKM O€3 HEeraTWBHBIX KOHHOTauui. PugmoBanHble 1nceBno-
OTBETHI YaCTO MCIOJIb3YIOT B3pOCIIbIE IO OTHOIIEHUIO K JieTsiM. W roBopsiuii, ucrosns-
3yIOIIMH Ty WK MHY!O (OpMyJTy IICEBIOOTBETA 110 OTHOIIEHUIO K B3pOCIOMY cobecen-
HUKY, IIyTs] HU3BOAMT €ro O HauBHOro pedeHka. [loka3aTesieH B 3TOM OTHOLIEHUU
npumep (6), B KOTOPOM rOBOPSLINIl yIOTpeOsieT B OTHOIIEHUH CBOETO B3POCIIOro
cobecelHNKa CTePEOTUITHBINA BCTPEUHbIH BOIIpoc: Bac umo, 6 wikone nuuemy He yuunu?
Iocne «Haka3aHUSD) UTPOBBIM IICEBJIOOTBETOM IOBOPAIINI MOXKET JaTh COAEPHKATEIb-
HbIH OTBET WJIM NPEATIOKUTH CIIeNaTh JIOTHYECKUI BBIBOJ, Kak B npumepe (8). Hanast
CUTyallUsi HAaUMEHEe arpeCCHBHA IPHU HCIIOIb30BAHUH IICEBJOOTBETOB. ['OBOpPSIINiA
NBITACTCS] HAYYUTh COOECETHUKA HE TOPOIIUTHCS C BOIIPOCAMHU, a CAMOCTOSITEIIbHO HAlTH
OTBET, KOTOPBIil, IO MHEHHUIO TOBOPSIILETO, JIETKO BBIBOAMM U3 COBMECTHOM 001acTi
3HaHUI 000MX Y4aCTHUKOB JAHUAJIOTa.

4.2. Hedoe0s1bcmeo no npuvuHe HapyweHus
coyuanbHO-803PACMHbIX 02pAHUYEHUl Unu HEOCMOPOHHO20 BMOPH(EHUSA
cobeceOHUKA 8 NUYHYIO 30HY 2080pPAU,E20
(11) — Boavwoeco bvika mel ne mpoeaii, — cmpoeo ckazan Hoesviti Mapeapum. — Ilo-

uemy? — Ilo kouany! — Cmano 6vimv, maitna? Cmano 6vime (B. OpioB. « AIBTHCT
Janunos»).

(12) A suodena maxoii MUKpOCKON 6 Ma2asune CIyYatHblX seuyeli — Yemvipe ¢ NOJOSUHOU
muicauu! — Jla ny? — Yecmmnoe cnogo. Omkyoa on 'y meos? — Om eepoarooa.
A ¢ nucveu wybou pazdepemcs, Mawa, eonou He ocmanewnca. (b. Kenxees.
«UW3 Kauru cyactbs»).
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(13) Ymo muvt nameopun, a? I de mvt ecmv-mo? — Huede, mam! B Kapazanoe! Cuou
CHOKOUHO mam, He botica. A nuuez2o ne denan nioxo2o, nousna? Bce, denveu kon-
yaromes (3. [punenun. «CaHbKs»).

(14) — Kmo ou? — cnpawusaem mens Kama. — Kmo — xkmo, 0ed Iluxmo, — omge-
yaio 1. — U mama monuum, kax napmusat, — 2ogopum Kams, no s ne nezy. /lagno
3HAK0: ecU Ye2o-mo He 3Haeulb — 3Hauum, momy u He Haoo 3namocs (I'. Lllepbakosa.
«Moutenue o EBe»).

(15) — A4 kmo mebe mewaem? — Kouv 6 nanomo. Ymo mebe 3axazamo? — Ouenp
n106€e3H0, — HaAMOpWUNa OHa 1006. — Bosvmu mue nuyyy c mopenpooykmamu,
mopooiceroe u koge (B. Baneea. «Ckopast HOMOIIBY ).

CobecenHUKM B JAaHHOM HAa0Ope KOHTEKCTOB — TaKXe OJIM3KHUE MU 3HAKOMbBIE
JIFOJTU, KOTOpbIe o0m1arTest HeopmanbHO. OTHAKO MEXTy HUMU CYIIECTBYET COLMAIIb-
HO-BO3pacTHasl HepapXusl, €CTh 3alIPETHbIC TEMAaTHUECKHe 00JIACTH, KACarOLHeCs JINUHOM
30HBI yyacTHUKa oOmieHus. CiyyaifHoe HapyIIeHHE B BOIIPOCE 3alPETHBIX TeMaTH4e-
CKUX TPaHMI] IPUBOJUT K JIETKOMY HEJO0BOJIBCTBY FOBOPSILETO, KOTOPBIN MICEB/I0OTBE-
TOM HeE TOJIbKO OOpPBIBACT pa3BUTHE TEMbI JUAJIOTa, HO U KOCBEHHO YKa3bIBaeT cole-
CEHHKY, YTO TOT COBEPIINII KOMMYHHUKATHUBHYIO OIIMOKY M BIPEAb JOJKEH OBITh
OCTOpO’KHEE, YTOOBbI HE IMOMaAaTh €IIe pa3 B MOJOOHYI0 CHTyaluo. ['oBopsmuil mpo-
W3HOCHUT PEIUIMKY CTPOTO U JENAeT naysy, epelarollyo KelaHue TOBOPSILIEro IpeKpa-
TUTH 00CY’KAECHHE TEMbI Kak 3anpeTHoil. B mpumepe (11) Henonumarommii codeceHuK
3a/1aeT eule OJMH YTOUYHSIOMNUNA BOIPOC — ACHCTBUTENBHO JIM TEMa IO/ 3aIIPETOM,
U MOJTy4aeT yTBepAUTENbHbIN oTBeT. CTOUT, OJJHAKO, OTMETUTD, YTO, «HAKa3aB» code-
CEIHUKA, TOBOPSIIMIA YaCTO CTPEMHTCSI BOCCTAHOBHUTH OTHOIICHHUS OOCIIAHUSAMU U yCIIO-
KauBaHUAMH, Kak B ipuMepe (12 u 13). Eciu e 3Toro He MpOMCXOIHT, COOSCETHUK
MOXET BCE K€ HEMHOI0 0OM/IeThCsl Ha OeCLIEpEMOHHOCTh TOBOPSIIET0, KaK 3TO BUIHO
u3 npumepa (15).

4.3. Hedosoanbcmeo mem, ymo cobeceOHUK He MoHUMaem
unu denaem eud, Ymo He NoHUMaem fnpPuU4YuHbl Pa3opPadceHUs 2080PAWE20

(16) Ocmamxu mupasca noudym noo noowc. — Ilouemy? Umo-Hubyowv cayuunocv? —
Ilo xouany! Kmo mebs manyn 3a azvix?! (E. UmwkoB. «IlepeBo ¢ MOACTpOUHHUKAY).

(17) Hy u umo? [enosas ecmpeua. — Ja, 3Hawo s makue denosvie ecmpeuu. — Om-
kyoa? — Om eepomoda. — Toi ueco makas oepeanas? (M. Tpay0. «He Bes la view).

Kax ¥ B pe/IbIyIIIX TUITOBBIX KOHTEKCTaX, COOCCETHUKN — OJIM3KHE WM 3HAKO-
MBbI€ JIFOJIH, Beylue HeopManbHbIi quanor. OHU HAXOJSITCS B JIATCHTHOM KOH(IIMKTE
Y MOT'YT HCIIBITBIBATh pa3ipakeHue APyT K apyry. [1o MHEHHIO TOBOPSIIETO, COOSCETHUK
COBEPIIHJI CEPhE3HYIO OIIMOKY, OOHJIET €ro M JIOJKEH 3TO IOHUMaTh. « BHHOBHUKY,
3aj1aBasi BOIPOC O MPHYHMHE Pa3pakeHHs, MOIy4aeT OT TOBOPSIIETO pe3Kuil pudhmo-
BaHHBIN TICEBIOOTBET, 32 KOTOPBIM YacTo cieayeT ooBuHeHue. B mpumepe (14) cobe-
CEeJIHUK OOBHHSIETCS B HEOCTOPOKHOCTH, MPUBEIIICH K TIPOU3BOICTBEHHBIM TIPOOIeMaM,
a B ipumepe (15) ctaHOBUTCS 00BEKTOM MOIO3PEHUI U PEBHOCTH.
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4.4. He0o801bcmeo Kak hopma sbiparceHus
epaxcdebHo20 omHoweHuUs K cobeceOHUKy
8 cumyayuu ebIHy#0eHHOol KOMMYHUKayuu

(18) — IHouemy? — Tovl mHe nadoen. — Ilouemy? — Ilo kouany. Hou cnamo. A xnady
mpyoxy. 3eonu ceoeii a3moii nacuem ceudanus. (E. benkuna. «OT m00Bu 10 He-
HaBUCTH).

(19) Ho secenas Oesyuika yace HA36a1a MHe HOMep (QOCMAa, HABePHO, OYMANCKY, 20e OH
sanucawn). — Cnacubo, — cxazana s. Tenegon 6vin — Aumona. — Ju! Du! —
3agonuna 80pye oegyuika. — A vl kmo? — KoHw 6 nanvmo, — cxasana s u nogecuna
mpyoxy. (E. benkuna. «OT m1100BH 10 HEHABUCTHY).

(20) [lesouka cxeamuna pyuKy u 108KO NONAAQA CMPYEU 8 MO CAMOE MECMO CMbIKAHUSA
Hoe <...>. Jlesouxa bpocuna 4watHux Ha noa u ywna uz ooma. — Ioe y eac an-
meuxka? — xpuuan 0a0s. — [ Oe... [0e... — 6opmomana owna, yxoosa. — Y meosn
Ha 6opooe. (I'. UlepOakoBa. « MaJIbYUK U JEBOYKAY).

(21) Pa3 on 6cKkpukHyn, yoce 6 noaynamamu om noboes: «/la eoe smo a?» Ycavuuan: «I 0e,
eoe... B Kapazanoey. U, ne nomus cebs, ezmoauncs: «4mo oice s éam coenan
nioxoeo?!» B omeem monvko paccmesinuce (O. IaBno. «KaparanapHCKue TEBSITHHBI,
nu [ToBecTh MocieTHUX JTHEY ).

(22) Jlasau, no-dvicmpomy ecman, cobpancs u mvl omcrooa omckouum. OH 6ce ewe cuden
Ha moetl nocmenu. — Bvl kmo? — naxoney ckazan 1. — Jleo Iluxmo, — omeemun
6mopotl, 6x00s 6 komuamy. — I 0e meou kpoccosxu? (A. I'enacumos. «I'o1 oOMaHay).

B nanHoM Tume cutyanmii coOeceTHUKMA MOTYT OBITh KaK XOPOIIO 3HAKOMBIMH, TaK
¥ a0COJIIOTHO HE3HAKOMBIMH. BajkHO TO, YTO OHM BBIHYX/IEHBI BCTYITUTh B THAJIOT, TIPH
STOM OJUH W3 YYaCTHMKOB HACTPOEH BPaXKACOHO KO BTOPOMY, YTO M AEMOHCTPUPYET
UCTONIb30BaHueEM TiceBao0TBeTa. B mpumepax (18), (19) u (20) roBopsuuil ((keHIIIHA)
JTaHHOH (hpa30ii MpephIBaeT KOMMYHHKAIUIO, BBIPaXKasi TEM CaMbIM PE3KO HETaTHBHOE
U IPEHEOPEKHUTENFHOE OTHOIICHHUE K COOCCETHHKY. 3/1eCh YK€ OTCYTCTBYET «BOCIUTA-
TENTBHBII» KOMIIOHEHT, TOBOPSIIIMI MPOCTO CPBIBAET 3JI0CTh Ha codecenHuke. B mpume-
pax (21) u (22) B quasiore y4acTBYIOT OAHIUTHI U UX KepTBa. baHINUTHI TICEBI0OTBETAMH
MEPEeBOSAT JAUAJIOT Ha S3bIK KOMaH/I, BEIHYK/Iasl cOOECeHIKA K OeCIPEKOCIOBHOMY
MOTYMHEHHUIO.

3akntoueHune

Hacrosee uccienoBanue OblIO BBIIIOJHEHO B pycie IUCKYPCUBHOTO aHAIN3A.
Bruta paccMoTpeHa peakTHBHAsI TAKTHKA, HCIIOJNb3yeMasi B OTBET Ha HENPaBUIBHOE,
C TOYKH 3pEHUS TOBOPSILEr0, pEUYeBOE MOBEJACHHE co0eceHUKa. TaKyro TaKTUKY MBI
Ha3bIBAEM «IIEJArOrMYeCKOl arpeccuein». Ee MpuMeHsIoT B pPyCCKOS3BIYHON KYJIBType
B OCHOBHOM IpH HE(POPMAITLHOM OBITOBOM OOIICHHH.

JlaHHAs TAKTHKA OLICHUBACTCS HOCUTEISIMH S3bIKA KaK HEBEKJIMBAst, HO BO3MOYKHASI,
IIOCKOJIBKY CYILECTBYET HErjlacHas Ipe3yMIILusi, COTJIACHO KOTOPOil 10 OTHOLICHHIO
K COBEPILUBIIEMY KOMMYHHKAaTHBHYIO OLIIMOKY COOECeTHUKY MpU HEePOpMaILHOM 00-
IIEHUH TIO3BOJIMTENIBHO arpecCUBHO-BOCIIMTATENIFHOE peueBoe moBeaeHne. [ oBopsmmit
B OTBET HA HEYMECTHBIH, IO €ro MHEHHIO, BOIIPOC, BBIPAYKAEMBII MPU TIOMOIIN OTHOTO
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13 BOIPOCUTENIBHBIX MECTOUMEHUIL (20e, kmo, noyemy M T.J1.), MOKET MO3BOJIUTh cebe
«HakKa3aThy coOeceHHKa IICEBJA0OTBETOM C LIEIbI0 HAyYUTh €ro BIpeab ObITh OCTO-
pOXKHee, BHUMATEIbHEEe U TAKUX OLIMOOK HE IOBTOPATD.

PaccmoTpeHHass TakTHKa PU(QMOBAHHOTO IICEBJOOTBETa YKOPEHEHAa B SI3bIKE
C MOMOIIIBIO IAOJOHHBIX (opMys. B Tex ciryuyasx, Korjaa OTHOIIEHHS MEXIy cobe-
CeJIHMKaMM OJIM3KHUe, UCII0Ib30BaHHE TAKTUKHU MOXET HOCHUTh IYTIUBBIM XapakTep
U He IPUBOJUTH K KOHMIUKTY. OIHAKO rOBOPSAIIMII BCE PAaBHO JJOJKEH IIPU JajbHEHIIen
KOMMYHHKAIIUU KaK-TO OOBSCHUTH M 3aIJIaiNTh CBOM BBINAJ MPOTHB COOECETHHKA.
[Tpu KOH(IUKTHOM JHUaore CTepPeOTUIIHbIE (Pa3bl IICEBOOTBETA UCTIONB3YOTCS IS
pa3pbiBa KOHTAKTa WIM NEPeXoaa Ha JpYrol peskuM KOMMYHHMKAIUH, TpeOyouii
0T co0eceHUKa O€30rOBOPOYHOIO BHINOJHEHUS] KOMAHI.

TaxkuM 00pa3oM, paCCMOTPEHHBII MaTeprall MOKa3bIBAET, YTO HEBEXKIIMBAS KOM-
MYHHUKaIUsI MOXKET IPaJyupoBaThCs 10 CTENEHU U XapaKTepy BO3JEHCTBUSA IICEBAOOT-
BETOB Ha COOECEIHUKA: OT CPABHUTEJIBHO CJ1a00ro, UTPOBOrO BapHaHTa JI0 CHIIBHOTO,
PE3KO aHTUKOMMYHHKATUBHOTO, JIMKOYT POKAIOIIETO aKTa. JTO B 3HAYMTEIBHON CTENECHN
3aBHCHUT OT paHEE YCTAHOBUBILETOCSA XapaKTepa OTHOUIEHUN MEXIY y4aCTHUKAMU
KOMMYHHKaLUU.

PaGoTta BHOCHT BKJIaJ B MCCIEJI0BaHUE MOKA ele cIabo OMUCaHHOH 00iacTu
HEBEXJIMBOTO KOMMYHHMKATUBHOI'O B3aUMOJICHCTBHS M CIIOCOOCTBYET AajbHEHIIEMy
yriayOIeHHIO B U3yUeHUH O0Iel TEOpUH BEXIINBOCTH.
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Abstract

Invitation is a speech act which is perceived differently across cultures. Understanding the pragmatics
of invitation requires knowledge of the notion of politeness and politeness strategies which comprise
culture specific elements. Politeness is realized in various discourses, social contexts and speech acts.
The purpose of the study is to identify politeness strategies in Russian invitation in formal and informal
contexts in three age groups and see how they correspond to the understanding of politeness in Russian
communicative culture. The empirical data for the study were obtained through discourse completion
tests with 101 participants (issuers of the invitation) of different age and social status as well as through
ethnographic observation. The research is based on Discourse Analysis and Politeness Theory (Brown
& Levinson 1987; Larina2009, 2015; Locher 2006, 2013; Leech 2014; Mills 2003, 2017; Sifianou 1992;
Terkourafi &Kadar 2017; Watts 2003, among others). We used discourse analysis to analyze the impact
of the social and cultural context on the performance of invitation, the descriptive method which was
used to analyze the pragmatic functions of invitation, as well as contextual interpretation of this speech
act and the method of quantitative data processing. The study revealed some differences between a formal
and informal invitation concerning politeness strategies and linguistic means of its expression. It also
showed that in Russian culture issuing an invitation is not perceived as a face threatening speech act;
in the analysed social contexts the preference is given to direct invitation, and the inviter’s imposition,
as a rule, is perceived positively. The results contribute to a better understanding of Russian politeness and
communicative style and can be implemented in intercultural pragmatics, intercultural communication
and SL teaching.
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HayyHas cTaTba

dopmasibHbIEe U HepopMaibHbIe NPUT/IAllIEeHUA
B PYCCKOM fI3bIKE:
KOHTEKCT U CTPaTEruu BeXKJIMBOCTH

I'.P. Baacsu, U.B. Ko:xkyxoBa

YensaObuHCKuUil rocy1apcTBEHHBIN YHUBEPCUTET
yi. bpamves Kawupunwix, 129, 454001, 2. Yenabunuck, Poccus

AHHOTAIUSA

[Mpurnamenne 4acTo CYUTAETCS YIPOXKAIOUIMM JIMILY PEUEBBIM aKTOM, OJHAKO OHO BOCHPHHHMAETCS
U PeayM3yeTcst Mo-pasHOMY B PA3iIMYHBIX KYJIBTYPHBIX KOHTEKCTax. J[yisi IOHMMAHHS HparMaTHKH MPHIa-
nreHust TpeOyeTcsl 3HaHUE CTPATEeTHi BEXKIMBOCTH, KOTOPBIE NMEIOT CBOM KYJIBTYPHBIE 0COOEHHOCTH
U COZlepKaT CHEHU(pUUESCKHE IEMCHTHI KYJIBTYPbI, KOTOPBIE MOTYT BBI3BIBAaTh HEIIOHMMAHHE B IIPOLIECCE
MEXKYJIBTYPHOI KOMMYHHUKAMH. BeXIMBOCTE NPOSBIACTCS B PA3IMYHBIX JUCKYPCaX U COLUAIBHBIX
cutyanusx. Lens JaHHOTO MCCienoBaHus — BBISIBUTH M ONHCATh HAHOOJee MPOIYKTHBHBIE CTPATETHH
peayi3aly PeYeBOro aKTa «IpHUIJIAIICHHEe» B (POPMATBEHOM U He(hOpPMaIbHOM OOIICHUH B Pa3IMYHBIX
BO3PACTHBIX TPyIIaX. MaTepHaioM HCCICAOBAHUS MOCTY)XIIA OTBETHI HA BOIPOCHI IUCKYPCHBHOTO TECTa
101 pecrioHzieHTa, a TaKke 3THOrpadHueckue HaOMAeHUA. TeopeTndeckas 4acTh UCCIIEIOBAHUS OCHO-
BBIBACTCS HA TEOPHU AUCKYpCa U Teopur BexnBocTH (JIapuna 2009; Brown & Levinson 1987; Larina 2015;
Leech 2014; Locher 2006, 2013; Sifianou 1992; Terkourafi & Kadar 2017; Watts 2003). OcHOBHBIMHU
METOIaMH aHAITI3a TIOCITYKIIIH: IACKYPC-aHaIN3, IParMaTHIECKHil aHAII3, METO/I CEMaHTHIECKOTO OIMCAHHS
U METOJ KOJIMYECTBEHHOH 00paboTKu TaHHBIX. McclieioBaHNEe BBISIBUIIO HEKOTOPBIC Pa3IMuUs MEXIY
(bopManbHEIM 1 He(QOPMAIBEHBIM NIPHUIJIAIIEHIEM B OTHOIIEHUN CTPATETHH BEXIMBOCTH U S3BIKOBBIX
cpencTB ero BeIpakeHHA. OHO TakxKe MOKa3allo, Kak HOCUTENN PYCCKOTO sI3bIKa MOHUMAIOT BEKIUBOCTD
U YMECTHOCTb NpPHUIJIAIICHHs] Ha (OPMAIBHOM M He(OpMalbHOM YPOBHsX. [loyueHHBIE Pe3yIbTaThl
CBHIETENBCTBYIOT O TOM, B PYCCKOH JIMHTBOKYJIGTYPE MPUTIIAIEHHE HE OTHOCUTCS K YTPOXKAIOIINM JIUILY
PEUCBBIM aKTaM: MPEATIOYTCHNUE OTAACTCS IIPSIMOMY HMPUIIIAIICHHIO, IOITYCKACTCs BO3JCHCTBHE TOBOPSILIETO
Ha ajpecara, KOTOpOE, KaK IPaBIIO, BOCIPHHIMAETCS MTO3UTUBHO M HE HApYIIACT IPHHIUIIOB BEXIIH-
BOCTH. Pe3ynpTaTsl HCCeqOBaHHs CIIOCOOCTBYIOT JYUYIIEMY TIOHUMAaHHUIO PYCCKOH BEKJIMBOCTH M CTHIIS
KOMMYHHKAI[U U MOTYT OBITh HCIOJIB30BaHBI B MEXKYJIBTYPHOI IparMaThKe, MEXKYJIBTYPHOH KOMMY-
HHKaIlMH, a TAKXKE B IPEHOIaBaHUHU PYCCKOTO S3bIKa KaK HHOCTPAHHOTO.

KaroueBble cjioBa: NpuUriamnieHue, pe4eBol aKkT, BEXKIMBOCTh, COUUAIBHBIA KOHTEKCT, popmanpHOe
mpuriamenne, HeopMaabHOE IPHUTIIAICHUE, PYCCKHUH S3BIK

Jst nuTHpOBaHUSI:

Brnacsu I'.P., KoxyxoBa .B. ®opMmanpHbie 1 HeopMaNbHEIC MPUTITAMICHIS B PYCCKOM SI3BIKE:
KOHTEKCT U cTparerun BexxmBocTH // Russian Journal of Linguistics. 2019. T. 23. No 4. C. 994—1013.
doi: 10.22363/2687-0088-2019-23-4-994-1013.

— IIpuxo0u Ko MHe Ha 0eHb POAHCOCHUS.
A poouncs — 3aempa. He npudews — obudicyco u yoapro...
K moemy npuxooy eocmu 6viau 6 coope. (C. JloBnaToB)

1. BBegeHue: NnocTaHOBKa npobaembl

HccnenoBanue NpoBEJEHO B pycie TUCKYpPC-aHAIW3a, MparMajlMHTBUCTUKHU
U TEOPHUM BEXIUBOCTU. B oTiinune oT GpopManbHbIX CHHTAKCUYECKUX UCCIIEIOBAaHUH,
B KOTOPBIX MPEJIOKECHUE UCCIIEAYEeTCs KaK BbICKAa3bIBaHHUE, BBIPBAHHOE M3 KOHTEKCTA
00IIeHHs], MparMaTKa BKIIIOYAET B KPYI' pacCMaTPUBAEMBIX OOBEKTOB ajjpecaTa peyu,
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CUTYaIHIO OOLIEHUS U MTParMaTH4eCcKue KOMIETEHIIMY TOBOPSAIINX, YTO 3HAYUTEIHHO
pacimupsieT 1uana3oH u3ydaeMslx mpobisieM. C ajipecaToM peuu CBsA3aHbl, B IEPBYIO
o4epenb, TPoOIeMbl TOHUMAHUSI, HHTEPIPETALNH BBICKA3bIBAHUS U TE MPABIJIA U IPHH-
IIUITBI, KOTOPBIMHU aJipecaT pyKOBOACTBYETCS PU BBIBOJIE KaK MOBEPXHOCTHBIX, TaK
Y CKPBITBIX MJIM KOCBEHHBIX CMBICIIOB BHICKa3bIBAHMS M TIOJIMHHBIX I1€JI€H TOBOPSAIIIETO,
a TaKKe Peakius apecara Ha BhICKa3bIBaHHE TOBOPSIIETo (BepOaibHast M HeBepOaibHasl,
npsiMasi 1 KOCBEHHas1), T.€. MEePJIOKYTUBHBIN 3 eKT Bhicka3biBaHus. Kak oTMeuan
JIx. JInu, 3agaueii MparMaTHKY SIBISETCS 00BICHEHUE OTHOIICHUH MEXKIY CMBICIOM
(KOTOPBIA YaCTO ONMHCHIBAETCS KaK «OYKBAIBHOE» WM JIe)KAlllee Ha MOBEPXHOCTHU 3Ha-
YEeHHUE) U WUIOKYTUBHON CHJION (HAIIPaBIEHHBIM PEYEBBIM BO3AEHCTBUEM T'OBOPSILIETO
Ha ciymaromiero) (Leech 1983: 30).

Heo0x0oauMo OTMETHTB, UYTO B JINTEPATYPEe KOMMYHHUKATUBHBIM OCOOEHHOCTSIM
IPUIJIAIIEHUH B PYCCKOM SI3bIKE YJIEJIEHO He Tak MHoro BHMMaHus. Cpenu pabor,
MOCBSIIIIEHHBIX 3TOM TEME, MOKHO BBIACTUTH cTaThio A.A. Akummuoit u H.B. ®opma-
HOBCKOH (1968 T.), B KOTOpO# NMPUBOASTCS Hanbojee ynoTpeOuTenbHbIE pa3rOBOPHBIE
CUTYaTHBHO-00YCJIOBIIEHHbIE ()OPMYJIbI MPUTTIALICHUH B PYCCKOM sI3bIKE, pabOThI
N.B. Koxyxosoit (2010, 2012), rne paccMaTpuBarOTCsl CTPYKTYPHO-CHHTAKCHUECKHE
0C00E€HHOCTH O()OPMIIEHUSI HHTEPPOTaTUBHBIX KOCBEHHBIX PEUEBBIX aKTOB, B PAMKAX
KOTOpBIX aHanusupyercs u npuriamenue. T.B. Jlapuna u E.b. IllemukoBa paccmarpu-
BAIOT PYCCKOE MPHIJIAIIECHHE B COMOCTABICHUH C aHTJIMICKUAM, aHATH3UPYs (QYHKIIHO-
HaJIbHO-IIParMaTn4eckue 0COOCHHOCTH NpUITIallleHUH B OPUTAHCKOW, aMEepPUKAHCKOM
U pyCCKOW KOMMYHMKATHBHBIX KyJbTypax U CTPATETUU BEXKIUBOCTH, HCIIOIb3yEMbIE
npecTaBUTeNIMU 3THX KyibTyp (Jlapuna 2009a,0; Jlapuna, [emukosa 2013; [emd-
koBa 2013, 2015).

C 1enpo pacCMOTPEHUS TUHAMUKH UCCIE0BAHNS IPUIVIAILIEHHS B PYCCKOS3BIYHOM
1oJIe Mbl IIpoBeNK aHanu3 Oasbl elibrary.ru Ha HamMuMe MyOIMKAIMHA, IPSIMO MM KOC-
BEHHO IOCBSIIIEHHBIX JAaHHOMY peueBOMY akTy. B momckoBoil 3agaue Obuia 0003HaYeHa
(bOopMyIHPOBKa IIPUTTIAILICHUE PEUSBOM aKT», ISl aKTyalH3alu UCCIIE0BAHUS ObLIH
YCTaHOBJICHBI BpeMeHHbIe paMKu — ¢ 2015 o 2019 roapl. Ananu3 myOInKamoHHON
AKTUBHOCTH, OTPAaHMYEHHBI TOMCKOBOH 3a7auel, BoiaeT 14 pe3ynpTaToB (10 Tofam:
2015 roq — nBe myoimkammu, 2016 rox — msth myosmkanuii, 2017 roq — nBe my0im-
karuy, 2018 rog — naThk my6aukarwmii; 3a 2019 rox nndopmanuu eme Her). O6paTum
BHHMAaHHE, YTO B MPEACTABICHHBIX Pa0OTaxX PYCCKUH SA3bIK MPAKTHUECKH HE paccMat-
puBaetcs (MckimodeHue cocrapisier myonukanus E.b. [emakosoii (2015) mo conocras-
JICHUIO PEIUIMK OTKAa3a B MPUTJIAIIEHUSIX HA PYCCKOM U aHTJIMICKOM SI3bIKAX).

AHTI0S3bIYHBIN aHATU3 MPOBOAWICS HAa OTPAHUYEHHOM, HO IOKa3aTeIbHOM
pecypce —Journal of Pragmatics. KOCBEHHO TeMbl MPUTIIAIIICHUS 32 aHAIM3UPYEMBIN
nepuof (2015—2019 roasr) paccmarpuBatotcs (yrnomuHarotcst) B 132 cTaThsx, 01HAKO,
€CJIM TIOCMOTPETh PEJIEBAHTHBIE MyOIUKAIMH, TO YBUIUM, YTO HETOCPEACTBEHHO
pEYEBOl aKT NMPUIIIALIEHUS aHATM3UPYETCS B CTAThIX OJHOI0 TEMAaTHYECKOr0 HoMepa
xypHasa (Bbimyck 8) 3a 2018 rox, “Invitations and responses: the formation of actions
across languages”, B KOTOpOM TIpeZcTaBIeHO 9 craTeil (paccMaTpUBaIOTCS MPUTIIAIICHUS
Ha s3bIKe (apcu, UTATbIHCKOM, KHTaCKOM, (PMHCKOM; IPUTJIAIIEHHs B TeJIe(OHHBIX
pasroBopax, MHCTUTYLIMOHAJILHOM UCKYpce). CIaBsHCKUE SI3bIKU B IAHHOM BBIITYCKE
HE MPECTABIICHBI.
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ITouck 1o KJIFOYEBLIM CJIOBaM «invitation, Russian» B sciencedirect.com gaert
23 pesyabTara, IpH 3TOM ITOJHOTO COBIAICHUS Ha3BaHUIN CTAThU C KITFOUYEBBIMU CJIOBAMHU
He HaOJroaeTcst. B 11es1oM, MbI BUITUM, YTO PYCCKHIA SI3bIK JIOBOJIBHO CJ1A00 MPEICTaBICH
B UCCJIC/IOBAHUSX, IOCBAIICHHBIX JAHHOMY PEYCBOMY aKTYy.

B cTatbe MbI ONpeie MM MECTO TPHIJIAIICHHS B CHCTEME PEUCBBIX aKTOB, 8 TAKIKE
paccMOTpuM (DYHKIIMOHATIBHO-TIPAarMaTHIECKUE OCOOCHHOCTH PYCCKOTO MPUTIIAIICHUS
B Pa3JIUYHBIX COIMATBHBIX KOHTEKCTAX.

2. PeueBoii aKT «NpUraalieHmMe» B CUCTEME pPeyeBbIX aKTOB

OcHoBoMONATaIOMIEH TEOPETUIECKOW KOHIICTIIMEH MparMaIMHIBUCTUKH SIBIISIETCS
TEOpHsI PEUYEBHIX aKTOB. B KauecTBe KOHBEHIIMOHAILHOTO OTPE/ICICHUSI PEUYEBOTO aKTa
(PA) npunsaro cunrars cinemymomee: «PedeBoit akT — 1ieieHanpaBIeHHOE PEYEBOE
JEHUCTBUE, COBEPIIAEMOE B COOTBETCTBHH C MPUHLHUIIAMH M MPABUIAMHU PEUEBOTO
MOBE/ICHHS, IPUHATHIMH B JAHHOM OOIIECTBE; €MHUIIA HOPMATUBHOTO COIIMOPEUEBOTrO
MOBEJICHHS, pacCMaTpuBaeMasi B paMKax ImparMaTuieckon cutyaruu. OCHOBHBIMHU
YepTaMu PEeYeBOrO aKTa SIBIISIOTCS: HAMEPEHHOCTh (MHTCHIIMOHAIBHOCTB), LIENIeyCTPEM-
JICHHOCTh ¥ KOHBEHIIMOHAJILHOCTh. PeueBble aKkThl BCETIa COOTHECEHBI C JIMIIOM TOBO-
psiero» (JI9C 1990: 413).

B pedeBoM akTe yyacTBYIOT FOBOPSIIHIA U ajpecar, KOTOPbIe BBICTYMAIOT KaK
HOCHTEIIN OMpPEIeNIEHHBIX, COTIIACOBAHHBIX MEXAY CO0O0M COLMATBHBIX POJICH, UITH
GyHKIME. YYaCTHUKHM peyeBoro akra o0anarT GOHIOM OOIIMX pPeYeBbIX HABBIKOB
(KOMMYHHMKAaTHBHOW KOMIIETEHTHOCTBIO), 3HAHUIA U TIpeJCTaBlIeHnit o mupe. Eciu
MOTBITATHCA HAWNTH MECTO MPUTJIAIICHUS B CUCTEME PEYEBBIX aKTOB, MPEIOKEHHOMN
Jx. Cépiem, B KOTOPOIi OH BBIIETIST ACCEPTHUBEI (PEIIPE3CHTATUBEI ), JUPEKTHUBEI, KOMHC-
CHIBBI, SKCIIpECCHBBI U eknapatuBsl (Searle, 1976), To, Ha HaII B3I, IPUTIAIICHUE
MO>KHO CUMTATh THOPUIHBIM PEUEBBIM aKTOM.

Oco0eHHOCTh PeueBOT0 aKTa «IPUTIIANICHNE) 3aKII0YaeTCsl B TOM, YTO OH Npe/-
MoJIaraeT JeHCTBHE CIYIIAIOIIErO B €ro COOCTBEHHBIX MHTEPECax WM B MHTEpECcaxX BCEX
Y4aCTHUKOB KOMMyHUKaluu. [lo naHnHbiM BonbIIoro TojakoBOro cioBaps pyccKOro
SI3bIKa TMPUTJIAIEHUE — 3TO «IPOCch0a, MPeUI0KEHHUE CaeNaTh YTO-I100, MPUHSITH
y4acTHe B 4eM-JIN00, 3aHATHCS YeM-JIN00 WK MUChbMO, 3aMCKa C MPOCKO0i MpHuiiTy,
npuexaTh Kyaa-nu0o, MIPUHATH y4acTHe B 4eM-I1100» (BobIioit TOIKOBBIN CI10Baph
pycckoro s3bika 1998: 690). B 1o >xe Bpemst mocpeicTBOM IPUIJIAIIEHUS TOBOPSILUI
00s13yeTCsl BBIMIOJIHUTD MPEUIOKEHHBIE ACHCTBUS B OyAyIeM, a TakKe 00s3bIBaeT CIIy-
IAIOIETO MPHHATH YYacTUE B ITUX JCUCTBUAX. Takum 00pa3om, MpUranieHue MOKHO
paccMaTpuBaTh U KaK KOMUCCUBHBII, N KaK OupeKmueHblll peueBoit akT. Kak mpaswuiio,
JICMCTBUE MPUIIIAIAIONIETO (HAPUMEp, MIPUTJIAIIICHUE HA Y)KUH) CUUTACTCS BBITOJHBIM
IUTSL IPUTIIAIIAEMOTrO. Y CIIEIIHOE MPUTJIAIICHUE 3aBUCUT OT TOTO, MPUMET JIU aJipecaT
MPE/ITIOKEHHUE, a TAKXKE OT TOTO, BHIIIOJIHUT JIM aJIPECaHT B3ATOE Ha ceds 0053aTebCTBO,
YTO MOKET NMOTPeOOBaTh OMpPEACIEHHON paboThl KaKk CO CTOPOHBI MPUTIIAMIAIOIIETO,
TaK U CO CTOPOHBI MIPHUIJIANIAEMOTO JIULA.

HccnepoBateny pa3nuyaroT JBa TUIA MPUTTIAIICHUH: SBHbIE (MCTHHHBIC, NCKPEH-
HUE) U HesBHBIE (JI0kHBIE, Henckpennue) (Wolfson1981; [saacs&Clark 1990; Bella
2009; Suzuki 2015). Koraa npuriamnieHue sBIseTCs SBHBIM U UICKPEHHUM, OHO, KaK
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NPaBUIIO, COJACPKUT KOHKPETHYIO MH(OPMAIUIO, TaKyl0, KaK yKa3aHUE BPEMCHH
¥ MECTa, a TaKXKe YIIOMHHAHHE O TUIAHUPYEMOH AEATEIbHOCTH, 3alpOC HHPOPMALIUU
0 BO3MOJKHOCTH ajjpecaTta NPUHATH MIPUITIALIeHUe, ero IJIaHax U HamepeHusx. Cuura-
eTcsl, 4TO €CJIM MpUIVIAIICHHE UCTUHHOE, aJlpeCaHT MOXKET HacTauBaTh HAa HEM, MOBTO-
PUTH TpUTTIAIIEHHE B CIy4ae 0TKa3a, MPUBECTH JTOBOJBI JJISl TOTO, YTOOBI OHO HETpe-
MEHHO ObLJI0 MpPUHATO. Takoe mpuriameHue OyJaeT BOCIPHUHATO KaK MOJJIUHHOE.
HesiBHOE npuriamieHyne yacto ASHCTBYET KaK MOKa3HOE MpUIIIAICHUE (MM PUTYyalIbHOE
NPUITIAIICHUE), KOTOPOE KAKETCsl HICTHHHBIM, HO HA CAMOM JIeJie TAKOBBIM HE SIBJISCTCS.
Takue npurnameHus: He CONPOBOXKIAKOTCSA 00CYKIEHHEM JieTalel caMoro Ipurarie-
HUS, I0/IpAa3yMEBAeTCsl, 4YTO €ro He cieayeT NpUHUMaTh Beepbes. Ilockobky 11eib
MOKA3HOTO TpHIIANIeHHs (paTHyecKas, MPUITIAIAIOIINN U NPUTJIalIaeMbli IPU3HAIOT
YCJIOBHOCTD, IQ)K€ €CJIM Ha TEPBBIN B3I MPHUITIAIICHHE KaKETCs JOCTAaTOYHO MCKPEH-
HUM. Ha nparmaruueckoMm ypoBHE TakHe MPUIJIALICHUs NMPEACTaBIAI0T co00M JINIIb
BBIpaXKCHHS T0OPBIX HAMEpeHUit, u He Oonee Toro. Mx mparmarudeckas QyHKIHMI —
JIEMOHCTpPAIIXsl CUMITATHH TOBOPSILETO B OTHOILICHHH COOECETHHKA.

C TOYKM 3peHHs TEOPUH BEXJIMBOCTH MPUIIIALIEHUE YACTO PACCMATPUBAETCS KaK
YTPOXKAIOMIMK JINIy peYeBOH aKT, OJJHAKO €ro BOCHPUATHE U pealu3alusl SBISIOTCS
KyJBTYpHO crienupuyHbIMU. [Ipuriamenne MoxeT ObITh paCCMOTPEHO B paMKax Hera-
TUBHOW Y TIO3UTUBHON BEXKJIMBOCTU. Tak, B aHIVIMHACKOW JIMHTBOKYJIBTYPE, Il KOTOPOM
XapaKTepHbl CTpaTerMd HETaTMBHOM BEXJIMBOCTH, IPUITIAILICHUE SBIISETCS yrpoxa-
IOLIMM JIMILy PEYEBBIM aKTOM: OCHOBHAS CTPATETrHsl aHIVIMHCKUX KOMMYHUKAHTOB —
cAenaTh NMPUIJAlleHue B MaKCUMaJIbHO KOCBEHHON (popme, He OMYCTUTh MPSIMOTO
BO3JICHCTBUS Ha cOOECeTHNKA, MMPEAOCTaBUTh eMy paBo BeiOopa (cM. Jlapuna 2009:
238—251). Dtum 00yCIOBICHO MMOBCEMECTHOE UCIIOIF30BAHUE B AHTIIMICKOM SI3bIKE
MHTEPPOTAaTUBHBIX (OPM, HE BBHIMOIHIIOMUX (yHKIUN Bormpoca. [TomoOHas kocBeH-
HOCTb B IPUMJIAILICHUSIX 00BSICHAETCS HEIPUKOCHOBEHHOCTBIO 30HbI JIMYHOW aBTOHOMMU:
HACTOWYMBOCTH B AHTTIMICKOM KOMMYHHUKAIIMU HEIOIYCTUMA, TaK KaK OHa BOCHPUHU-
MaeTCs KakK JIaBIeHHEe Ha cCoOeCceTHNKA U HapyIIeHHe MpaBuil BexxmBocTH. [lepdopma-
TUBHBIH IJIAroJl invite UCHONb3yeTcs kpaiiHe penko. Kak mumer J[x. Tomac, B aHrmii-
CKOM sI3bIKE HeuacTo BcTpeudaetcs nepdopmatus [ invite you (A npuenawaro mebs) nis
BeIpakeHusl akta npuriamnienus (Thomas 1995: 47). B anrnuiickoil TMHTBOKYJIBTYpE
UCIIOJIb30BaHUE UMIIepaTHBa TaKkKe CTPOro OIPAaHUYEHO U BCTPEUYAETCs] B OCHOBHOM
B IIpUKa3ax. B pyrux aupexTrBax MMIEpaTHB NMPAKTHUECKH HE UCIIONb3YeTCs, Ul HUX
XapaKTepHbl UHTEPPOTATUBHBIE U yCIOBHBIE GopMbl (cM., Hanpumep, Lakoff 1972;
Ervin-Tripp 1976).

Crnenyer oTMETUTH, YTO HE BO BCEX JIMHI'BOKYJIbTYpax HaOoaeTcs moo0Has
cutyanus. Hanpumep, A. BexxOunkas (Wierzbicka 1991) ormeuaer, 4to, B oTinnume
OT aHTJIMHCKOTO SI3bIKA, KOCBEHHBIE MPUTTIAICHHS, BEIPAKEHHBIE HHTEPPOraTUBHBIMHU
KOHCTpYKUUsAMHU (Hanogo6ue anrnuiickoro Would you like to...?), sBisitoTcst HeectecT-
BEHHBIMH JIJISI TIOJIBCKOTO S13bIKa U MOTYT OBITh HE TIOHATHI UMHU KaK MPHUTJIAIICHUS.
ABTOp TaKXe OTMEUAET, YTO MMO3UTHUBHAS BEXKIIMBOCTh XapaKTepHa JIJs cepOcKoro,
UCIIAHCKOI'0 U PYCCKOTO SA3bIKOB. [IeMCTBUTENBHO, B PyCCKON KOMMYHHUKATUBHOM KyJIb-
Type HPUTJIALIeHUs 1eIal0TCsl HACTOMYNBO, JIOIyCKaeTCs IaBJIeHNEe Ha cOOECe/IHUKaA,
YTO JIEMOHCTPUPYET OOJIBIIOE JKETaHUE YBUIETH €TO.
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3. MaTepMan n metoabl uccnepgoBsaHuA

Marepuan 11 ucciaeqoBaHus ObUT cOOpaH BXOJIE SKCIIEPUMEHTA, IIPOBEAEHHOIO
B BUJIE MOJIEIIMPOBAHUS JUAJIOINYecKoro quckypca. Hamu craBuiach 3a/1aua BBISIBUTD
OCHOBHBIE TEH/ICHLIUH B PEAIN3ALUH PEYEBOr0O aKTa «IPHUIJIAIIEHUE» HA PYCCKOM SI3bIKE
B Pa3HBIX BO3PACTHBIX I'PYIIAxX M Pa3HbIX COLMAIBHBIX KOHTEKCTax (IPU PaBHOM
U IUCTAaHTHOM OOLIeHNH). MarepranoM UCCIeA0BaHMs TOCTYKUIM OTBETHI HA BOIPOCHI
auckypcuBHoro Tecta 101 pecnionzienra. B skcniepruMeHTe y4acTBOBaJIU PECIIOH/ICHTBI,
OTHOCSIIIIECS K TPEM BO3pacTHBIM rpynmnam: (1) «KoJIbHUKM» — yualuecs oorie-
00pa3oBaTenbHOI MKoNbI' B BospacTe 13—15 11eT; (2) «CTYAeHTB» — MOJIOJIBIE JIFOIH
B Bo3pacte 19—22 ner, oOyuaromyecs: B BBICIINX Y4eOHBIX 3aBefeHUsAX; (3) «B3poc-
JbIey — paloTaroliye JIM, UMEIOIIIe CpeHee UK BbIcliee 00pa3oBaHUE U CPea-
HUW WM CPEHE-BBICOKMI COLMAIBHBINA CTAaTyC. JJaHHbBIE O KONMYECTBE aHKETUPYEMBIX
npuBesieHs! B Tabu. 1. [To Bo3pacTHOMY cocTaBy IpyIiia «B3pOCibley BKIOYAeT HHOP-
MaHTOB 23—72 net. HukHsAsA BO3pacTHasi TpaHULA YaCTUYHO NIEPECEKAETCS C IPYIION
«CTyZIeHTbD. Pa3HKIIa COCTOUT B TOM, YTO IPYHIIA «CTYIEHTBD) ONPAIINBAIACh B CTEHAX
By3a, a «B3pOCibIe» (110 HUKHEH BO3pacTHOM rpanuie) — Ha pabouem Mecte. IIpu
3aII0JIHEHUH aHKEThl OHJIAMH cTaTyc ompeselsyicss MHPOPMAHTOM C peMapKoM, 4To
«B3pOCIIbIE» MPUPABHUBAIOTCS K PabOTarOIUM MHPOpMaHTaM JInO0 MHPOPMAHTaM IEH-
CHOHHOTIO BO3pacTa. I'eHiepHbIe XapaKTEPUCTUKU PECIIOHIEHTOB HA JAaHHOM 3Talie
HE YUUTHIBAIKCH.

Pe3ynbpraTel aHKeTHpOBaHUs, O€3YCIOBHO, HE SIBIAIOTCS YIbTUMATUBHBIMU, TEM
HE MEHEe, BBIABIIAIOT Ba)KHbIC TEHAECHLIMN B ()OPMUPOBAHUM PEUEBOIO aKTa «IIPUIJIALLIE-
HHE» B PYCCKOM SI3bIKE.

Kak nokasan aHanu3 CymecTBYIOIIUX padoT, B IUHIBUCTUYECKUX PEUYEAKTOBBIX
UCCJIEJIOBAHUAX €l HEe OBbLIM MPEJCTaBICHbl aHAIU3UPYEMbIE HAMHU TPYIIIBI B UX
COBOKYITHOCTH.

Tabauya 1
lpynna aHKeTUpyemMbIX MO pa3HbIM BO3PaCTHbIM rpynnam
lpynna Konnuyectso ABCONOTHOE KO/IMYECTBO

aHKeTUpyembIX (4enosek) (%)
LLIKONbHUKKM 21 20,8
CTyAeHTbl 37 36,6
B3pocnble 43 42,6
WUtoro 101 100

JUtst vccreioBaHusl Pa3IMYHBIX PETUCTPOB PEUEBOT0 aKTa IPHIJIAIeHHe» (PaBHO-
CTaTyCHOE U Pa3HOCTaTyCHOE) aHKETUPYEMBIM IPEJIaraioch OTBETUTH Ha JIBa BOIPOCA
(o popmMyJIMpOBKE OIPOCHUKA):

(a) IIpeocmasvme, umo 6bi xXomume npunIaAcUMs Opy2a / Xopouie2o 3HaKOMOo20
Ha eeyepuHKy unu 0env poxcoenus. Chopmynupyiime ceoe ycmuoe npuiauieHue
u 3agukcupyiime ezo.

' MAOY «O6pasosarenbhbiii ienTp « HBIOTOH» r. Yensbunckar»
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(6) Ilpeocmagbme, umo 6vl Xomume NPULACUMb HAYATLHUKA HA MEPONPUATIUE UTU
oenv poxcoenus. Cchopmynupyiime ceoe ycmuoe npueiauienue u 3apuxcupyiime e2o.

Curyanus (a) XapakTepu3yeTcsi CTaTyCHOW M COLHAIbHO-TICHXOJIOTHYECKON CHUM-
MmeTpuel, cutyarms (0) XapaKTepu3yeTcsl HaTM9HeM BEePTHUKAIBHON M COIHaIbHO-TICH-
XOJIOTUYECKON JUCTAHIUH.

AHKETBI 3aMOJHSIINCH B3POCIBIMU JTHO0 B OyMakHOM BHJIE, JTHO0 MOCPECTBOM
cepsuca Surveymonkey.com. Co IIKOJIbHUKAMM U CTyI€HTaMU paboTa IuIa MpU HEmo-
CPEJICTBEHHOM KOHTAaKT€ B PaMKaX KJIACCHBIX/KypaTOpckux yacoB. OCHOBHBIMU 0OI1Ie-
Y YaCTHOJIMHIBUCTUYECKUMH METOAaMH aHAJIN3a MOJIy4YeHHOTO MaTepualla MOCITy KU
METOJT IUCKYpPC-aHAIN3a, METOJI CEMAaHTUYECKOTO (METOMKA CEMAHTUUECKOTO OMHCAHMS,
CEeMaHTHUKO-CHHTAKCUYECKUI aHalu3 M JAp.) U MParMaTHuecKoro aHajimsa (Hermocpen-
CTBEHHAsl HHTEPIIPETAIMsI PEYEBOTO aKTa), IKCIIEPUMEHTAILHBIN, COMTOCTaBUTEIbHBIN
METO/bI U METO/ KOJIMYECTBEHHOW 00pabOTKM JaHHBIX.

Bo BpeMms aHanmm3a MoydeHHBIX pe3yJIbTaToB 0CO00€ BHUMAHHUE YEISIIOCh CIEy-
IOIIMM acreKTaM: crocoOy BBIpaKEHUs, HHTeHCH(PUKaTOpaM/MUTUTaTOpaM, MapKHPO-
BaHHOH JICKCUKE, OOpaIlIeHUSIM, a TaK)Ke TOTIOJHUTEIbHBIM KOMIIOHEHTaM. CBOJIHbIE
PE3yNbTATHl IO KAKIOMY U3 pacCMaTpUBAEMBbIX PETUCTPOB MPUBEICHBI B TaOJIHIIAX
B KOHIIE Ka)KI0I'0 pa3zena.

4. Pe3ynbTatbl UccnepaoBaHunaA
4.1. HehopmansHoe npuznauwieHue

4.1.1. LIKonbHUKU

IIpu BceM pa3HOOOpa3uy KOHCTPYKIUH B IPyNIE «IIKOJbHUKIY» B PAMKaxX paBHO-
CTaTyCHOM KOMMYHHUKAIIMU Ha MEPBbIH IJIaH 110 YaCTOTHOCTU BBIXOJUT UCIOIb30BAHUE
NpUIIAIeHUs B OOyAuTenbHON dpopme — 64%. Ilpu 3TOM, KpoMe IpsSIMOTO UMIIepa-
TUBA, UCIIOJIb30BAJICSI UMIIEPATUB COBMECTHOIO AEHCTBHUS, CP.:

(1) Ilpusem, 6po! IIpuxoou na seuepumxy!
(2) Ipusem, moui nyuwuii opye! Iowinu ko mMHe Ha 6eyepuHky!
B pamMkax nmmepaTtuBHOM rpymibl 0co00 BBIIEISIOTCS (POPMBI ¢ OKKa3HOHAIM3MOM

20, KOTOPBIN SIBIISIETCSl KAJIbKOW C aHTIHMICKOTO go (3. unem! moiaem!). JlanHyro
¢dopMy HCTIONB30BAIA TTIOYTH YETBEPTH (24%) ONPOIICHHBIX:

(3) Maposo! I'o ko mue domoti!

(4) Ilpusem! Caw, 20 3a6mpa ko MHe HQ 8e4epurKy!

N3 oKkka3MoHAIU3MOB OTMEUAIOTCS TAKXKE MOJIOJEKHBIC CICHTU3MBI (OHIOXA,
nOeHAU), B TOM YHCIIE aMePUKAHU3MBI TUTIA Opo, Xell, SBISIONINECS, Ha HAIl B3I/,
MapKepamMy BHYTPUTPYIIIOBOM MPUHAUIEKHOCTH, IPU3BAHHBIMUA COKPATUTh KOMMYHH-
KaTUBHYIO JUCTAHIMUIO U TIOKa3aTh COOECETHUKY, UTO «5 CBOI»:

(5) Hoenanu ko mue Ha eeuepuHky!

(6) llopoy, eo Ha moro OHIOX).

Ha BonpocutensHbie BhIcKa3biBaHus puxoAautcs: 23% Bcex 0TBETOB, UTO, C OJTHON
CTOPOHBI, TOBOPHUT O BBHICOKOM TOTEHIIMAJIE BOMPOCUTEIBHBIX KOHCTPYKIIMI KaK B PaB-
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HO-, TaK 1 B pa3HOCTAaTyCHOM 06LL[€HI/II/I, ac I[perfI — IIOKAa3bIBACT AOBOJIBHO 6OJ'ILH_IyIO
BapUaTUBHOCTD ITPH UCITOJIb30BAHWU BOIIPOCOB, YCT'O HE Ha6J'IIO,Z[aJ'IOCIJ B UMIICPATHUBAX:

(7) He xoueww nu noiimu Ko MHE HA BEUEPUHKY?
(8) I[otidewv ko MHe Ha OeHb podicOeHus?
(9) Cmoorcewun nputimu Ko MHe Ha OeHb PodCcOeHUs 3aempa’

(10) Cmooicewun u mol 3a2nHYMb KO MHE HA 8€4EePUHKY?

KoHcTpyKiuu BapbUpyIOTCSl OT YTOUHEHUsI OOIIEro KelaHus UATH Ha MEPOIIpHs-
THE (C YaCTHIIEH «HE») 10 BBIpAXEHHUS 0o0UIeil MOJATBHOCTH ((CMOKEIIbY, «CMO-
XKEIlb JIN»), a TAK)KE MUHUMH3AIMH KOMMYHUKAaTUBHOTO JIaBJICHUS 33 CUET UCIIOJIb-
30BaHMS IJ1aroja ¢ MEHBIIUM MPAarMaTUYECKUM BECOM — «3arJIIHyTh» (T.€. 3aiTh
Ha KOPOTKOE BPEMsI, MUMOXOJIOM).

He6omnbiryto rpymmy (4,4%) cocTaBHIM BBICKAa3bIBAHUS B COCIIAraTeIbHOM HaKJIIO-
HEHUH, KOTOPbIE TaKXKe CMSTYAIOT BO3/ICHCTBUE HA a/ipecaTa, Py 3TOM CUTHAITM3HPYIOT
0 KEeJIAaHUU TPUTIIAIIAIOIIETO:

(11) A 6v1 xomen npuenacumo meos.

[lepdopmaTiBHBIE BRICKa3bIBAHUS TAKXKE JTOBOJIBHO peakH (8,6%), 4To 00bsCH-
eTcsi He(pOpPMaTbHOCTHIO OOIIEHUS:

(12) A npuenawaro mebs Ha c80w0 6e4epuHKy.

(13) A npuenawaio mebs Ha Mo 8eHePUHK) .

3 JOINOJHHUTCIIBHBIX 3JICMCHTOB MOXXHO BBIACINTD:

a) I/IHTCHCI/I(bI/IKaTOpr, OIMUCBIBAIOMIIUC KCJIAHNUEC MMPUTIAlIAOIICTO BUACTD IPH-
riamaeMoro u co3aaromue J0MOJTHUTCIIbHBIC MOTUBAIMOHHBIC YCIOBH:A, CIICKYJIUPYA
CUCTEMOM HGHHOCTGﬁ IpUIrjiamacMoro:

(14) Ipusem, opyoscuwe! Ipuenawaio mebs Ha nudxcamuyro gewepunxy. Obewaio, 6y-
Oem geceno!

(15) Ipusem, [law! ¥ mens seuepunka ooma, 6yoem geceno, npuxoou ooszamenvHo!

(16) Ilpusem, Onee! A 6v1 xomen npuenacums mebs Ha Mol OeHb podcoeHus. byoem mHozo
eazsgol!

0) OTCYTCTBHE B aHATM3UPYEMBIX OTBETAX MapKepa BEKIUBOCTHU «IIOKAIYIHCTa,
3JIEMEHTBI BEXKJIMBOCTH JIMOO BKJIIOUYEHBI B CHHTAKCHUECKOE O(hOPMIIEHHE TPUTTIALICHHS,
100 OTCYTCTBYIOT B IPUHIIHIIE;

B) YTOUHEHHE JIaThl U MecTa NpoBeAeHUsI — 28% PEeCIOHACHTOB.

CunrtaeM Ba)XHBIM OTMETHTh, YTO MIOJIOBUHA OTBETOB COJIep:Kaja B cede MpsMyro
WM UMIUTHIUTHYIO (POPMYJIMPOBKY IIPUXOAM KO MHE JIOMOI», B TO BpeMsl Kak oOpa-
naeT Ha ce0sl BHMMaHue (akT npuriamenus “He-gomoi” (kade, mapk, TPK):

(17) Xeii! I[lpusem, s npuenawaio mebs Ha c8oll OeHb podicoeHus (dama) 6 netiHmoo,
6 napx I'acapuna, 6 15.30 mam.

4.1.2. CmyoeHmel

B naHHOM rpymme Takke paccMaTpHUBAIOTCS PaBHOCTATYCHbIE IpUIVIAlIEHUs. B
MIOJIOBHHE CIIy4aeB MPUIJIAIIEHUE BhIpaXkaeTcs NpsiMbIM uMnepaTuoM (50%):

(18) Ipuxoou xo mue / Ilpuxoou cecoous / Ipuxoou!
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OpHako 37€ch Ha MEPBbIM IUIAH BBIXOJIUT HAJUYHE BOMPOCUTEIBHON (HOPMBI
(HEe B caMOM Telle MPUTIIAICHUs, a B yTOUHSIOMUX GopmynupoBkax) — 43% Bcex
NpUTTIALICHU: (mbl) npudews? / Ymo oymaewn? / [pucoedunuwnca? / Tol c6ob600Ha? /
He xouewv nputimu?

[TogoGHbIe (HOPMYTHPOBKH UMEIOT Pa3HBIN YTPOXKAIOIIHMHN JIUITY BEC — OT IPSIMOTO
BOIIPOCA «Thl IPUAELIL?» 10 O0sIee IPOCTPaHHON (OPMYITUPOBKH «UTO AyMaeUlb?».

OTMeTHM TakXe BONPOCHTEIHHO-OTPHLATEIbHYI0 KOHCTPYKIUIO, TPAIUIIHOHHO
ACCOIMHMPYIOUIYIOCS ¢ MOBBIIIEHHON BEKIMBOCTHIO, HO HE HAXOIAINIYIO IIUPOKOTO
NPUMCHECHHS B HalleM marepuaie. YacTOTHBIM TaK)Ke SIBJISICTCS MPHUIIANICHUE THTIA
«ONMCAaHUE CUTYaluH + UHTEHCU(UKATOP / UMIEPATUB / IPyroil KOMIIOHEHT (J0T101-
HSIOWUH dIIeMEHT)»: 4 mym pewuna opeanuzogams / A ycmpauearo / Cnywaii, moi
xomum cobpamucs... Byoy paoa euoems mebs mam / Koy / /lasaii moorce!

Ucnons3oBanue nepdopmatrBa equHuyaHo (2%) («lIpuenawaro mebsy). 72% Bcex
NPUITIAIICHUH JaHHOW TPyIbl (GOPMYIUPYETCS ¢ MCIOJIB30BAaHUEM PA3JINYHBIX HHTEH-
cU(HKATOPOB: 0UeHb X0UY, unobbl msl npuuwia / 6yoy xcoams / omKkas He npuHumaemcs /
npuxoou, 6yoem unmepecro. K unreHcupukaropam Takke MOKHO OTHECTH alleJUISIIUIO
K CTapoil apyx0e — «mbl max 0agHO He 8UOENUCH», HTEpecaM MPUTIAIIAeMOT0 —
«Kak moul 1100UWDbY, TPUATHOMY BPEMSIIPEIPOBOKICHUIO — «Oy0em UHmepecHo»,
«byoem gecenoy.

B nanHol rpynne, kak u B rpymnme «l1IkoabHUKW», BBIIEIAETCS UCIIOJIB30BAaHUE
creHrmMoB. Hanbomnee 4acTOTHBIMHU SIBIISIFOTCS JIEKCEMBI 20 M NO(4ULIUMb), HECOMHEHHO
Npe/ICTaBISIIONE cO00M MapKepbl BHYTPUTPYIIIOBOM MPUHAUICKHOCTH: MYNO NOYU-
aums / X21, 20 mycums / nookamuuiv? / kpymas uoes / ue, notioem? / xarowxu / 6po:

(19) I'o ko mue.

(20) Tym myca nameuaemcs. ['0?

(21) Caviuuw, 20 mycumn?

Cpeau MapkepoB BHYTPUTPYNIIOBOM ITPUHAUIEAKHOCTH Ha O0jiee YaCTHOM YpOBHE
MOJKHO BBIICTIUTH OOpallleHus1, yoTpebisieMble TOJIbKO B paMKax JIaHHOW TI'pyMIIbI,
HaNpUMep, npuHyeccka Wi peodsamxu. JJaHHbIe CITydan e JUHUYHBI.

4.1.3. B3pocnsle

PesynbpTaThl aHan3a JaHHOM TPYMIIBI CYIIIECTBEHHO OTIMYAOTCS OT MPEIbIAYIIHX.
67% BCcex PaBHOCTATYCHBIX NPUIVIAIICHUN B paMKaX PacCMaTpUBAEMON I'PYIIIbI IPUXO-
nsarcs Ha nepdopmatuBHyto KOHCTpyKIHio «IIpurnamaro te6s»:

(22) Ipuenawaro mebs na npazonuk! byoy paoa mebs suoemn!

(23) Jopocoii...! Ilpuenawaro mebs ¢ eocmu, umodvl ommemums Hauty 50-1emHior0
opyaichy.

(24) Mapycs, npuenawaro mebs na ceot npasonux! Koy!

Ha rpynny umnepaTtuBoB npuxoaurcs Bcero 28%:

(25) [lesouku, npuxooume ko mue 6 2ocmu 00mou. Ommemum Mo OeHb POHCOCHUS.

(26) Bepa, s1coy meba 6 cyobomy 6 cocmu, KO MHe 0OMOU, 4acos 6 namo. Ilpuxoou.

(27) Ipusem, Cepeea, npuxoou 6 cocmu!
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Pa3BepHyTbIE BbICKa3bIBaHMS OKKa3HOHATIBHBL CBOEH ()OpMYIMPOBKOI OHM UHTEH-
CU(UUIUPYIOT PEUEBON aKT U MOKA3bIBAIOT JKEJIAHNWE MPUTIIAMIAIONIETO YBUIETh MPH-
[J1alaeMoro:

(28) Bacsa, opye! ...uucna 8...uacos meoe npucymcmeue o3apum Hawy ecmpeuy. Yo s
Haildy cnocob npekpacto npogecmu gpemst!

(29) Upuna, npusem! Kak dena, xax oemxu? A y meHns ckopo denv pooicoenus. Mot
€ MyaHcem pewunu coopams ecex OausKkux opyseti Ha oave. Cmodrcewv? 28 urns,
yaca ¢ 2. C cobotl ece npunocam xopouiee nacmpoenue! Kax dobupamvcs — no-
no3soice 002080pumca. Kax moi cmompuuis Ha maxoe npuenauienue?

BonpocutensHbie GOpMyINpOBKU Takke eTUHUYHBI (5%):

(30) ¥V mena 6o smopuux denv posicoenus. Ipudewv?

B paBHOCTaTyCHBIX MpUIIaNIeHUsX oOpamaT Ha ce0sl BHUMaHUE Cleyrolue
JeTau:

B 54% cny4aeB npH NpuUrialieHud ¢ YHIOMUHAHUEM BPEMEHU BpPEMsl YKa3bIBAeTCs
HETOYHOE:

(31) Ipuxoou zaempa sewepom, nobonmaem.
(32) Koy 6 namuuyy nocne pabomsi.

(33) Koy mebs 6 cybbomy 6 cocmu, Ko MHe OOMOU, 4ACO8 8 NiMb.

BeposiTHO, UTO 1pU NanbHEHIIEM 00CYKICHUH JIeTalei MPUIIaIIeHns BpeMsi OyeT
YTOYHEHO, HO B IIEJIOM TaKOW MOJXOJ MOKa3bIBAET JOCTATOYHO pacciaadlIeHHOe OTHO-
IIeHNe K KATETOPUU BPEMEHH B PAaBHOCTATyCHOM OOIEHUN .

B oOpameHusx sxeHInHa—KeHIMHA (MY>KYHHBl — OKKa3MOHAJIbHO) oOpalaer
Ha ce0st BHIMaHUEe UCTIONb30BaHUE BOKATUBA dopoeas (Mosi dopoeas / dopoeas noopyaa |
Joporast + ums):

(34) Hopoeas, uem 3anumaewrvca 6 cyooomy?

(35) Hopoeoti...! [lpuenawaro mebs 6 2ocmu.

(36) Jopoeas mos noopyea! Ilpuenawaro mebs k cebe u sHcoy ¢ HemepneHuem, 4mo mol
npuoeun.

[Mpurnamaronye TakuM 00pa3oM MOJUYEPKUBAIOT ONPEACICHHYIO TyIIEBHOCTD
Y MHTUMHOCTH OTHOmeHHH. Ha Ham B3, mogqoOHOe oOpaleHne He SBIISIETCs Jac-
TOTHBIM ISl YCTHOM peun. J[aHHbIE TUCKYPCHUBHOTO TECTa 3a4acTyI0 MOTYT IOKa3bIBaTh
SKCTPAMOJISILIMIO 3JIEMEHTOB IIMCbMEHHOM peud B YCTHYIO (CcM., Harpumep, [Koxyxosa
2019]). Tem He MeHee, UMEHHO JIaHHAs TIOATPYIIIA XapaKTePU3YEeTCs MTOTI00HON OTChUI-
KOM K CEpIeYHOCTH.

Pe3ioMupyeM pe3yabTaThl B BHJIE TAOIUIIBT .

2 T.B. EnusapoBa 0TMEUYAET, 4TO ceHyac IPOUCXOAUT TPaHCHOPMALUs OTHOLIEHHS KO BPEMEHH —
OT «pacciabICHHOTOY» (TTOIMXPOHHOT0) JI0 «4eTKoro» (MoHOXpoHHOTO0) (Emu3aposa 2009).
3 B Tabnuile OTMeYeHb! peleBaHTHEIE I UCCIEA0BAHMS HapaMETphL.
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Tabauya 2
BbiparkeHue NPUriaeHns B PaBHOCTaTyCHOM 06LeHUn
MapameTp lpynna
LLIKonbHUKM CtypeHTbl B3apocnble

MmnepaTnBHblE KOHCTPYKLUK 64% 50% 28%
BonpocutenbHble KOHCTPYKLMMK 23% 43% 5%
CocnaratenibHO€e HaK/IOHeHne 4,4% 5% OTcyTcTByeT
MNepdopmaTmBbl 8,6% 2% 67%
NHTeHcudmKaTopbl 63% 72% 5%
MwuTturatopsbi 4% OKKa3noHa/IbHO OKKa3MoHaibHO

YTouHeHMe AaTbl/BpemeHun

28% (13 HUX 18% —
KenaHue Aatb NUCbMeH-
HOe npuraaleHve)

OKKa3noHanbHO

31% (ykasaHue
Ha npubansuTennb-
HOCTb BpeMeHH)

Jlekcnyeckune ocobeHHoOCTU

amMepuKaHM3Mbl, C/ieH-
TM3Mbl

CNEeHrn3mbl, amepu-
KaHu3Mmbl. Aneanauma

ObpalueHuns

K AINTENbHOCTU OTHO-
LeHWN, nHTepecam
npuraawaemoro, npu-
ATHOMY BpemAnpenpo-
BOXAeHuo/ Onucatenb-
HOCTb CUTyaLMK

AHanu3 peyeBoro aKTa «IPUIIIAICHHE» B PaBHOCTATYCHBIX MPHITIAICHUSX MOKa-
3BIBACT MPEBATMPOBaHUE MOOyAUTENbHOU hopMmbl (Tpymnmbl «llkonpHukmn», «CTyaeH-
TBD») ¥ aKTUBHOE HCIIOJIb30BaHKE TeppopMaTuBOB B rpymme «B3pocmsie». Mcnomib-
30BaHHE MUTHIAaTOPOB HE SIBJISICTCS YACTOTHBIM HU B OJIHOW W3 BBIJICJICHHBIX TPYIIIL.
HampoTuB, B 1IpoaHaIM3MPOBAHHBIX KOHTEKCTAX MIMPOKO HCIIOIB3YIOTCS MHTCHCU(HKA-
TOPBI, aKIIEHTYIM3UPYIOIIUE KeTaHHe PUITIALIAOIIETo, a He MpUIyIanaemMoro (ocoy! /
oueHb xouy mebs ysudems (v cebs)! / meoe npucymcmeue obsazamenvro / 6y0y xcoams
¢ HemepneHnuem / 6y0y pada Hauieli 6cmpede / OMKA3 He NPUHUMAEMCs), 9TO TOBOPUT
00 OTCYTCTBUH YIPOIKAIOIIETO JIMIY MOTCHIIMANA B PABHOCTATYCHBIX MPUTIIANICHUSIX.
OTMeTHM TaKKe MapKephl TO3UTHBHON BEKINBOCTH, CIIEHTU3Mbl/aMEPUKaHU3MbI KaK
MapKepbl BHYTPUTPYIIIOBOI MpuHauIe)kHOCTH B Tpynnax «llkomsaukm» n «CryneH-
TBI», MapKepbl HHTUIMHOCTH — B Tpy1e «B3pocisie. [1Inpokoe rcnonbp30BaHue nmIie-
paTHBOB, IEpPOPMATHBOB, HHTCHCU(PHKATOPOB ITOATBEP)KIAET HAIILY U/ICI0 O TOM, YTO
PCUCBOI aKT IPUIIIANICHHEY» B PYCCKOW KOMMYHUKATHBHOW KyJIbType HE OTHOCUTCS
K YTPOXKAIOLIHM JIHILY.

4.2. dopmanbHbie NpUrnaLIeHnn

dopmarnbHbIe MPUTTIAIIEHUS] PACCMaTPUBAIOTCS B TE€X K€ IpyMIax, 4ro u Hedop-
MaJbHbIE, HO TPU PA3HOCTATYCHBIX OTHOIIEHUSIX, XapaKTEPU3YIOIINXCSI HATMYUEM Bep-
TUKAIbHOU TUCTAHIINH.
4.2.1. LLIKoAbHUKU

Pa3HocTarycHble NpUriameHus B rpymme «IKOJIbHUKIY MEHee pa3HOOOpa3HbI
no ceonM Qopmam, 81% Bcex mpUrIAIeHHH TPUXOAUTCS Ha epdopMaTuB (C mojIe-
KalM 1 0e3 TO/JIeKAIIIET0):

(37) Mpwi npuenawaem éac na gpomogvicmagky!

(38) A npuenawaro sac na denv poscoenus!
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[TepdopmaTB MOXKET JOTOTHATHCS ACTATSIMHU:
a) YTOYHEHHE YKeJIaHUs MPHIIIAIAEMOr0, CIIyXKallee HHTeHCU(PHUKATOPOM IpUTia-
[IEHUS U NPECTABIISIONIEE ONPEAEIEHHYI0 KOMMYHHKAaTUBHYIO OITACHOCTD:

(39) 30pascmeyiime, Hpuna Braoumuposna, npueiauaio 8ac Ha Mol OeHb PONCOCHUS,
notideme?

6) YTOYHCHHEC BO3MOKHOCTH, CMATYAIOIICC BOSHCﬁCTBHG Ha aJpecara:

(40) 30pascmeyiime, s npueniaularo 8ac..., eciu 8bl, KOHEYHO, He 3AHAMbL.

OnunakoBble 110 OpMe peueBble akThl (epPOpPMATUBHBIE B JAHHOM CITy4ae), OTs-
TOLIAIOTCS AONOIHUTEIBHBIMU 3JIEMEHTAMH € MPOTHBOIOIOKHBIM KOMMYHHKATHBHBIM
BECOM.

CunTaem BaKHBIM OTMETHTH, UTO 15% pECHOHIEHTOB JaHHOM IPYIIbI YKa3bIBAIOT
Ha MPeIOYTeHNE MMCbMEHHOTO PUTJIAIleHHSL:

(41) BspocasiM s OBl TIepenan MUChbMO ¢ IpUTIANICHUEM: A Xouy npueiacums 6dc
Ha npazoHux. B 5TOM mpuriamieHuy g ykasai Obl 1aTy U BpeMsl.

JIxo00MBITHOM, HA HAI B3MJISJL, TAKKE SIBISIETCS peMapKa OJHOTO U3 PECIIOHIIEHTOB:
«[omoti s 6bl He npuenacun» — T.€. JIOM PACCMATPUBAETCS KaK JIMYHAsl, NpUBAaTHAsI
30Ha, Ky/1a JOIYCKaIOTCs TOJIBKO «CBOW» (= paBHOCTaTyCHbIE). JlaHHBIC (PaKThl MOTYT
OBbITh MHTEPECHBI ISl AATbHEHIINX NICUX0- U COLIMOIMHIBUCTUYECKUX HCCIIEI0BaHUI.

CHmxeHne KOMMYHHUKATUBHOI'O JIaBJICHUS, XaPAKTCPHOC 1 JAHHOTI'O KOHTCKCTA,
peanu3yercs 3a cUeT BONPOCUTEIbHO-OTPHULIATENbHBIX (JOPM € YyacTULIAMU Obl U JIU.
MururatuBHbIN 3((GEKT JOCTUraeTCs TaKkKe ¢ IOMOIIBIO 3aMEIICHUs TJIarojioB noce-
mumu/nputimy Ha IJIarojbl KPaTKOBPEMEHHOTO 1eHCTBYS 3atimu/3a2nanyms (10 MyTH,
MHMOXOJIOM):

(42) 30pascmeyiime, e xomume i bl 3aUMU HA MO QOMOBLICMABKY?

(43) 30pascmeyiime, ne xomenu Obl bl 3a2TAHYMb KO MHE HA (POMOBLICMABKY?

N3 1OoMONMHUTETHHBIX KOMIIOHEHTOB (HEKOTOPhIE YaCTUYHO OTMEUYEHBI BHIIIE),
BBIICIISIOTCS:

a) MHTEHCU(UKATOPHI «0Y0y 0UeHb paoay;

0) MUTHTaTOPBI «eC/iU 8bl, KOHEYHO, He 3AHAMbLY.

B nienom ormeruM 3HaunTenbHoe npeoliaianue nephopMaTUBOB, IIPU 3TOM IOUYTH
MoJIOBHHA 1ep(hopMaTHBOB (BapHaHT «MECTOMMEHHUE + nep(opmMaTBy) BeIpaxKeHa
BO MHOKECTBEHHOM YHCIIE U IMEET GOpMy «MBI IIPUTIIAIIAEM», YTO YKa3bIBaeT Ha Pas-
HOCTaTyCHOCTb OOILEHUS U OTHOCUTENIbHYI0 HEBO3MOXKHOCTD MPUTIIACUTh YeJIOBEKa,
C KOTOPBIM KOMMYHHKAHT HaXOJUTCS B IUCTAHTHBIX OTHOILICHUSX, HA JIMTYHOE MEPOIPH-
aTre (3a cYeT KOHCTPYKIMH «MbI + IeppOopMaTHBY MPUTIIAIIAOIININ 3alHIIAeT CBOE
KOMMYHMKaTHBHOE JIMII0). JIekcnueckoe n CHHTaKCHYeCKOoe pa3HooOpa3ue B ciayvae
CyOOpAMHATHUBHBIX OTHOIICHUH CBOJUTCS K MHHUMYMY: HCIOJIb3yEeMbIE TJIaroiibl CTH-
JUCTUYECKU HEUTPANbHBI («npueiawiamsy, «uomu»), JEKCUYECKH OIHOOOpa3HbI
(MCKITIOYeHHE — TJIaroil «3arisiHyTh») U CHHTAaKCUYEeCKA MHBAPHUATHUBHBI.

OTMeTHM TakXe, YTO Pe3yJbTaThl JAHHOTO HCCIEIOBAaHUS HE SBISIOT COOOM
MOJTHYIO ¥ OOBbEKTHBHYIO PENpe3eHTAINIO, TaK KaK OYEBHIHO, YTO TaHHBIE HTOTH, CKO-
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pee Bcero, He Oy/yT XapakTepHBbI JJIsl Ha4albHOMN IIKOJIBI M JUIS CTApIIMX KiaccoB. Tem
HE MEHeEe, U1 Hallero MCCIeNOBaHus BakHa HE TOJIBKO TEHICHUUS B BBIPAKECHUU
IIPUTJIALICHU B Pa3HOCTATyCHOM KOMMYHMKALUU, HO U BO3PACTHAs 3BOJIIOLHUS pe-
YEBOTO aKTa.

4.2.2. CmyoeHmel

B nanHO# Bo3pacTHOI rpymie B pa3HOCTATYCHBIX MPUIIIAIICHUSX MIPEANOYTCHUE
OTAaeTCs KOHCTPYKIMHU C cocilaraTesIbHbIM HakJIoHeHueM (42%), ncroiip30BaHue mep-
¢dopmatuBHbIX (30%) U BOIPOCUTENIBHBIX KOHCTPYKIHi (26%) pacrpenensercs npu-
MEPHO O/INHAKOBO, YHOTpeOIeHHEe UMIIEPATUBHON KOHCTPYKIMH eTUHUYIHO (2%).

[purnamenue ¢ UCMOIB30BAHUEM COCIIAraTeIbHBIX KOHCTPYKIMIA CBOIUTCS K YIIO-
TpeOJICHUIO TJIATOJIOB APUTIACUMb/NPEONONCUMB/NPUCYMCMBo8amyb/8udems B (HopmyIie
«1 + rmaron B mpomiemeM BpeMeHH + Obl, YTOOBI...»:

(44) A xomena Ovi, umobwL 8bl NPUCYMCMBOBATIU. .

CocnarareiabHOe HAKJIOHEHHE TOBOPHUT O JKEITaeMOCTH ACHCTBUSA, YTO, C OTHON
CTOPOHBI, UHTEHCU(HULHPYET BbICKa3bIBAHUE (TOBOPALIUI TOBOPUT O CBOEM JKEJIAHUM),
C IpYyroil — CIY>XUT MUTHTAaTOPOM, TaK KaK YKEJIaHHE BBIPAKEHO TUIIOTETHYECKH,
a HE UMIEpPaTUBHO. B 1enom ciieyer OTMETUTh AOBOJBHO HM3KOE MCIOJIb30BaHHUE
MUTHUTATOPOB B AaHHO# rpymme (17%).

Bropast mo 4acTOTHOCTH rpymIa MPUXOANTCS Ha TPUTITIANICHUS C UCTIOIb30BaHUEM
nepdopmaTuBHbIX 111arosioB (30%) mo Moaenu: «YBakaeMblil (UMs1) + (s1) IpUTIIAIIa0
Bacy. /lanHast KOHCTpYKIMA BO BCEX CIIy4asiX JOIOJHSAETCS MOIUGUKATOPAMU: eciu
(c)mooceme / s Oymaro, 8am modxcem Obimb MO UHMepecHo / Oyoem U y 6ac 803MON4C-
Hocmb nputimu? U 1p.

Takke OTHOCHTENHLHO YacTOTHBIMU (26%) SIBISIFOTCSI BOPOCUTEIBHBIE BBICKA3bI-
BaHMs, TPAJUIIMOHHO COIPSDKEHHBIE C BEXKIMBBIMH, KOMMYHUKAaTUBHO-IUCTAHTHBIMHU
OTHOUICHUSAMU: He xomume nu 661 noumu / npucymcmeosams / npucoeouHumscs?
B Hux ucnosip3oBaHa CTpaTeTUs BEXKIMBOCTU NUCTAHIUPOBAHUS: MPUTIIAMIAIONIUI
He MH(POPMHUPYET O CBOMX JKEJIAHHAX, a MHTEPECYETCS JKEIaHUSIMHU WM BOSMOKHOCTSIMHU
MIPUTIIAIIAEMOT0, IPEIOCTABIISAS €My TaKUM 00pa3oM BhIOOD:

(45) He xomume nu Bol npuiimu Ha HAWy QOmosviCmasxy?
(46) Cmoorceme au 6vl nputimu?

(47) Byoem au 803modcHocms nputimu? M JIp.

[Ipsimoit umriepaTuB, ciaydau yrnoTpeOIeHns: KOTOPOro eAMHUYHBI, COMIPOBOXKIACTCS
JIOTIOJTHUTEIbHBIM KOMIIOHEHTOM:

(48) Ilpuxooume, 6ydem unmepecto!

Cpenu IOTIOJTHUTEIBHBIX KOMIIOHEHTOB MPUTJIAIICHHS, KOTOPBIC B IIEJIOM OBLIH
ynotpe0iieHsl 6osee MojIoBHHONW pecioHAeHTOB (51%), MOXKHO BBIJCNUTH TE€, YTO
HaIleJIeHbl KaK Ha ONMCAaHUE BHIrOJbl OeHepHIUaHTa: Oydem unmepecHo / noiyuume
maccy Hoevix snevamaeHuit! / ...6am 00IHCHO ObIMb OYeHb UHMEPECHO Mam / ...s Clbl-
wias, 6vl YGIeKaemecs...st OyMaio, 6amM NOHPAGUMCsl, TaK M HA MHTCHCH()UKAIMIO BaYKHO-
CTU TIPUHSATHUS TIPUTIIAIICHUS YISl IPUTIIAIIAIONIETO OY0Y 0UeHb pao ac suoems / s 6yoy
oueHb pada / 3mo w110 66l Yecmbio 015 MeHs! / mbl ac scdem!
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OTaM4uTEeNLHON YepTOi TaHHOW BO3PACTHOM TPYMIIBI SIBISIETCS WUCIIOJIB30BAHUE
obpamienuit (92%). OHu UMEIOT CTaHIAPTHYIO0 GOpMy (MMs + OTYECTBO) U ABJISIOTCS
MHUIMATBHOM YacThio mpurnameHus. O0palieHue MOXET COUeTaThCsl C PUBETCTBUEM
(naubosee yacTOTHOE — «3/paBcTBYiiTE!»):

(49) 3opascmeyiime, Ceemnana AnamonvesHa, mvl xomenu Obl npueniacums Bac Ha ghomo-

evicmasky!

OKKa3MOHATIBHO yKa3bIBalach HEOOXOIUMOCTh JIOTIOJIHUTh YCTHOE MPHIJIAIIICHUE
MMCBMEHHBIM (ITPUBOJIMIIOCH B CKOOKaX, MOCJIE HEMOCPEICTBEHHOTO MPUTIIAIIICHUS ).
JlaHHBIC JOTIOJTHEHUS TAK)KE CIY)KaT MHAMKATOPAMHU CYOOpIMHATUBHBIX (POpMaIbHBIX
OTHOIIICHHUH.

[Tonmy4eHHbIe TaHHBIC TOBOPSAT O TOM, YTO B (DOPMATILHBIX KOHTEKCTAX BEXITUBOCTD
JTUCTAHIIMPOBAHUS B IIEJIOM PEaU3yeTCs 3a CUET CTATYCHOTO OOpaIIeHHUs 1I0 UMCHH-
OTYECTBY, YACTUYHOW YCTAHOBKH HAa MHTEPECHI MPUTIAIIAEMOTO (CO3J]aHUE JIOTIOTHU-
TEJbHOW MOTHUBAIMU TPU ONMUCAHUU BBIT0JbI). OHaKO Hanbosee XapaKTepHbBIMH OKa-
3amuch nephopMaTUBHBIE KOHCTPYKIIMU, OPUCHTUPOBAHHBIC HA KEJIAHUS aIpECaHTa,
MoAn(pUIIMPOBaHHbBIE (OPMOIA COCTIAraTeIbHOTO HAKJIOHEHUS, YTO JAET BO3MOXXHOCTh
3aKJIFOUYUTh, YTO U B CHMMETPUYHBIX OTHOLIEHUSIX PA «mpurnameHue» B pyccKkoM
KOMMYHUKATUBHOM IOBEJIEHUHU HE SIBIISIETCSA YTPOKAIOIIUM JIULLY.

4.2.3. B3pocnbie

B nanHoOIf rpynme B pa3HOCTATYCHBIX MPUTJIAICHUSX HAN00JIEe YaCTOTHBIM CITO-
coOOM BBIpa)KEHHUsI SBISETCS HMCIOJIb30BaHUE NEepPPOPMATHUBHBIX BBICKA3bIBAHHIMA
(65%), vame Bcero mpencTaBICHHBIX B MOJENTU «(TOHOpAaTUB) obpaiieHue + (MecTo-
umeHue) + neppopmatuB + HHTEHCUGDUKATODP (OMOIHUTEIbHAS UHPOPMALUS)», T
uHpOpMAIMs B KPYTJIbIX CKOOKAX ONIIMOHATIbHA:

(50) Veaswcaemwuii [lemp Heanosuu, npuerawaro Bac na (meponpusmue). byody pao eudemy

8ac cpeou 2ocmeil.

[Tomumo nepdopmaruBa, OTHOCHTENBEHO YacTOTHBIMHE (19%) Oka3anuch ycioBHbBIE
KOHCTPYKIIMHU C COCJIaraTeIbHBIM HAKJIOHEHHEM «XOTEJIOCh Obl Bac MPUTIIACUTDHY /
«xo0Tela Obl Bac MPUTTIACHTBY.

HawnbGonee npoayKTUBHBIMH WHTEHCHU(UKATOPAMU SIBISIIOTCS BBICKA3bIBAHUS,
BBIPAKAIOIIME ITO3UTUBHBIC YyBCTBA MPHUIJIAIIAIOIIETO, OYSPKUBAIOIINE 3HAYMMOCTh
IUISL aJipecaTa MPUHATHS €ro IPUTTIalIeHHS.

(51) Vsaoswcaemsiii..! llpuenawaro Bac Ha..! Bydy pao Bac ysudemuy!
(52) Ilpuxooume, 6y0y ouens paoa.

(53) bvira 6w ouensv paoa sac eudemn!

(54) Ham ouens gasicro gaute npucymcmaue.

(55) MHme 6vi10 OBI OUEHb NPUAMHO.

(56) Ilpuxooume, noxcanyiicma, Ko MHe.

K enquHUYHBIM MO/IETISIM OTHOCATCA (hOpMaJIbHBIE TIPUTIIAIIICHUS
(57) Paspewume npuenacums Bac.
(58) Ilozeonvme npuenacumo Bac.

(59) Ipowy Bac nocemump.
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3ameTM, 4TO UIMEHHO B rpymre «B3pocnbie» B 00enx nmoarpymmnax Handosiee sipko
NPOSIBUIOCH MCIIOJIB30BaHNE MOAU(DUKATOPOB MPH OOpaIlleHHH — KaK B PaBHOCTATYC-
HOM (MapKep COMKEHHSI «JIOPOroii»), Tak U B Pa3HOCTaTyCHOM (MapKep JUCTaHIIMPO-
BaHUS «yBa)KaeMbIil»).

B niennom, kak Mbl BUIMM, peniepTyap PeIuIiK JOBOJILHO OrpaHuyeH (0e3yciIoBHO,
JIOIyCKaeM yroTtpebienue 6osee pa3sHOOOpa3HbIX KOHCTPYKIHMIA B pealbHON pedu, C Ipy-
MM HHPOPMaHTaMH).

Pestomupyem pe3ybTaThl B BUIE TAOIHUIIBL.

Tabnuya 3
BbipakeHue npurialieHns B pasHOCTaTyCHOM 0O6LeHuun
MapameTp lpynna
LLIKONbHUKKN CTyneHTbl B3pocnble
MmnepaTuBHbIE KOHCTPYKLUMU 1% 2% 7%
BonpocutenbHble KOHCTPYKLMM 16% 26% 9%
CocnaratefibHoe HaK/IoOHeHue 2% 42% 19%
MNepdopmaTmebl 81% 30% 65%
NHTEeHCcMpUKaTOopbI 39% 51% 51%
MwuTturatopsbi 12% 17% OKKa3noHaNbHO
YTOuHeHUe aatbl/BpemeHm OKKa3WOHa/IbHO OKKa3WOHa/bHO OKKa3MOHa/IbHO
Jlekcnyeckme ocobeHHOCTH HeWTPaNbHaA NEKCUKa, obpalleHuna, onmcaHune obpaleHusn
«MbI»-NpUrnaleHns BblroAbl beHeduumaHTa

5. BbiBoApbl

AHanu3 Tpex BO3PACTHBIX I'PyHH (IIKOJIBHUKH, CTYAEHTBI, B3POCIIbIC) BBISBUI
oO11ye TeHIEHIIMY U YaCTHbIe 0COOEHHOCTH (OPMYJIMPOBKHU MPUIJIALIEHUI B paBHO-
Y pa3HOCTATYCHOM OOIICHHUU.

PaBHOCTaTyCHBIE NIPUTJIAIIEHHS PECIIOHICHTOB LIKOJIBHOTO BO3pacTa (hopMyIupy-
I0TCS, B OCHOBHOM, IPSIMBIM UMIIEPATHBOM M MHTECHCH(DUKATOPOM, JIHOO MMIIEPaTUBOM
COBMECTHOT0 JecTBUA. OTINYNTEIbHON XapaKTepUCTUKONH He(POPMATbHOCTH JaHHON
HOJIIPYIIIBI SBJISIETCS UCTIONB30BAHUE MOJIOJEKHOTO CIIEHTa KaK MapKepa BHYTPUIDYII-
MOBOM MPHUHAIIICKHOCTH (Opo, 20, dopoy, nocranu v 1p.). PazHocTaTyCcHBIE TIpUTIIaIIe-
HUS XapaKTEePU3YIOTCs UCII0JIb30BaHUuEM (OpMYyIibl obpawenue+nepghopmamug, 4To
CBHUJIETENILCTBYET O TOM, YTO B PYCCKOH KOMMYHUKAaTHBHON KyJbType nepdopmaTus
HE HECET Yrpo3bl JIMIYy M HE OTpaHn4MBaeT cBoOony aelicTBus. CyOopAuHATUBHbIE
OTHOILIEHUS TAK)Ke MOKa3aHbl (POPMYJION 0OpalleHHs 10 UMEHU-OTYECTBY.

B rpynne «CtyneHTsl» paBHOCTAaTYCHbIE NPUIVIAILCHUS TaKke (GOpMyIUpyrOTCs
C UCIIOJIb30BAaHUEM UMIIEPATHBA U IOIOIHUTENIBHBIX JIEMEHTOB. Y TOUHSIOLIUI JJIEMEHT
OOBIYHO clIeyeT B BOMPOCUTEIbHON (hOpME U HEIIOCPEICTBEHHO YTOUHSIET BO3MOXK-
HocTh/xkenanue (/Ipudewn? Toi c60b600na?). B naHHON Tpyme YaCTOTHBI ONMHUCAHUS
CUTYyaLMU EPEel HEMOCPEICTBEHHO IPUITIAIICHUEM. 3/1€Ch TaKXKe BCTPEUACTCS MCIIOIIb-
30BaHKE MOJIOJIEKHOT'O CIICHTa (Myno nouuniums, NOOKaAmMuuls?, Xalowiku, Xau 1 1p.).

Amnanu3 pe3ysbTaToB rpynisl «B3pocibie» B 11e1oM MOATBEpKIaeT OOIILYy 0 TeH ICH-
IIMI0 UCIIOJIb30BaHMsI UMIIEpaTHBa JJIs1 PABHOCTATYCHOTO NMpUIVIAIIEHUS U nepdopma-
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THUBA — JUISI Pa3HOCTATyCHOTrO. TeM He MeHee, B JaHHOW MOATPYIIe HCIOIb30BaHNE
nepdopMaTrBa HOCHT OoJiee MMPOKHIA XapakTep U B OOJbILEH Mepe pacipoCcTpaHsIeTCst
Ha paBHOCTAaTyCHOE OOlIeHHe, YeM B APYTHX PaBHOCTATYCHBIX rpynmnax. B nannoit
rpymrne oopamiarT Ha ce0sl BHUMAHUE JIEMEHThI «CEPACYHOCTH» — B PABHOCTATYCHBIX
MPUIIIAICHUSX YaCTOTHO OOpAIlIEHUE «I0poTras», B pa3HOCTATYCHBIX — 3M(as3a CBOEro
KeJlaHHUs BUJIETh MpHUIIamaeMoro (6y0y pao Bac sudemwv! Ham 6yoem ouenv npusmo
Bawe npucymcmeue).

ComocTaBmsisi perucTphl OpraHU3aluK PEUYEBOr0 aKTa, BUIUM, YTO JJIS BCEX MO/-
rpyni (Kpome Tpymiibl ‘B3pOCIIbie + PaBHOCTATyCHBIE ) XapaKTEPHO MIMPOKOE MCIOJb-
30BaHUE MHTEHCU(HUKATOPOB, BOIIPOCUTENIBHBIE/BOIIPOCUTEILHO-OTPULIATEIbHBIE BBICKA-
3pIBaHMs 0OJIee XapaKTEePHBI JUJIS TPy ‘IIKOJIBHUKH ', ‘cTyneHThl . [leppopmaTuBbl
HanboJiee YacTO MUCTONB3YIOTCS B PAa3HOCTATYCHBIX MPUTIIAIICHUSIX BCEX aHAIU3UPY-
eMbIX MOArPYMI (M JOBOJBHO PEIKO — B IPYNNAX ‘IIKOJBHUKHU + PaBHOCTATyCHBIE’,
‘CTYZICHTBI + PaBHOCTATYCHBIE).

Pe3ynbpTaThl IpOBEACHHOTO aHAIN3A MMOKA3bIBAIOT, YTO KaK B (hOpPMaJIbHBIX, TAK
1 He(hOpPMAJIbHBIX MPUIJIAIICHUSX IIUPOKOE UCIOIb30BAHNUE HAXOJAT MHTCHCU(U-
KaTopbl; nephopMaTUBHbIE BbICKAa3bIBaHUS HanboJiee XapakTepHbl s (HopMabHBIX
NPUTTAIICHUH, a [Tt HeOPMaTbHBIX MPUTIIALICHUN 000N BO3PACTHOM TPYIITBI —
MMIEPAaTUBHBIE KOHCTPYKIUH.

B nenom nomy4yeHHble pe3ysbTaThl MO3BOJIAIOT 3aKJIIOYUTh, YTO PEYEBOM akT
«[Tpurnamenue» B pyccKoi JTMHIBOKYJIBTYPE HE SIBIISICTCS B TOM K€ CTETIEHU YTPOXKa-
IOIIMM JIMITY, KaK, HalpuMep, B OpUTaHCKON min amepukaHckoi (cm. Jlapuna, Illemd-
koBa 2013; Jlapuna 2009 a, 6; Illemuxosa 2013, 2015 u ap.). Snurpad, npuBeeHHbIN
B HavaJIe CTaThU, PKO WUTIOCTPHPYET TOT (DaKT, YTO MPHITIAIICHNE TPAKTHYECKU JIUIIIEHO
MoKazaTeJield YCIOBHOCTH W HEMMITO3UTHBHOCTH. Halm gaHHbIe MOATBEPKIAIOT paHee
crenanHble BbIBOJIbI (JIapuna 2009 a, 6; Larina 2015), o ToM, uTO B pyccKoi KyJIbType,
KOTOpasi OTHOCHUTCS K KoJuiekTuBrucTcKoMy Tumy (Larina et al. 2017 a, B), rie neHsTcs
OOILIEHNE U CONMAAPHOCTD, PEANOYTEHHE OTAACTCS MPSIMOMY IMPUTIIAIICHUIO, JIOMYC-
KaeTcs BO3/IeMCTBUE TOBOPSILETO HA ajpecaTa, YTO HE HapyllaeT MPUHIUIIOB BEXJIU-
BOCTU. Pycckne KOMMYHUKAHTBI IPOSIBIISIOT TEHJICHIIMIO K YCUJICHUIO NPUIIIALICHN,
a HE K ero CMATYEHHUIO, IPEOCTABICHHE BEIOOPA pacleHUBACTCS UMHU, CKOpee Kak
HeuckpeHHocTh (Leech & Larina 2014: 14—15).

[ToaTBepxnaercs Takke Uies O TOM, YTO KOMMYHHMKAaTUBHOE TOBEJICHUE FOBOPSI-
Iero 0O0YCIIOBJIEHO TeM, K KaKOW HAI[MOHAJILHON KYJIBTYpPEe OTHOCHTCS KOMMYHHKAHT,
KaKyue HOPMBI ¥ KOHBEHIIMH TPHUHSATHI B OOIIECTBE, YaCThIO KOTOPOTO OH SBIIACTCS
(Bnacan 2016; Jlapuna 20096; Ilpoxopos, Crepaun 2016; Culpeper & Terkourafi
2017; Hofstede 2003; Samovar, Porter, McDaniel 2012; Vlasyan 2018; Wierzbicka
1991 u np.).

Pe3ynbpTaThl Hccneq0BaHMUs HOCST OTPAaHMUYEHHBIM XapakTep U He IPETeHIYIOT
Ha TOJIHOTY PACKpPBITUS MaTepuajia B CBS3U C OTPaHHMYEHHOI BBIOOPKOH (Tpymma
«I1IKoNbHUKWY MpEACTaBICHA OTPAaHUYCHHBIM BO3pacToM, rpynna «CTyIeHTb —
CTyJIeHTaMH IIPEMMYIIIECTBEHHO I'yMaHUTapHBIX CIEUAIbHOCTEH, rpynmna «B3pocibie»
COCTOsIJIa B OCHOBHOM M3 JIMII, MIMEIOLIHMX BbICIIEE 00pa3oBaHUE), TEM HE MEHEE OHU
JAl0T HOBBIC JIaHHBIC O BBIPAKCHUH NPHUTIIAIICHUSI B PYCCKONH KOMMYHHKATHBHON KyJIb-
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Type U CIIOCOOCTBYIOT JIydllIeMy OHUMAHHIO PYCCKOM BEXJIMBOCTU U CTHJISI KOMMYHH-
Kaiy. OHU MOTYT OBITh UCHOJIB30BAHBI B PAMKAX MEXKYJIbTYPHON IparMaTUKHU, MEX-
KyJIbTYpHOH KOMMYHHUKAIIMH, B IEPEBOTYECKON 1 NPENO1aBaATENbCKON MTPAKTHKE.
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Abstract

Interest in non-academic ways of understanding of im/politeness has so far been evident primarily in analyses
of the sequential development of real-life interactions. However, understandings of im/politeness can be
found in other sources such as related articles in on-line newspapers and their ensuing comments. The main
aim of this paper is to contribute to this rather neglected area in im/politeness research, thus placing emphasis
on the underexplored societal rather than individual level of im/politeness. The data to be investigated
comes from two on-line articles and the comments they received. The articles appeared in a popular Greek
free press on-line newspaper, LIFO, in 2014 and 2017 and were written by the same journalist. Both articles
and ensuing comments express lay understandings of impoliteness and are discussed in the paper in terms
of van Dijk’s (1998, 2006a, b) ideological discourse analysis and ‘ideological square’ that revolves around
positive self-presentation and negative other-presentation. In exploring understandings of impoliteness
in this context, we identified two emerging social identities, those of ‘polite’ and ‘impolite citizen’, dynami-
cally co-constructed as binary opposites by the journalist and posters involved. Despite the fact that on-line
newspaper articles and their accompanying comments reflect stereotypical thinking, they also depict
pervasive views and are worth exploring because they concern the societal level of im/politeness.
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on-line newspaper articles, Greek

For citation:
Tzanne, Angeliki & Sifianou, Maria (2019). Understandings of impoliteness in the Greek context.
Russian Journal of Linguistics, 23 (4), 1014—1038. doi: 10.22363/2687-0088-2019-23-4-1014-1038.
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AHHOTaI U

AHanM3 NOHUMaHUs (HE)BESKIMBOCTY Ha OBITOBOM YPOBHE OOBIYHO MPOBOJUTCS] HA OCHOBE MCCIICIOBAHUM
peanbHOro B3auMojeiicTBua. OQHaKo As JaHHBIX MCCIEJOBAaHUI MOXHO HCIIOJb30BaTh U APYTHE
HMCTOYHHUKH, HAIPUMEDP, COOTBETCTBYIOIINE CTAThH B OHJIAHH Ta3eTax U MOCICIyIOIINe KOMMEHTApHH.
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OcCHOBHas 1eNIb TaHHOW CTaTbU — BHECTH BKJIAJ B 3Ty Majo M3Y4YeHHYIO 00JIaCTh, CIAENaB aKIeHT
Ha COLIMAJIBHOM, a HE WHAUBUAYaJIbHOM YpPOBHE (HE)BEXKIMBOCTH. MaTepHajoM IJIs UCCICAO0BAHUSL
MOCITYKWIJIM JIB€ OHJAWH-CTaThbl M KOMMEHTAapuH K HUM. CTaThbu OBUIM HAaNMCaHBl OTHUM H TEM JKe
KYPHAJIUCTOM H OIyOJIMKOBAHBI B MOMYJIAPHO# rpeueckoii onnaiin-razere LIFO B 2014 u 2017 rogax.
OOe cTaThby U NMOCIEIYIONME KOMMEHTAPUU BBIPaXatoT ObITOBOE NOHUMAHHE HEBEXIIMBOCTU U 0OCYXKIALOTCS
HaMHU ¢ TOYKU 3peHHUs UAEO0JIOTMYecKoro JUCKypc-aHanu3a BaH Jletika (1998, 2006a, b) u «uaeonornyeckoro
KBaJIpaTa», KOTOPHIH BpamiaeTcss BOKPYT TMO3UTHBHON MpPE3eHTAIUN ce0si M HEeTaTHBHOW IPE3eHTALUU
npyroro. M3y4asi nOHMMaHue HEBEXKIIMBOCTH B 9TOM KOHTEKCTE, MBI ONPE/ISIIAIIN JBe OMHAPHO MPOTUBO-
HOJIO’KHBIE COLUAIbHBIE MIEHTUIHOCTH — BEX/IMBOTO U HEBEXKIIMBOT'O IPaXkJaHUHA, COBMECTHO CKOHCTPYH-
POBaHHBIE )KypHAJIUCTOM U aBTOpaMU KOMMeHTapueB. HecMOTps Ha To, UTO CTaTbu B OHJIAHH-ra3eTax
1 CONPOBOXKIAIOIINE HX KOMMEHTapHH! OTPAKAIOT CTEPEOTHITHOE MBIIUICHUE, OHHU MPECTABIISIOT IIUPOKO
PacIpOCTpaHEHHbIE B3IVIABI M 3aCIIy>KHBAIOT M3y4YEHHUs, IIOCKOJIBKY 3aTParuBaiOT COLMAIBHBIA YPOBEHb
(HE)BEKITMBOCTH.

KuroueBble cjioBa: HCBCKJIMBOCTD, KOHICTITyalIn3alus, HJICOJIOTHICCKUN JAUCKYpC-aHaJIN3, KOHCTPYHUPO-
BAaHUC UJICHTUYHOCTH, CTaThbH B OHHaﬁH-I‘aSCTaX, Fpe‘IECKI/Iﬁ SA3BIK

Jst nuTHpOBaHUSI:
Tzanne, Angeliki & Sifianou, Maria (2019). Understandings of impoliteness in the Greek context.
Russian Journal of Linguistics, 23 (4), 1014—1038. doi: 10.22363/2687-0088-2019-23-4-1014-1038.

1. Introduction

Discursive approaches to im/politeness have suggested a distinction between lay
understandings of politeness or ‘first order’ politeness and politeness as a theoretical
construct or ‘second order’ politeness. Despite the fact that over the years it has become
clear that such a straightforward dichotomy is difficult to maintain, it has triggered
academic interest in non-academic understandings of politeness and impoliteness which,
as has been argued, should receive more attention in im/politeness research. Among
various sources, such understandings can be found in articles and ensuing comments
in on-line newspapers dealing explicitly with issues of im/politeness.

Despite the fact that the views expressed may reflect stereotypical and ideological
thinking (Brown 2015, Culpeper 2011, Mills 2009, 2017), they are worth exploring
because they concern the rather underexplored societal rather than the individual level
of politeness. It is precisely to this neglected area in im/politeness research that our paper
aims to contribute.

The data that will serve as the source of our discussion comes from two on-line
articles written by the same journalist and dealing specifically with the issue of impolite-
ness, and the comments following these publications. In exploring lay understandings
of impoliteness in this on-line context, we will be mainly concerned with the social group
identities that the journalist and commenters appear to co-construct. From our analysis,
impoliteness emerges from the system of social norms and values of politeness pre-
sumably shared by a group of citizens the identity of which is constructed explicitly
in the discourse of both articles and ensuing comments. The group identity of ‘impolite
citizen’ is presented as the binary opposite of another group identity, that of ‘polite citi-
zen’, the identity of which is primarily constructed through implication and inference
in the data examined.
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The paper is structured as follows: We will start with a brief consideration of what
lay conceptualisations of im/politeness involve and then add some key features of on-line
newspaper comments and identity construction. We will then proceed with the data
analysis and the presentation and discussion of findings.

2. Lay conceptualisations of im/politeness

As mentioned earlier, politeness researchers (e.g., Eelen 2001, Watts 1989, 2003,
Watts et al. 1992) have drawn a well-known but also contested distinction between ‘first
order’ (or P1) politeness and ‘second order’ (or P2) politeness, the former referring
to “folk’ or ‘lay’ interpretations/understandings of im/politeness and the latter to a theo-
retical construct in a sociolinguistic theory (Watts 2003: 4). Although it has by now
become evident that such a dichotomy can no longer be sustained (see, e.g., Haugh
2012, Haugh and Culpeper 2018, Kadar and Haugh 2013: 84, 104, Mills 2003: 8, Terkou-
rafi 2011: 180), it has drawn scholarly attention to non-academic understandings
of im/politeness which, as several studies argue, should receive more attention in im/poli-
teness research (see, e.g., Culpeper 2011, Haugh 2012, Locher and Watts 2005: 16,
Mills 2003, Watts 2003).

This distinction was the incentive for the emergence of research which analysed
in detail examples from real-life interactions focusing on the assessments made by partici-
pants in the unfolding of these interactions. Despite their offering valuable insights into
understandings of im/politeness, such assessments tend to emerge at textual moments
of disagreement/conflict, are tied to a specific time and place and mostly reflect the
heterogeneity of understandings (Davies et al. 2013: 275). Moreover, as Kadar and
Haugh (2013: 199) and Locher (2013: 203) rightly point out, evaluations of im/politeness
may not necessarily surface in interaction. Notwithstanding shortcomings, such inter-
actional data is an appealing source for exploring understandings of im/politeness but
one can also find understandings of im/politeness in on-line articles and ensuing comments
dealing explicitly with issues of im/politeness. In the same way that non-linguists
frequently talk about language issues, they also talk about im/politeness and what
constitutes in/appropriate behaviour, talk which “comes under the umbrella of meta-
pragmatics” which, as Kadar and Haugh (2013: 181) argue, is “of particular importance
to the study of politeness” because it offers a broader perspective than interactional data.
As Kadar and Haugh (2013: 202) note, a useful window into metadiscourses on im/po-
liteness comes from analyses of comments or debates that arise in the media. Such
sources have received some attention for instance in the work of Haugh (2010),
O’Driscoll (2013) and Terkourafi et al. (2018) who analyse in-depth perceptions of
the offensiveness of e-mails and tweets which received wide public attention. In such
cases, judgements relate to evaluations of language as polite, impolite or offensive.
Closer to our approach, in a very recent article, Locher and Luginbiihl (2019) explore
the competing understandings of im/politeness discussed in on-line commentaries by
German and Swiss posters. In other words, in both cases the topic of the discussion is
im/politeness per se rather than some other issue which developed into a conflictual
heated discussion.
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Thus, even though there is a plethora of publications on on-line reader comments
and impoliteness, what, to the best of our knowledge, has not received much attention
are metadiscourses that deal explicitly with the concept of im/politeness in both
the articles and the comments and more specifically with the lack of politeness shown
to (usually unknown) others in public encounters. Such impoliteness metapragmatic
comments are “articulations of prescriptive rules concerning behaviours in the light
of particular social norms” (Culpeper 2011: 73) “or more broadly ideologies” (Haugh
2007: 307). Mills (2009, 2017 and elsewhere) maintains that statements about
im/politeness at a cultural level tend to be ideological, conservative and based on stereo-
types. Despite such valid concerns, such data is invaluable and worth exploring because
even though lay descriptions may be inaccurate and based on stereotypes and prejudices,
they embody pervasive beliefs and attitudes (Pinto 2011: 218, drawing on Preston 2005).
For their part, Niedzielski and Preston (2003: 323) advocate that “the nonspecialist views
of topics which touch the lives of all citizens are worth knowing for their bearing
on public life”. Drawing on Jaworski et al. (2004: 3), Culpeper (2011: 73) maintains
that the role of these metalinguistic representations is twofold: “on the one hand they
are data for understandings, and on the other hand they become structured understand-
ings. In other words, they both reflect thought and influence it”. We would like to add
here that these understandings are worth exploring since they concern the societal level
which has been rather neglected in im/politeness research. As is well-known, core
concepts in impoliteness research are those of ‘face’ and ‘face-threatening’
acts/behaviour and their impact on individuals. At the societal level, individuals are
not concerned with each other’s face protection so much as they most probably do not
know each other, nor do they aim at constructing or establishing a relationship. As
Davies et al. (2013: 271) contend “local negotiations of politeness and the identities
they construct are important, but these negotiations are always played out against
a backdrop of societal and cultural beliefs”. Impoliteness at the societal level has to do
more with the breach of social norms and conventions. Such norms constitute “authori-
tative standards of behaviour, and entail positive or negative evaluations of behaviour
as being consistent or otherwise with those standards” (Culpeper 2011: 36). This
difference is evidenced in that comments relating to impoliteness at the societal level
are usually accompanied by other-condemning emotions, such as anger and contempt
rather than self-conscious emotions such as embarrassment and shame which would
be the result of violations of face wants (Culpeper 2011: 62). Lakoff (2005), Grainger
and Mills (2016) and Mills (2017) contend that the term ‘in/civility’ could be used
to describe im/politeness phenomena at the social level, since the term ‘im/politeness’
is better suited to describe such phenomena at the individual level. This is an interesting
suggestion that has not been taken up in the relevant literature and, in our view, merits
further exploration (but see Sifianou 2019). Such concerns can also be found in the
in/civility literature expressed in the distinction between ‘proximate’ and ‘diffuse’
civility. Proximate civility is often equated with “politeness’ or its absence in interaction
and covers both verbal and non-verbal communication. Diffuse civility involves a broader
spectrum of behaviours which impact on others even without their presence (Fyfe et al.
2006: 855). Related is Boyd’s (2006: 864) distinction between ‘formal’ and ‘substantive’
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civility; the former is limited to manners, politeness, courtesies and other interactional
formalities, whereas the latter “denotes a sense of standing or membership in the political
community with its attendant rights and responsibility”.

As it transpires from the above, exploring and encompassing (though not reifying)
various lay understandings/theorisations of im/politeness in our quests is a promising
perspective that should be considered. Therefore, in this paper, we will focus on lay
understandings of impoliteness in Greek found in two on-line articles and ensuing com-
ments referring to this topic and hope to show the significance of such understandings
for the construction and maintenance of social group identities vis-a-vis im/politeness.

3. On-line newspaper communication and impoliteness

In their effort to encourage community dialogue, on-line newspapers offer public
space for readers to voice their opinions through the comments they can post at the end
of the articles written by journalists. Sometimes, these comments are civil, but research
on on-line communication has raised serious concerns about the incivility in most such
contexts. As Barnes (2018: viii) notes, even though the internet has brought new means
of communication, “it is often the darker side of communication—incivility, abuse
and harassment—that is synonymous with this new frontier” (see also Reader 2012,
Upadhyay 2010).

This presumed dominance of impoliteness in the media is mostly attributed to
the anonymity and the subsequent deindividuation afforded by on-line platforms.
Dynel (2015: 338) contends that Internet users’ anonymity infuses “a sense of impunity
and lack of inhibitions” and these facilitate the occurrence of impoliteness (see also
Bou-Franch and Garcés-Conejos Blitvich 2014, Hardaker 2010, Hardaker and
McGlashan 2016, Lorenzo-Dus et al. 2011, Reader 2012, Thurlow et al. 2004). Research
has indeed shown that incivility is more common in contexts where users can retain
their anonymity (see, e.g., Oz et al. 2017, Rowe 2015, Santana 2014). However, most
researchers agree that “there are multiple factors that influence online commenting
culture” (Barnes 2018:114) such as the varying affordances of the platforms and the
fact that they attract different types of audiences rather than anonymity alone. In addition,
they contend that comments regarding morally loaded, sensitive topics (e.g., same-sex
marriage) were more impolite than comments to less sensitive topics (e.g., technology).
Thus the topic of the discussion appears to be a significant variable in exploring
the quality of interaction (Berg 2016).

As can be gleaned from the above, some scholars argue that anonymity exacerbates
aggressiveness and even hostility whereas others contend that anonymity has benefits
as it encourages the expression of unconventional views and thus promotes a pluralistic
dialogue, free speech and broader participation (see, e.g., Papacharissi 2004, Reader
2012, Scott, 2004). What is more relevant for us here is that anonymity may also lead
to an increase in the salience of social identity since “deindividuated contexts are con-
ducive to individuals constructing themselves mostly as members of relevant social
categories, i.e. to social or collective identity construction” (Lorenzo-Dus et al. 2011:
2581). As we shall show below, posters construct their identities in relation to like-
minded others and in opposition to others who are not members of this in-group.
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As previously mentioned, impoliteness has been found to proliferate especially
when contentious topics are involved (see, e.g., Bou-Franch and Garcés-Conejos
Blitvich 2014, Mutz and Reeves 2005, Oz et al. 2017, Santana 2014). Im/politeness
itself can be such a topic, not only because people have different views as to what it is
and how it is manifested, but also because journalists and alarmists love to draw sweep-
ing overgeneralisations that magnify what is seen as impolite and thus draw attention
and instigate comments. Discursive approaches to im/politeness research have empha-
sised the inherent variability in evaluations of behaviour as polite, impolite and so
on while at the same time stressing that these individual variabilities can be recognised
in juxtaposition to more general societal norms. Yet there are contexts such as that
examined here where, as we will see later, impressive homogeneity and unanimity
dominate (cf. Locher and Luginbiihl 2019).

4. Identity construction

The relationship between language and identity has been of concern to social
scientists for years but they mostly viewed identity as based on stable relationships between
linguistic and social variables. In recent years, this stability has been challenged not
least because of large-scale sociocultural and political changes (see, e.g., Archakis and
Tsakona 2012, Archakis and Tzanne 2009, Benwell and Stokoe 2006, Bucholtz and
Hall 2003, 2005, Canakis 2007, Garcés-Conejos Blitvich and Sifianou 2017, Joseph 2004,
Locher 2008). Researchers have shown how “we build images of ourselves through
language, how society moulds us into different categories, and how we negotiate our
membership of those categories” (De Fina et al. 2006). Johnstone (2008: 151) sees
identity as referring “to the outcome of processes by which people index their similarity
to and difference from others, sometimes self-consciously and strategically and some-
times as a matter of habit”. In other words, identity work has been seen as both active
and passive with the former referring to cases “when individuals are relatively aware
of their self-constructions”, and the latter to work which “occurs through more routine
processes” (Wieland 2010: 507). The breadth and complexity of the relationships
between identities and their discursive constructions has led to distinctions such as that
between personal and collective or group identity (see, e.g., Hardaker and McGlashan
2016, Joseph 2004, Watson 2008, Wieland 2010), a distinction, however, which is not
as clear-cut as it first appears (Joseph 2004: 6). As Joseph (2004: 5) explicates, one’s
“personal identity is made up in part of the various group identities to which you stake
a claim”. Moreover, as Garcés-Conejos Blitvich and Sifianou (2017: 247, drawing
on Hall and Du Gay 1996 and Mouffe 2005), point out, “identities are the product
of difference and exclusion rather than unity, as it is only in relation to the other,
to what one is not, that recognition is produced” (see also Joseph 2004: 46). As Bucholtz
and Hall (2005: 605) argue “identities emerge only in relation to other identities within
the contingent framework of interaction”. The concepts of ‘identity’ and ‘identity work’
are highly complex and the literature diverse (see, e.g., Howard 2000, Garcés-Conejos
Blitvich 2013, Locher 2008, Locher and Bolander 2017) so it is impossible to paint
an overall picture (Howard 2000: 387).
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What is more, cyberspace has foregrounded issues of identity construction, making
the social construction of identity more visible and in some cases at least more self-
conscious (Luzoén 2018, Marwick 2013). Given the mostly public nature of interactions,
visibility has emerged as a core property of the system reinforcing posters’ concern
with identity construction, “an ongoing performance of identity” in order to connect with
like-minded others (Zappavigna 2012: 38).

In this paper, we approach identity as dynamically co-constructed in social interac-
tion rather than as a permanent and stable feature of individuals, differentiating between
explicit and implicit identity construction (Bolander and Locher 2015) and showing that
implicitness is often preferred over explicitness.

5. The data

As mentioned earlier, the data for this paper comes from two on-line articles
and ensuing comments. Both articles appeared in one of the popular Greek free
press on-line newspapers, LIFO, and were written by the same journalist. The first,
entitled Koumiapovrog ar’ v ayéveia... ‘Being intimidated by impoliteness...’
(https://www.lifo.gr/team/apopseis/51270?comments_page=2&comments_order=
offcomments) appeared in September 2014 and the second entitled EAAnvikny ayéveia:
10 mpdyuoza wov oe arotwvovy o’ avtny v woln ‘Greek impoliteness: 10 things that kill
you in this city’ (https://www.lifo.gr/articles/health-fitness_articles/158512/elliniki-
ageneia- 10-pragmata-poy-se-skotonoyn-s-aytin-tin-poli) appeared three years later
in September 2017. The first article is accompanied by a screenshot, most probably from
a Greek film, depicting a young girl with her tongue sticking out in front of two elderly
men. The second article is accompanied by a screenshot of the late, Harry Klynn, very
popular Greek stand-up comedian and singer. The photo, drawn from the TV series
Made in Greece, depicts him performing a very popular obscene gesture. In fact, one
poster commented on this photo saying that the article is very good but the photo is
even better.

The first of these articles received only 16 comments whereas the second one
received 35 comments and was shared 265 times.' In both cases, all posters used
nicknames. After downloading the articles and the comments, each post was coded as
either an initial post, where the poster addressed the content of the article in a new
“thread”, or as a reply, where the poster directly addressed a comment from another
poster, or another participant. The number of likes/dislikes a comment received was
also recorded. All comments, with a couple of exceptions, as we will see below, endorsed
the journalist’s views and received many more likes than dislikes. We will not provide
a detailed account of all of this, but instead restrict ourselves to a very brief overview
and concentrate on the practices that relate to the construction of the ‘im/polite
citizen’ identity.

' The numbers were accurate at the time of collecting our data but are slightly different today.
There was no mention of shares for the first one.
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5.1. The first article: “Being intimidated by impoliteness...”

In the first article (624 words), the journalist starts with two constructed examples
through which she attempts to illustrate her general point that by being polite over
the phone in an interaction with the public sector she failed to get through to her intended
addressee whilst she managed to do so when she called back and sounded rather abrupt
and determined. She then says that we all have various problems due to the financial
crisis but the main problem is our bad mood which has developed into a tendency to be
rude and cheeky both when we speak and when we write. She highlights that the view
that you win by being polite and smiling is a joke. The journalist proceeds with a number
of examples which indicate our verbal impoliteness such as the absence of greetings
and of V-forms (indexing formality and politeness in Greek) to socially distant others.
She adds that we draw delight in interrupting others (to say, usually, something stupid)
and we feel confident that in order to be heard we have to shout which is evidenced
everywhere. We think highly of ourselves and behave like donkeys when in tight corners,
according to the author.

5.2. The second article: “Greek impoliteness:
10 things that kill you in this city”

The second article is longer (1574 words) and appears to be a kind of “revised
and extended version” of the first one. The first article gravitates towards verbal
im/politeness with few mentions of behavioural im/politeness whereas, in the second
article, behavioural im/politeness takes precedence, with verbal im/politeness also being
included. By behavioural im/politeness we mean non-linguistic modes of behaving
mostly in public places and transport facilities which are deemed im/polite. This second
article more clearly involves the societal level, assessing mostly public encounters
between strangers in crowded places and the service sector, and embraces issues relating
to etiquette, such as table manners. In our view, behavioural im/politeness is a significant
aspect of im/politeness that merits our attention, given that existing theories are mostly
preoccupied with linguistic behaviour (but see Fukushima and Sifianou 2017, Locher
and Luginbiihl 2019, Ogiermann and Saloustrou 2019, Sifianou and Tzanne 2010).

In this article, the journalist starts her long preface by saying that Greek people
do not admit being extremely impolite perhaps for fear of the attacks that this statement
will incite. According to the journalist, Greek people are deeply rude.

Very succinctly put, the things that infuriate the journalist in Athens include
behaviour in the street, on pedestrian walkways and at crossings where people push
and shove, obstruct others” movement and park in spots reserved for the less able.
Similarly inconsiderate is behaviour on public transport where people push to get on,
without waiting for others to get off, and reach a vacant seat first. In service encounters
people are rude as they do not greet and ignore queues, protocols and rules. People
interrupt others to say, usually, something stupid and pretend to be know-alls. They are
noisy and speak loudly so they are heard by everybody at the restaurant and in the train
compartment. Children are left to scream and shout and when people return home,
they turn the television on full volume despite it being quiet hours. In public toilets,
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people litter, don’t wash their hands and don’t inform those waiting that there is a mess
inside. They are inconsiderate with animals leaving dogs unattended, even tied to
banging chains. People ignore the dress code and table manners. In case of both face-
to-face and on-line disagreement, people will swear. They are indiscreet and will ask
the most incredible questions so that they can gossip later but at the same time they
are rather cowardly because if queried, they will deny everything or even go on the
attack. For some unexplainable reason, people believe that they are better, smarter and
more capable than most others. They believe they are never wrong, and if accused
of being wrong, they accuse others of being unjust.

We should note here that all the data was and still is publically available so we
believe there are no ethical issues in their use (see, e.g., Locher and Bolander 2019,
Locher and Luginbiihl 2019). However, to ensure anonymity we have removed all names
and nicknames from the examples used as illustrations including that of the journalist.
We have also retained the grammar and spelling of the original. We also deem significant
to note that we do not assume that all citizens of Athens behave in this way or even share
the views of the journalist and the posters. We offer our findings as a glimpse into some
of the kinds of impoliteness that the journalist and some posters view as worth mention-
ing and bring them up in their discussion. As Kadar and Haugh (2013: 202) note, the
interest in analysing such metadiscourses does not lie on their being objectively true but
“on how they are perpetuated as dominant within societies, as well as on how they may
be challenged or contested”.

6. Constructing group identities vis-a-vis im/politeness

As mentioned earlier, views about im/politeness at a societal/cultural level tend
to be stereotypical and ideological. According to van Dijk (2006a: 124), “[i]f ideologies
are acquired, expressed, enacted and reproduced by discourse, this must happen through
a number of discursive structures and strategies”. Drawing upon Halliday’s (1985)
Functional Grammar and van Dijk’s (1998, 2006a, b) ideological discourse analysis,
in this section, we proceed with an analysis of the discourse of the two articles and
the below-the-line comments in order to interpret the lexical and grammatical patterns
of the texts in terms of their functions and the identities they help to construct.

Our findings will be discussed in the light of van Dijk’s (1998, 2006a, b) ‘ideo-
logical square’ which posits that ideological discourse is polarised and features four
strategies that associate all positive meaning with Us, the in-group, and all negative
meaning with Them/the Other, the out-group. Even though the model was developed
to explain anti/racist social ideologies, almost all categories proposed “are rather general
resources that groups and their members acquire and use in order to account for and
defend their ideas and social practices” (van Dijk 2006b: 739). Applying this model
to the analysis of discourse that expresses social values and beliefs relating to im/poli-
teness can further our understanding as to how being verbally aggressive, together with
agreeing with, praising and complimenting the Other can become ideologically loaded
indexes of identity construction in the case of im/polite citizens.

In the sections that follow, we argue that the discourse used by the journalist and
the posters appears to construct explicitly and in detail the values, practices and norms
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that are associated with the identity of ‘impolite citizen’. At the same time, it makes some
explicit reference to, but mainly provides indications for, the implicit construction
of the identity of ‘polite citizen’, which is generally considered to be the binary opposite
of ‘impolite citizen’.

6.1. Constructing the identity of ‘impolite citizen’

Beginning our analysis, the first point to be made is that the topic of both articles,
foregrounded and noticeable already from the titles of the articles (“Being intimidated
by impoliteness...” and “Greek impoliteness: 10 things that kill you in this city”), is
impoliteness/rudeness. The lexical items ayéveio ‘impoliteness’ and ayevic ‘impolite’
are frequently repeated in both the articles and the comments, as are to a lesser extent
the lexical items evyéveia ‘politeness’ and evyevikog/evyevic ‘polite’. A couple of posters
also used the plural form svyévereg *“politenesses’ which is used ironically to indicate
surface forms which lack substance. It is through this repetition and the lexical cohesion
thus created that the identities of ‘impolite’ and ‘polite citizen’ emerge in the texts.
Interestingly, the identity of ‘impolite citizen’ is constructed as a social group identity
and the values of the group are outlined through the use of several discursive strategies
creating meanings which “are not explicitly expressed, but presupposed to be known,
and inferable from general sociocultural knowledge” (van Dijk 2006b: 739).

First of all, the pronoun ‘we’ is used extensively throughout both articles, culmi-
nating in the confrontationally playful subsection header (Eueis (ko) o (oo ‘we (and)
the animals”) in the second article. In most occurrences, ‘we’ is the implied grammatical
subject of verbs in the first person plural, while there are also cases where this ‘we’ is
explicitly mentioned and capitalised possibly denoting shouting and anger, as, for in-
stance, in Oa grabodue ues ™ péon amoldtws yolapoi, emeion EMEIY kdvovue
porra nog “We’ll stand in the middle [of the road] perfectly relaxed, because WE are
out for a walk’. This pronoun is also used by some posters when they provide additional
information as to what constitutes typical behaviour of an impolite Greek citizen.

Discussing the ideology of polarised social groups, van Dijk (2006a: 124) presents
the pronoun ‘we’ as a discursive structure “typically used to deictically refer to the in-
group of the current speaker”. In this case, ‘we’ is to be taken as inclusive, referring
to a group of people displaying similar verbal and non-verbal behaviours that emanate
from shared values. Interpreted in this way, the extensive use of ‘we’ by the journalist and
posters appears to signify their membership in the group of ‘impolite citizens’. Before
delving into the reason why these posters present themselves as belonging to a group
related to impoliteness, we would like to turn our attention to the examination of the
behaviours and values that are presented as related to this social group.

In the data, impolite citizens are presented as actors of many action processes that
relate semantically to (physical) violence (e.g., 8o ompawovue “we’ll push’ / Oa mornoovue
‘we’ll tread”). Moreover, some of these actions are illegal (Ga wepdoovue oav folides
omo wm AEA ‘we’ll speed down the emergency lane’) and generally deviant (Go
Aeparoovue ‘we’ll throw litter’, Oo waprapovue oty avarnpikn Géon “‘we’ll park in the
disabled space’). In addition to material actions, impolite citizens are presented to be
involved in many verbal processes that are viewed as inconsiderate and socially unac-
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ceptable (kavovue Bopvfo ‘make noise’, diaxonrovue ‘interrupt’). Most of these action
and verbal processes are transactive ones, with the action passing on to some recipient
who is in this case, the polite citizen and their surroundings/belongings (6a ayvoncovue
tov mooniary ‘we’ll ignore the cyclist’, Oa mwapovue mopoualwuo o, ppiokeron onv
axtivo. pog ‘we’ll knock down everything around us’). Presenting polite people as the
affected participants results in their victimisation which is also found in the recounting
of polite people’s personal experiences (see section 6.2).

Drawing on Bucholtz and Hall (2005), Locher (2008: 513) states that “agency
in identity construction should not be understood as a fully rational and always conscious
process since there are undoubtedly aspects that are habitual” (emphasis in the original).
We believe that presenting actions such as the above in the simple present tense stresses
their habitual nature and implies that these acts constitute persistent behaviour of impolite
citizens (pwvalovue ‘we shout’). In addition, in terms of modality, that is the author’s
attitude towards the truth of their statements, the use of simple present (dev youoyeddue
‘we don’t smile’) or future tense (Ga apnoovue to. moudid, pog ouointe ‘we’ll let our
children loose’) aids to present these actions as categorical and general truths (cf. Ver-
schueren 2012: 99), thus presenting journalist and posters as belonging to the group
that has the truth (van Dijk 2006a: 125).

That these actions depict general truth is also reinforced by the extensive use of
‘we’ in the data, the function of which appears to be the “enhancement of persuasion”.
As Temmerman (2014: 251) argues, with the use of generic ‘we’, that is, with an inde-
finite agent, the highest degree of objectivity and generalization is produced, which
obscures the subjectivity of the argument. In this way, speakers overshadow their
presence and present their argument as a general truth.” In our case, the journalist’s and
posters’ use of inclusive ‘we’ leaves no room for exceptions. The readers will thus be
predisposed to accept these views as being the only correct ones. Such generalisations
as the ones discussed above are not uncommon and reflect ideologies about politeness
and appropriate civil behaviour (Mills 2017: 52).

Concerning the features and related values of ‘impolite citizen’, several negatively
loaded lexical items are attributed to the group, such as fpaci¢ ‘audacious’, adiaxpitog
‘indiscreet’ aypduuaros “‘uneducated’, fAarag ‘unintelligent’. One poster in full agree-
ment with the journalist uses a number of these attributes saying that ‘modern Greeks
are a mixture of uneducated, uncivilised, uncouth, self-centered human beingsp,; who
cannot understand that they are not the centre of the universe’ (o veoéiinvog eivar évo
KPOUO. ATOLOEVTOD, OKOAAMEPYNTOD, GEEOTOV, EYWKEVIPIKOD OVOPWTAKOD TOV AOVVATEL
va ovALGPer 611 dev eivau To KEVTpo Tov cdumavog).’ The group is also metonymically,
derogatively termed eAdnvapag ‘Greek, gy > While, in a striking overgeneralisation,
a commenter attributes modern Greek people the negative characteristics of avyOixor
‘immoral’ and wavyyipr ‘good-for-nothing’. Finally, through presupposition and impli-
cature, ‘impolite citizens’ are characterised as ayyovpia ‘stift” (6go ayyoipia k1 av eiuaocte

2 Generalisation is also one of the strategies discussed by van Dijk (2006b: 737) “typically used
to formulate prejudices about generalized negative characteristics of immigrants”.
? The diminutive is used derogatively.
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‘no matter how stiff we are’) and shown to be wrong-doers (av uag vmodeilovv to
AaBog “if people point out our wrong-doings’).

At this point, it is interesting to note that, contrary to our expectations concerning
the way in which Us/in-group is presented (van Dijk 1998, 2006a, b), in our data,
Us is clearly presented in negative terms. This appears to come into sharp contrast
with Eelen’s (2001: 39) statement that “people never identify with impoliteness, but
always see themselves as generally polite”. The question that arises at this point is
whether the journalist and participating posters do indeed consider themselves to belong
to the group of impolite people outlined in the articles. The response to this question
is located in the authors’ use of ‘we’. As Pavlidou (2014: 1, 2) states, “‘we’ is imbued
with a kind of complexity that goes beyond the usual problems associated with person
deixis and reference” and its “referent can only be retrieved on the basis of utterance
and discourse context as well as shared knowledge”. Evidence from the discourse of both
the articles and comments examined confirms the complexity of ‘we’, as it leads
to the conclusion that the journalist’s and posters’ ‘we’ is rather speaker-excluding,
in the sense that neither the journalist nor the posters seem to position themselves in the
group of impolite people they chastise.

In case the people involved did view themselves as belonging to the group of im-
polite people they described, they would be inflicting serious face damage on themselves
and their social identity, since, as our analysis has shown, they strongly disapprove of
and criticise harshly the behaviours they present. Aligning with people one severely
criticises would go against the fundamental human desire to be evaluated positively
by others, what Spencer-Oatey (2002: 540) calls ‘quality face’. For his part, van Dijk
(2006b: 739) identifies a “positive self-presentation (semantic macrostrategy)” according
to which people will generally try to make a good impression or avoid making a bad
impression. In addition, if the journalist herself belonged to the impolite out-group, she
would probably not have noticed such behaviour and thus would not have written
the article. The author becomes aware of the Other’s impolite behaviour exactly because
she positions herself in a different group of people who assume they are polite and are
thus able to observe from a distance, recognise impolite behaviour when they see it and
comment on it. On the other hand, the impolite Other her/himself most probably does
not realise that s/he acts in an impolite and uncivil manner. As Smith et al. (2010: 12)
note “rudeness comes into existence only when it is detected” and “is almost always
a property attributed to others” (Eelen 2001: 39).

Close inspection of the articles and ensuing comments reveals that through the use
of specific negative terms to characterise the impolite citizen (e.g., elorvaxndes ‘know-
alls’ / ‘smart alecks’), certain modality markers such as evaluative adverbs (Evtoyac,
vrapyovv axoun kamoia pipréé yia i opbieg eykvovg ‘Fortunately, there is still some
consideration for pregnant women standing’), rhetorical devices such as irony (Ka: =
vrmepoyor eluoote oty ovpa! ‘and how wonderful we are when queueing!’) and argumen-
tation (in the second article, the journalist builds an argument justifying the occurrence
of impoliteness only to refute it in the next paragraph), both journalist and commenters
manage to express their criticism against and disapproval of the identity of ‘impolite
citizen’. In this way, they obviously dissociate themselves from the group of impolite citi-
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zens they describe and claim membership in the group of polite citizens that is implicitly
outlined as the binary opposite (see section 6.2).

It is thus reasonable to argue that through the writers’ implicit/covert disapproval
and heavy criticism of the practices they describe as being typical of the impolite Greek
citizen, ‘we’ becomes speaker-exclusive. Through this harsh criticism, journalist
and commenters reject the identity of ‘impolite citizen’ and appear to endorse that
of ‘polite citizen’, an identity outlined in broad, general terms, mostly implicitly
in relation to the ‘impolite citizen’ identity. In other words, it appears that through strong
criticism and disapproval of others’ behaviours, and overall agreement with each other
and the journalist, the posters co-construct the identity of the Other as impolite and
their own, by extension, as polite. As Alexander (2006: 50) observes, “the civility
of the self always articulates itself in language about the incivility of the other”.

6.2. Constructing the identity of ‘polite citizen’

In this section, we present discursive strategies with which the journalist and several
commenters construct through some explicit mention, but mostly implicitly, the identity
of ‘polite citizen’.

First of all, the identity of ‘polite citizen’ emerges through the recurrent use
of the lexical items cvyeviig/evyevikog ‘polite’ and evyévera ‘politeness’ which outline
the main feature of the group members. It is interesting to note that, to the mind of some
commenters, these terms appear to be in binary opposition (Exei eivar to aroiynuo ue
TOV EVYEVH EAVTO LOG: VO. KAVOVUE TOV OYEVH VO. KOTATIEL TV 1010, Tov TV oyévela. ‘This
is where the steak with our polite self lies: to make impolite people swallow their own
impoliteness’). In this case, ‘we’ are clearly the polite citizens, while ‘they’ are the
impolite ones. The same binary opposition is implied in the statement of the same
commenter, when they say that the only way to win the battle with impoliteness is
to deal with it with humour and self-control.

Although the identity of “polite citizen’ is not expanded on or elaborated to the ex-
tent that the identity of ‘impolite citizen’ is, there are additional lexical items which
attribute positive features to the group. For instance, a poster characterises their verbal
behaviour ‘civil’, while another states that impolite behaviour in the form of jumping
the queue is not a sign of intelligence or superiority (dev eivau évdeiln elomvadag i
AVOTEPOTNTOS TO VA TPAS TH OEIPG KATolov oty ovpd), which, by implication, may
mean that the opposite (respecting the queue) is polite behaviour indeed associated
with these positive features.

Intelligence is a feature that is implicitly, rather than explicitly, attributed to the
identity of “polite citizen’, confirming Bolander and Locher’s (2015: 106) claim in rela-
tion to Facebook status updates that “individuals tend to favor implicit means of
constructing their identities over explicit ones”. At the face of it, posters often attribute
to the group of polite citizens the negatively loaded terms Siaxag/nlibiog/yolog ‘stupid’/
‘idiot’/*dummy’, but the rhetorical means they use (e.g., metaphor/comparison gav
xolog/oav plaxag ‘like an idiot’), together with the use of subjective modality denoting
low factuality (ue Oewpodoav fraxa ‘they considered me stupid’) show polite citizens
to be the intelligent ones by implication. This polarisation of values concerning the two
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identities culminates in the comment Koz unv aiobaveote ot poiveote “oav floxog”,
70 ovtifeto ovuPoiver. ‘And don’t feel you look ‘like an idiot’, the opposite is true’, with
subjective modality and the rhetoric of comparison almost eliminating factuality (you
are an idiot). To this should be added the attribute yviaior nii6ior ‘true idiots’ the
journalist uses in her second article to refer to the group of impolite citizens.

In discussing politeness within the UK, Mills and Kéadar (2011: 30) maintain that
there is a clear association between politeness and class-based refinement and education,
and it is the middle classes which are often referred to as ‘polite society’. This association
is also evident in Greek as the word for polite (cvyevig/evyevirog) derives from ev ‘good’
and yévog ‘origin’/‘descent’. Thus originally the term described someone of good origin,
a member of the elite and then by extension one of refined manners who behaves
according to societal norms and is ethically, intellectually and esthetically superior
(Dictionary of Standard Modern Greek website). The etymology may not be of direct
relevance to ordinary Greek speakers but may have reverberations. Thus some posters
explicitly state their feeling of superiority towards impolite citizens (vioOw ot vmepéyw
‘I feel superior’) or assume a superior position of expertise and authority (cf. Eller 2017),
believing that they can instruct others concerning what politeness means and how
it should be practised. In this respect, polite citizens appear as truly knowledgeable,
which is the exact opposite of ‘know-alls’, a negative term attributed to impolite citizens
(see section 6.1).

Finally, ‘polite citizens’ appear to associate themselves with the negative attribute
‘weak’ both explicitly (vioOw addvauog ‘I feel weak’) and implicitly by presenting
themselves as victims of the impolite Other. A commenter writes xamote t0iunca vo.
KGvw (KOOWIO) TopoTipnon o€ Unyovopio mov UTHKE GVATOOa. GE UOVOOPOUO KOl
rapoltiyo va paw Eolo ‘once 1 dared criticise (in a civil way) a motorcyclist going the
wrong direction in a one-way street and got almost beaten up’. This comment is interesting
in that the poster recounts a personal experience to lend support to their views and
provide further evidence for the problems discussed (Eller 2017). This ‘victimisation’
strategy, according to van Dijk (2006b: 739), serves to emphasise the ‘bad’ nature
of the Other, who is, in this case, the impolite citizen. The impolite Other is thus
constructed as the agent of aggressive, illegal and socially unacceptable acts and
the poster as the polite citizen who was (almost) the recipient of these acts. In this way,
the Other strongly comes across as a person who deserves disapproval and criticism
because of their impolite, unacceptable behaviour.

Examining the way polite people are presented to react to impoliteness, we observe
that, in most cases, they appear as Sayers, that is, animate entities who initiate and
become involved in verbal processes which are generally considered relatively harmless
(efmo. o€ pnyavaxa ‘1 told a motorcyclist’, toAunoa va kavw koo moporipnon ‘1 dared
criticize in a civil way’, gv{irovoa 0 Géua g ayéverag ‘1 discussed the issue of impo-
liteness’) as compared to action processes, especially violent ones, like the actions
of impolite citizens (see section 6.1). In general terms, the impolite, disrespectful and
aggressive behaviours delineated in the articles and comments may generate intimidation
and cannot be tolerated as the journalist states in the concluding paragraph of her first
article. The first poster to comment on this states that when s/he visits a public service
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or a shop and his/her greeting is not reciprocated, s/he asks an irrelevant, very rude
question and thus intimidates the assistant who would like to respond in kind but cannot
do so. Another poster agrees with reacting in kind to those who are rude and justifies
this by saying that nobody is going to learn and change through your example in this
context of anarchy; you will simply be the loser. The commenter mentioned earlier who
feels superior to his/her compatriots is also in favour of being rude to those who are
rude. As s/he says, dev umopw va eipar evyevig pe avtodg tovg avlpwmovg. Agv
KoatoAofaivovy amo evyeveleg avtol, Avmauol. Twpo. Tov T0 GKEYPTOUOL, OXl, 0& AVTCLUAL.
‘I can’t be polite with these people. They don’t understand what politeness is, these
people, I'm sorry. Now that I think of it, no I’'m not sorry’. Thus rudeness is advocated
but it is legitimised as being provoked by the rude Other and it is thus their fault. In other
words, it is not Us who are rude, it is the Other’s behaviour which needs straightening
this way. This is the kind of rudeness that Kienpointner (1997: 266, 2018) calls reactive
and its function is to restore the balance of power. He (1997: 271) further notes that it
is legitimised because it is a reaction rather than an initiating action. The above comments
echo theoretical discussions on the social norm of reciprocity which dictates that any
prosocial, antisocial, etc. behaviour should be matched (Culpeper 2011: 37, reporting
social psychological literature) and is seen as “fundamental to human interpersonal
relations” (Ohashi and Chang 2017: 262). As Lodewijkx (2008) explains, the norm
of reciprocity “calls for positive reactions to favorable treatment and for negative reac-
tions to unfavorable treatment”. Thus, reciprocity has both positive and negative aspects.
In Perugini and Gallucci’s (2001: 19) words “[r]eciprocity is in fact a powerful mecha-
nism to shape others’ actions by delivering rewards and punishment”. Posters provide
negative evaluations or react in kind when their conventionally polite behaviour is not
reciprocated. However, what is emphasised more in the comments is its negative aspect,
that is, the necessity for negative reaction to unfavourable treatment. Observing this
norm, posters argue that one should be rude to those who are rude, a view that is con-
sistent with findings of research on aggression, namely that verbal insults and taunts
are reciprocated (Culpeper 2011: 205).

6.3. Claiming membership in the group of ‘polite citizens’

Quoting Kristiansen (2003), Georgalou (2017: 12) states that “[i]n using language,
we portray ourselves in terms of both linguistic content (what we say/write) and linguistic
form (how we say/write it)”. In this section, we discuss the ways in which, reacting
to the journalist’s two articles, posters claim membership in the group of polite citizens.
Aligning with this identity through their comments confirms Barnes’ (2018: 30) claim
that comments “could be viewed as a performance of self, used as a method of not
only self-expression, but also identity construction”.

Recent research claims that “the sections provided for reader response are certainly
not intended as spaces for achieving and displaying consensus and peaceful harmony
but rather constitute public arenas where debate is not only accepted but even valued”
(Eller 2017: 369). Yet the opposite appears to be true in our data, since the comments
we examined displayed admirable consensus and were almost all unanimous in their
agreement with, and support of, the journalist’s views. Specifically, almost all posters
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fully endorsed the journalist’s unflattering views of the citizens she portrays as impolite
in her articles (but see Locher and Luginbiihl 2019).

Following the journalist’s practice, commenters also used the inclusive ‘we’
(0 tpomog mov oonyovue ‘the way we drive’) with the same “persuasion enhancement”
function discussed earlier (section 6.1) and levelled their criticism against the ‘impolite
citizen’, thus implicitly aligning with the identity of ‘polite citizen’. Posters not only
agreed with the journalist but some added further examples of presumed impoliteness
to the journalist’s list, such as providing unsolicited advice as to how to raise your child,
and the way cafés and restaurants occupy pavement space with tables and chairs, thus
obstructing the passage of those who are physically challenged. It is notable that these
endorsing posts are the ones which received the most likes. This is not surprising because,
as Watts (2003: 5) notes, commentators on and participants in interactions tend to agree
far more readily about what is perceived as being impolite rather than polite.

The one poster who expressed an overall different view received more dislikes
(121) than likes (54), even though the disagreement was prefaced with a disclaimer
in the form of an ‘Apparent Denial’ (van Dijk 2006b: 736) (4e Aéw ou Eyete 6 oAa doiko,
0AAG TedIKG paAlov (o ae GALN TOAN, Tepluéva oe dALeS ovpég... ‘I’m not saying that
you are wrong in everything, but I must be living in a different city, joining different
queues...’). In addition, this was one of the few posts that received a comment directly
attacking the poster: Mdaliov dev mpodéyeis kau woAd yopw cov. To aiyovpo eivar ot dev
éxeis {noetl moté oe evpwmoikn woAn. “You probably don’t pay much attention around you.
It’s certain that you’ve never lived in another European city’. By accusing the other
poster of being out of touch with social reality, s/he challenges his/her objectivity and
thus the veracity of his/her views. When faced with an opposing view, people frequently
revert to personal attacks, which tend to be seen as more impolite than issue-based attacks
(Neurauter-Kessels 2011, Stryker et al. 2016, Upadhyay 2010). The other two posters
who expressed disagreement were in overall agreement with the journalist and raised
only one issue of contention each. The first argued that Greeks do care about the dress
code (the 7™ instance of impolite behaviour described in the second article), and the
second that s/he is indeed superior to most of his/her compatriots (the 10™ instance
of impolite behaviour in the second article), as s/he does not behave in the impolite ways
they do. It thus appears that even though it is true that impoliteness is “conspicuously
a subjective and variable notion involving understandings of behaviours in context”
(Culpeper 2011: 66), when it comes to metadiscourses at the societal level, unanimity
can be found at least in certain contexts.

What is noteworthy is that no poster attempted to chastise either the journalist or
any of the commenters for their hyperbole and rather impolite tone (cf. Neurauter-
Kessels 2011). One poster provided a list of suggestions as to what could be done
to improve the situation and ended their comment by congratulating the author on
the article and on bringing the topic to readers’ attention. For another commenter,
the only way to achieve an improvement is through personal example, and s/he offered
a list of his/her own “polite” behaviours which could function as a blueprint for others.
This reflects the view that civility promotes the ideal by example (Sellers, 2003), since
direct encounters with a social model appear “to reactivate the common behavioral norm
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of politeness”, a kind of behavioural contagion (Moser and Corroyer 2001: 623, see
also Culpeper 2011: 204). However, offering one’s polite behaviours as examples also
implies a certain degree of social and intellectual inferiority of the Other in that it
presupposes their ignorance. Two other posters strongly endorsed this tactic, whereas
another disagreed, calling this approach passive behaviour which is not going to help
anybody change. This is one of the two contested issues between posters, the other
being responding rudely to rude behaviours (see section 6.2).

Another poster attributes ignorance to the Other saying that unfortunately this
excellent article which describes Greek reality accurately was read by those who did
not really need to read it as they know how to behave, whereas it has almost certainly
been ignored by people who should read it. This is the kind of awareness that Kadar
and Haugh (2013) call ‘metapragmatic awareness’, that is, lay observers’ awareness
about the ways in which they interact with others and more specifically ‘metadiscursive
awareness’ referring “to reflexive social discourses on politeness that are constituted
(and contested) at a societal or cultural level” (Kadar and Haugh 2013: 269). As
the authors (Kadar and Haugh 2013: 41) explain, speakers are consciously aware of the
lay concept of politeness but may not be necessarily aware all the time of politeness
in practice.

Extensive agreement between posters and journalist is coupled with several
instances of congratulating (ECaipetixo ayoiio kou apbpo! Xvyyopntipio! ‘Excellent
comment and article! Congratulations!”), praising (4YOI O post ‘IMPECCABLE post!”)
or complimenting the journalist (Av avtd to dplOpo nrov Adyos oe ouiria, Oa
xewporporovoa opBiog! ‘If this article were a speech, I would clap standing!”). These
communicative acts create and reinforce solidarity and contribute to the construction
of an in-group (see Tzanne 2019) involving both journalist and posters. Using speech
acts such as congratulating, complimenting and praising to presuppose ‘Our’ good things,
and interaction strategies such as agreement to imply ‘Our’ good things (van Dijk 2006a:
126), commenters appear to fully endorse the journalist’s views concerning impoliteness
and to assume, like her, the identity of ‘polite citizen’.

7. Discussion and concluding remarks

This study explored views of impoliteness as presented in two on-line newspaper
articles and the ensuing comments. Such articles are not uncommon and as Mills
(2017: 51) maintains “[n]ewspapers regularly comment on politeness norms and a sup-
posed decline in civility”. This supposed decline is neither a new nor a culturally-
specific phenomenon. As Smith et al. (2010: 1) vividly elucidate: “Through the ages
and across civilizations there has always been talk of poor public behaviour, of increas-
ingly unruly streets and of the decline and fall of good manners”. The authors add further
that “[i]t is a current journalistic staple to document troublesome youth, identify emergent
forms of disorder from ‘road rage’ to ‘cell phone rage’, and to conduct simple ex-
periments or cheap stunts to demonstrate that common courtesies are no longer to be
found in the urban jungle”.

What is relatively new is that the media and the on-line version of newspapers
have helped highlight and spread such views by offering individuals the opportunity
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to express their views and evaluate others’ presumed politeness or more frequently
impoliteness. Both journalists and posters tend to assume that it is possible to generalise
about Greek (or any other for that matter) im/politeness and are mostly in agreement
as to what it is and how it should (should not) be practised. This overall agreement is
significant in our view because even though there is variability across individuals as
to their perceptions of impoliteness (see, e.g., Eelen 2001), there are contexts where
concurrence is high. This then affects the way we see the social world around us since
such metalinguistic comments, especially when unanimous, influence our understand-
ings, as mentioned earlier. In other words, our evaluations are not based solely on our
personal experiences (cf. Eelen 2001: 39).

The views expressed in the two articles are very similar with the interesting differ-
ence that the first concentrates mostly on verbal / linguistic impoliteness whereas the
second concerns itself mostly with non-verbal behavioural aspects of impoliteness. This
is noteworthy in our view because it demonstrates that lay understandings of impolite-
ness are not confined to language which has been the playground of most politeness
research but includes a wide array of non-verbal behaviours (Culpeper 2011, Fukushima
and Sifianou 2017, Locher and Luginbiihl 2019, Sifianou and Tzanne 2010). Moreover,
these metapragmatic comments attest a difference between non-academic and academic
views on what impoliteness is and how it is realised.

Some of the issues raised and the examples provided could be accounted for by
the impoliteness strategies and their outputs proposed by Culpeper (1996), later modified
and expanded (for an overview see Culpeper 2011), especially those relating to verbal
behaviour. However, issues such as littering or mistreating animals, and the general
disregard and intolerance described by the journalist and the posters do not seem to fit
comfortably within existing impoliteness categorisations, unless one sees them as falling
under a broad understanding of ignoring or snubbing the other, a strategy which can
be highly impolite or uncivil (Mutz 2015: 7). As Lorenzo-Dus et al. (2011) show, lay
assessments of impoliteness often relate to norms associated with civility. The relation-
ship between im/politeness and in/civility is an issue that, with the exception of Sifianou
(2019) has been mostly neglected in im/politeness research and deserves consideration.
These metapragmatic comments attest a further difference between non-academic and
current academic views on politeness and impoliteness. Current politeness research (see,
e.g., Kienpointner 1997, Mills 2003) rightly argues that politeness and impoliteness can-
not be seen as binary opposites. Interestingly, the lay understandings of im/politeness
analysed here show that, to the mind of the journalist and posters, politeness and impo-
liteness do emerge as binary opposites. In this respect, our findings lend support to, and
provide evidence for, Eelen’s (2001) theoretical claim that popular views on im/poli-
teness stand in binary opposition. From our data, a simple, albeit clear, opposition between
politeness and impoliteness seems to emerge which facilitates and leads to the construc-
tion of two social group identities, those of impolite and polite citizens.

The analysis of our data shows that evaluations/complaints about impoliteness are
intimately related to issues of identity construction. In particular, from the discourse
of the articles and the ensuing comments, two social group identities emerge in a relation
of polarity and opposition between in-group/Us and out-group/Them, involving polite
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and impolite citizens, respectively. In the data, the identity of the impolite citizen is
painted in unmistakably bleak colours, which implicitly creates the exact opposite
identity for the polite citizen. Criticising and disapproving of the impolite behaviours
they discuss, automatically enables journalist and posters to align with the exact opposite
polite behaviours, and, therefore, to ensure their membership in the group of polite
citizens.

The two groups appear to be differentiated on the basis of the following features
which are indications of the values the groups hold:

(a) power: polite citizens often report feeling weak in their social encounters with
impolite citizens, thus showing the latter to have control over their course
of action; however, the weakness they report emerges as a subjective feeling
and not as factual evidence; moreover, by characterising impolite citizens as
really/truly weak, they present their own group as powerful by implication;

(b) knowledge: impolite citizens are presented as know-alls, while the group
of polite citizens presents themselves as being truly knowledgeable;

(c) education: impolite people are characterised as uneducated who need tutoring,
whereas, by implication, polite people are the exact opposite who can undertake
the role of instructor;

(d) civilisation: impolite citizens are characterised as uncivilised, while, by impli-
cation, polite citizens are civilised;

(e) intelligence: polarising groups on the basis of (lack of) intelligence is a common
practice in discourses expressing ideologies (van Dijk 1998). In our case, the
group of impolite citizens seems to fallaciously believe that they are intelligent
and consider polite citizens to be stupid; however, the journalist and commenters
characterise impolite citizens as ‘smart alecks’ and ‘true idiots’, while polite citi-
zens such as themselves are presented as the genuinely clever ones.

Resulting from all the above, polite citizens consider themselves to be in a position
superior to that occupied by the impolite ones; after all, when they report to be ‘weak’
in the presence of impolite citizens, they talk about an impression they have, and not
about reality / factuality. Relatedly, they present themselves as intelligent, knowledgeable
and educated people who can contribute to the public debate on the significant social
issue of im/politeness.

Concerning anonymity and relationships among participants in this on-line context,
we should at this point note that the posters who responded to the two articles on
im/politeness are most probably not familiar with one another, nor do they aim at estab-
lishing or maintaining a personal relationship. Being on-line and anonymous, they appear
keener on co-constructing a favourable in-group identity and secondarily a personal one
as a member of a refined and educated group who has in addition a gate-keeping role
to play. In this sense, it could be argued that the group of polite citizens here represented
mostly by the journalist and commenters have undertaken the task to educate the ‘unci-
vilised’ Other, that is, the impolite citizen. They assume they can do this through their
words or preferably through their deeds, as one poster says but also through imposing
sanctions. By imposing sanctions and treating rudely those they perceive as rude they
claim power and affirm their own worth (cf. Smith et al. 2010: 73).
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In conclusion, despite the fact that on-line newspaper articles and ensuing comments
reflect stereotypical thinking, they also depict pervasive views and are worth exploring
because they concern the underexplored societal rather than the individual level of im/po-
liteness. With our paper, we hope to have contributed to a better understanding of these
views and of the social identities they help construct vis-a-vis im/politeness.

© Angeliki Tzanne and Maria Sifianou, 2019
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Abstract

The present paper explores disagreement and impoliteness in a WhatsApp interaction within a Spanish
family that took place during the 2018 International Women’s Day. The conversation is linguistically
examined using categories of disagreement strategies proposed by previous authors (Pomerantz 1984,
Brown and Levinson 1987, Rees-Miller 2000, Locher 2004, Kreutel 2007, Malamed 2010, Shum and
Lee 2013). Furthermore, multimodal analysis (Dresner and Herring 2010, 2013, Jewitt 2013, Bourlai and
Herring 2014; Herring 2015) is used to consider not only participants’ linguistic strategies for expressing
disagreement, but also the function of multimedia elements and emojis (Dresner and Herring 2010, 2013,
Yus 2014, 2017, Sampietro 2016a, 2016b, Aull 2019). The analysis is followed by an interview to better
understand the participants’ communicative intentions towards disagreements in relation to (im)politeness.
A total of 427 instances of disagreement are identified, with the most common strategies being giving
opposite opinions and emotional or personal reasons. This is to be expected since the group is divided
from the very beginning into detractors and supporters of feminism, and they are also defending their
opposite viewpoints by giving examples from their own life experience. Based on the participants’ opinions,
the most significant result is the fact that, although disagreement may lead to face-threat, and thus impoliteness
in other contexts (Langlotz and Locher 2012, Sifianou 2012, Shum and Lee 2013), in this WhatsApp
interaction, the Spanish family members did not consider it to be impolite, and it is even evaluated
in positive terms by some of the participants (Angouri and Locher 2012).
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AHHOTAIMSA

B crarbe paccmarpuBaeTcs BRIpaKeHHE Hecoryiacus U (He)BEXKIIMBOCTh B OOIIEHUH WIEHOB HCTIAHCKOM
cembu 1o WhatsApp. Marepuaii, orpaHH4eHHbII KOHKPETHBIM COOBITHEM M JJaTOH — MeKTyHapOoIHbIM
skeHcknM HeM 2018 T., aHamM3UpyeTcsl ¢ UCIOIh30BaHUEM CTPATEruid BEIPAYKEHHUST HECOTIIACHS, TIPEIIIO-
JKEHHBIX paHee psagoM aBTopoB (Pomerantz 1984; Brown, Levinson 1987; Rees-Miller 2000; Locher 2004;
Kreutel 2007; Malamed 2010; Shum, Lee 2013). JIns paccMOTpeHUS HE TOJIBKO S3bIKOBBIX CPEICTB
BBIP)KEHHUS HECOTJIACHS, HO M MYJIbTUMEIMIHBIX 3IeMEHTOB U SMOTUKOHOK (Dresner, Herring 2010, 2013;
Yus 2014, 2017; Sampietro 2016a, 2016b; Aull 2019) ucrnons3yeTcs My IbTUMOIaIbHBIN aHanu3 (Bourlai,
Herring 2014; Dresner, Herring 2010, 2013; Jewitt 2013; Herring 2015). Jns nay4mero noHUMaHuUs
KOMMYHHUKATUBHBIX HAMEPEHNH yYaCTHUKOB OOIICHHS MPU BBIPAKEHHH HECOTIIACHS U €r0 BOCTIPHATHS
¢ To3UIHiA (He)BEXKIMBOCTH IMPUMEHSIICS METOJ WHTEpBhI0. Beero BhIsiBIeHO 422 cirydas BEIPaKEHHS
HECOIJIacus, TIPH 3TOM HauOoJiee paclpOCTPaHEHHBIMU CTPATErusIMU SIBJISIFOTCS] BBICKa3bIBAHUE TIPOTHBO-
TIOJIO’)KHOTO MHEHUS U 00BSCHEHHE SMOLIMOHAJIBHBIX WX JINYHBIX NPUYUH. Takol BBIBOJ MPEACTABIISETCS
000CHOBaHHBIM, TaK KaK TPYIIa ¢ CaMOro Hayajia JAENUTCs Ha IPOTHBHUKOB U CTOPOHHUKOB ()eMHHI3MA,
Y OHM 3alIMIIAIOT CBOM MPOTHUBOIOJIOXKHBIE TOYKH 3PEHUS, IPUBOJIS IPUMEPBI U3 COOCTBEHHOTO YKU3HEH-
Horo orbiTa. Hanbosee 3Ha4MMbIM pe3yIbTaToM SIBIISIETCS TOT (DaKT, 4TO, XOTSI HECOTJIACHE MOXKET YTPOXKaTh
nuiy cobece/IHUKa U BOCIIPHHUMATBCS KaK HEBEXKIMBOCTD B Apyrux cutyauusx (Langlotz, Locher 2012;
Sifianou 2012; Shum, Lee 2013), B JaHHOM KOHTEKCTE, UCXO/S U3 MHCHHH YYaCTHUKOB, OHO TaKOBBIM
HE SBIISIETCS, a, 10 MHEHHIO HEKOTOPBIX, JaXKe OI[CHUBACTCS TOJ0XKUTEIBHO.

KuaroueBble ciioBa: Hecoenacue, (He)sexciusocms, WhatsApp, yugposas kommynukayus, hemunusm,
UCNAHCKUTL S3bIK

Juist uuTHpoBanus:

Fernandez-Amaya, Lucia (2019). Disagreement and (im)politeness in a Spanish family members’
WhatsApp group. Russian Journal of Linguistics, 23 (4), 1065—1087. doi: 10.22363/2687-0088-2019-23-
4-1065-1087.

1. Introduction

While it is true that the study of im/politeness and disagreement in digital commu-
nication is a growing field of research within pragmatics, most studies have focused
on emails, social networking sites, discussion forums or blogs. Other digital means
of communication, on the other hand, such as WhatsApp have received less attention.
WhatsApp is the most popular mobile app for online dialogue among friends and family
in Spain, with more than half a billion daily active Status users worldwide, up from
450 million global users in the second quarter of 2018, according to the website Statista'.

! https://www.statista.com/statistics/730306/whatsapp-status-dau/.
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Fundacion Telefonica (2018) has reported that Instant Messaging (IM) tools such
as WhatsApp, Facebook Messenger or Telegram are used twice as often as phone calls
in Spain nowadays, with 95.1% of the Spanish population using them to communicate.
60% of the Spanish population send instant messages several times a day, while only
24% make mobile calls. In the Anglo-Saxon world, this is beginning to be known as
'Generation Mute', due to the preference for IM instead of traditional calls, a tendency
that is even higher among Spain’s young population: 96.8% of Spanish citizens between
14 and 24 years old use WhatsApp as their preferred means of communication with
family and friends.

Consequently, WhatsApp is increasingly gaining popularity among researchers
as an object of study. This paper aims to contribute to the current academic research
on this IM tool by exploring disagreement and impoliteness in a Spanish family mem-
bers’ WhatsApp group. More specifically, the analysis focuses on an interaction about
feminism that took place on 8" March 2018 (International Women’s Day), beginning
at 10.37 a.m., and ending on 9" of March at 1.47 a.m. The reason for choosing this
specific sample is that it is expected to be a locus of disagreement, since the participants
are divided into supporters and detractors of feminism from the very beginning of
the conversation.

Multimodal analysis (Dresner and Herring 2010, 2013, Jewitt 2013, Bourlai
and Herring 2014, Herring 2015) was used to consider not only the linguistic strategies
used by the participants to disagree with each other, but also the function of multimedia
elements and emojis (Dresner and Herring 2010, 2013, Yus 2014, 2017, Sampietro
2016a, 2016b, Aull 2019). Furthermore, a follow-up interview was carried out to better
understand the participants’ communicative intentions and perceptions towards dis-
agreements in relation to (im)politeness.

The paper is structured as follows: firstly, a literature review on digital discourse
(with special reference to WhatsApp), disagreement and impoliteness is presented. This
is followed by an explanation of the methodology applied to the analysis of the corpus
in section 3. Then, the results are presented and analysed in section 4 and, finally,
the paper closes with some conclusions.

2. Literature review

2.1. Digital Discourse: WhatsApp

WhatsApp, a mobile messaging service that began in 2009, accounts for a large
proportion of typical daily smartphone usage in Spain. It is an IM application that,
by means of an Internet connection, can be used to send messages, images, videos
and audio files.

Researchers have focused on this application from different standpoints. Some have
taken a sociological perspective (Church and Oliveira 2013, O’Hara et al. 2014, Rubio-
Romero and Perlado Lamo de Espinosa 2015, Andujar-Vaca and Cruz-Martinez 2017,
Ersoz 2019), analysing the social effects of WhatsApp among its users, paying particular
attention to its effects on students’ learning and performance (Ahad et al. 2014, Bouhnik
and Deshen 2014, Barhoumi 2015, among many others). In addition, WhatsApp use for
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healthcare communication has been analysed (Johnston et al. 2015, Kamel Boulos et al.
2016, Ganasegeran et al. 2017, among others).

From a linguistic perspective, researchers have centred on its multimodality (Calero
Vaquera 2014, Sampietro 2016a, 2016b, Aull 2019), politeness (Flores-Salgado and
Castineira-Benitez 2018), users’ profile statuses (Sanchez-Moya and Cruz-Moya 2015b,
Maiz-Arévalo 2018), the use of typographical variation (Sdnchez-Moya and Cruz-Moya
2015a), the use of laughter as a resource to manage conversations (Petitjean and Morel
2017), its positive effects to increase phatic talk (Yus 2017) and the presence of conflict
in WhatsApp interactions (Garcia-Gomez 2018, Fernandez-Amaya 2019). Like other
kinds of mediated communication, WhatsApp digital interactions contain elements from
both spoken and written varieties of the language (Crystal 2006, Baron 2008, Angouri
and Tseliga 2010, Yus 2011, Jones and Hafner 2012, Pérez-Sabater 2012, 2015, Calero
Vaquera 2014, Petitjean and Morel 2017). These characteristics include the use of emojis,
words in other languages, lexicalization of vocal sounds and phonetic orthography, letter
repetition, spelling and punctuation mistakes, abbreviations, acronyms, ellipsis, contrac-
tions, one-word transmissions, absence of openings and closings, short messages, and
the possibility of having polylogal and convergent interactions, as well as asynchronous
communication.

In spite of this increasing body of literature that has investigated the use of WhatsApp,
there is no research on disagreement and impoliteness in this kind of mobile group
interaction. The present study seeks to contribute to and increase the limited knowledge
in this field.

2.2. Disagreement and impoliteness

Disagreement has been widely studied from many different perspectives such as
Speech Act Theory (Sorning 1977, Mehregan et al. 2013, Netz 2014, Bardovi-Harlig et al.
2015), Politeness Theory (Rees-Miller 2000, Edstrom 2004, Sifianou 2012, Dynel 2015)
or Preference Theory (Pomerantz 1984, Sacks 1987), among others.

It was initially seen as a face-threatening act (FTA), a “dispreferred” second, closely
related to impoliteness (Brown and Levinson 1987, Sacks 1987, Pomerantz 1984,
Culpeper 1996). In these studies, disagreement is considered something negative, a face-
threatening act that may damage the social relationship between the interlocutors and,
therefore, needs to be avoided or mitigated. With time, these views are reversed, as
Xu (2017: 682) summarizes:

Fortunately, with the development of practical research, many scholars point
out the non-inherent negativity of disagreement (e.g., Angouri & Locher, 2012,
p. 1549; Zhu, 2014, p. 87). Disagreement is an unmarked, preferred act and even
the norm on some special occasions, like the activities of problem solving, decision
making and commercial meeting, etc. (Tannen, 1981, 1998; Gray, 2001; Tjosvold,
2008; Angouri & Locher, 2012), in which there needs to be thoughts in collision
so as to improve scientificity or creativity of the solutions. Sometimes, disagreement
can also be seen as a sign of intimate relationship or high social competence
(Schiffrin, 1984, p. 311; Kakava, 2002, p. 1562; Locher, 2004, pp. 280—281;
Angouri & Tseliga, 2010, p. 66; Sifianou, 2012, p. 1554).
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According to Locher (2004), there seem to be several factors that make
disagreement preferred or not:

— culture: e.g., British indirectness contrasts with the predisposition to express
opinions openly in Spanish (Hernandez-Lopez 2016);

— conversational style: e.g., high-involvement speakers versus high-considerateness
speakers (Tannen 1984);

— the speech situation: this is directly related to the concept of genre, defined
by Swales (1990: 58) as “a class of communicative events, the members of which share
some set of communicative purposes”. Recent studies, following Garcés-Conejos
Blitvich (2010), have emphasized this genre approach to account for specific linguistic
choices (Fernandez-Amaya et al. 2014, Hernandez-Lopez 2016; Hernandez-Lopez and
Fernandez-Amaya 2019). In this vein, whether the behaviour of speakers when express-
ing disagreement is perceived as impolite or not by the interactants may depend on the
frames and norms relevant for the specific situation;

— participants’ age, status or gender: e.g., men appreciating disagreement more
than women (Tannen 1990);

— topic: the more controversial a topic is, the riskier it is to express a different
opinion (Kakava 1993);

— a participant's topic engagement and familiarity: even interlocutors in the
same speech situation and from the same background may have different expectations
and a different tolerance level for disagreement (Kakava 1993).

Disagreement can be a preferred response when a frame of argumentation is
established and opponents are expected to defend their point of view, as is the case
of the interaction in this paper. However, it is important to point out that, as Langlotz
and Locher (2012: 1591) indicate, “conflictual disagreements are closely linked to nega-
tive emotional reactions, especially when one feels offended or treated rudely”. There-
fore, knowing interlocutors’ opinions becomes crucial when interpreting a disagreement
episode as impolite or not.

As a linguist, I am not only interested in the presence or absence of disagreement
but in observing how it is enacted and achieved and what the effects of the different
renditions may be. For this reason, it is against the theoretical background presented
that this study of disagreement and impoliteness in WhatsApp interaction seeks to answer
these two research questions:

1) What are the linguistic realizations used by participants to express disagreement?

2) How do participants judge impoliteness in disagreement?

3. Methodology

3.1. Data

The corpus for this study is made up of a real WhatsApp interaction that began
at 10:37 a.m. on the 8" March and ended at 1:47 a.m. on the 9™ March (so slightly during
more than 14 hours). The general topic of this conversation of circa 9,900 words
in Spanish was feminism all the time. As was stated in the introduction, the reason for
choosing this specific sample as an object of analysis is that it is expected to be a locus
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of disagreement, since the participants are divided into supporters and detractors
of feminism from the very beginning of the conversation.

The contributors are 11 family members from a middle-class family in the South
of Spain. One of the participants is the researcher but, since the interaction substantially
predated any analytical intention, there was no observational pressure on any side.
Although the WhatsApp group is made up of 13 members, 2 of them decided not
to participate in this conversation.

Table 1
Participants’ information
PARTICIPANT AGE GENDER

Julio* 32 Male

Natalia 26 Female
Linda 32 Female
Berta 34 Female
Lola 43 Female
Ramodn 34 Male

Dora 56 Female
Ana 35 Female
Isabel 42 Female
Félix 27 Male

Marina 60 Female

*All participants’ names are pseudonyms.

6 months after the interaction took place, all the participants were very briefly
informed about my research aims and the fact that the data were going to be treated
anonymously, giving their consent to the use of their interaction in the study. The rela-
tionships between the participants can be seen in Figure 1 below:

Cousin:
SISTERS
Isabel

l Dora Lola

Marina

Ana Linda Natalia Ramoén

Berta

Figure 1. Participants’ relationship
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Apart from the two participants who decided not to contribute to the conversation,
in this WhatsApp group there are 3 sisters (Marina, Dora and Lola) and their cousin
Isabel. Marina has two daughters, Ana and Linda, who are married to Félix and Julio,
respectively. Dora has a daughter (Natalia) and a son, Ramén, who is married to Berta.
The relationship between all the participants is very close since they see each other
frequently and they get along very well.

The interaction analysed here begins with the following two interventions made
by Lola:

“Eil ferninismo es ia idea radical que
sostiene que las mujeres somos

personas’”

ANCELA DAVIS

1) 8/3/18 10:37: Lola:
2)  8/3/18 10:37 — Lola: Buenos dias!! (5 (% (Good morning!! &5 ()

Lola posts a meme with a famous definition, wrongly attributed to Angela Davis:
“Feminism is the radical notion that women are people”. After that, she greets the whole
group and uses two emojis of arms showing strength. By means of the double exclama-
tion marks and the emoyjis, she is adding emotion towards the propositional content of this
utterance, showing support to this idea of feminism and the need to fight for it on a day
like the 8th of March.

Immediately, these 2 contributions divide the members of this WhatsApp group
into two main opposing streams, related to the ideological positioning of participants:
those who are in favour of feminism and consider it is important to participate in the
demonstrations scheduled for International Women’s Day in order to fight for women’s
rights (Lola and Linda), and those who are against it because they feel there is no need
to demonstrate at all (Julio, Ramén, Berta). There is also a third group of participants
that do not position themselves clearly at either of these two extremes because they
change their viewpoint depending on the specific issue regarding feminism under dis-
cussion (Natalia, Ana, Dora) or because they do not express their opinion in an open
way (Félix, Isabel).

Due to these antagonistic views, the interaction analysed here is characterised
by a strong presence of disagreements used by participants in order to defend their
position as supporters or detractors of feminism.

3.2. Analytical framework

Following the discursive approach to (im)politeness, the identification of disagree-
ment strategies in the corpus was based on a series of WhatsApp turns (at least two)
while participants were interacting with one another. It is important to point out here that,
in this analysis of a polylogue with 11 participants, comments may be misplaced (i.e.
a participant’s response may not appear just after the comment it targets) and agreeing
with one person can imply disagreeing with another family member. For this reason,
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it was really important to pay attention to the content and addressivity to understand
how messages were connected to each other (Bolander 2012, Bou-Franch, Lorenzo-Dus
and Garcés-Conejos Blitvich 2012, Sifianou 2012).

It goes without saying that participants may opt for more than one strategy in a single
WhatsApp message, as will be seen in the examples shown in the next section. In other
cases, a single disagreement strategy was developed through several WhatsApp mes-
sages, sometimes even with other participants commenting at the same time. This is
due to the possibility of having convergent interactions, as well as asynchronous
communication that, as we saw in the previous section, are characteristic of this type
of polylogal digital interactions.

Interlocutors’ assessments of each other’s interventions were crucial in this iden-
tification that was carried out using the following list of 16 disagreement strategies,
taken and adapted from previous works (Pomerantz 1984, Brown and Levinson 1987,
Rees-Miller 2000, Locher 2004, Kreutel 2007, Malamed 2010 and Shum and Lee 2013).
The reason for choosing these strategies is that all of them relate, in some way or another,
disagreement with considerations of politeness and/or relational work, as in the present
study. All the examples from this list except for “Expressing regret” have been taken
from the corpus and translated into English:

1. [UD]  Using unmitigated disagreement: by means of bare negative forms (e.g.
“no”, “no way”) or the performative (e.g. “I disagree”, “I don’t/can’t
agree”).

2. [HED] Using mitigating expressions (hedges) (e.g. “I guess”, “it seems”).

[TA]  Token agreement (e.g. “yes ... but”).

4. [NC]  Giving negative comments: the participant expresses what s/he thinks to be
the right thing to do and compares with what s/he thinks is the wrongdoing
of the interlocutor in a personalised way (e.g. “There are schedules that
directly do not allow you to become a mother”).

5. [VP] Using short vulgar phrases: the participant uses taboo words (insults, swear
words, etc.) when disagreeing with the interlocutor (e.g. “today, instead
of demonstrating, I went to the hospital to see my neighbour who is really
fucked up”).

6. [OAQ] Expressing objection as a question: the participant questions the interlocu-
tor’s previous claim (e.g. “do you really think s0?”).

7. [RC]  Requesting clarification (e.g. “you are saying I am right, aren’t you?”).

8. [IS] Making an ironic statement: the participant says something insincerely
(e.g. “Come on, now Diana Quer was killed for being a man”).

9. [JOKE] Joking: avoiding a clear statement of disagreement but it may be
understood as such (e.g. “have you been possessed by a spirit from the
middle ages?”).

10. [OO]  Giving opposite opinions: the participant disagrees by giving an opinion
that is contrary to what was said before. There is no intention of giving
negative comments (e.g. “A: children are an obstacle to a woman’s career.
B: If a man has custody of his children, I doubt he can be promoted a lot”).

W
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11. [REW] Rewording: the participant shows disagreement by making minor changes
to the interlocutor’s original comments instead of repeating the utterance
(e.g. “A: And you’re still wondering why we are demonstrating?? B: I don’t
wonder why you’re demonstrating.).

12. [EPR] Giving emotional or personal reasons: referring to personal experience
to substantiate disagreement (e.g. “l am demonstrating for those who
fought before and could not complete their work.”)

13. [FAC] Giving facts: disagreeing using quotations, statistical information, pictures,
videos, etc. to show a completely opposite view (e.g. “I know many women
who, knowing they are protected by law, have reduced their work perfor-
mance by 50% after giving birth”).

14. [ER] Expressing regret (e.g. “I’'m sorry but I don’t agree”).

15. [SUG] Making suggestions (e.g. “I would like you to demonstrate for all those
women who fought, were forced to submit or died”).

16. [REP] Reprimanding: the participant tells the interlocutor that his/her action/
behaviour/attitude is not approved (e.g. “if we all stay at home, we don't
increase the problem’s visibility”).

3.3. Procedure

The data analysis involved several steps. First, the interaction was forwarded from
the mobile phone to an email account as an attachment, thus preventing transcription
errors. After copying the text into a Microsoft Word document, all interventions were
subjected to an anonymization process in which participants’ names and other personal
references were veiled.

Then, the interaction was analysed in search of the 16 disagreement strategies
mentioned before. In order to establish coder reliability, the corpus was coded separately
by the author and a research assistant and any discrepancies (less than 15% for each
code) were resolved through discussion. Finally, since, as an analyst, I can only interpret
what participants convey on the basis of their utterances, they were asked the following
questions to ascertain their opinion towards disagreement and impoliteness:

1. Were you offended/upset by any of your interlocutors’ comments? If so, can you
indicate when and why? If not, why not?

2. Do you consider any of the comments to be impolite? If so, can you indicate
which one(s) and why? If not, why not?

3. Have these comments had any consequences in your relationship with this
person after this WhatsApp interaction?

4. Results and discussion

In the following sub-sections, the variety of disagreement strategies found is pre-
sented, juxtaposed with examples. Then, the participants’ judgement of impoliteness
1s summarised.

4.1. Disagreement strategies

A total of 427 disagreement instances were identified, with the strategy distribution
presented in Figure 2.
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Figure 2. Disagreement instances (N = 427)

“Giving opposite opinions” and “Giving emotional or personal reasons” were
the two most widely used strategies, employed on more than 37% of occasions. This is
to be expected, bearing in mind that the group is divided from the very beginning into
detractors and supporters of feminism, and they are defending their opposite viewpoints
by also giving examples from their own experience.

The rest of the disagreement strategies were present with lesser frequency, although
there was no instance of “Expressing regret” (e.g. ‘I’m sorry but I don’t agree”).
One possible explanation could be that these kinds of expressions are typical of specific
cultures such as British English, more oriented towards deference and negative polite-
ness. However, this is not the case in peninsular Spanish, more oriented towards soli-
darity and positive politeness when it comes to family and friends’ interactions.

Furthermore, the insignificant presence of the “Rewording” strategy, with only
3 instances, could be explained by the fact that participants are often so eager to express
their opinion that they write at the same time and do not read each other’s messages.
Consequently, rewording is less likely to happen. These overlaps contribute to a more
conversational and heated debate, as in an oral exchange.

Surprisingly, there was a low occurrence of the “Unmitigated disagreement” strategy,
only used in 5.39% of the total amount. This contradicts previous findings that suggest
“unmitigated disagreement can occur in contexts where it is more important to defend
one’s point of view than to pay face consideration to the addressee” (Locher 2004: 143).
I expected a higher occurrence of this strategy, since the main purpose of this interaction
was precisely that, and the familiar relationship between the participants also permitted
the use of this strategy.
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As we can observe in Table 2, almost 73.31% of the disagreement strategies are
used by four participants, who are core members in the conversation: Julio and Linda,
who form a couple, as well as Berta and Natalia. Thus, the participants, despite being
in the same speech situation and having the same background, employ disagreement
strategies in different frequencies. This might point to a difference in tolerance of dis-
agreement (Kakava 1993), as was stated in the literature review.

Table 2
Disagreement strategies per participant*

Disagreement strategy | 8 o 2 i é © o o 3 x . % of

= = § & & 3 o < 8 & "~ |strategy
[00] Giving opposite 20 | 26 | 13 9 7 4 4 3 1 | 87 |2038%
opinions
[EPR] Giving emotional | ¢ 7 10 | 21 4 5 3 4 2 71 | 16.63%
or personal reasons
[OAQI Expressing 12 5 10 4 2 2 1 36 | 8.44%
objection as a question
[NC] Giving negative 7 7 4 7 5 4 1 1 | 36 | 844%
comments
[HED] U.smg mitigating 3 1 5 5 1 5 32 | 7.49%
expressions
[VP] Using short vulgar 5 5 4 ) 4 6 2% | 6.09%
phrases
[PD] Using unmitigated 3 5 3 4 1 5 23 | 5.39%
disagreement
[SUG] Making 3 4 8 2 1 2 1 1 2 | 5.15%
suggestions
[TA] Token agreement 6 2 2 5 4 1 1 21 | 4.92%
[JOKE] Joking 3 9 2 1 3 18 | 4.21%
[IS] Making an ironic 4 1 3 7 2 17 | 3.08%
statement
[REP] Reprimanding 8 1 3 3 15 | 3.51%
[RC] Requesting 8 3 2 13 | 3.08%
clarification
[FAC] Giving facts 1 3 3 7 1.63%
[REW] Rewording 1 1 1 3 0.70%
[ER] Expressing regret 0 0.00%
n= 93 83 76 61 43 31 20 15 3 2 427
- —
:’e‘r";ce‘::;:b”t'on 21.77% | 19.47% | 17.79% | 14.28% | 10.07% | 7.25% | 4.68% | 3.51% | 0.70% | 0.46% | 100%

*Marina has not been included in this chart because none of her five contributions to the conversation is a disagreement.

Both Julio and Linda are very active participants in the chat from the very beginning
and they keep on contributing with different interventions non-stop during the 14-hour
conversation. However, although Berta and Natalia also participate in the morning, their
involvement in the conversation increases when the demonstration has already taken
place. This evening part of the interaction seems to be the moment in which the conflict
is more heated. Lola and Linda have been posting photos, videos and comments showing
what an awesome experience it has been for them participating in the demonstration.
Although they are not specifically addressing anybody in the group, these comments
seem to have threatened other participants’ face, who deem it necessary to justify why
they have not demonstrated. Thus, the participants make use of disagreement strategies
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in order to (dis)affiliate themselves from/with one of two social identities: supporters
and detractors of feminism.

Regarding the kind of strategies used by each participant, we can see that the most
frequent strategies used coincide with the general results: “giving opposite opinions” and
“giving emotional or personal reasons”. However, there are specific results that are worth
commenting on. For example, Linda does not make use of any hedge at all, disagreeing
bluntly with all participants. Furthermore, she is the participant who employs most often
the strategy “reprimanding”. This contrasts with Natalia’s conversational style, for
instance, who is the participant who uses the most mitigation and no reprimand. From
the general content of the conversation, we can deduce that Linda is a strong defender
of feminism and does not understand how other members of her family can be against it,
even worse, female participants. However, Natalia’s opinion towards feminism changes
depending on the issue being dealt with, which may explain her use of hedges. Thus,
as seen in the literature review, conversational style also influences the way in which
disagreement is presented (Tannen 1984, Locher 2004).

Another result which is worth highlighting is Berta’s use of “giving emotional or
personal reasons”. As can be observed in Table 2, she is the participant who uses this
strategy the most. Berta seems to be threatened by other participants’ willingness to
participate actively in the defence of women’s rights for equality. So, the high use
of this strategy could be related to the fact that she feels the need of justifying herself
for being against feminism, giving personal reasons for her decision.

Below are some examples taken from the analysis to contextualise how participants
used these strategies. They are in time sequence and have been chosen because they
illustrate different strategies very clearly in a single extract. All the examples have been
copied verbatim without any corrections.

Example 1

1) 8/3/18 12:55 — Lola: https://elpais.com/elpais/2018/03/07/icon/1520426823 220468 .html
(“Hoy te han dejado de nifiera’”. 43 micromachismos que cometemos a diario) (“Today
you are babysitting”: 43 sexist comments we make everyday)

2) 8/3/18 12:56 — Lola: Me temo que en este grupo hay personas que hacen algunos
de la lista y no quiero sefialar pero empiezo por mi casa.... ) (I'm afraid there are
people in this group who make some of those mentioned on the list and I don’t want
to point my finger at anybody but I am starting in my own home...(®))

3) 8/3/18 14:12 — Berta: En mi casa no pasa na de ezo (None of that happens at my
home) [Emotional or Personal Reasons]|
[.]

4) 8/3/18 14:17 — Linda: Que suerte miarma! Te has llevado una joya!! (You lucky girl!
You married a treasure!!) [Ironic Statement]

5) 8/3/18 14:18 — Marina: @ @ @

2 Although in English this expression is not gender marked, in Spanish “dejar de nifiera” refers
to a female. Thus, when applied to a man, it may have negative connotations implying that he is
carrying out an action that is supposed to be done by a woman. That is why in the newspaper article
this expression is considered sexist, since taking care of kids is no longer solely part of a woman’s
responsibilities.
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6) 8/3/18 14:24 — Ramoén: Hay cosas extendidas en la lista pero habra q hacer otra lista
al revés. (There are some things on the list that are widespread but there needs to be
another list for things the other way around.) [Token Agreement]

7)  8/3/18 14:33 — Julio: El 95% de los fallecidos fireron hombres (95% of the deceased
were men)

8)  8/3/18 14:33 — Julio: https://m.eldiario.es/economia/accidentes-laborales-sumaron-
muertes-noviembre 0 729677194 .html

9) 8/3/18 14:33 — Julio: Tenemos los trabajos mas precarios y peligrosos (We have
the most precarious and dangerous jobs) [Negative Comments + Facts]

10) 8/3/18 14:33 — Julio: De esto no se habla (This is not mentioned) [Opposite
Opinion]

[...]

11) 8/3/18 14:37 — Julio: En 1912 es verdad que no podian votar, pero si se hundia un
barco, tenian preferencia & Yo prefiero no votar y meterme en un bote salvavi-
das &

(It’s true they couldn’t vote in 1912 but, if a ship was sinking, they were given priority
@ 1 prefer not to vote and get into a lifeboat €)) [Joke + Emotional or Personal
Reasons]

12) 8/3/18 14:38 — Julio: Fite el Leonardo di caprio, con el espacio que tenia en el trozo
tabla la muchacha, yto pa ella [Just look at Leonardo di caprio, with all the space
the girl had on that board, and all to herself] [Joke]

In this first example, Lola posts a link to a newspaper article that contains a list
of sexist comments people make every day. Then, she accuses, in general terms, the
members from the chat of exhibiting this kind of sexist behaviour. This contribution
immediately obtains a number of responses that disagree with this idea. The first one
is by Berta (Line 3) who provides a simple denial of the propositional content of the FTA
made by Lola, giving personal reasons to support her disagreement. Berta mitigates this
potential FTA by means of positive politeness strategies, changing the spelling of “none”
(na instead of nada) and “that” (ezo instead of eso), trying to give an informal tone
to her message, making it more oral. This kind of unconventional spelling is also used
by Ramon in line 6 (g instead of que) and Julio in line 12 (fite instead of fijate, to instead
of todo and pa instead of para). This is one of the characteristics of, not only WhatsApp
interactions, but digital discourse in general:

As shown by other work in the field (Crystal 2006), the use of repeated key-
strokes and unconventional orthography has often been documented as an effort

on the part of the interactants to compensate creatively for the effects of gesture
and tone in the CMC context. (Angouri & Tseliga 2010, 70).

In line 4, Linda does not believe what Berta is saying and she disagrees using
an ironic statement by means of which she says something insincerely, using double
exclamation marks to strengthen her emotions. Ramon responds using a token agreement
admitting there may be some logic to making the list but then offers an explanation that
shows that he does not agree fully to it, since he links the need for such a list to a similar
need for another list “the other way around” (line 6).
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Julio expresses his disagreement with the feminist movement by posting a news-
paper article in order to give facts related to his idea that it is men, not women, who
are in a disadvantaged position. In an effort to support his argument, he moves from
a personal identity to a group identity (“we have”) and uses negative comments to
describe men’s jobs.

In line 10, he also gives an opposite opinion, i.e. an opinion that is contrary to what
is said but without any intention of making negative comments. Then, he jokes in lines 11
and 12, a strategy by means of which he avoids a clear statement of disagreement, but
may be understood as such.

The presence of the emojis is also worth pointing out, since in this case they help
to add a friendly tone to the debate, trying to reduce face-threat (Maiz-Arévalo 2014).
Julio uses them to signal he is joking, being one of the instances of bonding humour
(Hay 2000, Schnurr 2010) present in the analysis, which creates and reinforces solidarity
and common ground.

In the next two hours between when examples 1 and 2 took place, the discussion
on feminism continues with some of the participants providing different arguments
for (Lola, Linda) or against (Julio, Ana, Dora, Berta) it.

Example 2

1) 8/3/18 16:23 — Berta: Yo los extremos no los q veo en ningun caso buenos (1 do not
consider extremes to be good in any case) [Hedge + Negative Comment]

2)  8/3/18 16:24 — Dora: Ademds de verdad Q& (You're so right )

[...]

3) 8/3/18 16:25 — Berta: En mi casa ni en ninguna parte habra ni machismo ni feminismo,
pq yo me encargare de educar a mis hijos asi, como me educaron a mi (There will be
no machismo nor feminism anywhere in my home, cos I'll take care of raising my
children that way, as [ was raised) [Emotional or Personal Reasons]|

[...]

4)  8/3/18 16:32 — Berta: Pero a mi g no me.digan heteropatriarcado capitalista (But
don’t talk to me about capitalist heteropatriarchy) [Opposite Opinion]

5) 8/3/18 16:32 — Berta: Que no (No way) [Unmitigated Disagreement]

In example 2 we see that Berta, who is against feminism, uses hedges and negative
comments to show her disagreement with the members of the group who are in favour
of it. This receives a positive response from Dora, who emphasizes her agreement with
Berta’s statement with 3 clapping hands emojis (line 2). Then, in line 3, Berta refers
to emotional or personal reasons to support her disagreement.

Finally, in line 4, she disagrees by giving an opinion that is contrary to what is said
and she ends using unmitigated disagreement by means of the bare negative form
“no way”. This way Berta is dissociating herself from those who are in favour of femi-
nism, implicitly associating something negative with them.

After this extract, the discussion on feminism continues mainly between Lola and
Linda, who are getting ready for going to the demonstrations, and Julio, who is all the
time disagreeing with them by giving reasons against the need to fight for women’s
rights. Example 3 takes place after Lola has told how a friend of her has just received
a sexist comment from the taxi driver who was taking her to the demonstrations.
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Example 3

1) 8/3/18 18:44 — Lola: Y aun os preguntais por que nos manifestamos?? (And you still
wondering why we are demonstrating??) [Objection as question]

2) 8/3/18 19:14 — Julio: Yo no me pregunto porque os manifestais. (I don’t wonder
why you’re demonstrating.) [Rewording]

[...]
3) 8/3/18 23:09 — Ramon: Q leyes tienen q cambiar? (What laws need to change?)

[Requesting clarification]

[...]
4)  8/3/18 23:10 — Dora: Joder esto no se acaba, hacer cada uno lo q os salga del

perrete (Bloody hell, this is never ending, just do whatever the hell you feel
like &) [Vulgar phrase + Reprimanding + Suggestion]

The rest of the strategies found in the corpus are seen in example 3 above:

— “Expressing objection as a question” (line 1). By means of this question, Lola is
showing her disagreement with the members of the group who have stated that it is not
necessary to demonstrate on the 8" of March to fight for women’s rights.

— “Rewording” (line 2). In this case, the participant shows disagreement by making
minor changes to the interlocutor’s original comments. This strategy is used by Julio
to disagree with Lola’s previous statement.

— “Requesting clarification” (line 3). This question gives the interlocutor the
possibility of explaining and clarifying their point to avoid possible disagreement. This
is a common strategy used by Ramoén, who is one of the members of the group against
feminism.

— “The use of short vulgar phrases such as insults or swear words” and “Repri-
manding”, through which the participant tells the interlocutor that their action, behaviour
or attitude is not approved, as seen in line 4. As stated previously, Dora is one of the
members of the group without a clear-cut opinion for or against feminism. In this case,
she disagrees with the general attitude of the conflictive interaction and tells the rest off
for arguing for so long. Once again, here emojis help to reduce face-threat and add
a friendly tone.

4.2. Participants’ opinions

In order to ascertain their opinion towards disagreement and impoliteness, partici-
pants were asked the following questions:

1. Were you offended/upset by any of your interlocutors’ comments? If so, can you
indicate when and why? If not, why not?

2. Do you consider any of the comments to be impolite? If so, can you indicate
which one(s) and why? If not, why not?

3. Have these comments had any consequences in your relationship with this person
after this WhatsApp interaction?

The questions were sent by email to the different participants together with the tran-
scription of the interaction. At this stage it is important to address whether responses
can be expected to reflect the feelings and reactions of the participants at the time,
or whether there might be a positivity bias that would lead the answers to lean towards
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claiming that no face-threats occurred in order to maintain a positive image/face
of the family as a whole. Given the fact that the author is a member of this community
of practice, the participants were assured that their feedback was not going to be revealed
to the rest of the members in the group (hence no names are given below), so that they
could express freely what they thought and their responses could be helpful for my
research goals. In fact, since they do not speak English and they are not scholars, they
have shown no interest in knowing the results of the research carried out.

Regarding the first question, 10 out of 11 participants answered that they were not
offended or upset by their interlocutors’ comments. The explanations given justifying
their answers include the following:

P1: “Conozco a los integrantes del grupo y no lo hacen para ofender. Estin

expresando sus ideas y las respeto.” (I know the members of the group and
they don’t do it to offend anybody. They are expressing their ideas and I
respect them.)

P2: “No me ha molestado nada, cada uno puede pensar como quiera. Si me ha
sorprendido la reaccion de algunas personas.” (Nothing bothered me, people
can think what they want. But [ was surprised by some people’s reaction.)

P3: “Sinceramente no me molestaron ninguno de los comentarios. Aunque no
estaba de acuerdo con muchas de las cosas que se decian entiendo que no todo
el mundo tiene un mismo pensamiento.” (Honestly, none of the comments
bothered me. Although I didn’t agree with many of the things that were said,
I understand that not everyone has the same thought.)

Disagreement for these participants has no face-aggravating effects (Goodwin 1983,
Schiffrin 1984, Georgakopoulou 2001). Despite dealing with a controversial topic
(feminism), since they are in a relationship of solidarity and share interactional norms
delimited by the specific genre, disagreement seems to be appropriate and does not
violate relational boundaries.

In relation to the second question, none of the participants considered any of the
comments to be impolite. Some of their explanations were:

P3: “No creo que haya comentarios maleducados. Entiendo que se enmarcan
dentro de la confianza que existe en un grupo de wasap familiar.” (I don’t think
there are impolite comments. I believe they are part of the mutual trust that
exists in a family wasap group.)

P4: “Para nada, creo que ha sido una conversacion muy interesante y educadora.”
(Not at all, I think it was a very interesting and educational conversation.)

In order to decide what is and is not polite, P3 refers to the set of community
norms defined by the group of which he is a part. He explains that he does not consider
the comments to be impolite because there is “confianza” (trust) among participants.
This term has been used by different pragmaticians to account for the fact that, in inter-
actions among friends and family in Spain, having this mutual trust allows participants
to speak their minds. Thus, they can disagree with each other without any fear of
offending their interlocutors (see, among others, Hernandez-Flores 2003, Bernal 2007,
Bravo 2008).
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In the same vein, not only does P4 not consider the conversation to be impolite
at any time, but she also sees disagreeing as an entertaining activity that may foster
sociability (Georgakopoulou 2001, Sifianou 2012).

All the participants also answered the third and final question in a negative way.
Among the explanations given were:

P4: “Para nada!! Sigo exactamente igual con todos. De hecho deberiamos tener
mas discusiones en el grupo!” (No way!! I am still on exactly the same terms
with everyone. In fact we should have more discussions in the group!”)

P2: “No, pero opino que el WhatsApp puede dar problemas. No es lo mismo una
conversacion donde estas viendo a la persona y ves su reaccion (gestos,
miradas, ...) que imaginartelo.”” (No, but I think WhatsApp can pose problems.
It’s not the same as having a conversation in which you see the other person
and their reaction (gestures, expressions...) as imagining it.)

P1: “Por supuesto que no. Respeto las ideas que cada uno tenga aunque no las
comparta.” (Of course not. I respect their ideas even if I may not agree with
them.)

From these answers, we can deduce that the occurrence of disagreement does not
seem to threaten participants’ relationships in this group. In fact, P4 sees it once again
as an entertaining activity. P2 makes reference to the fact that the lack of non-verbal
cues may make it more difficult to interpret the interlocutors’ intention, as other researchers
analysing (im)politeness in CMC have already stated (Graham 2007).

5. Conclusions

The present paper has contributed to the existing, limited research on WhatsApp
interaction in languages other than English by analysing disagreement and impoliteness
in an interaction within a Spanish family on the 8th March 2018. The main purpose of
the analysis was to answer the two guiding research questions:

1) What are the linguistic realizations used by participants to express disagreement?

2) How do participants judge impoliteness in disagreement?

In relation to the first research question, the linguistic strategies proposed by dif-
ferent authors were present in the corpus with more or less frequency, with the most
common strategies being “giving opposite opinions” and “giving emotional or personal
reasons”. This is reasonable since the group is divided from the very beginning, and
the fact that participants (dis)affiliated themselves from/with one of two social identities
(supporters and detractors of feminism) made disagreement the norm in this interaction.

It is worth noting there was no instance of the strategy “Expressing regret”. As
stated previously, this could be explained by the differences in politeness orientation
between English and peninsular Spanish. This finding supports the need to analyse
disagreement in languages other than English. Another remarkable result was the low
occurrence of the strategy “Unmitigated disagreement”, since the familiar relationship
between the participants permitted the use of this strategy, as it is derived from the
answers the participants gave after the interview. In my opinion, this may be related
to the fact that the participants want to make it very clear which side of the conflict they
are taking, developing their explanations and providing reasons for their disagreement.
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The analysis has also revealed that it is important to examine how disagreement
evolves across multiple turns, since it has not developed in a linear way, with different
answers from various members, sometimes even writing at the same time, and with side
sequences. Thus, it is necessary to approach the analysis of disagreement not only from
a synchronic but also from a diachronic perspective.

Another issue that it is worth highlighting is the role played by multimodal elements
and emojis with different functions related to disagreement, such as being the origin
of disagreement itself (i.e. the first meme and the links to the news story in example 1),
showing disapproval with others’ opinions, intensifying disagreements to show emotion
or trying to reduce face-threat and boosting group solidarity (as in example 3).

In relation to the second research question, as shown by the participants’ opinions,
the fact that they are family members and have known each other for a long time makes
the impact of their disagreement different from that of speakers in antagonistic relation-
ships. Therefore, in this case, although the topic is controversial it does not seem to be
risky for the participants to express a different opinion, contradicting what previous
authors have stated (Kakava 1993, Locher 2004). In this context, disagreement is not
considered to be impolite and is even evaluated in positive terms by some of the partici-
pants. Hence, the findings of this study are in line with the contemporary consensus that
disagreement is not a priori a negative speech act (Angouri and Locher 2012). Thus, dis-
agreement is not an inherently impolite act that should always be avoided or mitigated.
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Abstract

Peer-to-peer businesses such as Airbnb have recently given rise to new travel trends in which electronic
word of mouth, in the form of online consumer reviews (OCRs, henceforth), is the main trust mechanism
with a threefold purpose: to make informed decisions regarding accommodation, gain good reputation,
and manage the relational component as continuity from the offline stage of the experience. In the light
of the above, this study will analyse 120 reviews (60 positive and 60 negative) written by Airbnb travellers
and linked to three different emotional orientations: delighted/satisfied, ambivalent/neutral, and dissatis-
fied/disappointed. Taking an illocutionary and stylistic domain perspective, the reviews will be examined
to understand how users manage relational work (Watts 1989, Locher and Watts 2005, Locher 2006, Locher
and Watts 2008), and to ascertain what is likely to be the ‘norm’ in this particular genre (i.e., OCRs) and
for the particular Virtual Community of Practice (VCoP, henceforth) (i.e., guests and hosts interacting
in Airbnb). The results show that being polite seems to be the norm (hence being politic), while being rude
or offensive is the exception. The data also suggest that users tend to be politic/polite through very
enthusiastic and friendly messages, while dissatisfaction and ambivalence are shown by means of a process
of depersonalisation, with a tone based on formality and distancing from the host. Information is also
obtained from what is not said, which creates the implicature of dissatisfaction. This seems to be implicitly
understood by the members of this VCoP, who seem to perceive sociability as pivotal to assess their
experience.
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Hay4Hag cTtaTbs
Pa6oTa Haag Me>K/IMYHOCTHBIMY OTHOLIEHUSIMHU
B O0T3bIBaX Ha cauTe Airbnb

Mapus ae aa O dpuangec-Jlonec

Yuusepcurer [1a6no ne Onasune, Cepwmibs, Vcnanus
Ctra. de Utrera, 1, 41013 Sevilla, Spain

AHHOTAIUSA

B mocrenHee BpeMs Ha TaKMX OHJAMH-IIIONIA/IKAX, Kak Airbnb, KOTOpbIe Aaal TOJYOK HOBBIM TYpH-
CTHYECKHM TEH/ICHIIMSAM, OHJIAH-OT3bIBbI MOTPEOUTENCH CTAHOBITCS OCHOBHBIM MEXaHHU3MOM JIOBEPHS
Y UMEIOT TPOSIKYIO 1IEJIb: TIPHHATHE 00OOCHOBAHHBIX PEIICHHI OTHOCHTEIILHO pa3MeIlCHHs, PHOOpETeHIe
XOpOIlel penyTaluu U yNpaBleHuEe MEKINYHOCTHBIMA OTHOUICHHSIMH KaK MPOAODKEHHUE OQIIaiiH-
oOueHus1. B cBeTe BhIlIECKa3aHHOTO B JAHHOM HCCJIEIOBaHUM OyIyT mpoaHanu3upoBaHbl 120 0T3bIBOB
(60 monoxwuTenbHBIX ¥ 60 OTPHIIATENBHBIX), HATUCAHHBIX ITyTENIECTBEHHUKAMH, BOCIIOJIb30BABIIUMHCS
caifrom Airbnb. OHM nepealoT TpHU Pa3IMYHbIX AIMOIMOHAIBHBIX COCTOSHUS: BOCXHIICHNE/YIOBIETBO-
peHue, aMOMBaJICHTHOCTE/HEUTPAIbHOCTh U HEYIOBJIETBOPEHHE/pa3oyapoBaHue. AKIEHT OyJeT chenaH
Ha WUIOKYTUBHOM M CTHJIMCTUYECKOM acHeKTaX C IIeJbI0 MOHATh, KaK BEJETCsl padoTa 1Mo BBICTPAHBAHHIO
OTHOIICHHH, WITH «persiironHas padora» (‘relational work’) (Watts 1989, Locher & Watts 2005, Locher
2006) ¥ BBIAICHUTD, YTO MOXKET OBITh «HOPMOID» B 3TOM KOHKPETHOM KaHpe (3JICKTPOHHOM OT3BIBE MOTpe-
Guteneil) 1 BUPTyaIbHOM cooOlIecTBe (T.€. TOCTH U X03s5€Ba oTellel, odmmatomuecs Ha caiite Airbnb).
Pe3ynbrarhl MOKa3bIBaIOT, YTO HOPMOH SIBJISIETCS BEXKIJIMBOCTbD, & TPYOOCTh MM OCKOPOJIEHHE — 3TO HCKIIIO-
yeHue. [TomyueHHbIE JaHHBIE TaK)Ke CBUACTEIBCTBYIOT O TOM, UTO I10JIb30BATENIH CKIOHHBI IPOSIBIIATH
BEXJIMBOCTh MOCPE/ICTBOM BOCTOPKEHHBIX U OYEHb JPYXKETFOOHBIX COOOLICHHH, B TO BpeMs KaK HEyJo-
BJIETBOPEHHOCTh U aMOWBAJICHTHOCTH MPOSIBIIAIOTCS UMIIEPCOHU(DUIIMPOBAHHO, Yepe3 OQUIMATIbHBIN CTHIIb
Y JMCTaHIMpOBaHue. MMIHIMTHO MHPOPMAIHS O HEYIOBICTBOPEHHOCTH TIEPENACTCs TAKKE uepe3 yMoll-
YaHKe O TeX WIM WHBIX MOMeHTax. [IpeacraBisiercs, YTO 3TO MOHUMAOT U YICHBI JAHHOTO COOOIIECTRa,
KOTOpBIC, TIO-BUAUMOMY, BOCIIPUHUMAIOT COOOIIIeHE HHPOPMAIIMK KaK HEOOXOTUMOE YCIIOBHE OIICHKH.

KioueBble ciioBa: ounatiH-omswiebl nompeoumenet, Airbnb, paboma Ha0 MeHCTUUHOCHBIMU OMHOUle-
HUSMU, BENHCTUBOCb, HEBEHCTUBOCHIb, TULO
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Maria de la O Hernandez-Lopez (2019). Relational work in Airbnb reviews. Russian Journal of
Linguistics, 23 (4), 1088—1108. doi: 10.22363/2687-0088-2019-23-4-1088-1108.

1. Introduction

Airbnb represents the most successful platform for accommodation sharing and
experiences to date (Forbes 2018, Sundadarajan 2014), and is presumably the most
popular platform for peer-to-peer accommodation in general. Its versatility (as it can be
used as a communication tool with hosts, accommodation booking, search of experiences
and posting of reviews, among others), popularity (established in many countries), social
nature', and the features of its review system (e.g. anonymity is not allowed, travellers
are also evaluated, and there is user-friendly communication system that enables online
interaction, among others) are characteristics that favour both its own success and trust

' While it is true that many travellers renting apartments via Airbnb are not likely to meet the
host (based on personal experience), travellers interested in meeting local people and attracted
by the social appeal of this CoP usually decide to rent a private room at the host’s house, so that
offline, interpersonal contact is possible during their stay. This study only focuses on the latter.
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among users. However, while the business and marketing literature provides a great
amount of information regarding this platform, studies regarding communication
in Airbnb, as well as its review system from a pragmatic perspective are almost non-
existent (but see Bridges and Vasquez 2016 and Herndndez-Lopez 2019). This study
aims to explore OCRs in Airbnb to bridge this gap.

Previous research has shown that, while OCRs as a genre have characteristics
of their own, every social platform will also constitute a separate Community of Practice
(CoP?) (Eckert and McConnell-Ginet 1992, Mills 2003), or VCoP (Dubé¢ et al. 2005)
with features that are not transferable to other types of OCRs. The literature has already
pointed out the differences between product-oriented and experiential OCRs (Vasquez
2011, 2014), as well as between business-to-peer and peer-to-peer travel patterns (Tus-
syadiah and Pesonen 2015). Airbnb has also been identified as a community of travellers
with interest in both practical aspects of the experience (Guttentag et al. 2017) and
socialising with locals in the target destination (Ert, Fleischer and Magen 2016). That
said, we believe Airbnb must be studied as a separate CoP where travellers constantly
interact in both the online and offline worlds, and whose review system is constrained
by the sense of community” its users have (Hernandez-Lopez 2019). It is precisely this
social nature that makes Airbnb a platform of interest from a relational point of view,
given that its review system has a threefold purpose: to make informed decisions
regarding accommodation in a travel destination (guests), gain good reputation (both
hosts and guests), and manage the relational component as continuity from the offline
stage of the experience (both hosts and guests).

In the light of the above, this study will analyse 60 positive and 60 neutral and/or
negative Airbnb reviews from an illocutionary and stylistic domain perspective. More
specifically, this paper focuses on how Airbnb guests, who have shared some time and

2 However, this CoP or VCoP is not among travellers themselves (who cannot interact via the
platform) but among travellers and hosts. Despite this limitation, the notion of CoP is still relevant
here in that the platform gathers individuals with similar interests, willing to share their knowledge
about accommodation. Also, their interactions, both in the form of personal contact and OCRs, will
have an impact on their knowledge and practice. It is through the process of sharing information and
experiences with the group that members learn from each other, while they obtain information that will
help them take decisions. VCoPs are usually found in the form of forums (Dubé et al. 2005).
Airbnb provides the opportunity to post a review and answer to reviews that have been posted about
each individual. See also footnote 3 for the notion of belonging in the platform.

? Due to the rapid growth of Airbnb since its foundation in 2008, its CEOs have made every effort
to enhance the sense of community of this platform, as well as its users’ sense of belonging. Apart from
the versatility of the platform, which allows for communication among users (mainly guest-hosts),
its advertising campaign enhances this sense of belonging (‘“belong anywhere™) and has been labelled
by business experts as a “global community”, as in https://www.thebrandingjournal.com/2014/07/
airbnbs-consistent-rebrand-focuses-sense-belonging-community/. Besides, hosts can also interact with
each other in a related website (https://community.withairbnb.com), so that they can express their
concerns and doubts, as well as explain their experiences via a public forum and private messages.
So as to contribute to this sense of community, one of its CEOs, Brian Chesky (@bchesky) usually
uses twitter to remind users that this is not an accommodation platform only to search a house, but
a community of users with common interests seeking a home.
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space with hosts (i.e., who rented a room at the host’s house), manage relational work
(Watts 1989, Locher and Watts 2005, Locher 2006, Locher and Watts 2008) in positive
reviews, vis-a-vis lukewarm and negative evaluations, so as to know what is likely to be
the norm of appropriateness in each case, and how guests manage polite, politic and
impolite messages addressed to the host and other readers. By adopting a genre approach
to relational work (cf. Garcés-Conejos Blitvich 2010 for a genre approach to the study
of im/politeness) and by looking at the intersection between genre and the features of this
CoP, we aim to understand how macro issues (e.g., previous contact, as mentioned
in reviews) and micro issues of the interaction (e.g., wording in the reviews) will help
ascertain what is the norm (i.e., expected, politic) and what is the exception in this review
system.

This paper will be structured as follows: first, a literature review on Airbnb as
a platform, an overview of politeness and OCRs, as well as relational work from a genre
perspective, is provided. Next, the results, presented in three different subsections
(1) delighted/satisfied users, 2) neutral or ambivalent users, and 3) dissatisfied users),
and a related discussion about relational work, is provided. The paper closes with some
conclusions.

2. Airbnb as a peer-to-peer marketplace

Airbnb belongs to the group of so-called peer-to-peer (P2P) marketplaces. Online
P2P marketplaces refer to individuals (consumers) who interact directly with other users
(sellers) who are non-employees, while the marketplace website is maintained by a third
party (Botsman and Rogers 2011). Examples of P2P markets are eBay (online auction
site) and Rent The Runaway (renting designer dresses), among many others. Within this
group, those offering a particular service, rather than a product, are the most popular,
in that users seek unique experiences in which social interaction is central (Ert, Fleischer
and Magen 2016: 62). Some examples include food services (Eatwith, VoulezVousDiner),
taxi services (Uber, BlaBlaCar), and accommodation services (CouchSurf, Airbnb,
Vayable, Love Home Swap). This group of P2P markets has also been identified as
collaborative consumption (Pizam 2014: 118), and its main trust mechanism is known
as experiential OCRs (Vasquez 2011, 2014).

Airbnb defines itself as “a social website that connects people who have space to
spare with those who are looking for a place to stay”, with special emphasis on those
interested in having a “personal, meaningful experience” (Airbnb website). Indeed,
Airbnb’s emphasis on its social appeal (Ert, Fleischer and Magen 2016) implies creating
networks as a form of social capital (Burt 2000, Wong and Salaff 1998) in a system
in which their members trade with a personal commodity: their living spaces. In this
sense, each member’s network capital is based on trust in others and self-built reputation
(Rosen et al. 2011), with a twofold function: more opportunities to host other travellers
and the construction of a sense of community within this network.

In line with social networks, each member creates a personal profile including age,
gender, location, education, and any other personal details that they may want to let
others know. Members may choose to be either host or guest, although combining both
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roles in the same profile is also possible. This fact is key to understanding the complexity
of this dynamic system, as each member may be evaluated as a host (similar to business-
to-peer platforms), but also as a guest. Guests will be allowed to read their host’s review
(and vice versa) on condition that they post their own review about the host. Thus, this
system ensures that their opinions are not biased by the other parties’ comments.

In line with business-to-peer platforms (B2P) such as TripAdvisor, guests use,
on the one hand, star ratings to evaluate features of their listings (i.e. their properties),
and experience (mainly cleanliness, location, veracity and communication), together with
the written texts used to share their experience. However, personal interaction and the
fact that the Airbnb experience is built among peers (and not between businesses and
peers), make this platform have characteristics of its own, mainly because it is not only
the room or apartment to rent that matters, but also personal interaction (Bridges and
Vasquez 2016, Cansoy and Schor 2016), and it is precisely this personal interaction
in the offline component of the experience that may have an impact on reviews.

3. Politeness, the genre of OCRs, and travellers’ websites as VCoP

The emergence of online sites for communication, business and leisure has marked
a shift from situated politeness to globalized politeness, in which it is the affordances
of the system, together with culture and other sociological variables, that have an impact
on interaction. Such is the case in OCRs; overall, they have been studied as a genre
to understand how users manage face, politeness and other relational issues. A case
in point is Véasquez (2011, 2014), who found that complaints in TripAdvisor are rather
different from face-to-face complaints, in that prosumers (i.e., consumers who are also
producers of online content) attempt to maintain public self-image or social identity,
rather than the other’s face. This is partly given by the system, as the experience under
review is usually based on an institution (e.g., a hotel). Ho (2017) also studied experien-
tial OCRs from the angle of the reviewed institution to understand how managers
respond to complaints, with attempts to recover face and enhance rapport.

In the sharing economy business, Dayter and Riidiger examined users’ complaints
in CouchSurfing and found that conflictive reviews are expressed in a way that balances
“the obligation to write honest references” with “the desire to protect face” (2014: 194).
The accumulation of social capital is also a motivation to avoid blunt criticism. Therefore,
even when the complaint is obvious, the insertion of positive elements helps ensure both
positive self-presentation and the reaftirmation of solidarity with the addressee (p. 207).
In line with this, Bridges and Vasquez (2016) use the term “lukewarm” review to desig-
nate those evaluations that are not explicitly negative but cannot be classified as positive
either, and explain the reasons for this positivity bias in Airbnb (host-guest social inter-
action or personal acquaintance, the reciprocity of the review system, the sense of
mutual trust on this online community and lack of anonymity, which means that every
contribution to the website is also a contribution to building host and guest identities).

One of the latest contributions to this area of research is Hernandez-Lopez (2019),
who examined positive Airbnb reviews written by British speakers. The author found
that 1) reviews in this platform have characteristics of their own, such as reciprocity,
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considering the host as part of the experience, importance given to the host’s personal
traits and identity, etc. 2) personal acquaintance with the service provider has an impact
on the way reviewers write their evaluations, and 3) these reviews are, in fact, social
reviews in that users take the opportunity to not only inform other readers but also
contact the host and ensure a certain continuity in terms of the relationship established
during the offline component of the experience.

The above-mentioned studies reveal two facts: 1) that the review genre is not
homogeneous across platforms; and 2) that the affordances of the website, together
with the pragmatic affordances (Virtanen 2017) of the review system constrain relational
considerations (e.g. politeness, rapport, etc.). It is at this point that we see that, while
genre (i.e., text genre) has been advocated as a useful unit of analysis in politeness studies
(cf. Garcés-Conejos Blitvich 2010, Garcés-Conejos Blitvich and Sifianou 2019),
the specific profile of each CoP must be taken into account as well. For the purpose
of this study, therefore, the features of Airbnb as a CoP will be taken into account
to understand its review system as a genre. The CoP found in Airbnb is that of a com-
munity of travellers and hosts with a sense of belonging®, where guests, or travellers,
are interested in accommodation offered by local people or peers, and are often attracted
by the system’s social appeal (Hernandez-Lopez 2019). Hosts, in turn, often show interest
in offering accommodation with differentiating characteristics (e.g., unique experience,
low price, very friendly hosts, or great location, among others). This review system,
as a genre, involves mutual evaluations (guest and host), and is addressed to both
a wider audience (i.e., other travellers) and the person that is being evaluated, be it the
host or the guest. Users are not kept in anonymity and strive to gain good reputation
in order to be shown as trustworthy and gain more users. It is by looking at the intersec-
tion of this CoP and this review system as a genre that relational considerations will
be examined.

4. A genre approach to relational work

The abovementioned studies show that, while OCRs are not a new field of study
in politeness studies, its paths of research are scarce and, in the case of peer-to-peer
consumption, almost non-existent. In the case of Airbnb, given its social nature (Hernan-
dez-Lopez 2019, Sthapit and Jiménes-Barreto 2019), we contend that a model within
interpersonal communication that is wide enough to cover the versatility of the online
milieu is needed. In this sense, politeness will be understood as

a fundamentally discursive concept, that is, one which does not have an objective
existence outside of the discourses in which it is oriented to or talked about by users
and observers of (different varieties of) a language. (Haugh 2019: 201)

Something that can be deducted with certainty from this definition is that politeness
is shaped in the ongoing dynamics of interaction, in line with the so-called ‘third wave
of politeness studies’ (Garcés-Conejos Blitvich and Sifianou 2019). This third wave

* On the sociability of Airbnb, see footnote 3.
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includes approaches such as Arundale’s (1999, 2006) face constitution, Spencer-
Oatey’s (2000, 2008) rapport management, or Watts’ (1989) relational work (see also
Locher and Watts 2005, Watts 2005, Locher 2006). Despite their differences in scope
and approach, all of them consider that politeness is not an ever-present phenomenon
but is given in specific situations, and that interlocutors need not be interested in being
polite only. Thus, while rapport management (Spencer-Oatey 2008) acknowledges that
there are at least four rapport orientations (rapport enhancement, rapport maintenance,
rapport neglect and rapport challenge), relational work (Watts 1989, Locher and Watts
2005, Watts 2005, Locher 2006) also aims to cover the entire spectrum of interper-
sonal behaviour, from negatively marked behaviour (i.e., impoliteness or rudeness),
via non-marked or politic behaviour, which involves being appropriate to the interac-
tion in question, to positively marked behaviour (i.e., politeness) (Locher 2006: 250).
Thus, depending on the interlocutors’ intention, they may engage in face-enhancing,
face-maintaining and face-aggravating relational work (Locher and Watts 2008, Angouri
and Locher 2012).

Relational work is defined as “‘the work’ individuals invest in negotiating relation-
ships with others” (Locher and Watts 2005: 10) and acknowledges that most of the time
it is the unmarked form, rather than politeness or impoliteness, that is expressed and
perceived in interaction. Also, appropriateness in interaction is subject to the specificities
of the context in question. Thus, participants familiar with a particular CoP invest
in appropriate degrees of relational work and are likely to share what they deem appro-
priate locally, at the same time as constantly negotiating what is and what is not
appropriate, what is polite, impolite or over-polite’. While it is true that negotiation is
not something new when it comes to research on politeness or the relational component
in general (cf. Fraser 1990), what constitutes a fundamental shift of perspective is that
much of the relational work will be assessed as non-marked (‘appropriate’ or just
‘normal’, a lay person may say), or behaviour that participants construct as being
“appropriate to the ongoing social interaction” (Watts 2003: 276). Within this discursive
approach (Locher 2006, but also Garcés-Conejos Blitivich and Sifianou 2019, among
others), the researchers’ main task should be to identify what is appropriate and the
expected norm, while what is polite or impolite is also subject to participants’ evalua-
tions. This perspective is inclusive, given that politeness may include a variety of styles
based on intentions and linked to speech style, such as friendliness, distance, respect,
modesty, individuality or solidarity, to name a few (cf. for instance, Barros Garcia and
Terkourafi 2014, for a discussion regarding rapprochement and distancing contexts).

(133

> Hernandez-Lopez and Fernandez-Amaya (2019) also include the category ‘very polite’, as dif-
ferent from ‘polite’. They requested a number of participants to rate their hotel experience as ‘very
polite’, ‘polite’, ‘neutral’ or ‘impolite’, and explain why. The findings revealed that, while ‘very polite’
is linked to behaviour that goes beyond the travellers’ expectations, ‘polite’ was marked when com-
munication matched their (high) expectations and where interaction was considered appropriate.
The category ‘neutral” was associated with indifference, and impoliteness with a bad hotel service
in general.
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5. Methodology
5.1. Data

The data of this study consist of a sample of 120 Airbnb reviews: 60 reviews with
a positive valence (i.e., experiences that have been depicted in positive terms) and
60 reviews with a negative valence (i.e., reviews in which there is at least one negative
comment).

The selection of the corpus responds to a series of criteria:

1. Any destination within the UK.

2. Any review written in English.

3. Travellers staying in a private room for two people at the host’s house. This
option has been selected because we understand that it gives more opportunities to
interact with the host(s) than those cases in which whole apartments are rented. It is
assumed that sharing some time and space with hosts will potentially give more
opportunities to engage in interpersonal communication that may have an impact
on the final write-up of the review.

4. Only experienced users (i.e, those with more than five reviews) were considered
to ensure that they are knowledgeable of the underlying norms of behaviour of this CoP,
and familiarized with the review genre. As expressed by Locher (2006: 253),

interactants participating in the same speech event and being familiar with the
norms of behavior established in this particular type of interaction over time will
of course be more likely to have approximate evaluations than interactants who
are newcomers to a particular community.

Finding positive reviews is easy in Airbnb, given that more than 90% belong to
very satisfied users (cf. Bulchand-Gidumal and Melian Gonzalez 2019). In this sense,
and after considering the abovementioned selection criteria, the 60 positive reviews
were selected randomly out of an initial selection of 230 positive reviews of
accommodation in Bristol. In turn, and given the difficulty to find neutral/negative
reviews in one single destination, the selection of this second group was not random, but
the result of detailed reading of reviews at different destinations (Glasgow, Bristol,
London, Edinburgh, Birmingham, Lancaster and Belfast). Those reviews that described
any type of fault, disagreement, criticism or ambiguity were collected as part of this
data set. At times, some reviews are ambivalent in meaning but include the reply of
disappointed hosts. In these cases, we understand that the review has a negative
valence as well. Regarding ethical considerations, all the reviews are open access
in the platform. Examples in this paper have been anonymized.

5.2. Procedure

The analysis of the data will be based on the computer-mediated discourse analysis
(CMDA) perspective proposed by Herring (2004: 339), “grounded in empirical, textual
observations” and “informed by a linguistics perspective”. More specifically, data will
be examined considering an illocutionary (i.e., the performance of certain speech acts)
and stylistic (e.g. choice of tone or choice of genre-bound lexis) domain perspective
to understand how travellers manage relational work.

Data will be organised attending to the users’ emotional stance: (1) delighted
or satisfied, (2) lukewarm or ambivalent, and (3) (very) dissatisfied. Whereas (1) and (3)
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will be reviews that are unequivocally positive or negative, (2) includes reviews that
either mix positive and negative comments, or are ambiguous in tone and/or intention.
In all three cases, the role of content, specific speech acts and tone, for instance, will be
examined to determine the type of relational work reflected in reviews. Thus, this analysis
will hopefully contribute to understand what constitutes appropriate or politic behaviour
in this particular genre (experiential reviews) and CoP (travellers in the sharing economy).

Given that we do not always count on the addressee’s replies (i.e., they are optional)
and the interpretation of other readers, we are aware of the fact that it may be difficult
to differentiate between lukewarm and negative reviews. For this reason, we consider
that reviews have a negative valence when there is at least one negative comment or note
of dispraise in the review (even when the rest of the information in it is positive). Within
this group, lukewarm reviews are those that are ambivalent in tone and wording, or those
with compensation strategies to minimize the expressed fault (e.g., “It was very noisy
but [the host] was super friendly and understanding, and we would give it a second
chance”). Clearly negative reviews are those with scarce mitigation or clear disap-
pointment, as in “Not clean at all. I wouldn’t recommend”. We will consider that reviews
have a positive valence when these are unequivocally positive, and their users’ emotional
stance is that of clear satisfaction, as in the following review: “The property was beautiful
and I really felt the luxury of a top hotel. The hosts made every effort to print a map,
knowing where I was going to meet friends later. Really kind. Thanks for a great stay.
I would definitely book it again”.

Following Locher (2006), we will deem a message as polite when there is “positive
concern for the addressee” (251), and a message will be impolite when there is lack
of concern for the addressee’s face or reputation, or when there is the desire of the
speaker to attack face or clearly damage the host’s reputation. In order to classify reviews,
the host’s reply (if there is any) will also be taken into account to understand how the
review has been interpreted. Besides, the sample was coded twice in order to ensure
validity of these classifications.

6. Results

The vast majority of reviews present features that orient towards enhancing the
relational component. Overall, users not only aim to express what they think but also try
to not damage the relationship at hand (either by enhancing it or by avoiding damaging it).
Besides, there are a number of reviews that shows dissatisfaction and scarce concern for
the other’s face. This group, which constitutes a minority, is oriented towards aggravat-
ing the relational component. Table 1 below summarizes the findings in numbers.

Table 1
Classification of reviews according to the users’ emotional orientation
(delighted/satisfied, neutral/moderately satisfied and dissatisfied/disappointed)
Data sets Reylews with a posi- Reviews with a negative valence (60)
tive valence (60)
Emotional Delighted/ Lukewarm/ Dissatisfied/ Other*
orientation satisfied ambivalent disappointed
Number of reviews 60 36 23 1

*There was one review that did not seem to fit any of these categories. Due to space constraints, this ‘other’ category will be left out.
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In what follows, the different types of reviews will be examined, attending to the
users’ emotional orientation (delighted/satisfied, neutral/ambivalent or dissatisfied).
A number of reviews will be presented to illustrate the features of language in each
of the groups presented in Table 1. The analysis will take a stylistic and illocutionary
perspective to understand how this has an impact on relational work.

6.1. Delighted and satisfied users

Airbnb has been characterised by its positivity bias (e.g., Bulchand-Gidumal and
Melian-Gonzalez 2019), in which almost everyone seems to be satisfied, and even
delighted® with the Airbnb experience. Within this group, reviews are a good opportunity
to enhance the relational work built with the host, inform a wide readership of potential
travellers belonging to the same community and enhance self-face and reputation as
ideal traveller. Also, the tone and intention of this group of reviews seem to be influenced
by the presence of the host as main reader, given that the style echoes face-to-face inter-
action at times. Below, Review 1 and Review 2 are illustrative of this group of reviews:

Review 1

[The host]” runs the best air BnB you could wish for — comfortable, stylish, great proximity

to the city centre. It’s better than most five star hotels we’ve been to! Sarah went above

and beyond what we expected with the additional touches of drinks, snacks, toiletries &
breakfast. Our stay in Brighton was totally made by how brilliant this air BnB was. We can’t
thank you enough or wait to stay again!

Review 2

‘Wow’ pretty much says it all!!!! [The hosts] are really lovely and couldn’t be more perfect
hosts. We arrived to tea/coffee & biscuits and maps and listings (restaurants/pubs/shops
etc). The apartment is really beautiful and spotlessly clean, even with the 2 adorable cats
& dog! © The room is lovely with the most comfortable bed I have ever slept in. I can’t
rate this highly enough — if you stay here you will be thrilled! ©

As can be seen in these reviews, from a stylistic and illocutionary domain perspec-
tive, this group of reviews includes constant hyperbolic language (such as “It’s better
than most five star hotels” or “Sarah went above and beyond what we expected”), ex-
treme adjectives (such as “brilliant”), exclamation marks, positive emoticons, informal
language (such as “wow”), and a number of expressive speech acts such as constant
praise (e.g. “[the hosts] are really lovely” or “you will be thrilled!”), enthusiastic ‘thank
yous’, wishes to come back (“we can’t thank you enough or wait to stay again!”), and
direct recommendations (“I can’t rate this highly enough — if you stay here you will be
thrilled! ©”). Also, there are constant signs of emotional language (e.g., “wow”) em-
bedded in personal narrative. All the reviews in this group of positive evaluations include
at least three of these characteristics, which point towards personalisation (by naming

5 The hospitality and marketing literature differentiates between ‘customer satisfaction’ and “cus-
tomer delight’, which refer to different degrees of satisfaction or happiness (cf. for example, Torres
and Kline 2013).

7 As indicated in the methodology section, the reviews have been anonymized. “The host” will
refer to the hidden name of the host.
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the host, or using ‘you’, for instance), as if they were semi-letters that show awareness
of the readership (host and other users), denote that the host-guest relationship was
positive and that there is the willingness to enhance the relational component and the
host’s face by means of this constant praise. This personalisation is common (to varying
degrees) in the 60 positive reviews found.

These features are linked to a specific attitude and intention, and a type of relational
work that may well be termed as ‘enthusiastic friendliness’. In this sense, the way to show
that the experience was very positive is through communicative involvement and infor-
mality, so as to leave clear that the experience was truly positive. By adding enthusiasm
to the written message, users express their emotional orientation (i.e., their degree of
(dis)satisfaction) and show that their message is reliable®. This constant friendliness
and closeness has not been pointed out as typical in research on platforms of similar
nature (e.g., TripAdvisor).

6.2. Lukewarm or ambiguous reviews

Within this group, comprising 36 reviews, there are two differentiated sets: those
that are apparently neutral or not very enthusiastic in tone (11 in total), and those that
include information about faults, but users invest much effort in expressing that it was
something minimal or that other aspects of the experience were very positive, instead
(25 in total). What these two groups have in common is that they cannot be classed as
either positive or negative in essence. They are likely to leave a similar impression
on the reader: that the experience was somehow improvable.

6.2.1. Reviews with neutral comments

Something to note here is that, given the readers’ interest in reading other reviews
(i.e., finding successful experiences), anything that is not very positive may be interpreted
as negative. In other words, readers in this CoP are likely to seek very positive reviews
as guides to know which options are better for them, in a way that something that is not
‘excellent’ or ‘very good’ is likely to be improvable. This shows the review system’s
sensitivity to “attribute framing” (Levin et al. 1998, Kamoen et al. 2015). Attribute
framing refers to a cognitive bias in which the brain makes interpretative decisions
depending on whether the information is presented in either positive or negative
terms. Thus, while ‘good’ and ‘not bad’ are semantically equivalent, in this CoP, ‘not
bad’ creates the implicature that a) there was something that actually went wrong, or
b) the experience was not so positive to be expressed in more enthusiastic, unequivocally
positive terms. Thus, lack of enthusiasm or further explanations imply the perception that
something negative happened. This was found in 11 reviews in our corpus. In sum,
neutrality is semantic (i.e., the wording is neither too positive nor too negative). However,
from a pragmatic point of view, these reviews are not likely to be understood as neutral

¥ It is worth remembering that the main trust mechanism in Airbnb is precisely the writing up
of references, and therefore, they must sound reliable and honest in order to be useful (Rosen
etal. 2011).
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but as negative. In other words, enthusiasm implies that the experience is worth it, while
lack of enthusiasm may imply that something went wrong. Review 3 and review 4
illustrate this group of reviews:

Review 3

OK place. The location is in walking distance to central Belfast. The house is fine, and we
had no problems. We had to share a key with other guests whilst we were there but this was
only temporary. [The host] wasn’t there, but shared instructions for how to get into the
flat and was contactable by phone.

Review 4
Room was big and clean. [The host] greeted us on arrival and showed us all we needed
to know. Good place to stay if you just want a base to do your own thing.

Again, the stylistic domain may explain the emotional orientation of the user (i.e.,
lukewarm or ambivalent). To start with, this lack of enthusiasm denotes that users did
not have the best of experiences. They also reveal that the relationship with the host
was brief, disappointing or non-existent. Review 3, in particular, is very meaningful and
illustrative of this seemingly neutral tone: the experience was not wonderful, but “OK”,
the house was not excellent, but “fine”, and there were two aspects of the experience
that were improvable (sharing the key and absence of the host). While it is not something
that the guest may have expected, he acknowledges that the key sharing was temporary
and that the host was easy to contact.

In review 4 there is a mixture of personalisation (as in “[The host] greeted us”)
and distancing from the host (as in “room was big and clean”). Here, relational work
seems to be oriented towards neutrality in tone as well. In contrast to the previous
group, these are depersonalised, with a special focus on the accommodation (and not
the host). The lack of expressive speech acts (wishes, recommending, thanking, etc.)
and the implicature created with the inclusion of ‘just’ in “if you just want a base to do
your own thing” also informs readers of this lukewarm tone, so that what is not said (e.g.,
this place is not perfect if you expect constant sociability or and outstanding place)
creates the implicature that the experience is improvable.

6.2.2. Dispraise with mitigation

In line with those reviews that show semantic neutrality, there are 25 reviews in the
corpus under analysis that present mixed features: fault is addressed, mentioned or some-
how expressed, but users, at the same time, invest time and effort in mitigating the infor-
mation provided and expressing that other aspects of the experience went as expected.
In this sense, this group of reviews shows a clearer awareness of the importance of
relational work, despite one-time dispraise. Review 5 and review 6 illustrate this group:

Review 5

Listing is accurate. Kitchen was a bit small and toilet had some troubles, but [the host]

was helpful. The location was good and the listing affordable.

Review 6

The apartment was good just as seen in the pictures, but not as clean as expected. There
were no towels for us and it took some time until we got them. I think we maybe had bad
luck because after we left everything was cleaned up and taken care of. The check-in and
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out times were really flexible and especially the [SENSITIVE CONTENTS HIDDEN]’
were really friendly and helpful. It was quiet although the underground station is very
close and you can get around quick to central London. All in all I would recommend the
apartment because I think we just had bad luck with the circumstances and I would give
it a chance again.

Response from [the host]:

I am very sorry to read that. As I was out of town for 3 weeks and therefore throughout
your stay, I couldn’t make sure that my high standard were followed as usual. I do hope
that your holiday in London was not spoiled by these circumstances, thus do not
hesitate to contact me in future, I will make sure your stay will be as great as it will
ever be.

In line with the reviews that show semantic neutrality, this group of reviews shows
a displacement of focus from the host to the experience in general (i.e., objectification
of the experience), on the one hand, and with an attempt to mitigate fault by means of
a sandwiched structure (i.e., alternating praise that enhances or saves face, dispraise that
points towards the fault, and praise that shows some compensation for what has been
said). This can be seen in review 5, where the guest explains that the toilet had some
kind of fault, but “[The host] was very helpful”. Justifying fault, as in review 6 (“‘we just
had bad luck’), among other relational strategies, shows the high awareness of the users
being read by the host, but, at the same time, the need to be honest in this CoP. In this
sense, mitigating fault sometimes includes features found in positive reviews, such
as recommending or wishes to come back, among others. However, and as corroborated
by the host’s reply in review 6, the review cannot be considered as positive, given the
lack of enthusiasm and the complaint regarding cleanliness. From a relational work
perspective, there is a tendency towards formalisation of the relationship, achieved
by means of depersonalisation (i.e., not focusing on the person), objectification of the
experience, and the use of more formal language (i.e., avoidance of friendly terms, as
in positive reviews), with gradable adjectives and focus on descriptions, rather than
emotions. Absence of the speech acts found in the previous group (thanking, wishes,
recommending), as well as absence of emoticons'® are also a feature of this group of
reviews. The effect that is achieved is that the writer is, to say the least, not delighted.

In sum, these neutral reviews (semantically speaking) may create the implicature
of negativity from a pragmatic viewpoint. This is so, mostly, because Airbnb is a review
system in which satisfaction is expected to be expressed in very positive terms, with
displays of the emotional orientation of the user and unequivocally positive messages
addressed to both the host and other users. Also, and in line with Vasquez (2011), users
may not want to appear as ‘moaners’, given that their reviews also contribute to building
their own identity and reputation in the website. Not addressing the host, directing the
focus of attention to features of the accommodation instead of the host, or justifying fault

% Capitalised phrase added by Airbnb.
19 According to Chairunnisa and Benedictus (2017: 124) in their study on WhatsApp, users with
negative emotions usually refrain from making an emoticon that shows their present emotion.
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may create the implicature that the user is trying to communicate something else.
Therefore, in terms of relational work, adopting a neutral tone is by no means related
to being politic, first because neutrality involves negativity in the Airbnb context, and
second, because the hosts, to whom these comments are addressed, do not seem very
satisfied with the comment posted (see review 6) and may even feel that their reputation
is being damaged.

6.3. Dissatisfied Users

This group of reviews is characterised by the unequivocally negative tone and
intention of their contents (i.e., expressing that the experience was dissatisfactory).
In the data set under examination, 23 examples were found. Review 7 and review 8
illustrate this group:

Review 7

The room was unclean. We found used towels in bathroom, that was full of hairs. Nobody
show up during our stay. For 79 euros we expected at least a clean place to sleep. We
escaped early in the morning with more questions than satisfaction.

Response from [the host]:

I’'m amazed!!! Firstly the house was clean for your stay like it is left for all the guests.
When I’'m not there myself I check with the housekeeper daily to ensure the bed, towels
and room are clean and ready for the purpose. Please read their reviews of praise for
the cleanliness!! The price is not 79 euros, it is 47 pounds, which converts to 67 ... were
you at the correct house? I messaged you twice during your stay I got no reply.
Regards, [the host].

Review 8

The room is not an ensuite. The flat is very loud and there’s a constant coming and going
of people until very late at night (2am in the morning). The flat is kept in extremely
unhygienic conditions. I felt quite unsafe during my stay.

Response from [the host]:

The room was an (URL HIDDEN)'' and the flat is very safe. I offered this woman
everything and she said no. I offered to cook breakfast she said no. I didn’t give you
the keys because I didn’t feel safe myself and I wanted to know when you cam in and
out. I have a lot of reviews from other guest that says otherwise. I think if you have a lot
of phobias u should stay away from Airbnb and book a hotel. If you don’t like people
stay from Airbnb. I had only a friend in the flat that came to visit and we were just
watching tv. I think you are a paranoid and all what you said was absolutely bogus.
I wish I didn’t meet you anymore.

As can be seen in the two reviews used as an illustration of this group, users prefer
to write in a more depersonalised, objectified style (“the room was unclean”, “nobody
show up”’), with no mention of the host directly, and a tendency towards formality (e.g.
passive voice), rather than informality (e.g., “Wow!”, in review 2), with descriptive

accounts of what went wrong (and no mention of positive aspects of the experience).

""" Information hidden by Airbnb.
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There is clear distancing from the host, as in “nobody show up”, or “The flat is kept
in extremely unhygienic conditions”, with attempts to show objectivity in the guest’s
descriptions. As with very positive reviews, from a stylistic point of view there is
a preference for extreme adjectives and adverbs, this time to show the negative side
of the experience (e.g., “extremely unhygienic”). According to Edwards (2000), the use
of these ‘extreme case formulations’ is motivated by particular intentions by the speaker,
such as commitment and certainty. In the case of the data set examined, the intentionality
behind these extreme case formulations may be communicating trust in what is being
said, as well as leaving clear that the message is unequivocally negative (in this group
of reviews) or positive (in the case of the first group analysed).

Besides, the use of exclamation marks is common in this group of reviews (in both
guests’ and hosts’ reviews) in order to emphasize anger, disappointment or frustration.
While positive reviews included details of how wonderful the experience was, this type
of reviews tends to be shorter in form, focused on fault, rather than on the host, and
with no mitigation. Clearly, the relationship with the host did not seem to go as well
as expected. This supports previous findings that reveal that, when the relationship with
the host is not good, the experience overall is rated as bad in Airbnb (cf. Sthapit and
Jiménez-Barreto 2019). Besides, showing frustration was common here, as can be seen
in the wording and tone (e.g. “I felt quite unsafe’’). The absence of speech acts that are
common in very satisfactory experiences (e.g., signs of gratefulness) also shows how
little attention is paid to relational concerns when drafting the reviews in this group.
Regarding face concerns, reviewers may have a twofold intention: they have written
comments that are face-aggravating towards the host, and they warn other fellow
travellers. Thus, they seem to be engaging in relational work with the other travellers
(at least indirectly).

7. Relational work in Airbnb reviews: discussion

Overall, the findings suggest that users tend to enhance the relational component
in Airbnb reviews mainly by showing friendliness and enthusiasm and by presenting their
experience as highly emotional. This is likely to occur in the vast majority of reviews
overall, as more than 90% of the reviews in this system are positive (cf. for example,
Bridges and Véasquez 2016, Bulchand-Gidumal and Melian-Gonzalez 2019). The features
found to express positivity were common in all 60 reviews under examination (e.g.,
hyperbolic language, host-addressing, signs of gratefulness, constant praise, friendliness,
etc.). This points to the idea that what seems to be the norm in the system is to be
publicly and ostensively face-enhancing through effusive friendliness and informality.
In this sense, being polite with the host is also being politic (i.e., as expected), and the
way to be polite/politic is by means of displays of friendship, closeness, solidarity and
informality.

In contrast, those reviews with a negative bias were of three types: those expressed
in a neutral, lukewarm tone, those that included some dispraise combined with praise
or positive comments , and those that involve face attack and were clearly negative.
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The analysis showed that semantically neutral reviews are by no means related to being
politic. As expressed in the results section, semantic neutrality creates the implicature
of pragmatic rudeness, and this idea is reinforced by the host’s reply (whenever there
was any), usually offended by this seemingly neutral (and unfair?) evaluation. Interest-
ingly enough, the way to express dissatisfaction to different degrees is by means of
formality and distancing from the host, in a way that, while polite/politic behaviour
in positive reviews is built on the basis of an effusive and friendly tone, impolite
behaviour (if it can be considered impolite) is characterised by being formal, deper-
sonalised and distant. Hence, respectful distance (a tone that is opposite to the one used
in positive reviews) communicates dissatisfaction in this VCoP, and may be interpreted
as face-aggravating towards the host. Other readers, however, may find it useful, given
that negative reviews give them valuable information not only to help them take deci-
sions, but also about the reviewer, who may have felt the moral obligation to be honest
to other travellers.

This is revealing in that the dichotomy closeness-distance, or friendliness (which
implies informality)-formality (which implies distancing from the addressee) needs not
refer to two poles of politeness, but two different attitudes. Given that friendliness is the
expected norm in this VCoP, moving away from said friendliness creates the implicature
that the experience did not run smoothly. Lack of compensation strategies, but also lack
of illocutionary enhancers such as ‘thank you’, illustrates how users neglect the relational
component in order to show their frustration, for instance, in the face of what they had
experienced. It is in this group of reviews that users try to save their own face (by
demonstrating credibility, for instance), while the others’ face is either disregarded or
attacked.

Finally, those reviews that are ambivalent (i.e., those expressing fault but with
mitigation and compensation strategies) seem to respond to two purposes: being honest
with the other members in the same CoP and trying not to damage the relational compo-
nent with the host in a way that more relational work is needed. Guests seem to engage
in face-maintaining or face-enhancing relational work. These are cases in which
the relationship was not bad, but users felt the moral obligation of expressing that there
were some minor faults. Again, users wanted to express dissatisfaction while being
politic and polite, in a way that self and other face are saved.

Something that these findings suggest is that, in a global environment such as
Airbnb, the dichotomies closeness-distance and involvement-independence, are not only
cultural orientations necessarily, as stated in previous studies (cf., e.g., Barros Garcia
and Terkourafi 2014), but are also subject to the users’ milieu. Thus, each orientation will
serve specific purposes: friendliness would be at the polite/politic end, while formality
would be at the impolite, or face-aggravating, end of the continuum. In this sense,
the tone and style of the reviews are likely to be the continuation of the relational work
established during the offline stage of the experience. As a VCoP, the relationship comes
first, and this is reflected in the positivity bias of these reviews as a genre.

The above-mentioned ideas are summarized in Figure 1.
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Delighted or Neutral or Dissatisfied or
satisfied lukewarm frustrated
Enhancing the relational Neglecting the relational
component component
Delighted Ambivalent Dissatisfied
and satisfied L’E;':;efaa‘;ﬁ:’t's’; Neutral users
Polite and politic
Polite Impolite
(the ‘norm’) P

Enthusiastic friendliness Formalisation, distance

+Personalisation + Objectification

Figure 1. The relationship between polite/politic/impolite and satisfaction/dissatisfaction

The analysis developed in the previous section may bring about consequences
in terms of what is considered to be polite, politic or impolite. While impoliteness/
rudeness may be present in reviews with a clearly negative bias, the boundaries between
polite and politic are blurred, given that what is expected, the norm, is being polite
in the form of effusive friendliness and closeness, echoing a letter structure that is more
typical among friends than among almost strangers in an accommodation website.
In turn, those that express some kind of fault but try to compensate for what is being said
attempt to be polite with the host. They show concern about the relational component,
despite minor faults. This form of politeness, however, is more related to routine
formulae, formality and distance, a kind of depersonalisation or objectification, as it
were. While delighted and satisfied users seek direct contact with the host as continuity
of previous experience, (moderately) dissatisfied users seek the provision of information
in a way that credibility does not become an issue, and therefore, their self-image is not
jeopardised. Finally, very dissatisfied users prioritize in showing displays of frustration
through messages that might be rude or offensive, but useful for their fellow travellers.

8. Conclusions

Despite the multicultural background that a globalised platform such as Airbnb
involves, the reviews under examination present stable pragmalinguistic features that
may be, in a way, conditioned by two constraints: first, as a genre, there is a stylistic
pattern that is well-known by its users (experienced reviewers and travellers) that they
want to follow. This is due to the fact that any deviation from the norm may have
an impact on the users’ role and identity in this community of practice (travellers who
engage with peers). And second, the way the reviews are drafted greatly depends on the
offline component of the experience, the relational work developed therein, and the
importance given to faults, vis-a-vis the nature of host-guest relationship engaged.
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In a review system with a strong positivity bias such as Airbnb, the norm, being
politic, is in fact being polite, and more specifically, it is being friendly, informal in tone
and lively in the way the experience is recalled. Thus, while it is true that this review
genre includes the type of descriptions found in other reviews (e.g. TripAdvisor), the
social awareness of this particular CoP has an impact on the way information is drafted,
the importance given to im/politeness and the tone chosen. This may bring about con-
sequences not only to shape the pragmatic features of this relatively new platform
in the sharing economy (vis-a-vis business-to-peer platforms such as TripAdvisor), but
also to be able to identify the meanings that lie behind what is (and is not) said.
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The book “English Politeness and Class” is an extended essay on politeness
in Britain, its nature and its construals in academic and popular sources. Offering a meta-
analysis of the existing politeness theories and illustrating her points with examples from
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blogs and TV, Sara Mills proposes a materialist-discursive approach to analysing inter-
action which should deal with the deficiencies of earlier approaches. With such a broad
scope, the title is somewhat misleading as the issue of class is only one among a plethora
of cross-sections — cultural stereotypes, region, age, gender, race, historical period —
that Mills examines in this book. Mills herself describes her aims as examining
“the complex relation between culture and politeness” (p. 1) — a task which far exceeds
the limits of class.

The volume consists of six chapters, a bibliography, and an index. The first chapter
sets out the purpose of the book as well as the theoretical background, detailing
the drawbacks of the existing scholarship that it aims to address. Mills takes a broadly
discursive approach to politeness, drawing extensively on Agha’s (2007) notion of en-
registerment, i.e. the idea that by force of repetition certain linguistic norms become
associated with certain values or meanings. After describing traditional approaches
to politeness, which are here represented by Brown and Levinson (1987), Mills turns
to the well-known critique of this view: the assumption of universality, the con-
frontational take on all interaction, the equation of indirectness and non-imposition
with politeness. It is especially this last aspect that Mills intends to examine in detail,
as it is a fallacy that stems from Anglocentric research. The point of contention — that
being indirect is not the same as being polite — will be well familiar to Russian readers,
where the restrictions on directness are far less severe than in English (Larina 2015).
Mills concludes her review of the second and third waves of politeness research with
the promise to map out “a more complex approach to the analysis of politeness and
impoliteness at a cultural, regional, CoP [Community of Practice] and individual
level” (p. 20).

The second chapter is devoted to the survey of culture classifications that had been
offered by the traditional approaches to politeness. These include sorting cultures into
positive vs. negative politeness cultures, camaraderie vs. deference, discernment vs.
volition, collectivist vs. individualist. Mills challenges these dichotomies on the grounds
that no culture is completely homogenous: while they may foreground one or the other
use of language, all cultures exhibit both tendencies (p. 35). Although this observation
has been made before, e.g. by Wierzbicka (1999), or indeed is the subject of much
of the variational pragmatics field, Mills argues that researchers nevertheless fall into
the trap of viewing politeness simply as a reflection of underlying cultural norms. In her
opinion, making generalisations about cultural groups is “profoundly ideological” (p. 43),
and we need to describe those ideologies before we can begin analysing how the inter-
actants draw on them to be understood as polite (or impolite). To proceed, Mills intro-
duces Althusser’s (1984) concepts of ideology and interpellation, and Pizziconi and
Christie’s (2017) indirect indexing. The applicability of these concepts is demonstrated
using an example from an interview, an excerpt from a paper on politeness, and the UK
government’s Respect Agenda.

The third chapter presents a meta-analysis of how English politeness has been
characterised overall. For this purpose, Mills surveys three types of data: reports on
politeness (both academic and popular), printed and online etiquette manuals, and ques-
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tionnaires on stereotypical attitudes. On the basis of these, Mills outlines several “ideo-
logical characteristics of British-English politeness”: preference for negative politeness,
indirectness, use of ‘sorry’, self-deprecation, reserve and social awkwardness, and ‘stiff
upper lip’ (pp. 61—70). All of these are illustrated by various examples from the data
sources listed above. While quite entertaining, and undoubtedly familiar to those who
have come in contact with middle-class Brits, these examples are not presented in a sys-
tematic manner and no information is provided concerning data collection. Without
knowing the scope or principles of sampling, or the exact nature of the questionnaire,
it is hard for the reader to appreciate how telling these results are.

In the remainder of the chapter, Mills observes how all of these stereotypical values
in fact draw on middle-class behaviour, that further can be associated with the south
of England. This means that, first of all, deviations from this politeness norm would have
covert prestige in a different community (e.g. a group of Northerners or working-class
youths), but also that speakers may choose to draw on these norms, or deviate from
them, at will, depending on whether they want to align or disalign with a particular
set of values.

Chapter four is devoted to the title subject of the book: politeness and class. Class,
being a notoriously hard concept to define, has often been conflated or confused with
other categories, such as ancestry or life style. Mills cites Savage’s (2015) work as one
example of trying to understand class on a more complex level than simply income.
It takes into account individuals’ social networks, income and capital, and their engage-
ment with high culture. However, even this “dynamic and delicate view” (p. 82) does
not touch on what Mills makes one of the central points of her analysis: how individuals
orient to class in interaction. Using examples from popular culture, Mills demonstrates
how different ways of speaking are tied in with the notion of class (traditional British
politeness being anchored in nineteenth century middle class behaviour). Mills discusses
the complex intersectionality of class-related politeness which relates to gender, region,
ethnicity, and age. To illustrate this entanglement, she reproduces 25 Manners Every
Kid Needs by Age 9, a controversial internet post that first appeared as an article in Parent
Magazine in 2011 and was penned by a disgruntled headteacher. It is ostensibly a list
of behavioural norms that middle-class families would teach their children as polite
and respectful. However, Mills demonstrates that many items on this list in fact represent
age ideologies, for example, that adults’ needs are superior to children’s (“When
an adult asks you for a favour, do it without grumbling and with a smile”). This example
underscores Mills’ point that an individual’s linguistic choices concerning im(politeness)
are always informed by larger social forces. Finally, in the section titled “The end
of civilisation”, she addresses the moral panics about the decline of politeness.

In chapter five, Mills puts forward her proposition for a new perspective on polite-
ness: the materialist-discursive approach. In essence, it proposes that “an analysis would
focus on the use that interactants make of politeness and impoliteness resources and
the work that they seem to be doing with those resources. [...] on the reaction of others
to those uses” (p. 113). She then tests her three-stage analysis blueprint by taking
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the ideologies outlined earlier in the book for British politeness, examining the indirect
indexicality associated with the ideologies, and eliciting evaluations from recipients
using questionnaires. The data for the analysis is the first 15 minutes of one episode
of the Great British Bake Off TV show.

The first stage teases out the politeness devices held up in public discourse as
national character traits: stiff upper lip, social awkwardness etc. (dealt with in chapter
three). In the second stage, Mills analyses the transcript to show how self-deprecation
and negative self-evaluation are indeed the resources on which the competitors draw
to signal their moral stance in relation to others. For example, one of the competitors
states to the camera, “I’m completely gutted. You can’t make rookie mistakes in the
quarter final”. On the surface, such a self-demeaning stance rings false and has no place
in the competitive context of the show. But since this resource is ideologically associated
with Britishness, it also indirectly indexes niceness and friendliness.

Finally, stage three of the analysis relies on the questionnaire results from Mills’
students. The questionnaire “asked interviewees to characterise the language of the
participants and the judges, to assess why they chose these styles over others, and
to evaluate whether these styles seemed to be particularly British or English” (p. 121).
The findings confirm that the students recognise the occurrence of self-deprecation and
self-criticism, and judge it to be representative of Britishness. Unfortunately, the lack
of specifics on data collection and the method of analysis again is problematic. It would,
for instance, make a great deal of difference to the recipient judgement of self-depre-
cation if the concept of self-deprecation was explicitly made the subject of the questions,
or if it came up spontaneously in the answers. The background of the respondents would
also be an important variable, since we do not know whether they are British or foreign,
whether they had been familiar with the TV show before, whether they had studied
linguistic politeness in an academic context, or, indeed, if they were required to watch
the show or simply read the transcript.

To round off the book, in chapter six Mills sums up her conclusions and maps out
a way forward for politeness research. In agreement with the earlier, ‘second wave’
work on politeness, she concludes that politeness is “far more complex and messy”
than Brown and Levinson (1987) had posited (p. 130). She highlights again that polite-
ness norms are not universally evaluated in the same way across one culture. Individuals
can align themselves with or oppose the stereotypical norms. Therefore, “judgements
about and definitions of politeness and impoliteness should be recognised for the function
they have in establishing positions within a hierarchy” (p. 130).

Mills’ book is an up-to-date contribution to recent work in theorizing im(politeness)
with culture as a reference point. The volume is argumentative-theoretical and constitutes
a reflection on the current state of politeness research and its challenges. Although Mills
does make references to the studies that accompanied her work (distributing question-
naires, gathering blogposts and comments), no specific information is given on the em-
pirical aspect. Thus, the book presents a reading of discourse instances by an eminent
politeness scholar, informed by her expertise.
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Another area of concern is the apparent disconnect between admitting the contri-
bution of the ‘second wave’ to understanding politeness, and the way Mills counterposes
her new (materialist-discursive) approach to Brown and Levinson’s (1987) model
throughout the book. For example, the relational work approach by Locher (2004) which
Mills recognises for its attention to power in interaction, or Spencer-Oatey’s (2000) work
on rapport, would be a more logical place of departure. Instead, after a perfunctory
mention of these approaches, Mills draws almost exclusively on Agha (2007). However,
as it is impossible to do justice to the full depth and breadth of politeness research
in 130 pages, it is inevitable that the sketch of existing research is only schematic.

Despite these reservations, “English Politeness and Class” is an impressive work,
where Mills in her academic role teases out the ideologies that inform such examples,
well known and well loved by the wide public, as the Very British Problems books,
the Twitter feed, What the British say and what they mean meme, and The Little Book
of Chavspeak. The book will be of interest to researchers who study the interrelations
of politeness and culture, and can be used as a basis for discussion in graduate seminars.

© Daria Dayter, 2019
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In the context of medical education, and indeed medical practice, reflective writing
is perhaps not what comes to mind as a core activity. Yet an increasing number of me-
dical schools around the world use reflective writing as part of their teaching and
learning toolkit (Kind et al., 2009) and it is a core part of what is known as ‘narrative
medicine’ (e.g. Charon 2006). Recent years have also seen a flurry of reflective writing
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published by medical professionals either as memoires (e.g. Henry Marsch’s ‘Do no
harm’, Paul Kalanithi’s “When breath becomes air’, etc.) or blogs, and editorials in medical
journals (e.g. the ‘On being a doctor’ series in the Annals of Internal Medicine). Evidence
suggests that such reflection can deepen learning, improve students’ and professionals’
understanding of the context of medical practice (Mann 2008), and teach medical stu-
dents empathetic interactions with patients (DasGupta and Charon 2004). Against this
backdrop, Miriam Locher takes a mixed-method linguistic angle on reflective writing
in medical education and practice and explores just what these pieces look like, what
influences them and what kinds of (relational) work they might do.

‘Reflective Writing in Medical Practice: A Linguistic Perspective’ (2017, Multi-
lingual Matters) reports on the linguistic analysis of an approximately 340,000-word
corpus of reflective writing texts. As described in the first chapter the study is an ‘eclectic’
discourse analysis situated within the field of medical humanities (to which narrative
medicine, mentioned above, also belongs). The focus is explicitly on texts as products,
rather than processes or practices, but Locher is keen to emphasize that — in line with
the linguistic tradition — they are not taken at ‘face value’ but are examined for what
they ‘do’. The overarching methodology is described as qualitative, despite the use
of some corpus analysis tools and other quantification, and draws on genre analysis
(Bax 2011), relational work (Locher and Watts 2005) and linguistic approaches to identity
construction (e.g. Bucholtz and Hall 2005).

The data collection and analysis was conducted as part of a large multidisciplinary
project, ‘Life (Beyond) Writing’, funded by the Swiss National Science Foundation and
Chapter 2 describes the genesis of this larger study before zooming in on the linguistic
branch that is the ultimate focus of the book. The data under investigation is made up
of reflective writing produced by medical students at the University of Nottingham
(by far the largest sub-corpus), medical students at the University of Basel (the smallest
sub-corpus), and medical professionals writing for two columns in different medical
journals. All texts focus on an encounter with a patient that made a particular impression
on the writer. In the case of student work, this focus is built into the design and instruc-
tions of the reflective writing task, which some complete for credit. In the case of texts
written by practicing physicians only texts that have this focus are included in the corpus.
The reflective texts from University of Basel students are written in German, while
the rest of the corpus is in English. In addition to outlining such specific details of the
three corpora under investigation, and the rationale for focusing on genre, relational
work and identity, this chapter also provides a very clear illustration of how the best
research projects develop out of serendipities between contexts, situations, people and
their interest, and, of course, the availability of funding.

The subsequent analytical chapters each answer one research question in the linguis-
tic branch of ‘Life (Beyond) Writing’.

Chapter 3 addresses the question “What do the authors of the texts choose to write
about?’ Qualitative close reading of all texts by 2—3 independent ‘coders’ leads
to a pared-down set of 27 themes that capture what is written about throughout the corpus
(e.g. communication strategies, cultural differences, history taking, emotions (the pati-
ents’ and the authors’), patients being difficult, judgemental attitudes, textbook vs.
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reality, etc.). These are grouped into four clusters: 1) focus on the context of the en-
counter, 2) focus on the patient, 3) focus on the student or expert physician, and 4) focus
on the insights gained. While this grouping helps structure the discussion, I personally
found the more detailed view of the actual themes (e.g. Table 3.6) far more revealing.
The clustering runs the risk of over-simplifying the range of themes, potentially making
it seem like the results could be explained by the instructions the medical students were
given. Of the 27 themes, the following seven appeared in more than 10% of texts across
the three sub-corpora:

1) the memorability of the encounter as a result of the particular ‘communication
strategies’ involved

2) a focus on ‘student/expert emotions’ involved in the encounter

3) the memorability of the encounter as a result of the ‘patient emotions’ involved

4) the illness of the patient as ‘special’ in some way

5) the ‘impact of illness on patient’s life’ as a key aspect of the encounter

6) the encounter as memorable due to a special ‘setting’ or setting issue

7) a focus on themes ‘other’ than ones that occur regularly across the corpus.

Some of these themes are not surprising and this first analysis chapter contains less
by way of theoretical and practical insights than others. However, this kind of work
provides an essential — and interesting — handle on the nature of the data under
discussion. This initial overview of themes also underpins several of the research
questions answered in subsequent chapters. For example, the emphasis on ‘communica-
tion strategies’ even in the expert texts, which were not written for communication skills
courses, suggested that these were seen as crucial beyond medical education, and that
it was important to explore exactly how these were discussed in the corpus. The promi-
nence of emotions in reflective writing texts similarly merited further discussion.

Inspired by the results of Chapter 3, Chapter 4 explores the connection between
the communication skills that medical students are taught and those that become core
themes of the texts. A summary list of communications skills taught at Basel and
Nottingham medical schools forms the backbone of the analytical categories, or codes,
in this chapter, but other skills mentioned in the texts (but not part of training) also
become part of the coding scheme in a bottom-up fashion. Locher demonstrates that
medical students in particular are keenly aware of the complexities of communication
as they don’t tend to focus on just one skill in their texts: 70% texts in the Nottingham
corpus mention three or more skills, and 53% of the Basel corpus focuses on two or
more skills. At the same time, students overall appear most concerned with two main
skills: creating rapport or building trust and demonstrating empathy (for the Nottingham
corpus these are the top concern, for the Basel corpus, they come second). These are
interpersonal as opposed to transactional skills making them potentially more difficult
to teach in the often artificial environment of communication skills training. The clear
significance of these skills for the students motivates the research question at the heart
of Chapter 6.

The inspiration for Chapter 5 of ‘Reflective Writing in Medical Practice’ comes
partly from the larger project that the linguistic analysis is part of and provides
a description of the data set in terms of genre. Specifically, Locher draws on Bax’s
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(2011) cognitive approach to genre as a ‘mental construct which we draw on as we create
and interpret actual text’ (44-45) and as guided primarily by function. The chapter begins
to answer the questions ‘What exactly is a ‘reflective writing’ text in our context? What
other genres does this text type draw on?’ by mapping the genres features, such as
structure, layout, style, lexis, grammar (Bax 2011), of the corpus of texts. Initially, this
summarises and expands on much of what previous chapters revealed about the texts
but under the umbrella of genre. However, the chapter really comes into its own in the
later parts of Section 5.3 and 5.4 where corpus methods are used to elucidate or elaborate
on the general genre features. For example, Locher describes the grammatical compo-
sition of the texts in terms of Biber’s (1988) six Dimensions and finds that the Notting-
ham corpus is most similar to the ‘involved persuasive’ text-type, while the expert corpus
is most similar to ‘general narrative exposition’. Similarly, the lexical composition
of the texts is explored using keyword analysis. (Unfortunately, the tools used for this
analysis do not cope with German, so we don’t know how the Basel corpus compares.)
Of course, the reflective writing tasks that student writers have to complete come with
detailed instructions, which could predict (and partly do so) the responses to this chapter’s
research questions. Locher herself acknowledges the role of the ‘assignment brief
in the findings. At the same time, a key message here is that one cannot or should not
assume these things: as researchers, we should not assume that the way a task is set
necessarily results in certain kinds of texts. Even in this case, where we do end up with
texts that align with the instructions given and include reflection as part of narrative,
writers achieve this in different ways. Some incorporate elements of the dramatic script,
while others draw more on the genre of medical reports.

Chapter 6, as noted above, is inspired by the focus on interpersonal communica-
tion skills and emotion in the reflective writing texts established in Chapters 3 and 4.
Drawing on the theoretical framework of relational work that Locher is so well-known
for (e.g. Locher and Watts 2005, 2008), it addresses the question: ‘How does the rela-
tional side of communication, as discussed in interpersonal pragmatics, surface in the
texts?’ ‘Relational work’ here refers to what individuals do to construct, maintain,
reproduce and transform interpersonal relationships among each other (Locher and Watts,
2008: 96), via, for example, linguistic (im)politeness and emic judgements of behaviour
as rude or polite. Understanding these processes sheds light on how medical students,
in particular, recognise and develop the norms of a community of practice (e.g.
Wenger 1998), i.e. how they learn to behave in particular ways in the relevant healthcare
systems. By way of a case study, Locher and her team perform a close reading of 50 texts
from the Nottingham corpus to identify metapragmatic comments on relational work.
Examining these comments, they find that they relate to the value of rapport and
empathy, the presentation of self, and the role of emotions once again, and show that
these concerns tend to be intertwined. A take-home message here is that medical students
demonstrate awareness early on in their training of how emotions colour all aspects
of relational work (though they themselves don’t put it in those terms). Armed with these
results, Locher argues that medical programmes probably need to do more to help
students develop strategies for handling their own as well as patients’ emotions.
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With self-presentation emerging as a key concern for medical students in the
previous chapter, Chapter 7 continues with the thread of relationships and relational
work and focuses on identity construction and the related process of positioning.
As the relational work approach implies, there is a connection between negotiating
interpersonal relationships and identity construction; linguistic choices reflect and
influence the relationships that interactants have or wish to create and help to position
people (or indeed characters in a narrative) in relation to one another. The research ques-
tions that guide this chapter are “What evidence of relational work that results in identity
construction can we discover? How do the students deal with the tensions that might
arise when having to portray oneself in a negative or positive light in the past/present?’
As in Chapter 6, the emphasis is once again on students (as the second research question
also indicates), but examples from all three sub-corpora are discussed.

Reflective writers across the three data sets tend to position themselves in the
following 12 ways:

1) medical students (vis-a-vis patients or other doctors)

2) communication skills students (vis-a-vis tutors and conversational partners)

3) doctors (vis-a-vis patients, the patients’ relatives, or nurses)

4) academic/scientist (referring to research aspects)

5) mentor/educator (referring to educational aspects)

6) business person (referring to business aspects)

7) private individual (vis-a-vis the professional self)

8) cultural individual

9) gendered individual

10) individual in the past (vis-a-vis the narrative situation)

11) individual in the present (vis-a-vis the narrated encounter)

12) individual projecting alternative actions in past or future (vis-a-vis what really

happened)

Some of these identities clearly apply more to the expert corpus (e.g. business
person, academic/scientist, mentor/educator), while others are more relevant to the
student data sets (e.g. medical and communication skills student). However, almost all
the texts across the three sub-corpora contrast the self across different times. This
positioning of the Self in Time X vis-a-vis the Self in Time Y is a key strategy that
enables students and experts to manage face in a context where they sometimes have
to describe being less than ideally skilful or professional. Locher argues that these texts,
which reflect the struggle to make sense of potentially contradictory identities, might
be truest to the purpose of reflective writing. She recommends that the possibilities
of linguistic identity construction and positioning be explicitly taught in relation to
reflective writing to enhance its efficacy.

The final chapter of the book summarizes what can be learned from this study
overall, both in relation to reflective writing in medicine, but also in terms of genre,
interpersonal pragmatics, and linguistic identity construction. Finally, Locher (drawing
on discussions with her team) returns to the idea that this study is situated within
medical humanities and elaborates on how the results could inform not just reflective
writing classes, but also the practice of narrative medicine.
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Overall, this is a thorough and meticulously conducted exploration of the nature
of reflective writing with the processes and decisions of research discussed in rich detail.
The excerpts throughout the volume are well chosen and fascinating to read. I found
it a particular advantage that the study didn’t just focus on English, and examples are,
of course, also presented in the original language. For those familiar with Germanic
contexts and settings, the examples in German yield additional colour and insights. That
being said, the majority of examples and excerpts come from the Nottingham sub-corpus,
which reflects its larger size, and the emphasis very clearly is on student writing, with
less discussion devoted to the published texts by practicing physicians. The discussions
of examples are detailed and insightful, but I would have also liked to see exactly which
bits of text received what code, as most of the excerpts are used to illustrate multiple
codes or findings. It might have yielded further insights to actually see the codes within
the co-text of extended excerpts.

Clear structuring, frequent sign-posting, and detailed introductions and summaries
make the volume easy to navigate and help readers keep the main points in mind even
when the analysis chapters focus on quite distinctive aspects of the corpus. It also means
that readers can more easily dip in and out of the book, as needed. Each of the ana-
lytical chapters builds on previously presented analyses, thus leading to a layering
of understanding in relation to the data, while also illustrating how different analytical
concepts are actually interrelated. For example, one of the findings of Chapter 3 — that
students do not merely name communication skills in their reflections, but actually make
them into the central themes of their texts — leads to the research question that is
answered in Chapter 4: ‘What is the connection between the communication skills that
the students were taught and those that are mentioned in the texts?’ This step by step
presentation of analytical progress and research proceedings will be of particular value
to newer researchers and students who benefit from seeing clearly how different
analytical techniques and research questions fit and work together.

© Zséfia Demjén, 2019
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It has now become widely accepted that human interaction is heavily dependent
on norms, obligations, values and (tacitly held) assumptions. Given the fact that we live
in different lingua-cultures, many linguists, sociologists, anthropologists, etc. have set
themselves the task of closely examining these norms. In this respect, an important
question would be, ‘what constitutes (im)politeness?’ As a direct consequence of this,
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the study of (im)politeness has recently become so popular in academia that there is
a great need for further synergy in this field.

In response to the above need and given the ‘elusive’ nature of (im)politeness
(Culpeper, 2013, p. 3), the School of Humanities and Social Sciences at Anglia Ruskin
University organised and hosted the 12th International Conference on (Im)politeness
at its Cambridge Campus from 17—19 July 2019, continuing the tradition of successful
conferences organised under the aegis of the Linguistic Politeness Research Group.
Given the fact that those who study (im)politeness do not always adopt mainstream
approaches to the topic, but rather are motivated to use more innovative theoretical
and analytical perspectives, it was decided to organise the conference under the general
theme of ‘Within and Beyond Mainstream Approaches to (Im)politeness’.

In general, the many diverse papers which were received are testament to the fact
that (im)politeness studies is undoubtedly an active line of inquiry which is being pursued
via a variety of novel theoretical and analytical approaches. As chair of the conference,
and having read each paper’s abstract as well as personally attending many of the
presentations, I observed the following developments in (im)politeness studies:

a. It appears that the study of (im)politeness, as found in historical data, has become
an increasingly popular trend. This is a particularly welcome development
because it enables researchers to make more informed comparisons between
modern day norms and obligations, as opposed to those practiced in the past.
Also, reconstructing the past is an endeavour that many scholars, in different
fields of inquiry, have undertaken over the years. The (im)politeness researcher’s
take on the topic is a welcome addition to what is already known.

b. Many of the contributors examined online data, particularly data pertaining
to the use of language on social media (e.g. Twitter). Given the fact that we
would appear to be currently living in what Yus (2019, p. 1) calls the fifth phase
of the Net, where “there is a presumption of physical-virtual congruence, since
users do not turn into different people in either of the environments (offline/
online)”, the use of such data is welcome. Furthermore, some of the papers
revealed that new platforms (e.g. Instagram, YouTube, etc.) provide their users
with new affordances, thus enabling researchers to have unprecedented access
to the interactional achievements of users by investigating their evaluative
language (i.e. meta-language). This tendency has given rise to some interesting
studies on the topic.

c. Another important insight revealed by a number of papers was that the study
of aggressive language can reveal a great deal about human interaction and
the corresponding hidden social values. As some of the studies revealed,
the use of aggressive language has been increasing, particularly on the Internet,
which is why its investigation has become popular. While there is great potential
in all the topics discussed during the conference, given the importance and
urgency of such issues as cyberbullying and trolling, there appears to be a need
for further investigation of the language of cyberbullying.

d. Another fascinating aspect of the conference was the contribution made by some
of the studies to conceptualising morality, an important feature of human inter-
action. Of course, the question of what is right or wrong has always arisen (see
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Haidt, 2012); however, the study of the intersection between morality and
impolite and aggressive behaviour is more recent, and has great potential
to advance our understanding of the topic (Parvaresh, 2019).

. In the case of impolite language, as many of the authors stipulated in their

presentations, a clear distinction should always be made between the speaker
and the hearer, or rather between causing offence (e.g. Bousfield, 2008; Culpeper,
2011) and taking offence (e.g. Haugh, 2015; Tayebi, 2016; see also Haugh
& Sinkeviciute, 2019). The latter point pertains to the ever-increasing importance
being placed on (im)politeness as a means of evaluation (Kadar & Haugh, 2013).

. As many of the papers pointed out, the notion of (im)politeness continues to be

investigated in a variety of discourse domains, including, amongst others,
political language. This is understandable when it is considered that, with
the current dramatic increase in the use of social media, there are few boundaries
between politicians and ordinary people, hence resulting in the ubiquitous use
of polarised language. Indeed the study of such polarised language can offer
fresh insight into (im)politeness studies.

. The investigation of the language used in conflict, defined as those interactive

situations which are processed as “manifested in incompatibility, disagreement,
or difference within or between social entities (i.e., individual, group, organiza-
tion, etc.)” (Rahim, 2017, p. 370; cf. Kelly et al., 2019), has been attracting
the attention of many researchers. This is understandable and very much wel-
come given the fact that conflict can potentially lead to, amongst other things,
the use of impolite and/or aggressive language (see Kadar et al., 2019, for
a theoretical discussion).

. Speech acts (e.g. apology, refusal) continue to attract the attention of many

researchers, including both established academics as well as research students,
particularly when it comes to second language learning/acquisition. This is under-
standable because speech acts are suitable for comparative purposes, thus
enabling researchers to compare two languages more conveniently. Of course,
this line of research has, over the years, contributed a great deal to our under-
standing of (im)polite norms, as revealed by the many speech acts investigated.
Even so, as was emphasised in one of the conference sessions, there appears
to be a need for such speech act focused comparative studies to adopt more
innovative frameworks, i.e. ones which enable researchers to take account
of the actual dynamics of the situation. Adopting the notion of pragmeme, i.e.
situational prototypes (e.g. Mey, 2001; Parvaresh & Capone, 2017) might be
a solution.

1. Given the increase in the use of online data for research projects on (im)poli-

teness, the issue of research ethics requires particular attention. During the
12™ International Conference on (Im)Politeness I observed, on many occasions,
the admirable practice of highlighting to the audience the ethical considerations
and risks that were involved in data collection and how each author managed
these risks. As Locher and Bolander (2019, p. 88) note, holding an “ethics-related
conversation” should ideally be encouraged more, an endeavour which can
“enhance the likelihood” that we “learn from best practices”.
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The conference also featured four plenary speakers, and on the first day of the
conference Juliane House and Daniel Kadar performed this role. In their separate, but
related, talks, Juliane and Daniel shared with the delegates the findings of their project,
i.e. the use of what they termed ‘Ritual Frame Indicating Expressions’ (RFIEs). While
Juliane’s talk focused on how examples of these RFIEs are generally translated across
languages, Daniel explored the use of some of these RFIEs in different corpora. Overall,
Juliane and Daniel argued that, to compare languages in terms of (im)politeness, one
should focus on comparable aspects of language and, according to the authors, RFIEs
are one of the best candidates for this purpose as they are linked with the ‘rights and
obligations’ which are at the heart of any interaction.

On the second day, Jonathan Culpeper conducted the plenary talk. He first provided
the audience with some crucial information regarding the origins of (im)politeness
studies. As Jonathan claimed, rather surprisingly, politeness studies date back to 1558
when Giovanni della Casa’s I/ Galateo was published. According to Jonathan, the book
could be cautiously considered to be a “precursor” to some of today’s classic politeness
models. Jonathan also argued that politeness studies do not necessarily have a ‘standard’
theory or set of standard theories. Hence, as Jonathan suggests, despite its well-discussed
flaws, Brown and Levinson’s (1987) politeness theory can still be used provided it is:

— “used critically and sensitively”

— “supplemented by other notions”

As far as data and methodology are concerned, Jonathan predicted that the domi-
nance of qualitative methods is unlikely to change in the future, but a more systematic
use of corpus and quantitative methods is likely to become more popular.

The final plenary talk was given by Andreas H. Jucker who explored the rise and
fall of what he referred to as ‘non-imposition politeness’, which, in principle, “consists
of the strategies that give the addressee a choice” (Jucker, 2012, p. 425).These strategies
serve to highlight ‘noncoerciveness’, and thus help the speaker not to, or at least pretend
not to, “intrude on the addressee's wish to remain free from imposition, as for instance
in the polite request, ‘Could you, please, open the window?’” (Jucker, 2012, p. 425).
Adopting a genre-based methodology with an inherently bottom-up approach,
Andreas’s talk painted a very illuminating picture of how these non-imposition
politeness forms, exemplified by request forms, were used throughout the
twentieth century. Andreas explained how the study of non-imposition politeness
increased rapidly during the second half of the twentieth century, but has since
somewhat declined in recent years.

The 12" International Conference on (Im)Politeness also marked the launch
of a new journal, namely Contrastive Pragmatics — A Cross-Disciplinary Journal.
Published by Brill Publishers and co-edited by Karin Aijmer, Juliane House, Daniel
Kadar and Hong Liu, the journal, as the name suggests, seeks to attract contributions
that compare and contrast languages used within different lingua-cultures.

All in all, I believe that the 12™ International Conference on (Im)Politeness was
successful in achieving its aims. It served as a friendly venue for the discussion of recent
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findings in this field. A wide range of topics, data-sets and languages were discussed.
The question and answer sessions were critical but constructive, enabling both the
audience and researchers to engage in dialogue, which was further testament to the fact
that (im)politeness research “is a dynamic and growing field” (Culpeper et al., 2017, p. 7).

© Vahid Parvaresh, 2019
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