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INTRODUCTION
(IM)POLITENESS ANDINTERPERSONAL
COMMUNICATION:
AN OVERVIEW

LuciA FERNANDEZAMAYA , MARIA DE LA O HERNANDEZ LOPEZ
REYESGOMEZ MORON, MANUEL PADILLA CRUZ,
MANUEL MEJIASBORRERO ANDMARIANA RELINQUE BARRANCA

The present volume gathers together a series dafiestuexploring
issues related to (im)politeness in human commtinitaVery few would
deny that linguistic (im)politeness is currentlyeoof the central objects of
study in the field of pragmatics, a fact attestedbly the numerous
conferences and journals dedicated to the topk,vrious theoretical
models and approaches proposed, as well as thergggrandless list of
insightful empirical studies tackling the topic finoa wide variety of
angles — be it to test theoretical claims, to asmlyand contrast
manifestations in specific communicative contextiscourse genres or
cultures (e, communities of practice), to explore its acqigsitand
development in both first and second language®) trace its evolution in
order to gain a more historical understanding & domplex behavioural
and linguistic phenomenon. Such is the vigour awldme of research and
energy dedicated to this aspect of social intesacthat (im)politeness
studies can safely be called one of the most vibead fruitful subfields
of linguistic pragmatics, or of the so-called sbaagle of pragmatics
(Mey 1993; Thomas 1995) today and promises tonetaholars’ interest
and attention for some time to come. More impohlanthis intense
activity makes manifest the widely held belief fre tscholarly community
that, in order to gain a fuller understanding ofmiaen communicative
behaviour and social interaction in both intrac@tuand intercultural
settings, (im)politeness phenomena must necessaritgken into account,
examined and explained.

In order to precisely contextualise the works ideld in this book
within this subfield of pragmatic research, it iscassary first to clarify



2 Introduction

what the ternpolitenesgefers to in this text. We attempt to do so in the
following section of the introduction, presentingdadiscussing some of
the most popular approaches, conceptualisationsdafiditions of the
term, as well as models typically followed by resbars. Despite
continuing to enjoy generally wide popularity iretfield, many of these
approaches, conceptualisations, definitions andetsodave nevertheless
been shown to present certain weaknesses in tieordtical, conceptual,
anthropological or philosophical underpinnings,viag them seemingly
outdated in the face of more recent developmertssd new developments
in (im)politeness studies are reviewed below in ti®ac 2 of the
introduction. Additionally, since some of the seslifeatured in the
present volume are of an empirical nature, Se@idiscusses some of the
most common research methods employed in the fiellowing a brief
section considering the specific motivations an@sgions that brought
about the present volume and its specific chapteuspmaries of the
contents of each of these chapters are offeredih&ection 5.

1. Politeness: Approaches, Conceptualisations
and Definitions

The termpolite evolved from the participlpolishedand has been part
of the English lexicon since the W%entury (Kasper 1998: 677; Eelen
2001: i). Present in dictionaries since the™1@entury, among the
meanings of the term frequently provided is onadilig to the refined
manners characteristic of members of the high bolzases. This sense of
the term has undoubtedly contributed to the asBoniaf politeness with
the stereotypical behaviour expected of membersedfiin communities
of practice, an association that is much more etidelanguages such as
German, French or Spanish, where the adjectivifich, courtois and
cortésare derived from nouns referringc¢ourt Indeed, perhaps the most
widely-accepted and used conception of the term rbay as the
identification of a behaviour or set of behavioass obeying a series of
more or less explicit social norms or conventiorstalelished by a
particular community of practice regarding the thiots, actions, reactions
or states of affairs that are desirable or prebletan a given context
(Fraser 1990, 2002; Thomas 1995; Escandell Vid@i61Eelen 2001).
When such thoughts, actions, reactions or statesffafrs are coherent
with these norms or conventions, the members osgeeific community
of practice value them positively and regard thesnpalite. However,
when perceived as incoherent relative to givenasogirms or conventions,
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these thoughts, actions, reactions or states afiraffare regarded as
impolite.

This conception of politeness originates and iganged in the life
experience of the members of a community of pracaod entails a
subjective process of introspection whereby a mendrelyses and
evaluates his own or another individual's behaviaetative to a
behavioural norm or standard assumed to be sharadjiven community
(Eelen 2001: 32-43). As a sociolinguistic norm @eral1990) — referred to
by Eelen ibid.) aspoliteness 1 the concept of (im)politeness has often
been linked with the use of particular registerghuinguistic formality
often been interpreted as polite and linguistioiinfality as impolite. This
is evidenced, for example, by the distinctions amglanations made in
certain grammars regarding the use of second peponouns in
languages where multiple options exist. Coincidingth what has
traditionally been known agood mannerssuch a view of politeness has
surfaced in many manuals and books of etiquetteréhto Fernandez
1998). In pragmatics, however, the concept of eoéss cannot only be
understood as the use of language by certain coitigsif practice in
specific contexts, but must necessarily be broatletze include an
individual’'s linguistic behaviour. In this wapolitenessmust necessarily
refer to “[...] ways in which linguistic action is ké&d out and more
specifically, ways in which the relational functiém linguistic action is
expressed” (Kasper 1998: 677).

Between the 1960s and 1970s, two renowned figudesbert Paul
Grice and John Searle, emerged from the philosafhgnguage field to
crucially influence the development of the field pmagmatics. Indelibly
linked to the subfield of politeness studies, imtipalar, their belief that
interlocutors often do not select the most diraceasily-understandable
formulations of the messages they wish to convey taken as one of the
foundational axioms for a new conceptualisation mfliteness in
pragmatics. For these two authors, politenesdasec to the reasons why
individuals’ (linguistic) acts adopt specific form¥Vithin his general
theory of intentionality, Searle (1969) claimedttbae of the reasons why
interlocutors resort to indirect formulations oéthmessages is to be, or at
least seem, polite. In turn, Grice (1969, 1975) itéohthat in many of the
situations where speakers convey implicit meaningsy follow
conversational principles other than his well-knoB@operative Principle
or its maxims of quality, quantity, relation and nmar. Among such
alternative conversational principles postulateithésdesire to be polite.

Inspired by the ideas of these two philosopherktegpess progressively
came to be understood as one of the motivationsingaikndividuals
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behave or act with language in particular ways.aAgesult, theoretical
models attempting to operationalise the notionalitgness also began to
appear in the field. Exploring and deeply analysihg causes of such
motivations, the models laid the foundations fascéentific approach to
language use with an emphasis on the latter’s lsagthinteractive nature.
Indeed, the majority of accepted pragmatic modeéfsotiteness share the
assumption that, through linguistic form, speakersseil the social
relationship that they perceive or would like teate, maintain or modify
with other individuals. Such models centre not omtythe different ways
in which information can be transmitted on the baxithe interlocutors’
perception of their social reality, but also on teys social information is
transmitted in order to act directly upon this sbceality. For this reason,
the models point to politeness as “[...] the feataf language use that
most clearly reveals the nature of human sociadity expressed in
speech” (Brown 2001: 11620). Such models of podissnare referred to
by Eelen (2001: 30) gsoliteness 2inasmuch as they offer a scientific
conceptualisation of the phenomenon that signifiganliffers from
Eelen’s politeness 1that is, the frequently used, lay understandifig o
politeness

These lines of scientific convergence notwithstagdimost linguists
and pragmatists having studied politeness throughustory have
nevertheless demonstrated (and caused) a sigrificanunt of confusion
when writing about it. Some authors from Easterltuces €.g, Ide 1982,
1989; Hill et al. 1986; Ideet al. 1986; Matsumoto 1989), for instance,
have equated politeness to deference. (the respect shown by
individuals to others owing to inequalities in sadcstatus, age, etc.).
According to these authors, politeness is not ambnifested through
individuals’ social behaviour, but also through tirammatical resources
available to individuals in particular languagesg( certain polite forms
of address or the selection of formal/informal set@erson pronominal
forms like vous/ty. Indeed, Ide ibid.) and Matsumoto ilid.) argued
extensively that in a language such as Japanesediaidual’s choice of a
particular grammatical form is predicated on thdividual's perception of
his or her social role in a specific context andlonbasis of certain social
conventions. In their studies, therefongolitenessis defined in the
following terms:

[...] the language usage associated with smoothreoritation, realized 1)
through the speaker’'s use of intentional strate¢gesllow his or her

! See Section 2 for further comments on differerfoesveenpoliteness land
politeness 2
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message to be received favorably by the addressek2) through the
speaker’s choice of expressions to conform to tRkpe&ted and/or
prescribed norms of speech appropriate to the xtrk situation in
individual speech communities. (Ide 1989: 225)

Similarly, other researchers have equated politenéth the use of
certain registersi.e., linguistic variations in a discourse resultingrfr
individuals’ perceptions of the communicative sitoa in which they
interact). According to this view, it is said thedme situations or social
relations call for a more or less formal use ofglaage, often made
manifest through an individual's lexical choiceddorms of addressing
an interlocutor. One study (Smith 1992), for ins&nexplains that
Japanese women are, from a very early age, insttuict the use of
specific registers on the basis of their sociad i@l occupation.

Despite the number of scholars having adopted thmsstions,
however, both register and the other linguistic mfer whereby an
individual may show deference to another are ointerest to pragmatists
unless they are deployed strategically to expédigr or use existing social
norms and conventions, and, therefore, alter gagial relations (Thomas
1995: 152). In other words, changes in registeotber linguistic forms
are only of interest to pragmatists insofar as they the result of a
strategic choice by an interlocutor for the purpoachieving a particular
goal (Brown and Levinson 1978, 1987). In this respthe results of one
study (Fraser and Nolen 1981: 98je particularly telling, since the use of
a particular linguistic form or register to convegference or respect in a
particular context may also convey just the opositanother context in
which the necessary conditions required by thengcsiocial norms or
expectations do not apply.

Many other authors have considered politeness toatbenherent
property of utterances and speech acts. In this waglyses have been
conducted on a wide array of polite utterances spwkch acts such that
taxonomies or hierarchies, organised by degreeotifepess, could be
established (Ogino 1986). Some authors even commanalar linguistic
utterances across two or more languages in ordestablish correlations
between them in terms of politeness. One weaknéssuch studies,
however, is that the utterances assessed by infasmdth respect to their
degree of politeness have often been presented htm tin a
decontextualised manner. However and accordinghtumBs (1995: 155-
157), a reliable assessment of the degree of pebteof any utterance or

2 pizziconi (2003) does not find many notable di#fezes between the use of
honorifics in Japanese and English.
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speech act can only be made when both the sit@tsord social factors
intervening in the production of the utterance peech act are taken into
account. Furthermore, any judgement about the (titgmess of an
utterance greatly depends on the degree of anniafot’'s linguistic
competence, leading to significant variations indgements across
informants (Eelen 2001: 150-157).

Finally, there is a group of authors who charastemoliteness as
strategic behaviour with which interlocutors aimt nanly to avoid
interpersonal conflict (Kasper 1990), but also ¢thiave a wide array of
interactive goals like, for example, the establishin maintenance,
strengthening, alteration or termination of socwlhtions (Fraser 1990,
2002; Thomas 1995). Thus, for Lakoff (1973, 197989), for example,
politeness is centred around the avoidance of offemd the reduction of
any possible friction resulting from social intetian. As such, Lakoff has
definedpolitenessas “[...] a means of minimizing the risk of conftation
in discourse — both the possibility of confrontatimccurring at all, and the
possibility that a confrontation will be perceived threatening” (1989:
102).

Likewise, for Leech (1983: 81), politeness aims rieduce the
expression of impolite beliefs and increase theesgion of polite beliefs.
In their seminal and oft-cited work, Brown and Lesan (1978, 1987)
also describe politeness as a way to reduce anesgjgeness between
individuals and present in their utterances, sucat tmore effective
communication between them may be possible. Inrotverds and as
Glick (1996: 139) aptly summarises, politeness isvay of softening
individuals’ verbal aggressiveness. According tés tmodel, therefore,
politeness becomes “an admixture of both formal fumttional features
[...] which accompany an inherently face-threatgngpeech act [...] in
order to lessen its threat” (Meier 1997: 22).

More recently, Brown definepolitenessas “a matter of taking into
account the feelings of others as to how they shdma interactionally
treated, including behaving in a manner that demnates appropriate
concern for interactors’ social status and theaiaarelationship” (2001:
11620). With this definition, Brown seems to mangasition closer to that
of certain other authors (Fraser and Nolen 198mmnzin 1981; Fraser
1990, 2002; Meier 1995; Spencer-Oatey 2000, 2002522007, 2008,
2009; Mills 2003) who equate politeness with theaidof contextual
appropriatenessr adequacy. Appropriateness can therefore be siuaber
as:

[...] something which each individual has to work 0oy assessing their
own status in relation to other participants in doenmunity of practice,
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and by assessing what they think the context demahitis means that
they constantly have to assess their own positi@hidentity/role within
the group in order to evaluate what is appropfiatehem and others, and
to assess whether they are going to abide by thése or flout them.
(Mills 2003: 71)

In other words, for these authors, politenessrisater of behaviour
which is expectable and acceptable in a particctenmunicative and
social context. Hence, it is only the absence ofitgmess that
interlocutors actually notice (Escandell Vidal 199ry 1998). One
drawback to such an approach, however, is thabdé@sdot clearly
explain how that social context is determined.

2. More Recent Approachesto (Im)Politeness

As can be seen, the majority of the theories maatidn the previous
section emphasise the idea that the ultimate ggabldeness is to achieve
a certain degree of social harmony by reducingeggiveness or avoiding
conflict between interlocutors. Conceived in thisyw the definitions
neglect the possibility that interlocutors could fact be interested in
deliberately and overtly seeking confrontation atmhflict (Culpeper
1996, 2011; Spencer-Oatey 2000; Eelen 2001; Cutpstp. 2003). Thus,
the notions of politeness discussed in the prevemetion may be better
understood as examples of interpersonal politenasstact, which
significantly differ from social politeness and ethconventionalised
strategies frequently used in interaction (Janney arndt 1992).
Furthermore, while the approaches from the previsestion describe
politeness as a phenomenon aimed at seeking harrabmngst the
listeners, they nevertheless seem to forget ablmutspeaker who could
also be interested in achieving a certain degresetftharmony (Chen
2001).

The variety of approaches and definitions reviewes far reveals the
difficulty scholars have had reaching a clear, iedifand satisfactory
definition of politeness (Garcés Conejos 1995; Wa&003; Pizziconi
2006). In an attempt to integrate some of the dearonceptualisations
into a unified definition, Garcés Conejos (19954 aBou Franch and
Garcés Conejos (2003) describe politeness as rigeistic encoding of
social interaction or, in other words, of the sbemlationship existing
between interlocutors. While such encoding may airthe avoidance of
interpersonal conflict — or, to use the terminolafyBrown and Levinson
(1978, 1987) and Spencer-Oatey (2000, 2002, 20067,22008, 2009),
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the safeguarding of an interlocutor’s fAeeit must nevertheless be, and
be understood as, the result of rational behaviouhich speakers choose
the linguistic forms that best suit the social estin which they interact.
Thus, politeness can be thought of as “[...] a spewi@y of treating
people, saying and doing things in such a way dake into account the
other person’s feelings” (Brown 2000: 83). Thigglimstic encoding must
meet the different speakers’ interactive goals whinay include the
establishment, maintenance, strengthening, alb@rabr termination of
social relations (Spencer-Oatey 2000, 2002, 20067 22008, 2009).

Among the contextual factors determining individiiaocial relations
are their relative power, the social distance betwiem and the rank of
imposition of their acts (Brown and Levinson 191887). Many authors
have claimed that the affect individuals feel todgalone another also
influences their relations (Brown and Fraser 19¥&;pland, Grainger and
Coupland 1988; Brown and Gilman 1989; Ide 1989;n8peOatey 1993,
1996; Garcés Conejos 1995; Kopytko 1995; Fernardeaya 2000).
Understanding the dynamics in this waglitenesscan be conceptualised
as the rational ability to accurately calculate tbkevance and weight of
these factors, such that individuals may fit tmgliistic encoding of their
messages to the relevance and weight calculatettiddiactors in specific
contexts. Incorporating both the concept of pobsssystems described
by Scollon and Wong-Scollon (1983, 1995) as welthas perspective of
Spencer-Oatey (2000, 2002, 2005, 2007, 2008, 2@adijeness has also
been said to reside in an interlocutor’'s abilitynake linguistic forms
appropriate for the politeness system in whichaemgiinteraction takes
place or for the system which interlocutors wishesiablish, maintain,
modify or terminate (Padilla Cruz 2004, 2006).

As can be seen from the studies referenced herk,sswide variety of
contributions have been made in politeness stugiines the appearance of
the seminal works of Lakoff (1973, 1975), Brown dpevinson (1978,
1987) and Leech (1983), that the subfield is eaeity of the most
researched areas within pragmatics and interclitoramunication today.
Given such a voluminous output, it is also no segpthat, despite their
indisputable contributions to the field, Brown drelinson’s work (1978,
1987) has been the subject of criticism in moreméstudies, with authors
taking issue with, among other things, its concaitation of face
(Matsumoto 1988; Ide 1989) and over-reliance onlyaig at the
utterance-level (Kasper 1990). Currently, the statf Brown and

% Whereas Brown and Levinson (1978, 1987) diffeetat betweemegativeand
positive face, Spencer-Oatey (2000, 2008, 2009) distingdisidentity from
quality face.
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Levinson’s work as the dominant theory in politenesudies is being
challenged by a post-modern or discursive approadfich is gaining
traction as an equally valid, alternative framew(iEklen 2001; Linguistic
Politeness Research Group 2011; Locher 2004, 2060¢her and Watts
2005; Mills 2003; Watts 2003, 2005).

Identifying several deficiencies with these eaHgdries of politeness,
Eelen (2001) observes, for example, that the theodre unable to
describe impoliteness with the same concepts usekplain politeness;
they do not take the hearer’s active position atoount; they follow aa
priori notion of culture; and they have a static viewso€tial reality. In
order to avoid these weaknesses, the author pre@rsalternative view
of politeness motivated by Bourdieu's (1991) conceyd habitus
According to Eelen, the basic tenets of this view be expressed as:

[...] argumentativity (which incorporates evaluatyit historicity and

discursiveness. The incorporation of these chaiatits leads to a notion
that takes full account of the hearer’s positiod #re evaluative moment;
is able to capture both politeness and impolitengssvides a more
dynamic, bi-directional view of the social-indiviau relationship [...].

(2001: 247)

Post-modern theories have also rejected the exeessiphasis given
by speech act theory to the utterance level, famgunstead the study of
(im)politeness in longer stretches of discourseusThaccording to this
discursive approach (Mills 2003; Linguistic Polié=ms Research Group
2011; Locher 2004, 2006; Locher and Watts 2005;t%a003, 2005;
Arundale 2006), the smallest units of analysisrapresented by the dyad
and the sequence of utterances. A cornerstondsfitbcursive approach
to politeness is the distinction made by Watts, &el Ehlich (1992)
between first-order politenesse(, politenessl), based on the perceptions
of the participants involved, and second-ordertpoéssi(e., politeness2),
based on researchers’ interpretations which aretuin, grounded in
pragmatic theory. These concepts have receivetieludevelopment by
Eelen (2001), Watts (2003) and Locher (2006). IrcHey and Watts
(2005), the predominance of politenessl over pw#s2 is stressed,
implying that no utterance is inherently considefade threatening, as
Brown and Levinson (1978, 1987) stated.

Another idea to recently emerge is that politer&ssuld be studied
within a broader theory of interpersonal commundsatvhich, depending
on the studies consulted, has been referred telasonal work (Locher
2006; Locher and Watts 2005; Watts 200fge constitution(Arundale
1999, 2006) andapport managemeniSpencer-Oatey 2000, 2002, 2005,
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2007, 2008, 2009). In each of the approaches ghatiis common
position, a central focus is given to interpersamdédtions rather than to
the individual, as is done in traditional modelsittWthe objective of
complementing the traditional and post-modern viesfs politeness,
Terkourafi (2001, 2002, 2003, 2005) proposes a drased approach.
According to this approach, specific linguistic esgsions should be
analysed in their particular contexts of use.(frames). As the author
writes, it is “the regular co-occurrence of park@gutypes of context and
particular linguistic expressions as the unchakehgealisations of
particular acts that create the perception of eoéss” (2005: 248).

The study of linguistic politeness in specific aatis of use is also
defended by Garcés-Conejos Blitvich (2010) who emésone of the most
recent contributions to the field, namely, the genapproach to
(im)politeness. According to the author, a compnshe model of
(im)politeness must take into account both firstesrand second-order
politeness, conceived of and presented in a wayacteistic of a
particular situational context or genre. That isinit of analysis is needed
which should be useful not only for interpersorfake-to-face, dyadic
communication, but also to intergroup, mediatedylpgal communication.
Following Swales (1990) and Fairclough (2003), @ar€onejos Blitvich
selects as that unit the conceptgeihre which, according to Swales, can
be defined as:

[...] a class of communicative events, the memberatdith share some
set of communicative purposes. These purposeseaagmized by the
expert members of the parent discourse community tlaereby constitute
the rationale for the genre. This rationale shapeschematic structure of
the discourse and influences and constrains clodicentent and style [...]
exemplars of a genre exhibit various patterns ofilarity in terms of
structure, style, content and intended audien@2(Q158)

This understanding of genre has been further dpeeldy Fairclough
who describes interactions as drawing directly fiihwa resources offered
by a particular genre. Relating politeness to getas the latter is
understood above), Garcés-Conejos Blitvich defthedormer as:

(i) the use of lexico-grammatical strategies orlizations of prosodic
features typically associated, i.e. recurrent, wathspecific (pre)genre
and/or (ii) the complying with the established, ejgenre-sanctioned,
norms and interactional parameters regulating ifjets and obligations
associated therein with a given individual/soaikritity which can thus be
interpreted as face-maintaining or enhancing. (2629
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The numerous conceptualisations, approaches andlsniod politeness
should serve to demonstrate the complexity anchésb of this aspect of
human interaction which has attracted the inteafstnembers of such
diverse scholarly communities as pragmatics, aptilogy, sociology and
second language acquisition. Adopting one or amatifighe viewpoints
presented above, their studies have addressed iadngfr issues of an
even greater specificity. To carry out these swdiesearchers have had to
use and develop different research methods. Thesieoas constitute the
focus of the following section of the present idwotion.

3. Frequent Employed Research Methods

In the field of (im)politeness studies and intetatdl communication,
different classifications are commonly made betweesearch methods
employed. One such distinction is between empirasad non-empirical
methods. In empirical research methods, scholasereb a phenomenon
in the real world — for example, the verbal and -werbal interaction
between people from different cultural backgroundscollect data,
interpret that data, make generalisations and reacdklusions (Gao, Li
and Li 2001; Bachman 2004; Hu 2005; Hu and Fan R@rhpirically-
based studies usually follow a systematic formatuiting a proposal of
the matter(s) to be investigated, a review of rfeMiterature from the
field, an explanation of the data collection andlgsis, an explanation of
research methods employed, a review of the reslitsined and a
comprehensive conclusion. In contrast to empirica¢éthods, non-
empirical research often consists of theories asmbrmpanying analyses
of their implications or an account of personalenignces and views (Gao
et al. 2001; Hu 2005).

As most pragmatists have generally migrated tofitdld from others
such as anthropology, sociology, psychology anguiistics, most of the
empirical data-collection procedures used have sisba one of these
fields of the classical social sciences. For tleigson, pragmatists often
apply data-collection methods such as authenticodise, elicited
conversation and role-plays to obtain spoken iotera samples; multiple-
choice questionnaires, self-administered productiprestionnaires and
scale-responses to obtain written responses; ataiviews to obtain
narrative self-reports (Kasper 2008; Félix-Brasdef#l0).

The first videotaped open role plays in politenesadies were
employed in Scarcella’s (1979) study of invitaticensd requests among
beginning and advanced Arabic-speaking Englishdagg learners. Since
then, many authors (Garcia 1989; House 1996) haed this method for
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the collection of pragmatic data; however, as Kaggé08: 324) points
out, “we do not know from the use of role-play alomhether they provide
valid representations of conversational practiceauthentic contexts.” In
light of this criticism, written production questinaires are also used as an
effective method for data collection. In multiplleoice questionnaires and
interviews, information is provided about informgniperceptions of
different speech act realisations, for exampleteirms of politeness or
about the pragmatic meaning they assign to giveteniah

In addition to the above, controlled “open” rolays are another type
of method employed and described in the literaturéhese observational
studies, no deliberate constraints are imposederinformants, although
some unintentional observer effects may nevertbddespresent. One oft-
used and criticised elicitation format in crosstardl and interlanguage
pragmatics are Discourse Completion Tasks (DCTis3t Beveloped by
Levenston and Blum-Kulka (1978) to study lexicainglification and
adapted to investigate speech act realisation bynB{ulka (1982), DCTs
are written questionnaires that include a numberboéf situational
descriptions, followed by a short dialogue contagnan empty slot for the
speech act under study. They were extensively imséte Cross-Cultural
Speech Act Realisation Project (CCSARP) (Blum-Kulkdouse and
Kasper 1989; Blum-Kulka and Olshtain 1984), onetle# most well-
known series of studies in the field. In addititieey have also been used
in other similar studies, including House and Kasfi®87), Faerch and
Kasper (1989), Takahashi and Beebe (1993), Lorénm=0{2001) and
Maiz Arévalo (2010). Since the studies by Wolfs@@889b) and Bardovi-
Harlig and Hartford (1990), observational data fraunthentic interactions
has also been collected by way of field notes andica or video
recordings. While this is clearly indicative of tlfect that, in the past,
there was a great need for more authentic dataadays in politeness
studies there seems to be a greater need for neemoghmental research
(Barén and Celaya 2010; Barén in this volume).

More recently, the need for more complex researethads to study
(im)politeness across cultures has become quitteatii Thus, Pan (2008)
presents a situation-oriented approach that viempoéliteness as series
of linguistic strategies and discourse resourceigtwhlnable participants
to achieve their interactional goals. The appro@&hput to use in
Professional Communication in International Setin@PCIS (Pan,
Scollon and Scollon 2002) and “Cross-cultural Comioation Norms
and Survey Interviews” (CCNSI) (Pan 2007: Pan et28D8). InPCIS
professional communication and politeness norms studied in three
cultural contexts (Beijing, Hong Kong and Finlandyhile CCNSI
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examines the linguistic behaviour of speakers imvesuinterviews across
five language groups (English, Chinese, Korean,sRansand Spanish).
The studies compared the interviewees’ linguisthadyiour, including
linguistic politeness, across languages by condgctiwo types of
analyses: an analysis of interview transcripts ambther of group
members’ perceptions of the interviews as a comoative event.

Nowadays, most studies do not rely upon only osearch method,
but rather combine two or more. The result are ifigsl that clearly
demonstrate that politeness is everywhere, that wha be considered
polite by one language group may be considered litepoy another and
that what is appropriate in one situation may besaered inappropriate
in another. The same conclusion is reached by sifntige studies in the
present volume. Moreover, the studies also show tha boundaries
between (im)politeness and interpersonal communpitastudies have
been blurred and obviously unified in the pragmatiedies arena. The
following section briefly addresses this issue.

4. (Im)Politeness and I nter per sonal Communication
in Context

While the first generation of linguistic politenessearch (Janney and
Arndt 1992: 21) could be characterised by the $edoc universals in
politeness (Brown and Levinson 1978; Lakoff 197379; Leech 1983) as
well as by the attempt to understand related kegycepts like face
threatening acts, a second generation of politeresmarch (Janney and
Arndt 1992:21) aimed at explaining linguistic andltaral relativity
(Matsumoto 1988; Ide 1989; Kasper 1990; Blum-Kulk&®?2; Watts 1992;
Lim 1994; Scollon and Scollon 1995). Such a geimmat shift can be
understood as a move from the more general to gheifc in language
use. Additionally, in this second generation ofdgts, culture is not seen
as the only relevant aspect in communication, hther as one of many
factors to be considered. It was at the end ofg¢bond generation in the
history of (im)politeness studies that the fieldiicbbe considered to have
formed part of interpersonal communication studies.

However, this aforementioned shift is by no medres ¢nly one to
have taken place in the field of linguistic poliéss studies. Rather, a
recent trend in politeness studies not only idedif(im)politenes as a
constitutive part of communication and interpersatadies, but has also
shifted its attention from static to dynamic aspedft(im)politeness. Such
a shift can be seen as the result of an interaptiweess in which linguistic
notions cannot be separated from other socio-psyglual perspectives
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that motivate interaction as such. This discursive approach (Watts, 2003:
xii) does not allow for the establishment of shared norms to explain
cultural (im)politeness. Instead, the new approach (Thornborrow 2002;
Holmes and Stubbe 2003; Watts 2003; Mills 2003; Locher 2004) which
may be considered the third generation in politeness studies, emphasises
the importance of closely examining (im)politeness in specific contexts in
interaction.

It is important to warn against the faulty conclusion that, by their
simple emergence in the field, these new trends can be said to have
supplanted those of the previous generation. To the contrary, the two co-
exist with the unifying aim of uncovering answers to the cultural and
situational dynamism that is a hallmark of communication. As Yabuuchi
writes, “[...] although searches for (semi-)universal frameworks and
discursive dynamism are qualitatively different, they form complementary
parts in clarifying the complex phenomenon called politeness behaviour”
(2006: 324).

In the last few years, the field has witnessed the emergence of studies
relying on situational features, indicating a shift from culture to situation
as a unit of analysis. Thus, as noted in Section 2 of this introduction,
everyday conversation may accurately be explained from a frame-based
perspective — such as Terkourafi’s micro-analysis of politeness (2001,
2002, 2003, 2005) — while professional and institutional interaction seems
to require a genre-based approach (Garcés-Conejos Blitvich 2010), which
explains communication as part of a situational apparatus rather than of
the features of an entire population.

It is at this point in the history of politeness studies that (im)politeness
necessarily becomes linked to the contexts in which it is studied. The unit
of analysis, then, should be the situation itself, which need not be
extrapolated to any other, but may nevertheless explain other situations
that share the same institutional or non-institutional features. Bearing this
in mind, one objective of the current volume is to illustrate this
coexistence of the second and third generations of (im)politeness studies.

5. Studies in the Current VVolume

The eleven chapters of the present volume are the products of efforts
made by specialists in the field of (im)politeness studies. In each
contribution, additional evidence is offered of how the attempt to
understand the complexity of interpersonal communication from the
perspective of specific contexts is advantageous for (im)politeness studies
on a whole. In the volume’s opening chapter, Locher presents a highly
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helpful review of the seminal works in politenessdainterpersonal
communication. In Chapters 2 and 3, Garcés-Con@btvich and
Mancera Rueda examine (im)politeness in online renwents.
(Im)politeness is also studied in other media sasHilms by Mejias in
Chapter 10 and Mariottini in Chapter 4 with a spedbcus given to
variation in interpersonal aspects of communicatlarChapter 9, Breeze
examines the topic in professional settings. As banseen, the genre-
based approach necessarily co-exists with studieswvhich cultural
relativism and linguistic realisation go hand innda Given this fact,
speech act realisation is a valuable method for erstdnding
(im)politeness, as may be seen in Chapters 5 by l&imd 6 by Maiz-
Arévalo. Finally, Chapter 7 by Baron, Chapter 8\Nbygford and Chapter
11 by Trillo and Lenn make clear that (im)politenistudies can also have
a significant relevance for second language teachimd learning. As a
result of these common threads and foci, the chapté the present
volume have been classified under the followingieas: (1) state-of-the-
art of (im)politeness studies, (2) (im)politenesstihe mass media, (3)
(im)politeness, speech acts and language teachuh@a (im)politeness in
other specific contexts. While it is true that eaflthe chapters deals with
(im)politeness from a different standpoint, themoge and practical
applications demonstrate the transversality andatiity of interpersonal
communication.

Miriam Locher opens the volume with the chaptegliteness research
from past to future, with a special focus on the&cdisive approach”. In it,
she reviews the early motivations for politenesseaech since its
pragmatic turn and reveals their link to currentedepments in the field.
Lochar argues that by revisiting the moment of ghegmatic turn, topics
of past and current research may be positionedosicéde, analysing their
similarities and differences. The chapter placetiqdar emphasis on the
discursive approach to politeness research, asopeopby Locher and
Watts (2005, 2008), within the study of relatiomabrk which can be
understood as “the work invested by individualstive construction,
maintenance, reproduction and transformation @frjr@rsonal relationships
among those engaged in social practice” (Locher \Afadts 2008: 96).
Finally, Locher proposes the merging of the fiaddisdentity construction
and politeness, offering a dual justification: fiiras an endeavour to study
the interpersonal effects created through languesgge, and second, so
that the research field may benefit from the inooation of social,
cognitive and psychological findings into the framoeks.

The three chapters which follow present researdh dhtained from
different types of mass media. The section operth Wilar Garcés-
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Conejos Blitvitch's study, “Politics, lies and Yoube: a genre approach
to assessments of (im)politeness on Obama’s 9/9/2Bfesidential
address”. In the chapter, Garcés-Conejos Blitvichlyses the comments
posted on YouTube in response to a video of Cosgras Joe Wilson's
infamous remark to President Obanvau lie! during the latter's address
to a joint session of Congress. More specificalhe paper focuses on
examples of classificatory politeness whereby aemibehaviour is
assessed as either polite or impolite by partidgpéBelen 2001).

Following Eelen’s influential discourse approacl®d2) giving pre-
eminence to the evaluative role of the hearer, meceholarship on
(im)politeness has paid considerable attentionattigpants’ assessments
of (im)politeness. These assessments have bedteelin most studies,
however, through the application of different instients and with the
intention of unveiling general, rather than genpecdfic, perceptions of
(im)politeness. Grounding her study on a genre @ggyr to (im)politeness
(Garcés-Conejos Blitvich 2010a), the corpus analylsere by Garcés-
Conejos Blitvitch consists of unsolicited commemigde in response to a
real-life situation which can be assessed withia garameters of an
established genre. In such a context of polylogadiated interaction
where intergroup communication prevails, the saecdf genre as a unit
of analysis is particularly appropriate.

Presidential addresses, of course, are highlytitistnalised genres of
political discourse with strict constraints on camt moves and rhetorical
strategies (Swales 1990). It is in reference t@dhgrict constraints that
assessments of (im)politeness are made. That gaide is always co-
constructed at the level of style (Fairclough 20@8)d individuals’
assessments of the (in)appropriateness of a gigatrilcution may vary
depending on factors such as the identity of thegreinvolved, special
circumstances, ideological (dis)alignment and eomsti The influence of
these factors on assessments of (im)politenesgightened by the de-
individuated nature of the YouTube environment,ofang social rather
than individual identity (Reicher et al. 1995). @ament ideology and
political affiliation emerge as the main reasonsywlagainst initial
predictions, Joe Wilson’s remark is seen as apfatgpby over half of the
YouTubers involved.

In the following chapter, “Impoliteness in Spandipital mass media”,
by Ana Mancera Rueda, a famous 1921 essay by Sc&t marking the
centenary of thdanchester Guardiars taken as a launching point. In his
essay, Scott, the then editor of the publicatioscubsed his opinions on
the role of newspapers, stating that their “primaffice” is accurate
reporting since “comment is free, but facts areresdic Despite this
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statement, however, Mancera Rueda contends that necently, in
traditional mass media the free public expressioopinions was, in fact,
something of a myth: with the only channels avaddbr the exercise of
this right being letters to the editor or phonds#d radio and television
programmes, though thesee usually pre-filtered by the corresponding
media companies (Martinez Rodriguez 2007).

However,through the development of the Internet, citizeow thave
new tools through which they may participate. Thatk these so-called
interactive tools (Alonso Ruiz and Martinez Rodegu2003) which
include e-mail, chat rooms, on-line surveys andifts, the mass media
have establishednew types of communication processes for their
followers. With these tools, users can not onlyregp their points of view
immediately, but also note how quickly their cantiions are published
by the media. That said, the argumentative natdréomums and the
freedom users enjoy under the cloak of anonymityh bfavour the
presence of numerous examples of impolitenessidrchapter, the author
proposes the analysis of how readers of Spanisheodhily newspapers,
able to give their opinions freely in forums, freqiy express themselves
in an impolite manner.

Contributed by Laura Mariottini, the final chaptef the present
section is entitled “Audiovisual (im)politeness: amterlinguistic and
intercultural analysis of Spanish films dubbed iti@ian”. As the title
suggests, Mariottini’s study focuses on the pragmaature of Spanish
film texts and their dubbed translations in Italiavith special attention
paid to instances of (im)politeness.

As stated by Pettit, “[Language] is an expressiboutture and culture
is expressed through language. An audiovisual tdférs a cultural
representation of the world” (2009: 44). In tramsfeg a text from one
language and culture to another, it is the jobhef translator to mediate
between these two linguistic and cultural systemguiring bilingual and
bicultural vision and competencies. For such compdemiotic and
pragmatic audiovisual texts as films, however,tthaslator is confronted
by a myriad of signs in verbal/nonverbal, intenéiBanintentional and
implicit/explicit contexts, all of which, when corimied, result in the final
message received by the viewer (Delabastita 198&i€h 2004). From
this complexity, and particularly in dubbed versiaf films, the translator
must aim to ensure that dialogues seem as authastjgossible in the
target language.

Mariottini begins her study with the assumptiont tifiaviewers are to
be drawn into the fictional world portrayed in arfj be it a translated or
original version, dialogues must present clear lgimties to real-world
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dialogue exchanges (Korloff 2000; Pavesi 2009) tHarmore, dialogue
exchanges do not happen in a vacuum, but rathetryaleccur in a given
context. In the case of an audiovisual text, thositext is a concrete
situation at a concrete moment of time capturethbycamera.

In her study, Mariottini adopts a pragmaticallyestied perspective of
dubbing, conceptualising the practice as an aatomimunication in no
ways different from any other type of communicati@onsequently, the
study focuses on the investigation of dubbed diadsgin the context of
the communicative event as a whole, given partidelehnical constraints
and in view of other people’s expectations. Heratextualisation is of
particular importance since, as noted by BakhfiAf]“any given time, in
any given place, there will be a set of conditipng that will ensure that
a word uttered in that place and at that time hdlve a meaning different
than it would have under any other conditions” @99128). As
Mariottini’'s analysis is not limited to instance$ (@m)politeness in the
original Spanish soundtrack of the selected filmterial, but also
considers the corresponding lItalian translatiohg s$tudy presents an
interesting interlinguistic and intercultural pegstive.

The following section of the volume focuses onegjteact theory and
includes three chapters (although the second chaglt® has clear
applications for the teaching of English as a fgmelanguage [EFL]). In
the first of the three chapters, Jeremy King agptigeech act theory to an
earlier period in the development of the Spanisiglege. In his paper
entitled “Politeness and the question of registirective structure in
Early Modern Spanish”, the author argues that aterstanding of the
language and registers used in Spain during thty Béodern period is
crucial for a complete appreciation of the develepmof the Spanish
language as a whole. While studies on English lagguregister appear
frequently in the literature, there is neverthelasgearth of such research
for Spanish.

For the author, a question commonly raised in sdvéelds of
linguistics centres on the employment of distinehiges of primary sources
in the study of language register. While some saischrgue that theatrical
texts provide the closest approximations to the wgisters of the early
varieties of modern languages (Brown and Gilman91%almon 1987;
Culpeper and Kytd 2000), others insist that thglege found in personal
letters is in fact more colloquial (Fontanella deiberg 1994).

In response to this divergence of opinion, the primsource texts
comprising King’s corpus of study were selectedrfiooth genres, that is,
personal letters and dramatic texts. Regardingdhmer, the 100 letters
used were taken from Otte’s 1988 stu@wrtas privadas de emigrantes a
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Indias and all date from the second half of the sixteargntury. With
reference to the latter, a series of literary wdtkewn aspasos or short
farces, were selected due to their deliberate gmpdat of the standard
colloquial language of the day. In the study, dikexs were selected as the
focal point of the analysis due to the frequencthwihich this particular
type of speech act is employed in both genresinaliances of directives
are categorised here according to Blum-Kulka’'s @d9®quest head act
classification, with the internal and external nfmditions made in the two
genres analysed according to Brown and Levinsoh337) theory of
linguistic politeness. Preliminary results reveladtt direct requests (and
particularly bare imperatives) are by far the nfesjuently occurring type
of head act in the two genres examined.

In the second chapter of the section entitled, 4Abss for words or
how to respond to compliments: a contrastive amalgé compliment
response in English and Spanish”, Maiz Arévalo esgihat compliments
have traditionally been regarded as speech actssemative of positive
politeness. In fact, according to the author, tihe @f a typical compliment
seems to be the demonstration of the speaker'soaglpof the addressee,
an opinion shared by numerous authors (Wolfson 498983; Holmes
1986b, 1987; Herbert 1989; Lewandowska-Tomaszc&@0). According
to Wolfson, for instance, compliments function saial lubricants which
‘create or maintain rapport™ (1983: 86).

However, Maiz Arévalo argues that compliments areffom simple.
Noting that reception of certain compliments carreleave an addressee
feeling at a loss for words, Maiz Arévalo echodeguently argued point
that compliments can be highly threatening wherdpced in the wrong
context. When uttering, interpreting and respondiagcompliments, a
critical influence is exerted by different variablsuch as gender, power
inequalities, specific matters regarding the relahip between the
interlocutors, as well as the specific behaviouguality of the addressee
being complimented. Given inappropriate felicityndiions, a compliment
may be interpreted as pure flattery, condescensioreven sarcasm
(Holmes 1995: 119).

If compliments already demonstrate high compleditg to the diverse
variables at play, their complexity only increasgken transferred to
intercultural contexts. In fact, as demonstratedhi& extensive research
carried out on interactions between members ofuistg cultures like
English and Greek (Sifianou 2001), American Enghsid Chinese (Chen
1993), English and Polish (Lewandowska-Tomaszc889), and English
and Spanish (Maiz Arévalo 2009), compliments hagenbidentified as
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one of the speech acts through which cross-cultlifidrences between
speakers become glaringly obvious.

Despite the wealth of studies dedicated to thectaybiintercultural
compliments, the majority nevertheless tend to $oon the compliments
themselves, without seriously addressing elicitddressee responses. In
response to the lack of scholarship on this latpic, Maiz Arévalo aims
to present an analysis of both the given complismesmd responses
generated. This analysis is twofold, presenting tbe one hand a
contrastive study of responses given to compliment&nglish and their
counterparts in peninsular Spaniste.( both intracultural contexts) and,
on the other, a number of cases of interculturahroanication in which
English is used as thimgua franca

The study aims to test a number of different hyps#s including: (1)
responding to compliments is not as formulaic avaly at first seem, (2)
given their cultural differences, Spanish and EstgBpeakers will respond
to compliments in different ways, and (3) due te thforementioned
differences, compliments given during Spanish-Eigliintercultural
exchanges can be particularly problematic and neasilye lead to the
breakdown of communication or the perpetuationuttucal stereotypes.

In the following chapter by Jalia Barén, the deyefent of politeness
in EFL learners, from beginners to more advancednkrs, is analysed.
The study examines the types of requests and eliffetrategies — such as
the use of modification — that EFL learners userder to mitigate the
imperative force of a request (Sifianou 1999; Al®wler, Martinez Flor
and Safont Jorda 2005). With regard to the use adification, Barén's
study focuses particularly on the learned us@lefise which has been
commonly considered one of the least polite formpleyed in interaction
(Brown and Levinson 1987; Curl and Drew 2008). didi&ion, the chapter
also examines the politeness strategies used byl&dthers in order to
accept or reject a request.

All data analysed here come from learners havintjgi@ated in the
Barcelona Age Factor (BAF) Project. More specificadlata was obtained
from 40 EFL learners, from young children to unsigr students, with the
inclusion of a base-line of Catalan/Spanish bileguand native English
speakers. In the study, EFL learners had to exenuteal task in pairs. In
each case, this oral task consisted of an openptalebetween a parent
and child or flatmates in which permission was exjed to throw a party
at the speakers’ home. Given the nature of the-plalg, requests were
expected to appear throughout the task, togethdr agceptances and
refusals.
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As regards the use of modification, study findirgjsow that low
proficiency learners use only internal modificati(r., attention-getters)
when making requests. Indeed, the study finds gassof the use of
external modification among this group. While simtlernal modifications
are still used even as learners become more pofi¢iFélix-Brasdefer
2007; Schauer 2007), more proficient learners ribglrss tend to use a
wide variety of external modifications, as wellcliding preparators,
grounders and expanders.

The four chapters that make up the following sectd the present
volume all attempt to tackle the topic of (im)pefiess proper. The first of
these four studies, Gerrard Mugford’®té Grinch! The creative use of
Anglicisms to express phatic communication and ilitgmess in Mexican
Spanish”, examines the pragmalinguistic and soaippatic role that
Anglicisms play in everyday language use among Wk8exi Spanish-
language speakers. The author argues that, albftea, Anglicisms are
only understood in lexical and grammatical termthera than also as
resources to enhance speaker meaning.

Investigating the specific contours of phatic comion and
impoliteness, the author examines how Spanish-Egguspeakers in
Guadalajara, Mexico, employ Anglicisms in creatara playful ways to
add another dimension to interpersonal language Tkeough phatic
communion and impoliteness, two contrasting arégsagmatic language
use can be observed: phatic communion aims to lestablevelop and
maintain interpersonal relations, whilst impolitesenormally impairs,
undermines or even terminates relationships.

To understand how Anglicisms are used in Mexicamngh, the
author surveys different approaches, analysing tlensynchronic or
diachronic terms, and argues that they ought tosden as adding a
dynamic, creative dimension to monolingual intespeal language use.
Mugford then briefly surveys approaches towards shedy of phatic
communion and impoliteness, revisiting Malinowskhavargues that
phatic words fulfil “a social function” (1923: 31%nd that the actual
words themselves do not matter.

The chapter also examines more contemporary wailkiding Laver
(1975, 1981), Coupland, Coupland and Robinson (1992d Placencia
(2004), arguing that the pragmalinguistic and ge@Egmatic use of phatic
Anglicisms such agCuidate mucho! Never changand jQué fashion
estan tus lentéshave specific pragmatic solidarity functions afican be
contrasted against perfectly acceptable Spanisfubge equivalents.
Anglicisms can either reflect English-language @esag convey new
phatic meanings that respond to the needs of Iptaniguage speakers.
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The following chapter contributed by Ruth Bree2@&/ith the greatest
respect for my colleagues: politeness in dissentioginions in
international arbitration disputes”, analyses in&ional commercial
arbitration proceedings of the International Centoe Settlement of
Investment Disputes (ICSID), a body governed uritlerauspices of the
World Bank and offering entities a means of obtajnredress against
nations that have not respected investors’ rightssuch proceedings,
considerable sums of money are at stake and thesisavolved are often
delicate. While the proceedings themselves areihedttict confidentiality,
the final Award is usually published. This publidh&ext includes an
account of the case and a reasoned decision irhveliche members of
the Tribunal speak as one voice; although underl®@®&iD regulations,
individual arbitrators who disagree wholly or palif with the majority
decision are permitted to issue dissenting opinioas individual
concurring opinions, which may be published alodgsihe Award. The
author adds that this practice has been the olojesbme controversy,
inasmuch as dissenting opinions oftentimes reveakénsions within the
arbitration process, highlight the essential pooftsontroversy and open
up a window onto the confidential process.

In this chapter, Breeze applies pragmatic analfysisight dissenting
and concurring ICSID opinions. From a linguist'srgaf view, however,
these opinions are of particular interest insofar they reflect the
arguments presented during the proceedings andtittb@sthe only
evidence available concerning what goes on belhiadlbsed doors of the
arbitration room. In fact, from the perspectivgiof)politeness studies, by
presenting a separate opinion, the dissenting ratbit is taking a
considerable and conscious risk. Public dissemh faomajority decision is
a powerful face-threatening act which may producsadour for the
arbitrator within the arbitral community and whigtay even be construed
as a threat to the principles of the arbitrationatitution itself. Arbitrators
may therefore attempt to mitigate their dissenebploying techniques to
offset the potentially offensive content of thepirion and to avoid direct
criticism of fellow arbitrators, the parties or thsbitral system.

The following chapter contributed by Manuel Meji8orrero is
entitled ‘Like as a pragmatic marker in North American Englidh”his
exploration of pragmatic uses of the wdikek in North American English,
the author first discusses taxonomies of pragnmatickers and reviews
several studies having previously analysed the rpatig uses oflike.
Based on Fraser’s taxonomy (2006), the author iiiesitike as a parallel
marker, since it can indicate a communicative itiendifferent from the
propositional content of the utterance.



