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 CHAPTER 1
 
 Introduction
 
 1.1. Introduction The present study is concerned with the study of politeness in the context of cross-cultural pragmatics. Specifically, the investigation reported here may contribute to cross-cultural pragmatics by applying and developing Brown and Levinson’s politeness theory (Brown and Levinson, 1978; 1987), notably with respect to requests and responses to off-record requests. Brown and Levinson have made a significant contribution to theory, but as they themselves acknowledge (Ibid.: 11), they have not provided an equally sound methodology, and in this study, I attempt to put their politeness theory on to a more secure methodological footing, to be discussed in more detail in chapter 5. Since its first publication in 1978, Brown and Levinson’s theory of politeness has been subject to many criticisms. Taking account of such criticisms, and considering their theory in more detail, I will attempt to argue that: 1. the variables determining politeness strategies proposed by Brown and Levinson are valid; and 2. Brown and Levinson’s framework is still valid for cross-cultural comparison. More detailed discussion will be provided in chapter 2, where I will examine the following features of their politeness theory: 1. the variables determining politeness strategies; and 2. the politeness strategies in relation to their classification of British and Japanese cultures, i.e., that both are classified as negative politeness cultures, and the politeness strategies used in the two cultures are distributed under Dyad II in their scheme.
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 More specifically, I will examine: 1. whether there are cross-cultural variations in the assessment of power difference and social distance between S and H, and the degree of imposition of the requested act between British and Japanese subjects; and if so, in what kind of situations cross-cultural variations occur; 2. whether the three variables, power difference, social distance and the degree of imposition, are influential in deciding politeness strategies; and 3. whether their categorisation of British and Japanese cultures within negative politeness cultures (the politeness strategies of British and Japanese cultures are located in Dyad II) is valid. I will discuss requesting strategies in Dyad II and the three variables in further detail in chapters 2 and 3 respectively. I will also attempt to develop further the area of responses to offrecord strategies, based on Brown and Levinson’s theory. Such strategies have not been developed in their account, although they (1987: 71) have briefly mentioned a response to an off-record request when discussing offrecord strategies. I will try to incorporate responses to off-record strategies within their framework, while also establishing a theoretical connection between responding strategies to off-record requests and face, which is a central component of their theory. I define one type of response to offrecord requests, in which H preempts S’s request, as solicitousness, to be discussed in detail in chapter 3, and investigate displays of solicitousness by British and Japanese subjects. Since displays of solicitousness appear to be culturally relative, the cultural dimensions of this study will be reviewed in chapter 4. In sum, I will attempt: 1. to examine Brown and Levinson’s theory; and 2. to contribute to the development of their theory with regard to responses to off-record strategies, by conducting an empirical study in contrasting cultural settings, focusing on requests and responses to off-record requests in the contexts of contemporary Britain and Japan. In conducting the study, I will attempt to devise an appropriate methodology for a cross-cultural comparison, which will be discussed further in chapter 5.
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 Politeness strategies in British and Japanese cultures were chosen as the focus of this study because, although there have been quite a few studies comparing communication in a negative politeness culture (Japan) with a positive politeness culture (America) (see for example, Barnlund and Araki, 1985; Barnlund and Yoshioka, 1990; Beebe and Takahashi, 1989a & b; Beebe, et al., 1990; Hill, et al., 1986; Nomura and Barnlund, 1983), to my knowledge, there have not been previous studies comparing two negative politeness cultures, i. e., Japanese and British cultures in the present case.
 
 1.2. Contextualising This Study As politeness is an aspect of pragmatics, the present study is intended to make a contribution to this field. Basically, pragmatics is concerned with explaining areas not covered by syntax or semantics, which is why pragmatics is often called ‘the waste-basket of linguistics’ (Mey, 1993: 12), but in thirty years pragmatics has advanced from the proverbial wastebasket to a full grown academic field (Biletzki, 1996: 455). Leech (1983: 6) redefines pragmatics for the purposes of linguistics as “the study of meaning in relation to speech situations,” while Blum-Kulka (1997: 38) explains that: In the broadest sense, pragmatics is the study of linguistic communication in context. Language is the chief means by which people communicate, yet simply knowing the words and grammar of a language does not ensure successful communication. Words can mean more – or something other – than what they say. Their interpretation depends on a multiplicity of factors, including familiarity with the context, intonational cues and cultural assumptions. The same phrase may have different meanings on different occasions, and the same intention may be expressed by different linguistic means. Phenomena like these are the concern of pragmatics.
 
 She also points out the difference between early pragmatics and contemporary pragmatics: … much of early pragmatics research (especially speech act theory …) tended to focus on isolated utterances. In contrast, contemporary pragmatics bases its analyses mainly on discourse – extended sequences of actual text and talk – and sets as its goal the development of a comprehensive theory of the relations between language use and sociocultural contexts. (Ibid.: 38)
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 In contemporary pragmatics, there has been a growth of interest in crosscultural features, and “the study of differences in expectations based on cultural schemata is part of a broad area of investigation generally known as cross-cultural pragmatics” (Yule, 1996: 87). Among the most extensive pieces of research in this area is CCSARP (Blum-Kulka and Olshtain, 1984; Blum-Kulka, House and Kasper, 1989), comparing requests and apologies in eight languages and language varieties. According to Blum-Kulka (1997: 55), in cross-cultural pragmatics there are two approaches to analysis, which, to use the terms employed by Leech (1983), are: 1. pragmalinguistic; and 2. sociopragmatic. Leech (1983: 10–11) explains the difference as follows: … socio-pragmatics is the sociological interface of pragmatics. … The term pragmalinguistics, on the other hand, can be applied to the study of the more linguistic end of pragmatics – where we consider the particular resources which a given language provides for conveying particular illocutions.
 
 And he (Ibid.: 18) makes the point that: … socio-pragmatics would involve the assignment of variant values to the principles and maxims.
 
 According to Blum-Kulka (1997: 55–56), in pragmalinguistic studies, the focus is on examining the linguistic realisations in a particular language for conveying a specific pragmatic function, whereas in sociopragmatic studies, the focus is on the choice of strategies across different situations, examining the way in which pragmatic performance is subjected to social and cultural conditions. This study falls in the area of cross-cultural pragmatics in that it compares politeness strategies in British English and in Japanese, following a sociopragmatic approach.
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 1.3. Structure of This Study In order to establish a theoretical position, I review the major politeness theories and the criticisms of Brown and Levinson’s theory in chapter 2, while in chapter 3 I review requests and the responses to requests to find a basis for the research instrument. In chapter 4, I review cultural features related to this study, because there appears to be some relationship between these features on the one hand and the choice of strategies in requesting and responding to off-record requests on the other. In chapter 5, I describe the research design, after reviewing methods for data collection. The results of the data are presented in chapter 6, and discussed in chapter 7. The conclusions, including the implications for further studies, are presented in chapter 8.
 
 1.4. Conclusion With pragmatics, the study of cross-cultural realisations of politeness phenomena has extended and challenged existing theories of politeness, notably that of Brown and Levinson. Among the gaps in their theory is the area of requesting strategies in their Dyad II, and of responses to offrecord requests, especially what I have defined as solicitousness. This gap provides an opportunity to apply, extend and test their model of politeness in two-cultural settings, using comparable sets of subjects, and comparable situations. My study focuses on • the variables determining politeness strategies; • the requesting strategies; and • the responding strategies to off-record requests.
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 CHAPTER 2
 
 Politeness Theories
 
 2.1. Introduction In this chapter, I outline the theoretical position of this study. In 2.2., I will consider politeness, a major concern in pragmatics (Blum-Kulka, 1997: 50), and in 2.3., I will review politeness theories using Fraser’s (1990) four views. Since this study is concerned with politeness in the context of cross-cultural pragmatics and since it involves an empirical study with British and Japanese subjects, it will be necessary to find a theoretical basis which is sufficiently robust for a cross-cultural comparison and empirical testability. A review of all four views of politeness reveals that the face-saving view of Brown and Levinson’s is the only one among the four which “satisfies the criteria for empirical theories, such as explicitness, parsimony, and predictiveness,” (Kasper, 1994: 3208) and “with respect to the issue of empirical testability, it is important to realize that Brown and Levinson’s framework ultimately represents, analyzes and accounts for highly reduced, idealized, models of speech activities” (Janney and Arndt, 1993: 19) (italics in original). Brown and Levinson also offer a framework for comparing cross-cultural differences in politeness. Therefore, it would be appropriate to take Brown and Levinson’s view as a theoretical basis in this study. Since the publication of Brown and Levinson (1978; 1987), many criticisms of Brown and Levinson have been made. As I am adopting Brown and Levinson’s politeness theory as a basis for this study, it is necessary to review these criticisms and to attempt to argue that their theory is both valid and appropriate for this study, which involves making a crosscultural comparison. In 2.4.1., I will review the criticisms concerning face and universality, most of which have been made by non-Western researchers. Among these non-Western researchers, Nwoye (1992) criticises Brown and Levinson’s notion of face from the viewpoint of egalitarian Igbo society, in which gregariousness rather than atomistic individuals is the norm and where people are still to a large extent their ‘brother’s keepers’ so that 25
 
 very few acts are considered as impositions. However, this simply means that the boundaries of negative politeness have been redrawn in Igbo society. As there are many acts which can be impositions in Japanese and British societies, I will discount Nwoye’s criticism. Among other non-Western researchers, Japanese and Chinese pragmaticists have extensively criticised the Brown and Levinson concept of face. de Kadt (1998: 173) notes that: … a number of authors working with languages from the Far East, with Chinese and especially Japanese, have recently argued that face is applicable only to (some) Western languages and is not appropriate for the analysis of Eastern languages (Gu, 1990; Ide, 1989; Matsumoto, 1988, 1989; Mao, 1994).
 
 I will focus on their criticisms, because they are significant, and because this study deals with Japanese culture. In 2.4.2., I will attempt to evaluate these criticisms, and also try to clarify my ideas on politeness strategies in Japan, after having considered the criticisms made by the Japanese researchers.
 
 2.2. Definitions of Politeness As Thomas (1995: 149) points out, there has been a great deal of interest in politeness in pragmatics, and just as definitions of pragmatics vary, so too do definitions of politeness. Not only is the term used in different ways, but the term itself is not defined. Indeed, as Watts, Ide and Ehlich (1992a: 3) observe: … one of the oddest things about politeness research is that the term “politeness” itself is either not explicitly defined at all or else taken to be a consequence of rational social goals such as maximising the benefit to self and other, minimising the face-threatening nature of a social act, displaying adequate proficiency in the accepted standards of social etiquette, avoiding conflict, making sure that the social interaction runs smoothly, etc.
 
 Another difficulty is pointed out by Kasper (1994: 3206), noting the different meanings of the term in ordinary parlance and pragmatics. In the former, … ‘politeness’ refers to proper social conduct and tactful consideration for others.
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 whereas in the latter, … ‘politeness’ as a technical term in linguistic pragmatics refers to a broader, substantially more democratic concept. Since the object of pragmatic inquiry is linguistic action, ‘politeness’ as a pragmatic notion refers to ways in which linguistic action is carried out – more specifically, ways in which the relational function in linguistic action is expressed.
 
 LoCastro (1990: 252) points out that the term “politeness” is frequently confused with related folk terms like “etiquette” and “manners” and it has folk meanings that are not clearly distinguishable from its more technical or formal meanings. Indeed, the definition of “polite” in Collins COBUILD English Language Dictionary (1987) is in line with the folk meaning of the term, in the sense of referring to good manners and social correctness. Someone who is polite has good manners and behaves in a way that is socially correct and considerate of other people’s feelings. Polite describes things that you say or do simply because it is socially correct to do or say them, rather than because you mean them sincerely. (Collins COBUILD English Language Dictionary, 1987: 1109)
 
 In Britain “politeness” is typically used to describe negative politeness, which is presumed to be “a good thing.” In this respect, I believe that the Japanese translation of “politeness,” teinei, also has a similar connotation. According to Hori (1986), the Japanese concept of “being polite” includes only negative politeness. These views of politeness coincide with what Watts et al. (1992a) have termed “first-order” politeness in their scheme in which they distinguish between the folk and pragmatic definitions of the term, the latter being “second-order” politeness in their classification. Second-order politeness is located within a theory of social behaviour and language use, and is not equated with any moral or psychological disposition towards being nice to one’s interlocutor. It is in this pragmatic sense that I will use the term. For the purpose of this study, I take politeness to refer to the use of communication strategies intended to maintain mutual face and to achieve smooth communication, taking into account human relationships. The promoting and maintaining of politeness calls for displays of appropriate behaviour. What is considered to be appropriate varies from situation to situation and culture to culture, while personal values and tastes may also influence judgements of appropriateness. 27
 
 2.3. Four Views of Politeness Fraser (1990) reviews four current approaches to politeness: (1) the socialnorm view; (2) the conversational-maxim view; (3) the face-saving view; and (4) the conversational-contract view. In this section, these four views are used as a basis of reviewing theories of politeness.
 
 2.3.1. The Social-norm View According to Fraser (1990: 220), the first approach to politeness is the social-norm view which assumes that each society has a particular set of social norms consisting of more or less explicit rules that prescribe a certain behavior, a state of affairs, or a way of thinking in a context. A positive evaluation (politeness) arises when an action is congruent with the norm, a negative evaluation (impoliteness-rudeness) when an action is not. The social-norm view includes etiquette, manners, or social rules, i.e., what to do and what not to do. “This normative view considers politeness to be associated with speech style, whereby a higher degree of formality implies greater politeness” (Fraser, 1990: 221). The social-norm view corresponds to “first-order politeness” suggested by Watts et al. (1992a). According to them (1992a: 3), first-order politeness corresponds to the various ways in which polite behaviour is perceived and talked about by members of socio-cultural groups. It encompasses, in other words, commonsense notions of politeness. According to Fraser (1990: 221), “the socialnorm approach has few adherents among current researchers.” This may be because, as Watts et al. have pointed out, it is a commonsense notion, different from “second-order politeness,” which is a theoretical construct. Therefore, it would not be appropriate to take the social-norm view as a theoretical basis for this study.
 
 2.3.2. The Conversational-maxim View The second view of politeness is the conversational-maxim view which relies principally on the work of Grice (1975) and his foundation of the 28
 
 Cooperative Principle (CP). Lakoff (1973) and Leech (1983) have adopted and elaborated Grice’s Cooperative Principle. I will review Grice’s view in 2.3.2.1., Lakoff’s view in 2.3.2.2., and Leech’s view in 2.3.2.3.
 
 2.3.2.1. Grice Grice’s (1975) paper “Logic and conversation” gave rise to the study of linguistic politeness within the framework of Anglo-American pragmatics and the ensuing attempt to develop second-order politeness concepts (Watts et al., 1992a: 3). It aims at representing and accounting for a certain subclass of “nonconventional implicatures” (also known as “conversational implicatures”) as “essentially connected with certain general features of discourse” (Grice, 1975: 45). These general features he embodied in what has become known as the Cooperative Principle. It is based on the following assumption: Our talk exchanges do not normally consist of a succession of disconnected remarks, and would not be rational if they did. They are characteristically, to some degree at least, cooperative efforts; and each participant recognizes in them, to some extent, a common purpose or set of purposes, or at least a mutually accepted direction. (Grice, 1975: 45)
 
 On the basis of the above, Grice labels the following as the Cooperative Principle (CP). Make your conversational contribution such as is required, at the stage at which it occurs, by the accepted purpose or direction of the talk exchange in which you are engaged.
 
 The Cooperative Principle entails four maxims, each of which further entails submaxims. Grice named these maxims after Kant’s categories: Quantity, Quality, Relation and Manner, each of which is as follows (Grice, 1975: 45–46): 1. Quantity (1) Make your contribution as informative as required (for the purpose of the exchange). (2) Do not make your contribution more informative than is required. 2. Quality (1) Do not say what you believe to be false. (2) Do not say that for which you lack adequate evidence.
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 3. Relation Be relevant. 4. Manner (1) Avoid obscurity of expression. (2) Avoid ambiguity. (3) Be brief (avoid unnecessary prolixity). (4) Be orderly.
 
 Discussing the CP and its maxims, Grice (1978: 113–114) says that: I have suggested a Cooperative Principle and some subordinate maxims, with regard to which I have suggested: (i) that they are standardly (though not invariably) observed by participants in a talk exchange; and (ii) that the assumptions required in order to maintain the supposition that they are being observed (or so far as is possible observed) either at the level of what is said – or failing that, at the level of what is implicated – are in systematic correspondence with nonconventional implicata of the conversational type.
 
 The cooperative principle and its associated conversational maxims constituted a part of a systematic philosophical theory of language which was predicated upon the assumption that the primary purpose of conversation is the maximally effective exchange of information (Turner, 1997: 5). Grice (1975: 48) expressed the desire to have a rational basis for the standard type of conversational practice: I would like to be able to think of the standard type of conversational practice not merely as something that all or most do IN FACT follow but as something that it is REASONABLE for us to follow, that we SHOULD NOT abandon.
 
 The important notion that Grice is trying to explicate is conversational rationality, although Grice (1989: 369) admits that: … some refinement in our apparatus is called for. First, it is only certain aspects of our conversational practice which are candidates for evaluation, namely those which are crucial to its rationality … it is the rationality or irrationality of conversational conduct which I have been concerned to track down rather than any more general characterization of conversational adequacy.
 
 Grice admits some limitations, because in practice language does not always aim at a maximally effective exchange of communication. Some researchers have criticised the CP for this reason (e.g. Sifianou, 1992: 16). The CP has also been criticised from the viewpoint of the universality of the maxims, Hymes (1986: 73) noting that: 30
 
 It can reasonably be assumed that any community will have some orientation to the dimension of quality (truthfulness), of quantity (informativeness), of relevance, of manner (clarity). What the orientation will be, and how complexly articulated in relation to kinds of person and context, would be an empirical question.
 
 Keenan (1976), Eades (1982), and Loveday (1983) argue against the universality of the maxims of quality, quantity, and manner respectively, while Wierzbicka (1985: 175) argues convincingly that the attested universality of the ‘logic of conversation’ seems ethnocentric. It is worth noting Attardo’s (1998: 631) comment on Keenan’s criticism: Keenan (1976), a widely quoted apparent counterexample to the CP has been refuted repeatedly; … It is an interesting fact that despite the overwhelming amount of evidence against Keenan’s claim of falsification her article is still quoted as a refutation of Grice’s claims (e.g., Du Bois, 1994: 3260).
 
 Another kind of criticism is that the very term ‘cooperation’ is misleading, since what in every day terms would be seen as ‘highly uncooperative’ behavior, such as arguing, lying, hurling abuse, may yet be perfectly cooperative according to some interpretations of Grice’s (1975) term (Thomas, 1994: 760). The existence of the confusion about the terms ‘conversation’ and ‘cooperation’ has also been noted by Sarangi and Slembrouck (1992: 119), while Kingwell (1993: 390–391) notes a troubling ambiguity with respect to the conversational tactics associated with politeness. Although there are some limitations in Grice’s CP as shown by the above criticisms, I prefer to align myself with Thomas (1994: 762), who concludes that despite its flaws, “no one else, in the view of this writer, has yet come up with anything better with which to replace it.” Likewise, Sifianou (1992: 19) points out that: It is important, …, not to underestimate the significance of Grice’s work, one major asset of which is the flexibility to describe the violation and not just the observance of the postulates. None of the scholars who have criticized various aspects of his views fails to acknowledge his significant contribution to the study of conversation and utterance interpretation.
 
 Brown and Levinson (1987: 5) also admit the importance of Grice’s maxims, which … are not merely statements of regular patterns in behaviour; they are background presumptions, which by virtue of that special status are robust to apparent counterevidence.
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 And they assign Grice’s theory the status of a general theory of communication (Sarangi & Slembrouck, 1992: 120). To sum up, although Grice’s work has been subject to criticism, it has provided a basis for a conversational-maxim view, and has provided a foundation for Brown and Levinson’s politeness theory to be discussed in 2.3.3., because as Brown and Levinson (1987: 3) note, The original essay presumes that Grice’s theory of conversational implicature and the framework of maxims that give rise to such implicatures is essentially correct.
 
 2.3.2.2. Lakoff Lakoff (1973), adopting Grice’s construct of Conversational Principles in an effort to account for politeness (Fraser, 1990: 223), suggested that Grice’s maxims should be reformulated as pragmatic rules according to which utterances could be classified as well-formed or non-well-formed (Watts et al., 1992a: 3). Lakoff (1973: 296) proposes two rules of Pragmatic Competence: 1. Be clear. 2. Be polite.
 
 Lakoff (Ibid.: 297–298) points out “… when Clarity conflicts with Politeness, in most cases Politeness supersedes: it is considered more important in a conversation to avoid offense than to achieve clarity.” She (Ibid.: 298) lists the rules of politeness: 1. Don’t impose. 2. Give options. 3. Make A feel good – be friendly.
 
 The first rule is associated with distance and formality. Lakoff (Ibid.: 298) states that “it can also be taken as meaning, Remain aloof, don’t intrude into ‘other people’s business.’” The second rule operates sometimes along with the first rule, sometimes in cases where the first rule would be inappropriate. Lakoff (Ibid.: 299) explains that “certain particles may be used to give the addressee an option about how he is to react.” The ultimate effect of the third rule is “to make the addressee feel good: that is, it produces a sense of equality between Sp and A, and (providing Sp is actually equal or better than A) this makes A feel good” (Ibid.: 301). It accounts 32
 
 for the cases in which the speaker employs devices which will make the addressee feel wanted, or feel like a friend. In a later development of her theory, Lakoff (1975: 65) reformulated these rules as follows: 1. Formality: keep aloof. 2. Deference: give options. 3. Camaraderie: show sympathy.
 
 Lakoff’s rules of politeness have also been criticised, mainly on the grounds of theoretical weakness. Fraser (1990) points out that Lakoff does not explicitly say what she understands politeness to be, while Sifianou (1992: 22) states that Lakoff does not define the terms she uses so that they are susceptible to misinterpretation. Turner (1996: 6) also points out that “her account (i) leaves these rules in this state of imprecision and, in spite of her numerous appeals to the importance of context and situation for linguistic description, (ii) makes no attempt to theorise the notion of context.” Yeung (1997: 506) criticises Lakoff’s position on the grounds that she “never goes into the question of how the choice is made.” Overall, Lakoff’s view does not seem to be sufficiently well-formulated to provide a basis of this study.
 
 2.3.2.3. Leech Leech (1983), also elaborating the framework initially set out by Grice, formulates a Politeness Principle (PP) as a necessary complement to the CP. He (1983: 82) notes that: The CP enables one participant in a conversation to communicate on the assumption that the other participant is being cooperative. In this the CP has the function of regulating what we say so that it contributes to some assumed illocutionary or discoursal goal(s). It could be argued, however, that the PP has a higher regulative role than this: to maintain the social equilibrium and the friendly relations which enable us to assume that our interlocutors are being cooperative in the first place.
 
 Essentially, as Kingwell (1993: 395) notes, “Leech’s PP clarifies what is obscured in Grice…” Leech’s framework consists of (1) Interpersonal Rhetoric and (2) Textual Rhetoric. (Figure 1.) 33
 
 Cooperative Principle (CP)
 
 Interpersonal rhetoric
 
 Politeness Principle (PP)
 
 Maxim of Quantity Maxim of Quality Maxim of Relation Maxim of Manner Maxim of Tact Maxim of Generosity Maxim of Approbation Maxim of Modesty Maxim of Agreement Maxim of Sympathy
 
 Irony Principle Processibility Principle Textual rhetoric
 
 Clarity Principle Economy Principle Expressivity Principle
 
 Figure 1. Leechís Maxims (Modified version of Leech, 1983: 16)
 
 Leech (1983: 132) proposes six maxims of the politeness principle, which are stated as pairs: (1) Tact Maxim (a) Minimize cost to other [(b) Maximize benefit to other] (2) Generosity Maxim (a) Minimize benefit to self [(b) Maximize cost to self] (3) Approbation Maxim (a) Minimize dispraise of other [(b) Maximize praise of other] (4) Modesty Maxim (a) Minimize praise of self [(b) Maximize dispraise of self] (5) Agreement Maxim (a) Minimize disagreement between self and other [(b) Maximize agreement between self and other] (6) Sympathy Maxim (a) Minimize antipathy between self and other [(b) Maximize sympathy between self and other]
 
 34
 
 Leech (1983: 123) further proposes that each of these maxims has a set of scales which must be consulted by the hearer in determining the degree of application of the maxim required in a given speech situation. These scales are as follows: (1) The cost-benefit scale on which is estimated the cost or benefit of the proposed action A to s or to h. (2) The optionality scale on which illocutions are ordered according to the amount of choice which s allows to h. (3) The indirectness scale on which, from s’s point of view, illocutions are ordered with respect to the length of the path (in terms of means-ends analysis) connecting the illocutionary act to its illocutionary goal.
 
 In addition to the above scales, Leech (1983: 126) proposes two further scales which are highly relevant to politeness. (4) Authority scale (5) Social distance scale
 
 The authority and social distance scales are roughly equivalent to “power” and “solidarity” respectively in Brown and Gilman’s (1960) terms. Leech (1983: 126) considers them as vertical and horizontal axes respectively. The vertical axis measures the degree of distance in terms of the power or authority of one participant over another, and it is an asymmetric measure. The horizontal axis measures solidarity, or social distance. The overall degree of respectfulness, for a given speech situation, depends largely on relatively permanent factors of status, age, degree of intimacy, etc., but also, to some extent, on the temporary role of one person relative to another (Leech, 1983: 126). Leech (1983: 127) summarises the way these various parameters influence tact as follows: (i) the greater the cost of A to h, (ii) the greater the horizontal social distance of h from s, (iii) the greater the authoritative status of h with respect to s, (iv) the greater will be the need for optionality, and correspondingly for indirectness, in the expression of an impositive, if s is to observe the Tact Maxim.
 
 Leech (1983: 83) proposes a distinction between “absolute” and “relative” politeness. The former can be analysed as a scale with a positive and a negative pole in that some acts are inherently polite (e.g. offers) or impolite (e.g. orders). Relative politeness depends on the context and the situation. 35
 
 Leech’s Politeness Principles have also been criticised. One of the criticisms is that politeness is never explicitly defined (Watts et al., 1992a: 6). There are criticisms concerning the difficulty of application of his principles to actual language usage or of testing them empirically (e.g. Fraser, 1990; Watts et al., 1992a: 7; Yeung, 1997: 506). Another criticism is that the number of the maxims is unconstrained (e.g. Thomas, 1995: 167; Turner, 1996: 6; Yeung, 1997: 506). Considering the above criticisms, it would not be appropriate to take Leech’s framework as a basis for the current study.
 
 2.3.3. The Face-saving View The third approach to politeness is the face-saving view, of which the best known is that of Brown and Levinson (1978; 1987). In contrast to Leech, they maintain that Grice’s CP has a very different status in their theory from any so-called politeness principles. Brown and Levinson assert that linguistic politeness constitutes a message, a conversational implicature of the sort proposed by Grice (Fraser, 1990: 228), and they propose a politeness model that aims to account for the deviations from Grice’s Cooperative Principle. In other words, as noted in 2.3.2.1., Grice’s CP has provided a foundation for Brown and Levinson’s politeness theory, but Brown and Levinson’s theory is different from that of Grice, as they (1987: 5) explain that while the CP defines an ‘unmarked’ or socially neutral presumptive framework for communication and the essential assumption is ‘no deviation from rational efficiency without a reason,’ politeness principles are just principled reasons for deviation.
 
 2.3.3.1. Face, Universality and Politeness Strategies Brown and Levinson (1987) postulate a Model Person (MP), who is endowed with the properties of rationality and face, the latter being central to their theory of politeness. All our Model Person (MP) consists in is a wilful fluent speaker of a natural language, further endowed with two special properties – rationality and face. By ‘rationality’ we mean something very specific – the availability to our MP of a precisely definable mode of reasoning from ends to the means that will achieve those ends. By ‘face’ we mean something quite specific again: our MP is endowed with two particular wants
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 – roughly, the want to be unimpeded and the want to be approved of in certain respects. (Ibid.: 58)
 
 Brown and Levinson (Ibid.: 64) further define rationality as “the application of a specific mode of reasoning … which guarantees inferences from ends or goals to means that will satisfy those ends.” Their notion of face is derived from that of Goffman (1967) who defines face as “the positive social value a person effectively claims for himself by the line others assume he has taken during a particular contact. Face is an image of self delineated in terms of approved social attributes…” Goffman (Ibid.: 7) sees face not as a private or an internalized property lodged in or on an individual’s body, but as an image located in the flow of events, supported by other people’s judgments, and endorsed by impersonal agencies in the situation. Goffman (Ibid.: 15–23) specifies two kinds of face-work: the “avoidance process” (avoiding potentially face-threatening acts) and the “corrective process” (performing a variety of redressive acts). Another source of Brown and Levinson’s notion of face is the English folk concept of face, which is linked to notions like “being embarrassed or humiliated, or losing face.” Mao (1994: 454) points out that such notions of face seem to be Chinese in origin. Thomas (1995: 168) also states that the term ‘face’ in the sense of ‘reputation’ or ‘good name’ seems to have been first used in English in 1876 as a translation of the Chinese term ‘diu lian’ in the phrase ‘Arrangements by which China has lost face.’ Brown and Levinson (1987: 61) define face as “the public self-image that every member wants to claim for himself,” and state that “face is something that is emotionally invested and that can be lost, maintained, or enhanced, and must be constantly attended to in interaction.” They propose two kinds of face: positive and negative face. Positive face refers to an individual’s desire to be accepted and valued by others, and negative face pertains to one’s want to have the freedom to act without being impeded. They maintain that the notion of face constituted by these two basic desires is universal, although they recognise that the content of face is culture-specific and subject to much cultural elaboration (Brown and Levinson, 1987: 13). Central to our model is a highly abstract notion of ‘face’ which consists of two specific kinds of desires…: the desire to be unimpeded in one’s actions (negative face), and the desire (in some respects) to be approved of (positive face). This is the bare bones of a notion of face which (we argue) is universal, but which in any particular society we would expect to be the subject of much cultural elaboration.
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 On the one hand this core concept is subject to cultural specifications of many sorts – what kinds of acts threaten face, what sorts of persons have special rights to face-protection, and what kinds of personal style (in terms of things like graciousness, ease of social relations, etc.) are especially appreciated. On the other hand notions of face naturally link up to some of the most fundamental cultural ideas about the nature of the social persona, honour and virtue, shame and redemption and thus to religious concepts… (Brown and Levinson, 1987: 13)
 
 Brown and Levinson (Ibid.: 62) also assume that “the mutual knowledge of members’ public self-image or face, and the social necessity to orient oneself to it in interaction, are universal.” In Kasper’s (1990: 195) words, “… interactants ensure … the different kinds of face wants postulated by Brown and Levinson, positive and negative face, which they claim to be universally valid social needs.” This claim to universality has been contested by other researchers (See 2.4.1.). Brown and Levinson’s key concept regarding face is Face-Threatening Acts (FTAs), which means that “certain kinds of acts intrinsically threaten face, namely those acts that by their nature run contrary to the face wants of the addressee and/or of the speaker” (Brown and Levinson, 1987: 65). Thomas (1995: 169) explains face-threatening acts as follows: An illocutionary act has the potential to damage the hearer’s positive face (by, for example, insulting H or expressing disapproval of something which H holds dear), or H’s negative face (an order, for example, will impinge upon H’s freedom of action); or the illocutionary act may potentially damage the speaker’s own positive face (if S has to admit to having botched a job, for example) or S’s negative face (if S is cornered into making an offer of help).
 
 In order to either avoid or minimise such face-threatening activities, participants in interaction usually select from a set of strategies. Brown and Levinson posit possible strategies for doing FTAs (See figure 2.). (I will review these strategies further in 3.4. with regard to requests.) 1. without redressive action, baldly on record 2. positive politeness with redressive action Do the FTA
 
 3. negative politeness 4. off record
 
 5. Don’t do the FTA Figure 2. Possible Strategies for Doing FTAs (Brown & Levinson, 1987: 69)
 
 38
 
 The difference between on record and off record lies in whether the communicative intention is clear to participants (on record) or whether there is more than one unambiguously attributable intention so that the actor cannot be held to have committed himself to one particular intent (off record) (Brown & Levinson, 1987: 68–69). On record is subcategorised into: 1. Without redressive action, baldly; and 2. With redressive action. Doing an act baldly, without redress, involves doing it in the most direct, clear, unambiguous and concise way possible (for example, for a request, saying ‘Do X!’) (Brown and Levinson, 1987: 69). To speak on record without redressive action is to speak with strict Gricean rationality (Turner, 1996: 3). Bald-on-record strategies are used in circumstances where: (a) S and H both tacitly agree that the relevance of face demands may be suspended in the interests of urgency or efficiency; (b) where the danger to H’s face is very small, as in offers, requests, suggestions that are clearly in H’s interest and do not require great sacrifices of S (e.g., ‘Come in’ or ‘Do sit down’); and (c) where S is vastly superior in power to H, or can enlist audience support to destroy H’s face without losing his own. (Brown and Levinson, 1987: 69)
 
 Thomas (1995: 170–171) rephrases the above, also adding her own view as another possible occasion to use bald-on-record strategies as follows. Bald-on-record strategies are used • when there is a demand for speaking with maximum efficiency (e.g. in emergencies); • when the overall ‘weightiness’ of the FTA is very small (e.g. when making a trivial request of someone you know well and who has no power over you); • when the FTA is perceived as being in the H’s interest; • when the power differential is great (the powerful participant will often employ no indirectness at all); and • when the speaker has deliberately chosen to be maximally offensive. (This is Thomas’s addition to Brown and Levinson.) Redressive action “attempts to counteract the potential face damage of the FTA by doing it in such a way, or with such modifications or additions, that indicate clearly that no such face threat is intended or desired, and 39
 
 that S in general recognizes H’s face wants and himself wants them to be achieved” (Brown & Levinson, 1987: 69–70). Redressive action is subcategorised into: 1. positive politeness; and 2. negative politeness. “Positive politeness is oriented toward the positive face of H, the positive self-image that he claims for himself.” “Negative politeness, on the other hand, is oriented mainly toward partially satisfying (redressing) H’s negative face, his basic want to maintain claims of territory and self-determination.” Positive politeness is “approach-based” and negative politeness is “avoidance-based” (Brown & Levinson, 1987: 70). Brown and Levinson’s fourth strategy is “off record,” by which they mean that a communicative act is done “in such a way that it is not possible to attribute only one clear communicative intention to the act” (Brown and Levinson, 1987: 211). Explaining how off-record strategies help S avoid the responsibility of doing an FTA, Brown and Levinson (Ibid.) say that: … the actor leaves himself an ‘out’ by providing himself with a number of defensible interpretations; he cannot be held to have committed himself to just one particular interpretation of his act. Thus, if a speaker wants to do an FTA, but wants to avoid the responsibility for doing it, he can do it off record and leave it up to the addressee to decide how to interpret it.
 
 They (Ibid.) further explain that: Such off-record utterances are essentially indirect uses of language: to construct an off-record utterance one says something either more general (contains less information in the sense that it rules out fewer possible states of affairs) or actually different from what one means (intends to be understood). In either case, H must make some inference to recover what was in fact intended.
 
 They (Ibid.) suggest that there is essentially a two-stage process to arrive at the intended meaning of off-record strategies: (i) A trigger serves notice to the addressee that some inference must be made. (ii) Some mode of inference derives what is meant (intended) from what is actually said, this last providing a sufficient clue for the inference.
 
 In connection with Grice, Brown and Levinson (Ibid.) note that a very plausible candidate for the trigger is some violation of a Gricean Maxim. 40
 
 The detailed strategies of off-record strategies are based on the violation of each of four maxims (See Brown & Levinson, 1987: 214). For example, by violating the relevance maxim, giving hints is an off-record strategy. Many cases of off-record speech acts are accomplished by hints that consist in ‘raising the issue of’ some desired act A, for instance, by stating motives or reasons for doing A (Brown and Levinson, 1987: 214–215). Here is an example: “It’s cold in here. (c. i. Shut the window.)” (Brown and Levinson, 1987: 215) Brown and Levinson’s fifth strategy is “Don’t do the FTA.” In this strategy, nothing is said because the risk of face loss is extremely great. Brown and Levinson argue that not only ‘face,’ but also the strategies of face redress, are universal. They further claim that the underlying rational, motivational, and functional foundations of politeness are assumed to be, to some extent, universal, and are assumed to influence, and be reflected by, speech in many different languages and cultures (Janney and Arndt, 1993: 14). In Brown and Levinson, as in Leech, scales are involved in assessing the degree of politeness required. A speaker must determine the seriousness of a face-threatening act in terms of three independent and culturallysensitive variables: (1) social distance; (2) power; and (3) absolute ranking of imposition, which I will review in the next section.
 
 2.3.3.2. Variables determining Politeness Strategies Brown and Levinson (1987: 74) argue that the assessment of the seriousness of an FTA involves the following factors in many and perhaps all cultures: 1. the social distance (D) of S and H (a symmetric relation); 2. the relative power (P) of S and H (an asymmetric relation); 3. the absolute ranking (R) of imposition in the particular culture.
 
 They (Ibid.: 76) present a formula to calculate the weightiness of an FTA, using the above three variables: Wx = D(S,H) + P(H,S) + Rx where Wx is the numerical value that measures the weightiness of the FTAx, D(S, H) is the value that measures the social distance between S and H, P(H,S) is a measure of the power that H has over S, and Rx is a value that measures the degree to which the FTAx is rated an imposition in that culture.
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 They note that “all three dimensions P, D, and R contribute to the seriousness of an FTA, and thus to a determination of the level of politeness with which, other things being equal, an FTA will be communicated” (Ibid.: 76). According to them (Ibid.: 76–77), in many cases D “is based on an assessment of the frequency of interaction and the kinds of material or non-material goods (including face) exchanged between S and H.” They (Ibid.: 77) define P as “the degree to which H can impose his own plans and his own self-evaluation (face) at the expense of S’s plans and selfevaluation.” According to them, the sources of P are twofold: (1) material control (over economic distribution and physical force) and (2) metaphysical control (over the actions of others, by virtue of metaphysical forces subscribed to by those others.” They (Ibid.: 17) also use the term ‘hierarchy’ to mean P. They (Ibid.: 78) further note that “P is a value attached not to individuals at all, but to roles or role-sets. Thus in the roleset manager/employee, or parent/child, asymmetrical power is built in.” R is defined as “a culturally and situationally defined ranking of impositions by the degree to which they are considered to interfere with an agent’s wants of self-determination or of approval (his negative- and positiveface wants)” (Ibid.: 77). They contend that the ranking of impositions is related to (1) services (including the provision of time) and (2) goods, as well as actor’s rights and obligations. They (Ibid.: 79) also state that “… impositions can still situationally vary in value; to ask for a dollar is generally to ask for more than to ask for a dime, yet to ask for a dime just outside a telephone booth is less than to ask for a dime for no apparent reason in the middle of the street.” Concerning the factors of the above variables, Brown and Levinson (1987: 76) note that: We are not interested in what factors are compounded to estimate these complex parameters; such factors are certainly culture-specific.
 
 I think culture-specificity of factors of each variable may result in the cultural differences in the perceptions of situations which I will review in the next section.
 
 2.3.3.3. Cross-cultural Variation and Distribution of Politeness Strategies In 2.3.3.1. and 2.3.3.2., I reviewed Brown and Levinson’s theory with respect to face, universality and politeness strategies, and variables determin42
 
 ing politeness strategies respectively. According to Kasper (1994: 3206), “The ‘face-saving view’ of politeness, proposed by Brown and Levinson (1987), has been the most influential politeness model to date.” I am going to use their model as a basis of the present study which attempts an empirical cross-cultural comparison between British and Japanese cultures. By now, it is clear that Brown and Levinson’s theory is well formulated for such an empirical study, but there seems to be a need to consider further how it can explain cross-cultural variation. Brown and Levinson (1987: 242) claim that their quite specific universal principles can provide the basis for an account of diverse cultural differences in interaction. In Holtgraves and Yang’s (1992: 247) words, Brown and Levinson’s theory is significant in providing a comprehensive framework for explaining cultural similarities and differences in language use. Similarities arise from the assumption of a universal concern with face and the linguistic means for conveying face concerns. … It is important to note that the theory also includes mechanisms for explaining cultural differences in language use.
 
 The basic resources Brown and Levinson (1987: 242) use to show cultural differences are: (i) parameters and variables within the scheme itself; (ii) differential distribution of the various strategies across a social population.
 
 Holtgraves and Yang (1992: 247) paraphrase the above as follows: 1. cultural differences in the perceptions of situations on the power, distance, and imposition dimensions; and 2. cultural differences in the weighting of these three variables (italic in original) which can explain why there might be cultural differences in politeness in the same situation. Brown and Levinson (1987: 244–245) list the following as the apparatus with which to describe cross-cultural variations: (i) The general level of Wx in a culture, as determined by the sum of P, D, and R values. (ii) The extent to which all acts are FTAs, and the particular kinds of acts that are FTAs in a culture. (iii) The cultural composition of Wx: the varying values … attached to P, D, and Rx, and the different sources for their assessment.
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 (iv) Different modes of assignment of members to the sets of persons whom an actor wants to pay him positive face, and the extent to which those sets are extended … (v) The nature and distribution of strategies over the most prominent dyadic relations in a particular society …
 
 With reference to dimension (i), Brown and Levinson (Ibid.: 245) note that they can distinguish between positive-politeness cultures and negativepoliteness cultures. According to them (Ibid.), both British and Japanese, which are dealt in this study, are characterised as negative politeness cultures. (This is also claimed by Blum-Kulka (1987: 140) and Scollon and Scollon (1983)). Brown and Levinson (1987: 245) explain that in positive politeness cultures: … the general level of Wx tends to remain low; impositions are thought of as small, social distance as no insuperable boundary to easy-going interaction, and relative power as never very great. These are the friendly back-slapping cultures, as in the western U.S.A., some New Guinea cultures, and the Mbuti pygmies, for example.
 
 And they (Ibid.) explain negative cultures as … those lands of standoffish creatures like the British (in the eyes of the Americans), the Japanese (in the eyes of the British), the Malagasy (as reported by E.O. Keenan, personal comm.) and the Brahmans of India.
 
 According to Brown and Levinson, individuals in a negative politeness culture should show a greater preference for the two more polite strategies (negative politeness and off-record strategies) than individuals in a positive politeness culture (Holtgraves and Yang, 1990: 721). Noting that subcultural differences can be captured by dimension (i), Brown and Levinson (1987: 245) say that they … have a hunch that all over the world, in complex societies, dominated groups (and sometimes also majority groups) have positive politeness cultures; dominating groups have negative-politeness cultures. That is, the world of the upper and middle groups is constructed in a stern and cold architecture of social distance, asymmetry, and resentment of impositions, while the world of the lower groups is built on social closeness, symmetrical solidarity and reciprocity. (Ibid.)
 
 Referring to dimension (ii), it is possible to explain differences between debt-sensitive cultures (e.g., Japan) and non-debt-sensitive cultures (e.g., England and U.S.A.) (Ibid.: 247). 44
 
 In dimension (iii), the varying importances attached to P, D, and R, and the different scales for their assessment, seems to be similar to dimension (ii), Brown and Levinson (Ibid.: 248) noting that these observations (those in dimension (ii)) overlap with our third dimension of cross-cultural variation. Concerning dimension (iv), Brown and Levinson (Ibid.: 249) note that: … the different ways in which positive-face wants are distributed over an ego’s social network allow us to capture an important variable: in some cultures (or subcultures) there is a dramatic distinction between those whom you really want to be similar to and appreciated by as a more or less whole person and those whom you wish to value some special trait or ability that you possess, but nothing more.
 
 In considering some patterns resulting from the fifth dimension, the distribution of strategies (from bald on record through positive and negative politeness to indirectness), they (Ibid.: 250–251) formulate “a set of four kinds of dyads (or generalized social relationships) specified by two polar values (high and low) attributed to S and H, on the two dimensions P and D.” Table 1 is a brief summary of their dyads and distribution of politeness strategies Dyad
 
 Features
 
 Politeness Strategies
 
 Countries/ Societies
 
 I
 
 The majority of public relations are dominated by high P relations
 
 Bald on record (to inferiors) Negative politeness/ off record (to superiors)
 
 India
 
 II
 
 High D relations dominate in public encounters
 
 High-numbered strategies
 
 Japan; Madagascar; England
 
 III
 
 Low D is the emphasis and P is minimized
 
 Symmetrical use of bald on record Positive politeness
 
 western U.S.A.
 
 IV
 
 Low P relations prevail without high D
 
 Symmetrical lownumbered strategies
 
 between men; between women; in an egalitarian society
 
 Table 1. Brown and Levinsonís Dyads and Politeness Strategy Distribution
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 Brown and Levinson (1987: 251) consider that Japan and England belong to the same dyad, although they note that there is a difference in the degree to what extent Japan and England belong to Dyad II, saying, “In societies where high D relations dominate in public encounters (of which Japan by all accounts is one, Madagascar another, and England to a lesser degree yet another), one would expect symmetrical use of high-numbered strategies1 to be most evident” (Ibid.). This means that in Dyad II, “negative and offrecord strategies will prevail in social encounters” (Sifianou, 1992: 96). A question is raised concerning the validity of categorising British and Japanese cultures together as negative politeness cultures (e.g. Matsumoto, 1988: 408–409). I will take Brown and Levinson’s view of categorising British and Japanese cultures as negative politeness cultures as a general hypothesis, and I will investigate the validity of Brown and Levinson’s categorisation of British and Japanese cultures as negative politeness cultures, their politeness strategies being distributed in Dyad II, by analysing the results of the requesting strategies selected by British subjects and those by Japanese subjects. If Brown and Levinson’s categorisation is valid, it can be hypothesised that the requesting strategies selected by British and Japanese subjects will be similar. That is, the high-numbered requesting strategies, i.e., negative politeness strategies and off-record strategies, will be employed by both British and Japanese subjects.
 
 2.3.4. The Conversational-contract View The fourth approach to politeness is the conversational-contract view which has been presented by Fraser (1975) and Fraser and Nolen (1981) and 1
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 Brown and Levinson did not explain what the high-numbered strategies were when they discussed dyads and politeness strategy distribution, but when they (1987: 69) explained possible strategies for doing FTAs (See figure 2 in 2.3.3.1.), they have numbered their strategies as follows: 1. Bald-on-record strategies; 2. Positive politeness strategies; 3. Negative politeness strategies; 4. Off-record strategies; and 5. Don’t do the FTA. Therefore, what they mean by the high-numbered strategies are negative politeness and off-record strategies, as Sifianou (1992: 96) notes.
 
 elaborated by Fraser (1990). Adopting Grice’s (1975) notion of the Cooperative Principle in general, it recognises the importance of Goffman’s notion of face, but differs from Brown and Levinson’s face-saving view. Fraser (1990: 232) explains the conversational-contract view as follows: We can begin with the recognition that upon entering into a given conversation, each party brings an understanding of some initial set of rights and obligations that will determine, at least for the preliminary states, what the participants can expect from the other(s). During the course of time, or because of a change in the context, there is always the possibility for a renegotiation of the conversational contract: the two parties may readjust just what rights and what obligations they hold towards each other.
 
 As Fraser suggests, in actual settings, rights and obligations may change during the course of time, and a renegotiation of rights and obligations may be necessary. However, I do not think that the conversational-contract view has provided a concrete methodology to judge how the changes of rights and obligations occur. This is where the conversational-contract view has been criticised by Thomas (1995: 177) who says that “Fraser’s model of politeness is very sketchy compared with that of Leech and Brown and Levinson and it is difficult to judge how it might operate in practice.” Therefore, the conversational-contract view would not be suitable as a theoretical basis for this study.
 
 2.3.5. The Theoretical Position of This Study In this section, I have reviewed four major approaches to politeness: the social-norm view, the conversational-maxim view, the face-saving view and the conversational-contract view. The social-norm view is more like an everyday view of etiquette or manners, rather than a theory of politeness, and this fails to provide a theoretical base. The conversational-maxim view has some limitations and it is not sufficiently well formulated to be tested empirically, although Grice’s work has provided a foundation for Brown and Levinson’s politeness theory. The face-saving view, proposed in Brown and Levinson’s theory provides a precise formulation of politeness and a basis for making cross-cultural comparison. The conversationalcontract view is not yet sufficiently well formulated for empirical research. Since this is an empirical study, dealing with cross-cultural pragmatics, it 47
 
 requires a theoretical base, which is well formulated for a cross-cultural comparison and testability. As Brown and Levinson’s view is the only one which satisfies these among the four major approaches, theirs will be taken as the theoretical basis for the present study.
 
 2.4. Criticisms of Brown and Levinson As Thomas (1995: 176) points out, “Brown and Levinson’s work has been extraordinarily influential and very widely discussed. It is not surprising, therefore, that a number of criticisms have been made of their model of politeness.” Since I am taking Brown and Levinson’s theory as the basis for this study, it is necessary to consider such criticisms, and in this section, I will review these which are mainly concerning face and universality. There have been criticisms of Brown and Levinson’s three variables, too, some studies having shown different results from Brown and Levinson’s prediction, i.e., “a positive correlation between the weight of contextual factors (social distance, power, and imposition) and politeness investment” (Kasper, 1994: 3209). I will not consider the criticisms concerning the variables in this section, but I will discuss this issue in 3.7.1. My purpose in this section is to show that Brown and Levinson’s theory is valid as a theoretical basis for this study, despite all the criticisms, which are not without some weaknesses of their own.
 
 2.4.1. Face and Universality 2.4.1.1. Japanese Criticisms One of the key concepts of Brown and Levinson (1987) is face but “the notion that politeness is motivated by the desire to maintain face is problematical for many scholars” (Janney and Arndt, 1993: 17). Japanese researchers, Matsumoto (1988; 1989) and Ide (1989), criticise Brown and Levinson from this perspective. 48
 
 Matsumoto (1988) claims that the Japanese notion of ‘face’ is different from Brown and Levinson’s, which provides wrong predictions for Japanese politeness phenomena. Matsumoto gives examples from formulaic expressions (e.g. Doozo yoroshiku onegaishimasu. (lit.) ‘I ask you to please treat me well/take care of me.’), honorifics (e.g. different ways of expressing ‘eat’ according to the subject) and the verbs of giving and receiving. She (Ibid.: 405) maintains that the notion of negative face wants as the desire to be unimpeded in one’s actions is alien to Japanese culture. According to her, this notion of individuals and their rights has long been acknowledged as playing an increasingly dominant role in European and American culture, but such a notion cannot be considered as basic to human relations in Japanese culture and society (Matsumoto refers to Nakane, 1967, 1972; Doi, 1971, 1973; Lebra, 1976). What is important for a Japanese is understanding where s/he stands in relation to other members of the group or society, and acknowledging his/her dependence on others. Matsumoto (1988) also argues that the concept of imposition in Japanese culture is different from the one proposed by Brown and Levinson. She (Ibid.: 409) gives an example, “Doozo yoroshiku onegaishimasu,” which is literally translated as “I ask you to please treat me well/take care of me.” The speaker is making a direct request embodying an unveiled imposition. The imposition on the addressee here is the one in which the speaker expresses deference by humbling him- or herself and placing himor herself in a lower position (Ibid.: 410). According to Matsumoto (Ibid.), “deferent impositions can enhance the good self-image (that is, the ‘face’) of the addressee.” This is because the acknowledgement of interdependence is encouraged in Japanese society. The concept of imposition as defined by Brown and Levinson is considered to be something to be avoided; indeed, the concept of imposition in Japanese society, according to Matsumoto, even enhances the face of the addressee. Observing the use of honorifics in Japanese, Matsumoto (1989: 219) explains why honorifics are obligatory in Japanese, even in the absence of FTAs, and further argues that: Brown and Levinson’s theory of politeness fails in Japanese not because the strategies for achieving politeness are different but because the postulated motivation underlying politeness phenomena seems unsuited to Japanese culture and language. A close relation between politeness and one’s desire to save face is likely in any culture. Yet, evidence from Japanese makes it questionable to assume that the given universal definition of face can provide the right predictions of Japanese politeness phenomena.
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 She (Ibid.: 209) demonstrates that it is impossible in Japanese to avoid marking the relationship between speaker and hearer, giving an example, “Today is Saturday.” In Japanese the copula would be plain, polite, or super polite, according to the status of the addressee. By giving this example, she attempts to show that in Japanese it is not possible for speakers to construct a sentence that can be used in all situations. In sum, Matsumoto (1989) asserts that Brown and Levinson’s claim, that politeness strategies are used to minimise FTAs, does not apply to the Japanese language, in which honorifics are necessary even in the absence of FTAs. Ide (1989) also argues that Brown and Levinson’s claim for the universality of politeness principles is questionable from aspects of language and usage which are distinctly relevant to linguistic politeness in Japanese. Those are (1) ‘formal linguistic forms’ among varieties with different degrees of formality; and (2) ‘discernment’: the speaker’s use of polite expressions according to social conventions rather than interactional strategy. Ide (1989: 226–227) objects to the way Brown and Levinson treat some formal forms: Brown and Levinson (1978, 1987) treat some of those formal forms as expressions of negative politeness strategies. However, they should not be categorized as strategies, since there are some fundamental differences between the choices of formal forms and the use of strategies. Formal forms are 1) limited in choice, 2) socio-pragmatically obligatory, 3) grammatically obligatory, and 4) made in accordance with a person who is not necessarily the addressee, the referent or the speaker him/herself.
 
 She (Ibid.: 239) further objects to Brown and Levinson’s strategy, “Give deference”: … honorifics are found under the strategy ‘Give deference’: the speaker humbles and abases him/herself, or the speaker raises the hearer (Brown and Levinson, 1978: 183). However, as mentioned above, the choice of honorifics or non-honorifics is obligatory even for a non-FTA utterance in Japanese. Thus, the primary use is for showing discernment.
 
 According to Ide (1989: 230), another aspect which Brown and Levinson neglected is wakimae. The practice of polite behavior according to social conventions is known as wakimae in Japanese. To behave according to wakimae is to show verbally and non-verbally one’s sense of place or role in a given situation according to social conventions.
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 Ide (Ibid.) chooses ‘discernment’ as used by Hill et al. (1986) as the closest equivalent term for wakimae. By discernment, Hill et al. (Ibid.: 348) mean that: … once certain factors of addressee and situation are noted, the selection of an appropriate linguistic form and/or appropriate behavior is essentially automatic.
 
 Ide (Ibid.: 231) further explains discernment as being: … oriented mainly toward the wants to acknowledge the ascribed positions or roles of the participants as well as to accommodate to the prescribed norms of the formality of particular settings. The speaker regulates his or her choice of linguistic forms so as to show his or her sense of place. The sense of proper place is determined by what Brown and Levinson termed the weight of power (P), distance (D), and rank (R). The weight is perceived by the speaker against the background of the social norm.
 
 Ide (1989: 223) subscribes to the view that discernment rather than face is the motivating force behind Japanese politeness. The choice of forms is made in order to show discernment. Ide’s claim is the same as Matsumoto’s (1989) in the sense that in the Japanese language (1) the choice of forms is obligatory according to the formality of the setting and the relationship among the participants; and (2) the choice of forms is not always related to FTAs, stating that “honorifics are used even for a non-FTA utterance, i.e., even where neither the speaker’s nor the addressee’s ‘face’ has anything to do with the utterance” (Ide, 1989: 242).
 
 2.4.1.2. Chinese Criticisms In criticising Brown and Levinson’s theory, some Chinese researchers, Gu (1990) and Mao (1994), have a similar perspective to that of Matsumoto and Ide, in the sense that they place more importance on the group than the individual. “A contrast between private versus public face views of politeness is made by Gu (1990), although indirectly. If Brown and Levinson’s theory represents a private face view that implicitly elevates the individual over the group, Gu’s approach represents a public face view that emphasizes group rather than the individual” (Nwoye, 1992: 312). Gu (1990: 241–242) claims that Brown and Levinson’s model is not suitable for Chinese data for two reasons. 51
 
 The Chinese negative face is not threatened by the speaker’s impeding the hearer’s freedom to act, but it is threatened when self cannot live up to what s/he has claimed, or when what the self has done is likely to incur ill fame or reputation. Brown and Levinson see politeness as an instrumental system of means to satisfy individual face wants, while the Chinese view politeness as exercising a normative function in constraining individual speech acts as well as the sequence of talk exchanges. Failure to observe politeness will incur social sanctions. Mao (1994) also criticises Brown and Levinson’s claim for the universality of face, pointing out that in Chinese, notions of face refer to “prestige or reputation,” i. e., mianzi, and “the respect of the group for a man with a good moral reputation,” i.e., lian. Mao (Ibid.: 459–462) states that there are two major differences between the Chinese and Brown and Levinson’s use of the term, which undermine Brown and Levinson’s claim for universality. Those differences are (1) the overall conceptualization of face and (2) the content of face. Concerning the first, Brown and Levinson’s face is a self-image in which they center their definition upon the individual – rather than the communal – aspect of face, whereas the Chinese concept of face emphasizes not the accommodation of individual ‘wants’ or ‘desires’ but the harmony of individual conduct with the views and judgement of the community (Ibid.: 459–460). What Mao (Ibid.: 450–460) claims is that Brown and Levinson’s concept of face is defined in terms of individualism, whereas Chinese face is defined in communal terms. Chinese face encodes a reputable image that individuals can claim for themselves as they interact with others in a given community, and emphasises the harmony of individual conduct. Concerning the second difference, the content of face, Mao (Ibid.: 460) argues that Brown and Levinson’s “negative face refers to, and values, an individual’s need to be free of external impositions.” But mianzi “identifies a Chinese desire to secure public acknowledgement of one’s prestige or reputation” (Ibid.). Mao (Ibid.: 471–473) regards the Chinese and Japanese concept of face to be similar. According to him (Ibid.: 471), the Chinese and Japanese concept of face may be regarded as centripetal force, and the concept of face by Brown and Levinson may be regarded as centrifugal. Chinese and Japanese face gravitates toward social recognition and hierarchical interdependence, and Anglo-American face spirals outward from individual desires or wants, and sees the self as the initiating agent. 52
 
 While Mao claims that Chinese face is different from that defined by Brown and Levinson, he (Ibid.: 461) admits lian’s resemblance to positive face. In varying degrees, both lian and positive face identify an individual’s desire to be liked and to be approved of by the others. However, the distinctive moral overtone evidenced in lian is not registered in positive face.
 
 The discussions by the Chinese researchers are based on the distinction of mien-tsu and lien by Hu (1944) and Ho (1976). Hu explains mien-tsu and lien as follows: Mien-tsu stands for the kind of prestige that is emphasized in this country: a reputation achieved through getting on in life, through success and ostentation. This is prestige that is accumulated by means of personal effort or clever maneuvering. Lien is the respect of the group for a man with a good moral reputation: the man who will fulfill his obligations regardless of the hardships involved, who under all circumstances shows himself a decent human being (Hu, 1944: 45). Lien refers to the confidence of society in the moral character of ego. Mien-tsu differs greatly from lien in that it can be borrowed, struggled for, added to, padded,– all terms indicating a gradual increase in volume (Ibid.: 61).
 
 Mien-tsu is face that has to be achieved, and lien is that to which every individual is entitled as a member of society. Therefore, it can be said that mien-tsu is acquired face, and lien is ascribed face.
 
 2.4.2. Evaluation of Criticisms 2.4.2.1. Japanese As noted in 2.4.1.1., the Japanese researchers, Matsumoto (1988; 1989) and Ide (1989), have argued that Brown and Levinson’s theory does not apply to Japanese language or society; so that the universality claimed by Brown and Levinson is not considered to be valid. Their criticisms are mainly concerned with the following. 1. The concept of face in Japan is different from that of Brown and Levinson, especially that of negative face. The notion of negative face wants as the desire to be unimpeded in one’s action is alien to Japanese 53
 
 culture. Instead of the desire to be unimpeded, the relation to other members of the group or society is important in Japan (Matsumoto, 1988) and factors of addressee and situation are important in the selection of appropriate linguistic forms (Ide, 1989). They demonstrate that language choices in Japanese are obligatory. Consequently, politeness strategies are used even in the absence of FTAs in Japanese, whereas, according to Brown and Levinson, politeness strategies are employed in order to minimise FTAs. 2. Ide (1989) claims that it is not face in Brown and Levinson’s sense, but it is discernment, or wakimae, which is the motivating factor of politeness in Japan. 3. Matsumoto (1988) believes that the concept of imposition in Japan is different from that of Brown and Levinson, the former even enhancing the face of the addressee, the latter being something to be avoided. Although Matsumoto and Ide have tried to refute Brown and Levinson’s theory by showing that some linguistic choices are obligatory in the Japanese language according to situations, this does not amount to a total refutation. What they have done is simply explaining some characteristics of the Japanese language. Because of these features, a choice of appropriate forms is obligatory, and is thus more obvious than in other languages. One important thing to note is that both Matsumoto and Ide focus on the level of syntax. They simply explain how polite forms work in the Japanese language. It is true that the language choice is determined by the relationship between the addresser and the addressee, and one has to be sensitive to the group, as Matsumoto suggests, and one has to discern one’s place, as Ide claims. However, politeness is not manifested by those obligatory linguistic choices alone. And those features pointed out by Matsumoto and Ide are a sociolinguistic aspect of Japanese language, which can be summarised as follows: “The study of discernment politeness is thus predominantly a sociolinguistic, rather than a pragmatic concern” (Kasper, 1994: 3207). In fact, Matsumoto and Ide seem to confuse sociolinguistics with pragmatics, and to confuse deference with politeness. How then does pragmatics differ from sociolinguistics? According to Thomas (1995: 185), while there are areas of overlap, … sociolinguistics is mainly concerned with the systematic linguistic correlates of relatively fixed and stable social variables (such as region of origin, social class,
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 ethnicity, sex, age, etc.) on the way an individual speaks. Pragmatics, on the other hand, is mainly concerned with describing the linguistic correlates of relatively changeable features of that same individual (such as relative status, social role) and the way in which the speaker exploits his/her (socio)linguistic repertoire in order to achieve a particular goal.
 
 Thomas (Ibid.: 150–154) also discusses the difference between deference and politeness, which are sometimes mixed in the discussion of pragmatics, especially in Matsumoto (1988; 1989) and Ide (1989). Deference is frequently equated with politeness, particularly in discussions of Japanese. Deference is connected with politeness, but is a distinct phenomenon; it is the opposite of familiarity. It refers to the respect we show to other people by virtue of their higher status, greater age, etc. Politeness is a more general matter of showing (or rather, of giving the appearance of showing) consideration to others. … Deference is built into the grammar of languages such as Korean and Japanese. (Thomas, 1995: 150)
 
 Thomas (Ibid.: 152) claims that it is not significant pragmatically, if the use of a particular form is obligatory in a particular situation. She points out that deference has little to do with pragmatics, because: the speaker has no choice as to whether to use the deferent form or not – usage is dictated by sociolinguistic norms. (Ibid.)
 
 As noted in 2.4.1.1., Matsumoto (1989: 209) demonstrates that it is impossible in Japanese to avoid marking the relationship between speaker and hearer, giving examples of the choice of different form of copula according to the status of the addressee. Since the choice of the form of copula, as Matsumoto shows, is obligatory, according to Thomas (1995), it is not significant pragmatically. Matsumoto and Ide seem to emphasise the uniqueness of the Japanese language, and, taking the “obligatory” choices, they have tried to refute Brown and Levinson’s universality, but as Thomas points out, all they have done is to demonstrate sociolinguistic aspects of the Japanese language. Next, I will consider the second point which I summarised above. Ide (1989) criticises Brown and Levinson, because they have neglected the aspect of discernment, and formal linguistic forms to show discernment, as noted in 2.4.1.1. Although she criticises Brown and Levinson’s theory, she (Ibid.: 231) uses Brown and Levinson’s three variables as the basis to recognise proper place. I find her argument to be contradictory because although she criticises Brown and Levinson’s variables of power, distance 55
 
 and imposition on the grounds that “it is not clear how these variables can help a speaker choose an expression or a strategy” (Ibid.: 240), yet she claims that the speaker regulates his or her choice of linguistic forms to show his or her sense of place by reference to these three variables. So, while claiming that there is a lack of clarity in the way these three variables operate, she nonetheless uses them as a basis for regulating the choice of linguistic form or showing discernment. I am also doubtful about Ide’s (1989) claim that in the Japanese language, honorifics are used in order to show discernment, and face is not involved. In fact, speakers who misuse honorifics are regarded as people who do not wakimaeru their place, and consequently it is they who lose face. As Mao (1994: 469) points out, face is related to acknowledging and maintaining role or status in relation to others, which is important in a society in which the group is emphasised. Thus, despite Ide’s claim that face applies only to societies in which individualism is important, the loss of face which occurs when an individual displays lack of discernment in the choice of honorifics suggests that Ide’s claim cannot be sustained. Ide (1989) argues that in Japanese society wakimae is important, giving the impression that wakimae is something unique to Japanese society. I find it difficult to accept that claim. In every society, one is expected, or would like to act according to the norms of that society, unless someone deliberately intends to violate those norms for a certain purpose. In order to act according to the norms of each society, one has to wakimaeru his/ her own position in society. Therefore, I think wakimae applies universally, even though there may be differences in the norms of each society, or the degree to which one may have to conform to those norms. As Kasper (1990: 196) states, “While to date no language has been shown to entirely fall short of forms for social indexing, nor to lack contexts where social marking is mandatory, the extent to which social indexing is obligatory varies greatly across languages.” Because of the characteristics of the Japanese language, the degree to which social indexing is obligatory may be stronger than in English, for example, but that does not mean wakimae applies only to Japanese society. Indeed, Hill et al. (1986: 351) hypothesised that “all human speakers use language according to politeness, which we believe is fundamentally determined by Discernment,” and their results showed that Discernment was a factor in the polite use of both Japanese and American English, from which it can be said that discernment, or wakimae is not the prerogative of Japanese society. 56
 
 Concerning the third point as summarised above, Matsumoto’s (1988) claim that the concept of imposition in Japanese culture is different from the one proposed by Brown and Levinson, can be counter argued by the multifunctionality of utterances, as suggested by Turner (1996), who (Ibid.: 4) cites an example, “Could you look after the baby for half an hour?” and considers the multifunctionality of the utterance, such as 1. threatening the addressee’s negative face (because it may prevent the addressee’s freedom of action); 2. undermining the speaker’s positive face (because he or she is seen to not be able to act without assistance); and 3. anointing the addressee’s positive face (because the speaker is selecting the addressee as a reliable and responsible person to undertake this particular important task). The third function appears to be identical with that which, Matsumoto (1988) insists, is a unique feature of Japanese imposition, i.e., the imposition enhances the good self-image of the addressee since the acknowledgment of interdependence is encouraged in Japanese society. However, as Turner’s example shows, the function of interdependence is also found elsewhere. So, I suggest that the concept of imposition in Japanese society, as described by Matsumoto, cannot be considered to be uniquely Japanese. I have further doubts about Matsumoto’s claim, because the anthropological studies on which it is based, were published some decades ago (Nakane, 1967, 1972; Doi, 1971, 1973; Lebra, 1976). It is doubtful that Japanese society has remained unchanged after so many changes, especially in values (See chapter 4). I believe that in contemporary Japanese society the concept of Japanese face does not involve only the relation to others, as Matsumoto claims, but also the rights of individuals. Consideration of the criticisms of Brown and Levinson by the Japanese researchers shows that they have some important limitations, and that they are far from refuting Brown and Levinson’s theory, which can also be applied to Japanese language or society. Next, I would like to clarify my idea on politeness strategies in Japan, taking a different position from Matsumoto and Ide. First of all, I believe that the notion of “face” is important in Japanese society. Sasagawa (1994b) also claims that communication in Japanese can be strongly accounted for by Brown and Levinson’s concept of face. While admitting the importance of context or situation, and the necessity of acknowledging one’s position in relation to others in Japanese society, 57
 
 I believe that the importance of these factors is much related to face, because people try to acknowledge their position in a context and select appropriate politeness strategies so as not to threaten others’ face, and not to lose one’s own face. Secondly, I believe that in contemporary Japan, in which individualism has also developed as the economy has grown (See chapter 4), the aspect of negative face wants in Brown and Levinson’s sense is important. Thirdly, wakimae is not the prerogative of Japanese society, but it applies universally. In figure 3, I have tried to clarify my idea concerning the role or the function of wakimae. Appropriate behaviours, the behaviours manifested as an outcome of considering situation, would be politeness strategies (e.g. going off-record), linguistic choices (e. g. using honorifics), or the consideration of interaction, such as considering how we carry on a conversation, as Ikuta (1997) explains, or a combination of those. context situation
 
 process ----->
 
 wakimaeru
 
 outcome ----->
 
 appropriate behaviours
 
 Figure 3. How Wakimae Works
 
 When people wakimaeru their own position or place in society, they consider some elements which are included in a situation, such as, power, distance and imposition. Components of those variables include closeness, authority, status, class, age, sex, role, rights and obligations, etc. (See 3.7.2.). There may be cultural differences in the degree of importance of a particular element (e.g. status of S or H) when acknowledging one’s own position, but I believe that wakimae applies universally. Fourthly, positive face wants are quite strong in Japan. Neither Ide nor Matsumoto have discussed positive face as defined by Brown and Levinson, but I believe that the desire to be approved by others is a strong motivation for people to conform to social conventions in “collectivist” Japan as well as in “individualist” America or Britain. I believe that people try to act according to the norm in order to satisfy their own positive face wants. The Japanese researchers imply that Brown and Levinson’s concept applies only to individualist societies. However, the satisfaction of positive face wants in conformity with social conventions by acknowledging one’s position in a group would appear to be an example of positive face in a collectivist society. This suggests that the concept of positive face exists not only in 58
 
 individualist societies, but also in a collectivist society like Japan. From this I conclude that the desire to conform to social conventions, acknowledging one’s position in a group, is a subcategory of positive face. In other words, by acting according to the norm, one can gain the approval of others in the group. These constituents of face are summarised in figure 4. the desire to be approved by others (positive face)
 
 the desire to conform to social conventions
 
 the desire to be unimpeded by others (negative face) Figure 4. Constituents of Face
 
 So far, I have attempted to counter argue Japanese researchers’ criticisms of Brown and Levinson. Their criticisms have some weaknesses. One of them is that they have simply shown the obligatory choices of the Japanese language, which can be considered as a sociolinguistic aspect of the Japanese language. Another weakness is that they emphasise the uniqueness of Japanese society, using such a concept as wakimae (Ide), and the concept of imposition in Japanese culture (Matsumoto), but both wakimae and the concept of imposition in Japanese culture can be found elsewhere. Therefore, their criticisms of Brown and Levinson’s do not amount to a refutation. I have also attempted to show the importance of both negative and positive face in Japanese society, and I have noted that Japanese researchers have not considered the role of positive face.
 
 2.4.2.2. Chinese As noted in 2.4.1.2., the Chinese researchers, Gu (1990) and Mao (1994), have argued that Brown and Levinson’s theory does not apply to Chinese society; so that the universality claimed by Brown and Levinson was not considered to be valid. Their criticisms of Brown and Levinson can be summarised as follows: the Chinese concept of politeness and face, which emphasises the group, cannot be accounted for by Brown and Levinson’s concept of politeness and face, which puts more importance on the individual. 59
 
 What the Chinese researchers claim concerning face is similar to that claimed by the Japanese researchers, as noted in 2.4.1.1., both emphasising the importance of the group rather than the individual. They stress the importance of harmony, and the exercise of social sanctions if appropriate politeness is not displayed. I think people try to conform to social conventions in order to avoid such social sanctions, which I suggested as a subcategory of positive face in 2.4.2.1., but the Chinese researchers, like their Japanese counterparts, have not fully discussed Brown and Levinson’s positive face, although Mao admits lian’s resemblance to positive face. Instead, they have mainly criticised Brown and Levinson’s negative face. It seems to me that they have discussed some features of positive face, when they were attacking Brown and Levinson’s negative face. Therefore, I do not think that their claim amounts to a refutation of Brown and Levinson’s theory in terms of face and universality. The criticisms by the Chinese researchers of Brown and Levinson’s claim for universality are based on Ho (1976), but Ho (Ibid.: 867) admits that face behaviour is universal, and that there are two fundamentally different orientations in viewing human behavior: … the Western orientation, with its preoccupation with the individual, and the Chinese orientation, which places the accent on the reciprocity of obligations, dependence, and esteem protection. (Ibid.: 883)
 
 Ho maintains that they are not mutually exclusive, but rather are complementary. The Chinese researchers’ criticisms of Brown and Levinson’s negative face can be also countered by reference to Ho’s interpretation of face.
 
 2.5. Conclusion In this chapter, I have considered “politeness,” pointing out some problems of usage, and indicating that I will be using the term in a pragmatic sense in this study. In reviewing the four major views on politeness in 2.3., I have concluded that Brown and Levinson’s face-saving view is the most appropriate for this study, which deals with cross-cultural pragmatics, because it is the only one among the four views which is well formulated for empirical study and cross-cultural comparisons. 60
 
 In 2.4., I have reviewed and evaluated the main criticisms of Brown and Levinson’s concept of face and universality which have been made by non-Western researchers. I paid a special attention to those by Japanese researchers, since this study deals with Japanese culture. Their main criticism was that Brown and Levinson’s theory, especially their notion of negative face, is based on Western notions of individualism so that it does not apply to Japanese society, in which the group has priority. Matsumoto (1988) emphasises the importance of individual understanding where s/he stands in relation to other members of the group or society, and the importance of acknowledging his/her dependence on others; and Ide (1989) claims the importance of wakimae, acknowledging the factors of addressee and situation in selecting appropriate politeness behaviours. Matsumoto (1989) and Ide (1989) further claim that in the Japanese language, the choices of forms are obligatory according to the relationship between speaker and hearer, so that politeness strategies are used even in the absence of FTAs. In fact, Matsumoto and Ide have simply discussed some sociolinguistic characteristics of the Japanese language, which are not significant pragmatically. They have emphasised the uniqueness of the Japanese notion of imposition or wakimae, but I have argued that the notion of imposition or wakimae are not unique to Japanese culture. I have claimed that face, which was not given importance by Matsumoto and Ide, was important in Japanese society, and I have also argued that negative as well as positive face wants were important in Japan. Matsumoto and Ide have not refuted Brown and Levinson’s universality of politeness, and Brown and Levinson’s framework could be applied to Japanese society. While many criticisms have been made of Brown and Levinson’s theory, it has not been refuted, and those who criticise their theory have not yet been successful in setting up a theoretical framework to replace it. And despite the criticisms, it is important to note that Brown and Levinson’s approach provides a useful framework for investigating many different aspects of social interaction, as Holtgraves and Yang (1990: 727) note. And Brown and Levinson’s theory provides us with a framework for a cross-cultural comparison, although Brown and Levinson (1987: 14) admit that their folk notion of tact perhaps reflects the bias of a culture obsessed with individual rights and wants as criticised by Wierzbicka (1985), for example. However, they (Ibid. 15) still maintain that “for the purpose of cross-cultural comparison developed here, we consider that our framework provides a primary descriptive format within which, or in contrast to which, such differences can be described.” 61
 
 It seems to me that those who object to universality as claimed by Brown and Levinson overlook the fact that they have acknowledged cultural variations, as noted in 2.3.3.1., arguing that they would expect the notion of face “to be the subject of much cultural elaboration” (Brown and Levinson, 1987: 13), and their claim as noted in 2.3.3.3., i.e., that their universal principles can provide the basis for an account of diverse cultural differences in interaction. In short, they argue for the universality of politeness on an abstract level, but for cultural specificity in realisation (cf. Sifianou, 1992: 46). In sum, I have come to the following conclusion. Of the four theoretical approaches reviewed in 2.3., that of Brown and Levinson is the most applicable to the kind of cross-cultural comparison which forms the focus of the present research. Despite the limitations of their framework, as discussed by the critics reviewed above, it provides a means of specifying and comparing the variables involved in the selection of politeness strategy and linguistic forms. Furthermore, their framework provides a basis for cross-cultural comparison, since the categories they propose have widespread application, even to languages and cultures which are claimed to differ from English and Anglo-Saxon culture in respect of concepts of face and ranking of imposition. For the purposes of the present research, Brown and Levinson’s framework provides the most workable means of analysing relationship between such variables as power, distance and imposition and the choice of requesting and responding strategies to off-record requests. In particular, their model provides a basis for generating hypotheses to be tested empirically, and any limitations in the predictive power of their model will be revealed in the data which will form the basis of the current study.
 
 62
 
 CHAPTER 3
 
 Requests and Responses to Requests
 
 3.1. Introduction In our everyday life, we make and respond to many requests. Making requests is inseparable from politeness strategies, mainly because of the need to avoid threats to H’s face, and to gain compliance from H. Requests are chosen as the focus of the study, because they are important in everyday life as well as in politeness theories. When considering requests, we cannot omit responses. Although research has been done on responses to direct requests and conventionally indirect requests (e.g. Clark, 1979; Clark and Schunk, 1980), to my knowledge, there are no studies concerning responses to off-record requests.1 Off-record requests can be interpreted in many ways, because S does not make explicit that the utterance is a request, so that different ways of interpreting off-record requests are possible. Because of this, there are many possibilities of responding to off-record requests, which can create misunderstanding between S and H, because H’s response sometimes does not match S’s expectation. This kind of misunderstanding is likely to occur when S and H do not share the same cultural background. Thus, a crosscultural comparison of responses to off-record requests is to be the focus of this study. In this chapter, I will consider requests and responses to requests. With regard to requests, I will review the conditions of requests in 3.2., indirectness in requests in 3.3., types of requests in 3.4., the payoffs of different types of requests in 3.5., and structures, forms and categories of requests in 3.6. I will also discuss the variables affecting requesting strategies in 3.7.
 
 1
 
 Holtgraves (1986) has conducted an experiment which asked the subjects to rate the questions (direct, conventional indirect, and nonconventional indirect questions), and the replies, but this is not exactly what I attempt to investigate.
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 As far as responses to off-record requests are concerned, I will consider some types of responses to off-record requests in 3.8.1., and define one type of response as solicitousness in 3.8.2. I will consider the conditions of solicitousness, the status of solicitousness in politeness strategies, some interpretations of solicitousness and solicitousness and face in 3.8.3., 3.8.4., 3.8.5. and 3.8.6. respectively.
 
 3.2. Requests and Speech Act Theory Speech act theory has also touched on the question of politeness, particularly as it has been advanced by Austin and Searle (Sifianou, 1992: 95). Requests are a type of speech act which has been the focus of discussion, beginning with Austin’s (1962) work on speech act theory and subsequent work by Searle (1969: 66), who states the rules of requesting as follows: Propositional content: Future act A of H. Preparatory: 1. H is able to do A. S believes H is able to do A. 2. It is not obvious to both S and H that H will do A in the normal courses of events of his own accord. Sincerity: S wants H to do A. Essential: Counts as an attempt to get H to do A.
 
 Searle (1979: 44) believes that: … the theory of speech acts will enable us to provide a simple explanation of how these sentences, which have one illocutionary force as part of their meaning, can be used to perform an act with a different illocutionary force. Each type of illocutionary act has a set of conditions that are necessary for the successful and felicitous performance of the act.
 
 And he simplifies the conditions of requests: Preparatory condition: H is able to perform A. Sincerity condition: S wants H to do A. Propositional content condition: S predicates a future act A of H. Essential condition: Counts as an attempt by S to get H to do A.
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 In discussing indirect speech acts, that is, cases in which one illocutionary act is performed indirectly by way of performing another, Searle (1975: 65–66) lists some of the sentences that could quite standardly be used to make indirect requests and other directives such as orders. 1. Sentences concerning H’s ability to perform A e.g. Can you reach the salt? 2. Sentences concerning S’s wish or want that H will do A e.g. I would like you to go now. 3. Sentences concerning H’s doing A e.g. Officers will henceforth wear ties at dinner. Will you quit making that awful racket? 4. Sentences concerning H’s desire or willingness to do A e.g. Would you be willing to write a letter of recommendation for me? 5. Sentences concerning reasons for doing A e.g. You ought to be more polite to your mother. This class also contains many examples that have no generality of form but obviously, in an appropriate context, would be uttered as indirect requests. e.g. Youíre standing on my foot. I canít see the movie screen while you have that hat on. 6. Sentences embedding one of these elements inside another; also, sentences embedding an explicit directive illocutionary verb inside one of these contexts e.g. Would you mind awfully if I asked you if you could write me a letter of recommendation?
 
 White (1993: 194), listing one to five of the above as the conditions for the speech act of making a request, notes that: In fact, it is arguable whether all of these conditions need to be fulfilled.
 
 I do not think all the conditions of requests suggested by Searle need to be fulfilled, either, and I suggest excluding a condition such as “A request is a future act of H,” because “requests are always pre-event acts: requests are made in an attempt to cause an event or change one” (Blum-Kulka and Olshtain, 1984: 206). In addition to excluding a condition, I would like to add some detail to the condition, “S wants H to do A.” If S does not believe that H can do A, S normally would not make a request. There has to be a particular reason for S to make a request, this being the same as one of Gordon and Lakoff’s (1975: 90) reasonableness conditions, i.e., “A request is reasonable only if 65
 
 the speaker has a reason for wanting it done.” Therefore, I would like to add “for some reason” to the condition “S wants H to do A.” As a consequence of the above discussion, I suggest the following as the conditions of requests: 1. S believes/assumes that H can do A. 2. S wants H to do A for some reason.
 
 3.3. Indirectness in Requests Indirectness, an important dimension of requests, has been discussed by many researchers (e.g., Dascal , 1983; Davison, 1975; Green, 1975; Grice, 1975; Gordon and Lakoff, 1975; Haverkate, 1988; Leech, 1980 & 1983; Morgan, 1978; and Searle, 1975). According to Searle (1975), indirect speech acts always have more than one meaning, or illocutionary force. Haverkate (1988: 62–63), explaining indirect speech acts, cites Searle’s following examples: (1) Can you pass the salt? and (2) It is cold in here. According to Haverkate, the first example is a typical instance of an indirect speech act, because the speaker performs two illocutionary acts at the same time: he/she explicitly formulates a question, and, by implication, intends that question to be taken as a request. What distinguishes these two examples is whether there is an explicit reference to the hearer or not. As example (1) contains an explicit reference to the hearer, the hearer can understand that this question concerning the hearer’s ability is uttered as a request. Example (2) does not contain a formal reference to the hearer or a specific description of the action to be performed. So, the request to close the door, shut the window, or turn off the fan, is expressed implicitly. The hearer can only interpret example (2) as a request when the hearer has sufficient relevant background information to work out which particular action is prospected by the speaker. Haverkate (1988: 63) explains further that the pragmalinguistic difference between example (1) and example (2) derives from the speaker referring to particular preconditions underlying the performance of directive illocutionary acts, that is, a reference to the ability of the hearer to perform the act in the former case, and a reference to the reason the speaker has for having the act performed in the latter. 66
 
 It must be assumed that indirectness is not unmotivated, and Dascal (1983: 158–163) gives a good summary of the motivation of indirectness in interaction. He begins by pointing out that: Indirect expression is costly and risky. It requires more processing time by both speaker and listener, it presupposes the mastery, by both, of a rather complex set of devices and the sharing of many specific assumptions, and consequently it increases the risk of misunderstanding. (Ibid.: 159)
 
 And he concludes by posing the question, Why should the speaker spend so much extra effort and risk so much, even when there is no clear advantage in efficacy of communication? (Ibid.: 159)
 
 In answering this question, he (Ibid.: 159–163) clarifies the motivation for indirectness. 1. There is no alternative. S can only express it indirectly. 2. S may have a quite precise thought to express, but the circumstances are such that they prevent him from conveying it directly to the listener (e.g., a social taboo). Indirectness is the best choice, because, given the circumstances, there is no other resource. 3. Indirect speech provides a means for the speaker to convey something while at the same time eschewing (full) responsibility for what he is conveying. 4. Indirectness is used to save face. One of the issues in indirect speech acts is the relationship between literal meaning and the conveyed meaning. Searle (1975) argues that there is a difference between “literal sentence meaning” and “speaker utterance meaning.” Morgan (1978) distinguishes “conventions of language,” which refer to the literal meanings of an utterance, from “conventions of usage,” which govern the use of utterances, and argues that both are necessary to understand what the speaker intends to convey. A study by Clark and Lucy (1975) reports the importance of literal meaning, indicating that the listener constructs the literal meaning before the conveyed meaning. By contrast, Gibbs (1979) emphasises the importance of situational context, rather than literal meaning, based on the results of his experiments which suggest that an individual understanding an indirect request in context need not construct the literal interpretation before deriving the conveyed request. 67
 
 To sum up, both literal and conveyed meaning are important in interpreting a speech act. Interpreting conveyed or utterance meaning is fundamental to the interpreting of indirect speech acts, including indirect and off-record requests, to be discussed in the next section.
 
 3.4. Types of Requests S chooses appropriate requesting strategies in order to maintain the face of H and sometimes also the face of S, as well as to try to gain compliance from H, because there is a possibility that H will refuse the request. Tracy et al. (1984: 514) note this characteristic of a request which, … while seeking compliance, recognizes the hearer’s right not to comply. The hearer’s right not to comply distinguishes the request from a closely related speech act, the command.
 
 Based on Brown and Levinson’s (1987: 68–70) strategies for doing FTAs as noted in 2.3.3.1., I will classify requests as follows: 1. On record without redress (Direct requests) e.g. Open the window. 2. On record with redress (Conventionally indirect requests) e.g. Would you mind opening the window please? 3. Off record e.g. It’s hot in here. As noted in 2.3.3.1., Brown and Levinson distinguish between going on record and off record. An actor has gone on record when there is just one unambiguously attributable intention with which witnesses would concur; whereas when there is more than one unambiguously attributable intention an actor has gone off record in doing A (Brown and Levinson, 1987: 68– 69). There are two ways of going on record: (1) without redressive action, baldly; and (2) with redressive action. Doing an act baldly, without redress, involves doing it in the most direct, clear, unambiguous and concise way possible (for example, for a request, saying ‘Do X!’) (Brown and Levinson, 1987: 69). Following Brown and Levinson, I will call this type direct requests. 68
 
 As also noted in 2.3.3.1., another category of on record strategies is with redress. By redressive action Brown and Levinson (1987: 69–70) mean action that “gives face” to the addressee, showing that face threat is not intended. Such redressive action takes one of two forms, negative politeness or positive politeness, depending on which aspect of face (negative or positive) is being attended to. In negative politeness, there is a tension between (a) the desire to go on record as a prerequisite to being seen to pay face, and (b) the desire to go off record to avoid imposing. A compromise is reached in conventionalized indirectness, because whatever the indirect mechanism used to do an FTA, once it is fully conventionalized as a way of doing that FTA, it is no longer off record. Following Brown and Levinson, I will call this type conventionally indirect requests. According to Clark (1979), examples of conventionally indirect requests are Can you reach the salt? Are you able yet to pass the salt? and Is it possible for you to pass me the salt?, in which S requests H indirectly to do a particular act by questioning H’s ability to do that act. Examples of conventions of form are Can you pass the salt? and Could you pass the salt? (See also 3.2., in which more examples were cited from Searle.) Requests which are not on record I will call off-record requests, following Brown and Levinson (1987: 211), who explain that a communicative act is done off record if it is done in such a way that it is not possible to attribute only one clear communicative intention to the speaker. If a speaker wants to do an FTA, but wants to avoid the responsibility for doing it, s/he can do it off record and leave it up to the addressee to decide how to interpret the utterance. In order to consider the three types of requests more in detail, I will refer to Sifianou’s (1995a: 244) examples of on record and off record requests: 1. Give me an aspirin, please. 2. Can you give me an aspirin? 3. I’ve got a splitting headache.
 
 The above examples are respectively a direct request, a conventionally indirect request, and an off-record request in my terminology. Sifianou explains that direct utterances have one literal meaning, but indirect acts have both a literal and an implied meaning. Example (1) is a direct utterance, which has one literal meaning, whereas example (2) is a question concerning the addressee’s ability to perform the act but is intended as a request, while in example (3) the speaker has made a statement providing a piece of information which, nevertheless, is intended as a request. 69
 
 In example (1), utterance meaning (literal meaning) is identical with conveyed or implied meaning, whereas it is not so in examples (2) and (3). Example (2) is a conventionalised request, i. e., it is obvious to anybody that it is not asking the addressee’s ability, but that the addresser is making a request. It is such conventions that link specific linguistic items with specific pragmatic functions. Example (3) is not conventionalised and the intended or conveyed meaning is different from the utterance meaning. Examples (1) and (2) have one interpretation, but example (3) could have more than one interpretation, depending on the inference made by H. The interpretation of example (3) is open-ended. In other words, example (3) can be interpreted as just a statement, or as a request, depending on the uptake by H. Explaining the difference between conventional and nonconventional indirectness, Blum-Kulka (1989: 42) says that: For conventional indirectness, conventions of propositional content (means) and linguistic form combine to signal requestive force. Nonconventional indirectness, on the other hand, is in principle open ended, both in terms of propositional content and linguistic form as well as pragmatic force.
 
 She (Ibid.: 45) further notes that: Nonconventional indirectness … is associated mainly with ambiguity at the speaker’s meaning level, displays a multiplicity of meanings and tends to be nonspecific (pragmatic vagueness).
 
 “Nonconventional indirectness” in the above is identical with “off-record strategies” in Brown and Levinson’s terminology. In summary, I would suggest that the features of off-record requests are as follows: 1. S does not make explicit that the utterance is a request, i. e., S does not use direct requests or conventionalised indirect requests. In other words, S does not make an explicit reference to H or a specific description of the action to be performed. 2. Due to feature (1), utterance meaning is not identical with intended meaning. 3. H has to make some kind of inference to arrive at the meaning intended by S. 4. Due to features (1), (2) and (3), more than one interpretation of the utterance is possible. The interpretation is left to H. 5. Due to feature (4), H does not lose face even if s/he interprets an off70
 
 record request as just a statement, not as a request. Likewise, S does not lose face, either, if H’s interpretation or uptake does not match S’s intention. The process for off-record requests to be understood as requests will be as follows: 1. S utters an off-record request. 2. H notices that the intended meaning by S is different from the literal meaning. In Brown and Levinson’s (1987: 211) term, “A trigger serves notice to the addressee that some inference must be made.” 3. H makes some inference, depending on mutual knowledge, context, etc. Thomas (1995: 140) clarifies how H understands S’s off-record request and complies with S’s request, by listing some stages between the initial state and the final, desired state, when S says “Cold in here, isn’t it?” Initial state: S feels cold. Action 1: S says “Cold in here, isn’t it?” Intermediate state 1: H understands that S is aware that it is cold. Intermediate state 2: H understands that S wants the heater on. Action 2: H switches on heater. Final state: S feels warmer.
 
 The processes I suggested above correspond to Thomas’ stages. Action 1 corresponds to the first process, “S utters an off-record request.” The second process, “H notices that the intended meaning by S is different from the literal meaning” was not included in Thomas’ stages, because in intermediate state 1, H understands the literal meaning of what S uttered. In intermediate state 2, H performs the third process, i.e., H makes some inference. For example, H knows that there is a heater H can operate and by switching on the heater, S will feel warmer. To switch on the heater may be the only or the best way to make S feel warmer in that circumstance. Thus, H understands that S wants the heater on. Realising that an off-record request is actually a request may also be related to cultural differences, as Holtgraves and Yang (1990: 727) point out: If off-record strategies are used with someone from another culture who tends not to use off-record strategies (and does not expect others to use them), then the intended meaning of these remarks may be missed.
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 Off-record requests have common features with requestive hints suggested by Weizman (1985; 1989; 1993). Requestive hints have the potential of letting both the speaker and the hearer opt out. This potential has to do with the fact that Hints are both indirect and nonconventional in form. (Weizman, 1989: 73)
 
 These features are the same as the first, the fourth and the fifth features noted above, i.e., (1) S does not make it explicit that the utterance is a request; (4) More than one interpretation of the utterance is possible, the interpretation being left with H, and (5) H does not lose face even if s/he takes an off-record request as just a statement, not as a request. Likewise, S does not lose face, either, if H’s interpretation or uptake does not match S’s intention. Weizman further describes the features of requestive hints which are shared with off-record requests. The interpretation of indirect meanings may require of the hearer an elaborate process, the major components of which are: computing an utterance meaning; detecting, in the context or in the co-text, some reason to believe that it diverges from the speaker’s meaning; computing an alternative utterance meaning; checking whether it may plausibly converge with an alternative speaker’s meaning; and, if so, assigning the alternative speaker’s meaning, involve the exploitation of all kinds of immediate and second-channel contextual clues. (Weizman, 1989: 74)
 
 These features are the same as the second and the third features noted above, i.e., (2) Utterance meaning is not identical with intended meaning; and (3) H has to make some kind of inference to arrive at the meaning intended by S. Although off-record requests and requestive hints share common features, in this study, I will use the term “off-record requests,” not “requestive hints,” when referring to the third type of requests noted in this section.
 
 3.5. Payoffs of Different Types of Requests When making requests, we choose certain types of requests. The reason why some types of requests are used may have to do with the payoffs involved. Therefore, it is necessary to investigate the payoffs of different 72
 
 types of requests. I will now review the payoffs as explained by Brown and Levinson (1987: 71–73). By going on record, S 1. 2. 3. 4.
 
 can get credit for honesty; can get credit for outspokenness; can avoid the danger of being misunderstood; and can have the opportunity to pay back in face whatever he potentially takes away by the FTA (Ibid.: 71).
 
 By going on record with positive politeness, S 1. can minimize the face-threatening aspects of an act by assuring the addressee that S considers himself to be ‘of the same kind’, that he likes him and wants his wants; and 2. can avoid or minimize the debt implications of FTAs (Ibid.: 71–72). By going on record with negative politeness, S 1. can pay respect, deference, to the addressee in return for the FTA; 2. can maintain social distance, and avoid the threat of advancing familiarity towards the addressee; 3. can give a real ‘out’ to the addressee; and 4. can give conventional ‘outs’ to the addressee as opposed to real ‘outs’, that is, pretend to offer an escape route without really doing so, thereby indicating that he has the other person’s face wants in mind (Ibid.: 72). By going off record, S 1. can get credit for being tactful, non-coercive; 2. can run less risk of his act entering the ‘gossip biography’ that others keep of him; 3. can avoid responsibility for the potentially face-damaging interpretation; and 4. can give (non-overtly) the addressee an opportunity to be seen to care for S (Ibid.: 71). The payoff for the fifth strategic choice, ‘Don’t do the FTA’, is: S avoids offending H at all with this particular FTA (Ibid.: 72). 73
 
 In summary, I would suggest the following payoffs for different types of requests used in this study (direct requests, conventionally indirect requests and off-record requests). 1. Payoffs for direct requests Efficiency; Clarity 2. Payoffs for conventionally indirect requests S can pay respect to H in return for the FTA, leaving H unimpeded. 3. Payoffs for off-record requests (a) S can evade the responsibility of damaging H’s face by leaving the option for H to interpret off-record requests. (b) S can give H an opportunity to be seen to care for S. In other words, H is given an opportunity to demonstrate solicitousness (See 3.8.2.). Sifianou (1993) regards Brown and Levinson’s off-record strategies as the ones which minimise impositions by leaving the option for the addressee to interpret them, and she (1993: 71) claims that in Greek society, offrecord strategies are employed in order to provide an addressee with an opportunity to express their generosity and solicitude for the interlocutor by offering, rather than not to minimise the imposition. It should be noted, however, that Brown and Levinson (1987: 71) acknowledge that a speaker can give the addressee an opportunity to be seen to care for S, which, Sifianou (1993) claims, is a motivation for off-record indirectness in Greek society. Whereas Brown and Levinson (1987: 71) give this payoff for offrecord indirectness low priority, Sifianou (1993) gives it high priority for off-record indirectness. In other words, both Brown and Levinson (1987: 71) and Sifianou (1993) agree on the payoffs of off-record strategies, while prioritising them differently.
 
 3.6. Structures, Forms and Categories of Requests As far as the structures of requests are concerned, requests are made up of two parts: the core request and the various peripheral elements (Sifianou, 1992: 99). The core part is called the Head Act; and the peripheral elements are called alerters and supportive moves by Blum-Kulka et al. (1989). The core requests, or Head Acts, fulfill the function of requesting; and the 74
 
 peripheral elements, or alerters and supportive moves mitigate or aggravate the force of requests. Requests can be realised only by the core parts, while the peripheral elements may precede or follow the core requests. In off-record requests, however, only the peripheral elements serve as requests. The following examples illustrate this. 1. The kitchen is in a terrible mess. 2. The kitchen is in a terrible mess, could you please clean it up? (Weizman, 1989: 74–75)
 
 “The kitchen is in a terrible mess.” in the first example is an off-record request, but “The kitchen is in a terrible mess.” in the second example is a supportive move, i.e., a peripheral element to a request “Could you please clean it up?” The peripheral element in the second example serves as an off-record request in the first example. Forms of requests are as follows: 1. Imperatives; 2. Interrogatives; 3. Negatives; 4. Declaratives; and 5. Elliptical constructions (Sifianou, 1992: 125–156).
 
 In Declaratives, there are two groups: (1) need statements; and (2) hints. There are two categorises in requests: 1. Requests for information; and 2. Requests for action (Sifianou, 1992: 121–122).
 
 Requests for action can be subcategorised into requests for goods, requests for help, and so on. Most of the request situations in this study fall into the category of requests for action.
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 3.7. Variables Affecting Requesting Strategies I have reviewed Brown and Levinson’s variables in 2.3.3.2. I will now consider these variables in this section from the two perspectives: (1) the relationship between those variables and requesting strategies; and (2) the components of those variables. In 3.7.1., I will consider the first; and in 3.7.2., I will review the components of the three variables used in the previous studies; and in 3.7.3., I will clarify the components of power, social distance, and imposition used in this study.
 
 3.7.1. Relationship of Variables and Requesting Strategies Brown and Levinson (1987: 76) argue that “all three dimensions P, D, and R contribute the seriousness of an FTA, and thus to a determination of the level of politeness with which, other things being equal, an FTA will be communicated.” That is, the bigger the face threat (computed by the three variables), the higher the number of the strategy is employed. In Holtgraves and Yang’s (1992: 246) words, … increases in the hearer’s power, relationship distance, and degree of act imposition (e.g. asking for a loan is more imposing than asking for the time) will increase the weightiness of an act (i.e., the extent to which the act is face threatening). Increased weightiness is assumed to result in the use of greater politeness.
 
 In Kasper’s (1994: 3209) words, there is … a positive correlation between the weight of contextual factors (social distance, power, and imposition) and politeness investment.
 
 Brown and Levinson’s predictions have been both confirmed and contradicted by various studies, not all of which were concerned with requests. The variable of distance (D) is the one which has received the most contradictory results, as well as criticisms. In a review of some studies, Brown and Levinson (1987: 15–16) themselves acknowledge that: … a number of experiments have shown opposing results to the predictions of our model for the D variable. For example, Holtgraves (1984) found that subjects judged a high degree of encoded politeness as indicating higher reciprocal liking between
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 speaker and addressee, and Baxter (1984) found that subjects prescribed that they would use greater politeness for close (i.e. friend) relationships.
 
 Among the studies which produced results inconsistent with Brown and Levinson’s predictions is that by Brown and Gilman (1989) who, having analysed the text of plays, concluded that social distance did not explain politeness behaviour. According to them, the two components of D, interactive closeness and affect, were not closely associated in the plays they examined. Affect strongly influenced politeness (increased liking increased politeness and decreased liking decreased politeness); interactive closeness had little or no effect on politeness. In a study of apologies in New Zealand English, Holmes’ (1990) results did not support Brown and Levinson’s model in the distance variable, but supported Wolfson’s (1988) bulge theory, i. e., the two extremes of social distance – minimum and maximum – seem to call forth very similar behaviour. However, Holmes’ results do not refute Brown and Levinson’s model, because as she (1990: 186) notes, the elaboration of apologies depends much on the type of offense involved. Therefore, further investigation is needed on how the distance variable affects apologies. The main criticism on distance concerns affect. That is, some researchers claim that affect should be separated from distance. For example, Brown and Gilman (1989) claim that the variable of distance may need to be split into two dimensions, distance (or familiarity) and affect (or liking). Similarly, Slugoski and Turnbull (1988) argue that affect should be treated as a separate factor from distance. However, there is a lack of consensus on the status and relative importance of affect as a pragmatic variable, as Spencer-Oatey (1996) notes. As there must be some doubt as to the value of separating the affect and distance variables, those criticisms do not refute Brown and Levinson’s theory on variables. I will discuss this issue further in 3.7.3.2. Only a few studies have contradicted Brown and Levinson on power and imposition. For instance, McLaughlin, Cody & O’Hair (1983) found that power did not predict the level of politeness in offender accounts, and Cherry (1988), examining a set of letters written by academics at several different ranks to the president of an American university, found that relative power did not predict the relative politeness of requests, while imposition provided no predictive force in accounting for politeness in the study of compliance-gaining (Baxter (1984)). Although Brown and Levinson’s predictions have not been supported 77
 
 by such studies, others have been more supportive. While the distance variable has produced the most contradictory results, Blum-Kulka, Danet & Gherson (1985) found greater politeness in more distant relationships. In other words, they found that there was more directness with an increase in familiarity in the context of requesting in Israeli society, which was in line with Brown and Levinson’s predictions. Holtgraves and Yang (1992: 251) also found that distance contributed significantly to politeness in the context of requesting, i.e., increases in perceived relationship distance resulted in significant increases in the overall politeness of requests, which shows support for Brown and Levinson. Several studies also support Brown and Levinson’s predictions on the power (P) variable. Baxter (1984) found that persons with power used less politeness than less powerful persons in the context of compliancegaining. Blum-Kulka, Danet & Gherson (1985) found that there was an increase in directness with an increase in power in the context of requesting. Brown and Gilman (1989) found the power variable was consistent with Brown and Levinson’s theory in Shakespeare’s tragedies they examined. Holtgraves and Yang (1992) found the power variable to be consistent with Brown and Levinson’s theory in the context of requesting. Cansler and Stiles (1981), Cody, McLaughlin & Schneider (1981), Holtgraves (1986), Holtgraves, Srull & Socall (1989), Lustig and King (1980) also found support for the power variable. It is often the case that the researchers have not defined what they meant by each variable (I will discuss this issue further in 3.7.2.), but if age and status can be considered as components of power, Adegbija’s (1989) study also showed support for Brown and Levinson’s power variable. Adegbija (1989) collected data in naturalistic settings, showing that in Nigerian English, Yoruba and Ogori, the greater the age and the higher the cultural and social status attained by an addressee, the greater the need the speaker feels to employ politeness strategies. The imposition variable has also been supported by a number of studies. It is predicted that greater politeness will be associated with greater imposition. In examining Shakespeare’s tragedies, Brown and Gilman (1989) found rating of imposition to be consistent with Brown and Levinson’s predictions of politeness. Likewise, Holtgraves and Yang (1992) found the imposition variable to be consistent with Brown and Levinson’s predictions in request strategies by Americans and Koreans. McLaughlin, Cody and O’Hair (1983) also found support for the weighting of imposition variable in managing failure events. 78
 
 In this section, I have reviewed the previous studies from the viewpoint of the relationship between Brown and Levinson’s three variables and politeness strategies. Although there were some studies which contradicted their predictions, there were many studies which supported Brown and Levinson. In 3.7.2., I would like to consider variables from the viewpoint of their components.
 
 3.7.2. Components of Variables It is often the case that researchers do not define what they mean by each variable. Spencer-Oatey (1996: 1) also points out that the authors of pragmatics studies often use the same terms with different meanings, or different terms with the same meaning, while the variables are rarely explicitly defined. I think this is one of the causes of confusion in the discussion of variables. As noted in 3.7.1., most of the studies which contradicted Brown and Levinson’s variables were concerned with distance. I think one of the problems in those studies is that what distance meant was not consistent among the studies, as Holtgraves and Yang (1992: 246) note: … this may be because researchers have confounded familiarity and relationship affect (see Brown & Gilman, 1989; Slugoski & Turnbull, 1988).
 
 Therefore, I think it necessary to clarify what the three variables, power, distance, and imposition, mean. I will review the components of power, distance and imposition as used in previous studies in 3.7.2.1., 3.7.2.2., and 3.7.2.3. respectively, and in 3.7.3. will clarify the way these terms are to be used in this study.
 
 3.7.2.1. Power Spencer-Oatey (1996: 8) lists a number of studies that have investigated power, questioning whether the various terms are equivalent, or whether the different researchers conceptualise the ‘vertical’ dimension of interlocutor relations in slightly different ways (Ibid.: 7). In table 2, I have added nine more studies (the last nine) to Spencer-Oatey’s table (1996: 8).
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 Author(s)
 
 Main term
 
 Baxter (1984) Power Beebe & Takahashi (1989a) Status Blum-Kulka et al. (1985) Power Blum-Kulka & House (1989) Social power Brown & Gilman (1972 [1960]) Power Brown & Gilman (1989) Brown & Levinson (1987 [1978]) Cansler & Stiles (1981) Holmes (1990) Holtgraves (1986) Holtgraves et al. (1989) Holtgraves & Yang (1990) Leech (1983) Leichty & Applegate (1991) Lim & Bowers (1991) Olshtain (1989) Trosborg (1987) Vollmer & Olshtain (1989) Wood & Kroger (1991) Bargiela-Chiappini & Harris (1996) Becker et al. (1989) Bergman & Kasper (1993)
 
 Labels for scale extremities
 
 High/low High/low High/equal/low Dominance High/low Superiorsinferiors/Equals Power A higher station H higher than S/ S higher than H/Equals Power Degree to which H can impose own plans Status Social rank High/low Power H with more P/S with more P/Equals Status Equality/ Higher/lower inequality Status High/equal/low Power High/equal/low Authority Authoritative status, Power Power High/equal/low Power High/equal (Social) power S lower than H/ S & H equals/S higher than H Dominance Status equals/ Plus/minus dominance unequals (Social) status (Social) power High/low Status Subordinate/equal/ superordinate Status High-low
 
 Status Status relationship Bilbow (1995) Relationship Power Blum-Kulka & Olshtain (1984) Dominance Fukushima (1990) Social status Hashimoto, et al. (1992) Age Social status Sasagawa (1994a) Age/generation difference Sasagawa (1995) Age/generation difference
 
 Table 2. Labels and Glosses for Power
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 Alternative term/gloss Status
 
 Powerful-weak High-low High-low High-low High-low Elder-younger High-low Elder-younger Elder-younger
 
 As is clear, a range of terms has been used in the literature for this dimension, and the terms are not always equivalent. Authors in the various studies have emphasised one or more of the following aspects in their interpretations of the ‘vertical’ dimension of interlocutor relations (Spencer-Oatey, 1996: 11): 1. Power of control (e.g. Brown & Gilman, 1972; Brown & Levinson, 1987) 2. Social status or rank ( e.g. Cansler & Stiles, 1981) 3. Authority, or the legitimate right to exert influence (e.g. Leichty & Applegate, 1991) 4. A general notion of equality-inequality (e.g. Holtgraves, 1986)
 
 It seems to me that the above aspects are not on the same level, i.e., the second aspect, social status or rank, is the basis of the others, in other words, the source of power. Power of control, authority or the legitimate right to exert influence, and a general notion of equality-inequality, do not exist by themselves, but depend on status or rank. I think this interpretation of power is supported by Spencer-Oatey’s (1992) definition of legitimate power: One person has the right to prescribe or request certain things by virtue of role, age or status. Thomas (1995: 127) states that ‘legitimate power’ remains fairly constant within a relationship. One of the five bases of power proposed by French and Raven (1959: 156), legitimate power is based on the perception by P (person) that O (social agent) has a legitimate right to prescribe behavior for him.
 
 3.7.2.2. Distance Among the three variables, distance is the one for which researchers of pragmatics seem to have given the most varied interpretations. SpencerOatey (1996: 3) lists a number of studies that have investigated the effect of distance on people’s use of language, and identifies the terms the authors used for labeling and describing this variable. In table 3, I have added eight more studies (the last eight) to Spencer-Oatey’s table (1996: 3).
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 Author(s)
 
 Main term
 
 Baxter (1984) Blum-Kulka et al. (1985) Blum-Kulka & House (1989) Boxer (1993)
 
 Distance Social distance Social distance Social distance
 
 Brown & Gilman (1972 [1960]) Distance
 
 Brown & Levinson (1987 [1978])
 
 Distance
 
 Holmes (1990)
 
 Social distance
 
 Holtgraves (1986)
 
 1. Closeness 2. Attraction Distance Familiarity
 
 Holtgraves & Yang (1990) Leichty & Applegate (1991) Lim & Bowers (1991) Olshtain (1989) Slugoski & Turnbull (1988)
 
 Alternative term/ gloss Labels for scale extremities Intimacy Close-distant Degree of familiarity High-low Familiarity High-low Degree of friendship/ intimacy Interactive Closeness, High-low Interactive intimacy, Interactive Distance Distant (e.g. strangers) High/great Close (e.g. known -low/small to each other) How well they know Close-distant each other High-low Liking for one another High-low Close-distant FamiliarUnfamiliar
 
 Relational intimacy Social distance Familiarity 1. Distance Teaching together for 10 years/ Virtually no contact
 
 High-low Distant-intimate High-low
 
 Positive-negative 2. Affect Like/dislike affect Trosborg (1987) Social distance Intimates/non-intimates Plus/minus social distance Vollmer & Olshtain (1989) Social distance Familiarity High-low Wood & Kroger (1991) Solidarity Solidary-nonsolidary Bergman & Kasper (1993) Distance Closeness Close-distant Bilbow (1995) Social distance Relationship closeness Close-distant Blum-Kulka & Olshtain (1984) Social distance Plus-minus Fukushima (1990) Social distance Familiarity Close-distant Hashimoto et al. (1992) Familiarity Close-distant Sasagawa (1994a) Social distance Familiarity Acquaintnon-acquaint Sasagawa (1995) Social distance Close-distant Tanaka & Kawade (1982) Psychological Like-dislike distance
 
 Table 3. Labels and Glosses for Distance
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 As Spencer-Oatey (1996: 4) points out, definitions of distance varies among these authors. The major difference among the definitions in the above studies seems to be whether affect is included in distance or not. As noted also in 3.7.1., Slugoski and Turnbull (1988) do not include affect as a component of distance, but Baxter (1984) and Brown and Levinson (1978) do. Although Slugoski and Turnbull (1988) treat distance and affect as separate factors, they do not define those terms explicitly, as SpencerOatey (1996: 5) notes. Summing up the previous studies, Spencer-Oatey (1996: 5) states that distance/closeness and familiarity (italic in original) could potentially refer to one or more of the following: 1. 2. 3. 4.
 
 frequency of contact; length of acquaintance; amount of self-disclosure; and amount and type of affect.
 
 Spencer-Oatey (1996: 7) concludes that distance has been interpreted as comprising one or more of the following (often overlapping) components: 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6.
 
 Social similarity/difference (e.g. Brown and Gilman, 1972) Frequency of contact (e.g. Slugoski and Turnbull, 1988) Length of acquaintance (e.g. Slugoski and Turnbull,1988) Familiarity, or how well people know each other (e.g. Holmes, 1990) Sense of like-mindedness (e.g. Brown and Gilman, 1972) Positive/negative affect (e.g. Baxter, 1984)
 
 Thomas (1995: 128) explains social distance as a composite of psychologically real factors (status, age, sex, degree of intimacy, etc.) which ‘together determine the overall degree of respectfulness’ within a given speech situation. In other words, if you feel close to someone, because that person is related to you, or you know him or her well or are similar in terms of age, social class, occupation, sex, ethnicity, etc., you feel less need to employ indirectness in, say, making a request than you would if you were making the same request of a complete stranger. (Thomas, 1995: 128)
 
 There are some difficulties in assessing social distance. One of the difficulties is due to the fact that the relationships among speakers are dynamic and open to negotiation, as Wolfson (1988) and Aronsson and SätterlundLarsson (1987) state. Another kind of difficulty lies in social changes. Berscheid et al. (1989: 64) point out that the traditionally assumed relation83
 
 ship types need special scrutiny. It was assumed that marital relationships and parent-child relationships were regarded as exemplars of a close relationship, but with the increase of divorce and some other new social organizations, such as more variations in family patterns, it is risky to judge the relationship between people on the basis of these traditional assumptions.
 
 3.7.2.3. Imposition There were few studies whose definitions of imposition differed from that of Brown and Levinson (1987), and it seems that the meaning of imposition does not vary very much among researchers. The only differences found in the literature are (1) the terminology; and (2) whether rights and obligations are included in imposition. As for the terminology, table 4 shows who uses which terms. Concerning the issue of whether rights and obligations are included in imposition or not, Brown and Levinson (1978; 1987) include them, but Thomas (1995: 130–131) separates them. What Thomas (1995: 130) means by imposition subsumes the value of what is being asked for, citing Goffman’s (1967) ‘free’ and ‘non-free’ goods. That is, the size of imposition becomes big when someone asks something of high value. Author(s)
 
 Main term
 
 Baxter (1984) Brown & Gilman (1989)
 
 Magnitude of the request Ranked extremity (R) of a face threatening act Brown & Levinson (1987 [1978]) Ranking (R) of imposition Leichty & Applegate (1991) Magnitude of imposition Sasagawa (1994a) Ranking of imposition Scollon & Scollon (1995) Weight (W) of imposition Thomas (1995) Size of imposition
 
 Table 4. Labels and Glosses for Imposition
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 Labels for scale extremities not at all-a great deal Low-high Small-great Small-large Low-High +/-
 
 3.7.3. Variables Included in This Study 3.7.3.1. Power If somebody has power over someone else, s/he can control the other to some extent. S/he has authority or the legitimate right to exert influence. The components of power include such factors as social status, social class, institutionalised role, age, sex, wealth, physical strength, regional or ethnic identity. As a consequence of these, someone has power over someone else, so the notion of equality-inequality arises (See the discussion in 3.7.2.1.). The influence of the above components on power varies according to context. The degree of importance of each component may vary from culture to culture or from situation to situation, so that in an egalitarian culture, for example, social class may not be an important component, but in a culture which emphasises vertical relationships, social class, or social status may become important, as is evidently the case in Japan, previous studies having shown that the Japanese place more importance on status than the Americans in disagreement (Beebe and Takahashi, 1989a) and in refusal (Beebe et al., 1990). Figure 5 shows the structure of power. Components
 
 Power
 
 Control/ Authority, the legitimate right to exert influence
 
 social status social class institutionalised role age sex wealth physical strength regional/ethnic identities
 
 Figure 5. Power
 
 “Big-small” has been used as the labels for scale extremities in this study. The term “power difference” is used to indicate differential in power. “Big” means the differential in power between interactants is large; and “small” means the differential in power is low. “Big” does not mean that H necessarily has power over S, but means that the power difference between S and H is big; while “small” does not mean that H has less power over S, but that the power difference between them is small. 85
 
 Wetzel (1993) points out that in the West the term power is closely associated with domination and control, and so often has strong negative connotations, but in China and Japan, where Confucian philosophy has influenced people’s conceptions of social relationships, members of unequal dyads are somewhat analogous to a parent-child relationship. In such contexts, inequality is not regarded as ‘bad.’ Wetzel (Ibid.) suggests ‘vertical relationship’ as an alternative, which is neutral in connotation in a range of cultures. However, Spencer-Oatey (1996: 21) comments on the vagueness of ‘vertical relationship’, saying that “it gives no indication as to the nature of the dimension.” Therefore, in this study, the term power is used.
 
 3.7.3.2. Social Distance What I mean by social distance2 in this study is degree of closeness. A role relationship given as an example in the rubric of the questionnaire used in this study was “friends-not friends.” (The relationship between friends will usually be close compared with that between people who are not friends.) Closeness is determined by one or more of the following factors: 1. Whether people are similar/different 2. How well people know each other 3. Whether people like each other The first may be defined in terms of age, social class, occupation, sex, ethnicity, beliefs, value systems, etc. Not all those components may be relevant in all cultures or in all situations. The second may consist of length of acquaintance, or frequency of contact. The third may be determined by the first two. There are cases in which the third factor is different, even though the conditions of the first two factors are the same. That is, even if both parties are similar in age, occupation, sex, for example, and they know each other well, they may or may not like each other. Whether someone likes another or not may vary situationally, individually or crossculturally. Take an example of colleagues. They are similar in occupation, 2
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 In 3.7.2.2., I have noted that it is difficult to assume social distance, i.e., the relationships among the speakers are dynamic, and the traditionally assumed relationship types need special scrutiny. However, since the written questionnaire is used in this study, I do not think there is a need to worry about the changes of the relationships among the interactants.
 
 and they know each other. Even with the same conditions (the first factor and the second factor being the same), they may like or dislike each other for some reason, not related to either of these factors. Closeness can be determined by all three factors. Closeness may also be determined by the amount of self-disclosure as noted by Spencer-Oatey (1996: 5). According to Gallois (1994: 308), self-disclosures are used as a means of increasing intimacy. “The appropriate amount of self-disclosure perceived by interactants, varies both with the level of acquaintance and relationship between them, and with the sex and social power of the discloser” (Ibid.). That is, the amount of self-disclosures may be determined by all three factors included in this study, and it may also vary individually or cross-culturally. As noted in 3.7.1., there is a debate regarding the separation of affect from distance. Slugoski and Turnbull (1988) argue that affect should be treated as a separate factor from distance. Similarly, Brown and Gilman (1989) claim that the distance variable may need to be split into two dimensions, distance (or familiarity) and affect (or liking). However, I will include affect in social distance in this study for the following reason. Slugoski and Turnbull (1988) do not provide convincing evidence for the independent influence of distance, so it could well be that affect and distance did not function as independent variables, but rather that the affectual component of distance varied in importance (Spencer-Oatey, 1996: 13) (italic in original). The components of social distance are summarised in figure 6. (1) Whether people are similar/different
 
 Social Distance–Closeness (2) How well people know each other
 
 Components age social class occupation sex ethnicity beliefs value systems length of acquaintance frequency of contact amount of self-disclosure
 
 (3) Whether people like each other
 
 affect
 
 Figure 6. Social Distance
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 As noted earlier, “Big-small” was used as the labels for scale extremities in this study. Big social distance means that people are not close, and small distance means that people are close.
 
 3.7.3.3. Imposition Imposition arises when something is asked for. What is asked for may be material or non-material, and a value is attached to what was asked for. In order for H to pursue the request, one or more of the following may be involved: • • • •
 
 time; effort; financial burden; and psychological burden.
 
 Imposition will be determined by how much of each of the above factors is included. For example, if S asks for something expensive, the financial burden on H may be big. In such a case, the degree of imposition of the requested act will be high. A burden may not be always financial, but may be psychological, as when the requested act requires much responsibility, or when the requestee does not want to perform the requested act for some reason. If what was asked for was non-material, and if it requires a lot of time or effort by H, the degree of imposition will be high, too. The value attached to what is asked for may vary culturally, individually and situationally. My standpoint toward imposition is to include rights and obligations, since imposition will also be influenced by whether the requester has a right to make a certain request and whether the requestee has an obligation to pursue the request. The degree of imposition of the requested act will be high if the requester does not have a right to ask a certain request, and the requestee does not have an obligation to pursue it. Whether a requester has a right or not is related to the power variable. This shows that the variables are not independent, but they are related to each other, as noted by Turner (1996: 5). Whether someone has rights or obligations may again vary culturally and individually. For example, in a certain culture, a teacher has a right to ask his/her student to do something which is not related to classroom activities, but in another culture, this may not be the case. 88
 
 The degree of imposition of the requested act may also be influenced by situational reasonableness. The degree of imposition will be lower if the request is situationally reasonable than if the request is not situationally reasonable. Brown and Levinson’s (1987: 79) examples, to ask for a dime just outside a telephone booth and to ask for a dime for no apparent reason in the middle of the street, indicate the relationship between the situational reasonableness and the degree of imposition. Situational reasonableness may be connected to standard/non-standard situations which were proposed by Hoppe-Graff et al. (1985: 90). Standard situations are oftenrecurring routine situations and non-standard situations are uncommon or rarely occurring ones. In standard situations there may be more situational reasonableness than in non-standard situations. My interpretation of imposition is summarised in figure 7. What is asked for Material Non-material
 
 Value What is required for H to pursue the request
 
 
L H–>L Equals Equals Equals L–>H L–>H L–>H
 
 Age + + + + +
 
 Distance + + + + +
 
 Imp. H L H H L H H L
 
 Situation 7, (9), (18) 8 14 4 (15), (5), 6 11 1 12
 
 Status H: Higher status; Status L: Lower status; Age +: Big age difference; Age -: Small age difference; Distance +: Not close; Distance -: Close; Imp H: High degree of imposition; Imp L: Low degree of imposition Table 8. Category of Twelve Situations in SA 96
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 Several situations were assigned to category 1 and category 5. In category 1, in which the degree of imposition was high, situation 7 was chosen, because its mean score of the degree of imposition was the highest among the three situations. In category 5, in which the degree of imposition was low, situation 6 was chosen, because its mean score of the degree of imposition was the lowest among the three situations. With the exception of those in parentheses, the situations shown in table 8 were used in this study (See Appendix 2.3.), while their order was randomised, as shown in table 9. Situations in SA 96 1 4 6 7 8 11 12 14
 
 Situations in this study 7 8 5 1 4 3 6 2
 
 Numbers indicate the situations. Table 9. Situations in SA 96 and Situations in This Study
 
 Table 10 summarises the previous stages of this study. Stage Procedure 1 (See 5.5.1.1.1.) Project 92 was conducted. 2 (See 5.5.1.1.2.) 3 (See 5.5.1.1.3. & Appendix 2.1.) 4 (See 5.5.1.1.4.)
 
 5 (See 5.5.1.1.5. & Appendix 2.2.)
 
 Aim To investigate the possibility of the use of naturally occurring data Project 93 was conducted. To investigate the possibility of the use of role plays The pilot study was conducted. To check the efficacy of the instruments and of the procedures Some changes were made to To improve the questionnaire the questionnaires as the result of the pilot study. Situational Assessment (SA 96) To identify comparable situations was conducted. between British and Japanese cultures
 
 Table 10. A Summary of Previous Stages of This Study
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 As the results of the first and second stages, the use of naturally occurring data and role plays was excluded, and a shift was made from eliciting spoken data to strategy data so as to overcome the limitations of the written questionnaires. This advanced the methodology, and eliciting strategy data by the use of MCQs was attempted in the pilot study, whose major achievement was to reveal the limitations of the questionnaire using choices with actual exponents representing the strategies. Because of this, in the main study I have decided to take a sociopragmatic approach, as noted in 1.2. That is, the choices were given as strategies. Since the strategy choices may not be familiar to the subjects, examples were given for each strategy choice. By making some other changes as a result of the pilot study, i.e., clarifying the intention of S and putting the choices in order, I was able to improve the research instruments for use in the main study. In the fifth stage, as a result of SA 96, I identified comparable situations between British and Japanese cultures, from which I selected the situations used in the main study. I believe that ensuring comparability of situations is one of the strengths of this study.
 
 5.5.1.2. The Method for the Present Study In many empirical studies which elicited data on some speech acts, it has not been made clear that people select a strategy and then they choose a form to realise that strategy, although people may do this unconsciously. Cohen and Olshtain (1994: 146) note that “The process of selecting the socioculturally appropriate strategy and the appropriate sociolingusitic forms or that strategy is complex, …” but they have not investigated the methodology for strategy choices. The methods for data collection I have reviewed in 5.4. were concerned with linguistic realisations, taking a pragmalinguistic approach. Since to my knowledge, there have not been any studies which developed a valid methodology to collect the strategy data, I adopted a methodology for a pragmalinguistic approach, having modified it, in order to have an appropriate method to elicit strategy data in this study. In taking a pragmalinguistic approach, it is difficult to compare linguistic realisations across languages, especially when comparing English and Japanese, whose linguistic systems are totally different. Turner (1996: 9) also points out the danger of comparing elicited syntactic data, stating that: 150
 
 The many elicitation and judgement experiments that are conducted may be of interest if it is assumed that contextual factors are always equal, but in the natural use of natural language other factors are rarely equal, …
 
 There is no guarantee that similar linguistic realisations in different languages have the same pragmatic meaning. These limitations can be reduced by adopting a sociopragmatic approach.
 
 5.5.2. Instruments The instruments used in this study were written questionnaires, which consisted of three parts: (1) situational assessment, (2) requesting strategies and (3) responding strategies to off-record requests. The questionnaires, including rubrics, were in the mother tongue of the subjects, i. e., English for British subjects and Japanese for Japanese subjects (See Appendix 2.3.).2 As noted in 5.5.1.2., to elicit the data on requesting strategies and responding strategies to off-record requests, MCQs with strategy choices were used (See Part B and Part C in Appendix 2.3.). Bayraktaroglu (1991) notes that politeness has generally been approached as if it were something static, capturable in the grammatical characteristics of a single utterance and that this approach is inadequate to account for politeness operating over sequences in conversation, claiming the need to analyse politeness in stretches of talk. Since written questionnaires were used in this study and linguistic realisations were not investigated as noted in 5.5.1.2., it was impossible to investigate sequences in conversation, although Bayraktaroglu’s point has important implications for future politeness research.
 
 5.5.2.1. Names used in the Instruments Hinkel (1997: 10) points out the importance of avoiding personal names and other gender markers. Sbisà (1992: 272) criticises the gender problem
 
 2
 
 The questionnaires in Japanese were prepared, as was noted in 5.5.6., and distributed to Japanese subjects. However, only the questionnaires in English are listed in Appendix 2.
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 of Blum-Kulka, House and Kasper (1989) whose questionnaire was not designed to investigate the gender variable, so the sex of speakers and hearers was randomly varied across situations. Wolfson et al. (1989: 193) note that there is a gender bias in the roles of the participants in the situations used to elicit apologies in the CCSARP. Throughout the questionnaire in the present study, the letters, such as X, Y, Z, were used to name the people in the situations, in order to avoid the influence of gender. The use of alphabetical letters was not only to avoid the influence of gender, but in order to avoid the influence which personal names, such as Jane or John in English, and Keiko or Taro in Japanese, may have on social distance or power difference. I think that specific names already give the subjects some clues or impressions concerning the interactants’ social distance or power difference. There are also some cross-cultural differences in the use of names. For instance, in Japanese culture, the use of first or given names indicates that the interactants are close, and usually equals, or else they are not equals because a higher status person may use a lower status person’s first name, but not vice versa. In British culture, it seems that first names are used more frequently and widely than in Japanese culture. First names are used even among non-intimates, and status-unequal people in British culture. Although using alphabetical letters to name people in each situation may lack naturalness, I think it can help avoid the kinds of problems noted above.
 
 5.5.2.2. Request Situations Eight request situations, which were identified as comparable between British and Japanese cultures in Situational Assessment (SA 96), were used (See 5.5.1.1.5.).
 
 5.5.2.3. Situational Assessment In each request situation, a five-point-scale was provided for each assessment item: power difference between S and H; social distance between S and H; and the degree of imposition of the requested act (See Part A in Appendix 2.3.). People’s evaluation of power difference, social distance between S and 152
 
 H and the degree of imposition might vary spontaneously, and Brown and Levinson (1987: 231–232) point out that: … a shift from one strategy to another may reflect the speaker’s momentary ‘mood’, not only as a function of the interaction and therefore as a part of the interactional balance, but completely extrinsically to the interaction as well. … Such mood changes reflect a changed evaluation of D, P, and R, and in order for interactants to interpret utterances correctly they must have some assessment of each other’s current mood.
 
 Subjects in this study may also evaluate such variables as P, D and R spontaneously, being given a five-point scale. However, this may not be a problem, because also in every day interactions, we may assess P, D and R differently according to such factors as “mood,” and as a consequence of the assessment of those variables, we may choose a certain politeness strategy, either consciously or unconsciously.
 
 5.5.2.4. Requesting Strategies Three choices of requesting strategies were provided for each situation, as follows (See Part B in Appendix 2.3.). • direct requests; • conventionally indirect requests; and • off-record requests. These three strategies were based on Brown and Levinson’s (1978; 1987) model (See 2.3.3.1.), which lists five possible strategies for doing FTAs. 1. 2. 3. 4. 5.
 
 Do the act on-record baldly, without redress; Do the act on-record with positive politeness redress; Do the act on record with negative politeness redress; Do the act off-record; and Don’t do the act.
 
 As the intention of the requester was clearly indicated in the questionnaire, not doing the act (their strategy 5) was excluded. Choice (1) in the questionnaire corresponds to the first, choice (2) to the third, and choice (3) to the fourth of Brown and Levinson’s strategies. Their second strategy, positive politeness, was not included in the questionnaire, because the three choices used in the questionnaire were on a direct-indirect scale, 153
 
 choice (1) being the most direct, and choice (3) being the most indirect. Positive politeness strategies do not seem to fit this direct-indirect scale. Kasper’s (1994: 3208) following statement confirms the above three choices. Late twentieth-century evidence suggests that the established speech act sets are cross-linguistically robust. Thus for requests, modificatory dimensions include three major levels of directness (direct, conventionally indirect, indirect), measured in terms of distance between locution and illocution; internal modification of the requestive act, by mitigating or aggravating impositive force; and external modification, expressed by ‘adjuncts’ supporting the request proper.
 
 Olshtain and Blum-Kulka (1985: 305) also note that the three choices above are the basic categories of request realisation. The realization patterns for requests seem to consist of at least three basic categories, … these three categories form a scale of directness which seems to be shared by all languages. The first category consists of the direct, linguistically marked ways for making requests (such as imperatives and performatives). The second category, which is the most difficult one to compare across languages, consists of those indirect strategies which are conventionally used for requesting in a given language, such as “could you” or “would you” in English. The third category consists of the openended set of indirect hints, such as “It’s cold in here” used as a request to close the window.
 
 Similarly, Blum-Kulka, House and Kasper (1989: 18) also used three types: direct strategies, conventionally indirect strategies and nonconventionally indirect strategies. Thus, it seemed appropriate to have three choices in the questionnaire: 1. direct requests; 2. conventionally indirect requests; and 3. off-record requests. There is a large number of possible combinations of requesting strategies and supportive moves. Blum-Kulka, House and Kasper (1989: 287–288) cite nine supportive moves, (1) to (6) being mitigating supportive moves, and (7) to (9) being aggravating supportive moves: (1) (2) (3) (4) (5)
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 Preparator Getting a precommitment Grounder Disarmer Promise of reward
 
 (6) (7) (8) (9)
 
 Imposition minimizer Insult Threat Moralizing
 
 Many combinations of the above supportive moves and requesting strategies are possible. The positions of supportive moves (before or after the request) will also increase the number of possible combinations. It is beyond the scope of the present study to include all possible combinations in the research instrument. For this reason, a choice had to be made from the range of possibilities, and grounders, such as reasons, were chosen as a supportive move because earlier research (Fukushima, 1993a and b, 1994) revealed that stating a reason was the most frequently used grounder by British and Japanese subjects. Likewise, in her data, Kasper (1989: 52) found that “the grounder is by far the most frequently used supportive move.” Supportive moves, using realisations based on the results of Fukushima (1997a), were provided in both direct requests and conventionally indirect requests, the same supportive moves being used throughout so as to reduce the influence which these moves would have on the choice of requesting strategies (See Part B in Appendix 2.3.).
 
 5.5.2.5. Responding Strategies to Off-record Requests Three choices were given as the responding strategies to off-record requests: • preempting S’s request (demonstrating solicitousness); • taking an alternative means other than doing something him/herself for S (making a suggestion or giving advice); and • refusing a request (giving an excuse politely; just responding to what S said; saying nothing; or changing the subject). These strategies were based on the categories of responses to off-record requests listed in 3.8.1. Example expressions were given for each strategy, which were based on the results of Fukushima (1997b), to increase instrument validity (See Part C in Appendix 2.3.).
 
 5.5.3. Subjects One hundred and twenty-one British and one hundred and thirty-three Japanese undergraduates served as subjects, the former being recruited from students at the University of Reading, England, the latter from students at Tsuru University, Yamanashi, Japan. As it was intended to have com155
 
 parability between the subjects in British and Japanese cultures as much as possible, the subjects were confined to undergraduates. They were considered to be comparable in terms of level of education, occupation and age. The mean age of British subjects was 22.2 years and that of Japanese subjects was 19.9 years. Another factor taken into account when comparability of subjects was considered was the subjects’ place of residence. The subjects representing each culture were chosen from those who lived in each cultural setting, i.e., British subjects lived in England, and Japanese subjects lived in Japan. The place of residence may influence linguistic choice, that is, Japanese living abroad may have different attitudes towards linguistic choice from those living in Japan. Therefore, the subjects used in this study were chosen from those who lived in their own culture. It was very difficult to obtain comparable subjects in British and Japanese cultures. In a strict sense, it may be impossible to obtain comparable subjects between different cultures. For instance, university students in one culture may have different social meanings or status from those in another culture. In order to obtain comparable subjects, there are many other factors to be considered such as the subjects’ family background (e.g., parents’ occupation, level of education, social class), the place of origin, ethnicity, religions, political beliefs, and genders, for example. In investigating comparability of subjects between different cultures, there are also other important issues. As Thomas (1983: 91) points out, there exists no single system of pragmatic values in one society, and the term ‘cross-cultural’ does not necessarily mean native-non-native interactions, but any communication between two people who, in any particular domain, do not share a common linguistic or cultural background. This view is in line with Tannen (1985: 203), who points out that: … the notion of “cross-cultural” encompasses more than just speakers of different languages or from different countries; it includes speakers from the same country of different class, region, age, and even gender.
 
 This means that one Japanese subject does not necessarily share similar values, linguistic or cultural background with another Japanese subject, for instance. I am aware of the importance of these issues, but it was beyond the scope of this study to investigate all the details of each subject in each culture. Although there were so many factors I had to take into consideration in order to have the comparability in the subjects, I also had to consider 156
 
 feasibility. Considering feasibility, the subjects, who were confined to undergraduates who lived in their own culture, were the best possible subjects I could obtain. I could not control the other factors which might influence the nature of subjects noted above. I did not intend to investigate the gender difference, so gender was not controlled either. (Forty-eight male subjects and seventy-three female subjects served as British subjects; and thirty-two male subjects and one hundred and one female subjects served as Japanese subjects.)
 
 5.5.4. Procedures 5.5.4.1. Situational Assessment The subjects were asked 1. to read the written situational descriptions; and 2. to rate the following on the five-point scale: • power difference between S and H; • social distance between S and H; and • the degree of imposition of the requested act. A five-point scale was used, because the three-point scale used in Fukushima (1994) did not provide the subjects with a sufficiently wide range so that some of the subjects in Fukushima (1994) made a point between 1 and 2, and a point between 2 and 3 in order to have more discriminations. In fact, Hatch and Lazaraton (1991: 57) note that most researchers prefer to use 5-, 7-, or 9-point scale, though if subjects are offered too many points, they may be confused. Consequently, a five-point scale was used because it provides more discriminations than a three-point scale, while avoiding the confusion created by having too many. In some studies (e.g. Blum-Kulka et al., 1985; Holmes, 1990; Trosborg, 1987; and Wood and Kroger, 1991), the researchers simply used their own assessment of variables. Questioning the validity of the findings of such studies, Spencer-Oatey (1993: 31) points out the danger of relying on researchers’ assessment, because assessment of variables by researchers and by subjects may differ. This may happen especially when the cultural 157
 
 background of the researchers and that of subjects differ. Blum-Kulka and House (1989: 137) also state that members of different cultures might differ in their perceptions of social situations as well as in the relative importance attributed to any of the social parameters mentioned. Therefore, it is important to give subjects the opportunity to assess variables, instead of using my own judgment on variables. It is also important to investigate whether British and Japanese subjects perceive the three variables in the described situations in the questionnaire similarly or differently. These are the reasons why situational assessment (Part A in Appendix 2.3.) was carried out. As I did not intend to investigate which components of each variable the subjects had in mind when they assessed each variable in each situation, I dealt with only the results of their perception of these variables. By obtaining more than one hundred subjects in each culture (British subjects: 121; Japanese subjects: 133) and conducting statistical analyses, I should be able to obtain consistent results within each group of the subjects.
 
 5.5.4.2. Requesting Strategies The subjects were asked: 1. to read the written situational descriptions; and 2. to choose one request strategy out of the following three request strategies: • direct requests; • conventionally indirect requests; and • off-record requests.
 
 5.5.4.3. Responding Strategies to Off-record Requests The subjects were asked: 1. to read the written situational descriptions; 2. to read the off-record requests; and 3. to choose one responding strategy to the off-record requests out of the following three responding strategies: • preempting S’s request (demonstrating solicitousness); 158
 
 • taking an alternative means other than doing something him/herself (suggesting an alternative means other than doing something him/ herself); and • refusing a request.
 
 5.5.5. Data Collection British data were collected in Reading, Berkshire, U.K., and Japanese data were collected in Tsuru, Yamanashi, Japan.
 
 5.5.6. Translation of the Instruments Because subjects were to be given comparable questionnaires in their respective mother tongues, it was necessary to translate the research instrument. In translation theory, the notion of equivalence is crucial. According to Ruuskanen (1996), the on-going debate on the definition of equivalence in translation studies has focused on the attempt to establish a semantic relationship between languages that was as close to one-to-one as possible for each semantic unit, but the recent variable approach to translation has admitted the consideration of pragmatic factors into this debate. In translating the questionnaire, equivalence of pragmatic factors was considered. Unfortunately, such translation proves not to be a simple procedure, for reasons which will be discussed below.
 
 5.5.6.1. Translation Procedures Translation of the English version of the questionnaire into its Japanese counterpart involved the following stages. 1. The English version was translated into Japanese. When translating the questionnaire, I tried to avoid translating literally, keeping instead the function of the messages in view. 2. The translation was checked by Tsuru University students, including one graduate. They have lived abroad, and their English proficiency 159
 
 was quite high. (Their TOEFL mean score was around 570.) They are also competent in Japanese. (There are returnees whose Japanese is not very good.) First, they checked my translation at home, and then we had a discussion about student life at Tsuru University so as to ensure that there was as close a match as possible between the situations in the questionnaire and their way of life. 3. My translation was checked by two Japanese university lecturers, one of whom has a Ph. D. in writing from an American university, the other of whom has a Ph. D. in pragmatics from a British university. They checked the lexical, semantic and pragmatic aspects of the translation, and we identified a major problem concerning the equivalence of levels of directness and indirectness in Japanese and English. 4. I revised my original translation, taking the comments made in the second and third stages into consideration. In revising my original translation, I used the solutions discussed in the next section.
 
 5.5.6.2. Problems and Solutions In translating the questionnaire into Japanese, several problems arose and solutions for those problems were found. 1. Language choice in Japanese Strictly speaking, there is no equivalent expression from Japanese to English or vice versa. In Japanese there are no neutral expressions, because as Matsumoto (1988: 418) argues, in Japanese, one is forced to make morphological or lexical choices that depend on the interpersonal relationship between the conversational participants. For example, Matsumoto (1988: 416) states that in Japanese there are four ways of expressing “to eat” which are used depending on (1) who is the subject of the sentence, a professor, or the speaker him/herself; and (2) the way of speaking: refined or not. Language choice in Japanese also depends on the gender of the addresser. In the questionnaire, alphabetical letters were substituted for people’s names so as to avoid specifying gender and influencing language choice in Japanese. When translating the English version of the questionnaire into Japanese, neutral language, neither too masculine nor too feminine, was used as much as possible. 160
 
 2. Equivalence of the level of direct/indirectness between English and Japanese A particularly tricky issue arises with regard to equivalence of expressions and levels of direct/indirectness when translating between Japanese and English, as revealed in a study by Takahashi (1987), who developed a taxonomy of thirteen ranks in levels of direct/indirectness, summarised in table 11, in which ranks 6–13 are omitted. Rank 1
 
 Level 0.0
 
 2
 
 1.1
 
 English Open the window. You will open the window. I want you to open the window.
 
 3
 
 1.2
 
 You can open the window.
 
 4
 
 1.3
 
 5
 
 1.4
 
 Will/Won’t you open the window? Could/Couldn’t you open the window?
 
 Japanese Mado o akenasai, akero, ake-te kudasai. Mado o ake-te moraitai, ake-te itadaki tai. (Anata nara) mado o akerare masu (yo). Mado o ake-te kure masu ka. Mado o ake-te kudasai masu ka. Mado o ake-rare masu ka.
 
 Table 11. Taxonomy developed in Takahashi (1987)
 
 The English example expressions used for direct requests in my questionnaire take the form of “Please + an imperative form.” An imperative form such as “Open the window” was classified into Rank 1 in Takahashi’s taxonomy. The Japanese example expressions used for direct requests in my questionnaire, “…te kudasai,” can be assigned to Rank 1 in Takahashi’s taxonomy. Therefore, it can be considered that my Japanese example expressions are equivalent to the English ones in terms of directness level. The English example expressions used for conventionally indirect requests in my questionnaire take the form of “Could you…?” They are categorised in Rank 5 in Takahashi’s taxonomy. The Japanese example expressions used for conventionally indirect requests in my questionnaire take the form of “…te kudasai masu ka”, which is assigned to Rank 4 in Takahashi’s taxonomy. Japanese Rank 5 in Takahashi’s taxonomy is “…rare masuka.” Takahashi states that Rank 5 are ‘Sentences asking H’s ability to do A.’ Sentences, such as “ Could you..?”, ask H’s ability in the first place, but they are used as requests. Japanese, “…rare masuka” does not seem to be as convention161
 
 alised as English, “Could you…?” That is, Japanese sentences using “…rare masuka” are used when asking H’s ability, rather than asking a request, whereas English sentences using “Could you …?” are used when asking a request rather than asking H’s ability. Therefore, I do not agree with Takahashi’s Japanese forms in Rank 5. I consider Japanese expressions in Rank 4 in Takahashi’s taxonomy, “…te kure masu ka” and “…te kudasai masu ka” to be more equivalent to English expression in Rank 5, “Could you…?”, because “…te kure masu ka” and “ …te kudasai masu ka” are used when making requests. Both “Mado o ake-te kure masu ka.” and “Mado o ake-te kudasai masu ka.” are assigned to Rank 4 in Takahashi’s taxonomy. However, I think there is a difference in direct/indirectness level, “Mado o ake-te kudasai masu ka.” being more indirect than “Mado o ake-te kure masu ka.” I decided to use the form “…te kudasai masu ka” in the example expressions of Japanese indirect requests, since I used “Could you…?” rather than “Can you…?” in the example expressions of English indirect requests. 3. A cultural adaptation/modification Hervey and Higgins (1992: 28) argue that translating involves not just two languages, but a transfer from one culture to another and some translation techniques necessitated by the transfer from one cultural mode of expression to another involve compromise and compensation. Although they will vary throughout Japan, the situations used in the Japanese questionnaire were adapted to match the situation in Tsuru, Yamanashi, where all of the Japanese subjects live. In the English questionnaire, “a self-catering university students’ hall” was used, but there is no such thing in Tsuru. Geshuku, privately owned flats with a shared kitchen where some students live in Tsuru, was used as a form of accommodation comparable with a self-catering hall of residence in Reading. Another cultural adaptation/modification was made concerning the use of cheques. In Japan, the use of cheques by students is rare, so credit cards were substituted for cheques, this being another example of cultural transplantation (Hervey and Higgins, 1992: 29). A brief summary of the problems and solutions concerning translation is presented in table 12.
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 Problems 1. Language choice in Japanese
 
 Solutions 1. Neutral language was used as much as possible. 2. Equivalence of the level of direct/ 2. Takahashi’s (1987) taxonomy was indirectness between English used to decide the direct/ and Japanese. indirectness level. 3. A self-catering university students’ hall 3. Geshuku (privately owned flats) (Situation 5) does not exist in Tsuru, with a shared kitchen was used. Yamanashi, Japan. 4. The use of cheques (Situation 8) is not 4. Credit cards were used instead of popular among Japanese students. cheques. Table 12. Problems and Solutions of Translation
 
 5.6. Data Analyses Statistical analyses of the data were carried out, and the reasons why particular procedures were chosen will be discussed below. First, the statistical analysis comparing British subjects’ assessment and Japanese subjects’ assessment on the three variables will be reviewed, followed by a comparison between the requesting and responding choices made by British subjects and those by Japanese subjects. Next, the correlation between situational assessment and the requesting strategies and the correlation between situational assessment and the responding strategies to offrecord requests will be discussed.
 
 5.6.1. Situational Assessment Statistical analyses were conducted to test out the hypotheses in 5.3.1. The issue here is whether the data in situational assessment are interval scale or ordinal scale. Strictly speaking, the interval between 1 and 2 on the scale, for example, may not be exactly equal with the interval between 2 and 3. Consequently, the data may not be interval scale data. However, in the previous studies (e.g. Bergman & Kasper, 1993; Blum-Kulka & 163
 
 House, 1989; House, 1989; Olshtain, 1989; and Vollmer & Olshtain, 1989) this kind of data were treated as interval scale data. In those studies, the subjects were asked to assess the contextual factors, such as social distance, power, etc. on scales, and the mean scores of those factors were presented. Means and standard deviations are used to describe the distribution of interval data (Hatch and Lazaraton, 1991: 169). Therefore, it can be said that in the above studies, the data were considered as interval data, since medians were used. In Blum-Kulka and House (1989), t-tests were used. It seems to be a common practice to regard such assessment data as interval scale data. Therefore, the assessments by British subjects and those by Japanese subjects on power difference between S and H, social distance between S and H, and the degree of imposition of the requested act were analysed by conducting t-tests which compare two groups for interval data.
 
 5.6.2. Requesting Strategies and Responding Strategies to Off-record Requests Statistical analyses were conducted to test out the hypotheses in 5.3.2.1. and 5.3.3.1. In the analyses of requesting strategies and responding strategies to off-record requests, nonparametric methods had to be used, because the choices of requesting strategies and responding strategies to off-record requests are ordinal scale variables. Those data are not scores nor interval scale data, which cannot therefore be analysed by t-tests (See Hatch and Lazaraton, 1991: 547). Therefore, Mann-Whitney U tests, which are nonparametric tests, being suitable for ordinal scale data and comparing two groups, were used.
 
 5.6.3. Correlation between Situational Assessment and Requesting Strategies and Correlation between Situational Assessment and Responding Strategies to Off-record Requests Statistical analyses were conducted to test out the hypotheses in 5.3.2.2. and 5.3.3.2. In this section, the methodology used to investigate whether there are correlations between situational assessment on the three variables 164
 
 and the choice of requesting strategies, and correlations between situational assessment on the three variables and the choice of responding strategies to off-record strategies will be discussed. While the Pearson correlation is the most common correlation in applied linguistic research, there are occasions when the Pearson formula cannot be used to measure the strength of the relationship between two variables (Hatch and Lazaraton, 1991: 448). Since the Pearson correlation is used only with interval scale data, it is not appropriate to use it in this study, because the choices of requesting strategies and those of responding strategies are ordinal scale variables, while the three variables in situational assessment (Part A in Appendix 2.3.) can be considered as interval scale variables. The Spearman correlation is appropriate for both rank-order data and interval data with the strength of ranks (Hatch and Lazaraton, 1991: 451). Consequently, Spearman’s Rank-order was used in order to investigate whether there were correlations between the results of situational assessment of the three variables and the choices of requesting strategies, and whether there were correlations between the results of situational assessment of the three variables and the choices of responding strategies to off-record requests. A brief summary of data analyses is presented in table 13.
 
 5.7. Conclusion In this chapter, I have attempted to bridge the review of the literature in chapters 2, 3 and 4 and the present study, and to found a basis for the present research. I have tried to clarify the problems to be investigated in this study and postulated hypotheses. I have reviewed the methods for data collection and decided to use MCQs with the choices of strategies, taking a sociopragmatic approach, because it best suits the purpose of this study and solves some problems arising from the translation from English into Japanese. I have also explained the concrete aspects of this research, such as subjects, procedures, instruments, translation of the instruments, and the methods of statistical analyses to take. With the data I obtained, I conducted statistical analyses explained here. The results will be presented in the next chapter. 165
 
 Source of data
 
 Data obtained
 
 Type of data
 
 Reasons for using these statistical methods Part A in Assessment Considered to Whether T-tests To test the Appendix of power be interval there are any difference 2.3. difference; scale data differences T-tests are a between two social between the procedure to groups for distance & assessment by test the interval data: degree of British and difference British and imposition by Japanese between two Japanese British and subjects groups for situational Japanese interval data. assessment subjects (Hatch & Lazaraton, 1991: 249) Part B & Part Requesting Ordinal scale Whether MannTo compare C in choices & data there are any Whitney U two groups Appendix Responding differences in tests for ordinal 2.3. choices to the choice of scale data: off-record requesting MannBritish and requests by and respond- Whitney U Japanese British and ing strategies test compares requesting Japanese to off-record two groups choices & subjects requests by for ordinal responding British and scale data. choices to Japanese (Hatch & off-record subjects Lazaraton, requests 1991: 274) Part A, Part B Assessment Interval scale Whether Spearman’s To investigate & Part C in of power data & there are Rank-Order whether there Appendix difference; Ordinal scale correlations are correla2.3. social data between the The Speartions between distance & assessment of man correla- (1) assessdegree of power differ- tion is ment of the imposition by ence; social appropriate three British and distance for both variables and Japanese & degree of rank-order the requestsubjects imposition, data and ing strategies; Requesting and the interval data and (2) the choices & choices of with the assessment of responding requesting strength of the three choices by strategies and ranks. (Hatch variables and British and responding & Lazaraton, the respondJapanese strategies 1991: 451) ing strategies subjects
 
 Table 13. A Summary of Data Analyses
 
 166
 
 What I want to find out
 
 Statistical methods
 
 CHAPTER 6
 
 Results
 
 6.1. Introduction In this chapter, I will present the results of the statistical analyses of the data in the following order: 1. the results of situational assessment of the three variables, i.e., power difference between S and H, social distance between S and H, and the degree of imposition of the requested act by British subjects and those by Japanese subjects; 2. the results of requesting strategies by British subjects and those by Japanese subjects; 3. the results of the correlation between situational assessment of the three variables and the choices of the requesting strategies; 4. the results of responding strategies to off-record requests by British subjects and those by Japanese subjects; and 5. the results of the correlation between situational assessment of the three variables and the choices of the responding strategies to off-record requests.
 
 6.2. Results of Situational Assessment In order to test out the hypotheses of situational assessment in 5.3.1., I have calculated the mean scores of the situational assessment of the three variables by British subjects and those by Japanese subjects, and conducted t-tests. The results are presented in table 14.
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 Sit. 1 Sit. 2 Sit. 3 Sit. 4 Sit. 5 Sit. 6 Sit. 7 Sit. 8
 
 Power Difference B:3.355 (.912) J:3.759 (.947)** B:1.405 (.748) J:1.549 (.783) B:3.669 (.870) J:4.308 (.761)*** B:3.545 (1.025) J:3.752 (.980) B:1.322 (.686) J:1.308 (.618) B:2.554 (1.147) J:2.865 (.868)* B:3.107 (.982) J:3.917 (.779)** B:1.545 (.894) J:1.429 (.800)
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