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Politeness and Culture

Sara Mills (Sheffield Hallam University)

Dániel Z. Kádár (Hungarian Academy of Sciences)

The aim of this essay is to analyse the complex relations between politeness, impoliteness and culture. There are a number of aspects to this investigation: firstly, we question whether it is advisable to use the same form of analysis for the speech patterns which we assume are generalisable across a language group or culture, as we use for the analysis of the speech of individuals. Secondly, we draw attention to the fact that politeness norms are not stable across cultural groups and that often there is conflict over what those norms are. Subgroups have different attitudes and usages of politeness and impoliteness; it is very easy to make stereotypical assessments of the politeness norms of a culture, if we do not take into consideration the variation within those norms within a language group. In order to demonstrate this, we draw on some examples from the UK and China. Thirdly, we analyse the way that statements made about politeness and impoliteness at the level of the society as a whole generally tend to be conservative. Fourthly, we explore whether these conservative notions that describe the change of stereotypical politeness conventions in negative terms are in fact valid, from a historical perspective. Fifthly, we examine the way that different cultural groups classify different speech styles as polite or impolite. And finally, we examine the notion that it might be more useful to analyse politeness and impoliteness as resources if we are to try to formulate a type of analysis at the level of culture.

It should be emphasised that whilst we are focusing on examples from East Asian languages, the issues we are discussing are not limited merely to East Asia, that is, this study has implications for research in politeness in other areas, as well. Nevertheless, the present chapter makes use of East Asian – predominantly Chinese – examples and in many cases compares them with English data, hence providing cross-cultural data relevant to East Asian politeness research. Furthermore, it is linked to other chapters of this book, by offering a somewhat cautious approach to the relationship between culture and politeness and impoliteness. 

1. Introduction

In most theoretical discussions, politeness is analysed at the level of the individual.  However, some analysts also study the politeness styles of cultures or language groups (English, Japanese) or sub-cultural groups such as women or working class people. The same model of analysis is used for this wider social analysis of politeness. We feel that we need to consider the difference of politeness at this wider social level and recognise that different issues are salient. There have been a number of books and articles (Truss, 2005; Lakoff, 2006) recently which have drawn attention to changes which are perceived to be taking place in politeness and impoliteness at a social level. Although these works focus on politeness in the UK and the US, the way in which they describe perceptions about social change in relation to politeness is more generally valid in relation to other languages. In this essay, we will take issue with these theorists, not to argue that changes are not in fact taking place, but rather to argue that the perceptions of these changes are based on stereotypical and ideological thinking.
 The politeness or impoliteness which is described in such books is that which is stereotypically associated with particular sections of the community. We argue also that it is important not to analyse politeness and impoliteness at a social level by drawing on methodologies and frameworks which have been developed for the analysis of individual interaction. Much of the theorising of politeness has centred on the analysis of the speech of individual interactants and has usually focused on interaction between two people (Brown and Levinson, 1978, 1987; Watts, 2003). There has been a quite easy slippage between analysing and theorising the relational work between two (often rather abstracted) people and making generalisations about politeness and impoliteness cross culturally. We argue here that we need to be much more cautious about referring to politeness norms within or across cultures, since often when statements about linguistic cultural norms are made they appear to be conservative, profoundly ideological and based on stereotypes. However, that does not mean that there is nothing that can be said about cultural norms – as the essays in Part II of this collection also demonstrate – but we would like rather to argue that we need to focus our attention less on what we think are the norms of a culture, since these will inevitably be hypothesised stereotypes. Rather, what needs to be developed in a more Foucauldian move is an analysis of the means by which these supposed norms are held in place, or are asserted to be norms in the first place, that is, we analyse the discursive mechanisms by which cultural stereotypes about language are developed and circulated (Foucault, [1969] 1972). We also take issue with some of the theorising which is made about ‘positive politeness’ and ‘negative politeness’ cultures, that is, the assertion that certain cultures tend towards being globally more likely to use camaraderie rather than distancing strategies. We argue that it is very difficult to make these assertions about whole cultures tending towards either positive or negative politeness, particularly if we bear in mind that positive and negative politeness do not have the same function or meaning in different cultures (see e.g. Gu, 1990). We see politeness at a social level as a different phenomenon to politeness manifested at the level of the individual, and thus we are calling for a different level of theorising and analysis. Politeness and impoliteness at the level of the individual can be largely analysed through examination of the types of judgement which are made about appropriacy within community of practice norms, whereas statements about politeness and impoliteness at a social level are largely informed by stereotype and conservative fears about, or traditionalist nostalgia in relation to, social change in general. Thus, in this essay, we will focus initially on the work of Truss (2005) and Lakoff (2006) on incivility and impoliteness at a cultural level in order to demonstrate the way that theorists often draw on stereotypical knowledge about cultures when they discuss the linguistic practices of those cultures.

2. Contested nature of politeness within cultures

Within all cultures, there is not one single set of politeness rules which is uncontested. If you assume that there are simple rules for politeness within a culture, you can easily form simplistic views on the way politeness operates. 

For example, let us observe the way in which some experts of English and Chinese politeness describe these languages. Wierzbicka (2003) comments that English “abhors interference in other peoples’ affairs” (xv), which suggests that Britain is a ‘negative politeness culture’. Tsuzuki et al. (2005: 283) reach the conclusion that Chinese society is more “positive-politeness-oriented than American society”. But which group of English/American and Chinese people are they describing?

Now we are not suggesting that this means that there is nothing that can be said about politeness across cultures, but perhaps that what can be said about politeness and impoliteness at this social level is much more complex. 
2.1. Regional differences in a culture: Blunt Yorkshiremen vs. soft Southerners, ‘heroic’ Southern Chinese, and China vs. Taiwan

As Mills (2004) has argued, it is difficult to assume that there are norms which will always be recognised by all as appropriate. There seem to be stereotypical notions of what is appropriate or what is polite or impolite, depending on the class or social level that we assume a speaker belongs to.
 Traditionally, conventional indirectness used by a speaker who belongs to a higher social class might be understood as overly formal by someone from a ‘lower’ class, and positive politeness or camaraderie used by a lower class speaker to a higher class hearer might be interpreted as overly familiar in certain contexts where deference is expected. Brown and Levinson (1978) argue, in their analyses of cultural differences, that 

subcultural differences can be captured ... dominated 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 (Brown and Levinson, 1978: 250). 

For Brown and Levinson, lower class and middle/upper class groups differ radically in their tendency to use positive and negative politeness, but if this is the case, how can we then go on to make statements about the English language as a whole being largely a negative politeness language, since what we would then be arguing is that what we mean by Britain is middle and upper class culture. On the other hand, if we apply this view to modern Chinese with its claimed preference for positive politeness, we will reach the conclusion that the Chinese is a lower class culture, which would eerily fit Marxist ideologies dominating (at least to some extent) in mainland China. In other words, if we adopt this notion, working class interactants do not figure as part of British culture, and neither do upper and middle class people in China. This opposition, based on an Anglo-Saxon view of politeness and society, is problematic, furthermore, because it unavoidably leads to the question whether in ‘positive’ cultures power is enacted differently from ‘negative’ cultures or whether there are few distinctions based on status? In mainland China, for example, the claimed preference for ‘positive’ politeness obviously contradicts the strongly hierarchical and patriarchal nature of the society.

It is also clear that politeness is associated with the notion of a class-based refinement and education; within the UK, we refer to the middle classes as ‘polite society’ and people who are seen as uncouth are classified as ‘common’ a class-based category. Working class people may reject certain speech norms which they consider to be associated with middle class speech and there are many mocking phrases for over-polite, over-refined language – a discursive tradition with a long history in Britain (cf. Fitzmaurice, 2009).

In what follows, let us briefly demonstrate how varied ‘politeness’ can be in Britain and China, by examining regional differences of the perception of what is polite.

In research Mills is currently doing on the politeness norms associated with ‘blunt Yorkshiremen’, she argues that there may be regional norms which are quite distinct from the wider cultural norms (Mills, 2008).
 On the basis of stereotypical thinking about themselves, many Yorkshiremen feel enabled to speak in a way which, if used by people from other regions, might be considered impolite or overly direct. However, within Yorkshire, there is a pride in using certain speech styles which are classified by speakers as ‘plain speaking’ or ‘speaking your mind’ and are thus not considered impolite. Use of these speech styles is valued for the sense that it gives of a strong regional identity for certain groups of men within the county, and this speech style seems to transcend some of the class boundaries within the region. In Yorkshire, what are seen as ‘soft Southern ways’, epitomised by negative politeness, are often characterised as negative and effete. Thus, if even within one language group, there are regional differences in what are considered to be politeness norms, how can it be possible to make statements about cultural linguistic norms as a whole? Instead, we need to be able to describe the full range of ‘norms’ which are considered by various groups to be dominant and of value. 

Kádár is currently carrying out historical research on the formation of Southern Chinese identity by means of politeness (see Kádár, 2011 forthcoming). In order to form a group identity that differentiates itself from the usually more powerful Northerners, certain historical Southern literary groups created an ethos of the ‘heroic southerner’ and made use of/invented different unique politeness expressions and strategies. These typically conveyed politeness in a considerably more indirect way than the norm for Northern Chinese. For example, as comparative research demonstrates Southern expressions of politeness through ‘mock impoliteness’ (cf. Culpeper, 1996) might have been rather unusual in Northern China. This raises the issue of whether it is possible to generalise about the (in)directness of politeness in Chinese culture per se.

Furthermore, another example which demonstrates the variability of norms within a language group is that of the difference between China and Taiwan. As Chan (1998: 40) mentions:

It is worth noting that native speakers from the PRC [i.e. People’s Republic of China] have remarked on Taiwanese men sounding more effeminate than those on the mainland. For example, one female student who had never met anyone from Taiwan and only heard them over the telephone when they called long-distance to her father, identified some features that made these speakers sound effeminate to her: the Taiwanese men were very polite, spoke slowly and enunciated very distinctly, and delivered sentences with rising intonation where PRC males would not have.

This is an intriguing difference between China and Taiwan, both being Chinese-speaking countries: the Taiwanese, uninfluenced by Communism that aimed to ‘purify’ language from what was seen as ‘bourgeois’ indirectness (see Chapter 6, in the present volume), are much more indirect and use more honorifics than the mainland Chinese. This example further demonstrates that Chinese culture as a whole cannot be classified as unequivocally direct or indirect.

2.2. Gender and the distribution of (im)politeness

Along with regional differences, it would be possible to trace social differences in, for example, gendered politeness. We would definitely not claim that women use different politeness norms to men, but that politeness is associated with the speech norms at a stereotypical level of middle class white women and is thus already gendered in English (see, Mills, 2003a). This also seems to be the case in Japanese since honorifics are primarily associated with the type of language which middle class women are expected to speak. Okomoto and Shibamoto Smith (2004: 5–6) argue that this view of honorifics is in fact a language ideology and it seems that there is a great deal of ideological work around politeness, impoliteness and gender at a cultural level.

Due to the strongly ideologised nature of gender and politeness, exploring diachronic change and the social distribution of seemingly stable gendered norms of (im)politeness is a particularly rewarding approach. Such research can demonstrate that gender norms are subject to change. For example, in a recent (yet unpublished) research conducted by Kádár, it was found that in China traditionally rudeness was associated with the low moral and social level of females. However, in the period spanning 1966 to 1976, the so-called ‘Cultural Revolution’, this value was contested by the Communist leadership that abandoned, on an ideological ground, the use of traditional gendered markers of female politeness such as feminine honorifics (e.g. the self-denigration form nu 奴, lit. ‘your servant’), as well as paralinguistic and non-linguistic manifestations of feminine behaviour such as the use of ‘soft’ voice in speech and hiding the teeth when laughing. Furthermore, females were expected to speak in a male-like way, and also to express their revolutionary ‘strength’ by dressing in a masculine way. The aim of these measures was not only the abolishment of the ‘old bourgeois’ language as in the case of males (see Chapter 6, in the present volume) but also the promotion of gender ‘equality’. Most importantly, females were encouraged to be rude, thus demonstrating their ‘proletarian’ opposition to the traditional ideal of the ‘tender Chinese female’. In a similar way to many other social ideologies, this gender policy was launched by the leadership, its most important motivator being Jiang Qing 江青 (1914–1991) wife of Mao Zedong and leading figure in political events. Jiang is recorded as making use of rude expressions and a deliberately unfeminine style when interacting with others, in particular with ‘political enemies’. As a result, the communicative norm for Chinese females became the so-called ‘revolutionary rudeness’ (cf. Perry and Xun, 2003), and this ideology was dominant under the totalitarian regime. However, some research into corpora from the years of the ‘Cultural Revolution’ reveals that even during this period when linguistic behaviour was practically controlled by the state in a somewhat Orwellian way – ‘improper’ way of talking might well have resulted in prosecution – there were ideological and normative struggles beyond the seemingly monolithic ‘surface’. For instance, as documentary novels such as Nien Cheng’s renowned Life and Death in Shanghai (1986) demonstrate, some members of persecuted social groups such as intellectuals and gentry continued to strategically make use of the ‘civil tongue’, considered proper for traditional females, in order to express their opposition to ‘revolutionary rudeness’. More surprisingly, even those who accommodated themselves to the ‘system’ – even though perhaps unwittingly – often worked against normative expectations of social behaviour. For example, many young women of intellectual background who joined the paramilitary organisation of the ‘Red Guards’ and were sent to the countryside influenced rural females in a ‘bourgeois’ ideological way; e.g. Dong (2003: 83) notes the following case: “While educated city girls ‘developed their capacities’ in the countryside, they brought to the countryside modern ideas from the city. As a result, they were often regarded as role models for rural women in demeanour and dress.” 

Thus, in a similar way to regional differences, the study of gender ideologies also demonstrate that is difficult to identify homogeneous ideologies of polite and impolite  behaviour and ‘appropriateness’ is always contested. Apart from the above-studied issues of region and gender, as we will see below, older and younger people also see ‘politeness’ differently. Let us now focus on two examinations of incivility and impoliteness at a cultural level in order to gain some insight into the processes whereby stereotypes about politeness and culture develop and are maintained.  
2.3. Lakoff and Truss

Our interest in the issue of politeness and culture stems from reading Lynne Truss’s (2005) book Talk to the Hand and also Robin Lakoff’s (2006) article ‘Civility and its discontents’, both of which try to deal with the notion of impoliteness at a cultural or societal level. Truss’ book is a non-academic work and aimed at a popular readership; however, it seems to focus on some of the common perceptions about impoliteness at a cultural level which inform academic work on this subject. Lakoff argues that there is growing incivility (the term she uses to refer to impoliteness at a societal level) within American culture. Although Lakoff uses the term ‘incivility’, she in fact draws, in an unmodified way, on terminology and research findings from politeness research, so that although she makes a nominal distinction between incivility and impoliteness, at an analytical and theoretical level she does not make any distinction between the terms. She further confuses matters by discussing civility and incivility at an individual level as well as at a social level, despite stating that she wishes to use the terms civility/incivility largely for politeness at a social level. This slippage highlights what we find at issue in much politeness research: that there is no clear theorising of the difference between impoliteness at a social level and at the level of the individual. As we argue in this essay, judgements about impoliteness at a social level tend to be ideological rather than analytical and draw on models of individual interaction. Instead of developing a different framework of analysis for impoliteness at a social level, since at this level statements about impoliteness are necessarily of a different order and have a different social function, theorists generally use frameworks of analysis developed for individual interaction.

Lakoff

Lakoff sees the politeness and impoliteness norms in American culture as changing from a respect-based culture to becoming a camaraderie culture (in Brown and Levinson’s terms, moving from a “negative politeness culture” to more of a “positive politeness culture”). She notes certain changes in American culture, for example “sexual coarseness in public contexts… violence in the media, agonism (the unwillingness to acknowledge a middle ground in debate); uncontrolled displays of hostility; negative political advertising; cursing and other bad language, flaming on the internet, the loss of polite conventions (such as ‘please’ and ‘thank you’), invasions of privacy and the rise of conventional anti-formality” (Lakoff, 2006: 30–34). These changes which Lakoff perceives as taking place in “American culture as a whole” are quite clearly loosely connected to the notion of civility and incivility (some of them more tenuously than others). Whilst the use of swearing is clearly connected to the notion of incivility, it is unclear to us how representations of violence in the media, however regrettable, constitute incivility. However, what surprised us most when reading this article is less the fact that a politeness theorist would try to monitor changes taking place in politeness norms generally, but rather the confidence which Lakoff seems to have in her own ability to claim that these changes are actually taking place and that they are taking place at a cultural rather than at a sub-cultural or Community of Practice level. She also claims that there is an erosion of the distinction between public and private life, arguing that one’s private life is being invaded by public concerns (her example is that of cold-calling) and that public life is being treated as if it were private life (her example is of people speaking on mobile phones in public places). She links these perceived changes in the nature of the public/private divide to changes in the level of incivility tolerated by the society, and gives as examples of these changes, the increasing tendency for telemarketing companies to call consumers at home, and the use of informal nicknames for the President rather than her/his title. 

Lakoff tracks these changes down to social tensions over whose norms will hold sway, and she seems to identify multiculturalism as the source of some of the ills of America. She states: 

There are many reasons why Americans now perceive themselves as threatened by incivility. Some of the perceptions are correct, in that old versions of ‘civility’ and ‘politeness’ are receding because new styles are more appropriate to current political and interpersonal discourse preferences. Other changes are in progress because the right to participate in public discourse has been opened to new people who will not or cannot play by the old proprieties (Lakoff, 2006: 38).   

It is unclear from this statement who the ‘new people’ are and who exactly ‘Americans’ refers to. We could assume that the ‘Americans’ who are threatened by incivility are those Americans who are in a dominant position within the States, that is white middle class Americans. As to the identity of the ‘new people’  who cannot play by the old proprieties, Lakoff  makes this a little clearer in the following statement when she refers to changes which have led to a loss of civility:

America’s increasing diversity: Americans have always been multicultural. But until very recently, those who were not white, male and middle-class and above had no access to public discourse, no way to compete for the right to make their own standards of meaning and language. Since the 1960s, more and more formerly disenfranchised groups have demanded, and to some degree received, the right to make language, make interpretations, and make meaning for themselves. The sharing of the right to make meaning turns America truly multi-cultural – and pretty scary for the formerly ‘in’ now moving toward the periphery (Lakoff, 2006: 36) 

We might assume from this that the ‘new’ people refers to people such as African American, Hispanic, and working class Americans, whose supposed lack of civility is presented as problematic in this article. She argues that instead of ‘respect’ there is a growing ‘camaraderie’ which has usually been taken as a positive element of American culture, that, as she argues ‘the good American has always been direct, informal and irreverent’ (Lakoff, 2006: 38). However, for Lakoff, this camaraderie has gone too far in that that ‘good American’ is increasingly “… one who is able to talk to anyone about anything, with nothing left unmentionable … [T]he sense of symbolic difference that permits the use of distance and deference politeness may be becoming too threatening in a society that is, in fact, increasingly diverse” (Lakoff, 2006: 38). She laments the passing of  what she sees as a ‘respect culture’ and she implicitly argues that this is Anglo-American culture, which is under threat from an unspecified set of other unacceptable norms emanating from ethnic and possibly class groups within America. Thus, her argument about incivility in fact seems to be much more an argument about the disproportionate visibility or political representation and influence of social groups other than the dominant Anglo-American group, and as such Lakoff can be seen as taking up a conservative position within the continuing debate about political correctness, which again whilst being ostensibly a language debate is in fact a debate about political representation (Mills, 2010 forthcoming).

Truss

Truss (2005), in a similar way, laments the loss of a particular type of politeness norm at the social level, arguing that there has been an increase in incivility across British society, but this she seems to locate at a different level in society, mainly so-called youth culture, as well as global capitalism. Her railing against a changing society, where Britain is portrayed as increasingly an uncivilised country, can be seen by her opening remarks about the differences between French and English politeness. She gives the two following examples – the first, one assumes, an invented example from a French language text book:

(1) 
Good morning madam

Good morning sir.

How may we help you?

I would like some tomatoes/eggs/postage stamps please.

Of course. How many tomatoes/eggs/postage stamps would you like?

Seven/five/twelve, thank you.

That will be six/four/two Euros. Do you have the exact money?

I do.

Thank you madam.

Thank you sir. Good day!

Good day!

She comments on this example “Now the amazing thing is, this formal and civil exchange actually represents what happens in French shops. French shopkeepers really say good morning and goodbye; they answer questions; they wrap things ever so nicely; and when it’s all over, they wave you off like a near relation” (Truss, 2005: 2). The way British people as a whole conduct themselves in shops, by contrast, is represented by Truss, through another imaginary language text book example:

(2)

Excuse me, do you work here?

What?

I said, excuse me do you work here?

Not if we can help it, har har har.

Do you have any tomatoes/eggs/postage stamps?

Well, make your mind up, that’s my mobile.

Truss’ aim in providing these contrasting examples is to draw our attention to changing politeness norms and to “mourn … the apparent collapse of civility in all areas of our dealings with strangers” (Truss, 2005: 3). She, like Lakoff, describes a number of changes in the language and in public behaviour which she has noted: the decline of the use of please and thank you; the rise in the use of impersonal modern communications technologies; the growth of the notion of one’s own personal space in the public sphere where one can behave as if at home; the normalisation of the use of certain swear words; the growth of disrespect towards people who would have been accorded respect in previous eras; and the lack of concern for the public good and public property (which she terms social autism). In short, as she states herself “this book is obviously a big systematic moan about modern life” (Truss, 2005: 37).

Truss’ book is informed by a conservative ideology; she states “egalitarianism was a noble aim, as was enlightened parenting, but both have ploughed up a lot of worms” (Truss, 2005: 33). Her concern with disrespect also marks this out as a plea for older people whom she characterises as alienated by the disproportionate influence of youth culture: “old people are addressed by their first names. Teachers are brusquely informed ‘That’s none of your business’ by small children, judges are abused in court by mouthy teenagers” (Truss, 2005: 34). She states that “the most extreme form of non-deference … is to be treated as actually absent or invisible” (Truss, 2005: 34). She characterises her book as not simply documenting linguistic change, but rather as exhibiting concern about the imminent breakdown of society, for she states: “If you ask people, they will mostly report with vehemence that the world has become a ruder place. They are at breaking point” (Truss, 2005: 39). This apocalyptic view is also registered when she states that the reason that politeness is so important is that it is ‘a signal of readiness to meet someone half-way; the question of whether politeness makes society cohere, or keeps people safely at arm’s length is actually a false opposition. Politeness does both, and that’s why it’s so frightening to contemplate losing it” (Truss, 2005: 61). Thus, this is not simply a discussion of what she sees as linguistic change, but constitutes a call to action to people to act to ‘save’ politeness before it disappears. It is clear that discussion of impoliteness is largely a means by which Truss can discuss the ills of modern British society, for the culprits of incivility are largely youths and the working class people who serve her in shops or who drive her in taxis. Furthermore, she sees that changes in politeness norms are leading to British society no longer being civilised and this fills her with a range of extreme emotions. She states that when people do not thank her when she has opened a door for them: 

[y]ou HATE the person who did not say thank you. Indifference is no longer an option. The whole incident has now become intensely personal, although you daren’t say anything for fear of reprisal ... This person has made you, through casual and ignorant discourtesy, seethe with a mixture of virtuous affront, fury and fear … No wonder we shout after people ‘A thank you wouldn’t kill you!’ It’s amazing we don’t wrench doors from their hinges, run after people and say, ‘Here! Open it yourself next time, OK?’ (Truss, 2005: 55).  

Thus, perceptions about growing incivility are being used here to discuss feelings of insecurity and anger at changes perceived to be taking place in the society as a whole.  

Both Lakoff’s and Truss’ view of the linguistic changes which have occurred in the US and UK are clearly inaccurate, but there have been linguistic changes which can serve as indexical of social change. As Fairclough (1992) has documented, there have been a number of important changes at a surface level in the level of formality required in public interaction and there has developed a conversationalisation of public statements to consumers. In a complex way, language can be seen as both a site where conversationalisation and informality are affirmed or challenged, as well as helping to bring about social changes in the relations between individuals and groups (see Mills, 2003a). In Britain in particular, this growth in informality and the decline of deference between people perceived as superior or inferior to one another has been largely the result of political changes and the decline of a clear cut class system. Although as Skeggs (1997) remarks, we should not imagine that, because the linguistic markers of deference and social division are less apparent in Britain today, class distinctions are not salient in interactions. She argues: “there was a time when [the concept of class] was considered necessary by the middle classes to maintain and consolidate differences in power; its recent invisibility suggests that these differences are now institutionalised” (Skeggs, 1997: 7). What Truss seems to be drawing attention to in her analysis of contemporary Britain is that, for her at least, the growth of informality in interaction has not been a positive change and she would like to return to the days when class distinctions were more clear cut and respect for one’s elders was the norm. Her perceptions about changes in politeness is used as an index of these changes.

What both Truss and Lakoff share is the belief that it is possible to make sweeping generalisations about norms of language across a society. Not only that but they assume that they are in a position to generalise about the society as a whole – as Foucault (1969 [1972]) has shown, this is a very powerful position to hold and it is only open to certain commentators. Their comments on politeness are not simply descriptive but are highly evaluative.   
3. The ‘disappearance’ of politeness: A diachronic perspective

A problematic aspect of the aforementioned generalising descriptions is that they easily lead to simplistic views on the development of politeness. In fact, in modern times it is a general tendency for politeness to become simplified and less deferential – or, to provide a perhaps more accurate definition, less ritual in a Goffmanian (1967) sense – which is unavoidably painful for the members of the higher classes who possess the ‘key’ to ‘proper’ politeness that, for them, differentiates them from people from ‘lower’ classes. Since researchers and other powerful commentators are generally members of the educated middle classes, such generalising views inherently reflect that class’s negative attitude towards change.
 These views are generally apocalyptic, that is, politeness is seen as degenerating. Therefore, it is intriguing to briefly explore whether politeness can diachronically decrease or degenerate at all in a certain society (see also Section 5 below).

In order to examine this issue, we refer to events in China during the 20th century; here we refer to a project carried out by Yuling Pan and Dániel Kádár (see Pan and Kádár, 2010 and 2011 forthcoming). In fact, Chinese may be the best example for the realisation of the apocalyptic prediction of Truss and Lakoff. This is because in the course of the 20th century the historical Chinese honorific lexicon of several thousand words (cf. Kádár, 2007a) has simply disappeared from colloquial language; furthermore, Chinese underwent major ‘purification’ campaigns, launched by the Communists after 1949, which promoted rudeness and directness (‘the voice of the masses’), as well as the stigmatisation of traditional politeness norms. Due to these dramatic changes, the traditional means of deference largely disappeared from Chinese politeness, which previously had a complex system of honorifics that made it quite similar to Japanese and Korean (see more in Chapter 6). As a result of this large-scale change, many Chinese literati lamented the disappearance of ‘politeness’ (see Wang, 1988, cited in Kádár, 2007a: 41). Due to the fact that in Chinese the traditional norms and lexicon of politeness mainly disappeared, if one applies a macro or generalising view it would be a clear-cut conclusion that modern Chinese culture became less polite. 

But, the question arises whether it is possible to generalise on the basis of our understanding of politeness, which in this case means that we equate politeness with deference and ritual. As the research of Pan and Kádár (2010, forthcoming) – based on a micro-level rather than macro-level analysis of Chinese discursive data – demonstrates: “in spite of the massive destruction of the traditional politeness system in Chinese, interpersonal interaction still requires some form of politeness to meet the sociopragmatic requirements about power and distance. Social interactions still need some form of linguistic strategies to regulate the relationship between the speaker and the addressee.” In order to meet these sociopragmatic requirements, in modern Chinese communication several new polite discursive rules came into existence, which are in fact more complex, from some perspectives, than those in historical politeness. For example, the modern Chinese speaker has to apply conventional politeness markers in a very careful way, compared to speakers of historical Chinese: the complete lack of politeness markers is open to impolite interpretation, whilst their use beyond a ‘minimum’ makes an utterance sound overly formal. That is, whilst in historical Chinese communication the abundance of politeness markers and honorifics was the norm in deferential contexts (cf. Kádár, 2007a), in modern Chinese contexts that necessitate politeness the speaker needs to maintain a balance  between the lack of these forms and their extensive use, which is a difficult task, all the more so because the definition of ‘extensive’ changes in every context. Furthermore, in modern China a set of polite discursive strategies (in a Brown and Levinsonian sense), such as joking tone, have gained salience, filling the space of the extinct historical honorifics. While during the early phase of Communism (roughly until the late 1970s) the ‘lack of politeness’ was set as a norm for the masses (cf. Chapter 6), which to some extent continues to influence the Chinese speech style to the day, the aforementioned discursive set comes into play as soon as facework is needed. In the light of this, it is unacceptable to speak about the extinction or even the decrease of politeness in a culture. Although certain forms of politeness – in the case of Chinese, honorifics – can largely decrease, this will be perceived as a loss of ‘politeness culture’ merely by the members of the higher/educated-classes. For example, as argued in Kádár (2008), in historical China, members of the lower and uneducated classes, such as peasants, made use of a very limited honorific lexicon; it is doubtful that, for these people, the modern replacement of honorifics with discursive strategies meant the loss of politeness.

In this section we have reviewed generalising views, which predict negative outcomes for changes in politeness in certain cultures/societies, by showing that politeness can alter but not decrease in a technical sense; instead, it is only certain phenomena equated with politeness by the elite which can decrease or be viewed as degenerating. In what follows, let us test the validity of generalising views by examining a cross-cultural interaction.

4. Contested nature of politeness across cultures

We are all aware of the differences pragmatically between different cultures in terms of what is considered polite and impolite. However, what we are arguing here is that this notion of a culture having an agreed set of politeness and impoliteness norms is not as clear as we generally think. We need to ask ourselves, which group of people is represented by the politeness norms which we associate with a particular culture; what type of behaviour is indirectly indexed by the use of this type of politeness; and, most importantly, what kind of conclusions can be drawn on the basis of general characteristics that we associate with a given culture. 

To give an example of the contested nature of politeness and impoliteness at the level of culture, we would like to refer to a historical (19th century) cross-cultural epistolary interaction between two intellectuals from China and Japan. This historical example has been chosen because whilst the field has an abundance of cross-cultural interactions (see e.g. Oetzel et al., 2001), little attention is devoted to historical interactions between language users of different cultural origin despite the fact that such interactions can be instructive.
 The letter studied here was written by Munakata Kotarō
 宗方小太郎 (1864–1923), a sinologist and secret agent of the Japanese Imperial government, to the renowned Chinese intellectual Wang Yiwu 王益吾 (1842–1918).
 This work, written in Classical Chinese by Munakata who had an excellent command of this language, starts with the following words:

王益吾大宗師 閣下：

僕日本之處士。少小讀聖賢之書。竊慕 貴國 名教 之隆。人物之盛。負笈泛海。轉遊於吳楚燕趙之間。五年於兹矣。… 竊恐 唐突晉謁。或失禮於長者。故此謹修短牘。
To His Excellency Wang Yiwu, the Great Scholar:

This humble servant is a reclusive scholar of Japan who learnt the books of the sages from youth. I humbly envied the grandiosity of your great country’s renowned Confucian teachings, the prosperity of [outstanding] personae, and so I left my home to study [in China], and until the present day I have travelled in the country for five years. … I humbly am afraid that I will be brusque when attending an audience [i.e. visit you], or that I will violate the etiquette in front of your high-ranking person, and thus I solemnly write this brief letter.  

The cited section is representative of the style of the letter as a whole. For experts of Chinese politeness an interesting feature of the work is that it uses an overtly deferential style. Whilst the genre of historical Chinese private letters presupposes the use of honorifics and other expressions of self-denigration/recipient-elevation (cf. Kádár, 2009a), this letter is heavily loaded with such forms: the above-cited brief section (not counting the formal opening) contains as many as 8 honorific expressions,
 and also some discursive strategies of self-denigration (such as the author’s symbolic claim that his letter is brief, or being a duandu 短牘, which contrasts markedly with its actual length). When reading this work initially, it is possible to assume that these features are due to intercultural differences between Chinese and Japanese politeness. This seems to be confirmed by modern empirical research (e.g. Kim, 2007): in fact, many case studies suggest that the Japanese can be more indirect and formal than the Chinese, which would explain Munakata’s application of an extensive number of honorific forms when using Classical Chinese, the traditional lingua franca in the East Asian region. Therefore, the present work could provide an example of historical cross-cultural communication, representing intercultural politeness cultural differences between the Chinese and Japanese. 

However, the analysis of this work has shown that contextual factors made it necessary for Munakata to be deferential: he was asking a favour from and wanted to establish a working relationship with Wang who was of a considerably higher-rank than himself. If one examines the letters of native Chinese authors it becomes evident that in similar contexts and interpersonal relationships native Chinese authors also used honorifics, although Munakata’s style is considerably more deferential than the average, and so this work should have conformed to the Chinese requirements of appropriateness. That is, there is not any clear evidence that Munakata’s style is due to his cultural background. Further, if his cultural background manifested itself in his style, one could also assume that there is an influence from Japanese in this text. However, some of the honorific items used in this letter actually suggest the opposite, that is, Munakata, having an excellent command of Classical Chinese, used a style exempt from Japanese elements – in this way he in fact followed the traditional preciseness of many Japanese intellectuals using Classical Chinese. For example, in the above text the author uses the self-denigrating form of address pu 僕 (‘this humble servant of yours’). This form, pronounced as boku, exists in Japanese from the Heian Period (794–1185; see Tsujimura, 1971: 292) but in the time of this letter it was already a colloquial non-deferential self-referring form used by males (cf. Miwa, 2000: 16–17), and so it can be argued that in the present context pu does not have anything to do with the Japanese boku. Thus, although on the basis of a supposed difference between Japanese and Chinese politeness it would be easy and somewhat tempting to argue that, in this example, Munakata follows a Japanese polite speech style, and it may be the case, there is no evidence for this or even that Japanese and Chinese politeness per se would differ in the norms of indirectness/deference.

We are not suggesting that this means that there is nothing that can be said about politeness across cultures, but perhaps that what can be said about politeness and impoliteness at this social level is much more complex. As Wierzbicka states: “What is at issue is not politeness as such, but the interpretation of what is socially acceptable in given cultures” (Wierzbicka, 2003: 35). But this is particularly salient here, because we would argue that politeness really is about what is considered socially acceptable or appropriate (see Watts, 2003 on social politeness or politic behaviour). Pizziconi asks “which structures count as evidence that culture X is individualistic? Which idioms demonstrate that culture Y is particularly sensitive to social hierarchies? Are structures, idioms or discourse patterns unmediated linguistic tokens of culture wide world views?” (Pizziconi, 2007: 208). We therefore need to be extremely careful about the claims that we are making which suggest that certain cultures tend towards certain styles of polite and impolite behaviour.
4.1. Positive and negative politeness cultures
Both Truss and Lakoff draw on work by Brown and Levinson (1978/87) and Scollon and Scollon (1995) which argues that it is possible to make generalisations about language groups and cultures in terms of the degree to which they tend to use negative politeness or positive politeness. By this, they mean that in certain cultures and language groups there is a tendency for negative politeness to be the norm, and the instances that are generally cited are Japanese and English cultures where they claim deference and formality are seen to be of greater importance than in other language groups. Positive politeness cultures, for Brown and Levinson, are ones like Australia and America where deference and formality are seen as an impediment to communication and camaraderie is stressed instead. However, although at a stereotypical level, it is quite clear that there are differences of emphasis in language groups on certain types of politeness, each group does make use of both types of politeness to a greater or lesser extent. Furthermore, as Sifianou has argued (1992) when analysing other cultures we should not assume that we know what function deference and formality have in interaction, for these terms may have a different interpretation in other cultures. Analysts often, for example, contrast Asian deference to the role that deference would play in British culture, and therefore make the assumption that Asian cultures are in general more concerned with status difference and roles in society than British culture. There may be an element of truth in this stereotypical view, but it is also the case that deference in many Asian cultures is conventionalised, just as indirectness is conventionalised in British English, and therefore we should question whether societies as a whole can be seen as in fact tending to be concerned with social distance simply because deference is conventionalised within the language. Several theorists (Ide, 2006; Takekuro, 2006; Yoshida and Sakurai, 2006) writing on the function of indirectness, honorifics and deference in the Japanese language, have stressed the degree of flexibility that there is within so-called deference cultures, depending on the context, to stress one’s role and one’s position in society, whilst at other times, stressing camaraderie and positive politeness. They also all draw attention, particularly Ide, to the degree to which honorifics and deference markers do not simply indicate respect, but signal a host of other elements, for example elegance and refinement. It seems that when we analyse deference in other cultures, Western critics often impose their understanding of how deference and negative politeness are signalled and interpreted within British English upon other cultures whose linguistic and cultural norms are at variance with these Western norms. Furthermore, Wierzbicka shows that the categories which we use to describe particular cultures are not self-evident. For example she states: 

perhaps English is more direct or more self-assertive than Japanese but less so than Black English or than Israeli Hebrew. But when one examines the data adduced in support of the conflicting generalisations, one discovers that this is not the case, and that in fact the differences referred to are qualitative rather than quantitative. Labels of this kind are semi-technical and obscure at the same time. They are used differently by different writers because they have no clear or self-evident meaning” (Wierzbicka, 2003: 71). 

What is striking about the examples which we gave from Truss’ book above is that when talking about British politeness, she felt it necessary to give an example of other cultures’ politeness norms. When judgements are made about other cultures in relation to politeness, it is often either to accuse other cultural groups of impoliteness, to praise them for their excesses of politeness in relation to our own, or to judge excesses of politeness as superficial and superfluous (Ide, 2006). 

As an example, we might like to consider the critical judgements which are often made about the way that Arabs speak English in relation to impoliteness, which often seem to suggest that Arabs are too direct or rude (Hamza, 2007). This may be due to a different pragmatic emphasis between English and Arabic, whereby in most dialectal varieties of Arabic, it is generally acceptable to signal solidarity with others by the use of forms which would seem too direct in English (for example, commands). Within most varieties of dialectal Arabic, indirectness when used to intimates can signal an excessive concern with distance or even antipathy. This judging of Arabs as too direct when they are speaking English is a profoundly ideological judgement, and it may be that we signal our negative feelings towards certain nations through statements about their politeness and impoliteness norms. 

Another relevant example is related to the supposed (in)directness of the Chinese, which seems to be a rather mythical concept. As Chinese researcher Ye (2008: 57) comments: 

The rules of ‘being polite’ are so different between Chinese and Anglo-Australian cultures that sometimes I find Aussies to be utterly impolite or sans renqingwei (human touch/interest) from the vantage point of Chinese culture. An honest response … simply leaves a Chinese with little mianzi (face). 

It is interesting to note that in other contexts, some Chinese authors describe the speech style of the ‘Chinese nation’ as one which favours directness; for example, in 2007 a lengthy article was published in a rather nationalistic Mainland Chinese website with the following title: 日本人從來不直接說“不＂— 曖昧文化讓人受不了 (“The Japanese never directly say ‘no’ – [Such an] ambiguous culture is difficult to get on with”). In this article, the author characterises Japanese culture as an overtly deferential and indirect one, in contrast to the way Chinese culture is represented as preferring to be direct in communication. There is a thought-provoking contrast between this description and that of Ye, which demonstrates that the degree of (in)directness is an ideological judgement that often serves the maintenance of superiority. When compared to Westerners, the supposed Chinese indirectness occurs as the superior property, whilst in relation to the Japanese, the Chinese often represent themselves as a direct culture, exempt from the decadence and social problems that are claimed to characterise the Japanese, and thus Chinese directness becomes the superior notion.  

Such judgements are part of an evaluation not of the language but of the people and the cultural values that a particular group is assumed to hold. 

5. Conservatism in statements about culture

Generally statements about impoliteness at a social level are conservative; the newsletters of the Polite Society, a UK campaigning group which calls for the instituting of a national Courtesy week, seem to epitomise this harking back to a golden age when people were supposedly more polite to one another. Older people often tend to see the changes that they perceive to be occurring in society in a negative way, sometimes eliding these negative changes wholesale with a concern with perceived changes in impoliteness, for example, that academic standards are falling, the streets are no longer safe to walk at night, service in shops is getting worse, motorists are not courteous any longer, children are not brought up to say ‘please’ and ‘thank you’, and so on. Cameron (1995) has noted that very often those who lament the passing of older ways of speaking or who attempt to reform language (she terms them language mavens) are very conservative.

However, it is not necessary to perceive these changes as negative and to call for reform. What needs to be recognised is that the act of making statements about what happens at a national level is rarely liberal. Generally, when making generalisations about nations, even supposedly linguistic statements, ideological knowledge about civilisation, progress and decay tend to become entangled in our thinking (Fabian, 1983). Whilst it is perfectly possible to make certain statements about language groups as a whole, although these would have to be hedged about with qualifications, there is a tendency for there to be a slippage into ideological thinking about the progress or decline of civilisation.

Judgements about impoliteness rest on the basis of an assumption that within a particular interaction we know what the appropriate behaviour is. There will be disagreements about what norms are in fact in place, and this is partly at least what leads to perceptions or accusations of impoliteness, as Locher and Watts state: “native speaker reactions to what is commonly thought of in the literature as realisations of politeness [and we might add impoliteness] are likely to vary across the whole range of options within relational work” (Locher and Watts, 2005: 17). Within particular Communities of Practice, the rules of appropriateness are often up for negotiation, and when the ‘rules’ of the group are perceived to have been flouted, they may be explicitly discussed by interactants. However, when we take this to a social level, it is quite clear that notions of appropriateness are highly ideological. If we are claiming that the language behaviour of certain groups of people or of individuals is not appropriate for a society, we are making judgement about them in terms of whether they ‘belong’ to that language group or culture.

6. Hypothesised norms of politeness and impoliteness

Many theorists of politeness find it difficult to adequately define a culture, and there is a constant confusion of the notion of culture and language group. Although many theorists find it very easy to describe cultural norms within a language group, as Scollon and Scollon (1995: 168) argue, the term culture is ‘too broad a social organisation to be very useful in the analysis of discourse’. Eelen (2001) draws attention to the difficulty of describing a culture and its norms and argues that 

If the seemingly ad hoc uses of the term are taken seriously, the notion either annihilates itself, or it annihilates the conceptualisations it is asked to defend. A notion that can simultaneously denote any group of people based on (any combination of) characteristics loses its operational value. On the other hand, if the notion were fully adjusted to the amount of empirical variability encountered, cultures would become so small that the notion of shared norms would lose its explanatory value and fail the explanatory role it is currently asked to fill. (Eelen, 2001: 173)

Very often, within politeness theorising, the term ‘culture’ is used as a way of reifying what are perceived to be rather fixed notions of appropriateness, almost akin to rules, and this view of culture runs the risk of characterising individual speakers as passive recipients of cultural values and speech styles. Foley (1997) argues that we should see culture not as referring to a set of fixed values and ways of speaking, but rather as ‘embodied practices’, that is rather than seeing culture as a set of abstract rules or norms for behaviour, we should instead analyse the way that those practices manifest themselves in the everyday life and practices of individuals. But perhaps this focus on the embodiment of practices, whilst locating culture at the level of its instantiation in the individual, still does not focus sufficiently on the role of the individual or institutions in the construction of what are perceived as cultural norms and the policing of those cultural norms, so that they are considered to be ‘just the way we do things in this country/language’. If we take the notion of variability within language to heart, it would be much more difficult to make general statements, but perhaps it would be possible to be more politically analytical when making statements about language associated with particular groups.

7. Politeness and impoliteness as a resource

So what we need to be aware of when we analyse the speech norms stereotypically associated with particular cultures is that not all members of that culture will speak according to the stereotype, and that whilst useful sometimes as an indication of tendencies within the culture as a whole, these stereotypical qualities are generally associated only with particular groups within that society. Politeness and impoliteness should be seen as resources which are available within particular languages and cultures and which different groups will view in different ways. Drawing on Terkourafi’s (2001; 2007) work on a frame based analysis of politeness whereby we try to compute the frequency of occurrence of particular styles of politeness within particular language groups, we may be able to make generalisations about tendencies in languages for certain resources to be available but we need to be aware that different groups in the society will have different perspectives on these resources and will both use and value them differently.

Conclusions

In a sense, cultural norms are mythical; the nation, whatever we take that to mean, cannot speak with one voice, according to one view of what is appropriate or inappropriate. At any one time, there will be a range of different norms or notions of appropriateness circulating within the Communities of Practice within the culture as a whole. Some of these will be ones which a large number of Communities of Practice will draw upon and some of them will be ones which they will recognise as being social rather than individual Communities of Practice norms. However that does not mean that there are no norms or no perceptions of what those norms are. Those norms which are perceived to be social norms are generally the ones associated with those who are perceived to be powerful, either economically or culturally, those who have in Bourdieu’s (1991) terms, ‘cultural capital’ of some sort and are able to make pronouncements about what is appropriate. This is not to suggest that at all times in all contexts, the ruling classes will judge what is appropriate, since very often it is other social groups, such as the media in modern times who play an important role in bringing about change in perceptions of language norms. Eckert and McConnell-Ginet (Ch. 8: 2003) have clearly shown that in certain ‘linguistic markets’ it is the ‘minority’ politeness and impoliteness norms, those of the ethnic minority or the working classes which will be most effective and most valued; in certain contexts they can even express the minority’s opposition to the majority (see Fitzmaurice, 2009). Should this happen, the educated negative politeness norms will be the stigmatised variety. Furthermore, as the analyses of Truss and Lakoff have shown, the language practices associated with certain groups deemed to be disruptive can be considered to be disproportionately influential. Thus, what we have been arguing for in this essay is for discussions of politeness and impoliteness at a cultural level to be conducted in such a way that preconceptions and ideological beliefs about the linguistic behaviour of certain groups can be described objectively and  perhaps can form part of our analysis of politeness stereotypes. However, we need to distance ourselves from the conservatism and ideological nature of this type of analysis. Once we have isolated this type of ideological view of politeness at a cultural level, we can then analyse the variety of politeness norms and resources available within particular Communities of Practice within a culture, especially those which seem to be dominant. In this way, we can make general statements about politeness resources within cultures, without relying on ideological beliefs and represent the diversity of positions on these politeness norms. We can also begin to develop models of politeness and impoliteness which would allow us to discuss politeness at this cultural level rather than drawing on models developed to describe language at the level of the individual.

This chapter has argued that the relationship between culture and politeness can in fact be studied but should be approached with some caution. In line with what we discussed above, we believe that it is possible to critically study politeness in Chinese, Japanese, Korean and other East Asian settings, provided that one refrains from generalising statements based on the language practices of certain dominant groups or stereotypes of those groups. In other words, the dominant politeness norms of these areas can be faithfully represented as long as it is not claimed that they are absolute norms, and as long as other ‘norms’ are discussed in relation to them.  

Notes







�. 	Some elements of this essay have appeared in a slightly different form in an article entitled ‘Impoliteness in a Cultural Context’ by Mills in Journal of Pragmatics (2009). This work has been substantially revised and forms only a section of this current essay.


�. 	In fact, the label ‘class’ needs to be used with some care, if it is used as a comparative term, for example, in Britain and China, ‘middle class’ refers to quite different groups of people. We apply this term nevertheless, in order to be able to make a rough comparison between Chinese and British societies and social practices in the present chapter. 


�. 	Yorkshire is a county in the north of England.


�. 	Thus, in order to think about our own background, we need to form views on politeness in a self-reflexive fashion. Self-reflexivity is a widely adopted methodology in both communication studies (see e.g. Hertz ed., 1997 and Nagata, 2006) and other fields of social sciences. Whilst in post-modern politeness research the need for this methodology has not been emphasised, supposedly due to the fact that post-modern work differentiates ‘politeness 1’ and ‘politeness 2’ (‘politeness 1’ is seemingly exempt from the researcher’s evaluation), as far as we theorise politeness on a cultural level, that is, beyond the interpersonal, we need to be aware of our own social background in order to avoid associating our understanding of ‘culture’ with that of others of different origin.


�. 	It should be noted, however, that with the development of the field of historical politeness research (cf. Culpeper and Kádár, 2009) prospectively an increasing number of studies will analyse historical cross-cultural interactions and texts. In fact, as O’Driscoll (2009: 268) notes “historical politeness studies have a great deal in common with cross-cultural ones. Like the latter, they either explicitly compare interpersonal norms and practices in different cultures (through comparison of a historical period with the present-day or through diachronic study) or implicitly invite us to do so (in the sense that even a synchronic-historical study must inevitably be presented as ‘other’ – other than now).” That is, the merging of these fields is a feasible and fruitful approach to those interested in the ‘cultural other’. 


�. 	It should be noted that in Japanese and Chinese names the family name precedes the person name, and in the case of historical names we adhere to this original order.


�. 	The exact date of this letter is unknown; it can be found in the collection Wang Yiwu chidu 王益吾尺牘 (Letters of Wang Yiwu), published by Guangwen shuju (Taipei, 1994). 


�. 	In the Chinese script the honorific expressions are squared, whilst in the English translation they are denoted in an underlined form. 


�. 	It should be noted that this number has been calculated in a somewhat cautious way: some expressions, such as … zhi-long 之隆 (‘the grandiosity of …’), are not counted due to the fact that their status as honorifics could be debated. Also, some compound expressions, such as tangtu-jinye 唐突晉謁 (‘to be brusque when visiting the correspondent’), were calculated as single honorifics. Thus, it could be argued that in the brief fragment studied the real number of honorifics in fact exceeds 8.





