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Chapter 3: Politeness and Impoliteness:

Introduction

There has been surprisingly little analysis of impoliteness itself, in research on politeness in general; perhaps this can be attributed to the fact that much of the research is dependent on a view of conversation which `emphasises the harmonious aspect of social relations, because of an emphasis on conversational contracts and the implicit establishment of balance between interlocutors' (Spencer-Oatey, 2000:3). However, there are occasions when people attack rather than support their interlocutors, and sometimes those attacks are considered by others to be impolite and sometimes they are not. Keinpointner argues that non-co-operative behaviour should be seen as less exceptional than most politeness theorists see it. (Keinpointner, 1997) He suggests that it is idealistic to assume that everyone tries to co-operate for most of the time.
  However, Eelen argues that the model of politeness drawn on by researchers in this field  is one which implicitly or explicitly focuses only on politeness and sees impoliteness as a deviation; this causes theoretical difficulties since `the concepts involved can never explain impoliteness in the same way or to the same extent as they explain politeness.  So the polite bias is not just a matter of differential attention, it goes far deeper than that: it is a conceptual, theoretical structural matter.  It is not so much quantitative, but rather a qualitative problem' (Eelen, 2001: 104).  Furthermore, the polarisation of politeness and impoliteness might lead us to assume that, for interlocutors, behaviour falls into either one or the other category.   Although this is correct up to a point, speakers and hearers may be generally tolerant in relation to making judgements about whether an exchange is polite or impolite, accepting statements which may be a little ambiguous in terms of their function, as part of the give-and-take of interaction.  It seems to be only at moments of crisis  that judgements about impoliteness are made.  

This chapter investigates the ways in which politeness and impoliteness have been described, focusing on  clear differences between them. Rather than assuming that there is something intrinsically impolite about certain utterances or exchanges, I argue that impoliteness is attributed to a speaker on the basis of assessments of their intentions and motivations. I examine impoliteness in its own terms, rather than in terms of its relation to politeness, considering what factors contribute to the assessment of an act as impolite, and what consequences  the judgement of  impoliteness has on individuals and  communities of practice. Thus, firstly I question the notion that politeness and impoliteness are binary opposites.  I then analyse the factors which lead to judgements of impoliteness, and then consider, in particular, the role hypothesised stereotypes of  class, gender and race play in assessing  impoliteness.  Finally, I analyse an incident which I considered to be impolite; the analysis of this incident exemplifies the process of judgement of appropriacy on the basis of hypothesised stereotyping within a particular community of practice.

Politeness and impoliteness

In contrast to a great deal of research in this area, I believe that impoliteness has to be seen as an assessment of someone's behaviour rather than a quality intrinsic to an utterance. Many theorists, following Brown and Levinson, assume that impoliteness is necessarily an attack on the `face' of the interlocutor/s, and that `certain "impolite" speech acts, such as reproaching, threatening and insulting are performed by speakers with the intrinsic purpose of attacking or undermining the hearer's face' (Haverkate, 1988:394).  The analysis of impoliteness is therefore concerned with a reconstruction of what the speaker's intentions are supposed to have been. Culpeper questions Leech's notion that there are some speech acts which are inherently impolite, and suggests that although there may be a few, they are in the minority (Culpeper, 1996).  Only those acts which do not orient to a  virtual or potential offence, and which are offensive in themselves, should be seen as inherently impolite, he argues: all other acts should be seen as contextually relatively impolite. However, we might question that any act is necessarily intrinsically impolite, since even the most offensive insults can be used by close friends to signal camaraderie. Lycan questions the notion that speech acts such as interruptions, even when they are bald-on-record interruptions, are necessarily interpreted  as face-threatening, and he draws attention to the fact that in certain types of academic discussions, for example, among philosophers and linguists, interruptions are, in fact, seen as positive contributions to the development of the discussion.(Lycan, 1977: 24) 
   Lycan suggests it is simply `prudish' - an interestingly gendered term in this context -  to assume that interruptions are, in essence, impolite. It may be the case that certain acts are associated with impoliteness; for example, with speech acts such as threats, in certain contexts where it is clear to both speaker and hearer  that the speaker intends to threaten the other, but this is rarely the case, since most of the time there is an option of understanding the utterance in another way (considering it as a case of misunderstanding on the part of the hearer, for example, because of overemphasising the importance of certain cues,) or of considering that the threat is in fact better interpreted as  a case of  accidental, or unintended  impoliteness ( that is, a fault of expression on the part of the hearer). 
  Keinpointner (1997) distinguishes between motivated and unmotivated rudeness; in motivated impoliteness, the speaker is assumed to have intended to be rude, whereas unmotivated impoliteness is the result of insufficient knowledge of some kind.  Thus, hypothesising of intention is essential to assessing an act as impolite. 

Keinpointner (1997) analyses the variety of acts which can be classified as impolite, ranging from mock impoliteness or banter, where intimates insult one another, but do not take offence, to strategic rudeness, where the insults are non-reciprocal, often within an institutional context, and which may or may not cause offence.  However, many of the categories that he suggests of rudeness are only impolite in some contexts, or not clearly impolite, for example as Culpeper points out, mock impoliteness only functions to foster social intimacy when it is clear to all parties that the impoliteness is untrue (Culpeper, 1996).  However, perhaps it could be considered that mock impoliteness might actually be used,  precisely because there is an element of truth in the utterance.  Yedes argues that, what she terms `playful teasing', in a work environment, allows conflicts to be resolved and tension to be managed (Yedes, 1996).  She shows how in order to get someone to volunteer for unpleasant tasks, insults and jokes are used to manage difficult situations where refusal to find someone to do the tasks would cause disruption to the community of practice as a whole. Yedes argues that ` teasing mitigates conflicts, reaffirms affiliation and encourages equity in relationships' (Yedes, 1996:418). 
 Thus, banter or mock impoliteness might allow someone to utter something closer to their true feelings in an exaggerated form at the same time as posing it in a manner where it will be interpreted on the surface at least as non-serious. Thus, impoliteness is a very complex assessment of intentions and not a simple either-or category, as some theorists seem to suggest.

Keinpointner discusses Schiffrin's (1984)  research on the interactional styles of Jewish couples in Philadelphia,  where `strategies of communication which would be experienced as aggressive, non-co-operative behaviour by other groups of the Anglo-Saxon speech community, [such as] preference for disagreement, increased volume, rapid tempo, persistent attempts to get the floor [ are viewed by the interviewees] `as a means to enhance sociability' (Keinpointner, 1997: 268). However, we might question that this is, in fact, impolite behaviour, if the interviewees themselves  do not regard it as such. It would only be considered as impolite if viewed by someone from another language group whose politeness norms were significantly different.

The evaluative nature of assessments of impoliteness is particularly striking in experimental situations.  Eelen describes the difficulties which arise when interviewees are asked about the type of response that they would give in particular situations in role plays or gap-fill exercises, as politeness and impoliteness are often considered to be concerned with proper and improper behaviour. He argues `informants show a clear understanding of "right " and "wrong" behaviour, and they always situate themselves, not really surprisingly, on the "right" side' (Eelen, 2001: 39).  He goes on to suggest that impoliteness is therefore assumed to be a quality associated with other people's behaviour and never one's own.

Politeness and impoliteness cannot therefore be considered to be  simply polar opposites.  Culpeper (1996) takes Brown and Levinson's four super-strategies (bald-on-record, positive politeness, negative politeness and off-record) and inverts them to describe impoliteness: thus,  he analyses impoliteness as consisting of bald on record impoliteness, positive and negative impoliteness and sarcasm or mock politeness  (Culpeper, 1996).  However,  Beebe (1995)  has shown that this assumption that impoliteness is the opposite of politeness cannot hold; she gives examples of what she terms `pushy politeness', where seemingly polite utterances are taken to be impolite and face threatening.  She analyses an incident in a busy New York restaurant, where a group of people were repeatedly asked by different waiters if they would care to order, when they had, in fact, made it plain that they wished to have a discussion over lunch and would therefore take their time over their meal.  The attentiveness of the waiters `seemed to reflect a desire on the part of the waiters to get it over with, not a policy regarding length of stay, a lack of communication among waiters, or a problem with crowding, so it was viewed as rude' (Beebe, 1995: 161).  Keinpointner also draws attention to the fact that some forms of politeness, such as manipulative or insincere politeness,  should be seen as less than optimally co-operative or rational, and hence impolite. (Keinpointner, 1997) Thus, politeness and impoliteness cannot be seen as simple polar opposites. Nor should impoliteness be seen as the marked term, in relation to an unmarked norm of politeness, since this assumes that politeness is almost invisible because it is the norm, whilst impoliteness is noticeable. Furthermore, the description of  impoliteness should not simply be phrased in evaluative terms where impoliteness is treated as the  `abnormal and irrational counterpart of politeness' (Keinpointner, 1997).   Thus, rather than a simple opposition between politeness and impoliteness, Keinpointner suggests that  we should try to consider linguistic behaviour along a continuum, as a matter of degree rather than absolutes. Whilst agreeing with this notion of a continuum, it is important that we see this as a continuum of assessment rather than a quality of impoliteness and politeness.

An important aspect of the evaluation of utterances as polite or impolite is the degree to which institutions have routinized the use of certain types of language. Thornborrow argues that institutions tend to constrain what can be counted as a legitimate contribution and also  the `discursive resources and identities available to participants to accomplish specific actions are wither weakened or strengthened in relation to their current institutional identities' (Thornborrow, 2002:4 ). In his analysis of impoliteness, Culpeper (1996) analyses  several contexts of linguistic usage  - a  documentary programme on American army training and  literary drama  -  where he isolates certain examples which he suggests are impolite linguistic behaviour.   In his analysis of the army training documentary, he lists several instances of impoliteness by the trainers to the recruits: the trainers swear at the recruits and humiliate them by calling their competence into question.  Direct commands are given without any mitigation and formulaic politeness, such as the use of `please' and `thank you', does not feature at all. Culpeper argues that the reason such ritualised insults are used is to train the recruits into accepting their place unthinkingly in the army hierarchy, so that they will obey orders.  Politeness is used as a resource to indicate that one acknowledges the interlocutor as a human being, as part of a shared community of practice,  whereas the army attempts to deny their basic humanity through the use of language which would normally be considered extremely impolite: `in the context of the army, impoliteness is not a haphazard product of say a heated argument, but is deployed by the sergeants in a systematic way as part of what they perceive to be their job' (Culpeper, 1996:359).  To give an example of the level of `impoliteness' used in this context, one of recruits, Private Alves, a woman of Mexican origin, is told `you don’t even deserve to live in the United States' and she is told that she is a `disgrace to the uniform' ; the sergeants suggest that she is mentally ill and one says to her: `do me a favour don't have any children…because unfortunately there is such a thing as hereditary genes that I would hate to think that anybody would even closely come out like you' (cited in Culpeper, 1996:359).   These racist insults  would in any other context be seen as face threatening .   However, I would argue that within this particular community of practice, this behaviour  is not necessarily classified by any of the participants as impolite.  The dominant group in the interaction, the officers, as representatives of the army, are drawing on ritualised and institutionalised codes of linguistic behaviour which have made excessive impoliteness on the part of trainers the norm. It might be the case that recruits may consider the level of verbal abuse over-aggressive and therefore might lodge an official complaint about it.
  But in general, recruits recognise that these forms of speech are simply part of the discourse genre of that particular community of practice.  Thus, if we simply analyse impoliteness in the decontextualised way that Culpeper does, we will be unable to grasp the way that impoliteness is only that which is defined as such by individuals in  interaction with  the hypothesised norms of the  community of practice; even here, it is something which may be contested by  community members, either openly in the case of complaints, or tacitly, by people who resent the behaviour but do not complain.

Another institutional context where insults are used in a ritualised manner is the House of Commons, especially the language used in Prime Minister's Question Time.  Harris (2001) asserts that although `much of the discourse of Prime Minister's Question Time is composed of intentional and explicitly face threatening (or face-enhancing) acts and […] these can be analysed in terms of both the propositional (e.g. hostile/supportive proposition/presuppositions which preface or are built into questions and responses to questions) and the interactional (e.g. modes of address, turn-taking "rules", non-verbal and paralinguistic behaviour) levels', in fact utterances which attack the face of the Prime Minister are often evaluated in terms of the efficacy of their attack, rather than their intention to wound and threaten her/his face' (Harris, 2001b:15).  Shaw describes the way that an adversarial style has become normalised within this particular community of practice and failure to adhere to the `rules' of confrontational and aggressive Parliamentary debate may lead to MPs who use different speech styles being admonished explicitly by the Speaker (Shaw, 2002). 
   Thus, verbal and argumentative skill is valued within this context in a similar way to the evaluation of  ritualised insults in groups of young Black males  described by Labov in the 1970s, or verbal dexterity and excessive, sexual lyrics in rap music. (Labov, 1972; see for a discussion, Matsuda, et al. eds. 1993)    Harris remarks that jeering and cat-calling in the House of Commons frequently interrupts speakers and `this type of interactive behaviour would be unacceptable in most other formal institutional contexts - courts, classrooms, conferences, televised debates - especially those which have explicit turn-taking rules, and either sanctions would be invoked or a marked breakdown in communication would occur' (Harris, 2001b: 25).   In this community of practice -  those attending the  House of Commons' Question Time - clearly intended threats to face have become institutionalised and are seen as acceptable, partly because of the ritualistic nature of the debate, and the honorifics (such as `the right honourable member,' and so on) which accompany this form of abuse.  Insults falling outside the clearly demarcated boundaries of what is deemed appropriate are highly stigmatised, leading to ritualised apologies and possibly  exclusion of the speaker from the House of Commons.  Harris concludes by saying that `systematic impoliteness is not only sanctioned in Prime Minister's Question Time but rewarded in accordance with the expectations of Members of the House (and the overhearing audience) by an adversarial and confrontational political process.  Hence, even the most serious face-threatening acts rarely, if ever, occasion a breakdown in interpersonal relationships nor are they intended to' (Harris, 2001b:32).   In this sense, perhaps we could argue that this form of linguistic behaviour, even though it would impolite in any other context, is not considered to be impolite in the House of Commons. Thus, I would suggest that in certain institutionalised contexts where highly masculinised forms of linguistic behaviour have become ritualised, dominant community members may use insults without being  considered to be impolite, since their use of this type of language may be seen as an instantiation of their role within the hierarchy.

Within certain institutional contexts such as schools, the domineering linguistic behaviour of teachers may not be considered impolite by pupils, although they might not like the way they are talked to.  For example in this analysis of a discussion between a white male middle class headteacher  [E] and two white working class boys of eight and nine [L and A] who have been caught fighting, it is difficult to assert that the headteacher is being impolite in his use of direct forms, nor is it easy to say that the boys are being impolite in their short uncommunicative answers.  It is more the case that they seem recognise the type of routines which are required here, but they may differ in the way that they evaluate their own interventions:

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

1E:
you tell me your story

(
2L:
     
                      well I accidentally kicked him in the face=

3E:
=how can you accidentally kick someone in the face ? yesterday it was

4E:
 that you accidentally punched someone in the face(.) how did it 

5E:
happen?

(
6L: 
            someone pushed me and I fell over and hit him in the face

7E:      A, turn round and look at me. What do you say happened?=

8A:
=he come up to me and just kicked me.


                                           [

9E:
                                           you need a tissue? have you got a tissue? In 

10E:
that cupboard(.)slide that green cupboard along and you'll find a tissue. 

11E:
blow your nose. what was you doing to L ?

12A:


                                            nothing

13E:                                                                                    nothing 

14E:
whatsoever(.) nothing at all (.) didn't say anything to him?=

(
15A:
=no=

16E:
=didn't do anything to him ?=

17A:
=no

18E:
        he just came along and kicked you?

19A:





      yeh=

(
20E: 
=in the face? where was your face then ? low to the ground ?

21A:
standing up I was standing up like that

22E:
                                                            how can it have happened as an 

23E:
accident?

24A:
              cause someone push

                                                      [

25E:



         someone pushed you yesterday as well(.) I 

26E:
can't believe it two days can I? come on make it easier tell me the truth

27L:
I didn't mean to hit him=

28E:
=what did you do then ?

(
28L:
                                      I just I just kicked my foot up and hit him 

29L:
accidentally=

30E:
=you took a kick at him but didn't mean to actually hit him=

31L:
=no

32E:
  (to A)what do you think?

33A: 
                                          yeh

34E: 
                                               does that sound reasonable ?=

35A:
=yeh=

36E:
=you don’t think he really meant to kick  you?

37A:
                                                                       no

38E: 






      he was hoping to 

39E:
miss?

[break of ten turns where questioning continues]

(
53E: 
what are you going to ACCIDENTALLY do tomorrow?

54L:
                                                                                      nothing=

55E: 
=sure ?=

56L:
=yeh

(
57E:
        what are you actually going to ACCIDENTALLY do the day after 

58E:
that?

59L:
       nothing

50E: 
                    if it happened tomorrow do you think I'm going to believe 

(
51E:
you ? no(.) would you blame me? no(.) If it accidentally happens 

52E:
tomorrow what do you think I should do? 

53L:





     (2) dunno

54E: 






         well if it accidentally 

55E:
happens tomorrow that you're in any fights or any trouble I shall have 

56E:
to ask your mum and dad to come in and have a word right ? Is that a 

57E:
bruise on the outside as well ?

58A:
                                              yes

59E: 
                                           (to L) have you seen the inside of his 

60E:
mouth?  show him(3) what have you got to say?

61L:
                                                                        sorry

62E:
                                                                                do you accept his 

63E:
apology ?

64A:
             yeh.

65E: 

        all right shake on it then(.) don’t come back tomorrow

Data: 61.2   
EXAMPLE 7

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

In much the same way as the other communities of practice discussed above, where certain forms of linguistic behaviour are considered to be not so much impolite as an instantiation of the power relations of the participants, here the headteacher and the boys are engaging in a scenario where each of the interactants knows roughly  the type of linguistic behaviour which is expected.  The institution demands that if children are found fighting then they need to talk to the headteacher and apologise, after a certain ritual humiliation. The head knows that he needs to ask questions  (which are mostly rhetorical though not unequivocally so) to establish what happened in order to apportion blame and, finally, to elicit  an apology from L and reassurances from both of the boys that they  will not fight again. The questions are used in this way as a very powerful resource, as part of the indirect discourses which teachers use rather than using commands or more direct language, in order to deal with managing pupils without bringing about open conflict.  Manke (1997) gives the example of a teacher saying to a pupil who is sitting in the wrong seat: `Why are you sitting there?'  When the child moves to his  proper seat, the teacher says `Thank you', thus establishing that the question was in fact being used as an indirect form of command.  The boys know that they need to submit to a certain amount of verbal humiliation before they are allowed to leave the head's office.  Thus, the headmaster uses heavy verbal irony in lines 18-25 to show that the injuries sustained by A could not have been the result of an accident as he claims, and that A also must have played a role in the fighting:

18E:
        he just came along and kicked you?

19A:





      yeh=

(
20E: 
=in the face? where was your face then ? low to the ground ?

21A:
standing up I was standing up like that

22E:
                                                            how can it have happened as an 

23E:
accident?

24A:
              cause someone push

                                                      [

(
25E:



         someone pushed you yesterday as well(.)

We could argue that this verbal irony is lost on A, since E draws attention to the fact that it is impossible for someone to be kicked accidentally in the face when standing up (20E) and A responds by literally detailing the position in which he was standing.  However, we could argue that A, by taking the question literally could be understood to be refusing to take part in this apportioning of blame.  Manke argues that when students refuse to `hear' the indirectness of teachers, they force the teachers to use more direct forms.  She states: `in this way they force the teacher's agenda to the surface so they could oppose it and prevented the teacher from maintaining the pretence that what was going on was co-operation and mutual politeness' (Manke, 1997: 89) Thus, in this case, E is forced to make explicit that he is questioning A's and L's assertion that the injuries were sustained accidentally, rather than on the literal level asking about where A was standing.  

A similar rhetorical strategy seems to be being used in lines  53- 57  where E uses verbal irony to show that L's claim that the incident was an accident cannot be taken as strictly true. 

(
53E: 
what are you going to ACCIDENTALLY do tomorrow?

54L:
                                                                                      nothing=

55E: 
=sure ?=

56L:
=yeh

(
57E:
        what are you actually going to ACCIDENTALLY do the day after 

58E:
that?

The boys use only very minimal responses to show that they recognise the authority of the head to punish them, at least on the surface of their discourse, and that they do not contest this right. The ritualised nature of these questions can be seen when E answers his own questions:

50E: 
                    if it happened tomorrow do you think I'm going to believe 

(
51E:
you ? no(.) would you blame me? no(.) 

However, E’s question:  `If it accidentally happens tomorrow what do you think I should do?’ clearly expects another answer than L’s response `Dunno’, in line 53. However, this noncommittal answer on the part of A may simply be seen as not wanting to suggest punishments to the head.

As I mentioned above it is not necessary to simply analyse the boys' minimal interventions as an acknowledgement of their guilt or as an affirmation of the power relations within this particular context.  As Scott has argued, those in positions of powerlessness may strategically use minimal response or silence as a way of containing their anger and frustration, leaving the fuller expression of emotions for contexts where they find themselves amongst their equals who will sympathise (Scott, 1990).  Manke has also argued that teachers aim to control students to facilitate learning and students generally aim to evade adult control and to have `an interesting day' (Manke, 1997:4) The boys could in fact be seen to be resisting the authority of the head through simply not responding except sullenly, giving him only the barest of replies - a recognition that they feel that they have to endure a `telling off' by the headteacher, but they do not recognise his right to do so.  They can be seen as simply going through the motions of interacting with him, providing the barest minimum of a response to his questions. L's response of `Dunno' in line 53, within this interpretation, could be seen as a recognition that he is expected to respond but a refusal to do so in a way which would acknowledge the allocation of blame. Yet even within this interpretation, the boys'  replies cannot be seen as simply impolite and do not seem to be coded by the headteacher as impolite as he reacts towards them as if they are appropriate or expected responses. 

51E:
you ? no(.) would you blame me? no(.) If it accidentally happens 

52E:
tomorrow what do you think I should do? 

53L:





     (2) dunno

(
54E: 






         well if it accidentally 

55E:
happens tomorrow that you're in any fights or any trouble I shall have 

56E:
to ask your mum and dad to come in and have a word right ?

Rather than questioning L's `Dunno', E accepts it at face value and fleshes out in lines 54-56,  the answer to this quasi rhetorical questions that he had been hoping for.  Thus, this incident shows that behaviour which in other contexts would be impolite - minimal response to questions, humiliating and excessive irony - are here considered a simple part of the community of practice norms of dealing with this type of incident.  

As well as being analysed as the opposite of politeness, impoliteness has also been analysed as `merely pragmatic failure at politeness' (Beebe, 1995: 154).  Certain utterances can be classified as failure to express oneself adequately; for example, when someone who had lived in my house twenty five years before me visited the house, she exclaimed on entering one room: `Oh, you've still got the same carpets'.  Because of the tone of voice in which she said it, it was clear to me that this seemingly impolite utterance (`you must be stingy as you've still got the same moth-eaten carpets that we had 25 years ago') was not intended on her part as an insult, but a straightforward expression of surprise, since she recognised the carpets from her childhood. However, this type of  utterance,  where the potential interpretation of  impoliteness is due to a misapprehension of the full implications of an utterances, or in the assessment of the politeness appropriate for a particular situation, is not symptomatic of most forms of impoliteness. Eelen argues that this view of impoliteness characterises a great deal of research, where impoliteness is seen as `the non-performance of an act, as the lack or absence of something' (Eelen, 2001:98). Beebe claims that rather than seeing impoliteness as a failure to be polite, rudeness should rather be seen as ` a reflection of pragmatic competence', that is, that it should be seen as achieving certain aims in a conversation, firstly, to get power and secondly, to give vent to negative feelings. (Beebe, 1995:154)  In her analysis of examples such as the following, the interactants had clearly not miscalculated the level of appropriate politeness due in the circumstances, but had chosen to be rude.  In New York, a well-built man was trying to park his car next to a pedestrian crossing, and a thin woman was trying to cross the road with her children; they argued about who had right of way; the woman finally yelled:

Woman: Oh, shut up, you fat pig!

Man: Go fuck yourself.

Woman: Go on a diet!

Man: Go fuck yourself!

(Gavis, cited in Beebe, 1995:154)

This type of impoliteness, Beebe asserts, often results from a `volcanic' loss of temper, or loss of control over one's emotions; outright hostility seems to pervade many of the examples that she discusses.  She argues that  when an act is assessed as impolite, by one or all of the participants,  it has serious consequences in the interaction.  She also argues that  `the idea that socially sanctioned norms of interaction are violated is central to the perception of rudeness' (Beebe, 1995:159). 
 Thus, interactants will draw on what seem to them to be stable norms of acceptable behaviour in their assessment of impoliteness, despite the fact that individuals in fact assess these norms differently according to the community of practice within which the exchange takes place.  In the context of New York, where Beebe carried out her research, there are certain types of linguistic behaviour which are not considered to be impolite by many of her interviewees, whereas in similar contexts in Britain they would have been.  She gives the example of the use of the  interjection `What's your point?' to try to shape what your interlocutor is telling you, implicitly cutting short their turn, and also implicitly suggesting that they have not made the relevance of their discourse sufficiently clear; she suggests that 40% of the respondents that she interviewed at a conference in America  did not consider this rude, unless there was overlap or interruption. 

Impoliteness should not be seen simply as a violation. If we assume, as Fraser and Nolen do, that there is a conversational contract operating in Gricean terms, impoliteness will be seen as a violation of this contract;  they argue that `to be polite is to abide by the rules of the relationship.  The speaker becomes impolite just in cases where he [or she] violates one or more of the contractual rules' (Fraser and Nolen, 1991, cited in Ide, et al. 1992).  However, impoliteness is not so easily classified, as very often it is not clear to either participant if someone has been polite or impolite.  The notion of a conversational contract may be useful theoretically, but no one signs a contract or knows precisely what the terms of that contract are when they begin to converse. The terms of the `contract' are subject to constant negotiation throughout an exchange.  

Impoliteness is often attributed to someone on the grounds of not having observed the socially sanctioned politeness behaviour which other participants assume would be expected in a  particular situation, for example, the use of directness for requests which would normally be indirectly handled in English, or the lack of  elements such as  `please', `thank you' and `sorry'.  These features are often explicitly taught  to children, and are the subject of a great deal of nagging and resistance within middle class families. 
  By categorising such behaviour as impolite the parents are displaying concern with breaches of social propriety, and the children could be seen to be refusing to acknowledge the social structures and hierarchies implicit in the insistence on the use of these elements.   Jary argues that impoliteness and politeness are therefore to be considered fundamentally different in kind rather than simple polar opposites, since, instead of the Brown and Levinson view that `whenever the so-called polite forms/strategies are used then an additional layer of meaning is necessarily communicated … our experiences as conversationalists tells us that polite forms often go unnoticed by participants.  Although there are cases when we do comment on the politeness of someone's verbal behaviour, much of the time we don't notice this aspect of it' (Jary, 1998:2).  Thus, the omission of formal greetings or thanks may well be considered to be impolite, especially if that person is not liked, or if this is not the first time that socially sanctioned politeness norms within the particular community of practice have been breached.  But impoliteness is not simply a question of the omission of formal or formulaic social politeness. Impoliteness can be considered as any type of linguistic behaviour which is assessed as intending to threaten the hearer's face or social identity, or as transgressing the hypothesised community of practice's norms of appropriacy. 

This notion that it is also the stability of the community of practice which is threatened in instances where someone is accused of  impoliteness is important since very often accusations of impoliteness are concerned with problems of agreement over the assessment of the social standing of individuals in relation to one another, or the assessment of familiarity between them and thus the assessment of the appropriate level of politeness to use.  Accusations of impoliteness generally signal to participants that there has been a mismatch in the assessment of status, role or familiarity and thus perhaps also a mismatch in their assessment of their  position in the constitution of the community of practice.

Haverkate argues that we need to not only  distinguish between polite and impolite acts, but  also to constitute a category of  non-polite speech acts, which he claims consists of assertives and directives which are neutral with respect to politeness  because they are simply giving information (Haverkate, 1988).  However, I would argue that there are no speech acts which in their very essence are not  perceived by others to be doing something in relation to politeness/impoliteness or at least to rapport management.  There may be degrees to which particular utterances can be said to contribute to the harmony or disharmony of a relationship, but there does not seem to be a neutral position for any utterance. In some cultures this pervasiveness of politeness and impoliteness is more clearly exemplified, for example, in Japanese, Matsumoto argues that `since any Japanese utterance conveys information about the social context, there is always the possibility that the speaker may, by the choice of an inappropriate form, offend the audience and thus embarrass him/herself.  In this sense, any utterance, even a simple declarative, could be face-threatening' (Matsumoto, 1989, cited in Spencer-Oatey, 2000: 19).  Although, Japanese cannot be considered to be the same as Western European languages, since the honorific system and the necessity to mark social positions appropriately in all aspects of the grammar do not apply to the same extent; yet,  the signalling of awareness of one’s position in the social hierarchy operates in a similar way in English. 

As I have argued in other chapters, there are particular signs which may be drawn on to decide whether an utterance is polite or impolite. Impoliteness can be construed from the occurrence of a very wide range of linguistic behaviour. In some cases, it can be attributed to someone over a long period of time, where previous `signs' of impoliteness are called upon to prove that someone's utterance is impolite. Alternatively, impoliteness may be judged to have occurred in a  fairly direct and clearly face threatening way in a single utterance. Most analysts of politeness tend to focus only on the single utterance level rather than  this form of impoliteness which is cumulative. Culpeper suggests that particularly in the familial context, impoliteness has ` a tendency to escalate' (Culpeper, 1996:355).  This is quite unlike politeness, where the level of politeness, in general, is more likely to remain fairly stable throughout a conversation.  However, it must be added that impolite acts which are minimally face-threatening can generally be tolerated in the normal course of events between people who work or live together. Thus, I would like to suggest that utterances which at face value seem impolite are not always face-threatening. It is only when impolite acts are `added up', or viewed in a cumulative way and when it is assumed that the speaker intended to be impolite, that they constitute a threat to the face of the hearer and to the community of practice. 

Thus, impoliteness cannot be said to be simply a question of the content or surface message of the utterance, but it is an assessment made on the basis of hypothesised intention.  This `intention' is constructed by drawing on  a range of different types of evidence . Beebe suggests that intonation is very important here; she categorises a particular type of contemptuous intonation as the `You are Stupid Intonation', where, when used with deliberate misinterpretation, and contemptuous looks, the utterance can be classified by the hearer/s as impolite (Beebe, 1995: 165).  However, each of these elements may be used to disambiguate the other element; thus, for example, if  an interlocutor decides that the speaker is giving her/him a contemptuous look, they will be more likely to categorise other elements in the interaction  as sarcastic, for example classifying their intonation or tone of voice  as problematic

Impoliteness seems to have different consequences to politeness.  As I argued in Chapter 2, politeness has a  variety of functions, and is assessed both positively and negatively depending on the context and community of practice. For example,  politeness may be judged to be maintaining the status quo and ensuring that everyone is more or less at ease with one another; it may be judged to be ensuring the `smoothness' of the interaction and avoiding conflict. Or in contrast, it may be seen as a trivial form of linguistic behaviour, associated largely with white middle class women, which holds up the flow of conversation and constrains the direct expression of emotion and thoughts.  Impoliteness is viewed as having different and often longer term  consequences and may, in extreme circumstances, lead to the breakdown of conversation and the disruption of a relationship. Indeed, group relations may suffer as a result of the perception of impoliteness between group members, and may feel that they have to take sides.

In contrast to assessments of politeness, I would argue that most judgements of impoliteness are not arrived at in the heat of the  conversation, as most researchers discussing impoliteness seem to suggest,  but they are mulled over, discussed with others and future behaviour and strategy planned out in response to this overall assessment of someone's behaviour over a period of time. 
  Third parties may be approached to discuss someone’s impoliteness and generally involved in  some repair work to the interaction and to the relationship, if the impoliteness is considered exceptional. Indeed, a great deal of interactional work goes into the assessment of impolite acts, involving retelling anecdotes and inviting judgements of the excessiveness of the impoliteness, in order to bolster the sense that one's assessment of the impoliteness is justified or not. In this sense, the assessment of  impoliteness needs to be seen as something which often  involves the whole community of practice, and explicit discussion of the limits of acceptable and unacceptable behaviour in that particular group. As Spencer-Oatey and Jianyu argue,  positive face within the Brown and Levinson model has been underspecified `people have two fundamental desires for approval: a desire for positive evaluation in terms of personal qualities such as competence, abilities, etc., (quality face) and a desire for positive evaluation in terms of social identity, such as standing within a group, (identity face)' (Spencer Oatey and Jianyu, 2000:279). Thus, they stress the importance of the  social aspect of impoliteness  within their analysis. Take, for example, the conversational problem discussed by Spencer-Oatey and Jianyu (2000), when a Chinese delegation came to Britain to visit a factory with which their company traded. Because of perceptions of a lack of respect which it was assumed that the British company had shown to the Chinese group, (by providing them with inexpensive hotel rooms, providing a conference room which did not enable members to be equally represented and because a certain level of formality was not maintained), the Chinese group withdrew from the visit and complained about the impoliteness which they asserted had led to a breakdown in communication.  Spencer Oatey and Jianyu interviewed all of the participants about these problems.  The Chinese delegation drew attention to the fact that when the head of the British company gave a welcoming speech, where he acknowledged the importance of the relationship between China and Britain in trade terms the Chinese delegation felt insulted.  The Chinese sales manager said: `It is understandable for them to praise their own products, but by doing so they in fact made a big mistake.  Why ?  Because you see because for a company when they haven't got new orders for their products for several years it is a serious problem, to them, but they didn't talk about it… he should have said that you have made great efforts regarding the [sale] of our products, right ?  And hope you continue.  They should have said more in this respect ' (Spencer-Oatey and Jianyu, 2000:281).   The head of the Chinese delegation complained when he was not invited to give a speech immediately after the British Managing director: `According to our home customs and protocol, speech is delivered on the basis of reciprocity.  He has made his speech and I am expected to say something … Condescension was implied.  In fact, I was reluctant to speak, and I had nothing to say.  But I had to, to say a few words.  Right for the occasion' (Spencer Oatey and Jianyu, 2000:278).  The British company was also offended, as the Chinese group decided to cancel the training sessions which had been planned for them and the British director complained that `they haven't any ethics, [they] had no respect for their hosts' (Spencer-Oatey and Jianyu, 2000:278). Thus, during a ten day visit,  the impoliteness or lack of respect of one group to another was gradually assessed in a cumulative way and evidence was marshalled to support this view. `During the ten day visit it seems that, for the Chinese, the problematic events revolved primarily  around their concerns over identity face, especially their status.  They regarded themselves as being extremely important to the British company, and thus as having high status, and felt that the British hosts failed to acknowledge this sufficiently, and thus failed to give them the face that they deserved' (Spencer-Oatey and Jianyu, 2000:280).  The Chinese felt that they as a group had not been accorded the respect which was appropriate to them, and the British also felt that they had  been treated with disrespect as a group.  This rootedness of impoliteness in assessments of what is appropriate to the behaviour of communities of practice is essential for an adequate analysis of impoliteness.

To sum up,  politeness and impoliteness cannot be taken to be polar opposites, since impoliteness functions in very different and context-specific ways.  It is thus important not to analyse impoliteness in a decontextualised way, focusing only on what takes place in an interaction, as it is a negotiation or a testing out of what are perceived to be community of practice norms, and a discussion of those norms with others.  Perhaps even  more than politeness, judgements of impoliteness are explicitly concerned with  the individual's role within a community of practice. 

Judgements of Impoliteness

As I have stressed in previous chapters, politeness and impoliteness cannot be analysed in relation to single utterances or speech acts and they cannot be assessed in relation only to what we assume are the speakers’ intentions.  Impoliteness can only be understood and analysed pragmatically when considered in relation to group/community understandings of utterances and also in terms of the long-term discourse strategies of the interlocutors. In this section I analyse swearing and directness to examine the factors involved in our judgement of utterances as impolite.  I then move on to an analysis of the factors which contribute to utterances being considered impolite.

We must resist the notion that there are objective levels of impoliteness, even though interactants often behave as if those levels exist; for as Eelen remarks `In everyday interaction, judgements of (im) politeness are passed as if there do indeed exist absolutely valid norms (shared by the whole community) that form the grounds on which judgements are made' (Eelen, 2001:189).  However, this assumption that the behaviour of others is judged according to the standards of any reasonable person - an idealised representative of the wider community values - falls foul of the type of bias experienced with sexual harassment legislation, where that `reasonable person' is often interpreted  as being someone who shares the values and expectations of those who make up the dominant members of tribunals. (Erlich, 1999; Erlich and King, 1996)  It is quite clear in many cases that theorists of politeness are themselves making moral judgements about impoliteness.  For example, Blum-Kulka, in her analysis of Israeli linguistic behaviour asserts that even when the participants do not regard their own behaviour as polite, she asserts that it is (Blum-Kulka, 1992).  Ide et.al. also seem to elide their position with that of the dominant classes within Japan when they describe certain highly valued linguistic politeness strategies as due to a concern to `beautify' the language (Ide,et.al. 1992). In response, Eelen suggests that `if ordinary speakers invoke norms in their explications of politeness [and impoliteness], then we should not simply do the same, but rather zoom in on that activity of norm-invoking and examine it more closely, as it is likely to give us an insight into what (im)politeness actually involves' (Eelen, 2001: 252).  In addition, Eelen argues that rather than simply analysing the judgement of impoliteness, and its effects on the speaker, we should also analyse the effect that the accusation of impoliteness may have on the hearer. He suggests that the accusation of impoliteness can be used by the hearer to create a positive self-image for themselves and to put them in a morally  superior position.

I would like to analyse two linguistic features which are often focused on in the discussion of impoliteness: swearing and directness. Within certain environments, swearing is tolerated to a greater degree than others and indeed can be thought of as a way of indicating one's affiliation to others.  In a survey conducted at Sheffield Hallam University in 2000 , on undergraduate attitudes to swearing, it was  found that whilst in their own informal linguistic behaviour, students often considered swearing to be a way of creating informality, there was conflict over whether they disapproved of swearing in public situations such as radio interviews, television and politicians' speeches.  Most of the undergraduates disapproved of children swearing and stated that they would find it difficult to use certain swear words themselves  in front of their parents or grandparents. Most of the students made clear distinctions between the use of mild and extreme swear words, some of which they would not use themselves at all, and some of which they would use in certain contexts. There did not seem to be any major distinctions between the opinions of male and female students, although the male students seemed to be less tolerant of swearing by women. Stereotypical beliefs about the behaviour of children and women seemed to inform a great deal of the responses. Whilst, these results are not surprising, they highlight the fact that undergraduates are very aware that the speech context and the community of practice determine to a great extent the degree to which swearing is considered acceptable or offensive.  Whilst most people would classify swearing as impolite behaviour, in fact, there are a range of different contexts which demand different levels of swearing.  Swearing does not function in one particular way; as Harris as noted, perceptions that levels of `bad language'  in public life are increasing, may be seen by some as indicative of an increasing breakdown in the fabric of society, by others that the distinctions between the educated and uneducated are being eroded, and by yet others as a growth in a  welcome informality (Harris, 1990:417). 

Directness is often characterised in the literature  as intrinsically face-threatening.  However, this is not always the case;  in certain groups, especially in the business environment, a certain level of directness is tolerated, which might in other contexts be considered impolite. Miller remarks upon the fact that in a work environment which she studied: `the exchange of negative assessments may seamlessly unfold without participants becoming miffed or uncomfortable' (Miller, 2000: 253).   Stalpers argues that business talk is considered by many to be `maximally efficient communication' and  `business talk allows for a larger degree of tolerance for behaviour which, in other contexts, would more easily be considered impolite' (Stalpers, 1992: 219 and 220).   Because in many businesses, the principle which organises everything is that time is money, there is a perception that a certain amount of impoliteness is tolerated in order to get things done: `this principle is at variance with the general expectation of polite conduct in discourse as it is assumed for casual conversation'  (Stalpers, 1992: 230). 

There is an assumption that in English indirectness is polite and directness must therefore be considered impolite. When referring to impoliteness, some of the people whom I interviewed remarked upon the way that certain friends or acquaintances of theirs used language which they found overly direct.  However, when talking about the politeness strategies of a mutual male friend [W]  with another male friend [Y] who sometimes works for him,  Y said, when I suggested that some people find W very impolite: `Yeh, but I like that sort of straightforward, no messing…you know where you are with W…he says exactly what he means.  He rings up and says "There's  a problem", tells you the problem, and then says when can you come and fix it.'  This seems to suggest that there is a hypothesised stereotype of  masculinity associated with seeming directness, which can be judged by many people to be impolite in certain contexts, but which may also be seen in positive terms by those who affiliate themselves with stereotypes of masculinity.  However, as I have noted before, this view of directness is based on a stereotype of masculinity, and thus,  since individuals tend to hypothesise their own version of the stereotype which they feel is `in play' helps us to explain how it is that different individuals will work to different stereotypes of masculinity and have different `takes' on how they view the hypothesised stereotype. (see Chapters 4 and 5)

There are other cultural stereotypes connected with directness, for often it is assumed that Chinese and Japanese people are very indirect; however  as Storti says `The notorious indirectness of Asians, may to a certain extent be nothing more than our inability to recognise Asian-style directness when we see it' (Storti, cited in  Harris Bond et al, 2000:48/9). Thus, we should not assume that a declarative or order is the only way that directness can be expressed, simply because that is the way it is often expressed in English. Miller argues that stereotypes of directness and indirectness are often drawn upon only in times of crisis;  thus, in general, within a work environment, when Japanese and American colleagues interact, there is a great deal of give and take but `when there are misunderstandings, folk theory and popular stereotypes would lead us to blame Clint Eastwood style Americans who blast their way through every conversation, or compromisingly ambiguous Japanese who produce a trail of uncertainty in their wakes' (Miller, 2000:253). Thus, it is only when there is conflict that stereotypes about speech styles are brought into play.

If we examine examples of directness in conversation, especially where those perceptions of directness have led to assessments of impoliteness being made, we can see that the judgement of directness is a subjective one, rather than directness being a feature of a act or strategy.   Pavlidou argues that directness in German cultures should not be considered impolite at all; in fact, it should be seen as a way of expressing closeness and affiliation: `there are numerous ways of attending to the relationship aspect of communication, e.g. phatic communication, redundancy, negative politeness, talk about the relationship itself, and also strategies of directness which may result in the omission of all of the previous strategies' (Pavlidou, 2000:138).  However, directness, whilst it may be intended to communicate closeness to another may be misinterpreted, as  House has shown in her analysis of  American and German misunderstandings, and  Gunthner has in her analysis of Chinese-German misunderstandings.  (House, 2000; Gunthner, 2000)   Gunthner discusses a conversation about sex-equality between two female German students, Doris and Andrea, and two Chinese students, Tan (female) and Yang (male). The conversation becomes quite heated, when Yang [Y] attempts to defend himself against accusations of sexism (as if he were being forced to defend  the whole Chinese nation) and  both of the Chinese participants try a range of strategies to change the topic.  For example when Doris [D] says:

D: 
well I don't quite understand why you say that eh in China there is no women's 

problem the problem actually is the same it's just that ehm that it is HUSHED 

up much more

Y: 
(quiet)  not as bad as here

D:
YES THAT'S BECAUSE WOMEN ARE MORE CONSCIOUS HERE


In interviews with Gunthner after the interactions, the Chinese participants stated that they found the Germans `direct', `aggressive' and also `rude, yes a bit offensive' , whereas the Germans found the Chinese `boring conversationalists'  and `just not interesting' (Gunthner, 2000:218). This direct argumentative style is considered by the Chinese to be `very rude and inconsiderate behaviour', whereas the German participants considered directness as showing involvement in the discussion and attention to the other. (Gunthner, 2000:237)   Thus, directness should not be seen as always impolite; in fact,  for these German participants, directness is seen to be positively polite.  However, Chinese people in Gunthner's survey can be viewed as equally direct, for example, when they asked questions about marital status and one's salary, which German participants found disconcerting and embarrassing, but which within Chinese  culture would be seen as appropriate small talk. Assessment of directness is a value-judgement: if it is seen to be a positive feature, it is classified as  positive politeness, or  if negatively assessed as impolite.

One of the factors in the assessment of utterances as constituting impoliteness is the level of sincerity which we attribute to others.  Jary argues that simply using a form of higher esteem for your addressee than s/he deserves (however problematic that notion is) is not enough to be polite: `it must be (or appear) sincere; that is the addressee must believe that the evidence you provide actually reflects the esteem in which you hold him[/her]. [S/]He must not think that your behaviour is motivated by an attempt to raise, however indirectly, your own standing in his[her] eyes by insincerely indicating that you hold him [/her] in higher esteem than is in fact the case.  Thus similar implications may be beneficial in one context (where sincerity is assumed) but detrimental in another (where it is not). (Jary, 1998:12)  

Instead of viewing impoliteness to be intrinsic to an utterance we need to see the role that context and assumptions about intentionality play.  Our assessment of the context and the relation between the utterance or stretch of talk in terms of appropriateness is crucial in deciding whether an utterance or stretch of speech is impolite or not.  Fraser and Nolen argue that: `we often take certain expressions to be impolite, but it is not the expressions themselves but the conditions under which they are used that determine the judgement of politeness' (Fraser and Nolen, 1981, cited in Haverkate, 1988:400). For example, in situations of conflict, any expression can be interpreted as impolite.  Impoliteness can be attributed to someone, when we can assume that there is an intention or motivation to threaten the person's face, as I mentioned earlier in this chapter: `the description of any aspect of a speaker's verbal behaviour as polite or impolite depends firstly on his noting this aspect of her behaviour and secondly on the motivation he believes to be behind it ' (Jary, 1998:8).  Thus, impoliteness is about the attribution of motivations to another person. Jary argues that `it would be hard to maintain that the motivation for engaging in what is generally called polite behaviour is to communicate politeness.  For a start, it has been argued that (im)politeness is only noted - is only relevant - when some aspect of the speaker's behaviour provides evidence for the hearer that she holds him in higher or lower regard than he had assumed'  (Jary, 1998:11).

Impoliteness can be attributed to someone, because of a mismatch of expectations or because of a cross-cultural difference in the functions or meanings of certain politeness strategies.  For example, as Bargiela et.al. have shown, involvement strategies used by British and American people  in naming others may be understood as offensive and over-familiar by those from different cultures. (Bargiela, et al. 2002)  These strategies of politeness can become so embedded within a culture that they appear as common-sense to the members of that culture.  Thus, in interactions with strangers, deference is expected by Chinese speakers and the use of  the appropriate respectful name is expected, whereas for Westerners, very often, the length of time it takes to get onto first name terms is an indication of how well the conversation is progressing.  Westerners who use first names with Chinese people may intend familiarity and politeness,  but in fact they communicate disrespect. 
   There is an Anglocentric assumption that seeming egalitarian strategies of politeness are necessarily better than hierarchical deference strategies.   However, we may question this simplistic notion of cultural difference as if all members of a culture necessarily recognise the same language norms in relation to politeness, simply because they speak the same language.  There is a tendency in the literature on politeness to homogenise cultures, assuming that all members share the same values and views with regard to politeness.  Particularly in relation to a culture such as Japan, where the speech behaviour of young Japanese people, particularly women, differs markedly from that of older people, it is difficult to characterise the speech patterns of the whole community (Okamoto, 1995).  Furthermore, as Ide et.al (1992) have shown, in the use of honorifics, the majority of the population feel that, whilst they are important,  they themselves do not use them correctly.  It is thus  essential that we recognise variation within cultural groups. 

A further factor in judging whether an utterance is impolite is the  degree with which one is familiar with that person and the amount of investment that you have in the relationship. Culpeper has remarked that there may be a difference in the strategies of impoliteness which are employed by intimates and by strangers. (Culpeper, 1996) In private conversations, it may be the case that emotional feelings are more likely to be evoked by assessments of rudeness than where the rudeness occurs in an institutional setting, that is where its use is sanctioned, in a court or in army training, for example.  If you know the person well, you may be more willing to assume that the person did not actually intend to be impolite to you. When we like someone or feel that we have a stable relationship with them, we are more likely to try to excuse behaviour on the grounds of a problem with expression. However, within an institutional framework we may not be able to complain of impoliteness. Keinpointner also draws attention to the way that impoliteness may be used as a way of maintaining the distinctions between out-groups and in-groups. (Keinpointner, 1997)   Thus, although there is no consensus on whether familiarity with someone enables one to be more or less polite, it is clear that affect is intricately related to judgements of politeness and impoliteness.

When analysing impoliteness, theorists have generally tried to analyse utterances and interactions in terms of threats to the hearer’s face and have not examined questions of emotional response to the hearer.  In analysing conversations and anecdotes, it is clear to me that whether the speaker and hearer or members of a group classify themselves as liking someone or not is inextricably linked to their assessments of them as impolite.  There is no simple one way traffic between these assessments, so that it not possible to assert that A does not like B and therefore is likely to judge B to be impolite whatever utterances B produces.  Rather,  A and B’s lack of esteem for each other is likely to develop at the same time ( possibly both as a result and as a cause) as their assessments of each others’ impoliteness towards each other. As House remarks: `an emotional reaction is often the major factor responsible for a deterioration of rapport and for the mutual attribution of negative personal traits' (House, 2000:147).  In House’s analysis of conversations between German and American students, she notices that a misunderstanding leads to both of the participants deciding that they dislike each other. In the following extract,  Norman, [N] the American student, and Hannes [H] the German student whom Norman has invited round for a meal converse in German, [translation by House]:

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

N: 
Hallo Hannes (0.1) good to see you (0.2) how are things with you ?

H: 








        Oh hallo N (.) oh man well (0.2) to tell the TRUTH (.) I am very hungry what have you COOKED ? (0.3)

N:   
                  spaghetti ?

H:                                        yeah great. So yeh but yeah I hope it's not beef the thing is

N:  
I  well I hope you are not disappointed I have cooked SPAGHETTI and the 

sauce with it of course I mean I have. [not specially]

H:                                                                                      what I'm getting at is is well 

(.) we should KNOW that it is from Argentine or ?

(House, 2000:159)

EXAMPLE 8

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

House suggests that in German, this type of direct strategy of getting straight into a discussion is something which signals that  you consider your interlocutor to be  an equal who is able to engage in an intellectual discussion; but, for Norman, Hannes `acted like a stranger' and `insisted a bit too much and too long' in pursuing this topic of conversation which constituted a negative assessment of the food which Norman was offering to him.  Hannes, in an interview with House, seemed unaware of the fact that Norman had become more and more alienated by the conversation to the point where he stopped talking.  A similar pattern can be seen in another conversation which House analyses, between Brian, [B] an American student, and Andi [A] a German student who has been invited for a meal. The conversation takes place in German (trans. by House)

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

B: 
hallo Andi how are you?

A:                                            yeah fine oh fine really yeah

B:





                     so everything's ready now 

(.) I hope you like it (0.3) I have cooked it myself [so because]

A:                                                                                    [yeah fine] 

B:



                                                             that's what we 

eat in the South

A:                                      [loud voice] // but that's so much that's FAR TOO MUCH 

rice

B:
       that doesn't matter (0.1) I have paid for it (.) and I have INVITED you (.) [you have]

A:
[no it] DOES matter it DOES it DOES think of the many poor people who go 

hungry and would like to eat something like that

B:





[well I I I] believe (0.1) I find

A:                                                                                                              I find one 

should in this common world in which we do all live (0.2) the world in which 

we are all endowed with material goods so unequally we should at least try on a small scale try to reduce no waste no useless waste. 

(House, 2000:154/5)

EXAMPLE 9

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

 In an interview with House, Brian remarked that  he felt that he had been unpleasantly `talked at' by his friend, whom he considered had acted like a teacher towards him. He said that he felt sad and disappointed and in his own words "took a dislike" to Andi to whom he imputed inconsiderateness and "selfishness", even though as House remarks, Andi had helped Brian with his German essays in the past. (House, 2000:156)  Andi, on the other hand, did not recognise that anything untoward had occurred and simply assumed that Brian had been uninterested in the topic of conversation.


There is a cumulative process at work in deciding whether you like someone or not, exemplified in these analyses above, so that if you decide that someone has been impolite to you, you may well decide that you do not like them.  Impoliteness is generally considered as an orientation away from an interlocutor, and therefore a decision not to like that person is justified, because of their behaviour towards you. Spencer-Oatey discusses orientation to others in the following terms: we may have an orientation to another which can be classified as rapport-enhancement ( concerned to improve rapport); rapport maintenance (concerned to keep the rapport as it is); rapport neglect ( where no efforts are made to improve rapport), and rapport challenge (where face threatening acts are committed and it is clear to the parties that the relationship is under threat). (Spencer-Oatey, 2000)  However, whilst we can recognise that these categories are useful in deciding whether someone is positively oriented to us are not, these orientations are not clearly signalled to others; they are something which participants  constantly assess and make decisions about whether they consider particular types of behaviour as evidence that the other wants to enhance rapport with them  or not. Thus, when analysing impoliteness, we are also making judgements about whether we are oriented to someone or not.  

Thus, there are a range of factors which contribute to our judging an utterance or exchange as impolite, some of them based on stereotypes of gender or culture and some of them based on assessments of sincerity, speaker intention and appropriateness. 

Class, Race and Impoliteness

Factors of gender, class  and race are not generally considered when analysing politeness and impoliteness, but there is a stereotypical assumption that white middle class people, particularly women, are more polite than other groups.  I will be discussing the issue of gender in more detail in Chapters 4 and 5, but here I would like to discuss racial and class stereotypes of politeness and impoliteness (Mills, 2002).  Representations of working class people tend to stress the directness and loudness of their language,  and emphasise the degree of swearing which is used (see for example, representations of the working classes in television programmes such as the Royle family, on working class life in Manchester, and in novels such as James Kelman's on Glaswegian working class life).  Because politeness is often associated with  `civility, `courtesy', `good manners', `good breeding' and ` a good upbringing', all qualities associated stereotypically with the white upper and middle classes, it is not surprising therefore that working class people and Black people are characterised as impolite. There are stereotypes of race which are similar to those of working class behaviour, particularly in relation to directness. When Labov discussed the ritual insulting or `soundings' of New York Black young men, it was analysed as if it were `mock impoliteness'  and when compared with stereotypes of white middle class politeness norms, it was judged to be aberrant. (Labov, 1972)  Eelen argues that ` although labelling such behaviour "impoliteness" may arguably not constitute a moral condemnation by the researcher     ( indeed it is mock impoliteness) it clearly does represent a morally involved point of reference' (Eelen, 2001:181).  We could perhaps argue that this particular community of practice had taken stereotypes of white middle class speech and openly flouted them or played with them as a form of positive politeness, thus forming themselves as an out-group through their use of an anti-language.  However, we cannot generalise the behaviour of this very small group of males to make statements about politeness and race except at the stereotypical level. In fact, Morgan argues that Black/ African American  women have been marginalised in much of  the work on Black American signifying, and that some aspects of their verbal play can be seen to bear striking similarities to that of adolescent males, particularly when they are engaged in competitive activities. (Morgan,1999: 33; see also Henley, 1995). Morgan also draws attention to the practice of instigating, where Black female interactants are assumed to have talked behind someone's back: `instigating events are therefore about participants and occurrences of talk, as well as about what was allegedly said by whom.  For teenagers the event is designed to expose and either acquit or convict the instigator and the offending party...the offended party's aim is to determine who started the rumour.  In the process, friendships are tested, conversational roles are assessed, and all parties become invested in identifying the alleged perpetrator of the offending speech event' (Morgan, 1999:37)  Harness Goodwin has also analysed the way that African American girls and groups of girls from a variety of ethnic backgrounds negotiate their  roles and positions within communities of practice in games in the playground (Harness Goodwin, 1998; 2001). Particularly in her analysis of girls playing at group-skipping, or jump rope, she shows that  in an activity which the girls have skill in, their levels of directness towards boys and other outgroup members whom they wish to exclude, is fairly high.  Thus, in all of these different studies, these assessments of  impoliteness in signifying,  instigating, and in directives, whilst perhaps taking different forms to that stereotypically associated with white middle class speech, seem to perform the same function.  This is not to assume that all working class people and Black people behave in different ways linguistically to the white middle classes, or even that their politeness norms are necessarily different.  However, at a stereotypical level working class people and black people are often discussed as if this were indeed the case. Furthermore, we need to consider whether the language of Black and working class groups is homogeneous, for we need only to consider the differences in the way that working class people speak when interacting with members of their own community and when they speak to those they consider to belong to out-groups (Trudgill and Chambers, 1991). Whilst it is clear that in certain contexts,  such as in competitive talk, and informal affiliative talk, in talk organising play, the language usage of both Black and working class people can be seen to be different in relation to the politeness norms of white middle class people, it is debatable whether this can be said of their linguistic behaviour as a whole. 

Politeness, and particularly notions of etiquette, have played an important role in distinguishing between and keeping separate the working and middle classes. As I noted in Chapter 2, `historically a number of different factors seem to be involved in determining politeness: aspects of social hierarchy (the court), and social status (life in the city), but also a more general notion of "proper behavioural conduct"'  (Eelen, 2001: 1).  This notion of `proper' behaviour is important as all other forms of behaviour are then judged to be aberrant.    This is particularly interesting in relation to  etiquette, where clear guidelines are given for correct behaviour in a range of public formal settings for example, weddings, balls and formal dinners. (Bolton and Bolton, nd)   Because of changes in the level of informality within the public sphere, and increased social mobility, it is assumed that such guides to `proper' behaviour are only needed in particular circumstances where formal rules still apply.(Fairclough, 1992)  For example, in the 1970s Bolton and Bolton argue in their guide to etiquette that:  `since the last war, due to improved and universal education, higher salaries and greater equality of opportunities, there has been a great "levelling up" and many of the erstwhile class barriers, once so sharply defined, are gradually being broken down so that probably the only noticeable distinctions left today are in manners, deportment and speech' (Bolton and Bolton, nd.13).  It is assumed by them that the language behaviour aspired to is that of the aristocracy or middle classes. Etiquette books are far less common at present; however, even outdated notions of U and non-U behaviour still prevail and are  clearly concerned with distinguishing between middle and working classes. Etiquette thus refers to a form of behaviour which is seen to be important in maintaining a clear distinction between classes, and it is a form of aspirational behaviour for those in the working classes or lower middle classes who would like to appear to be more middle class.  However, we should not assume, as many who value etiquette do, that these politeness norms are fixed and invariable, since there have been major changes in what is considered appropriate linguistic behaviour at formal occasions, and these stable positions should be viewed as an attempt by those in the dominant classes to demarcate the boundaries of their class.

Eelen argues that we should see  social struggle at work in all assessments of politeness and impoliteness; by social struggle he means `not only …large scale social phenomena such as political or class struggle, but also … very small scale phenomena such as interpersonal differences of opinion - especially about moral issues of right and wrong, good or bad, etc.' (Eelen, 2001:227).  Whilst I would agree that social struggle is enacted at the interpersonal level, I feel that the wider class struggle should not be lost sight of, as it often is in Eelen's account. 
   Skeggs suggests that `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). This statement  is important in pointing out that descriptions of someone's behaviour as ill-mannered or impolite, may often have a social function, in that the person may be classified on the grounds of stereotypes of class-appropriate behaviour.

Judgements of politeness and impoliteness are often related to normative views of social class, and the models which many theorists have developed to describe politeness run the risk of  consolidating the status quo; in these analyses `politeness becomes a set of norms, ensuring that people behave according to their place in the social structure … so politeness has a functional role in relation to the structural maintenance of society. It ensures its internal coherence, it ensures that everybody knows his or her place and remains within its confines… The politeness norms make sure that those in powerful positions receive due respect and deference, while the powerless  behave in appropriately powerless ways, so the system is involved in making sure that those in power remain in power' (Eelen, 2001:200-201). This analysis rather smacks of conspiracy theory, where Eelen presents a view of individuals simply producing the language appropriate to their class position in politeness, which does not accord whatsoever with the way that people actually behave. Perhaps Eelen also only focuses on  the behaviour of some working class people when in interaction with middle class people, and does not consider middle class and working class behaviour when with members of their own communities.    Thus, politeness is associated at a stereotypical level with white middle class behaviour and many researchers in this area  assume that other groups are deviant in relation to this norm, and that class and racial position is simply reflected in speech rather than being negotiated with by participants.

Analysis of Incidents Judged to be  Impolite

I would like to analyse a number of incidents which have happened to me or to others which have been judged to be impolite.  The first is an example from an interview where a young white middle class man described an incident in which he had found a stray dog outside his house.  He took the dog in, although he had several dogs of his own, and rang the telephone number which he found on the dog-tag.  When he told the person who answered that he had found her dog, she did not offer to collect it immediately, and instead started to tell him how difficult it would be for her to collect the dog, as she was looking after three children.  He commented in the interview that he did not feel as if he had been adequately thanked for finding the dog.  Thus, he assessed the level of politeness which he had been accorded as incommensurate with the effort  and hence the general `civic duty'  which he had expended in keeping the dog. 

An incident which I classified as impolite happened to me when at the beginning of a colleague's lecture, which I was attending, a group of workmen started drilling into the wall just outside the door of the lecture theatre.  I went over to them and said in a manner which I thought was considerate and polite, `Do you think you could possibly stop drilling for a while as the lecture is just about to start?'  The person who was drilling did not turn round to talk to me, but simply said `OK, love' with very flat intonation, and carried on drilling.  He did eventually stop, but I assessed his behaviour as impolite, because he had given me no eye-contact, and because he had not given me the sort of reply which I considered commensurate to the amount of politeness which I had used in  my request.  Calling me `love' seemed to me to be calling attention to my gender in a particularly patronising stereotypical way, when I did not consider gender to be a relevant factor in the exchange. To me, it seemed to be saying `what right have you to ask me to do anything, you're just a woman', whereas my request had, I thought, been saying to him, `I am a lecturer here and I have a right to ask you to stop, but I am prepared to do it in a considerate way, with an appropriate level of respect for you'. Particularly since this was a very public context with about a hundred students waiting in the lecture theatre, listening to the interaction, this did seem to be an incident where conflict over positions of power and who could ask whom to do what were being contested. 
 

I would like to focus in more detail  on an incident which occurred at a university departmental party and which involved myself,  a female postgraduate and a new male member of staff. 
   This analysis is intended to demonstrate that stereotypes of gender play an important role in assessments of impoliteness.  The way that gender works in each interaction may differ markedly from the way it operates here.  Focusing on an interaction where different views of what actually happens  is complicated, but it illustrates some of the difficulties in assigning clear values to elements within a conversation in relation to impoliteness.

A departmental party is a community of practice with different norms to the work environment;  it is a complex and sometimes rather tense environment where the  interpersonal and institutional relations between staff in a  department are played out and negotiated.  Linguistic behaviour which might be considered impolite within the office or teaching situation, when uttered at a staff party may be considered differently. A  departmental party is usually an arena where a certain amount of banter between social equals occurs;  and this type of public verbal play  seems to be coded by many women  as a masculine way of interacting, but which females may also engage in. (Yedes, 1996; Labov, 1972) 
  However, as Walsh has shown, in her analysis of women in the public sphere, such as priests, MPs and campaigners, women often  use styles of speech in their interventions in the public sphere which are coded as masculine, but they run the risk of being judged as transgressive or abnormal  for engaging in them. (Walsh, 2001; Liladhar, 2000)

In the incident in question, a departmental party had been thrown to welcome a new male member of staff  who was a poet. He had not been introduced to either myself or the postgraduate.  This person, like us, is white and middle class and probably roughly the same age as myself, but older than the postgraduate.  When he approached us, the postgraduate and I, who had been talking together, tried to be positively polite and friendly by saying `Hi there' and asking the person how he was.  Since the party was well underway, I felt I had to think up some form of appropriate phatic communion. 
   I considered that banter was not an option, since I did not know the person; however, it should be noted that that assessment may be to do with the stereotypical coding of banter as masculine.   Since this person is a poet, I asked:

`What sort of poetry do you write?’ to which he replied,

`Name me six poets’.

This response on his part confused me. If I wished to continue to classify what we were engaging in as polite small talk, then I would have to comply and provide a list of poets.  I would thus have to assume that there was a longer-term relevance to his request for the names of six poets which would become apparent as the conversation unfolded. However,  I did not wish to be forced to answer this question, which I felt was offensive and which I glossed as his attempt to state that he would not talk about his writing, as he assumed that  I knew nothing about poetry.  Under this interpretation, he was in fact implying  that I could not name six poets.   Proxemic cues, such as body stance, eye contact, facial expression and his intonation and  tone of voice, all led me to interpret the relevance of his statement to my question as impolite. What has since become clear is that the male staff member was extremely anxious about the departmental party, and had inferred that my intended positive politeness towards him, because he considered it to be excessive, was in fact patronising and therefore insincere, and  impolite. 
 A further interpretation which I have only come to recently is that this conflict developed precisely because of gender stereotyping: here, a famous male poet found himself in conversation with a female professor in his department and she started the conversation with a gambit which showed that she had never heard of him.  His aggression and impoliteness may have stemmed from this difficulty in accepting  a relatively powerless position where gender was enmeshed with power difference (see Cameron, 1998a).  I would argue that gender played a part in our attempts at making sense of each other's seemingly inexplicable interventions.  As Cameron states: `gender is potentially relevant (to understanding conflict-talk) to the extent that it affects the context-specific assumptions that the man and the woman bring to bear on the work of interpreting one another's utterances.  If there is a divergence of interpretation between the parties … a satisfactory explanation must be sought not in gender-preferential responses to a particular linguistic strategy, but at the level of assumptions and inferences which are specific to the situations these conversationalists find themselves in' (Cameron, 1998a:448).   In this case, the conflict seems to involve the assessments each of us made as to  the level and sincerity  of politeness on the one hand, and to the overall relevance of the  utterance to the conversation as a whole, on the other.  These assessments and interpretations of the interaction are inflected with hypothesised gender stereotyping and assumptions.

At this point in the conversation, the female postgraduate who had been standing next to me and who had seen that I was having difficulty with the conversation, rejoined the conversation, and we both attempted to try to change the subject and to resolve the difficulty.  However,  the male staff member then made comments  which we both considered clearly impolite, consisting of overtly sexual comments and verbal aggression.  Rather than simple banter which plays around with what is acceptable, sometimes overstepping the bounds of acceptability for the purposes of humour and camaraderie, this incident did not feel as if it could be classified as banter and therefore positively polite, but instead had to be classified as offensive and impolite. 
 What is also important is that the male member of staff was behaving in a stereotypically masculine fashion, drawing attention to our femaleness and sexuality.  This felt like aggression and not banter primarily because we did not know him. If this behaviour had come from one of our male colleagues with whom we felt at ease, we would not necessarily have considered the incident impolite, but would maybe have excused it on the grounds of  drunkenness and personal style more readily.  As it was, neither the postgraduate nor I  responded with what we considered impoliteness, but continued to use positive politeness strategies, suggesting that we talk on other subjects, or explicitly drawing attention to the fact that we seemed to be misunderstanding one another, perhaps stereotypically `feminine' responses to what we saw as threatening behaviour. Because of these strategies we were locked into the interaction; we could not simply walk away.  We tried to assuage him and calm him down, partly because we did not want the incident to escalate and ruin the party.   Thus, all of  participants in this interaction were inferring politeness or impoliteness in relation to norms which they thought existed within that particular community of practice, and these norms I would argue have something to do with gendered domains and stereotypes of gendered behaviour (which I discuss in more detail in Chapters 4 and 5).

An initial coding of an utterance as impolite or polite led to a range of different behaviours for each participant.  For myself and the postgraduate, it led to a range of `repair’ behaviours, a stereotypically feminine response, perhaps, whereas for the male staff member, it led to an increase in insulting terms, as if perhaps these were implicit from the beginning.
   One could argue that this person gained some interactional power through this type of behaviour, since he had insulted a person who was senior to himself in institutional terms (and in fact, my status was something which was brought up later in the interaction) and also had insulted someone to whom he should have had some responsibility since she was a postgraduate student within the department.  However, we would need to be careful about the elision of interactional power with masculinist stereotypical behaviour, which in many contexts such as this one, do not necessarily bring any form of power to oneself.

The question of a person’s commitment to a particular speech act is important here.  Walsh has argued that we need to be able to discuss the notion of inferred sympathy or commitment which we assume is behind a particular speech act. (Walsh, 2001)   The postgraduate and I, as participants in a particular community of practice, inferred a certain degree of commitment to this person’s speech acts.  What is interesting is that those who tried to help resolve the problem suggested that we should not attribute commitment by him to his utterances on lines which seemed strikingly gendered; that is, he is a poet (and presumably male poets have a certain type of behaviour which is seen to be acceptable), and that he was drunk and therefore  should not be held responsible and committed to what he said. 
   Further gendered stereotypes were brought in,  since we were told that we should simply accept this behaviour because `that’s just the way he is’.   Having seen the way that impolite, `masculinist’  females are dealt with in a work environment,  it is worth considering the very different ways in which  females are judged for directness and  verbal aggression.  Thus, this impolite behaviour was judged to be not serious or problematic, because those who were trying to resolve or minimise the difficulty, for the best of motives, that is, in the interests of departmental harmony,  were drawing on gendered stereotypes of what was appropriate behaviour for men and women.  He did not mean it - he was just behaving as men do, and we should not make a fuss, as women often do. 

What is important in terms of the analysis of impoliteness, is the outcome of this  behaviour, where all of the people who attended, and some of the rest of the department, were drawn into various behaviours which either tried to resolve or worsen the perceived breach.  Several male and female members of the department refused pointedly to speak to the new member of staff; several meetings were held between senior staff and the postgraduate, where she tried to make a formal complaint.
 After several weeks of not communicating with the person, I decided to try to resolve the matter by talking to him explicitly about the event and suggesting that we begin to speak to each other again. Generally,  I would characterise both myself and the postgraduate as strong speakers who are confident in the public sphere. Thus, this may seem to be a fairly stereotypical feminine response to the situation, or even perhaps an admission of some fault on our part. 
   However, resolving breakdowns of communication seems to me a fairly powerful move to make, and strategic use of stereotypical  gendered behaviour cannot be considered in the same way as other less foregrounded gendered behaviour.  This type of strategic use of stereotypical behaviour requires us to analyse more carefully the notion of the meaning of such behaviour. I considered that the impoliteness which we had judged to have taken place was beginning to reflect more on us than it did on him; I did not wish to be cast in the role of victim and he showed no awareness of the distress his verbal attack had caused, particularly to the postgraduate. This strategic use of feminine `co-operative' strategies should be seen as a way in which female behaviour cannot be equated with stereotypes of behaviour, and shows that even those stereotypes can be used for our own ends.  However, whilst I felt that I was resolving the situation by drawing on these feminine norms strategically, that is not to say that other members of the department or indeed the staff member himself interpreted them in this way.

Thus, what the analysis of this incident shows is that gender in an interaction is not simply about the gender of the speaker or hearer; this particular community of practice  is coded by many of the participants as masculine, because banter and verbal play is considered to be the normal mode of interaction; however, what was interpreted as impoliteness on a male’s part is condoned more, since this fits in with the stereotypes of masculine interaction.   A seemingly feminine response to the situation, that is, one which attempts to resolve the situation, cannot be simply coded as powerless, since in fact this is what  brings the incident to a close.  However, even though this is a strategic use of stereotypically feminine behaviour, it may still be classified by others as a `weak’ form of behaviour. Stereotypically masculine speech styles may be condoned more when they are employed by men than women, because these accord with notions of the habitual styles of men and their use of politeness.  However, we should not assume that interactional power is necessarily achieved  by the use of masculinist speech such as banter, directness  and impoliteness.  Thus, when analysing politeness and impoliteness in relation to gender, it is not enough to simply analyse males’ and females’ use of seemingly self-evidently politeness strategies within particular interactions; what must be focused on is the perceived norms of the community of practice which lead to judgements of impoliteness being made.  

Conclusions

It is clear that when we judge politeness and impoliteness we are also categorising people in a range of different ways in relation to what we think are cultural  or community of practice norms. Instead of assuming that particular acts such as directness or swearing are in essence impolite, we must analyse the way that individuals come to a judgement of an utterance or series of utterances as polite or impolite.  We must also be aware that individuals do not necessarily come to assess an utterance as impolite immediately, but through a process of consultation with others. Thus, what I am arguing for here is a greater complexity in the analysis of  impoliteness which perhaps can only be achieved through turning from the sentence level to the level of discourse.  The notion of community of practice can provide a framework for analysing the complexity of judging an utterance as polite or impolite, and by analysing individual assessments of stereotypes we can  see that within different communities of practice, individuals may perform their gendered, raced and classed identities in different ways. 

� It could be argued that Brown and Levinson do, in fact, consider impoliteness implicitly, as a great deal of their analysis is taken up with the description of face threatening acts; however,  most of their work is concerned with the description of politeness as the avoidance of FTAs, rather than concentrating on the nature of  FTAs or impoliteness.





� However, as I discuss in Chapter 4, this notion that combative styles in academic discussion are acceptable to all participants  assumes that this stereotypically masculine style is in fact neutral.  Many female academics and some males find this combative style very uncomfortable and unproductive of genuine debate.





� Indeed, I would argue that we need to reconsider the self-evident nature of these speech act categories such as `threat', for in order to classify something as a threat we have to take up a position in relation to the utterance and align ourselves either with the speaker or the hearer.  Categorising something as a threat is an evaluation of the utterance, and an alignment with the hearer, rather than an analysis.





� However, whilst in the normal run of events, teasing and mock insults are used to try to manage the daily working out of power relations and the allocation of tasks, it is possible that these strategies may not be successful - where a member of staff may well interpret the insults literally, not as an example of affiliation and positive politeness, but as an instance of impoliteness.





� A participant at a workshop I conducted in Utrecht stated that when he did his year's army training, he found the level of impoliteness personally threatening and offensive. However, whilst classifying this style of speech as impolite on a personal level, nevertheless, he recognised that it was institutionally sanctioned within that context and did not in fact complain.





�  Interestingly, Shaw (2002) shows that although there are clear regulations on the type of language which is permitted in the House of Commons and protocols for intervening in debate which are supposed to be adhered to by all, there are also procedures for informally breaching these regulations.  She argues that women MPs  generally adhere to the formal overt rules of interaction, but that they tend not to break the rules in the way that most male MPs do.





� Beebe is thus making a clear distinction between accidental impoliteness and intentional rudeness, a distinction which I do not retain in this book as I would argue it is not a simple distinction but one which has to be established by the interactants themselves.





� Within a middle class academic context in Britain, `What's your point?' would generally be seen as a fairly aggressive form of questioning if delivered with a particular tone and loudness and with eye contact.  However, there are many contexts in which this question might be considered a reasonable request for the speaker to sum up, rather than as an accusation that the speaker is not being clear. It is therefore difficult to generalise on whether this would be a clearly impolite utterance.





� The absence or presence of such elements in the speech of children may be remarked upon by others, especially by those who consider that standards of politeness have declined in recent years, as some of my interviewees remarked. Commenting on the politeness of children may be a way of praising the parents, since for certain groups within the population, particularly white middle class groups and those aspiring to middle class values and status,  it may be considered to be an indicator of certain forms of disciplinary child-rearing practice, which are under threat from `liberal' values and educational practices.  However, this is not the only function or interpretation of comments on the social politeness of children, some of them having to do with class position and others to do with general expression of affiliation and affect.  





�  As I noted in the previous chapter, in the analysis of Example 6,  in the discussion between G and P where J calls on G to help him to decide whether his class acted impolitely to him or not. 





� However this varies from context to context; large companies tend to have a different ethos to smaller companies, and it depends on what sort of product the company produces as to whether the `time is money' philosophy holds sway.





� This question of a mismatch of cultural norms in relation to politeness does not simply affect members of different nations.  Some lecturers who ask their students to call them by their first names and who call students by their first names, thus asking for reciprocity, may offend certain students by appearing too familiar.





� Whilst class has become a much more fluid concept in this post-Marxist era, it would be foolish to concur with  assertions by Prime Ministers John Major and Margaret Thatcher, that Britain is a classless society.  Britain is still rigidly stratified on class lines, but other factors work in conjunction with class, ( see many of the essays in Joyce, 1995). 





� However, we could consider that perhaps the workman had  had a bad day and had not been able to complete his work as he had wanted, because of other lecturers asking him to stop drilling.  It also might have been a reaction to a perception of over-politeness and therefore it might have been seen by him as an overemphasis of  middle classness on my part (that is, he could have thought I was pulling rank.)  Added to this is the fact that, in Sheffield where this incident took place, `love' has a wider distribution as a term used by men to strangers, both men and women, than it does in other parts of the country.  Thus, this seemingly impolite usage may have been habitualised usage on his part.





� This section is a revised version of part of an essay entitled `Rethinking linguistic politeness/ impoliteness and gender identity', in Lia Litoselliti and Jane Sunderland's edited collection Discourse Analysis and Gender Identity, John Benjamins, 2002.





� I should make clear that this analysis is not an attempt to `get back’ at the person involved, although as Eelen (2001)  notes, in accusing someone of impoliteness, you are necessarily establishing for yourself a position of seeming higher moral authority, whether that is intentional or not.  I am interested in the aftermath of the event within a particular community of practice and what it tells us about politeness and impoliteness. Even over two years later, the incident still had effects on the department and was still occasionally referred to. There are clear difficulties in working on this material, since I am making this incident public and presenting a particular view of the event.  The male member of the staff involved in the incident has received copies of this account, and I asked his permission to publish it.  I also requested comments on his interpretation of the incident.  He prevented me from publishing an earlier version  in the department-based e-journal : English Studies : Working Papers on the Web . I should make very clear that the views expressed here about the meaning of the incident are mine alone, and I am sure that his version of what actually happened is very different and casts my actions in a very different light.  However, I have included analysis of this incident simply because of what it tells us about the way people within communities of practice deal with incidents which are judged to be impolite,





� Many of the female university lecturers to whom I have spoken about banter have stressed the fact that they see `doing' banter and verbal duelling with male colleagues as a necessary but rather tedious element in their maintaining a position within the departmental hierarchy.  They see it almost as a precondition of being accepted as a `proper' university lecturer that they can adopt this masculinist way of speaking.  It is not something that they necessarily want to do, but it is a style of speaking that many of them feel that they can use for particular effects/purposes. (See Walsh, 2001) 





� If the incident had taken place earlier it would have been possible for me to draw on a whole range of other items of small talk, such as comments about the house where the party was being held, or even the weather, but the timing of the interaction precluded the use of these.





� It is difficult to work out what the other participant considered happened during this interaction; despite several attempts to discuss this issue with him, he has not responded.  However, another member of the department who has attempted to be `objective' about this interaction made comments to me which lead me to assume that this is roughly how he interpreted our actions.  This may however be a post hoc rationalisation on that member of staff's part or indeed on the part of the new member of staff (just as my analysis may well be).





� As Yedes (1996) has shown, verbal teasing and banter are only an appropriate speech style  to those who know each other well, and may be misinterpreted when used between relative strangers; such verbal play may also be used strategically by those strangers who wish to be impolite because of this ambiguity about whether it is a signal of intimacy and therefore positive politeness or impoliteness.





� By this I mean that the way that the conversation developed into an excessive display of insult and sexual antagonism perhaps means that these elements of conflict were already embedded within the initial interaction where there might appear to be a certain ambiguity about whether the male member of staff intended to be polite or not. Cameron (1998a) argues that whereas Deborah Tannen (1991) considers that men and women simply misunderstand each others' intentions, that they have different speech styles which lead to breakdowns in conversation, in fact, the conflict between men and women is one of social inequality and differential access to resources and goods within the public sphere; this is what leads to conflict.  For her,  conversational breakdown is seen as an instantiation of a wider conflict over power.





� I would agree that alcohol affects what we say to people, and when we judge that someone is drunk we also adopt different strategies towards them and judge their utterances in different ways.  However, that cannot lead us to assume that the speech acts of those who are drunk should not be counted as having effects or outcomes. Furthermore, the way that drunkenness is judged as appropriate or inappropriate for men and women is striking here. (See Clark, 1998, for a discussion).





� When the staff member was informed that the postgraduate was considering making a formal complaint, he left a note in her pigeonhole which apologised in a fairly minimal way.  No formal complaint was made.





� This is also why I feel that it is important to see politeness and impoliteness over long stretches of interaction, because it is quite clear to me that there are several points in the interaction where the meaning of certain acts began to change their meaning for me and therefore required a different response.
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