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ABSTRACT

EXTRACTING AND ANALYZING IMPOLITENESS IN CORPORA
A STUDY BASED ON THEBRITISH NATIONAL CORPUS AND
THE SPOKEN TURKISH CORPUS

Celebi, Hatice
Ph.D., Program in English Language Teaching
Supervisor : Assist. Prof. Haje&kiGuler
Co-Supervisor : Prof. DSUkriye Ruhi

December 2012, 274 pages

This study aims to focus on extracting and anatyzmpoliteness in corpora in
British English and Turkish retrieved from two @ifént corpora British National
Corpus (BNC) and Spoken Turkish Corpus (STC), widcander construction. It
focuses on conversation as genre in spoken intena@hd discusses issues related
to impoliteness in a corpus driven linguistics (QDdpproach. It proposes two
levels; extraction and analysis. Within the CDLfiwork, the theory or model of
impoliteness behind the analysis will be forcedtiy findings gathered from the

extraction of impoliteness

At the extraction level, among the spoken textbath in BNC and the databases
of STC, for the purposes of this study, dialoguest include a conflict or an
offending event will be selected. In order to seerch dialogues, various methods
will be applied. First, spoken texts will be scaghrterough an initial word query,
collocation query, question sentences and tagsyqaeery for imperatives and
possible queries that allow for searching for pdisonuances, as well as
interruptions and overlaps to the extent the capamd the focus of the study
allow. Second, metapragmatics comments, convedizenla impoliteness

formulae, cues for non-conventionalized implicatibn impoliteness,



conversational patterns, and other cues such aangienprosody coming into play

in the co-text and context are taken into constitara

Once the selection is completed, the insights gathifom the extracted instances
of impoliteness will be applied to analyze the datgpoliteness in both languages
will be examined in regards to how impolitenesgiggered, how the progression
of impolite exchanges takes place, and how thostamees of impoliteness are
resolved. Other considerations such as contextidated impoliteness,

intentionality of the speaker, and perception efhlearer will be discussed.

Key words: Impoliteness, BNC, STC, Corpus Lingasst



Oz

DERLEM CALISMALARINDA KABALI Gl TESAT ETMEK VE INCELEMEK:
INGILiZ ULUSAL DERLEMI VE SOZLU TURKCE DERLEM UZERINE BIR

INCELEME
Celebi, Hatice
Doktora, Yabanci Diller Eitimi Bolumu
Tez Yoneticisi - Yrd. Dog..DHale kik-Guler

Ortak Tez Yonedic Prof. Dr.Sukriye Ruhi

Aralik 2012, 274 sayfa

Bu calsmanin amaci kabah iki ayri dilde, Ingiliz Ulusal Derlemi ve heniiz
derleme slreci devam etmekte olan S6zlu TurkceeDericerisinden tespit etmek
ve incelemektir. Cagma tlr olarak sozli gunlik kogmalarn (diyalog) ele

almaktadir ve

kabalik ile ilgili kavramlari derlem-yoneltmeli biyontemle incelemektedir.
Calisma, kabalg argtirma yonteminin iki seviye de yapilmasi gergkti 6ngorir:
tespit etmek ve incelemek. Bunun nedeni derlem-yimdi calsmalarda,
inceleme seviyesinde pairulacak ve bahsedilecek kabalik kuram ve modeller

secme seviyesinde ortaya ¢ikan bulgular tarafiiydatendiriliyor olmasidir.

Tespit seviyesinde her iki derlemde de gunlik komalarda zitlgma ve hakaret
iceren olaylar aystirilacaktir. Bu tur olaylara ugabilmek igin farkli yontemler
kullanilacaktir. Onceliklgiinlik kongma diyaloglarinda kelime, deyim, timcecik,
soru cumlesi taramasi yapilacak ve ses ve vurgstar,kesmeler ve ayni anda
konwmalar taranacaktir. Ayrica meta-edimbilimsel yoramalar, kaliplgmis

kabalik kullanimlari ve kaliptanams ima yoluyla ifade edilen kabalik sGylemleri,

Vi



stylemsel kaliplar, anlambilimsel inceliklerle ligbaglamsal ve metinsel ipuclar

g6z 6nunde bulundurulacaktir.

Kabalik iceren diyaloglar, segmaamasinda da ortaya c¢ikan bilgilerginda,
kabalgin nasil tetiklendii, nasil devam ettirild@ii ve nasil sonuclandirilgh
sorulariyla tartilacaktir. Ayrica kongmacinin kasitl kaballk amaclamayip
amaclamad ve dinleyicinin algilamasi gibi noktalar diyalagla ilintilendirilip
kuramsal anlamda ¢ikan yeni boyutlar ele alinacakti

Anahtar Kelimeler: KabalhlkiUD, STD, Derlem Cagmalari
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CHAPTER |

INTRODUCTION

1.0Presentation

This introductory chapter very briefly presents thwidy by first giving a
background and then discussing the problem trggdred it. After that, it explains
the purpose and scope and the significance ofttidy.s Lastly, it discusses the
limitations, which might have arisen due to varidastors, some of which are
related to the nature of the issues studied, thgoca the data are extracted from,

and the methodology of the analysis.

1.1Background to the study

As the world becomes closely knit, owing to theidaprogress in transportation
and communication systems, we are now confrontedhbyneed to engage in
situations in which we have to communicate with gleofrom different
backgrounds and with different communicative style¥Ve use language to
transmit information; however, we cannot say tha are always successful.
Language is more often used in a manner that willcause friction between the
participants than not, which is the reason why d@hisr a growing interest in
linguistic politeness research. The language ussoceed with smooth
communication or appropriate speech is what igmedeto as linguistic politeness
(Lakoff, 1973; Brown and Levinson 1978, 1987). Heew® appropriateness
differs from culture to culture and sub-culturestd-culture because of competing
differences. Therefore, studies regarding langyargeide valuable insights into
locating the cultural ideologies underlying discms as they reflect the choices
speakers make and express the speakers’ undergjamidihe situation and the
interaction. Through this kind of relationship wilesaproject the identity that we

construct in the culture of the community to whwé belong. It is for this reason
1



that the diversity of languages should be acknogdddand studies carrying
languages into an arena where such diversity wikhtknowledged deserve special

interest.

The topic of the proposed study, however, is nmguistic politeness but its twin:
impoliteness. Through this study entitled “Extragtiand Analyzing Impoliteness
in Corpora: A study Based on the British Nationaliis and the Spoken Turkish
Corpus,” | aim at extracting and analyzing impal#ges in corpora in British
English and Turkish retrieved from two differentrgora the British National
Corpus and the Spoken Turkish Corpus (BNC and Bditzeforth, respectively).
This study takes a genre approach (Garcés-CondjbscB, Lorenzo-Dus and
Bou-Franch, 2010; Garcés-Conejos Blitvich, 2010}hat is, it focuses on
conversation as genre or discourse type in spakenaction and discusses issues

related to impoliteness as in a corpus driven apgr¢gRomer, 2005).

The concept of impoliteness has been largely neglein linguistic studies until
only very recently since pragmatic and sociolingjaistudies mainly focused on
politeness and its strategies. A further reason imioliteness has not received
much attention is the assumption that impolitensessather marginal to human
linguistic behavior in normal circumstances” (Leed®83). However, such a
“conceptual bias” (Eelen, 2001) has been decortstiucy several researchers. It
was argued that an adequate discussion of the dgwaof interpersonal
communication should include hostile as well asrftarious communication. If
politeness is related to “face”, an image of setfrfed in terms of approved social
attributes (Brown & Levinson, 1987), and involvé® tidea that we like other
people to have positive thoughts about us, it isem$al to understand the
motivations behind impoliteness. If self-esteendépendent on how others feel
about you and when you lose face you feel bad abowtyou are seen in other
people's eyes, an investigation of the conteximpbliteness is important as such
situations threaten the positive value we have wfeaves. Although among
different theories of politeness, Brown and Levimso(1987) treatment of
facework has been applied most widely, approachgghasizing that impoliteness

is not only related to the ‘face’ and that othestéas should be taken into account
2



have been developed (Culpeper, 1996; Spencer-O2@30, Watts, 2003;
Arundale 2006; Ruhi &sik-Guler, 2007). This study presents an approaeh t
takes the concept of face and discusses its roimpoliteness in relation to the
context and the co-text in spoken interaction. &itiee study is a contrastive
analysis of two languages English and Turkish Iogkinto spoken conversations
extracted from two different corpora — the Britisdtional Corpus and the Spoken
Turkish Corpus-, it has strong implications on hawpus studies can be expanded
to study factors such as context and co-text.

What lies in the centre of Brown and Levinson ()@8politeness theory is face
as the public self-image that individuals want taim for themselves and it

consists of two aspects; negative and positive. fageundale (2006) points out
that Brown and Levinson made a critique of theina¥veory by stating that their
models were not well equipped for the emergentaattar of social interaction and
that interaction is the field where new conceptialons of politeness are likely to
emerge (p.195). He claims that Brown and Levinsdméory is based on Grice’s
pragmatics and Searle’s speech act to which onadadiioffman’s account of the
interaction order (p.195). Bargiela-Chiappini (2Dp0Bakes a re-examination of
face related to politeness and argues that “culwoaceptualizations, the social
self and its relationship to others as an alteveatind possibly more fruitful way

of studying relevance, and dynamics of ‘face’ afatéwork’ in interpersonal

contacts” (p. 1463). This approach emphasizes ‘thaé’ is not an individual

phenomenon; rather it is relational and interaetioArundale (2006) argues that
the models based on Brown and Levinson’s face yhéame language use or
communication as encoding and decoding meaningbidimodel, a speaker has a
meaning that he or she intends the hearer to getdes it with the knowledge of
language, transmits that meaning through an utterand in turn the hearer
decodes the utterance by using the knowledge gukge. Sperber and Wilson
(1995) are also two scholars who had added to riioslel the planning and

reconstruction of the hearer’s inferences and plealser’s intentions.

Culpeper (1996) proposes a complementary modedas felated to politeness by

his emphasis on discourse type and activity typed@ng so, Culpeper adopts a
3



more contextually and culturally sensitive model fate. He suggests that
conclusions arising from a model of impolitenessdubaon the hearer’s perception
would be unreliable.slk-Guler (2008) takes a similar approach for herdgt
investigating the metapragmatics of (im)politen@ssTurkish. By bringing an
emic dimension to her study, she aims at layingtbetconceptualizations of 15
(im)politeness lexemes in Turkish by getting théveaspeakers to talk about the
anecdotes that they found to be(im)polite and wWigytevaluated these anecdotes
(im)polite. Other scholars further expanded on wsta&ding of the context and
culture. For instance, Garcés-Conejos Blitvich,dmmo-Dus & Bou-Franch (2010)
narrowed their study by taking a genre approackyTbcused on Spanish TV talk
shows and collected data from a variety of soustef as corpus, questionnaires
and focus groups. Additionally, the role converwadl patterns and phenomena
related to impoliteness and interaction playedh@ tontext were explored and
previous arguments were revisited. Angouri and keocf2012) discussed the
tendency to theorize disagreement as an instrugesgrating impoliteness since
it is perceived as an attack to positive face. Theinted out that in different

cultural contexts, disagreement could as well leelus address positive face.

Given the complexity of factors such as face, cantad culture that generate
impoliteness in interaction, a contrastive studyngboliteness demands a depth of
theorizing both at the level of extracting andthat level of analyzing impoliteness.
This study aims to point out to the necessity ahstheorizing both for extraction
and analysis and to demonstrate how corpus lingsisbuld be made use of for a
contrastive study of two languages regarding hopoiiteness is generated.

1.2The problem

Modern politeness theory was initially shaped byiRd.akoff (1973, 1989), who
related politeness to Grice’s Cooperative Princi@®), which is based on the
maxims of quantity, quality, relation and manner. the CP framework, the
interactants follow these maxims and reach an pné¢ation of utterances.
However, since these maxims are almost never fedbwtrictly in informal

conversations, Lakoff (1973) complemented the tylamaxims of Grice with a
4



politeness rule. She argued that when the heagalze that the speakers are not
following the Gricean maxims, they search for aidal explanation in the

politeness rule which are: 1) do not impose 2) giggons 3) make A [addressee]
feel good- be friendly. She further developed Iheoty and explained that, since
different cultures have different understandingspofiteness, cultures tend to
abide by the rules of distance, deference and cateee. Distance refers to the
strategy of impersonality, deference is relatechésitancy, and camaraderie is

about informality.

Similar to Lakoff, Brown and Levinson (1978, 19&i&fine politeness in a conflict

avoidance frame but what lies in the center ofrttieory are the concepts of face
and rationality. According to these scholars, facasists of two opposing wants,
which can be threatened by face threatening aci&gFhereafter). To address

politeness, they use superstrategies. The supgegitra that they propose are:

1. Bald on record politeness- The FTA is performethi& most clear and
concise way possible and is maximally in line wihce’s maxims.

2. Positive politeness: The FTA is performed towarddressing the
positive face threat to the hearer by claiming camnground (e.qg.
noticing, attending to hearer’s needs, exaggerappoval, sympathy
with the hearer, seeking agreement), conveyingdpaaker and hearer
are co-operators (e.g. being optimistic, offeripgomising, assuming
reciprocity), fulfilling hearer’'s want for sometlgn(e.g. giving gifts to
hearer)

3. Negative Politeness: The FTA is performed towaredrassing the
negative face threat to the hearer by being infirest presuming (e.g.
guestion, hedge), not coercing hearer, communigapeaker’'s want to
not to impinge on hearer, and redressing othersvafrthearer.

4. Off-record: the FTA is performed through an indirdlocutionary act
it allows the deniability of the utterance if thecipient takes offense.
Output strategies are inviting conversationalliogpures (e.g. giving
hints, giving association rules, presupposing) dmihg vague or
ambiguous by violating Manner maxim.

5. Do not perform the FTA.

Brown and Levinson (1987) point out that, sincerttieeory is based on social
harmony, the lower face threat in the FTA utteraiocthe hearer is, the lower the
superstrategy used by the speaker. In other wordthé lowest threat in the FTA

performed to the hearer, 1. bald on record supesty would be used. Negative
5



face is the want that others do not impede ondisras; and positive face is the
wants of the member to be at least desirable tathers. They claim that when
speech acts threaten face wants, speakers apptgnesis strategies to redress
their face wants, which are positive, negative afferecord politeness, and do-
not-do the FTA. Moreover, these three politenesstesjies can be regarded as
rational deviations from CP that supposedly undsrdll human interactions. With
the introduction of FTA, they propose that depegdom the calculation of the
weightiness of the speech act, which is determibgdcertain social values,
speakers tend to choose a strategy. Although tisetbe concept of a Model
Person, a universal speaker/hearer, “who is aukiflient speaker of a natural
language, further endowed with two special propsttirationality and face”
(Brown and Levinson, 1987, p.58), their theory expd the management of social
relationships as attendance to face. It is onlyaagesult of this that certain
politeness strategies are preferred or disregartieetefore, despite the criticisms
the theory receives, context is assumed to playapmrole and as such this is
noteworthy.

Leech’s theory of politeness is expanded along aittemphasis on interpersonal
rhetoric and bridges semantics and pragmatics yirsg that messages are
conveyed through a form of sound mapping; “messagesmission”, a text,
“textual transaction”, and a discourse, “interpeedaransaction” (Leech, 1980).
While the interpersonal transaction provides clteeshape the judgments about
the text in terms of language internal factors sagltlarity, interpersonal rhetoric
ensures that the utterance adheres to the sitahti@mands of the conversation,
one of which is politeness (Leech, 1980). He dey&kus theory further by adding
another principle to the Gricean cooperative pplithe Politeness Principle
(PP), the maxims of which are tact, generosity raipgtion, modesty, agreement
and sympathy. The PP model was to receive cmtigisater for the arbitrary
number of the maxims arguing that, for the PP maaelbe reliable, the
unrestricted number of PP maxims had to be restti¢ducker 1988, Thomas,
1995).



Over time, as discussed in detail in Section 2hk validity of the models
proposed by Brown and Levinson, Lakoff and Leeck gaestioned and the need
for new approaches was emphasiz€kdis study proposes a new methodological
approach to impoliteness studies consisting of levels: extraction and analysis.
The two levels require methods and tools that ifatd impoliteness to be
retrieved in different corpora, in English and Tislk It presents a corpus driven

approach to conversation analysis (CA hereatfter).

1.3Purpose and scope

The main purpose of this study is to device a nuhagical framework to
extracting and analyzing impoliteness from corp&éathin this methodological
framework, the discussion on the epistemologicaies which have governed the
politeness and impoliteness models and theoriedeteled and conferred further
to bring out new implications. Some major conceains touched upon briefly in
this section in order to explain why it is importanm device such a methodological
framework and how two approaches, namely discuraiveé cue-based, can be

combined for that purpose.

Bousfield & Locher (2008) were first to present allected volume with a
thorough discussion of impoliteness and power. Tagn was to demonstrate a
massive imbalance in terms of the academic intebbesiveen the studies of
politeness and impoliteness. The notions of canélitd aggression came into the
discussion of impoliteness theory and inspiredhiertstudies on impoliteness.
Bousfield (2008) focused on an analysis of impaokigs in face-to-face spoken
interaction, in which politeness -perceived to be governing principle- allows
exploration of how impoliteness comes into plays Kiudy was followedy
Culpeper’'s (2011b) publication which also used rakyroccurring language data
and combined both a discussion of lay person’s siamd a theoretical discussion
of what shapes the lay person views. In additiaphngs linguistic pragmatics
and social psychology into the discussion of inteokss, and by doing so,

expands the boundaries to a level where researabfeispoliteness should



consider the use of naturally occurring data and laolay person’s views of

impoliteness are shaped by the linguistic impoétsand vice versa.

As mentioned in Section 2.1, during the 1990s, assalt of the move from
theoretical to societal norms that informs the thieof politeness, a distinction
between how the sociolinguists defined politenass laow the lay people, the
individuals in a society, defined politeness wasdenan other words, scholars
found it essential to discuss how theoretical starabout whether or not ordinary
speakers’ views and evaluations of politendisst order politenessand so the
social norms, informed and affected the researdherwetical views of politeness,
second order politenesdVatts, Ide & Ehlich (1992) argued that a disiioct
betweenfirst order andsecond ordeipoliteness requires different interpretations,
the first referring to a commonsense notion thatse and understand in our daily
lives and thus is a layman’s concept, and therla#terring to a linguistic and
scientific concept that is used as a theoreticabktact to explain social behavior
and language use (Watts, 1992).The acknowledgenoénthis distinction
generated attention to take a critical eye on theoretical underpinning of

politeness theory.

Eelen (2001), for example, pointed out that theugstjoning incorporation of the
first order orpolitenessl1 concepts into scientific theagcond order politeness or
politeness2, confounds politenessl with politenebi? added that the opposite
move is also possible with the danger of trangigrpoliteness2 concepts into
everyday life and as such methodological and episiiegical issues in politeness
studies occur (p. 31). On the other hand, he enmdthdhat these concepts are
inseparably interconnected and salient in all pobss studies for the reason that
the basic characteristics of politeness1 inevitablyprovide a researcher with the
aspects of a social phenomenon to lay out a sfiedBscription. The features of
politeness1-evaluativity (the judgment that a ddeghavior is polite or impolite),
argumentativity (the immediate action that othebehavior is approved or
condemned), normativity (the association of poktn with appropriateness

evaluated against a standard), modality and refligx{(despite the social norms



the optionality that speakers have to choose tevbuated as polite or impolite) -

gives aremicanalysis for armtic analysis for politeness2.

By incorporating the termemic and etic into the discussion of politeness1l and
politeness2, Eelen (2001) aims to bridge the infont® conscious statements
about their notion of politeness and spontaneouwsduations made during the
course of interaction, that is @micapproach, which is related to politeness1, and
the outsiders, researchers’, accounts of insidetg\dor, involving distinctions
not relevant to those insiders, - atic approach, which is related to politeness2
(p.78). It seems that studies of politeness havendlde an emic analysis and
incorporate politenessl to reach politeness2 afhdbhe main aim of politeness2
is to arrive at a theoretical analysis. In otherdggit is a must that studies seeking

an understanding of politeness2 include an emitysisasince-

scientific accounts always intend to have some kihdurplus value over
lay accounts. At the very least, a description wihhn behavior involves
making explicit the actor’s unconscious distinctpractices, which in itself
already entails a description in analytical as @gooto folk categories
(Eelen 2001, p.78).

However, Eelen (2001) cautions the researchersnsigareating a theoretical

ambiguity for using politeness1 and politenesshauit a conscious discussion of
the position of their study about how these twoocemis are related for their

particular study:

At each point in the analysis one must remain thgihby aware of the
position of one’s concepts in relation to the distiion, or the possible
conclusions or next steps this position warrarthi$ is not properly done,
one runs the risk of arbitrarily jumping from ondesto the other without
taking the necessary precautions, which ultimatelyults in confusion
regarding the status of the concejhtspractice, such awareness thus takes
on the form of making explicit what in most currepproaches is left
implicit (p.76, emphasis mine).

Along the same line, Mills (2009) cautions us aghimixing politenessl and
politeness2 and argues that, the folklinguistiadég| “...should be examined in
their own right; these beliefs may have an effectreractants’ performance, but

we need to keep these beliefs separate from olysiat the level of politeness2”
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(p. 1058). This study, for the very reason of “nmakexplicit what in most current
approaches is left implicit”, acknowledges that theory of (im)politeness has to
integrate first order and second order politenessthe discussion without mixing
the two. Mills (2009) suggests a Foucauldian mavéntegrate the two without

mixing them:

what needs to be developed in a more Foucauldiare ni® an analysis of
the means by which these supposed norms are hpldaa, or are asserted
to be norms in the first place; that is, we anatysediscursive mechanisms
by which cultural stereotypes about language aweldped and circulated
(Foucault, 1969, 1972 cited in Mills, 2009, p. 1p48

The features of politenessl, evaluativity, arguraivity, normativity, modality

and reflexivity, are taken into account both at éx¢raction and at the analysis
level of naturally occurring data, and are intetgdeto the extent the cues in the
conversation allow. These features are taken tdhbediscursive mechanisms
Mills (2009) is referring to and attended to byitakthe metapragmatic comments
(e.g. “You are rude!”), reactive responses, languag paralanguage indicating
interpersonal conflict in verbal and non-verbalnfier (e.g. change in structural
patterns such as turn taking, topic change, répetiseeking of disagreement) into
account for the interpretation. In addition, bdtk implications of the co- text, by
examining conventionalized impoliteness formulaalf@per 2010; 2011b) and
the context, by attending to non-conventionalizeaplicational impoliteness

(2011b), are taken into consideration. In this eernthis study illustrates a
Foucauldian move: how the discussion of what tlseuwtsive mechanisms offer
can be combined with a cue-based approach to thadmeory behind and that is

how second order politeness is developed.

1.4 Significance of the study

There are a number of studies which have been ctedinvestigating politeness
in Turkish, focusing on various dimensions suclspsech acts, power relations,
gender issues and identity which were explored iwithe Turkish language or
with contrastive studies of Turkish with other laages. For instance, Marti (2006)
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focused on the realization of politeness througiuests and compared Turkish
monolingual speakers and Turkish-German bilingwlmees. She tested the
possibility that these two groups differed sinceklsh-German returnees might be
affected by pragmatic transfer from German.g@way-Aktuna and Kamli (In
Bayraktarglu & Sifianou, 2001, pp. 75-104) investigatdt norms and behavior
of native speakers of Turkish expressing disagreeraad correcting status of
unequals. In the situations they examined, theyndouhat professors’
sociolinguistic behavior differed from the workptgamanagement, which can be
related to the pedagogic roles they assumed. ZdimeBayraktarglu & Sifianou,
2001, pp. 43-74) examined the influence of socilbucal phenomena on language.
She explored the key concepts such as family ozgdon and cordiality to
provide a background about how appropriate andtegydtiehavior can be
understood. She then discussed the issues of pameergender and how these
issues influenced deference terms and forms ofeaddr In another study,
Bayraktarglu (In Bayraktarglu & Sifianou, 2001, pp. 177-208) demonstrated the
differences existing between American/British Esigland Turkish through case
studies in regard to the speech act of advice-givitatip@lu (2007) focused on
nationality identity composed in ‘calls for papéos international conferences and

discussed how different politeness strategies appdied.

There are also studies bridging theoretical pinsiof politeness to speech acts.
For example, Ruhi (2006) analyzed a corpus of congit responses in Turkish
with the aim of re-analyzing of Maxim approach (tkel983) and the face-
management approach by Brown and Levinson (1983%)her studies bring a
socio-pragmatic dimension to the concept of poéitsnand, in doing so, discuss
how impoliteness is perceived in relation to poléss. For instancdluhi and
Istk-Gler (2007), explored the conceptualizatiorfasfe, how it is related to the
social person and self-presentation in Turkish, #mel implications of their
findings for relational work in (im) politeness rurkish. They did a discourse-
analytic investigation on two key conceptsyliz “face” and gonul, roughly
“heart/mind/desire” and examined metonymic and pledacal expressions in the
METU Turkish corpus. Based on their analysis theyntain that relational work

in the Turkish setting is not only conceptualizeduad the perceived social image
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and communicative goals but it is also conceptadliaround the inner self. One
of the implications their study suggested was thatconcept of impoliteness is
strongly motivated by self-concerns,

In a later study,sik-Guler (2008) further investigated the metapratrsaof (im)
politeness in Turkish as mentioned above. She (Rfaihd that most frequently
lexical items associated with the concept, IMPOLITABA in Turkish are:
inconsideratedistincesiz; disrespectfulsaygisiz tactless,nezaketsizarrogance
kustahlik indiscretion,patavatsizlik offendingkirici; selfish,bencil; ugly, ¢irkin;
ignorant,cahil, cannot empathizeempati kuramayanThese lexemes were given

special attention at the extraction level as exygldiin Chapter Three.

As the literature presented above suggests, thefistudy carried out focusing on
politeness has moved towards a more inclusive dinoanas sociopragmatic and
metapragmatic aspects of politeness were discussel@pth. Along with this,
impoliteness has started to get attention amonglach However, while, with
time, studies of politeness have started to takeagpects into consideration,
studies on impoliteness, just as it was in the ro@gg for politeness studies,
attempted to lay out a theoretical framework. Twfothe most recognized
frameworks of politeness are Leech (1983)'s andwBé& Levinson (1987)’s
approaches. Leech (1983) proposed a Politenessiftemheory consisting of six
maxims which are tact, generosity, approbation, estbd agreement and
sympathy. Brown & Levinson (1987) continued alohg same line proposing a
framework of Face Threatening Acts (FTAs) and feuperstrategies; bald-on
record, positive, negative politeness and off- réco

A similar approach was followed for impolitenessilg&per (1996), taking Brown

& Levinson’s (1987) model for politeness as his enyging departure point for his

framework for impoliteness, proposed that impokss can be theorized under
four superstrategies in relation to FTAs : whichthen developed into five point

model; bald, on record impoliteness, positive intpakss, negative impoliteness,
off-record impoliteness, withhold politeness (Gppr 2005).The modification

Culpeper (2005) made to the model with the additafnbald, on record

impolitenesscame as a result of the discussions about theeeeg which face is
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at stake when the speaker’s intention is to attaekface of the hearer and /or
where the speaker does not have the power to vétityan impolite utterance and
not suffer from the consequences. Therefore, dmst been for politeness, the
concept of face and sociological aspects such a®ipeelations and culture has
been at the centre of impoliteness frameworks.

In addition to face and culture, the issue of itienemerged together with the
guestion whether it is possible to determine alsgrémintention given the fact the
hearer’s interpretation could as well be differieatm what the speaker intended to
say. For example, Culpeper (2005) claimed that litggeess came about when “(1)
the speaker communicates face-attack intentionally(2) the hearer perceives
and/or constructs behavior as intentionally facaeking, or a combination of (1)
and (2)” (p. 38) although later he revised hisirde@dn of impoliteness and
claimed that impoliteness may occur when “[s]itdateehaviors are viewed
negatively-considered impolite-when they confliagthhhow one expects them to
be, how one wants them to be and/or how one thinég ought to be” (2011b,
p.23). For Bousfield (2008), impoliteness constitl the communication of
intentionally gratuitous and conflictive verbal F§Awhich were purposefully
delivered:

I. unmitigated in contexts where mitigation is reqdjrand/or

il. with deliberate aggression that is with the facedh exacerbated,
‘boosted’ or maximized in some way to heighten fdiee damage
inflicted (p.72).

Terkourafi (2008) made a distinction between rudsrad impoliteness:

[...] marked rudeness or rudeness proper occurs Weerxpression used
is not conventionalised relative to the contextosturrence; following
recognition of the speaker's face-threatening ind@en by the hearer,
marked rudeness threatens the addressee’s face alitenpss occurs
when the expression used is not conventionalisidive to the context of
occurrence; it threatens the addressee’s face...nbutace-threatening
intention is attributed to the speaker by the he@re70).

Such subtleties brought out methodological concamt the theoretical validity
and applicability of such models were questionsdoeader theories such as
Spencer-Oatey’s (2002) approach, which consiste@icomponents, face (quality

face and social identity face) and sociality rigfggjuity rights and association
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rights) emerged. Still, some scholars have contirtoegpropose models aiming to
account for the discussion on the issues menticad@alve. Bousfield (2008)
summarized Culpeper’'s (1996, 2005) emergent modehpoliteness under two
over-reaching “tactics”. 1) on-record impolitene®y off-record impoliteness

which consists of a) sarcasm and b) withhold podiss.

Impoliteness studies applying models of impolitsngoposed by Culpeper (1996,
2005) and Bousfield (2008) in fact demonstrate aahfirm the need for
separating the extraction level from the analysi®l to overcome a circular way
of developing a theory of impoliteness. What coralesut in these studies is that
the extraction of impoliteness is incorporated iat@lysis level and results in the
following fallacy: utterancesthat function toignore, snub, fail to attend to
hearer’s interests, wants, needs and goodswgi@h is a substrategy listed under
the superstrategy positive impoliteness (Culpep@96), are impolite because
“ignore, snub, fail to attend to hearer’s interestgants, needs and goods, et

a substrategy of the superstrategy positive imgradiss. In fact, this issue has been
taken up later on; perhaps with the same line git|doy Culpeper (2010) himself.
He carried out an intensive study on “conventiaredi formulaic expressions”
which signaled potential for impoliteness since stheformulaic expressions
accompanied with matching context and co-text cdaddinterpreted as insults,
personalized negative assertions, challenging qalatable questions and/or
presuppositions, condescension, message enfodismsissals, silencers, threats,
negative expressives (e.g. curses, ill-wishes)péhédr (2011b) further developed
a theoretical approach to go beyond the converltmmathformulaic expressions to
be able to define impoliteness when it is impligthaut necessarily making use of
the conventionalized formulaic expressions, whica tefers to as “non-
conventionalized implicational impoliteness”. Cuydee (2010, 2011b) hints at the
methodological shift of impoliteness studies frdme &nalysis to extraction: from
frameworks of super and substrategies to expressiod co-text and the context

that make an utterance impolite.

Overall, the study at hand does not constitutefiteestudy about impoliteness in

the field of linguistics in Turkish or in Englistubit is significant in that it aims to
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investigate impoliteness in two layers, both inrastion and analysis. In addition,
the interaction type for this study is spoken iatéion through a contrastive
analysis for British English by using a fairly waktknowledged corpus, BNC for
its representativeness for its spoken componert,SIFC. Throughout the study
the theoretical approach to data supplied by thepara is corpus driven as
opposed to many studies in corpus linguistics amdlli be argued that the corpus
driven approach changes the nature of researchhand should be the preferred
choice over a corpus-based approach (Rémer, 20@&)ral data findings do not
always fit into the existing theories; thereforlge tresearcher theorizes from
scratch to generate new ideas and to move a stiggefuwhich is the main aim of

scientific research.

1.5Limitations

There are some limitations regarding the data etitna and analysis, and the
methodological approach developed in the stud¥Hapter Three, it is explained
that in extracting and at times simultaneously yal impoliteness events in
conversation, metapragmatic comments, conventgwlimpoliteness formulae
(Culpeper, 2010; 2011b) and cues for non-convealiped implicational
impoliteness (Culpeper, 2011b) present in the gb#@ed context are taken into
consideration. Non-verbal forms such as structpedterns and a change in the
pattern in conversation (e.g. turn taking, oves]afopic retention, repetition
signaling a potential for impoliteness, continudisagreements ) or paralinguistic
forms such as the relationship of speakers, prosaspects (e.g. pauses and rise in
intonation or pitch) or annotations describing titierance ( e.g. speaker laughing,
yawning) played a major role in interpreting thdadas far as the corpora BNC
and STC allowed. However, not all the data the a@mwffered were used due to

some limitations.

First, since data encoding and transcription sclseare different for BNC and
STC, non-verbal and paralinguistic forms existing data retrieved differed
depending on the corpus. The interpretation ofageffiorms was not attempted at

the levels of extraction or analysis. For BNC parglistic phenomena such as
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pauses, speech management phenomena (e.g. trundats® starts, correction),
and overlaps in the data were disregarded due @octimplexity of the data
retrieval and instead the conventional script wasedu The BNC offers two
different formats to retrieve data; Extensible Mggl.anguage (XML henceforth)
and the “fancy” format which is closer to a convenal script. XML is the format
through which alignment in speech is given in tiNBwith the “align with” mark
followed up with the speaker whose utterance iglapping followed up with the
utterance it is overlapping with (see Figure 8Settion 3.5).

If a researcher wants to include alignment of speeto his/her discussion of

overlaps as potential for impoliteness, he/she rimdta systematic way of putting

together all the “align with” marks on the XML foanin a conversation and a
way of presenting both the data about the speal@ighe utterances overlapping
to the readers of the study. However, the focushat intent would be then

transcribing corpus data. Therefore, although XMinfat supplies information

about alignment of speech, which may give import@daés about overlaps and
interruptions signaling a potential for impoliteegslue to the complex process,
“fancy” format was preferred. This limited the syudspecially at the analysis
level as paralinguistic data such as speech alighmas lost and the discussion
which would have been broader was relatively rett.

Similarly, STC supplies different formats (e.g. [[EPraat], [Folker], RTF),
which provide different nuances for different pusps. For this study, the data in
the Rich Text Formatting (hereafter RTF) file weiseed. For all the excerpts that
are discussed from STC, the musical score writteRTF file, were used for the
reasons that it allowed a detailed discussion ofesational conventions, co-text
and context by providing details of overlaps, ttaking, and clues provided by
the annotations in the script. Additional analysese included through the use of
the software [Praat] for acoustic descriptions ardiscussion of prosodic nuances
such as pitch and intonation, change in voice ged of speech. Referring to
Crystal and Davy (1969) and Arndt and Janney (1,98W)peper (2011a) points
out that all prosodic cues are gradient and redatde continues to argue that “[i]t

is precisely the gradience and relativity of prostitht makes it crucial to account
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for the pragmatic inferencing that underpins itk rimm communication” (p.63).
The key point for acoustic descriptions is thetoislecide “what counts as fast or

slow, high pitch or low pitch” since:

[[]t could be relative to the local context, foraample, the rest of speaker’s
utterance or the immediately preceding speakeftsrarice. It could be
relative to the general context, for example, weatsual for that type of
speaker (e.g. a man or woman, young or old perdbrgould also be
relative to an aspect of the context somewhere derivglobal and local,
such as what is usual for that speech activity \@ne e.g. increased
loudness addressing a public meeting (Culpeper01.162).
All the acoustic descriptions of prosodic nuanceat tare analyzed with the
extracts from the STC in [Praat] are checked agjdiveslocal context. Although
such analysis offers a limited view of the complexys prosody may play a role
in communication in interaction, it gives importantlications about how it may

aggravate impoliteness combined with other contéxnd co-textual clues.

Second, this study focused mostly on linguistic eadain paralinguistic nuances,

especially at the extraction level, and did not ehaan equal discussion of

sociolinguistic factors such as power, age, sgelations, gender, culture and sub-
cultures despite their important roles in how ingoless occurs. It acknowledges
the role sociolinguistic factors play but, to inmse the explanatory power of the
study, greater attention was given to determinaoth as conventionalized and
non-conventional implicational impoliteness, whigénerated a method to search

for and extract data from different corpora.

Third, there is about twelve years of time gap leetvtoday and the year BNC
spoken corpus was collected and completed. Althougfiten texts were selected
from roughly the same period, some texts date bm964. The intention was not
to include texts further back than 1975 but thaeaon was not followed very

strictly with especially imaginative works whichrdmued to be popular among
readers and influential on language over time. H@arehe spoken corpus used in
this study does not go as far back. The buildinthefcorpus had started in 1991
and was completed in 1994. The British Market Refed@Bureau hired 124
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volunteers who recorded all their conversations twe or three days. Revisions
were made and new editions were released withalingdew texts. In terms of
sampling and its scale, the BNC offers a good degfaepresentativeness as the
data source; however, the time difference can Imebeaviewed as a limitation
because language changes over time.

Fourth, only naturally occurring data from the am@ was used. Other
triangulation instruments such as diary or fieldesp where information about
how informants perceive or report incidents of ihiteaess were not referred to.
Since data were extracted from corpora already rdecb from anonymous
interactants in the past, the researcher was pattecipant in collecting the data.
In other words, it was not possible to ask interats to provide, for instance, a
report explaining whether they perceived the inowe extracted as impolite.
Spencer-Oatey (2007) calls these documents pasisiew reports and highlights
their importance. Ruhi (2010) suggests that alterealocuments should be used
to bring a different dimension to the analysisadd as discussed in Chapter Five.
Although the need for such alternative methodsamtenowledged, the study in
general looked at interaction in the “ordinary sn¢Haugh and Bargiela-
Chiappini, 2010) but confirmed that additional do@nts would have brought a
depth to the issues such as membership organizamdnrelated background
assumptions and brought out valuable findings. H@meconsidering the nature
of the corpora used for the study and the purpdégeaposing a methodological
perspective to extraction and analysis for corpuslies on naturally occurring

data about impoliteness, such analytical documeadsto be discounted.

Fifth, although the data were collected from riettatbanks, the BNC and the STC,
which allowed a large set of impoliteness incidenae the extraction level, the
number of examples discussed in the analysis leeget limited to seven and five.
Conversation analysis combined with a focus on litggess requires a
tremendous effort. With various purposes set f& $kudy, the number of the
discussion level examples could not be extendegitdeshe desire to reach
conclusive generalizations on impoliteness by Iogkiat large-scale co-

occurrences of impoliteness data. Therefore, timérastive aspect of the analysis
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between British English and Turkish did not go bayond suggestions for further
studies although it offered originality to the sfud

1.6 Organization of the dissertation

This dissertation consists of five chapters. Chaeae briefly lays out the

background, the problem, the purpose and scopéhansignificance of the study.
Chapter Two, firstly, reviews the literature on iptess and impoliteness and
related concepts such as face. Secondly, it giwaild of why conversation,

which is the genre used for the study, is regaraed discourse type and its
features. Thirdly, background on the conversatioalysis, corpus linguistics and
corpus driven linguistics are discussed since thlegped the methodological
research orientation of the study. Lastly, therapgh to the annotations is briefly
summarized. In Chapter Three, methodologicabgestive, research design,
data sources and related issues are detailed d@ratteon methods are explained.
In Chapter Four, extracted incidences of impoligsndirst from the BNC and

second from the STC, are analyzed and findingspegsented. In Chapter Five,

research questions are revisited and further thedri
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CHAPTER Il
REVIEW OF LITERATURE

2.0Presentation

This chapter reviews the literature on the key epis for this study. Firstly, the
perspectives on politeness, a notion which is ¢josdated to impoliteness, are
discussed briefly. Secondly, perspectives on inaodiss are dwelled upon with
an emphasis on the critical views they have receared how the implications are
taken into account during the course of the stdixkt, conversation, which is the
discourse type selected for the study, is defimatlexplained why it was selected
instead of other specific discourses and genreter Ahat, the background on
conversation analysis is given. Later, in this isecthow strongly corpus driven
linguistics adopted for this study to analyze tla¢adextracted from the BNC and
the STC is linked to conversation analysis is dbed: In addition, how the
methodological tools of conversation analysis, sashurn-taking, are central for
analyzing context and co-text to extract and irtrdata are elaborated on. Then,
the literature on the corpus driven linguisticsréviewed. Lastly, the cyclic
research pattern and its link to corpus drivendistics are summarized.

2.1. Perspectives on Politeness

Among the politeness theories, Brown and Levinsgh337) view has been the
most influential and investigated view and thus baen commented on and
criticized for various aspects. One of the criticss is that bold on record
superstrategy functions like a threat to the nggaface since it impedes the
actions of the hearer and as such “bald, on reaorfgoliteness does not and
cannot exist when we take into account (a) contaxt, more importantly here (b)
the fact that there is no communication withoutefaBousfield, 2008, p. 64).

Another criticism for the Brown and Levinson’ view that it deals with single
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acts of politeness within single utterances rathan on a discoursal exchange and

this creates a single, universal Model Person.

Leech’s theory of politeness is expanded with arpleamsis on interpersonal

rhetoric and bridges semantics and pragmatics lgyirag that messages are
conveyed through a version of sound mapping; “ngsgeansmission”, a text,

“textual transaction”, and a discourse, “interpeaatransaction” (Leech, 1980).

While the interpersonal transaction provides clieeshape the judgments about
the text in terms of language internal factors sagltlarity, interpersonal rhetoric
allows ensuring that the utterance adheres to thmtional demands of the

conversation, one of which is politeness (Leect80)9He develops his theory
further by adding another principle, Politenessélple (PP) to the Gricean CP,
the maxims of which are tact, generosity, appraobatmodesty, agreement and
sympathy. The PP model was to receive criticisatesr Ifor the arbitrary number

of the maxims arguing that, for the PP model torélable, the unrestricted

number of PP maxims should be restricted (Jucl@381Thomas, 1995).

Following the mentioned approaches, in the 199Gsenemphasis started to be
given as to how societal aspects shaped the th&foppliteness. For instance,
Watts (1992) aimed at making a distinction betwpelite and politic behavior.
He explained that politeness is “marked forms aberated speech codes in open
groups” (p.134), whereas politic behavior is unredrkn the sense that it is
intended to establish and/or maintain social egiiiim. Therefore, his theory also
attempted to cover both politeness and societahadhat informed the theoretical
aspect. Some other scholars based their theorglivépess on societal norms. For
instance, Gu’'s (1990) concept of politeness isveerifrom Chinese while Ide
(1993) discussed the concept of politeness in #parkese context, and Blum-
Kulka (1992) based the discussion on Israeli-Jewtsitext. During the 1990s, a
huge amount of empirical research was carried otitivthe existing models of
linguistic politeness and the data were mostlyeméld by the use and analysis of
Discourse Completion Tests including formal andinfal situations. However,
Watts (2003) broke away from the current trend hgluding data of real-life

speech situations, and argued that the objecteo$tildy of politeness theory must
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be commonsense notions of what politeness and itapess are and that they
should be investigated through the discursive aggroHe further argued that a
more appropriate model would be based on Bourdi€i$91) social practice, in
which the struggle for power dimension is central.

In line with the new focus of politeness theorattBocietal norms, cultural issues,
the subtleties of power struggle and commonsenskyopersons views, should
inform the theory of politeness, Lakoff & Ide (200Bresented a collection of
studies mostly conducted in non- Western languasyeh as Japanese, Thai,
Chinese as well as Greek, Swedish and Spanishraffeew dimensions. These
studies went beyond semantics and incorporatetidhdanguage insights to the
linguistic work and covered various theoreticalitspsuch as faceakimae social
levels and gender related differences in language directness and indirectness.
Watts, Ide & Ehlich (1992, 2005) published anott@tection of papers bringing a
theoretical discussion of the existing politenesedets. They presented the
problems in developing a theory of linguistic patess, which must deal with the
crucial differences between lay notions in différesultures and the term
‘politeness’ as a concept within a theory of lirgjig politeness. The validity of
the models proposed by Brown and Levinson, Lakoff Aeech was questioned
and the need for new approaches was emphasized.

Bousfield & Locher (2008) were first to present allected volume with a
thorough discussion of impoliteness and power. Tagn was to demonstrate a
massive imbalance in terms of the academic intebbesiveen the studies of
politeness and impoliteness. The notions of canélitd aggression came into the
discussion of impoliteness theory and inspiredhiertstudies on impoliteness.
Bousfield (2008) focused on an analysis of impaoktes in face-to face spoken
interaction, in which politeness was perceived & the governing principle,
exploring how impoliteness comes into play. His dgtuwas followed by
Culpeper’s (2011b) publication which also used rakyroccurring language data
and combined both a discussion of lay person vieavasa theoretical discussion of
what shapes the lay person views were. He broughtiktic pragmatics and

social psychology into the discussion of impolitesieand by doing so, expanded
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the boundaries to a level where researchers oflitapess should consider the use
of naturally occurring data and how a lay persovimvs of impoliteness are

shaped by the linguistic impoliteness and viceaers

2.2 Perspectives on Impoliteness

Watts (2003, p.9) points out that impoliteness @mplex notion that is difficult
to define: “It is a term that is struggled ovempatsent, has been struggled over in
the past and will, in all probability, continue e struggled in the future”. Eelen
(2001) discusses how the impoliteness theory haa defined by the politeness
theories and thus, due to this the conceptual H@ted to account for a
comprehensive view of impoliteness. Bousfield (2088mmarizes politeness
theories under three main headings and extensoréigues how each of them

deals with the concept of impoliteness.

The first view is the social norm or lay personisw of impoliteness. With the
acknowledgment that politeness studies have towligalsocial norms to differing
degrees and that both first order and second opdditeness are essential,
Bousfield (2008) suggests that the distinction &thdae taken into consideration
for further understanding of impoliteness. The selcuiew is the conversational
maxim approach to politeness. As mentioned abbgech (1983, 2005) comes
under this heading. Leech (1983, 2005) complem@&rise’'s CP by a term
Interpersonal Rhetoric (IR) and proposes that IRsists of PP and CP. His theory
has been criticized for not attempting to explaswHR, which is based on a social
goal sharing principle, could explain impolitengékat occurs in conflictive and
aggressive communication (Bousfield, 2008 ; EeRk0Q1). Leech (2005) argues
that his position is that “... a theory of politenessinevitably a theory of
impoliteness, since impoliteness is a hon-obsewanwiolation of the constraints
of politeness” (p.18). This approach creates aderog for giving priority to
politeness and seeing impoliteness “as always lbpaherrant” and while “not
‘normal’ in a lay sense”, overlooks the fact thasi“ubiquitous across and within

virtually all modes of human communication” (Bowesdi, 2008, p.50).
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The third view is the face management view, whias wypified by Brown and
Levinson (1987). As mentioned above, Brown and hewn (1987) subdivide face
into two, positive and negative face, and claimt theembers of the society
subscribe to the needs of the two faces and asalladre to politeness for social
harmony. This idea of face management was adaptedpoliteness models. For
example, in line with Brown & Levinson’ s (1988uperstrategieSCulpeper
(1996) proposed a model that views impolitenesaraattack to the addressee’s
positive or negative face wants (pp. 349-350) aefindd the following five

superstrategies:

Bald on record impoliteness
Positive impoliteness
Negative impoliteness
Sarcasm or mock politeness
Withhold politeness

arwnE

Under positive impoliteness, which is defined as tise of strategies designed to

damage the addressee’s positive face wants, behistfollowing output strategies:

1-Ignore, snub, fail to attend H’s interests, wanteds, goods, etc.
2-Exclude the other from the activity.

3-Disassociate from the other. Deny common groandssociation.

4-Be disinterested, unconcerned, unsympathetic.

5-Use inappropriate identity markers.

6- Use obscure or secretive language.

7-Seek disagreement.-sensitive topics or just desagutright (act as
‘Devil’'s advocate’).

8-Avoid agreement.-avoid agreeing with H’'s positievhether S actually
does or not).

9- Make the other feel uncomfortable.

10-Use taboo language-swear, be abusive, expiresg stiews opposed to
H’s.

11-Call H names- use derogatory nominations.,

12-Etc...

Under negative impoliteness, which is defined a&sube of strategies designed to
damage the addressee’s negative face wants, tleviioy output strategies are
listed:

1- Frighten-instill a belief that action detrimelria other will occur.
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2-Condescend, scorn or ridicule-emphasize own powgsr diminutives to
other (or other’'s position), be contemptuous, beljitdo not take H
seriously.

3-Invade the other’s space-literally (positionirgser than relationship
permits) or metaphorically ask for intimate infaton given the
relationship)...

4-Explicitly associate H with negative aspect- peedize, use pronouns,

and

you

5-Put H’'s indebtedness on record.

6-Hinder — physically (block passage), conversallign 8deny turn,
interrupt)

7-Etc...

Culpeper (1996) claimed that this model of impaoléss is both taking Brown and
Levinson (1987) into account and departing fromrtheodel. Although he used
similar superstrategies, he explained that impodiss causes disharmony and
social disruption since it is defined as the usaittérances that are designed to
attack the interlocutors’ face. Later, Culpeperaét (2003), following Eelen
(2001), point out that all theories of politenelssdries mention impoliteness but
they all fall short in explaining the intricacieimpoliteness since they cannot be
“straightforwardly applied to impoliteness [...] toulfy account for the
confrontational interaction in impolite discourse¢Bousfield, 2008, p.71).
Therefore, later, Culpeper (2005) revised the fuperstrategies and replaced his
“Sarcasm or mock politeness” with “Off-record impehess”. Culpeper’'s (1996)
modification of his model into Culpeper (2005), treplacement of sarcasm or
mock politeness by off-record impoliteness supatsgy, is a result of the shift in
his focus of intentional, impolite face-attack tonare contextually and culturally
sensitive model (Culpeper, 2005, p.40).

The model Culpeper (2005) revised suggests thatncgpeatey’s (2002)
approach, Rapport Management consisting of twoindistfeatures, Face and
Sociality Rights, should be integrated into the atiteness theory. Face consists of
quality face and social identity face and sociafights are divided into equity
rights and association rights. Still, Bousfield @80 p.92) criticizes Culpeper’s
new model (2005):
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In doing so his approach remains sympathetic amaptamentary to the
work done previously on this model. However, simmiating Brown and
Levinson’s Positive/Negative approach to face Seef@atey’'s (2002)
approach to Rapport Management (including ‘Facd’ ‘@ociality Rights);
by , in short, linking the two together, simply dogot solve the issue of
the, more often than multi-face directedness oflithguistic impoliteness
strategies. Indeed, when we consider that Spenatryd2007: 16) argues
that face is a multi-faceted phenomenon, then ibhwious that the
linguistic impoliteness strategies identified bylgaper (1996), Culpeper
et al. (2003) and Cashman (2006) don’t purely indite type of face, or
one type of sociality right, over another. | wotihegtrefore suggest though
that the evolutionary steps that Culpeper (200542imakes have nget
gone far enough to solve such issues facing theemod

Despite Bousfield’s (2008) criticism, Culpeper996, 2005) face management
view and models of impoliteness model have beenieappo various discourses
and real data. It was claimed that Culpepers (192@05) model provides
adequate analysis power as it works both at thécagpipn and analysis level with
some modifications. For example, Lauer (1996) aedycomplaint letters, and
Cashman (2006) applied the model to impolite irtigoas taking place between
Spanish and English bilingual children. Howevas, imodel proposes an open-
ended list of superstrategies and this open-endsdokthe list of positive and
negative face damage strategies could be argudldeaseakness of the model,
similar to Thomas'’s (1995) criticisms for Leech(1983) PP model that it “makes
the theory at best inelegant, at worst virtuallyfalsifiable” (p.167). Bousfield
(2008) also acknowledges this claim and postulédtpl,we are to simply invent
a new strategy for every new regularity in languéigen the model could soon
become impervious to counterexamples” (p.91).

Bousfiled (2008) also applies Culpepers (1996, 300nodel with some

modifications, as he believes:

research into impoliteness should not unduly canceself with the

discovery of additional linguistic output strategibut should now be
concentrated upon how the discourse ‘builds uply ltontext affects the
generation of impoliteness and how dynamism of iitgallocutions is

dealt with” (p.91)
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In his analysis, Bousfield (2008) takes a more usiele approach to these
superstrategies and summarizes the superstratemder two titles as the
following:

1. On record impoliteness
2. Off record impoliteness
a) Sarcasm

b) Withhold politeness

He explains on record impoliteness as the userafegfies designecdexplicitly a)
attack the face of an interactant, b) constructfé#oe of an interactant in a non-
harmonious or outright conflictive way, c) deny #gected face wants, needs, or
rights of the interactant , or some combinationrdb® (p.95, emphasis in the
original). Off record impoliteness, on the otheméiais the use of strategies
“where the the threat or damage to interactants fa conveyed indirectly by way
of implicature following Grice (1989) and can bencealed (e.g. denied, or an
account/post-modification/ elaboration offered, Bt(p.95).

This study proposes a model that breaks away fhenstimmarized criticisms that
are 1) the superstrategies are open-ended andthibugheory is impervious to
counterexamples and 2) the theory of face doesostitute the main defining
tool for the theory of impoliteness. In order talegks these issues, this study adds
a layer to the model, namely, extraction which @&sdid on the notions of the
conventionalized impoliteness formulae (Culpepe®l®@ 2011b), and non-
conventionalized implicational impoliteness (Culpep2011b), instead of the
superstartegies existing in the current model. aditional layer is then followed
by an analysis level. The discussion at this leviginates from existing theories
but is developed more in the light of the findirlge natural data at the extraction
level supply.

Two further central issues of impoliteness reseatar have been around the
following two questions: 1) Where does the meariieg In other words, what,
speech acts or linguistic expressions, define whanpolite? and 2) How is the

notion of face related to the concept of impolitsie
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In terms of the first question, the literature Wlates between two opposing views
which are whether meaning is inherent in the speettand whether meaning is
inherent in forms (Culpeper, 2010). Brown and Lewim (1987; pp. 65-68) imply
that FTAs can be intrinsic to speech acts, as tledéipe FTAs as “what is intended
to be done by a verbal or non-verbal communicaiist, as one or more ‘speech
acts’ can be assigned to an utterance”. Their \new been criticized for being
deterministic for the reason that some speech swth as orders which are
beneficial to the hearer can be interpreted diffgyein different cultures. Thus,
generalizations about FTAs being inherent in speetf could only be specific to
cultures. It has also been pointed out that speeth do not have a degree of
determinacy and stability (Leech: 1983, pp. 23-ZB)erefore, the view that
meanings are inherent in speech acts has beernedama “theoretical non-starter”
(Culpeper, 2010, p. 3234). The other view that rmgpis inherent in linguistic
expressions has received different responses vdaichbe underlined under three
positions. The first one takes a positive stancd arakes the line between
semantic and pragmatic meaning more visible: megaisiimore a matter of truth
conditions than felicity conditions, more conventabthan non-conventional and
more non-contextual (and thus non-relative) thamextual” (Culpeper, 2010, p.
3234).

Although, scholars have not argued explicitly wieetboliteness or impoliteness is
inherent in linguistic expressions, the focus aguiistic expressions implied that
context was less important. The other view take®latively negative stance.
Fraser and Nolen (1981) claim that, “[...] no seneeen inherently polite or

impolite. We often take certain expressions to be impolitat, ib is not the

expressions themselves but the conditions underchwlihey are used that
determines the judgment of politeness” (p. 96).Haycand Watts (2008) argue
that “[tlhere is [...] no linguistic behavior that isherently polite or impolite”

(p.78). Nevertheless, even within the “no” camperéhis a recognition that in
determining the interpretation of politeness, egprens play a role that they “lend
themselves to individual interpretation” (Watts,030Q p.168) and that they
constrain the interpretation. The third stance he t'discursive” approach.

Culpeper (2010) explains that “[tlhe focus of thscdrsive approach is on the
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micro level, that is, on participants’ situated aymhamic evaluations of politeness,
not shared conventionalized politeness forms oatexies”. He adds that
discursive studies emphasize the meanings areblestegotiable, and fuzzy and
that shared conventions of meaning enforces dtabidind certainty to
communication. In this respect, discursive studepoliteness received critical
reactions such that if everything is relative, diggions of individual encounters
cannot account for explanatory theory of politenasd thus they do not have
predictive power (Watts, 2003; Terkourafi, 20058ulpeper (2010) defines his
own approach as the dual view to argue that imguodiss is partly inherent in

linguistic expressions:

My own position is dual in the sense that | seeadin (im)politeness and
pragmatic (im)politeness as inter-dependent opp®sibn a scale.
(Im)politeness can be more inherent in a linguistipression or can be
more determined by context , but neither the exgioes nor the context
guarantee an interpretation of (im)politeness. Wisatdifferent about

semantic (im)politeness from, say the semantigh@fmoun “table” is that
it is the relationship between the expression gohierpersonal contextual
effects that must be the central semanticized oot for it to exist (p.

3237).

He relates “the dual view” to conventionalizatioferkourafi (2005b) defines
conventionalization as “a relationship betweenratiees and context, which is a
correlate of the (statistical) frequency with whigh expression is used in one’s
experience of a particular context” (p. 213). Samilto Terkourafi (2005b),
Culpeper (2010) argues that there is big differeheeveen conventional and
conventionalized inferences: for example, althougint was viewed the most
offensive in British English in the year 2000, amdargraduate student reported in
a diary that a friend used this word to mean “gay™dude” (Culpeper, 2010, p.
3237). Culpeper (2011b, p. 22) touches upon thelle¥ subjectiveness and
evaluative aspects of the notion of impolitenessstaging that “[ijmpoliteness is
very much in the eye of the beholder, that is,rthied’s eye. It depends on how
you perceive what is said and done and how thate®lto the situation”. Eelen
(2001), Watts (2003) Spencer-Oatey (2005), RuhiO820 Terkourafi (2001),
Haugh (2007) and Fraser and Nolen (1981) are arttengcholar who discussed

the same idea in relation to different emphasis.ifstance, Ruhi (2008) argues
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that the reason why utterances that are perceivdae polite can as well be
perceived impolitely depending on their meta-reprgation of verbal and /or
non-verbal acts, and on “conteptualizing intergtien of acts relative to actions
and relative to the perceptions that interlocutmase of each other” (p.305). She
proposes that “politeness is an (optional) metawsgrattion of (non-)verbal acts,
which concerns people’s representations of otherstds, attitudes, beliefs,
actions and relational and/or transactional go§s305). In further discussing
how metarepresentations are formed, Ruhi (2008 ssta

the belief that it is polite to say “thank you” hen one receives a gift
would be generated through a causal chain of reggaiblic productions
of the act and would stabilize both as a public amdental representation.
The act would thus gain the status of a social$fitutionalized category
and become part of one’s encyclopedic knowledgexpéctations in social
interaction. The act could then be triggered in dpation and
comprehension in the context of its associatedacchema. (p.305)

In this respect, not all conventional utterances @mventionalized formulae and
the conventionalized impoliteness formulae is dipdmked to the idea of co-
occurrence regularities, casual chain of produstiohan act referred to in the
guotation above, between language forms and spemiintexts. Following this
line of thought, Culpeper (2010, 2011b) carried autinclusive study to identify
conventionalized impoliteness formulae and studigaecific contexts and
metadiscourse to reveal the linguistic behavioregowmg impoliteness. He used
video recordings and written texts, 100 informaaygarts containing a description
of impoliteness event, corpus data particularlyfd@k English Corpus and an
impoliteness perception questionnaire to arrivedbrventionalized impoliteness

formulae. The table below displays his findings.
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Table 1: Conventionalized Impoliteness Formuladg€uer, 2010)

1. Insults

1.Personalized negative vocatives
-[you][fucking/rotten/dirty/fat/little/etc.]
[moron/fuck/plonker/dickhead/berk/pig/shit/bastémdér/liar/minx/brat/
slut/squirt/sod/bugger, etc.] [you]

2. Personalized negative assertions

-[you][are][so/sucha]
[shit/stink/thick/stupid/bitchy/bitch/hypocrite/dippointment/gay/nuts/n
uttier than a fruit

cake/hopeless/pathetic/fussy/terrible/fat/ugly]etc.

- [you] [can’t do] [anything right/basic arithmetétc.]

- [you] [disgust me/make me] [sick/etc.]

3. Personalized negative references

-[your]

[stinking/little] [mouth/act/arse/body/corpse/hafuyigs/trap/breath/etc.]
4. Personalized third-person negative referenaesh@ hearing of the
target)

- [the] [daft] [bimbo]

- [she] ['s] [nutzo]

2.Pointed

criticisms/complaints

-[ that/this /it]
[is/was][absolutely/ extraordinarily/unspeakablg/gt

[bad/rubbish/crap/terrible/horrible/etc.]
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Table 1 continued.

3.Challenging on - why do you make my life impossible?
unpalatable questions | - which lie are you telling me?
and/or presuppositions | - what's gone wrong now?

- you want to argue with me or you want to go it?ja

4.Condescensions - [that] ['s/is being] [babyislhitibh/etc.]

5.Message enforcers - listen here (preface)
- you got [it/that]? (tag)

- do you understand [me]? (tag)

6.Dismissals - [go] [away]
- [get] [lost/out]

- [fuck/piss/shove] [off]

7.Silencers - [shut] [it)/[your] [stinking/fuckingfc.] [mouth/face/trap/etc.]

- shut [the fuck] up

8.Threats - [Fli/rm/we're] [gonna] [smash your da in/beat the shit out of
you/box your ears/bust your fucking head off/stinaég
- you out/etc.] [if you don't] [X]

- [X] [before 1] [hit you/strangle you]

9.Negative expressives | - [go] [to hell/hang yourself/fuck yourself]

(e.g.curses,ill-wishes) | - [damn/fuck] [you]

The dual view Culpeper (2010) describes has varioyications for this study.
The conventionalized impoliteness formulae togethedith the non-
conventionalized implicational impoliteness, as aggal to speech acts associated
with impoliteness will be the driving forces at teetraction level in regard to the
debates whether what is impolite can be definedutyin speech acts or linguistic

expressions. Still, not at the extraction but a&t &malysis level, some speech acts
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will inevitably be touched upon through the diséossof co-text and context
again for the reason that no linguistic expresssomherently polite or impolite;
context is the determining factor.

Disagreement, for instance, is one of the speethraferred to in the analysis
level. It is a speech act which has been theotizatitionally in relation to identity
construction and impoliteness research (Angouri bocher, 2012, p.1); ‘it is
typically related to confrontation and conflict” daifievaluated as having negative
effects” (p.2) “in CA terms” ( Sifianou, 2012,1). Levinson (1983) argued that
agreement is generally the preferred act; thathyg, seeking disagreement and
avoiding agreements have been associated with daghapeakers’ positive face
wants. Likewise, Leech’s (1983) Politeness Primciphcluded Maxim of
Agreement; minimize disagreement betweself and other and maximize
agreement betweerelf and other. Pomerantz (1984) and Heritage (1984)
characterized disagreement as creating a confiidtaathreat to social solidarity.
However, research ensued indicating opposing fgslirdisagreement can be
preferred to ensure sociability and intimacy (Tanr984; Kakavéa, 1993a, 2002,
Locher, 2004). Angouri & Locher (2012), along sianillines with Gumperz
(1992), argue that any view on disagreeing woulthbemplete unless an analysis
of “how it is embedded in speech activity and hdneg tspeech activity is part of
wider discourses” (p.2). Sifianou (2012) statest tdessagreements are both
multidirectional and multifunctional. They can affeboth positive and negative
faces of both interlocutors and serve a varietjuattions; hostility or affiliation
(p. 6) If disagreement is studied in context thioulge lens of relational work
(Locher and Watts, 2005), it would be more usetul Studies on interpersonal
interaction:

as linguists we are not only interested in the gmes or absence of
disagreement but in observing how disagreemenmhasted and achieved
and what the effects of different renditions miglet Ultimately we study
whether the linguistic form we observe (for examgieect or mitigated
disagreement) will contribute to face-aggravatifigce-maintaining or
face-enhancingffect$ (Angouri and Locher, 2012, p.2, emphasis in the
original)

The direction Angouri and Locher (2012) are sugggstowards studies of

disagreements in relation to face can be observednous studies. For example,
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studies focusing on how the presence of other goaatits influences the
interpretations of disagreement in interaction nigkithe effects of different
renditions into account. Watanabe (2011, pp. 318)-pbints out that our actions
and thoughts are influenced by the presence ofotieen if they do not actively
participate in interaction. These bystanders adtparties can be the determining
factor in escalation or solution of a dispute: “Tiw@sence of third parties may
influence the construction, interpretation and oote of a disagreement”
(Sifianou, 2012, p. 5). Sifianou (2012) gives Kastgaju's (2002) study as an
example for her point. Kangasharju (2002) companedltiparty to dyadic
interactions in Finnish committee meetings anditmgact they had on arguments
and forming alliances. It bears in mind the comjpiex mentioned that
disagreements among participants in conversationa@alyzed in this study. If
the disagreement as a speech act is used as ta @xdract impoliteness, it would
be a major methodological drawback. However, sidts|agreement is both
multidirectional and multifunctional, discussingntrelation to how it contributes
to “face-aggravating, face-maintaining or face-emag effects (Angouri and
Locher, 2012, p.2, emphasis in the original) stteags the study. In this sense it
brings a new breadth to how it has been present&histudies “a ‘dispreferred’
second” (Sacks, 1973/1987; Pomerantz, 1984 quot&dianou, 2012, p.1).

Discussion of disagreements as speech acts inorelat the impoliteness studies
brought out another dimension, which is the notdradjacency pairs. Kakava
(1993, p.3f states that:

Since disagreement can lead to a form of confrmmathat may
develop into an argument or dispute, disagreemmmbe seen as a
potential generator of conflict. Not only can dissgment create
conflict but it can also constitute conflict, sine@ argument is
composed of a series of disputable opinions orgdésanents” (p.
36).
That is why Locher (2004, p. 95) explains that gisements naturally require a
first part and a second part, or an adjacency Baised on Schegloff (1972) and
Schegloff and Sacks (1973), Schriffin (1994, p.)2@86cidates adjacency pairs as
“a sequence of two utterances, which are adjapeotiuced by different speakers,

ordered as a first part and a second part, anditgpehat the first part requires a
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particular second part or range of second partsbdt@d in Locher, 2004, p. 95).
Going back to the idea of different renditions diggment may be present in and
their various effects (Angouri and Locher, 2012)pwhether the sequence of
adjacency pair for disagreement was followed, wérettihere were pauses in
between the first part and the second part, howyrtiames the pair was repeated
and whether these issues triggered face-aggravahgoome very important for
impoliteness studies. That is one of the reasons @A offers valuable tools for
impoliteness studies if the CA approach is wideugioto take the complexities

context and co-text put forward.

Culpeper (2011b) states that impoliteness is “wveugh about signaling behaviors
that are attitudinally extreme or understandingnth® be so” (p.139). He
maintains that impoliteness formulae do not necégsagnal impoliteness unless
they are intensified; that is, they are used insvinat make them less ambiguous
and equivocal. Modifiers, taboo words, certain pdiss and some non-verbal
features are among examples of ways that they rdemsified. Quoting from
McEwen and Greenberg (1970, p. 340), Culpeper (@DEkplains message
intensity as “the strength or degree of emphasth which a source states his
attitudinal position towards a topic” (p.140). Heaws attention to the fact that all
conventionalized impoliteness formulae naturallyeha degree of intensity but
certain features are added which increase theel le offensiveness. Message
intensity can be increased through use of lexmgnar, prosody and non-verbal
ways. For instance, ‘you’re so stupid’ comparedytu’re stupid’ have different
effects as the former one is intensified througmadifier. Lexical choices may
also function as intensifiers. Culpeper (2011®suseech’s ([1974] 1981, p.15)
‘affective meaning’ to explain why a variation @xical items (e.g. ‘bad/rubbish/
horrendous/crap/shit ) in a frame ‘that's X' woutfive different degrees of
negative attitude to what is referred with X. Atiee meaning is about “how
language reflects the personal feelings of thelsgreancluding his [sic] attitude to
the listener, or his attitude to something he Ikirtg about” (Leech, 1981, p.15)
and adjectives of taboo words in conventionalizegbadliteness formulae act
towards giving an affective meaning since theyensify descriptions’ (Jay, 1992,

p.63 quoted in Culpeper, 2011b, p 141).
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Culpeper (2010)'s findings of taboo words acting edensifiers in the
conventionalized impoliteness formulae are strorgglgfirmed by another study,
Millwood-Hargrave (2000), carried out jointly by #ertising Standards Authority
(ASA), The British Broadcasting Corporation (BB@)e Broadcasting Standards
Commission (BSC) and the Independent Television @@sion. The project was
designed to test people’s attitudes towards sweganml offensive language and to
examine the role of context. Firstly, a qualitatsteidy using group discussions
together with interviews were carried out with tpeompts from television
programs and advertisement clips and then a qatawnétstudy through analyzing
an in-home questionnaire given to 1.033 adults emmiucted. The figure below
summarizes the findings of a questionnaire aboeatriost offensive words in
Britain in 2000.
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" Position (1997)

Cunt | 1 {1
Motherfucker 2 @
Fuck | I3
Wanker I 4 W
Nigger | 5
Bastard D — 6 15
Prick | 7 m
Bollocks 1 & (6
Arschale | N
Paki ] 1 {17)
Shag [ — 1 {8)
Whore (| 12 (13)
Twat [ — 13 (16)
Piss off E—— 14 (12)
Spastic | 15 (14
Slag ] 16 (18
Shit | 713
Dickhead | 15 (19)
Pissed off | 19 {16}
Arse _ 0 (20)
Bugger | 1 (1)
Balls | 2
Jew | 324
Sodding I 4 23
Jesus Christ i 5 (26
Crap [ — 29
Bloody I 17 {17)
God [ ] 28 (28)
Base: Total sample

Figure 1. Ranking of ‘very severe’ words

Source: Milwood-Hargrave, 2000, p. 9

The taboo words above, which signal a negativectifie meaning and act as an
intensifier, were used for word queries in the BIME explained in detail in

Chapter Three.



Prosody and kinesic features have been neglectspitedethe major role they
might play in impoliteness incidences (Culpeped 12f) p.146). Arndt and Janney
(1987, p.275 quoted in Culpepper, 2011b, p.147)eathat prosody and kinesic
features interact with words and structures andtereneaning. According to
them, attitudinally marked prosody, which is no¢arly motivated by syntactic
considerations, triggers further interpretationdiiferent ways:

1) rising pitch together with declarative, imperative or wh-intgative
utterance types would be considered attitudinabiykad

2) falling pitch together with all other interrogative utteranceeypvould be
consideredttitudinally marked

3) falling-rising pitch as a mixed contour, would be consideattitudinally
relevant regardless of the utterance type with which it is combined;

4) all remaining combinationsf pitch direction and utterance type-i.e the so-
called normal ones, grammatically speaking, would bonsidered
attitudinally relevant only in conjunction withlar types of cues or cue
combinations. (Arnd and Janney 1987, pp.275 quintéCulpeper, 2011b,
p. 147).

In this study, discussion of prosody was limitedhe annotations present in the
BNC and the STC. Further analysis such as whatafPraa software used to

analyze prosodical speech events (e.g. pitch, atkmm etc.) - would offer were

followed only to a limited extent with the STC. $hs acknowledged in Section
1.5.

Conventionalized impoliteness formulae offer a fearfor impoliteness co-
occurrences for British English, which was appliecextract data for Turkish in
this study. Conventionalized impoliteness is ontg @aspect of impoliteness and is
noticed in more obvious ways compared to non-cotwealized implicational
impoliteness. Culpeper (2011b) classifies implmadl impoliteness in 3
categories: form-driven, conventiaifiven: internal, external; and context-driven:
unmarked behavior and absence of behavior. By-finiwen, Culpeper (2011b) is
referring to the “implicit messages which are taged by formal surface or
semantic aspects of a behavior and which have inegadnsequences for certain
individuals” (p.157). He explains that form-driveanplicational impoliteness may
look similar to offrecord politeness super strategy; however, there are two major

differences. One, this notion is not linked to poless, and two, with the
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incidences of impoliteness, an alternative integiren of politeness is impossible
to make (p.157). Intensifying techniques as welpasody provides an evaluation
of impoliteness in context. With the form-driventegory, Culpeper (2011b)
proposes the Gricean cooperative principles andetiimic mention view (e.g.
Sperber and Wilson 1981, 1995 [1986]). Culpeped1B) explains that mimicry
and echoic mention is another type of implicatiomapoliteness. He defines
mimicry as “a caricatured re-presentation” (p.1@&gferring to Goffman (1974, p.
539), he points out that quoting is part of mimicwwhen someone quotes “too
much”, for instance all the prosodic features o Hpeaker, the quoter becomes
“suspect” (p.161). He further discusses inferensi@ps taken when quoting is
inferred as too much. For Sperber and Wilson (1,98ého, in their term echoic
irony, is more than verbal utterances or thoughtss of someone’s behavior,
which is usually a characteristic behavior pattena depends on the following
condition to be inferred as echoic irony: “firsty a recognition of the utterance as
an echo; second, on an identification of the source of the opinion echoed; and
third, on a recognition that the speaker’s attittml¢he opinion echoed is one of
rejection or disapproval” (p.240). Culpeper (201Hopposes an adjustment to
broaden this condition:

first, on a recognition of the behaviour as an eckecond, on an

identification of the source of the behavior echoiitd, the recognition

that the source behavior is a characteristic ofideatity of the speaker
who gave rise to it, and fourthly, on a recognitibat the speaker’s attitude
to the behavior echoed is one of rejection or ¢isayal. (p.161)

He summarizes impolite mimicry, caricatured (reegantation, with five points:

An echoed behavior. A behavior referenced by aw.ech

An echo. A behavior which is recognised as an&abkehavior.

A marked echo and the implied echoed behavior. @tleo is marked
(usually involving distortion or exaggeration), sheignaling the need for
further inferencing. Moreover, the marked echo iegpthat the behavior it
echoes is also marked, that is, abnormal in some Wais is the implied

echoed behavior.

An implied echoed behavior and the echoer. Theiedptchoed behavior
is attributed to the person who gave rise to it;renspecifically, it is

typically attributed to an identity characterisbicthat person.

The echoer and the echoed. The recognition thatlideeepancy between
the echoed behavior and the implied echoed behagilects the negative
attitude of the echoer towards the echoed perpoil65)
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The following excerpt is extracted from the BNCaas example of impoliteness
since how it unfolds exemplifies both conventiopedl impoliteness formulae and
implicational impoliteness.

(GU) She knew a lot of telly.

(GU) Neighbours

(GM) On!

(GU) and bloody Coronation Street and all thaptra
(GM) Ooh!

(GT) Ooh!

(GU) You'd hear all that!

(GV) And don't say crap, that's a very good progree!
(GM) What is?I

(GV) Coronation

(GU) Coronation

(GV) Str

(GM) Oh what a load of dip!

(GV) llo, I've recorded whatever's on tonighktjtiEastenders?
(GV) K'Y T V I've got on tonight recorded that.
(GU) SH I T more like!

GT laughs

(GM) Yeah.

(GV)KY TVisverygood, KYTV.

(GT) Hang on (laughing)

(GT)KY TV, what's that?

(GM) I didn't think you'd be a Coronation Stredtlet.
(GT) No, | wouldn't!

(GV) The best people are.

(GV) Princess Anne.

In this conversation when GU says that “she kndat af telly” she is criticizing
the person which is why she gives the names of pwograms and ends her
comments with “ and all that crap” which functicas an intensifier for her dislike
of the programs. When GV disagrees “And don't saap,cthat's a very good
programme!” she uses another intensiiery goodo express how much she likes
the program. The acronym for the name of the cham®¥TV, is mimicked by
GU and echoed as SHIT in an offensive wsind. This is how impoliteness comes
to the surface. However, GV replies “K Y T V is yagood, K'Y T V” repeating
the channel, reinforcing the acknowledgement, actibieg the mimicry SHIT
back to its place. When the third speaker GT jowrend says “No, | wouldn't!” be

a Coronation street addict, GV replies “The besipte are. Princess Anne.” GV is
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violating the maxim of Relation and produces thelication that GU and GV are

not one of the best people, and thus, GV is impolit

With this explanation in mind, the facts that imstbonversation SHIT is spelled in
letters s, h, i, t, just like the proper name far TV channel, KYTV, and is written
in capital letters in the script indicate thatsituttered to echo KYTV as SHIT TV
and is uttered to reject the comment that the atlarsngood. It is an echoic
mention and is an example of implicational impaigss for taking the clues
discussed into the consideration. In this examptéacted from the BNC, which
is a written corpus as opposed to the STC whiehdsnodal, both with its written
and audio components, the way the utterance SHBECnpted provides enough
context for the conclusion that the example refldatplicational impoliteness.
However, with incidences of impoliteness extradtedh the STC, the context will
provide richer data since prosodic aspects, armiruitions will also be available

in the corpus.

The reason why Culpeper (2011b) takes Grice’'s awdpe principle into
discussing impoliteness while cooperative prin@pee associated with politeness
is that when the Grice’s maxims are flouted, th&erahce can be interpreted
differently from what it literally means since itta as indirect speech and so is
implicational. Indirect speech acts are closelgterd those principles proposed by
Grice:

1- Indirect speech acts violate at least one maxim tlod
cooperative

principle.

2- The literal meaning of the locution of an indirespeech act

differs from its intended meaning.

3- Hearers and readers identify indirect speecé lagioticing that

an utterance has characteristic 1 and by assuniiag the

interlocutor is following the cooperative principle

4- As soon as they have identified an indirect spegct, hearers

and readers identify its intended meaning with thelp of

knowledge of the context and of the world arourehth(Finnegan,

1999, p. 305)

People need to cooperate in communicating with edbbr since they need to

“honor the conventions” (Finnegan: 1999, p. 301spéech. Hearers assume that
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the speakers take the “conventions of interpratatinto account while
constructing their utterances; speakers on the other hand, assume that the hearers
trust the speakers and that they value the cororentf speech. In short, speakers
rely on this cooperation to make their speech nmgdal. The maxims are: maxim
of quantity, which requires being appropriately informative; maxim of quality,
which requires being orderly and clear; maxim of manner, which requires being
truthful and maxim of relevance, which requiresnigerelevant. An example
Culpeper (2011b) gives for non-conventionalized mfariven implicational
impoliteness that occurs through violation of Gaicenaxims is as follows.

Sitting with housemates in the lounge and one comegfter finishing
making her tea. She sits close to me and my otbhasdmate ie within
close earshot and says “See | made a curry tlesndocome out of a jar”
knowing full well that | eat food like that whichhe clearly looks down
upon (p.159).

In this incidence of implicational impoliteness, I@eper (2011b) suggests that
“the offender supplies more information about therg than seems to be
necessary, thus flouting the maxim of quantity. Tdomtext that ensures this
interpretation is the context that the informansééood like that”. It is this kind
of contextual clues which will be sought after tbe purposes of extraction and
analysis of impoliteness in this study. In thisamwple, and with Culpeper’s
(2011b) data collection approach, giving questitnesaand asking informants to
describe impoliteness events, gives more clues tathau violation of maxims.
Here, the informant points out the comment, “knayfiall well that | eat food like
that”. However, since the data in the present stathsists of spoken interaction
only, unless the (one of the) speakers makes alicigxqonfrontational comment,

contextual clues have to be searched for explicitly

The essential feature of convention-driven impaktgs, which can be internal or
external, is that it occurs when “there is a missthahe context projected by or
associated with the conventionalized formula artieei some other aspect of
behavior performed or the wider context” (Culpef@f11b, p.166). For instance,
“Could you just fuck off?” is an example of convemtdriven implicational

impoliteness since it “mixes conventionalized moless formula with

42



conventionalized impoliteness formula through ustsould youand fuck off
Such a mixed use of formula assures interpretatiothe utterance as impolite
since it provides “a measure of extreme distancetwben conventionalized

politeness formula and conventionalized impolitearfesmula (p.168).

With context-driven implicational impoliteness Cefger (2011b) refers to cases
where there is no mismatch between the conventmathpoliteness formula since
the “trigger is not marked” (p. 180). Instead, im@mess interpretation comes out
with the strong expectations in a context. Foranse the example below, he
discusses, occurs because it is driven by whaiggered with the context even

when there is no marked behavior of impoliteness:

TO SHOP ASSISTANT: You've not given me the pound.

SHOP ASISTANT: I think | did [Abruptly]

TO SHOP ASISTANT: Well it's not there. Look. (opeheallet to show

him)

SHOP ASISTANT: Go like that. [Implied | was tryinip con him](he

pointed to his sleeves, gesturing to loosen them)

TO SHOP ASISTANT: See. [Raised volume] (openedvade him) (He

handed me a pound)

TO SHOP ASISTANT: Thank you.
In this example the utterance “go like that” seembe a cooperative utterance by
Gricean maxims but Culpeper (2011b) explains thattriggers impolite
implications since “our knowledge about hiding tenn sleeves, or magicians or
pickpockets is triggered”. It is the context thanhs out the implication and so is
impolite especially when it was clear the persah bt put the pound in sleeves

and that the shop assistant did not apologizevedieis.

Further discussion of conventionalized and non-eatignalized implicational
impoliteness will be provided at the extractiondesf this study in the following
chapter. The next section summarizes the histoyowf the concept of face has
changed in politeness studies in time briefly aad Ithe notion of face is linked to
the concept of impoliteness.
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2.3 Perspectives on the Concept of Face

In her article,Face and Politeness: new (insights) for old (consg(2003)
Francesca Bargiela-Chiappini gives a very detdilistbrical analysis of how the
concept of face and facework came to be used andithibas acquired different
meanings from what it originally had. China is coamy known to be the place
where the concept of ‘face’ originated, and Goffmaho first used the concept
face or facework in his collected volume of esdaysractional Ritual, Essays on
face-to face behavion1967), acknowledges this (Bargiela-Chiappini; 200
p.1454). In her article, Bargiela-Chiappini (2008,1456) explains that, in
footnote 1, Goffman (1967) mentions the sourceshirking was most influenced
by. Emile Durkheim is one of the most influentiathslars for him as his
references to DurkheimBhe Early Forms of Religious Li{@924) indicate. This,
as Bargiela-Chiappini (2003, p.1456) points ousoaéxplains why Goffman’s
(1967, p. 45) notion of facework has some religicesonances (e.g moral rules,
ritual equilibrium). In fact, many other aspectdafrkheim’s model of society are
echoed in Goffman’s discussion of how individuadéh@ve in relation to the others.
For instance, rights and duties come out of calledhinking; ritual is maintained
by the fulfillment of these duties in Durkheim’'s cgety and the idea of
interdependence of individuals in society is empsas Similarly, Goffman’s
discussion of interactant’'s maintenance of faceudes on the idea of
interdependence with its emphasis on other intenéistreactions and feelings:

an awareness of other interactants’s reactions faekhgs is famously
expressed in Goffman’s face as “the positive sosialue a person
effectively claims for himself by the line otherssame he has taken during
a particular contact” where a “line” is the inteiaas’ own evaluation of
the interaction and all of its participants, whicttludes self-evaluation
(Goffman 1967, p.5 quoted in Bargiela-Chiappini 200.1458).

This is significant to note since Goffman’s notioh face has been frequently

referred to and claimed to be adopted by scholatrghie nuance that the concept is

very much related to the interdependence of theviohahl on the society and to
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self -evaluation of the interaction has been mis3éus, in return, brought out a

criticism that the notion of face is ethnocentvitiich will be discussed shortly.

Twenty years later than Goffman’s work, Brown anelvinson published their
revised essafpoliteness. Some Universals In Language (1$887) which begins
with a remark that their notion of face is “higldpstracted” and requires “cultural
elaboration” (quoted in Bargiela-Chiappini, 2003,1460). Their use of negative
politeness which generated the notion of negatace fis significantly different
from Goffman’s face and facework and Durkheim’sifies and negative rituals.
Firstly, for Goffman facework was to be about “ntbie individual and his
psychology, but rather syntactical relations amtmgy acts ofdifferent persons
mutually present to one anothigl967, p. 2, quoted in and emphasis added by
Bargiela-Chiappini 2003, p. 1460), which certairdges not ground face on
culture-relativistic terms. Secondly, as Bargiekigppini 2003, p. 1460) points
out Brown and Levinson’s concept of negative facel amegative politeness,
inspired from “avoidance rituals” corresponding [urkheim’s work and
Goffman’s discussion of “avoidance”, is radicallifferent since there is a clear-
cut distinction between ‘freedom of action and @@ from imposition’

characterizing the negative face which does ndt@xithe notion of “avoidance”.

Brown and Levinson (1987), therefore, only seemdudine face through a
Durkheimian line (Bargiela- Chiappini, 2003; Bowtfi, 2008) by subdividing
face into positive and negative face. They tree¢ fas basievantsevery member
of society has and knows the other members alscedes some level. In addition,
they argued that where urgent co-operation is sacgsface can be ignored at the
cost of social breakdown for efficiency. Their aéiion of face is different from
the face defined as norms or values that the mesrifesociety subscribed to as
echoed in Goffman’s (1967) definition. For GoffmétO67) face is: “...is an
image of self delineated in terms of approved datiabutes-albeit an image that
others may share, as when a person makes a gowadhghior his profession or

religion by making a good showing for himself’ (&aan 1967, p. 5).
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For the reasons touched upon and the assumptianfdlca is universally
applicable to all cultures, and that it is discasse highly individualistic sense
with an emphasis on how face acts like a publitisgge, Brown and Levinson’s
(1987) concept of face has received criticismschiep (2004), for instance, argued
that there are layers of face; that face can le¥nat or external and these layers
get lost in Brown & Levinson’s discussion (Loch2004, p. 55). Bousfield (2008,
pp. 34-35) agreed on the argument quoting from Gdatl (1996) who explains
the confusion as the following:

Goffman (1967: 5) refers to the origin of face thé line others assume [a
person] has taken”. It is “an image”. Thus it istosved from the outside
and post- factum (note the perfective aspect h&fepwn] & L[evinson],
on the other hand, stress that face consists ofits¥41987:62). Thus it is
bestowed from the inside, and pre-facto. B[rownL|&vinson], however,
confuse the issue somewhat by also referring te &c*‘something that ...
can be lost, maintained or enchanced” (1987. 6ils &also using the term
in Goffman’s sense ( O’Driscoll, 1996, p.6).

Although Bousfield (2008) acknowledges O’Driscol{E996) criticism of Brown
and Levinson’s (1987) face, he argues that thesgli€onfusion: face is treated as
consisting of semantic opposites, positive negativénternal-external, and that
there is “dualism” rather than dichotomy and seefecscalar (p.35). In his attempt
for a re-conceptualization of face, Bousfield (2D@&ntions some problematic
areas in literature. His first argument is thatr¢his confusion as what negative
face actually is, especially in the research disicigsthe concept of negative face
outside the so-called “western” setting as poimtetin Matsumoto (1988) and Gu
(1990). For instance, as opposed to Gu’s arguntentilt-fame and reputation is
part of negative face, Bousfield (2008) claims twgositive face being the want
to be approved of by others in one’s society, tirermy view, ill fame and
reputation must be considered aspects of posiiee, fnot aspects of negative face
as Gu seems to claim. This ‘confusion’ may actubflythe result of the fact that

there appears to be no sharply defined line betvpesitive and negative face”
(p.37).

However, Bousfield (2008) further clarifies a sed¢dssue that his view on the

confusion of positive and negative face in the aes® on the non-western cultures
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does not imply that negative face or the aspectthefdesire to be free from
restriction do not exist in other cultures. In faet argues that “the type, quantity,
strength, and salience of different aspects of f@tlesary from culture-to -culture,
discourse-to-discourse, and, of course, contexptdext.” (p.37). He concludes
that the remarks coming from researchers who afguea different notion of
negative and positive face for non-western cultamesin fact neglecting the core
of the issue which is that the notion of face i$ anod cannot be dichotomous;
rather it is and can only be “dual”.

In this sense, Bousfield (2008) suggests a retornGoffman (1967) since
Goffman’s idea of face is that it is a public prdgeand as such it is something
which can only be realized in social interactiorB8). Therefore, he agrees with
De Kadt (1998) in that face is mutually construcéed with Terkourafi (2007) in
that there is no faceless communication. However, flarther argues that
Terkourafi’'s notion of face (2007) is always conged or damaged and therefore
is always external (Bousfield, 2008, p. 39), wheré& notion of face is also
internal as suggested by tdeality of face. Bousfield (2008) claims that when
individuals interact with each other, they expdwttthe interlocutors recognize
about how they want their faces to be constituted act accordingly. This
expectation is internal since how they want therintutors to act in constituting
their face is closely related to one’s feeling effsvorth and understanding of

previous, similar encounters (p.39).

Bousfield (2008, pp.110-11) attempts to illustrdte argument that the boundaries
of positive and negative face become superfluousutgh an example from the

excerpt taken from The Clampers, Extract 12 below:

[14] Context: It is 7.30 in the morning. Bailiff S1 is makingshirst call of the day
to a female driver S2 who has repeatedly ignorekimpg ticket payment requests.
Her husband S3 is also present. S1 has just knooke82’s door and S3 has

answered it.

1. S1: Court bailiffs is she in
S2:
S3: yeah yeah at the moment why what'’s the
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10.

11.

12.

13.

S1: we've got a court order been issued sinfor payment of
S2:

S3: problem

S1: fines on this vehicle...Harrow council havéhavzed removal
of

S2:

S3:

S1: the vehicle for non-payment of fines if ycan manage to get
that sir
S2:
S3:
S1: she’s now got a sum payable of three hunainedwenty one
pounds
S2:
S3:
S1: twenty five and the vehicle will be goingarcourt storage.
once
S2:
S3:
S1: she’s paid the fine she can go and collectvbhicle from the
court
S2:
S3:
<S2 pushes then hits S1>
S1: storage fali facility alright

S2: what the fuck you doing excuse me.
S3:
S1: the car is going he has a court order
S2: what are yofuckingdoing
S3:
<S2 hits S1 in mouth- S1 starts dialing on the ghon
S1: police please yeah
S2: really you want sonfackingmoney right
S3:
S1: <indistinct >
S2: all you have to do is ask for the money gon't
S3: all you have to do is ask for ttuekingmoney right
S1: you can't get in the car madam
S2: have téuckingtake the car
S3:
S1:
S2: piss off<indistinct >
S3: Jackie come here come here

[.]

With this example, Bousfield (2008, pp.111-12) exm that with the use gbjss
off, unlike other taboo words she used, S2 aims tiratiS1 and comments that it
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was to offend, on record, the face of plirposefullyandgratuitously(emphasis
in the original).

Note as with the vast majority of impoliteness telgées, the overakffect
is that the utterances of S2 are both in Culpepaniginal (1996) terms,
positively and negatively impolite. She is negdiivenpolite because the
overall command she is making throughout her uttesa is for S1 to ‘go
away’-an impingement on his freedom of action (mohg his power, his
right, and indeed his obligation to remove the gk)i In the context in
which such a command is delivered, note , the &xboices she makes
(not to mention the physical violence she inflicts S1) adds a clear
dimension positive face attack in that she is shgvéxtreme disapproval.
As such this ‘combined positive and negative fatetegy of impoliteness
(a) creates the overall evaluation of the fact@hmand to ‘go away’ as
being one of impoliteness and (b) further strengghihe argument that a
division between the two types of is superfluous.

Although Bousfield (2008) relates his discussiordoélity of face to O’Driscoll

(1996)’'s criticism of Brown and Levinson’s (1987ack quoted above, his
formulation of face which is phrased as “duality faice” is different from

O’Driscoll (2007)’'s formulation of face. O’Drisco(R007) argues that Brown and
Levinson’s (1987) positive and negative face stlprsgiggest an opposition and
there is asymmetry between positive and negatilieepess: “positive is too large
and negative is apparently too small” (p. 474). &wmer, he points out that
positive face(work) includes both the desire toohgland desire to be approved
but dividing it into subcategories will overlook ethconnection between the
positive and the negative. Therefore, he propasesw look at the face(work),

which he claims is similar to Lim & Bower’s (199fBllowship face :

Just as negative face(work) pertains to separadiwh individuation, so
positive face(work) should pertain solely to cortiet and belonging
(something akin to Lim & Bower ‘s fellowship face)n terms of
interaction, it should describe only those movegtvican be interpreted as
‘moves toward’, as predications or implicationgajetherness, as opposed
to negative’s ‘moves away’. (O Driscoll, 2007, pd7

In other words, O’'Driscoll embraces the polarity pdsitive and negative in
face(work) with the caution that they lie on a ‘f@-dimensional spectrum, which

necessitates that the meanings of the two facpsecedly positive, be constrained”
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(p.465) and that not all aspects of face is at pagnce during interaction. It is
also noteworthy that O’Driscoll uses the phrasefaork) to refer to affective
aspects of moves in interaction as opposed to’‘faitkin the frame of politeness
as Brown & Levinson (1987) framed it. Brown & Leson (1987)’s theory which
is built around “scientific predictability”, whicls more in line with second-order
politeness or Politeness2 and ignores first-orddéitgmess or Politenessl. To put it
differently, constructed this way, if the sciergtifindings confirm the data on how
interactants conceptualize what is (im)politesibnly coincidental. This is one of
the reasons why Locher & Watts (2005) argue thatBrand Levinson (1987)’s
theory is a theory of facework, not a theory ofifgoless and O’Driscoll (2007)

follows a similar theorization.

Both O’Driscoll (2007) and Bousfield (2008) hawganded on the traditionally
accepted “dichotomy” of face and argued for differperspectives more recently
but early scholars also theorized on the notiongositive and negative face. For
instance, Haugh (2005, p.44) argued that positiveé aegative face could be
considered as one undifferentiated notion thatmaflost” or “saved”, which is
more in line with Bousfield (2008)’s expansion. Sper-Oatey (2007, p.645.) also
exemplified with an authentic example that the idgsion between Brown and
Levinson’s (1978/1987) positive and negative facénio help in unpacking the
complex face claims that people make in real-lifieasions, and which others need
to be sensitive to if they are to address peoptetscerns in suitable ways” (p.
646):

A group of Chinese businessmen, at the end ofiatwia British company

with which they had been doing business, got erfddain a protracted

argument with their British hosts over money. Ofh¢he Chinese became
concerned about the impression they were convewingd,said privately to
the others: one thing is that we should not letpteesay we are stingy;
secondly, we should not give the impression of péao weak; thirdly, we

should not negotiate in a friendly manner. (Speatey, 2005, p.115)

Through this example, Spencer-Oatey discussesaimplexity of the face issue
and explains that what is potentially face threagnn this example is the
mismatch between what the speaker values as postivibutes and negative

attributes: not stingy, not weak, and friendlystey stingy, weak and unfriendly.
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In other words, the discussion of face cannot beiezh out with a limited

understanding of face consisting of positive angltige face.

Yet other scholars discussed some other aspedtc@f In her re-examination of
the face, Bargiela-Chiappini (2003) proposes anerdtive to the
conceptualization of face as “social self”, whidtdises more on the dynamics of
facework in interpersonal communication (p.1463)urdale (2006) argues
further along the same lines and proposes thatdadacework is relational and
interactional. He starts his argument through #catilook at decoding/encoding
models of communication, which explain “communicatias an output of one
system that serves as an input to a separate, dndept system” (p. 196) as
opposed to how he views the communication: inteyaat. Quoting from Heritage
(1984), he points out that “communicative actiorb@h relationship-shaped and
relationship- renewing (1984: 242), and like cohteglationship is endogenously
generated within talk, rather than exogenous (p984: 280)” (quoted in Arundale,
2006, p.201). This has strong implications for hdace or facework is
conceptualized:

In the alternative ontology, face is not a mattethe individual actor’'s
public self-image. Instead, because social selvesrge in relationships
with other social selves, face is an emergent ptopd relationships, and
therefore a relational phenomenon, as opposeddocel psychological
one. Importantly, framing face as relational rafitectly on framing it as
interactional (Arundale, 2006, p.201)

Some implications of such conceptualization arefalows. Face is both an
interactional and a relational phenomenon and ash sl not bound to
individualistic framings of wants. Since it doest ranly reflect individualistic
characteristics of wants and desires, it is noegumvalent of identity (Arundale,
2006, p.202). Moreover, since it is “interactionaface is “conjointly co-
constituted” (Arundale, 2004; 2006) and analyziagef requires a change in the
methodological approaches for the researchers. Thange “foregrounds
interpretative methods that examine resources awadtipes for facework in

specific instances of verbal and visible contadtupdale, 2006, p.209) or in
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interaction. The present study examines interadéding this conceptual change

into consideration.

Later, Spencer-Oatey (2007) draitention to the relationship between face and
identity, face in interaction and the cognitiveesiof the face concept. She starts
off by pointing out it is necessary to discuss thkationship between face and
identity. There have been debates on whether facaniindividual or social,
private or public, situation-specific or contexti@pendent, and identity has always
been a strand of discussion but has not been ékpliiscussed so far (p.640).
Referring to Hecht et. al (2005), Arundale (200f), instance, treats identity
situated within an individual and face as relatlomasocial phenomenon: “Both
relationships and identity arise and sustainedmrunication, but a relationship,
and hence face, is a dyadic phenomenon , whereastidis an individual (and
much broader) phenomenon” (p. 202). However, Sgre@atey (2007) proposes
that identity and face are similar in the sense tin@y are both about self-aspects
and attributes and consisted of individual, relzicand collective constructions of
self. She then goes on to discuss the role ofbates, analytic frames and the
dynamic unfolding of face in interaction. She clairthat different attributes
depending on their connotations gain different nmegs and become face-
sensitive during interactions. In terms of the m@i¢he analytic frames, individual,
relational or collective, through which face isusited, she discusses an example
from Spencer-Oatey and Xing, (2004, p.207). Thekgpemind information to the
example is: a group of Chinese businessmen arésgteeBritish businessmen and
during the initial meeting British chairman givesvalcome speech to the Chinese
but does not invite them to give a return speette Jomment below is what the
Chinese delegation, Sun, took place in a followHgrview translated from
original Chinese to English (Spencer-Oatey, 200546):

Sun: According to our home customs and protocaesp is delivered on
the basis of reciprocity. He has made his speedhl am expected to say
something....In fact, | was reluctant to speak, ahdd nothing to say. But
| had to, to say a few words. Right for the occasieght? But he had
finished his speech, and he didn’'t give me the dppdy, and they each
introduced themselves, wasn't this clearly implikdt they do look down
upon us Chinese.
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This example illustrates that both relational antlective frames are required for
the analysis since relational attributes, “thetre¢astatus of business partners and
rights and obligations associated with their relahip” and collective face
emerging through the speaker’s phrase “us Chinase’at stake (Spencer-Oatey
2007, p.646).

Although both Arundale (2005, 2006) and Spencee®§2007) describe face as
relational, their approach is different. For Aruled42006), face is relational
because it is “an emergent property of relatioriskgee quotation above). For
Spencer-Oatey, face is relational because reldtioegers to the relationships
between participants (e.g. distance-closeness,lisguequality, perceptions of
role rights and obligations) and the ways in whiais relationship is managed or
negotiated” (p. 647). This is highly important ®nt sets how rapport, which has
become quite an important concept with SpenceryGatapport Management
model for (im)politeness is different from ‘relatial’:

| thus take it [relational] to be narrower in scajp@n rapport, which |
define as (dis)harmony or smoothness-turbulenceelationships. Of
course, rapport is partly dependent on relatiomag)Ymanagement, but the
latter is not the only factor that can influencefdr example, people’s
transactional “wants’ and the ways they are handiadl also affect the
rapport between the interlocuters (Spencer-Oat@®p My interpretation
of rapport is thus close to Holmes and Schnurr'scept of ‘relational
practice’, but since this meaning is significantifferent from that of
‘relational’, as used by Locher and Watts (2005) &mundale (2005), |
use the term ‘rapport’ for the former and relatiocioa the latter. (Spencer-
Oatey, 2007, p.647).

The third aspect of face in interaction Spencerc@®4007) elaborates on is the
‘dynamic unfolding’. In addition to the range ofrakegies participants use to
manage a relationship, in on-going relationshipsibates existing at individual,

relational, or collective levels and other partaigs’ attributions and anticipations
of face at each level have a big role. Yet, sincenéeractional analysis looking
into how interpretations on face-sensitive issualh mot suffice; “cognitive

underpinnings” of face should also be brought inddoetter analysis of face in
interaction. Under the heading of cognitive undenmgs, Spencer-Oatey (2007)
discusses values and obligations and how theyedated to the concept of face

referring to the social psychologist Shalom Schavamd his value constructs
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(Schwartz,, 1992; Schwartz et al., 2001). Shersefe the figure below to point

out the complexity of the value constructs playangle in face sensitive issues.

HEDONISM
*Fun
ACHIEVEMENT \" Self-indulgence
« Competence
* Success

SELF-DIRECTION
* Independence
+ Freedom

UNIVERSALISM

SECURITY .
+ Stabllity . T:;e;ty
+ Certainty + Moral Integrity

+ Obedience
: Courtesy BENEVOLENCE
+ Loyalty
TRADITION « Helpfulhess
+ Conservatism
* Devoutness

Figure. 2Schwartz’s value constructs and their structuréatioaship
Source: quoted in Spencer-Oatey (2007, p.650) Bahwartz ( 1992, p. 44).

She further argues that negative and positive féescribed by Brown and
Levinson (1978/1987) fall short in taking all thesenstructs which may change
from culture to culture into account.Spencer-Oa2§07, pp. 650-51) explains
that the figure illustrates only values that can dmnsidered “negative face”
according to Brown and Levinson’s model would bédieection, stimulation and

hedonism in as they represent self-seeking. Allotiher values would be “positive
face”. However, that is not the case. Brown andinsan (1978/1987) limits the
positive face and excludes, for instance “Confoyfnand “Tradition” through

which Sun, the Chinese delegation member? in tla@nple above, defines his

positive face.

Through these discussions, Spencer Oatey (20073 &mraise two crucial
guestions: 1) To what extent is face always arracteonal phenomenon? and 2)
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What kind of data is needed for research into fdoeflscussing first question, she
gives an example of a case: in some cultures, jduanalist publishes a story
describing a certain person in negative terms, tle#ain person may argue to
have lost face although the readers of the stoeyusknown to that person.
Therefore, she suggests that interaction shouldldimed very broadly if it is
argued that face is always interactionally contdu For the second question, she
argues that post-event comments offer valuablenmtion on people’s evaluative
reactions or attributions which may vary from perdo person and culture to
culture. Post-event comments were not used far catection for this study since

it is assumed that it would create a different tgpateraction.

2.4 Conversation as Discourse Type

Garcés-Conejos Blitviclet.al (Garcés-Conejos Blitvich, Lorenzo-Dus & Bou-
Franch, 2010tarried out a study focusing on Spanish televisidk shows. They
explain that their aim was to “examine the basedetlging Peninsular Spanish
speakers’situated (emphasis mine) assessments of im-politeness rid” their
analysis was “grounded in a genre approach” (p.6®Ml)s (2009) cautions us
against mixing politenessl and politeness2 analysisl creating cultural
stereotypes:

There is a tendency to draw on beliefs more recadphe as politenessl
than those from politeness2. What is needed isnalyse the linguistic

behaviours of cultures in their own terms and moklide stereotypical
beliefs which may well derive from politenessl bfdi with those of

politeness2. The folklinguistic beliefs about atattar culture’s usage of
politeness are very interesting and should be exadnin their own right;

these beliefs may have an effect on interactaiopmnance, but we need
to keep these beliefs separate from our analysisthat level of

politeness2.(p. 1058)

Garcés-Conejos Blitvictet.al (2010) argue that a genre approach is a way of
maintaining the fine balance between politenessllpatiteness2 and avoiding the
pitfalls Mills (2009) draws attention to: “[Genrep@oach] provides a
contextualized frame of analysis fit for inter/ertultural studies. However,
because of their hybridity and fluidity, genre centions will be permeated by

societal norms. Genres thus bridge the individuad a@he societal”(p.694).
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Elsewhere, Garcés-Conejos Blitvich (2010) summaritee reasons for this
argument under seven items and includes a detdisedission of the role of the
issues such as face, dyadic communication, predigiower of top-down and
bottom up approaches to support her argument. iRalas reasons that Garcés-
Conejos Blitvich (2010) and Garcés-Conejos Blitviehal (2010) outline and

discuss, a genre approach is adopted for this study

Fairclough (2003) distinguishes between pre-gentesng Swales’s (1990)
suggestion for the term, disembedded genres amdteit genres. He defines
conversation as pre-genre since it is on a higlelle¥ abstraction. There are
categories which transcend particular networksamiad practices and hence the
terms pre-genre is preferred (Fairclough 2003, §). 6The mentioned level of
abstraction makes conversation particularly intargsfor impoliteness studies.
Other reasons which will be discussed in this sacéilso has played a role in the

selection of conversation as the discourse typlkignstudy.

As a response to Terkourafi (2005b), Culpeper (2Giftes that the frequency
correlations between impoliteness formulae may bhet as strong as the
correlations between forms and particular contekien politeness is concerned.
One of the reasons he points out is that impatitemtilae are less frequent then the
politeness formulae and one cannot find many exesnmluring “everyday”
interactions. For this reason he explains thatdileated his data from particular
discourses to study impoliteness formulae; 'impaobtss plays a central role army
recruit training, interactions between car ownerd @affic wardens, exploitative
TV' (p. 3238). His argument is that for impoliteae®rmulae these “abnormal
circumstances are indeed such specific contexidadt, although Culpeper (2010)
puts forward the reason for his selection of armayntng, interactions between car
owners and traffic wardens as specific contexts itn@oliteness formulae “can
and do develop” dmphasis mine and that 'in “everyday” interactions (e.g.
interacting with my family, buying a ticket for tHaus, talking to colleagues at
work), examples of impoliteness are relatively r§pe 3238), a selection of what
Warren (2006) names as specialized discourse reggothe assumption that

impoliteness is “rather marginal to human linguistbehavior in normal
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circumstances” (Leech, 1983), which has been argaédonceptual bias” (Eelen,
2001) in impoliteness studies. In fact, most récgmdies on (im)politeness
( Bousfield, 2008; Culpeper , 1996) focused on datkected from the interactions
which would likely contain conflictive, impolite ldcutions. For instance,

Bousfield (2008) used 101 example extracts fronvitleo-taped television series
representing the discourse types of driver-clamgrerounters; military training

discourse; police-public encounters, employer-rngpleyee discourse and person

to person encounters.

Bousfield (2008), while explaining the nature oé ttlata set he used, points out
that the following discourse types were specificadelected: driver-clamper
encounters, BBC'sThe ClampersITV’'s Parking Wars; person-to-person-
encounters,The Clampers Soldiers To BeParking Wars, military discourse:
Soldiers To Be, Red Cappplice- public encounters: stop and enquiry, &rres
employer-employee discourse since it is more likglth these discourse types
that confrontational and impolite linguistic beh@voccurs. For instanc&oldiers

to be and Redcapsgserial television programmes dealing with militargining
discourse, illustrate “extreme inequality of powehich is rigidly enforced”.
Moreover, with “the particular training philosophyWwhich, Culpeper (1996)
postulates, “aims to depersonalize recruits in othat they may be remolded as
model soldiers” (p.11), and so, he discusses, tbeodrse type offers a lot of
potential for impolite linguistic behavior to occudowever, this discourse type

does not represent the kind of interaction thig\saims to analyze.

To further explain why the types of discourse whiBbusfield (2008) and
Culpeper (1996) studied would not suffice and @esdtortcomings for this study,
extract 28, fronBoldiers to Bevill be discussed below.

Soldiers To Be, Extract 28:

(9) Context Recruit rifleman Parry has, for the second tibeen fighting with his
fellow recruits while under the influence of alcdhdhis second time he beat a
recruit so badly that the other recruit was sentni@dical treatment. The attack

was relatively unprovoked and is primarily due tarry’s inability to conduct
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himself in an appropriate manner while under théuamce of alcohol. As the
second offence of this nature, Parry’s punishmannot be dealt with by either
his platoon commander or his company commanderisHe be referred to the
OC-Officer commanding- the training regiment. Ire tneantime (S1) the CSM-
Company sergeant major-a very senior an experieNoed. has called Parry (S2)
into his office. The reasons for this are uncldamay be because the CSM is
angry with Parry and wishes this to be known by,lemt may be in order for the
CSM to be able to make a recommendation to the Gamding Officer when
Parry’s case comes up based on
how he reacts to the line of questioning. (Boudfiz008, p.104)
1. S1:right come in.right my young fellonexplain your fucking actions
S2:
2. S1:to me because | am not a happy ted.
S2:[...]
6. S1: you know somethingny young fellet.it's a good job you was not
in
S2:
7. S1:the army ten years ago when | was at a rankenreuld actually
S2:
8. S1: beat the living daylights out of you
S2:...]
12. S1: me Parry  you have got a drink probieynfrienddo you
S2: yes sir
13. S1: understand that
S2. yes sir

Bousfield carries out his analysis by applying @pler's (1996) impoliteness
strategies retrived above in the Perspectives qoliteness section in this chapter
and explains that the interaction presents an ebamipimpoliteness since the
CSM is using one of Culpeper’s strategies (1996%€&'Unappropriate identity
markers- for example, use title and surname whelose relationship pertains, or

a nickname when a distant relationship pertains.
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Bousfield’'s (2008) discussion of the Extract 28\abis as follows:

In no less than three instances does S1 appearsdoinsincere and
inappropriate identity markers. The use of thet fineo —my young fellow
(stave 1) andny young fellefstave 6) appear to be overtly patronizing and
insincere. The third instance of an inappropridentity marker is perhaps
the clearer example with the use of the phragdriend(stave 12). Clearly
the relationship pertaining between these twoaB® and the sometimes
—violent when drunk recruit; is not so close ap¢omit either to consider
themselves friends of the other and so the usensewhat sarcastically
inappropriate.
Another example he analyzes occurs through sta®ed 1, 12 during the same
interaction between the CSM and Parry:
[...]
10. S1: I'm hoping the OC recommends you to behdisged from the
army
S2:
11. S1:. I don’t want you. Because you are a pathedividual do you
S2:
12. S1: understand
S2:
[...]
The strategy Bousfield (2008) analyzes this examyté is Culpeper’'s (1996)
Call h names — use derogatory nominations:

Here we see S1 disassociate himself on a persewvellffom S2 by saying
| don’t want you and indirectly disassociating S2 from the armgemeral

when he say§m hoping the OC recommends you to be dischargem f
the army Of course discharge need not, necessarily bet@mud impolite

disassociation. The claug®u are a pathetic individuak crucial to our
understating here as, through the traditional Udsthe insultingpathetic

individual (captured in Culpeper’'s (1996) Call h names — de®gatory

nominations, S1, in the role of sergeant majordigassociating recruit
Parry from himself.

Both of these examples would be considered impdigeause they follow the
conventionalized impoliteness formulae (Culpep@d® 2011). For instance, for
theit’'s a good job you was not in the army ten yeage avhen | was at a rank

where | could actually beat the living daylightstaf youis a threatdo you

understand thais a silencer and in between, there is a dismlssah’'t want youl
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an insult in the form of personalized negative dss® you are a pathetic
individual and another message enforderyou understanddowever,the data in
the interaction are not rich enough for a discussibhow impoliteness unfolds or
how impoliteness is encountered in interaction esitieese examples illustrate the
hearer in this case does not have equal powereaspéaker. If the hearer decides
to reply impoliteness with anything other than sayies sirwhich is what is most
probably expected as part of the military discoursen a recruit rifleman in a
situation like this, it is likely that he will sudf from the consequences. To put it
differently, this type of discourse can be defiresl specialized discourse type
(Warren, 2006) and specialized discourse typesotithave thenaturalnessof un-
specialized discourse types such as the convems@iVarren, 2006). For the
reasons mentioned, the discourse type this stugyires to look at should be
defined and discussed for its advantages and disdalyes.

Warren (2006) cites from various studies and giegamples of specialized
discourse types: bureaucratic encounters, intesjietyusiness transactions,
business meetings, telephone conversations, couortraliscourse, service
encounters, workplace discourse, classroom talkysnanterviews, academic
discourse, university oral research presentatiaagdemic seminars, public
speaking, genetic counseling, nurse/patient dissguiloctor/ patient discourse
consultations. He argues that there is a risk inceotrating too much on a
specialized discourse: the findings and generaizatmay not fully apply to the
matrix of communicative practices and proceduregchviare socially organized
since specialized discourse events are “subsetonfersation (p.4). The issue

then is to define conversation as a speech event.

The analysts should take informed decisions adwutype of discourse since the
inherent characteristics of a discourse can haverent effects both at the
extraction and the analysis level. For example, €am (2001, p. 10) argues that
one distinctive component of conversation is thHa spoken interactions in
conversation is not prototypical. For example, whem employer calls an
employee, who has been late to work, to “have aveation”, the employee

would not expect to chat as in having a conversatiat would perceive the irony.
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The analysts who work with such subtleties cangoobie the effect and take the

characteristics of discourse type for granted.

The definitions of conversation vary greatly; hoeewas Warren (2006) points out
it ranges from “casual talk in everyday settingshbeéing equivalent to any form of
spoken interaction” (p.6). For example, Beattie 839 p. 49) examines
conversation through “university supervisions, tiais and seminars, telephone
calls, and televised practical interviews”; Black988, p. 433) analyzes
conversation through “a televised political intewj friends chatting, and
telephone calls to a radio talk show”, whereasngij (1996, p. 5) does it through
face to face conversation, interviews, public shes@and new broadcasts. Such a
broad definition of conversation may as well intkca common approach to not to
define conversation as distinct from other disceusgpes. Pomerantz and Fehr
(1997, pp. 64-65) claim that while there are th@be make a distinction between
conversation as informal talk and talk occurringfanmal talk, for conversation
analyst who focuses on “conduct and action in lwathitexts, a priori distinction
between the two is regarded as analytically unrseegs Having said this,
however, Warren (2006, p.7) cautions against dlasgi conversation as a
particular genre or register, citing Fillmore (1981

| would argue that the most straightforward pritegpof pragmatics or
contextualization are to be found in the natureafversational language,
the language of people who are looking at eachra@hwho are otherwise
sharing some current experience and in which tleardr processes
instantaneously what the speaker says. | belieaé dhce the syntax,
semantics and pragmatics of these basic types smiodlise have been
mastered, other types of discourse can be usefigibgribed in terms of
their deviation from such a base. (Fillmore, 198165)

Since defining conversation is a difficult task, Méa (2006) undertakes the task
of describing its components in detail. The firstmponent is whether or not a
conversation should include ritualized exchangesg,“@ow are you?/ fine thanks”
and, what would be the length and the content.ofBbth Goffman (1971) and
Donaldson (1979) claim that a conversation shoubd bgyond a ritualized
exchange and that it must involve some exchangef@imation. As implied from
the exchange of information, at least two partiotpataking turns should be

involved.
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Wilson (1987, 1989) argues that a conversationady be defined through an
“equal distribution of speaker rights” (1987, p.)9%his claim is different than
participants taking equal turns: “It is rather rgeiion of the fact that in
conversation, speakers have equal rights in termsitaating talk, interrupting,
responding, deciding not to do any of these” (War006, p.8). Wilson (1989)
claims that the “speaker rights theory” (STR) isatvdistinguishes conversation
from other types of discourse. This theory deseritxest the type of discourse used
and therefore the speech events discussed andzadatythis study will be named
conversation for in this type of discourse there aot designated speakers
controlling to a greater or a lesser extent theakperights of other participants.
With this view in mind, the analysis of impolitelsas this study carried out is not
similar to Bousfield's study (2008) since his dedane from specialized discourse
such as the army training, where the participantsat have equal rights in the

discourse.

Warren (2006) explains that:

When it is claimed that the participants in conaéo are of equal status,
this does not mean that one can never converseonghs employer, for
example. What is meant is that for the durationaofonversation, the
external status set aside, and for the purposescooiducting the
conversation, the participants are deemed to legjoél status. In this way
the participants perceive themselves to be of espastlis or the purposes of
holding a conversation. This distinguishes conwesafrom specialized
discourse types in which the status of particip@étsequal, which in turn
has consequences for the resulting discourse. ...Hven reality a
particular conversation is dominated verbally bye oor more of the
participants, the responsibility for the discoursmains shared. Moreover,
the participants in a conversation can only shespansibility for it if they
perceive themselves to be of equal status. Thistithe case in specialized
discourse types in which it is the speaker(s) vehdesignated as dominant
and who has the ultimate responsibility for thecdigse (p.9).

Another component in defining the conversation pereendedness. Crystal and
Davy (1969) point out the inexplicitness, randonsnesd lack of planning;
Sinclair and Coulthard (1975), Cheepen and Monadh880), and Tsui (1994)
emphasize topic shifts, reciprocity and thus ofgpoeity of conversation as

opposed to other types of discourse. Cameron (20010) also argues that one

62



distinctive component of conversation is that thgoken interactions in

conversation is not prototypical and thus, wheneamployee wants to have a
conversation with an employer who has been lat@dik is perceived as ironic.

Biber (1988, p. 71) states that in conversationeeigfly in face to face

conversation “the interactional focus is primarysually overshadowing the
informational focus” and that a high degree of iatéion and goal negotiability, a
considerable effort at maintaining a relationshiparacterizes a conversation.
Since the focuses of this study are impolitenessspoken interaction, the
dynamism of spoken interaction with the mentionedldres of conversation, the
inexplicitness, randomness and lack of planningiprecity and spontaneity, is
best captured with “conversation” as the discotype. Therefore, “conversation”
was selected as the discourse type for this statlyer than other specialized

discourse types.

2. 5 Conversation Analysis

Wooffitt (2005) gives a detailed a detailed revieisnow Conversation Analysis
started and how it is different from discourse gsigl The relevant parts are
summarized below.

Conversation analysis (CA) started with a pioneeriesearch carried out by
Harvey Sacks (Schegloff, 1992a).The research stavith a puzzle. Los Angeles
Suicide Prevention Center had observed that ifcHiers gave their name to the
staff speaking to on the phone at the preventiontecethey were more likely to
identify themselves and disclose their identityonnfiation. This in turn helped the
staff take necessary actions immediately. The puizalthem, then, was to get the
callers to give their name and that is how the aede looking into the
conversations was initiated. However, for Sackss&wegloff notes, the main issue
became how to decide the point in the discourst sbmebody was not telling
their name. He had to listen to the recordingshef telephone calls made to the
organization and since he was working with reaadhaé had to develop analytical
tools. He observed that there are norms concemhgge in conversation certain
kinds of activities should happen, and that theeesdots in interaction in which

specific actions are expected. Therefore, he dddo@nalyze the structure which
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is generated by these norms and utterances andnsctitterances perform.
Utterance activities that happen in pairs, for anse, were good examples to
analyze. He realized that greeting, question-answweitation-response utterances
mostly followed each other. In addition, if an ipappriate sequence followed,
such as a question being asked and no answeregedffthen a breakdown was

likely to happen in the expectations that underpththe interpersonal interaction.

Sacks was not the only researcher who was interestéhe actions utterances
perform, Austin was developing his theory of SpeActs (1962). However, they
departed greatly in their selection of data: Austoused on specific types of
sentences and so constructed examples whereas Badkesd on recordings of
real-life interaction. Moreover, by arguing thaturion by itself should not lead
the researcher to anticipate the sequence of ottesa he maintained that even
what appears to be accidental, ungrammatical, meleirant might be of
interactional importance. This in return meant afliered transcription of spoken
words and non-lexical components. A system wagsddvfor the transcription
conventions including properties of turn takingctsuas simultaneous speech
events or gaps within and between turns and priegest production of talk such
as emphasis, volume, speed of delivery and souettising. However, it does not
mean that every transcription follows the convergido the same degree, but a
CA transcript captures details that would be misbgda more conventional
transcript. Wooffitt (2005, p.12) gives the follows as an example of a CA

transcript:

1 E: hhsomething re:d. ehrm :: i-looks like itgmi be a
2 porcupines with lots of spines standing hhhditanup

3S: yeah-hh

4 E: andthen a frog= a frog’s face peering ovenething

5 (0.8)

6 E: hha ghost? Coming out of a door:or a clf@is) like a mirror. (.)
7 in a funny house

8S: yeah=

9 E: =hh shapes (0.3) ahr:: are in this funny bous
64



10 and shapes look like ehrbunny rabbits with weird ears
11 S: yeah (ch) hhuh huh -hhh

12 E: then you said sheep lots of sheep

13 S: -hhhh (g)oads of sheep (pf)ah didn’t knowtwha

14 it was (hi-) -h hhh (k) huh @smiley voice))

15 E: Ok(h)a(h)y ((smiley voice))
16 (0.5)
17 E: huh
18 (3.5)

19E: okay -hh something in the ceiling

20 ((continues))

In this transcription, for example, the subjectsnt in lines 3, 8 and 11 are
included because “even a minimal turn consistinly oh one word can signal the
speaker’'s understanding of the on-going interactimmd thereby facilitate or
constrain the range of possible next turns othealsgprs may produce” (Wooffitt,
2005 p.12). The non-lexical items such as ‘er’merwere claimed by various
studies to perform delicate interactional taskshsas, by indicating that the
current turn might still be going on , establighicontinued speakership rights
( cited in Wooffitt, 2005 p.12 from Jefferson 1984achegloff ,1981). Still,

Wooffitt (2005) warns the researchers against cdtmygia fallacy: although a
careful transcription of what takes place in a @sation is very important as a
methodological procedure, CA goes beyond the stafdyanscripts: “it seeks to
make sense of those events of which the transonip8 a representation. The
transcript is merely an aid (albeit a valuable omejhe analysis of the events

recorded on tape” (p.13).

At this point, it becomes crucial to look at thepegach CA takes towards
interpreting therepresentationmentioned above. It is closely linked to the
empirical orientation of the discursive psychologyhich looks into the

relationship between language and the mind or, ftlstances of language in
which cognitive states or mental processes seehlmve an importance for the

participants” (Wooffitt, 2005, p.113). Wooffitt (B8), by citing other scholars,
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describes discursive psychology as “reflecting toacerns of Wittgensteinian
philosophy (Wittgenstein, 1953) and ethnomethodokigsociology (Coulter,
1979, 1989)” , and seeking to “analyze reportsehtal states , and discourse in
which mental states become relevant, as socia@rnacbriented to interactional
and inferential concerns” (p.113). In other words, its simplest, discursive
psychology tries to answer the question: what e ways references to and
descriptions of mental states, and a cognitivisiaballary, used to perform social

actions?

Let us consider the state of thinking. Wooffitt (80 p.117) gives the following
extract from Atkinson and Drew (1979, p.58) :

1B: Uhifyou'd care to come over and

2 visit a little while this morning

3 I'll give you a cup of cofffe

4 A:  hehh Well that's awfully sweet of you,

5 | don’t think | can make it this morning
6 hh uhml am running an ad in the paper and and uh
7 have to stay near the phone.

To the invitation for coffee coming from B, A’s tggds “I don’t think | can make
it this morning”. By using the “I don’t think (X)%structure, A refuses B’s offer.
However, A does it in such a way that adjusts strionpact of a blunt refusal,
which would sound insensitive, and by displaying warcertain or a tentative
condition of the action, manages concerns suchass f

Talk in interaction is complex to analyze and so €Alld not escape from being
criticized for its methodological, analytical appob in interpreting the
representation displayed by the transcript. The twajor criticisms can be
summarized as follows: 1) it does not contributéh sociological queries such as
the relationship between power and inequality,diiaatage and gender, ethnicity
or class; and 2) by focusing on the technical gusatial orientation of everyday
communication, it disregards wider issues suchisterical, cultural and political

contexts that words are invoked by. These critisigppeared in the late 1990s in
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the published debates between Emanuel Scheglofiigariet Wetherell and
Micheal Billig (Wooffitt, 2005, p.158). For exampleBillig (1999a, 1999b)
analyzes CA rhetoric and argues that what CA deesmtrary to what it claims it
does: CA claims to begin the analysis of data witlany prior assumptions and to
analyze the talk-in-interaction in its own termsowever, by offering an
explanation through the technical tools such asrépaaction sequences” or
“repairs”, it imposes its own interpretation. Moveo, Billig argues that CA is
politically naive since, CA refers to the people owtalk as members or
participants and this assumes people have equaksta interactions. With this
assumption, CA masks the asymmetries in terms wepand social injustices in
social interactions. The example Billig (1999a)eg\to support his argument is the
“talk” at the context of a rape, between the rajpist the victim: “One might
imagine that the talk, in the course of a rape... I@eh recorded and transcribed.
One can imagine the rapist threatening and verlailysing the victim, who in
turn pleads... how should their talk be analyzed?p §54-55).

In fact this example was prompted by the writingSahegloff (1997), where he
analyzed a telephone conversation between a man aawdoman. In this
conversation, there were instances of the manirgjaid speak while the woman
was speaking. With the use of this example, Sclifegiarned against simplifying
the matter to interruptions that reflect the indiquaf power and status between
the man and the woman. He proposed that theseuptee instances in fact had a
function: to carry on the sequential implicatiorfsaoparticular type of socially
organized activity: offering and responding to asseents. An interpretation

based on gendered discourse would have been miglgadhis case.

Billig’s (1999a) criticism illustrated by the examepof rape was replied by
Schegloff (1999) in detail; however, in summary &ybff pointed out that CA
explores “the way turn-taking system permits ofsb& in the way rights,
obligations and opportunities to talk are differally allocated amongst
participants” and that CA does mmesumea society where people are equal rather

it allowsfor such a society:

67



Rape, abuse, battering etc., do not exist in sotheraworld, or some
special sector of this world. They are intricat®ithe texture of everyday
life for those who live with them. How else are wee understand their
explosive emergence where they happen if not bynexag ordinary
interaction with tools appropriate to it, and sgehow they can lead to
such outcomes...If interaction is produced withinmatrix of turns
organized into sequences, etc., and if it is frérosé that motives and
intentions are inferred , identities made relevatances embodied and
interpreted, etc, how else-when confronted by tbeomd of singular
episodes —are we to understand their genesis amdezahow else try to
understand what an unwilling participant can don@nage that course to
safer outcomes, how else try to understand howrstiméght intervene to
detoxify those settings? (Schegloff , 1999, pp.-2p1

Although Billig (1999a, 1999b) criticized CA forsittheoretical orientation,
elsewhere, he tends to agree with its analyticatagrh to transcription to explore
talk in interaction: “the transcripts should contais much accurate information as
possible about the talk. Care should also be taken the transcripts, because for
most practical purposes, the transcripts provide riaterial for the analysis”
(Billig, 1997, pp. 46-7). However, as was pointad by Wooffitt (2005, p.164),
he departs significantly from CA in terms of hideirpretation of transcribing
when “he says that he uses three dots ‘..." to indicderruption (Billig, 1997,
p.46). Wooffitt (2005) puts it beautifully:

[Billig’s] his claim that three dots-or indeed arsymbol-can indicate
‘interruption’ is problematic. CA tries to avoid atacterizing interactional
events with ‘common sense’ or ‘vernacular’ termschimpute motive,
intent or significance to the participants. Thishiecause broadly, CA
embodies the ethnomethodological claim that it's tparticipants’
understanding of what is happening is important,witat the analyst think
is happening. Consequently, value-laden terms likgerruption’ are
avoided. (p. 164)
When it comes to transcribing talk-in interactiaomdadeveloping a database with
these transcriptions, a corpus is eventually geeéraSimilar to what CA deals
with, which is real language, corpus linguisticaldewith real world texts. Corpus
linguistics can be described as the study of laggwxpressed in samples (corpora)
or "real world" text. The approach runs counteNtmm Chomsky's view that real
language is full of performance-related errors. gkding to this perspective,

language studies require careful analysis of ssyadlech samples obtained in a
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highly controlled laboratory setting. Corpus lingfigs, on the other hand, relies on

real language with its so-called performance et@gzroduce reliable conclusions.

Corpus linguistics studies was started by Henry dfacand Nelson Francis in
1967, who analyzed the Brown Corpus, which wasrafally compiled selection
of American English totaling approximately a mitligvords extracted from a wide
variety of sources. This analysis was followed iy publication of the American
Heritage Dictionary, the first dictionary compiladcording to the tenets of corpus
linguistics. Following this, a number of similarbfructured corpora began to be
compiled: the LOB Corpus of 1960s British Englighe Kolhapur of Indian
English, the Wellington of New Zealand English, th€ E of Australian English,
the Frown Corpus of early 1990s American Engligid ¢éhe FLOB Corpus of
1990s British English. Scholars who are interesteccontrastive analysis of
languages have begun using corpora for variouonsaswo of which are: it is
easy to access real-language samples; and, sugilesacan readily be obtained
from any language which constitutes the objecttoflys What is more important
is that with the development of technology, compumtediated corpora made a
various forms and genres of language, such agnraikteraction, political speech,
business meetings categorized and accessibleaimsciibed and annotated

material.

CA, with its procedural method of data collectiargnscription and its aim, is
closely related to corpus linguistics. CA aims awveloping “a new form of
naturalistic observational sociology that coulddiarin formal ways the details of
actual conduct” (see Wooffitt, 2005, p. 165). Imnpiple, it seeks to make the
data available to the other researchers who wasiutdy it again to see what they
could make of it and agree or disagree with therpretation. Sacks put it as the
following in one of his lectures:

It was not from any large interest or from someotké&cal formulation of

what should be studied that | started with tapem@ed conversation, but
simply because | could get my hands on it and Iccstudy it again and
again , and also consequentially, because othedsl dmok at what | had

studied and make of it what they could, if, for exde, they wanted to be
able to disagree with me. (Sacks, 1984, p.26)
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Despite similarities, corpus linguistics has bessoaiated with various different
methods and as a result some of the practicesdantit through corpora analysis
depart hugely from the theoretical orientation oA.CStill, corpus linguistics

recently has been discussed in terms of its theatainderpinnings towards the
data it deals with. As explained in the followingcgon, CA and Corpus-driven
linguistics are parallel and they are both of fundatal importance for this study

for the reasons discussed below.

2.6 Corpus Driven Linguistics

Romer (2005) explains that “ corpus linguistics usually referred to as a
methodology or as one of the possible data gatfpenptions a linguist can chose
from when she or he needs evidence (alongside imfitihmant asking or relying

her or his institution)”. However, she refers topmes driven linguistic§CDL) as

“a new theory emerging from corpus linguistics”2(@). and puts forward her
reasons for why it is possible to refer to corpusesh linguistics (CDL) as an
emergingtheory. She starts with pointing out that this claim gogmiast the

articles and introductory textbooks. They descrimepus linguistics as not a
separate branch of linguistics such as morphologysymtax. It is not even
described as one of “hyphenated branches of litigsissuch as sociolinguistics
or text linguistics. Leech (1992, p.105) and Kennétb98, p. 7), for example,
deem it “misleading” to suggest that corpus lingossis a theory of language
similar to other theories of language such as tommstional grammar or even

that “it is a new and separate branch of lingusstic

Romer (2005) lays out what has been the resultoafescorpus studies: the
researcher is left with surprising findings whidld dot fit in existing frameworks.
For instance, Mindt carried out studies on futuxeressions in English (1985,
1987, 1991, and 1992) and claimed that corpus istiga brings out findings that
require linguists to redefine linguistic classesgroup cases or reclassify them
(Mindt, 1991, p. 194). As a study presenting a gexample of the same situation,
Romer (2005, p.7) gives the COBUILD project at thaversity of Birmingham.

The researchers, who studied natural data in auspgame to the understanding
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that the findings of their research clashed witheRisting theory they started their
study with. The natural data necessitated a rederaion of the traditional
division of the language system into grammar amld~or instance, withvant
which is always followed byo infinitive, the division of the language systentoin
grammar and lexis proved rather inadequate sineesttucturewant to could
occur both for the system of grammar or lexis ahdt tin fact, lexis and
grammatical structures are closely related to emtblr. Romer (2005) explains
that the authors, Hunston & Francis (2000), cameht conclusion that the
language patterns within their pattern grammar @gghr were used “with a
restricted set of lexical items, and each lexitai occur[ed] with a restricted set
of patterns” (p.3). Romer (2005), then, adds thatfact that these researchers
were able to form new insights was due to the taa&t they took the data by heart
and rather than verifying theoretical frameworkttiaas pre-formulated, they

followed the data to formulate a thesis.

It is the the researchers’ approach to the datadiséinguishes CDL from CBL:
whether the data are used to verify, through sizdis significance, a pre-
formulated framework or theory or to reach new ifigd in light of the findings of
the natural data corpus linguistics supply. RO2805) in her chapter, “The
theoretical basis of the study: corpora, contert$ @ddactics”, points out that the
researchers should explicitly clarify their apptodo data analysis since there is
usually “an interrelation between object, method #reory in any field of study
which ought to be critically reflected by any reséer (cf.,e.g. Bald 1995, p. 104),
changes on the object and method side are likelyesnolt in changes on the
theoretical side too (cf. Hunston & Francis 20002p09; Stubbs, 1996, p. 232)”.
It is with this aim in mind that for this study #&tinction between CDL and CBL
is made, and it is maintained that for this studLGs the underlying theoretical
approach to impoliteness and corpus linguistics.

Romer (2005) is only one of the scholars who digtish between CDL and CBL,
although the term CDL might not have been usedi@iplby all researchers who
followed a CDL. CBL has been used as a general terrefer to any study that

deals with corpus data regardless of whether thdysis corpus -informed or
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corpus-inspired (Rémer 2005, p.9). Due to the lafcthe distinction, it is difficult
to give examples of the studies within CDL or CBhrhework since researchers
do not explicitly present their approach. Tognimrglli (1996, p. 54) postulates
that “[a ] corpus can be used in different wayoider to validate, exemplify or
build-up a language theory”. Tognini-Bonelli (199@&xplains corpus-based
approach as “a type of methodology where the comanit to the data as a whole
is not ultimately very strict or systematic” (p.)d8y explaining that researchers
make use of the corpus to prove a certain hypahasito “exemplify existing
theories” which are usually are pre-formulated dweh by fixed categories in
mind (p.55). The implication of the corpus-basegrapch is then that the
researchers do not consider altering the pre-faatadltheory despite significant
differences the data may offer towards a refornmdatof the thesis. This
implication also gives a hint why corpus linguistibas been associated with
“frequency data, attested illustrative exampleswith answers to questions of
grammaticality or acceptability” and why the resdars who study corpus
linguistics are regarded as “instrumentalist” whge u'corpora as instruments
alongside other research strategies and other typdsata” (Rémer, 2005, p.9).
Despite the methodological perspective adoptedddsign of the data has a big
influence in the analysis and interpretation obdat

Romer (2005, pp.22-3) asserts that CDL and CBLbsaregarded as two different
opposing disciplines within corpus linguistics, #seir stance towards the
following three questions differ fundamentally ahdw they respond makes it
more obvious why CDL is “more theory-prone” thanlCB

1. What is the status of the data and how and when Jihich stage in the
research) is the corpus approached?

2. Does corpus annotaional material, i.e. any kindn@drmation which can
be added to the plain text (e.g. part-of-speecls)tdmpve positive or
negative effects?

3. Do we as researchers have to allow alterationsouf the [the language]
system [is theorized to be] and should we be pegpsw change existing

theories in the light of corpus evidence?

72



In relation to the first question concerning thatss of the data, within the
understanding of CDL, the analyst has to look it® data very closely and the
data is at the heart of formulating a frameworkegithat the data may signal a
revision of existing theory, which is less likely happen in CBL studies. This is
similar to CA’s orientation towards the data,: CAnks with the conversation very
carefully not to skip any detail such as overlggmjses, since even what appears
to be accidental, ungrammatical, or irrelevant rlggof interactional importance.
Also, as Wooffitt (2005) points out “[CA] it seeks make sense of those events of
which the transcription is a representation. Thedcript is merely an aid (albeit a
valuable one) in the analysis of the events reabatetape” (p.13). That is why;
CA takes precautionary steps to transcribe the idadaway that it represents the
actual conversation without imposing any intergietes. Similarly, CDL is
cautionary against annotations because they mag aaweffect on the analysis.
Both deal with real language data with the implaatthat theories should be

based on real data findings and be revised acaptdithe findings.

In terms of the second question concerning thecetie annotational material on
the analysis of the data, for studies carried oithiov the scope of CBL, the
analysts usually “favor” the annotation (Rémer 20059). In other words, since
they do the research to verify their theory andallguook for quantification,
categorized, or annotated material in a corpus, @Btks well for their aim. In
fact, annotation, which is any kind of informatitirat is added to the plain text,
can be a very useful tool for all corpus studaswas argued by McEnery and
Wilson (2001, p. 32): “the utility of the corpus eensiderably increased by the
provision of annotation” (cited in Romer 2005:9}illSthe analysts have to be
alert whether the annotated material has a positiveegative effect on the study
as Romer (2008) explains:

the annotation of text means an abstraction ofltia to certain categories
(e.g. word classes). These categories seem to be important than the

actual data and the actual meaning of a lexical itgay be obscured in this
annotational process. Corpus based linguists are filwther away from

their data than corpus driven linguists (p.10).

The essential point with annotated material studiesen by CDL, then, is that the

researcher, at every stage of the study from extrato the analysis, should have
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the awareness that making use of annotated matdriaéquires a conscious
theorizing as to foresee how annotations would edpar limit the study. A
researcher, who has adopted CDL, does not takgrémted what a corpus offers
in terms annotation. On the contrary, she/he ipamed to sort out the necessary
annotated information, making use of which wouldid@nthe study, from other
annotated information, which in some cases mayecptedisposition and interfere
with how the stages of research unfold. This apgrda annotation is very similar
to what CA tries to avoid as mentioned earlier: “Cémbodies the
ethnomethodological claim that it's the particiggninderstanding of what is
happening is important, not what the analyst thskappening. Consequently,

value-laden terms like ‘interruption’ are avoidgtlVooffiit (2005, p. 164).

74



CHAPTER IlI

METHOD OF RESEARCH

3.0Presentation

This study aims at extracting and analyzing impolkss in corpora in British
English and Turkish and a comparing the findingsdach implications about
impoliteness and face theory. It examines “contansain spoken interaction and
presents a methodological framework to impolitensgglies within the CDL
approach with its two layers, namely, extractionl amalysis. The third layer of
the study is a contrastive analysis. The CDL rexsug cyclic research design since
the natural data could bring forth new findingghe existing models and theories.
Once the extraction is completed, the analysisaisied out in the light of the
insights the data provide. Taking methodologicahcawns to the impoliteness
studies into consideration, the study lays outam&work of a combination of
extraction tools to increase the interpretative @oaf impoliteness studies. This
chapter gives the background to the methodologmaispective adopted in
carrying out the research. Initially, informatiom dhe research design, data

sources and research levels are discussed themxtilaetion methods are detailed.

3.1. The Methodological Perspective

Corpus linguistics is used as a method for anafyzexicography and speech
traditionally. It is also used for pragmatics, asamas the corpus used lent itself to
do an analysis of language. Since investigatingptgmatic aspects of language
requires spontaneity and authenticity in data, gpu® of transcribed spoken
interaction can be ideal for the researcher. Howesgestudy linking corpus

linguistics with pragmatics has to go beyond “ttadial” corpus linguistics

(Schmidt and Wérner; 2009, p. 2) for the followireasons. Firstly, spontaneous

interaction is a “multi-party interaction” whichibgs along unpredictable changes
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between the roles of the participants and theretbeedata in the corpus must be
able to represent both the sequential and the &imedus actions produced by the
participants. Secondly, pragmatic analysis hasadeyond analyzing syntactic
and lexical properties of speech since it is atefinative enterprise” and so para-
linguistic phenomena (like laughing or pauses) sungrasegemental features (like
intonation and voice quality) are important. Foagmatics, context plays an
especially important role as well and is a comptexion as it has a number of
levels. The first level is the interactional, witthich one can analyze the context
of a certain utterance, who it was uttered by, Whian it preceded and followed,
and what other behavioral data do, such as a gestacompanying it. The second
level is the situational context which refers torengeneral circumstances such as
time and location, spatial arrangements of pawicip and the topic and occasion
of the interaction. The third level is ethnograpmeta-data that is any kind of
biographic information, such as age or social stabout the participants and the
broader cultural setting of the communication. Ef@re, a study of pragmatics,
for instance an impoliteness study, for which datmes from a corpus, has to go

beyond frequency analysis which is customary iditi@nal corpus linguistics.

The constructionist approach, which is in line withhat studies of pragmatics
requires from corpus linguistics researchers asudsed above, maintains that
meaning is negotiated, and indeed “co-constitutediteraction (Arundale 2006,
p. 196). This acknowledgement in turn leads to @op#aon of a certain kind of
analytic methodology when analyzing spoken corpéfaat should lie at the heart
of this analytical approach is that the methodgl@pould be in line with
conversation analysis in utterance interpretatidurgfsky, 2004), and with an
epistemological approach that recognizes thatthiasesearcher who hypothesizes
that a particular linguistic variable is a markéraccertain type of interaction and
linguistic performance based on findings in theriture, but that it is ultimately
texts that throw up what variables actually emeargthe discourse (see Teubert,
2005). This point of view in corpus studies is esis¢ given the fact that the

analyst is not a participant or a participant obseof the interaction.
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In line with this corpus driven approach to invgating language use (Tognini-
Bonelli, 2001), this study illustrates that a capapproach to impoliteness is
exploratory and data-driven. They further argud tha steps in research are not
linear but cyclic, even when the analyst makes g#izations by looking at
statistical significance. In addition to employisandard procedures such as
collocations and frequencies in identifying impafiess in spoken corpora, other
notions such as discourse prosody (Stubbs, 200%emiantic prosody (Sinclair,
1998; Stubbs 2002, Louw, 2000) can be employecctoraplish both emic and

etic analyses.

3.2 Research Design

As stated before in Chapter Two, any study whichsaat analyzing impoliteness
in corpora has to have two layers: the extractewell and the analysis level. The
reason why impoliteness studies should have thesddvels is to minimize the
degree of subjectivity in extracting the impoliteseand thus preventing the
epistemological fallacies in the analysis. Watt90@ p.9) points out that
impoliteness is a complex notion that is diffictot define: “It is a term that is
struggled over at present, has been struggled iovéne past and will, in all
probability, continue to be struggled in the futurk is essential to clarify the
method for extracting incidences of impolitenesscai the interpretations of
impoliteness vary from person-to person, and cdfttexontext. The other reason
why a clear method must be applied for extractingaliteness is that, since it is a
broad concept, the method for the extraction wilrgually guide the researcher to

develop an operational construct of impoliteness.

In the present study, for the extraction of impigss both for spoken British
English and Turkish, the method is to search fotapragmatic comments, for
Culpeper’'s (2010, 2011b) conventionalized impokisn formulae (see Table 1)
and non-conventionalized implicational impolitenefSulpeper, 2011b) in
conversations. Ruhi (2008) states:

human communication is “intentional” in the widense—in our (mental)
acts of attributing properties to people and tlasts. Viewed from this
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perspective, politeness phenomena may be betteestigated as
attributions directed toward (linguistic) behavi(p. 290)

Along with this line of thought that attributionsrected toward (linguistic)
behavior reflect politeness phenomena, it is asdurieat conventionalized
impoliteness formulae (Culpeper 2010; 2011b) andn-canventionalized
implicational impoliteness (Culpeper, 2011b) wiNg significant clues leading to

impoliteness.

Other linguistic and paralinguistic forms are takemo consideration since

impoliteness is very much linked to context andexd-and linguistic expressions
per se do not warrant an interpretation that amdé@mce is impolite. Reactive

responses, patterns signaling interpersonal conféoy., change in structural

patterns such as turn taking, topic change, repetiseeking for disagreement)
and conversation analysis tools (e.g. turn-takipguses, etc) are among the
linguistic and paralinguistic forms. Since the patof face is closely related to the
studies of politeness and impoliteness phenomeoasiderations of how the

notion of face might be at a play at the extractewel, especially with incidences
of non-conventionalized implicational impolitenesgere made. Ruhi (2010)

points out that an alternative research method,clwhieeks to bring the

‘background’ events into discussion, is required:

Face and facework have been described as perméatngction such that
interlocutors cannot but attend to face (see,&Sgencer-Oatey, 2007,
Terkourafi, 2007). However, accounting for face @ manner that
corresponds to participant interpretations is a glemtask, as face and
self-presentational concerns are very often ‘bamlgd’ events (Ruhi,
2008; Schlenker and Pontari, 2000; Spencer-Oat@§7)2 Furthermore,
short and/or long-term interactional goals and ustdedings of the social
interaction order, which interact with the intergpamnal dimension of talk,
may not be easily discernible in talk-in-interanti(Hak, 1995). It thus
behooves researchers to render analyses accoumabl@anner that does
justice to the multi-faceted nature of face andip@ant interpretations.
Enhancing theory and research methodology reseaarchis regard in
studies on face is crucial, as understanding howaplpe construe the
interaction underway is as important as how sutdgraction is constructed
(Hammersley, 2003).

The clues the background events in context anexosupply about what might

have generated impoliteness were also taken coasimie For example, Extract 1
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from BNC discussed in Chapter Four presents a t®tuavhere membership
categorization (Sacks, 1989; Ruhi, 2010), whicl isackground event, played a

role in generating a conflict which is perceivedrapolite.

Metapragmatic comments and reactive responses conuer the heading
discursive approach and conventionalized impoliteness formulae, non-
conventionalized implicational impoliteness and batrand non-verbal forms
signaling interpersonal conflict come under thedmeg cue-based approach. The
discursive approach is characterized by its emphasi how participants in
interaction perceive politeness. With this emphasiiss school of researchers
((Eeelen 2001; Mills 2003; Watts 2003, 2005; LocRe04; Locher and Watts
2005) attempt to criticize the essentialist viewttthe notion of politeness is the
same across cultures, which has been reinforced Bfibwn and Levinson’s
politeness theory. Since metapragmatic commentsreactive responses open a
window as to how interactants perceive the polgésrnghenomena, they are listed
under the discursive approach. The discursive agbrdias been criticized for its
emphasis on politenessl and it was argued thatedédted questions about the
validity of researchers’ analysis (Haugh, 2007)erEfiore, an adoption of an
analytical approach that complements the discursigproach for what it is
lacking is a necessity. The cue-based approaclhas i proposed in this study to

complement the discursive approach.

It is assumed that the conventionalized impoligsnormulae , non-

conventionalized implicational impoliteness, corsation analysis tools (e.g. turn-
taking, pauses, etc), verbal and non-verbal fosignaling interpersonal conflict
(e.g. change in structural patterns such as tlkimgatopic change, repetition,
seeking for disagreement.) and semantic prosodid ayeate an inclusive model
to compensate for what might be neglected by teeudsive approach. However,
the boundary between the discursive and cue-bggwaches is not clear-cut. In
conversation, which has a dynamic nature, metapgigroomments can function
as the co-text for creating a context for non-comemalized implicational

impoliteness. In other words, what metapragmaticiroents supply in co-text,

which is characterized by the discursive approaocly signal interpersonal
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conflict through the change in structural patteemsl so be used as cues to
interpret context-driven implicational impolitenedaurther discussion on these

approaches was given in Chapter Two.

Once again, because of the fact that impoliteresifficult to extract and define,
it is foreseen that a large and a representating badata is needed to be able to
reach conclusive findings. Therefore, the BNC, Wwhis a fairly large,
representative corpus, and the STC, which is reptative in terms of variety of
interactions and demographic sampling but relagivéimited in size, are
selected.CDL and CBL approaches to data influeheegdsearch stages (Tognini-
Bonelli, 1996; Rémer, 2005; Schmidt and Wérner,®0€hat is why, implications
of corpus-driven and corpus based approaches scassied and evaluated for the

research purposes of this study and the corpusrmapproach has been preferred.

Romer (2005) refers to CDL as “a new theory emerdiom corpus linguistics”
(p.7) and puts forward her reasons for why it isgtlole to refer to CDL as an
emerging theory (emphasis mine). As part of the endeavor of awgidi
epistemological fallacies, rather than forming aadly in the beginning of the
analysis and verifying a (pre-formulated) theohg tesearcher, who approaches
the data within the framework of a corpus driveprapch, once the extraction
level is completed, will end up with having inforchesights as to what research

guestions and theory or framework she/he shoultyam#he data with.
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Construction of
Impoliteness Findings
model/theory

(Re)formulation of
research
Analysis guestions/impolitenesss
theory

Figure 3. Cyclic research pattern

This cyclic process, i.e. going backwards fromatet data to develop the theory
or the framework of the analysis level shouldapplied with, is of fundamental
importance for impoliteness research carried outdrpus linguistics since the
natural data a corpus offers will always offemfindings that do not fit the pre-
formulated assumptions. The findings will inevitabking out issues that have not
been closely linked or discussed in detail in therdture. Thereforethe cyclic
process of going backwards from collated data teeldp a theory requires
tentativenessn terms of the research questions the analysisdtiae study with.
Perceiving the research questions tentative, meraghe researcher is willing to
revise the questions later as the study unfoldss fundamental in the corpus
driven approach applied in studies with naturabdaince if/when the findings

from the data do not fit any existing theories,ythell in fact be bringing new
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dimensions to be explored and reveal answers tstigns which the analysts did

not have in mind in the beginning.

The research stages then are as follows: the degaextracted and the
methodology of extraction is described in detaiihc® a corpus driven approach is
adopted for this study, in light of the findingstlgered from the extraction level,
existing theories of impoliteness have been readsiand new theoretical
dimensions are theorized. The analysis level le@® ftarried out within this new
theoretical framework and contrastive analysisnopaliteness in two languages

will be offered.

3.3. Research Questions

The research questions, which are still tentativéhia stage since they could be
revised depending on what the data will bring au, as the following categorized
under the relevant study levels.

Layer 1: Extraction:

1- What methodology can be deviced for impolitenesdé¢ extracted in
conversation across languages, which in the caskioo&tudy are British
English and Turkish for this study?

2- What do findings at this level of the study provitlhe researcher about

what impoliteness is?

Layer 2: Analysis

A) For Spoken British English in Conversation:
a) What triggers impoliteness in interaction amaémg speakers of British
English?
b) What impoliteness strategies are employed eraction by speakers of
British English?
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c) How is impoliteness countered in interaction speakers of British
English?

d) What is the role of countering strategies imtieh to face in interaction
employed by speakers of British English?

B) For Spoken Turkish in Conversation:
a) What triggers impoliteness in interaction amepgakers of Turkish?
b) What impoliteness strategies are employed bglsge of Turkish?
c) How is impoliteness countered in interactiorriear out by speakers of
Turkish?
d) What is the role of countering strategies imtieh to face in interaction
employed by speakers of Turkish?

C) For the contrastive analysis of British English andTurkish:

a) What are the implications of the study for impolgss and face
theory?

The figure below gives a visual illustration of theyers and the research

guestions.
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A. EXTRACTION

What methodology can be deviced for impoliteness to be extracted in
conversation across languages?

What do the findings at this level of the study provide the researcher
about the theory of impoliteness?

B. ANALYSIS

Impoliteness in Turkish Impoliteness in British English

Contrastive Analysis

Implications: impoliteness & face theory

Figure 4. Research questions and layers

3.4Data Sources

This study analyzes impoliteness in spoken contiersdor English and Turkish

in corpora. The data sources are BNC for English&nC for Turkish. There are
various reasons why these corpora have been degmedalthough other corpora
were available both for English and Turkish. Freamed Nolen (1981) claim that,
“[...] no sentence is inherently polite or impolit&Ve often take certain

expressions to be impolite, but it is not the expiens themselves but the
conditions under which they are used that detersnthe judgment of politeness”
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(p. 96). Terkourafi (2005a) puts forward that, irder not to be left with “the
minute descriptions of individual encounters” thao not add up to an
explanatory theory of the phenomena under study24p), the analyst attempts to
arrive at generalizations by looking into relatiwelarge-scale data. The
acknowledgement that it is difficult to judge whatimpolite (and so the analyst
needs a large-scale data to increase the predictiee of the study) requires
taking an informed decision about the selectiothefdata sources. The reason for
selecting BNC was mainly because the corpus prevédiarge data source and is
representative of British English. This is alscetaf the spoken-sub corpus, which
is the main focus in the present study. Douglas eBilf1992) defines
representativeness as “the extent to which a samplades the full range of
variability in population” (p.174). For researcheishas been the sample size,
sampling theory and transcription considered tadHgemost important issue for
representativeness of a corpus. Biber (1992), enothher hand, claims that a
corpus design can be evaluated to be representdtadanguage in terms of two
points: 1) the range of text types in a populatom 2) the range of linguistic
distribution in the population. The section belowtbe BNC and the spoken sub-

corpus lay out an overview of why the BNC is cdesed a representative corpus.

The reason for selecting STC as the corpus is ratr@ghtforward: it is the only
spoken corpus in Turkish. Until 2009, when METU lmhed the Turkish Corpus
of two million words of post-1990 written Turkisharaples, no corpus was
available for the Turkish language. The words & Turkish Corpus were taken
from ten different genres. At most two samples freath source were used. It
should not be surprising that the scholars undkrthe mission of expanding the
Turkish corpora by creating a spoken Turkish corpusch to date has not been
fully published. The STC has been in process sk@fe8, and the purpose is to
collate interactions of present-day Turkish of om#ion words of face-to face or
mediated interactions that are linguistically amaly. This study will be one of the
first carried out on this spoken corpus. Only a lkrpartion of it has been
published yet and access to the unpublished daebéen provided bgukriye
Ruhi. Although STC is not comparable with BNC innte of the size, it is
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representative of the language as the informatiaweng below on STC

demonstrates.

3.4.1 British National Corpus (BNC)

The BNC XML Edition, which is the full BNC and tteslition used for this study,
is a 100-million word collection of samples of bethtten and spoken language of
British English of the late 2Dcentury. There are two subset products of the BNC
XML Edition, namely the BNC Baby and the BNC Samplehe full BNC XML
Edition can be defined as monolingual, synchrogeneral corpus. The written
part consists of 90% and the spoken is 10%. Thek&pagpart includes
transcriptions of both scripted speech and unsaiptformal conversations. Biber
(1992) has pointed out that constructing a spokepus that represents a language
is more complicated. There are no catalogues drogilaphies of spoken texts.
Since speakers all constantly add to the numbespoken texts in everyday
conversations, identifying an adequate samplingnérais difficult. However,
without a prior analysis of parameters of speecthiwia language such task is
impossible. Therefore, it is not wrong to say wsiboken language there are no
obvious objective measures that can be used tmedd¢fie target population or
construct a sampling frame. In order to addressi$isue, in the construction of the
spoken corpus of BNC, an alternative approach,afggroximately half of the
spoken part of the corpus, was adopted: demogragampling (Burnard, 2007).
The sampling frame was defined in terms of the Uagg production of the
population of British English speakers in the Uditengdom. In other words, the
issue of representativeness was addressed by sgmglispread of language
producers in terms of age, gender, social grougd, ragion, and recording their
language output over a set period of time. Theildetddemographic sampling are
as the follows: through random location samplimglividuals from across United
Kingdom were asked for a personal interview and fi@dple above the age of
fifteen were recruited (Burnard, 2007). They weieeg a portable recorder to
record their conversations over a period of a weeiarity was given to recruiting
an equal number of men and women, from each ofe6gagups, from all social

classes. Additional recordings were gathered byogegt from the University of
86



Bergen COLT Teenager Language Project for the B)M@ebpondents below 16.
An initial pilot study was carried out to predicutdire problems about data
gathering and transcriptions and some problems addeessed before the actual
projects started. Since the placement day of theuits varied, recordings were
made on different days including weekends, whiclleddto the variety of
conversations. Furthermore, recruits were givenog to take notes of the
participants for each conversation as well as dateg, and setting. A range of
subjects from different age-groups, social clagsssx and region were selected to

assure better sampling.

In order to make the data as close as possiblattral and spontaneous speech,
there was an attempt to record the conversationbtursively (Burnard, 2007).
Since, in many cases the parties involved in speeste aware that they were
being recorded; some initial unnaturalness wasdnbte found to fade away by
the experts who were in charge of constructingabmpus. All the names of the
participants were removed from the log to ensurafidentiality. If the
participants learned that they were being recoaftat being recorded and if they
were unhappy about their conversation, the contiersawere erased. Overall,
700 recordings were gathered and the number ofkspeavas about 1000. A
complementary context-governed approach was adomed before the
conversations were recorded a priori linguisticatigtivated division was made
and a typology was created of four categories: @&filutal, business

public/institutional and leisure. The context aadtttypes are outlined below.

Table 2. The BNC context category

Context Category Text type

Educational and informative Lectures, talks, edoocal demonstrations, news

commentaries, classroom interaction

Business Company talks and interviews, trade urtmks, saleg

demonstration, business meetings, consultations
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Table 2 continued.

Public or institutional Politicalspeeches,Sermdhshlic/government talks, coungi
and religious meetings, parliamentary and legat@edings

Leisure Speeches, sports commentaries, talks tosclbroadcast

shows and phone-ins, club meetings.

The table below gives percentages of the contdrgoaies. Leisure with its types
of speech is assumed to give the closest discayogeor genre defined to be the
focus of this study as conversation Leisure is 25f%he of the spoken context,
which indicates a fairly good size as databankpieworthy.

Table 3. The BNC Spoken context

1646380 118987 .837
1282416 107366 25.

1672658 96500 22.5
1574442 104670 24.4

Another point of interest is that almost 85% of gpmoken context is dialogue,
which adds to the richness of the databank.

Table 4. The BNC spoken sub-corpus interactioe typ

207 1562017 15.00 92619 8.92
701 8847834 84.99 945461 91.07

The richer the databank is of dialogues, the betterchances are to arrive at
conversations fulfilling the purpose of this stud@onversation can be defined

differently; however, as Warren (2006) points dutanges from “casual talk in
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everyday settings, to being equivalent to any fafirspoken interaction” (p.6).
Both Goffman (1971) and Donaldson (1979) claim thaonversation should go
beyond a ritualized exchange and that it must werobome exchange of
information. For an exchange of information, attesvo participants taking turns
should be involved in conversation. Table 7 on éfattion type” gives an
estimation of dialogue as 757 texts, and w-unig}7834 and s-units 945461,
which is a fairly large sample of corpus to arrateconclusions on impoliteness in

conversation.

Until very recently, 17 July, 2012, the BNC spokeunb corpus has been
monomodal. It offered only the transcriptions o $ound recordings, although it
was possible to reach the original tapes depositede National Sound Achieves
of British Library and from the University of Bengdor the Bergen Corpus of
London Teenage Corpus, which is a part of the BNGwever, using the sound
files was still problematic since the library ca@le was not informative enough
and the quality of the recordings did not allow tesearchers to do a sound
analysis. British Library Sound Archive and Oxforldniversity Phonetics
Laboratory worked on digitizing all the tapes irD2010 and released a sampler of

the BNC spoken sub corpus f&tp://www.phon.ox.ac.uk/SpokenBNC by John

Coleman, Ladan Baghai-Ravary, John Pybus, and &&gau (2012). On the
sampler, the conversations were encoded as Pra#gritefiles, so now, the sub
corpus lends itself to a more in-depth analysiseesly if the sample
conversations on the sampler web site are of isitdie the researchers. Some
sound files are also made available through COh&:Bergen Corpus of London
Teenage Language on a CD-ROM in mp3 format and tnamgdistributed as
audio cassettes, Cassette Sleeve images, duringplileetion process. However,
for this study only the transcriptions of the corsations were used mainly for two
reasons. First, the released audio files on theksaraonversations website are not
necessarily the extracted conversations for théysisaTwo, since the audio files
have been released only recently, they could natdleded in the extraction level

of the study.
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Since it is only transcriptions of conversationsedisfor the study, another
component of the BNC that is referred to in Sectldb briefly and needs to be
clarified further now is the transcription convems and to what extent they were
looked into for the extraction and discussion ¢f #nalysis. According to The
Text Encoding Initiative (TEI), a spoken text mantain:

utterances, pauses, vocalized but non-lexical phena such as coughs,
kinesic (non-verbal, non-lexical) phenomena suchessures, entirely non-
linguistic incidents occurring during and possibifluencing the course of
speech, writing, regarded as a special class adent in that it can be
transcribed, for example captions or overheaddaiised during a lecture,
shifts or changes in vocal qualit¢TEIl retrieved at http://www.tei-
c.org/index.xml

TEI is is a consortium aiming at developing and ntaning a standard for the
representation of texts in digital form. It designset of guidelines which specify
encoding methods for machine-readable texts, martlye field of the humanities,
social sciences and linguistics. Since 1994, the Gilddelines have been widely
used both by institutions such as libraries, museand publishers, and individual

scholars to present texts for online research.

In the speech representation below written by tkBé guidelines , we understand
that the utterance “this is just delicious”, indexd by <u who="#jan">This is just
delicious</u>, belongs to Jan. just as he says it, the telephngs indicated by
<incident> <desc>telephone rings</desc> </inciderand the other speaker Ann
says, “l ‘Il get it” indicated by <u who="#ann"#l'get it</u>. Tom, the other
speaker says “l used to smoke a lot” but betweenutterances “I used to” and
“smoke a lot", he coughs indicated by <u who="#tomised to <vocal> <desc>
cough</desc></vocal>smoke a lot</u>:

<u who="#jan">This is just delicious</u>

<incident>

<desc>telephone rings</desc>

</incident>

<u who="#ann">I'll get it</u>

<u who="#tom">| used to <vocal>
<desc>cough</desc>

</vocal> smoke a lot</u>
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The BNC has also used the TEI guidelines to reptesgeech phenomena both
with the speech phenomena they encoded in theusapd the elements they
used to mark the speech phenomena. In the textscttbed for the BNC,
encoders marked the following phenomena:

voice quality (e.g. whispering, laughing, etc.,tbat discrete events and as

changes in voice quality affecting passages wilnimtterance)

non-verbal but vocalised sounds (e. g. coughs nhinghnoises, etc.)

non-verbal and non-vocal events (e.g. passingg®ranimal noises, and

other matters considered worthy of note.)

significant pauses (e.g. silence, within or betwatierances, longer than
was

judged normal for the speaker or speakers.)

unclear passages ( inaudible or incomprehensttdeamces or passages)

speech management phenomena (e.g. truncationstal$g, and
correction.)

overlap (points at which more than one speakeragtige)

(Burnard, 2000, p.33)

The elements used to mark these phenomena ackbistew in alphabetical order:

<event> any non-verbal and non-vocal event (suchdsor slamming)
occurring during a conversation and regarded ashwaf note.
Attributes include:

descdescription of the event.

dur duration of the event in seconds.
<pause> a marked pause during or between utteraisitebutes include:

dur duration of the pause in seconds.
<shift> a marked change in voice quality for ang @peaker. Attributes
include:

new description of the voice quality after the shift.
<trunc> a word or phrase which has been truncateidglspeech.
<unclear> a point in a spoken text at which itnslaar what is happening,

e.g.

who is speaking or what is being said. Attributedude:

dur the duration of the passage in seconds.

who the person or group responsible for the unclearepad speech.
<vocal> a non-linguistic but communicative sounddmay one of the
participants in a spoken text. Attributes include:

descthe kind of sound made

dur duration of the sound in seconds.
(Burnard, 2000, p.33)

The value of thedur attribute is normally specified only if it is gtea than 5
seconds, and its accuracy is only approximate oAthese elements may appear

anywhere within transcription, except for the <trmrelement.
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The following example shows an event, several paasel a patch of unclear
speech:

<u who=d00011>

<s n=00011>

<event desc="radio on"><w PNP><pause dur=34>You
<w VVD>got<w TOO>ta <unclear><w NN1>Radio

<w CRD>Two <w PRP>with <w DTO>that <c PUN>.
<s n=00012>

<pause dur=6><w AJO>Bloody <w NN1>pirate

<w NN1>station <w VMO>would<w XX0>n't

<w PNP>you <c PUN>?

</u>

Alignment of overlapping speech is also among tresh phenomena the BNC
marks. The elements used to mark alignment ofcépaee:

<align> defines an alignment map used to syncheopigints within a
spoken
text.
<loc> a synchronisation point within an alignmergpo which other
elements may refer.
<ptr> an empty tag pointing from one part of a texéome other element.
Attributes include:
target supplies the identifier of some other element fexd; for
alignment, specifically, a <loc> element withinaignment.

For example, in the following conventional scriphile two speakers are speaking,
speaker W0014'’s attempt to take the floor has rehtsuccessful:

WO0001: Poor old Luxembourg’s beaten. You, you'va)'ye absolutely
just

gone straight over it --

WO0014: (interrupting) | haven't.

WO0001: (at the same time) and forgotten the pdibe Eountry

The transcription below demonstrates how the mashanused to indicate what
is happening in the speech event:

<u who=w0014>

<s n=00011>

<w AJO>Poor <w AJO>old <w NPO>Luxembourg’<w VBZ>%AJ0-
VVN>beaten<c PUN>.

<s n=00012>
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<w PNP>You <w PNP>you<w VHB>'ve <w PNP>you<w VHBX\xw

AVO0>absolutely <w AVO>just

<w VVN>gone <w AVO>straight <ptr target=P1> <w PR®er <w

PNP>it <ptr target=P2>

</u>

<u who=w0001>

<s n=00013>

<ptr target=P1> <w PNP>| <w VHB>haven<w XX0>'t<c RY. <ptr

target=P2/>

</u>

<u who=w0014>

<s n=00014>

<w CJC>and <w VVN>forgotten <w ATO>the <w AJO>pew
AJO>little

<w NN1>country<c PUN>.

</u>

Burnard (2000) explains the procedure they followedranscribe the example
above :

[flor each point of synchrony, i.e. at each plackere the number of
simultaneous utterances, events, vocals etc. isesear decreases, a <loc>
element is defined within an <align> element, whaqgipears at the start of
the enclosing <div>, if any. At each place to badkyonised within the
text, a <ptr> element is inserted. The target @grgttributes of these <ptr>
elements are then used to specify the identifiethef <loc> with which
each is to be synchronized (pp.35-6)

Overall, the BNC offers a variety of opportunitis study conversation with a
thorough representation the speech phenomena dom&im transcription as well
as a conventional script, in which the speech pmema is not indicated except
for a couple of nuances such as capitalizationetieds in script, laughter in
parentheses. Despite the thorough representatispeaich phenomena in the BNC,
the conventional script is used for the purposehdf study. During different
stages of the study, relevant information supptigdhe BNC, such as age group,
social class and sex and information in the formarafotated material, are referred
to and made use of as cues when they signaledteefunterpretation, which in
line with the CA methodology. The restrictive impa€ not using the transcribed
speech through conventions explained above onrthlysas level, is discussed in
detail in Section 1.5.
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3.4.2 Turkish Spoken Corpus (STC)

All conversations on STC were transcribed accordinthe conventions of HIAT
(Halbinterpretative  Arbeitstranskriptionen-  “semterpretative  working
transcriptions”). HIAT is a transcription convemsiotool which uses
EXMARaLDA Partitur-Editor [ittp://annotation.exmaralda.org/index.php/HIAT-

DOS_(Review)) Below is a screenshot of a sample conversatiom fiSTC

transcribed with EXMARaLDA Partitur-Editor.

“EXMARALDA Partitur-Editor 1.4.5 [T:\.gvfs\sftp for kerem on 144.122.98.102\ home'kerem'tmp\demo'demo'012_090128_00002\012_090128_00002.exb] -|8 x:
Fle Edt View Transcription Tier Event Timelne Format ODT-STD Help

BaBT7Q 0 8S SRENSREISaM (TEXLBZL (T8 /a/ddd v

rl
® [ Q
L I L L L L L L
0:00 00:01 00:02 00:03 00:04 00:05 00:06 00:07 00:08
..................................................................................
.". m“ h% T b’ ' m. + ¢ 8 l""
!
kI |
b Add event... | )| Append nterval | DM | & > 0 0 » b V]
129] |14 [147) 15[158] \mmsl 170172) [ 18[199] 190203] 0[23) \nmﬂ\nmxl \HWI 452 \EBHI 2%
RUK000029 fv] ((short laugh))
RUK000029 [c] e e
BURDOOOI0 ] biz hep yeni kalloyoruz |ama ke |var artik anal sen (onlarks) ((XXX) |gidelim biz... * daha din sizin adinez geo i
BUR000030 [c] ((lengthening)) E7 = audio/ Video panel [DirectShow] X
MUS000031 f¥] | 2o |
012_090126_00002.wav = x
MUS000031 [c] | ) %‘
BUR000032 ] | :lm sen nerdesin |de
]
BURIOOO3Z ] [ — L1 ame 1]
INDUOOOR2 1 (aughs)) | fsten
[
o . ol mn
ALLO000O1 ] Stop ) |
| ]
- , |9 one 41
[an] Aise) ((ise) 0.0 00:00.0 00:00.0 12:13.1 12:13.1 sec
feorr] | |
& m e || ™ bininize ﬂ p ol
Audiofideo file opened successfully
T
Partitur-Editor started

Figure 5. The STC Partitur Editor

Source: STC User Manual

The STCEXMARaLDA Partitur-Editor provides a variety of functionsui, S.,
Hatipaslu, C., Er6z-Tga, B., kik-Guler, H., 2010 ). EXMARaLDA Partitur

Editor enables transcribing language in the layafua musical score. In other
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words; different lines mark different speakers oshaet showing their utterances
time-aligned all at once. It represents the overlejith utterances marked from
their start to the end horizontally, aligned witartical boxes of turn-taking and
annotation. The corpus supplies different forma&tsg.([TEI], [Praat], [Folker],
RTF), which provide different nuances for differgmirposes. For this study, data
is used is in RTF file. For all the excerpts thall e discussed from STC, the
musical score, written in RTF file, is used. RTHRoak a detailed discussion
conversational conventions, co-text and contexptoyiding details of overlaps,
turn-taking, and other clues provided by the animmta. An example discussed in
the analysis chapter as Extract 1, of the formaiereed from RTF file, is given
below. The translation is provided in a translatiow below utterances indicated
with Trans..

Table 5. The RTF format used for the STC extracts

ASI000037 [v] ((0.6)) ben iki... son sinifta alngtim.
Trans. | bought it... when | was my final year at timversity.
INDO00002 [v] hayir.

Trans. no.

The described musical score that the STC offerviges a visual layout for
alignment of speech or overlaps and more clues$ores such as interruption and
turn-taking patterns, the analysis of which was possible in the BNC because

conventional script format is used for the study.

While transcribing speech, focus was given to #@asentation of orthography,
interjections and utterance initialisers, fillersjariation in lexemes and
pronunciation, mispronunciation and slips of thegiee, pauses and silences and

utterance boundaries. Utterance boundary signsargegiven in the table below:
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Table 6. The STC Symbols and their explanations

Symbols Uses

Full stop (.) The full stop is used to indicate ldeative utterances and

other utterances that have falling intonation.

Question Mark (?) Question mark is used for alletypf questions, including
utterances that are syntactically declarative bmattionally a
question.

The question mark is used for backchannels that| are

interrogative.

Exclamation Mark (1) Excluding all forms of quesig the exclamation mark is used
to mark utterances that have an exclamatory fungtio
utterances that have a rising intonation, and grgetand

vocatives uttered loudly.

Cut-off Sign (...) The cut-off sign is used for utiaces that are not completed

by the speaker or where the speaker’s turn isrinézd.

Repair (/) Repairs occur in utterances wherecalsgr corrects, changes a
word, or restarts an utterance, without changirgg syntactic

structure of the utterance.

Ligature sign for latching(() | The ligature sign () is used for latching. It shows that the

speaker did not leave an audible pause betweentte@ances.

Hyphen (-) The hyphen (-)s used for multi-syllable non-lexicalisgd
interjections and other types of semi-lexicalizettsisuch ag

agreement markers (e.g., 0-oo-oh!; a-a!; hi-hi).

Superscript dot (¢) The superscript dot is usedrfon-lexicalised backchannels
(e.g., hi-hi, haa, hm, etc.) and paralinguisti¢uiess that form

a distinct intonation contour (e.g., ((laughs)) ¢)
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The table below gives the interjections used in $B@scription conventions.

Table 7. Sample interjections in the STC

Interjections/Unlemler

al/aal

a-al/a-ah!

abo!/aboo!

aman!/ amaan!

ay!/ayy!

ay!

eh!/eeh!/ehh!

o/oo!

ss/sst!

(sagmalama) yaa!

Similar to the BNC, the STC supplies metadata fies the bibliographic

information such as when the conversation was dethrwhat context category or
genre it falls into, relations between the spegkbeslocation that the conversation
was recorded. Below is an example of a conversagaohed in STC (see Spoken

Turkish Corpus demo version user guide):
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075_090622_00003 (5 Speakers, 1 Transcription) Browse online

Date recorded
Domain

Duration
Genre

Physical space
project-name
Relations

Speech acts

Topics
transcription-
convention
transcription-name

2009-06-22T13:00:00

Conversations among family and/or
relatives

59

Conversation between family and/for
relatives

Airport car park

ODT-STD

NEVo00033 is wife of IHS000034.

Requests

Hastane, Hastalik, iliski duzenlemesi

ODT-STD-HIAT

075_090622_00003

Speakers:

Location: Erzurum, Tirkiye
Municipality
Town
Recordings (0o minutes 5g seconds): 075_0g0622_00003 Wav
Recording device model Olympus LS10

Audio

:'y'pe

Transcription 075_090622_00003
EXMARaLDA: [Transcription]

Visualisation: [Partiture] [RTF] [PDF] [Utterance:
Export: [TEI] [AG] [EAF] [Praat] [FOLKER]

Figure 6. The STC metadata
Source: STC User Manual

The dialogues, both listed in terms of speech aetsthe context they take place,

indicate that STC, similar to BNC spoken sub corpsigpplies data in the

discourse type, conversation (Warren 2006), andarmas the type for this study.

In terms of the representativeness of Turkish spakéeraction, STC offers a

detailed analysis of sampling in terms of the cointd the conversations (e.g.

shopping, meeting with friends, family meetingsgnbgraphic sampling (e.g.
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gender, age, city the speakers are from) (RsthiJsik-Guler, H., Hatipglu, C.,
Er6z-Tyza, B., Cokal Karada D, 2010) . The domain and genre distribution the

project is aiming at publishing can be retrievearirhttp://std.metu.edu.tr/tanitim-

surumunun-temel-ozellikleri/  (family/relative gatherings, 25%; work, 20%;
education, 15%; Radio/TV broadcast, 15%; friendiaogtances gathering, 12%;

getting service, 5%; conversations with friends tmdily; 4%, other, 4%) :

%25

%20

%15 %15
%12
%5
Conversations Workplace Education Broadcasts Conversations Service Conversations Other
among family among friends encounter among family
and/or relatives and/or and friends

acquaintances

Figure 7. Planned Topic Distribution in the STC

Source: STC main features

Further information is given on the STC and itddeas are discussed in relation
to the methodological perspective and study leirelshis chapter and in Section
1.5. During the different stages of the study, vate information supplied by the
STC, relations between the speakers, overlappirgctp and annotations, are
referred to and made use of in interpreting dataichvis in line with the CA

methodology.
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3. 5 Methodological Perspective to the Use of Anrettions in the Data

Annotation can be described as the practice ofrgddinote to text in a general
sense .These notes can take a variety of formsasicbmments, footnotes, tags or
links. In designing a corpus, a system needs tddoeded upon as to what to add
to the actual words interlocutors are uttering. ttanscribing conversations,
annotating material can be a relatively simpleifactore discernible aspects (e.qg.
who an utterance belongs to, what the duration gfaase is between two
utterances). It can also be very complex especwlign annotation comes as a
commentary (e.g. in cases if a participant has mdnaus tone, or is shouting
angrily) from the transcriber. Similar to the tranber, a researcher who is
working with transcribed and annotated texts neelet alert to present nuances.
Romer (2005, pp.22-3) cautions us against beingware of the effect of
annotated material if we are aiming at studyingadaithin the CBL approach. A
detailed review was given in Chapter Two. Thisisecgives a discussion of how
annotations in the STC and the BNC are approaahadd how they were used or

disregarded purposefully.

In order to illustrate and better explain the séataken to the use of annotations, a
discussion of an extracted conversation from th&,ST13 090404 00004 is
given below in a text format, which is differenbfn how the STC extracts are
given in the analysis section. In the analysisisecimusical scores of the extracts
are used but for the sheer purpose of illustrativg role of annotations in this
section, the text format organized in a table ti&enaeasier to follow the Turkish
with English translation, is preferred. In thisngersation, there are five
participants: ASI00003, BAD000036, IND0O00002, OZXB035, DER000038
(henceforth; ASI, BAD, IND, OZG, and DER). In thabte, the first column
indicates the speaker taking turn, the second aolignthe Turkish utterance and
the last column on the right gives the English glation. The annotations that

will be discussed are in italicized.
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Table. 8. The STC annotations and impolitenesExinact 1

me

ASI son sinifta alngtim. | bought it in my final year at university.

BAD _bu o zaman baya para ver ya o zamanshe had spent a lot of money at the ti
o almgti yaa. really

ASI sene iki bin/ the year two thousand/

ASI sene iki bin alti. the year two thousand six.

BAD di mi? seni dyle hatirhyorum ben. Right? | remember you (doing) that.

ASI evet. (ic yiiz on milyona alfhm kisaca.| yes. | had bought it for three hundred milli
((short laugh)) in short .((short laugh))

IND konwuyorlar. chatting.

BAD ((0.8)) ben de g yuze aldim. ((0.Bpought it for three hundred as well.

0zG ben de calimaya balayinca alacgim. | am going to buy one when | start working.

DER ¢ok hava atmana gerek yok. you don’t need to show off so much.

ASI ((1.5)) sizi cekelim biz de arkagdar. ((1.5)) let's take photographs of yo

friends.

DER yo beni cekmeyin. no, don't include me.

ASI cekehbiliriz. we can.

BAD ((0.1)) bisey diyecgim. ((0.2))I am going to say something.

0zG niye sen gekmeen bi yemesen bi igme.| why, don’t take. just don't eat. just dor

drink.

BAD sana bi geciregéim zaten ((XXX)). I am going to slap/hit you now (XXX)).

0zG ne oluyor ya Allah Allah. ((0.3)) whatis happening, Gosh((0.3)) marjinal.
matrijinal.

't
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In this conversation, the annotations in italicsevesed to interpret the meaning
of the utterances. The impoliteness is triggereadmDER said to ASI, “you don't
have to show off so much’gok hava atmana gerek yolhich is a pointed
criticism and personalized negative assertion. fEason why DER thinks ASI is
showing off is because ASI has taken too much timgive details about the
camera. First, she says “I bought it in my finadyat university”, then encouraged
by the BAD’s comment, “she had spent a lot of moagethe time really. right? |
remember you (doing) that”, she gives the exaer yad the amount of money
she had spent for the camera taking her time, esdpetition of the phrase the
year indicates, in the conversation: “The year thwausand”, trying to remember
exactly,” the year two thousand six”, “Yes. | boughor three hundred million in
short.” followed by a “((short laugh))”. The fadtat she completes her turn by
saying “in short” she is signaling that she is awtrat her turn on the details of
when she bought the camera and how much she pait iad taken too much
time from the conversation. She then gives a dhagh as she might be thinking
of what she had just said, “in short”, and mightdnéound it contradicting since
she is aware she has flouted the Maxim of Quaintitwo ways both by giving the
exact year and the exact price. At this pointdhaotation((short laugh))is of
high importance as it expands the interpretatiorptmyiding a cue which would
not be available to the analyst otherwise, if ngipdied by the annotations. In this
case not making use of the annotation would tak&ydwom the soundness of the

interpretation.

Below, there is a table summarizing frequently usedotations in the STC.
Annotations of this kind which is beyond the lewékertain fixed categories such
as word classes offers an indispensable asselhdaresearchers as they give rich
clues at a glance for the potential of a varietystfdy focuses, which would
otherwise take a long time for the researchers dmec to see those clues
themselves, probably an equal amount of time thatcbrpus designers spend for

with the annotation.
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Table 9. Frequently used annotations in the STC

(c) Comment tier (v) Verbal tier (nn) nn-tier
loudly laughs noise
slowly short laugh traffic noise
softly laughter TV/radio noise
stuttering clears throat clatter of tableware
syllabifying sighs voices in the background
whispers coughs footsteps
fast sheezes microphone noise
lengthening hiccups silence
laughing kissing
coughing inhales
eating exhales
shouting sings
humorous tone sniffs
list intonation
pro

Regardless of the rich material, an analyst, whesdaot consciously evaluate
her/his approach to the annotated material andddemm what annotations would
be helpful and what would be misleading may stath \& predisposition to the

data and follow the framework of the CBL. For imste, another type of annotated

material the STC provides is the speech acts faundnversations.
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Table 10. Speech acts in the STC

Advising

Apology

Asking about well being

Asking for advice

Asking for opinion

Asking for permission

Compliance (as a response to a request)

Criticizing

Declarative

Greetings

Insults

Inviting

Leaves taking

Offering

Other expressives

Promising

Refusals (as a response to a request)

Representative

Requests

Thanking

Well wishes/Congratulations

The window below shows how recordings are annotatedlation to speech acts

and categorized in STC.
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Table 11. Speech acts and conversation categartbe ISTC

Speech act

Advising

Apology

Asking about well being
Asking for advice

Asking for opinion

Asking for permission

to a request)

Criticizing

Greetings

Insults

Inviting

Leaves taking

Offering

Compliance (as a responsd 15 090323 00017

In Communication(s)

069_090610_00015 * 061_090622_00020 + 096206_00018
012_090128_00002 + 117_090310_00019
072_090913_00006 + 012 1380 00002 » 024_091113_ 00031

024_091113_00031

072_090913_00006 * 021_0905@D1B + 116_090206_00018
119 090123 00029 » 119_090501_00026

012_090128 00002

012_090128 00002 « 117_090310_0000%2 090618_00005 $
061_090622_00020 + 118_090321_00021
012_090128_00002 « 075_090629_00028 «QAD206_00018 «
119 _090531_00075
117_090310_00019
012090128 00002
117_090310_00019 « 118_090321_000Z2_090913_00006
069_090610_00015 « 024_091113 00031 «061_0906220000
119 090123 00029 « 119 090501 00026 * 119 090587500
118_090321_00021 « 075_090629_ 00023 + 090501 00013 }
061_090622_00020 « 012_090128_00002 +116_090208.8000
072_090913_ 00006 *

075_090627_00035
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Table 11 continued.

Refusals (as a response td17_090310_00019 « 024 091113 00031 « 061_090622000

a request)

Representative 072_090618_00005 * 069_090610_0001% 090531_00075

Requests 075_090622_00003 » 012_090128_00002 ©90310_00019 «
069_090610_00015 » 021_090501_00013 «072_0906185000
061_090622_00020 » 116_090206_00018 » 115 _090323.700

Thanking 117 090310 00019 » 118 090321 00021 @622 00020
116_090206_00018 » 115 090323_00017

Well 072_090913_00006 * 061_090622_00020 « 116_090204.800

wishes/congratulations 118 090321_00021

If the analysts take for granted the annotatiomgmnding speech acts, theorizing
that certain speech acts are potentially more eiablextract impoliteness, it is
given that he/ she should focus on conversatigtedibelow criticizing, insults,
refusals and perhaps apologies. However, by foligna more cautionary step
towards extraction as suggested by the CDL, théysinegs able to reach more
insightful and inclusive data which does not comdar the presupposed headings
such as criticizing, insults, refusals, and apolbgy can be found under a variety
of speech acts. Still, it is not always the anafhgsking a decision whether or not
to use an annotation. Data encoding and transzni@themes can be determining
in how accessible annotations are. Especially athheng the material requires a
complex task due to encoding, the focus of a stady not allow for a discussion

of annotations, which was the case with certaimggdior this study.

Since data encoding and transcription schemesitiesetit for the BNC and the
STC, annotations that indicate non-verbal, paraistgc forms existing in data
retrieved from the corpora differed depending oa tlorpus. Non-verbal forms
such as structural patterns and a change in therpah conversation (e.g. turn
taking, overlaps, topic retention, repetition sigrm@a potential for impoliteness,

continuous disagreements ) or paralinguistic fosush as the relationship of
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speakers, prosodic aspects (e.g. pauses and risatanation or pitch) or

annotations describing the utterance ( e.g. spelakghing, yawning) played a
major role in interpreting the data as far as tbgpara the BNC and the STC
allowed. However, not all the data the corpora reffewere used to the same

extent due to some limitations.

For the BNC paralinguistic phenomena such as pauggsech management
phenomena (e.g. truncation, false starts, cornectend overlaps in the data were
disregarded due to the complexity of data retrielMIC offers two different
formats to retrieve data; one, Extensible MarkupdLeage (XML henceforth) and
two, the “fancy” format which is closer to a contienal script. Below is a
screenshot from the corpus the BNC of a hit in XNt the conversation
discussed as Extract 1 in Chapter Four. XML is tbhamat through which
alignment in speech is given in the BNC and theledr instances show how

speech events aligning appear on the screenshot.

B8] XAIR4 - [Queryl —

) File Edit Query View Window Help - [#][x]
foeroosa ] o] A XOFRZEAA-BE B -F EHu WEES BEE 680
[Temclass  v][Spoken conversation | X [speechny X BEEE U]

<u hns:added="start"><s hns:added="start"><hns:omitted-characters n="133"/><w ¢5="VBZ" hw="be" pos="VERB">is</w><w c5="XX0" hw="not" p

\
_iDND" hw="it" nac=" " /R 7 hu="ha! nae=" " P hw="we" nre="" " I
c5="PNP" hw="it" pos="PRON">t</w><w ¢5="VBZ" hw="be" pos="VERB">'s </w><w ¢5="DPS" hw="we" pos="PRON >our<l
Iwith="KCPLC264"/><w c5="NN1" hw="box" pos="SUBST">box </w><pause/><w c5="PNP" hw="it" pos="PRON">it; w="be" p \
0s="VERB">'s </w><w c5="DPS" hw="we" pos="PRON">our </w><w c¢5="NN1" hw="box" pos="SUBST">box </w m KCPLCZSS"/><w ‘
1
\
|
|

[c5="VBZ" hw="in" pos="VERB">in</y ="XX0" hw="n" pos="ADV">n</w><w c5="PNP" hw="it" pos="PRON">it</w><c c¢5="PUN">?</c></s></
u><u who="PS0GT"><s n="7420" KCPLC265"/><w ¢5="ITJ" hw="yeah" pos="INTERJ">Yeah <ICPLC266“/><W |

c5="PNP" hw="i" pos="PRON">| </ ="VVB" hw="know" pos="VERB">know</w><c c5="PUN">, </c><w c3= " hw="but" pos="CONJ">but
</w><w c5="PNP" hw="we" pos="PRON">we </ VD" hw="get" pos="VERB">got </w><w c5="CRD" hw="two" pos="ADJ">two </w><w

(5="NN2" hw="hand" pos="SUBST">hands </wCPL0267"/><w ¢5="PRP" hw="against" pos="PREP">against </w><w c¢5="DPS"
w-"ynu" pos="PRON">your </w><w c5="CRD" hW Dbos="ADJ">one</w><c c5="PUN"> </c></s></u><u who="PS0GV"><align

ith="KCPLC267"/><unclear/> <align with=" KCPLCQGB "I><align with="KCPLC269"/><unclear/> <align with="KCPLC26A"/></u><u who="PS0GU"><s
n="7421" <ahgn with>y<KCPLC269"/><w ¢5="PNP" hw="we" pos="PRON">We</w><w c5="VHB" hw="have" pos="VERB">'ve </w><w ¢5="VVN"
hw="get" poo= B">got </w><w ¢5="CRD" hw="three" pos="ADJ">three </w><w ¢5="NN2" hw="hand" pos-"SUBST">c5=”PRP"

hw="to" pos-”PREP">to <iw><w c5="DPS" hw="they" pos="PRON">their </w><w ¢5="CRD" hw="two" pos="ADJ">two <& KCPLC26A"/
><c ¢5="PUN">, </c><w c¢5="ITJ" hw="yeah" pos="INTERJ">yeah</w><c c5="PUN"> </c></s></u><u who="PS0GV"><s n="74ZZ2"><w c5="ITJ"
hw="yeah" pos="INTERJ">Yeah </w><pause/><w c5="AJ0" hw="psychological' pos="ADJ">psychological </w><w c5="NN1" hw="warfare" p
0s="SUBST">warfare</w><c ¢5="PUN">I</c></s></u><u who="PS0GT"><s n="7423"><w ¢5="VDB" hw="do" pos="VERB">Do</w><w ¢5="XX0"
hw="not" pos="ADV">n't </w><w c5="VVI" hw="want" pos="VERB">want </w><w ¢5="TO0" hw="to" pos="PREP">to </w><w ¢5="VV|" hw="get" p
0s="VERB">get </w><w c5="AV0" hw="too" pos="ADV">too </w><w ¢5="AJ0" hw="big" pos="ADJ">big </><w c5="PNP" hw="they" p
0s="PRON">they </w><w ¢5="VMO0" hw="will" pos="VERB">wo</w><w c5="XX0" hw="not" pos="ADV">n't </w><w QU hw="know" p
0s="VERB">know </w><w c5="AVQ" hw="how" pos="ADV">how </w><w ¢5="TO0" hw="to" pos="PREP">to </wgalign with="CPLC26B"/><w
c5="VVI" hw="spell" pos="VERB=smell.c/w><w c5="AJ0-NN1" hw="psychological-el" pos="ADJ">psychological-el</w><¢ c5="PUN">I</c></s></u><u ‘
who="PS0GU"><s n="7424”KCPLCZGB"I><w c5="AJ0" hw="psychological" pos="ADJ">Psychological</w><c c5="PUN"></c></s></
u><u who="PS0GM"><s n="74 ="AJ0" hw="psychological" pos="ADJ">Psychological</w><c c5="PUN">!</c></s></u><u who="PS0GU"><s
n="7426"><w c¢5="PNP" hw="you" pos="PRON">You </w><w ¢5="VVB" hw="get" pos="VERB">get </w><w ¢5="DPS" hw="you" pos="PRON">your
</w><w ¢5="CRD" hw="dozen" pos="ADJ">dozen </w><w ¢5="CJC" hw="and" pos="CONJ">and </w><w c5="PNP" hw="i" pos="PRON">I</w><w
c5="VM0" hw="will" pos="VERB">'ll <iw><w c5="VVI" hw="get" pos="VERB=2get </w><w c5="DPS" hw="{" pos="PRON">my </w><w c5="CRD"
hw="four" pos="ADJ">four <IW*KCPLCZGD"/><uncIearI>"KCPLCZGE"/><I5><Iu><u who="PS0GV" hns:added="end"><s
n="7427" hns:added="end"> <align Witr=*KCPLC26D"/><w ¢5="PNP" hw="T' pos="PRON">| </w><w ¢5="VVD" hw="add" pos="VERB">added </w><w
c5="DTO0-CJT" hw="that" pos="ADJ">that </w><align with="KCPLC26E"/><pause/><w c5="PRP" hw="for" pos="PREP">for </w><w c5="AT(Q"

Figure 8. Alignment of speech in the BNC
Source: XAira (BNC-XML)
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If a researcher wants to include alignment of speeto his/her discussion of
overlaps for their potential for impoliteness, he/snust find a systematic way of
making sense of numerous “align with” marks cidcle Figure 8. Besides, he/she
must come up with a way of presenting that to daslers. The focus of that intent
would be then re-encoding the corpus data. Thexefalthough XML format

supplies information about the alignment of speechich may give important

clues about overlaps and interruptions signalipgtantial for impoliteness, due to
the complex process data comprehension requirad¢cyf, format being preferred.
Below, is the screenshot of the fancy format fax #ame conversation given in

Figure 8.

3 Quen3

<> jsn't [KCPLC263] [.] .

<PS0GU> [KCPLC263] It's our [KCPLC264] box it's our box [KCPLC265] innit?

<PS0GT> [KCPLC265] Yeah [KCPLC266] | know, but we got two hands [KCPLC267] against your one.
<PS0GV> [KCPLC267] [...] [KCPLC268] [KCPLC269] [...] [KCPLC26A]

<PS0GU> [KCPLC269] We've got three hands to their two [KCPLC26A] | yeah

<P50GV> Yeah psychological warfare!

<PS0GT> Don't want to get too big they won't know how fo [KCPLC26B] spell psychological-el!
<PS0GU> [KCPLC26B] Psychological.

<PS0GM=> Psychologicall

<PS0GU> You get your dozen and 'l get my four [KCPLC26D] [..] [KCPLC26E]

<PS0GV> [KCPLC26D] | added that [KCPLC26E] for the old tape, you know?

Figure 9: “Fancy” format in the BNC
Source: XAira (BNC-XML)

In order not to work from screenshot, what appearedhe screen above
transcribed once more as below to use paper spaoaomically. When
paralinguistic information was present in the “fghformat as annotations (e.g.

laughing, yawning), they were taken into considerain interpretation.

(PSOGU) We've got three hands to their two, yeah.

(PSOGV) Yeah psychological warfare!

(PSOGT) Don't want to get too big they won't knawito spell psychological-el!
(PSOG) Psychological.
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(PSOGM) Psychological!
(PSOGU) You get your dozen and I'll get my four
(PSOGV) | added that for the old tape, you know?

3.6 Extraction Methods

This section gives detailed information about vasi@xtraction methods tried by
the BNC and the STC. Initially, a variety of querigad to be run for both corpora
to detect metapragmatic comments and conventigthlimpoliteness formulae
and non-conventionalized implicational impolitenesth order to collect
conversations that involve impoliteness from the(BId variety of query methods
were used. Initially, word and collocation queri@sre run for a list of taboo
words such asodding, fucking, shi&ind conventionalized phrases suclbagger
off, shut upin spokersubcorpus with the text type selected as spokewersation
Most words for queries came from a study from Mdtwd-Hargrave (2000) cited
by Culpeper (2011b). Below is the table.

Table 12. Words and offensiveness in Britain inytear 2000

Rank-ordered 1-15 Rank ordered 15-28
1. Cunt 15. Spastic
2. Motherfucker 16. Slag
3. Fuck 17. Shit
4. Wanker 18. Dickhead
5. Nigger 19. Pissed off
6. Bastard 20. Arse
7. Prick 21. Bugger
8. Bollocks 22. Balls
9. Arsehole 23. Jew
10. Paki 24. Sodding
11. Shag 25. Jesus Christ
12. Whore 26. Crap
13. Twat 27. Bloody
14. Piss off 28. God
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However, through such queries, it was found thatuoences that signal
impoliteness in conversation were displayed asragpdits, not contextualized in
the conversation they took place. Bearing in mindall conventional utterances
are conventionalized formulae and conventionalioegoliteness formulae is

closely linked to the idea of co-occurrence regtiés between language forms
and specific contexts as explained above throughilthistration of what cunt

meant for a student, it was apparent that individits on the display menu did
not serve the purpose of extracting the incideméampoliteness. The display in

the window below illustrates the hits the corpugegi after running a query for

bugger off

LEREeE @ aa ;=T

L3 File Edit Query View Window Help -8 %
bugger off - ﬂ ‘ Mald ¥ Bl 2 E A3 (@R ~ BLEH N EEE EH EE

.]hext clss || Spaken conversation LJ ¥ [speechny X PEHE ) . IR

Bugger off.
50 | have fo say go on father bugger off
| think Matthew er told him to bugger off | think
aid at the bar we can sell you a bottle of wine for seven pound fifty though, so he said you bugger off he said that, went down the supermarket and get our own like
like bugger off!

You bugger ofi!
they can move in by June the second all you've gotta do is dump everything in there then bugger off to Malaya for the summer and sert out when he gels back!
Well | could still get in but | couldn't lock the doer say no bugger oit
bugger oft
But ee, If Miss comes in | don't have to do it, | just hand it over to Miss and bugger off
Just tell him to bugger ofi!
You, know if anybody been ea smelling, eating onion and you, you blow on him bugger off

= [ il ] |

For Help, press F BNC:Spoken conversation(speechOnly) null 1:12(11) 1KE1[Spoken conversation] 2202

2:42 r

24122010

Figure 10. Display window of hits in the BNC
Source: Xaira (BNC-XML)

Although each hit can be analyzed in terms of th&ce, bibliographic data and
non-verbal clues in XML query, the word and phrasery did not serve the

purpose of the study for the reason explained ab®te scope of this study
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demanded a different type of query for the read@i the research questions
required an analysis of the whole conversationottirrences took place in since
how the conversation evolved determined the imgodéss strategies preferred by

the speakers and hearers.

In order to reach the whole conversation where ecumwence took place, the
following search method has been used. On the BN muery window, there
are two columns that list all the texts and infotiora about these texts such as its
type; whether it is spoken or written. In theseuowhs, the texts are titled with a 3
digit alpha-numerical codes. Spoken conversatiaesliated between KBX to
KEX. Each text given a three-digit name was recdrdg a different person and
varies in terms of the duration it was recorded &md the number of the
conversations it included. From the list, eachkepotext recorded by a different
person is selected, one by one, and using theobialphic data and browse option,
the conversations were downloaded to a Word doctnfgoproximately 500
hundred conversations were downloaded. Among teesgersations, the ones
which could include instances of impoliteness wgaiehered through word query
in Word by the use of ‘find in the document’ opti@md occurrences were
highlighted. Then the conversations were printed \&are extensively read to get

a sense of the context. At this stage, the datelbas the following:

Conversation Extract 1

We've got three hands to their two , yeah.
Yeah psychological warfare!

Don't want to get too big they won't know how tekpsychological-el!
Psychological.

Psychological!

You get your dozen and I'll get my four

| added that for the old tape, you know?
Did you?

Mm rather than being monosyllabic.
Monosyllabic oh!

Oh God, not .

Right let's keep this under control!

This is stupid!

Yeah, it is a bit!

Well ain't you nothing?

What if | have!
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Excuse mel

| got my er you know
Outside , two minutes!
No problem .

Parts indicating a potential for impoliteness whrghlighted and focused upon
while extensively reading. Through the extensivadneg, additional clues were
taken into consideration to be able to pick thenaig for impoliteness. For
instance, imperatives, repetitive instructions,fommtational language (e.g. excuse
me!), language to disagree were taken into coredider. It is noteworthy to
explain the series of steps taken to identify theaker and reach the utterances
that come before and after the utterance of thatlgy. In order to get the
necessary additional the information about whicterahces belonged to which
speaker, in the BNC, a word or a phrase from tkeiseput into the query box and
from the number of hits the one that came withaldrger phrase it existed in was
selected. For instance from the Conversationdéxty the phrase selected is
“psychological warfare” (which is italicized abowe the Conversation Extract 1)
is run in the BNC and the findings are displayedhi& screen shot below. In the
hit screen below, the fourth hit, “Yeah psychol@giearfare!”, is the phrase that

needs to be tracked down to reach the speakers.
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[— dy ([RAs*0TadEHA-BY @R 0 Hix JNBEE D8 (¢ &E [be dmommn =] X [ipechivy HX RERSE X

This obviously psychological
th there are often & lot of things happening at the same time er er some of which as you just sort of hinted at are sort of er erm of a psychological er er have a psychological factor in them which all add to it don't they?
ings happening at the same fime er er some of which as you just sort of hinted at are sort of er erm of a psychological er er have a psychological factor in them which all add to it don®t they?
Yeah psychologicel warfare!
Psychological
Psychologicall
psychological as well as getting fed up with them innit?
ou just fucking carry on as if nothing had happened, but you're aware of the th them doing that then | think its a fucking ['ve thaf's a psychological edge over them anyway if's just the personalifies obviously, but er
How can it be a psychological though?
That's what I'm saying so there's no psychological over
uight she, she would of had counselling anyway before they go to stage of operating, surely, | mean, er dont they look in into sort of psychological aspects of i, its usually a
| don't feel hungry it's just a psychological thing when you're dieting isn't it, that you, you feel
But psychological damage
Oh Ithink it was psychological that
we'd, you know we'd like have fiat stomachs and you feel, if you haven't eaten you feel thinner even if you're not, it's al, ifs a bit, if's psychalogical isnt it?
Yeah, loads of, loads of erm psychological

i T v

For Help, press F1 - _BNCSpoken conversationispeechOnly) inull 1:16(10) KBK[Spoken conversation] (5662 NOM |

Figure 11: The BNC hits for “psychological warfare
Source: XAira (BNC-XML)

When this hit is selected on the screen, the fotmoatis set to “fancyl” and the

scope box is increased to as high as it givesdhgersation, which in this case is

20 as the screen shot shows below.
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| <PS0GU> [KCPLC263] Its our [KCPLC264] box s our box [KCP innit?

| <PSOGT> [K Yeah [KCPLC266] | know, but we got two hands (KCPLC267) against your one.

i<PSDG\I> Ker | 7271 [KGPLG268] [KCPLC239] [ 777 ]

| <PSOGU> [KCPLC269| We've got three hands to their two [KCPLC2GA] , yeah

| <PSOGV> Yeah  psychological warfare!

| <PSOGT> Den't want to get foo big they won't know how to [KCPLCZ68] spell psychological-ell

| <PSOGUS [K( Psychalogical

| <PS0GI> Psychologicall

i <PSOGU> You get your dozen and |'l get my four [F 7]

| <PS0GV> [KCRLC26D) | added that [KCPLI for the old tape, you know?

For el press L _ BN Spoken comvenatonlspeechOnly) mul [16010) KCP{Spoken conversaton] 7422 MM [
7 p

Figure 12: The BNC Format Used for Extracts
Source: Xaira (BNC-XML)

When “the highest scope” did not show the necggsart of the conversation on
the screen for the analysis, another phrase omsdteen from the bottom or top
depending on whether the beginning or the end ef dbnversation is being
tracked, is selected and the same series of steps fellowed. Each time, the
screen shots were saved in Jpeg format since BNi@age did not allow Word
copy/paste function. Then parts were put in ordet #or practicality purposes,
rather than putting Jpeg files together one afteem a text is created, as in the

following for further discussion.

(PSOGU) We've got three hands to their two , yeah.

(PSOGV) Yeah psychological warfare!

(PSOGT) Don't want to get too big they won't knaswtto spell psychological-el!
(PSOG) Psychological.

(PSOGM) Psychological!

(PSOGU) You get your dozen and I'll get my four

(PSOGV) | added that for the old tape, you know?
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Once the conventionalized linguistic expressionsewgcked, the incidences of
impoliteness were categorized under the types @palp 2010, 2011b); insult,
personalized negative assertions, challenging qalateble questions and/or
presuppositions, condescension, message enfordismsissals, silencers, threats,
negative expressives (e.g. curses, ill-wishes).aflmantage of categorizing the
impoliteness incidences as such is that while comgaBritish English and

Turkish, the types, not the linguistic expressigmfivided a framework for the
contrastive analysis. The linguistic expressionsrewécused on with the
consideration that semantic analysis was necessags not to ignore subtleties
such as discourse or semantic prosody, which isugsed more in detail in

Chapter Four.

For extracting incidences of impoliteness in theCS®R similar method was
followed. The recorded data were listened to ineor pick similar linguistic
expressions in British English brought out by Mibled-Hargrave (2000) with the
acknowledgement that expressions could differ in lnguages. There has been a
number of studies in Turkish on the function ofnglaand swear words. For
instance, Aydin (2006) studied the humoristic fiorctof slang and swear-words
in the Turkish movie entitled G.O.R.A. She main&al that despite the fact that
the slang and swear-words and expressions usetieinmovie are generally
associated with negative meanings and perceivatsaks during real interactions
if uttered, in the movie they are perceived as lyightertaining. Below is a list of
the slang and swear-words and expressions sheanedtirom the movie:

ibneler, pezevenk, vyalama, darbeli matkap (erkeksati organi
kastedilerek), grup indirimi (grup seks kastedildregirdi mi?, yaya kiza,
sende olani sana koyucaz, hepinizi yapicam, heteyeallyo musun?, ben
onu gotircem ama, ariza ¢ikarmak, gigdadayanmak, uzatmak, alayini
yemek, yajamak, kafasi iyi olmak, goétinden uydurmak, kopeki gi
calismak, kafa yapmak, g&@ gitmek, ne mal olgunu gostermek, mizitmak,
ulan, lan, kafana siciyim, amina koyim, siktir, anaikim, oha, gerzek,
pislik, hayvan, aptal, maymun, geri zekah, dingéndik, esoglu essek ,
bunak

Another study, carried out by Giin€009) examined the spelling of slang and

swearing words and expressions in cartoon magazanésvarious Internet sites.
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She pointed out that although in general, in wmitlenguage, spelling rules are
applied in writing these words, alterations are entwlthe spelling of such words
in cartoon magazines and Internet sites due toocegsfactors. Some examples
she gave from the cartoon magazines and sitehéoslang and swearing words
are: pezemenk, ipne, anani!, orsbu, orrspu ¢ocuu, hastiegsluessek, amygaa
goduumun, bok satiyor, sictik, spmussun lan.Most words and expressions in
Aydin’s (2006) and Gungées (2009) studies are overlapping indicating ttinegy
are commonly used and accepted as slang and sgeannds in Turkish.
Although it is not possible to arrive at conclusiabout the rank of offensives of
these words, it is assumed that a list of thesedsvowould function well for
carrying out the word query for extraction in Twtkias Millwood-Hargrave
(2000)’s list used for word query in British Endjlis

In cases where linguistic expressions differed fsdamg and swearing words and
expressions, the incidences were checked agaimesttyjes (Culpeper 2010,
2011b), which are insult, pointed criticisms/conmpis, challenging or unpalatable
guestions and/or presuppositions, condescensiossage enforcers, dismissals,
silencers, threats, negative expressives (e.gesuib-wishes). For instance, the
linguistic expressionbadi lenyok artikor pes yaniin a conversation in Turkish
may function as a silencer although one might atbatethese expressions do not
have equivalences in Culpeper’s conventionalizegbliteness formulae as actual
linguistic expressions. Nevertheless, the typesooientionalized formulae; insult,
personalized negative assertions, challenging galateble questions and/or
presuppositions, condescension, message enfordismsissals, silencers, threats,
and negative expressives (e.g. curses, ill-wishas}, assumed to be cross-
linguistically applicable for extracting impolites® In addition, the dialogues
were scanned through an initial word query, coliora query and question
sentences and tags query, query for imperativegpassible queries that allow for
searching for prosodic nuances. For the word quégsk-Giler's (2008)
dissertation findings about concepts strongly dased concepts with KABA in
Turkish were used, with the acknowledgement thaicepts strongly associated
with IMPOLITE in British English do not necessaritgatch the concepts with

KABA in Turkish. Among the lexical items that sHeds to be strongly
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associated with KABA and will be used for the waydery for this study are:
disincesiz ‘inconsiderate’, saygisiz ‘disrecpectful’, nezaketsiz, ‘tactless’,
kistahlik ‘arrogance’, patavatsizlik ‘indiscretion’, kirici; ‘offending’, bencil;
‘selfish’, cirkin; ‘ugly’, cabhil, ‘ignorant’ , empati kuramayan’cannot empathize’.
Furthermore, taboo words (e.g. fucking) were regdrals cues that may indicate a
metapragmatic comment or an utterance that mayowirto be a conventionalized

impoliteness formulae or non-conventionalized iwgdiional impoliteness.

Studies attempting to bring out the semantic mappihpoliteness related terms
were conducted by other scholars. Pizziconi (20358d lexeme analysis as an
explorative technique to describe structured repriegions of politeness. Her
lexeme analysis findings indicate that “the resesrethe conceptual constraints
and possibilities- afforded to language users leyrttepertoires are fairly similar
(in the basic sense of fundamental judgments alooghitive and affective
distinctions that users can make), but they alsteroflifferent expressive
possibilities (or they facilitate them) with regatal the preference for detail in
‘informal’, ‘friendly’, nuances of English, and ‘served’, ‘modest’ nuances in
Japanese”(ibid). It is in line with this findingahthe lexical items thagik-Guler
(2008) proposes to be strongly associated with lngmess in Turkish is used for
this study for the word query to extract impolitese

Special attention was given to the discourse prpsodgemantic prosody. In order
to illustrate how discourse prosody is differemnfr metapragmatic comments and
conventionalized and non-conventionalized implmadl impoliteness further

explanation is provided in Chapter Two. In thistget an example from the STC,
with the conversation number 113 090404 00004, vallyiven in the following.

In the extract, the first column from right marke tspeaker (ex. 0ZG000035), [v]
referring to the verbal tier, and [c] referringttee comment tier. Unless the row
gives comment tier, after each row, a new row wagrited below to provide the
translation. In the discussion of the excerpt, pratic or semantic nuances are
given especially when they play a role for semaptasody and are crucial for the

discussion of extracted impoliteness.
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Extract 1. 113_090404_00004

IASI000037 [Vv] ((0.6)) ben iki.. son sinifta alngtim.
Trans. | bought it... when | was in my final year at unisity.

INDOOO0002 [v] hayir.

Trans. No.

BADO00036 [v] ((1.0)) ha evet._bu o zaman baya para vely20zaman
Trans. Yeah, right. she had spent a lot of money at the time
IASI000037 [Vv] sene iki bin/
Trans. the year two thousand/

BADO000036 [v] almisti yaa di mi? « seni dyle hatirliyoru
Trans. (she)bought it, yeah . Right?emember you (doing) that.
IASI000037 [v] sene iki bin alti.

Trans. year two thousand <.

0ZG000035 [v] ((1.4)) e ben son sinifim. hala yg((0.1)) kio zo/ o
Trans. | am at the final year (of the university). Stildlbn’'t have (one). And the Ig
BADO000036 [v] ben

Trans. I

0ZG000035 [v] son sinifla bu son sinif arasinda fark vaartik her yer

Trans. year of the university of the time and now different. now, (there is)

0ZG000035 [v] fotograf makinesi yanif((0.2)) eskiden ¢cok yoktd.

Trans. a camera everywhere, | mean. Didn’t use to be nrathe past.
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IASI000037 [v] evet
. g

Trans. Yes. |

BAD000036 [V] 08) e

Trans. I

IASI000037 [Vv] yiz on milyona almgtim kisace|((short laugh))

Trans. bought it for three hundred millions, in short.

0ZG000035 [v] ben |[de calgmaya baglayincgalacagim.

Trans. | will buy (one) too when | start working.

BAD000036 [v] [de G¢ yuze gdim.

Trans. bought it for three hundred as welj

DERO000038 [v] cok

Trans.

IASI000037 [v] ((1.5)) sizi ¢cekelim biz de

Trans. let's take (a photo) of you

DER000038 [v] |hava atmama gerek yolk.

Trans.

(you) don’'t have to show off so mucT.

0ZG000035 [v] niye sen
Trans. why, you

BADO000036 [v] ((0.1))bisey

Trans. S o] m e t h i n )]
IASI000037 [v] arkadalar. ceke biliriz.

Trans. friends. we c ajn
DERO000038 [v] yo beni ¢ckimeyin
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Trans. no, don't include me.

0ZG000035 [v] cekme. sen bi yeme. sen bi i¢cnelne oluyor
Trans. don’t take. just don’t eat. just don’tdrink. whatlsappening
BAD000036 [v] (diyecegim. sgna b

Trans. I'll say (something). (you) now
0ZG000035 [v] ya Allah Allah.|((0.3)) marjinal

Trans. Oh, Gosh. marjinal.

BADO000036 [v] |gecireceaimizaten ((XXX)). ((0.8)) flasini

Trans. I will hit/slap you. (t helash)

BADO000036 [v] jacalim mi?

Trans. should we switch on the flash?
DERO000038 [v] ((0.5)) tamam cekin ya

Trans. ok, take (a picture)

In this extract, the utterance from BADO0000O36arfa bi gecirecgéim zaten
((XXX))" is translated as “I am going to hit/slapy right now (XXX))” because
the semantic prosody required it. The vgdgi— has the following denotative
meanings in Turkish: to migrate, to impose, to et pass, to cover, to fit , to
fix , to screwto gear, to pass through , to squeeze, to penettateindergo, to
convey , to pass over. So the question then ist,winaéhe discourse, triggers this
negative evaluation of the utterancaria bi gecirecgim zaten((XXX))”, which

is then considered a threat, a conventionalizedblitgmess formulae (Culpeper,
2010). In order to find whether there is a relagioip between the node, which in
this case taken adit” based on intuitive knowledge, and the collocatkich in
this case taken d¢sana) bi gecirecgim” and see if the collocational meaning or
semantic prosody comes from the interaction betvileemode and the collocate, a

corpus analysis is run on a written corpus of T’hkiMETU Turkish Corpus.
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After carrying out a detailed dictionary analysisdaa corpus analysis, it is
concluded that (see Section 4.8j), which is listed as the second entrybaf in

Blyuk Turkce SozlukHttp://tdkterim.gov.tr/btg/ triggers a negative evaluation of

the collocation and creates a semantic prosody.

However, the discourse prosody of the utterance, ¢bntextual meaning,
necessitates the translation to take the meanistpoor to hit because the context
it is used is with a personal pronoganaand adverlbi that gives a negative
affective meaning (see Section 4.2). One final pthian for the extraction method
is that, as well as conventionalized impolitenessnfilae, cues for implicational
impoliteness such as semantic prosody were trag&eah for both British English
and Turkish to compensate for the incidences ofolitemess which could have
been missed otherwise because they did not fallvifitat might have been named

as conventionalized impoliteness formulae.

3.7 Methodological Issues: The Discursive, Cue-Based @rCyclic Approaches

The previous sections on impoliteness theories @Dl suggest the following
analytical procedures. These are touched uponhprief Chapter Two but are
detailed in this section.

In extracting and at times simultaneously analyzingpoliteness events in
conversation, metapragmatic comments, conventmglimpoliteness formulae
and cues for non-conventionalized implicational aliteness present in the co-text
and context together with other nuances such aarg@&mprosody are taken into
consideration. This means that bearing in mind ‘theither the expression nor the
context guarantee an interpretation of (im)polism\gCulpeper 2010, p. 3237),
the conversations which are selected as contaimppliteness were examined
discursively, for metapragmatic comments existingthe co-text, as well as
having been looked at through the cues existing bothe co-text and context to
detect conventionalized impoliteness formulae andn-conventionalized

implicational impoliteness. This cycle of looking aonversations to extract

impoliteness events have two steps:
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1. Study the co-text, what linguistic expressions cobefore and after
utterances, fometapragmatic commengs.g. “you’re rude”, “what she did
was rude”).

2. Study the co-textfor conventionalized impoliteness formulde.g. “you
are such a hypocrite”, “Shut up!”) and context, whs beyond the
linguistic expressionfor non-conventionalized implicational impoliteness
(e.g. the relationship of speakers such as patelit;gprosodic aspects
such as pauses and rise in intonation and pitch.)

Step 1 characterizes the discursive approach ap2sthe cue-based approach. In
the table below what is taken under consideratmoteims of the two approaches

are visually illustrated.

Table 13. The research levels of the study

1. EXTRACTION | Discursive Cue-based
Approcah Approach

Metapragmatic comments Conventionalized impolitenegs
formulae

(Culpeper 2010; 2011b)

Reactive Response Non-conventionalized implicational
impoliteness (2011b)

Conversation Analysis tools (e.g.

turn-taking, pauses, etc)

Verbal and non-verbal forms
signaling interpersonal conflict
(e.g. change in structural patterns
such as turn taking, topic change,

repetition, seeking for disagreement.)

Semantic Prosody
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Table 13 continued.

2. ANALYSIS

'E'A\

\

The reason why two approaches are applied togethéne extraction level is
because the methodological issues brought up absciirsive approach made it
necessary to complement it with another approaah ithconsidered to be more
fine-grained. Distinction of politenessl, first-erdand politeness2, second- order
politeness, is a cornerstone of the discursive aggbr (Haugh, 2007). After
making this distinction, the researchers followithgge discursive approach, for
instance Watts (2003), argued that the politenessarch should focus on what
people perceived politeness to be, first-order tpodss, and that a focus on
politeness2 lacked utility since scientific notiasfgoliteness would be normative.
The discursive approach has been suggested byrcbeea who follow a
postmodern paradigm (Eeelen, 2001; Mills, 2003; t¢ya2003, 2005; Locher,
2004; Locher and Watts, 2005). The point thesearebers agree is that there
needs to be shift on the emphasis of the attempbnstruct a model of politeness
to predict when politeness is expected to the esiphaf how participants in
interaction perceive politeness. With this emphaitis school of researchers is
attempting to defy the essentialist view that tleéiam of politeness is the same
across cultures, which has been reinforced withMBrand Levinson’s politeness

theory.

However, the discursive approach also has receoréditisms. For example,

Haugh (2007) argues that while the attempt to shétemphasis may look valid,
there are some consequences of adopting the digeagproach: it does not only
abandon the pursuit of a priori predictive theofyoliteness but it also objects to

any attempts of developing a universal, cross-callyuvalid theory of politeness.
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He then raises a question: if a theory of politengs neither necessary nor
desirable, what is the role of politeness reseasla field of study given that it
cannot be carried out within the research trad#tiohherefore, he discusses in
detail the discursive approach and its epistemoédgnd ontological challenges.
As for the ontological challenges discursive apphoholds, Haugh (2007) argues
that “the discursive approach places a consideraitden on the validity of the
analyst’s interpreting of the interaction” (p. 30H) the analyst’s role is not to
impose a theoretical view of politeness as sugdesyethe discursive approach,
but rather to explicate the participants’ understags or perceptions of politeness,
then it raises questions regarding the status efrésearcher in relation to the
participants (p.303). In other words, if the antlys to avoid making
generalizations for the aim of not being normatittesn the analysts’ job purely
becomes a report of participants’ evaluation of ofitpness occurring within a
particular context at a particular time. Thereforthese studies, since
generalizations are not to be made, would be regygpopbtentialinstances of (im)
politeness. To put it differently, with the discwes approach, the analyst’'s should
not make an interpretation about what is impolites its validity is questionable.
Then, as Haugh (2007) argues, what might have beeamplished by a study
carried out by discursive approach, which questivadidity of analyst’s
interpretation is questionable.

Despite these criticisms, discursive approach péaysnportant role for this study
as discussed in Section 1.3 in relation to the &olgdian move Mills (2009) is
suggesting. The discursive approach is emphaspeis analysis, which is
referred as politenessl or the lay person’s vieve. fundamental for the extraction
level as explained in step 1: study the co-textatnguistic expressions come
before and after utterances, foretapragmatic comment®.g. “you’re rude”,
“what she did was rude”) which falls into the dissiue approach of analyzing
impoliteness and its focus is impolitenessl. Itv@es “an analysis of the means
by which these supposed norms are held in placaeoasserted to be norms in the
first place; that is, we analyse the discursive masms by which cultural
stereotypes about language are developed and atedu(Foucault, 1969, 1972

cited in Mills, 2009, p. 1048). However, adressihg same criticisms Haugh
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(2007) points out, this study is not categorizedlarnthe discursive approach.
Studying the co-texffor conventionalized impoliteness formulée expressions
such as“you are such a hypocrite” or “shut up!”ndahe context (fomon-
conventionalized implicational impolitenes#h the clues such as the relationship
of speakers such as parent-child, prosodic aspeate as pauses and rise in
intonation and pitch to go beyond the linguistipesssions) is what is aimed at
with step 2 in the present study. This approach wiep 2 will facilitate reaching
at generalizations to explain impoliteness theoadlii. The second step then offers
an etic analysis and leads to politeness2 withuthrst attention given to the cues

SO as not to impose the researchers’ interpretédioime data.

Despite the fact that step 1 and step 2, are nwedderearly, it is impossible for
the researcher to analyze the data linearly. Owmghe dynamic nature of
conversation, metapragmatic comments can functsothe co-text for creating a
context for non-conventionalized implicational inipgness. Examining what
metapragmatic comments supply in co-text (as igadteric of the discursive
approach) may signal interpersonal conflict throubge change in structural
patterns and so be used as cues to interpret c¢airiegn implicational
impoliteness. It is impossible to decide where tmmundaries of discursive
approach end and cue-based approach starts furgbeetical discussion. A study
of impoliteness is only possible where these twragaches are taken into
consideration together and applied simultaneously.

This study presents an example of such methodalogy dataset consisting of
both Turkish and British English in conversatiors Bulpeper (2010) points out,
the focus of discursive approach is on thero: the focus is on “participants’
situated and dynamic evaluations of politeness, stured conventionalized
politeness forms of politeness” (p.3235). In addifi to address the issue
Terkourafi (2005a) puts forward (that is, not to kt with “the minute
descriptions of individual encounters” that “do aold up to an explanatory theory
of the phenomena under study” (p. 245)), the ahalfeempts to arrive at
generalizations by looking into relatively largeakrdata. Moreover, the analysts
apply the cue-based- approach, in which the listenalso assumed to have used

different cues in the input to help decide how tddan interpretation (Jurafsky,
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2004) and look for co-occurrence regularities echeconclusions. It is in this way
that the discursive and cue-based approaches areiroed to address politenessl

and politeness2.

Furthermore, this study follows the corpus-driaaproach, which demands that
the approach to impoliteness is exploratory and-datven. Therefore, it aims to
present how the linear steps of research shoutegiaced by a cyclic pattern. As
discussed in Chapter Three, the cyclic approactesearch requires exploration
rather than verification. The researcher, who apgnes the data within the
framework of CDL approach, will take a differenute from forming a theory in
the beginning of the analysis and verifying thate{formulated and existing)
theory. She/he will start with tentative questi@m review of existing theories
but once the extraction level is completed, shefiieevise the research questions
and reconsider the existing theory in the lighttled new insights. The insights
may answer different research questions from whatrésearch started with and
may bring out new theoretical models and impliaatioTherefore, the research
guestions need to be revisited and theoreticalesssbe insights bring forward
should be included in the discussion of existingoties This cyclic process, i.e.
going backwards from collated data to develop be®ty or the framework of the
analysis level should be applied with, is of funeamal importance for
impoliteness research carried out in corpus lirtgusssince the natural data a
corpus offers will always bring out new findingsttdo not fit the pre-formulated
assumptions. The cyclic process of going backwaais collated data to develop
a theory requiretentativenes# terms of the research questions the analygssta
the study with. Considering the research questitamgative means that the
researcher is willing to revise the questions laerthe study unfolds. It is
fundamental in corpus-driven approach applied udiss with natural data since
iffwhen the findings from the data do not fit angsting theories, they will in fact
be bringing new dimensions to be explored and teaeswers to questions which
the analysts did not have in mind in the beginnifierefore the research
guestions are revisited at in Chapter Four andudsed further in the light of

insights the data provided.
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CHAPTER IV
ANALYSIS

4.0. Presentation

This chapter analyzes the data of and about ingmags extracted from the BNC
and the STC. The extracts were selected througm#ibod explained in detail in
Chapter Three. Since this study is corpus-drivem|enanalyzing the extracts, not
one singular theory or model is adopted. The datadsscussed in the light of
extant concepts and theories on impoliteness atidnsoand concepts raised by
the data analysis in relation to the existing themprmare examined as the data
required. Additional analytical methods, such agpues and semantic analysis are
employed where a further exploration is neccesgayinstance, the discussion of
bi in Turkish in an extract pulled from the STC reeqdira frequency analysis of
the context from a different corpus. Since the BN the STC are different types
of corpora (see Chapter Three), the format of tieaets are different. Therefore,

the extracts are discussed as much as the corpmreed (see Section 1.5).

4.1 Impoliteness in the BNC

In this section, thexamples that are extracted from the BNC will Izzdssed and

analyzed. The analysis which is corpus driven balrelated to the discussion of
impoliteness in the field and, later in the follogichapter, will be compared to
the data collated from the STC to theorize oveatwimpoliteness models should

take into consideration

In the extract below, the participants are playsagds and they are aware that they
are being recorded. Considering the procedure whith the BNC data were
collected and that participants were informed eithéhe beginning or after being
recorded that their speech would be transcribedutterance “I added that for the

old tape, you know?” , makes it obvious that in tbatext above, the participants
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already knew they were being recorded. This piédeformation is noteworthy as
it serves an important function for PSOGV to saaeeflater in the conversation.
When the background information supplied by thdecd-is analyzed, it is clear
that PSOGU and PSOGT are playing as partners ag@3GV and PSOGM.

Extract 1.
(Text ID: KCP, conversations recorded by PSOGM)

(PSOGU) We've got three hands to their two, yeah.
(PSOGV) Yeah psychological warfare!

(PSOGT) Don't want to get too big they won't knaswtto spell psychological-el!
(PSOGU) Psychological.

(PSOGM) Psychological!

(PSOGU) You get your dozen and I'll get my four
(PSOGV) | added that for the old tape, you know?
(PSOGT) Did you?

(PSOGV)Mm rather than being monosyllabic.
(PSOGT) Monosyllabic... oh!... Oh God, not [??7?]
(PSOGM) [laugh]

(PSOGV) Right let’s keep this under control!

An interesting conversation takes place as PSO®&&h$ the competition in the
game to psychological warfare. PSOGT, who is a negndd the other team,
returns the comment with “Don't want to get too thigy won't know how to spell
psychological-el’which sounds to the other two players as if it wesant to refer

to the PSOGU and PSOGM since they both respond théh“psychological”.

What has been described above is illustrated belttw a visual schema in a
sequence (1, 2, 3). PSOGU, PSOGT PSOGV, PSOGMpresented by U, T, V,
M respectively in the bubbles of the two teams ahé speech bubbles filled in

with the participants’ utterances.
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Psychological.

Yeah psychological
warfare!

Don't want to get too
big they won't
know...

how to spell

< TFAM U & M >

R‘

Psychological.

Figure 13. Membership categorization and face waiiglin interaction

What is noteworthy here is V and T are members ifférént teams and are

expected to behave in accordance with their teaingrs. However, V's comment
in 1 triggers a comment from T, which in turn igeipreted that T and V have

made an alignment and have formed an allience.efore, when U replied in 3

with the utterancépsychological”, it confirms that T's comment wigbronoun

129



“they” was perceived to have been addressed to U and Mindgl in with U and
forms another alliance against team V and T. Ineotvords, the expected
behaviour shaped by commitment of the membershgteaim in the beginning is
re-defined and re-constituted as the interactidioldad and the turning point was
2, in the sequence illustrated above. PSOGYV idfitkespeaker to mention the
word psychological“Yeah psychological warfare!”. When PSOGT replid3on't
want to get too big they won't know how to speljg®mlogical-el', the utterance
is ambiguous as “they” could refer to “the peopteo are recording and will later
be transcribing” or to the other two participanig)o are most probably in the
other group playing cards, PSOGU and PSOGM. “Ggto big” implies that the
subject of the utterance is already very big, indaomatic sense, compared with
what it is directed at and creates a scalar relship. With the intensifier “too”,
the utterance widens the distance but this distasceot flat but scalar and
hierarchical. That is why indicating that spellithgg word psychological would be
too hard for “them” is an insult. PSOGU and PSOGMpinder the comment
“they won't know how to spell psychological-ellby repeating the word
psychological (most probably spelling the word)agrove that they know how to
spell it. The fact that they wanted to prove thap spell the word indicates that
for them, in the utterance, “they won't know howsfeell psychological-el!”the
pronoun “they” refers to PSOGU and PSOGM themselves not the BNC
transcribers. When PSOGYV realizes how PSOGU anddh&@ok the comment,
she/he attempts to clarify why she/he used the wisythological, which is
apparently not expected to be used in this conbgxgaying “I added that for the
old tape, you know”which is meant to clarify the ambiguity of what égf

referred to, that is, to the transcribers.

The misunderstanding with the pronoun “they” creage different frame for
indexicality and creates a different membershipoization which in turn pushes
PSOGYV to point out what “they” in fact meant toereto: “the old tape”. This
correction offered in fact functions as a metapraggrcomment to repair the face
attack PSOGV encountered after having performed;idiation of membership
organization through an utterance which createsferent indexicality and 2) an

insult directed at two other members, which in tdamages his/her own face and
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so triggers an implicit apologyl added that for the old tape, you know”. This
comment of PSOGYV also serves the purpose of edsintension present. At this
point, PSOGT feels obliged to save his own facesdying “Did you”implying
that he did not realize it and thus he safdhey won't know how to spell

psychological-el”.

The discussion on the membership about this expacigs out two related
concepts; indexicality and membership categoriratiiiscussed in the literature in
relation to face and impoliteness theories. Rubil(® discusses the constitutive
role of face in interaction and the role of indeity. She (2010) argues that:

face is a Janus-like indexical concept which caiege the self-in-
interaction, as it indexes and is indexed by (lisic) acts, and features of
underlying conceptualizations of social practicasvant to the interaction.
According to this understanding of face, affectigeponses, such as pride,
liking, solidarity, disassociation, embarrassmentresentment, and other
orientations to face derive from (perceived) categdions emerging in the
unfolding interaction (p.2131).

Her argument is informed by Garfinkel (1967) an@dk3a(1986, 1989)’s proposals
of indexicality and membership categorization. Br larticle, “Face as indexical
category in interaction”, Ruhi (2010) explains hd®acks (1989) describes
membership categorization. It is “a very centrathiaery of social organization”
and that a person can be categorized in an intefimimber of ways (Sacks
quoted in Ruhi 2010, p. 2134). The example Ruhi@@ives from Sacks (1989,
p.330, 335) to explain membership categorizatiothér is a story produced by a
two year-old baby: “The baby cried. The mommy pitkt up”. Here, ‘crying’
categorizes ‘baby’ as a ‘stage in life’, but thetegawry baby is also a
categorization device in the notion of ‘family’ slmat the ‘mommy’ is inferred to
be “the mommy of the baby” and this dynamic intetation is a “membership
categorization device” (MCD) (see, Sacks, 1986).hiR(2010) examines
photographs taken at a wedding ceremony togetitbrthe video recording as
“parallel documents”, illustrating background ewventfor membership
categorization and proposes that “face is inh&remdexical concept that
categorizes the social self in terms of its attelSuvis a vis categorizing(s) of
others” (p.2144).
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With the same line of thought in mind, Ruhi (20D)es a further example from
the field notes on face and (im)politeness in Tahkdiscourse before discussing
how photographs show “underlying social practiced participants’ (linguistic)
acts co-index each other, thereby rendering an usmticg of face that is
entrenched in features of situated interaction21Bf3). The example is a re-
constructed dialogue between two participants, Ayand Canan, names used as
pseudonyms. Aynur and Canan are close friends andrC who has applied for a
scholarship, breaks the good news to Aynur that e won the scholarship.
Aynur congratulates her by sayiggnin adina ¢ok sevindifi am so happy for
you”. Later at an interview, to a question prompbgdRuhi (2010), Aynur talks
about her negative evaluations of Canan'’s replg, ¢dvwhich are “Canan wasn't
really so happy” and “Canan lacked warmth”. Rul@il@) points that:

For Aynur, the expression indexes Canan’s assessmEnAynur's

accomplishment, her affective response to this mptishment, and her
relationship to Aynur. Taking face to provisionalbe related to self,
Aynur's comments suggest that her face was not titcotel in the
interaction in accordance with her understandingvioét is appropriate in
this setting. Given the fact that Aynur's commeatscially rely on her
expectations, face becomes not only co-constitbtédalso constitutive of
interaction. (pp. 2132- 33).

Also based on Schlenker and Pontari (2000)’s wstdeding of self-presentation,
like Ruhi (2008), Spencer- Oatey (2007) pointed this understanding has
fundamental implications for studies on face amd)goliteness mainly for; 1)
“accounting for face in a manner that correspoondsatticipant interpretations is a
complex task, as face and self-presentational coecare very oftefackground
events” (Ruhi, 2010), 2 ) face is an indexicalegatial concept pointing to the
self-in-interaction (Ruhi, 2005; Ruhi angik-Guler 2007, Ruhi, 2010), and 3)
indexing features influence how participants makaweations of face phenomena
in interaction (Ruhi, 2010).

This example is also closely related to Spenceeyst(2000) Equity and
Association rights in her Rapport Management Mod@hpport management
consists of three interconnected aspects: the neamagt of face, the management

of sociality rights and obligations and the managetof interactional goals. For
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Spencer-Oatey, face is similar to how Goffman (1$63) defines it; ‘the positive
social value a person effectively claims for hirh§sic] by the line others assume
he has taken during a particular contact’ (qtdSjpencer-Oatey, 2000, p.13). The
management of sociality rights and obligations ab®ut social expectancies,
meaning that they reflect people’s concerns abamdss and appropriateness of
behavior. Interactional goals are the tasks pebphe when they interact with
each other (Spencer-Oatey, 2000, p.14). What isoitapt about perceived
sociality rights and obligations is that people @lep a sense of behavioral
expectations and in cases where these expectatenset differently or not met
at all, interpersonal relationship are influence8he summarizes the bases of
perceived sociality rights and obligations undee¢hheadings: 1) contractual/legal
agreements and requirements, 2) explicit and imbptmnceptualizations of roles
and positions, 3) behavioral conventions, stylas@otocols. She expands the last
heading by giving an example: work groups, for anse, usually develop
conventions for managing team meetings on issueb &3 who sits where;
whether where they sit should depending on theaitustor role or not. Although
the first base, contractual/legal agreements aqdinements are more rigid, it is
possible that they were generated as a result mibaormative behaviour. Not
surprisingly, the normative behaviour is what frexqtly or typically takes place in
a context but these norms may not be arbitrary:

They may reflect efficient strategies for handlimgctical demands, and
they may also be manifestations of more deeply tialdes. For example,
conventions in relation tturn-takingand rights to tallemphasis mine) at
business meetings are partly a reflection of tresiie deal effectively with

the matters at hand, but they are also likely ftece more deeply held

beliefs about hierarchy and what is socially appede behavior for given

role-relationship. In other words, people typicaligld value-laden beliefs
about the principles that should underpin intecac{iSpencer-Oatey, 2000,
p.16)

Spencer-Oatey and Jiang (2003) call these belietsofragmatic Interactional
principles (SIPs), two of which are equity and asson. These two principles
are fundamental to expand on since they are theciptes that link both
Culpeper's and Bousfield’'s models to Spencer-Oatdyapport Management

model.
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Spencer-Oatey (2000) describes equity as the fuedtnbelief that we expect to
be treated fairly because we believe that “we alleentitled to personal
consideration from others”, “we are not unduly irepd upon, that we are not
unfairly ordered about and that we are not takeraathge of or exploited” (p.16).
Two components of the equity principle are: costdii, and autonomy-
imposition. They reflect the extent to which weqave the relationships as costly
or imposing, with the basic assumption that costd benefits and autonomy
should be in balance. While equity is about thecept of fairness, association is
about social involvement. There are two aspectshisf principle: interactional
involvement-detachment and affective involvemernadement The former is the
belief that we are entitled to have an appropriateount of conversational
interaction with the others and the latter is te&db that we share an appropriate

amount of concerns, feelings and interests.

In the extract when PSOGT replies, “don't want éb o big, they won't know
how to spell psychological-el!”, the utterance “comant to get too big” reminds
one of the idiomatic expressions “too big for yboots”. If someone is too big for
their boots it means they are conceited and haaggetated sense of their self-
importance. As discussed abovégetting too big” implies that the subject of the
utterance is already full of himself/herself, in idiomatic sense, compared with
what it is directed at and creates a scalar relship. With the intensifier “toQ”
the utterance widens the distance but this distasceot flat but scalar and
hierarchical. Therefore, indicating that spellifg tword psychological would be
too hard for “them” is an insult for the people wéi@ referred to. It is the reason
why this utterance with its implications indicatewiolation of the Equity Rights
of the other members of the group because it idyctistheir face in interaction.
Another interesting point about the reply “Donéamnw to get too big, they won't
know how to spell psychological-el!”is that it also forms a violation of the
association rights as it detaches the people “thef@r to and prevents their social
involvement to the group. It is more than possthkt the PSOGT becomes aware
of the misunderstandings and makes the commerddiéd that for the old tape,
you know?” to restore the membership organizatiot the repair the friction in

interaction.
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Overall, in this extract what is observed in terofighe research questions, (i.e.
what triggers impoliteness, what strategy is useay is impoliteness countered,
the role of the countering strategy) is as followsseems that PSOGV and
PSOGT, despite being in different teams while pigycards, form a new alliance
against membership organization background assangti which triggers
impoliteness together with the utterance “don’t vem get too big they won't
know how to spell psychological-el”, which funct®as an insult strategy. As a
result of being insulted, PSOGU and PSOGM form w radliance to protect
themselves from the face attack and attempt taaepthe inadequacy implied by
the insult while they both reply “psychological’hi§ countering strategy in turns
brings out an outcome as a repair strategy: PSO843¥ “| added that for the old
tape, you know?” and tries to repair the impolienperceived

Extract 2.

(Text ID: KCP, conversations recorded by PSOGM)

This eaxtract is a short piece of family convematiand the speakers are
exchanging opinions on TV programmes, which lateng into a discussion.

Eventually the tension generates implicational iht@oess.

(GU) She knew a lot of telly.

(GU) Neighbours

(GM) On!

(GU) and bloody Coronation Street and all that krap
(GM) Ooh!

(GT) Ooh!

(GU) You'd hear all that!

(GV) And don't say crap, that's a very good progresh
(GM) What is?I

(GV) Coronation

(GU) Coronation

(GV) Str

(GM) Oh what a load of dip!

(GV) I lo, I've recorded whatever's on tonightitiEastenders?
(GV) K'Y T V I've got on tonight recorded that.

(GU) SH I T more like!

GT laughs

(GM) Yeah.

(GV)KY TVisverygood, KYTV.

(GT) Hang on (laughing)
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(GT) KY TV, what's that?

(GM) I didn't think you'd be a Coronation Streetlidl

(GT) No, | wouldn't!

(GV) The best people are.

(GV) Princess Anne.

(GT) Well it is the biggest load of rubbish, peogtan’t really live

(GV) No, very good acting

(GT) like that

(GM) hmm

(GV) No one said they did

(GT) Well it isn’t even good acting

(GM) That’s enough

(GV) It's very good

(GM) When we are on the

In this conversation when GU says that “she kndat af telly” she is criticizing
the person which is why she gives the names of gwvagrams and ends her
comments with “ and all that crap” which functicas an intensifier for her dislike
of the programs. When GV disagrees “And don't saap,cthat's a very good
programme!” she uses another modifier “very gotal’express how much she
likes the program. The acronym for the name ofcti@nnel, KYTV, is mimicked
by GU and echoed as SHIT in an offensive word "sfihis is how impoliteness
comes to surface. However, GV replies “K Y T V isry good, K Y T V”
repeating the channel, reinforcing the acknowledgemand echoing the mimicry
SHIT back to its place. When the third speaker Gihg in and says “No, |
wouldn't!’” be a Coronation street addict, GV replighe best people are. Princess
Anne.” GV iplies that GU and GV are not among thbest people, and thus, GV

is impolite in return.

This example illustrates Culpeper’s (2011b) secfmmoh-driven strategy for non-
conventionalized implicational impoliteness: minyicand echoic mention. He
defines mimicry as “a caricatured re-presentatiml61). Referring to Goffman
(1974.539) he points out that quoting is part ommry. When someone quotes
“too much”, for instance all the prosodic featurefsthe speaker, the quoter
becomes “suspect” (p.161). Culpeper (2011b) bromdeperber and Wilson's
(1986) mimicry and echoic mention and explainsttimeng mimicry as such:

First, on a recognition of the behavior as an ecbecond, on an
identification of the source of the behavior echoiitd, the recognition
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that the source of behavior is a characteristithefidentity of the speaker
who gave rise to it, and fourthly on a recognitibat the speaker’s attitude
to the behavior echoed is one of rejection or gisayal (p. 161).

With this explanation in mind, the facts that imstbonversation SHIT is spelled in
letters s, h, i, t, just like the proper name far TV channel, KYTV, and is written
in capital letters in the script indicate thatsituttered to echo KYTV as SHIT TV
and is uttered to reject the comment that the atlarsngood. It is an echoic
mention and is an example of implicational impaigss for taking the clues
discussed into the consideration. In this examptéacted from the BNC, which
is a written corpus as opposed to the STC whidhn®dal, both with its written
and audio components, the way the utterance SHECnpted provides enough
context for the conclusion that the example refldatplicational impoliteness.
This extract also exemplifies a case for face am@@xical concept (Ruhi, 2010a).
When the participant GU indexes the viewers ofgfegramme Coronation Street
and the KYTV watchers under the same negative meshipe GV adopts the
tactic and indexes herself together with other eisaunder a positive membership
by saying the best people and Princess Anne aren@ton Street addicts.

However, this strategy does not seem to be effedtivend the discussion since
GT continues showing dislike to GV's taste repelgtedth “people don't really
live like that” and “it isn’t even good acting”. GVh return tries to protect her face
that has been attacked a couple of times so fdromt of other parties too,
responds “no one said they did” and “no very goarling” by offering
counterarguments that did not really get GT to stgpoliteness. Interestingly, in
the end, a third party, GM, who has agreed with t&at the program is bad by
saying “I didn’t think you would be a Coronatiornr&dt addict”, decides to end the
impoliteness first very directly through a silen¢#rat is enough” then by a topic
change “when we are on the (...)". This indicateg thanteraction, participants
try to protect their own faces when they encoumgooliteness however other
participants who are witnessing the impolitenessy nsdso want to stop
impoliteness since they feel it is their face adl Weing attacked. A plausible

explanation for this is that people want othershtwve a positive opinion of
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themselves and not stopping impoliteness in casenihey are witnessing other

people suffer from impoliteness gives an oppositeression.

Overall, in this extract, impoliteness is triggerlby showing strong dislike to

someone’s taste by the utterance “SHIT TV mor€'Jilhich is a face attack. The
strategy is insult, echoed and implied with theepffive word “shit”. In return, GV

who is insulted, to protect her face, follows thmumter strategy of excluding

herself from the members of the group by saying tiest people are (Coronation
Street addicts)” and indexes herself with a newugrof people, for example

“Princess Anne” and two more counter arguments. él@r, the impoliteness is
brought to an end by a third party who uses a sleand offers a topic change
followed by it.

Extract 3.
(Text ID: KBB, conversations recorded by PS0O35)

In this extract, a husband (PSO3S), and a wife @3Cre having a daily
conversation which gradually becomes tense and efttisimpoliteness. In the
end, PSO3T changes the topic by starting to talkualbvhat Jackie bought: a
walkman. The rest of the conversation, which is gioen here as part of the

extraction discussed, gives away this information.

(PSO3T) I shouldn't miss the pigeons all that muiclkon't mind the blackbird and
the thrush and the robin but and a few starlindd don't like many pigeons about
the garden.

(PSO3S) They're too dirty.

(PSO3T) They're not.

(PSO3S) Yes they are.

(PSO3T) Are you very bread hungry, toast hungry?

(PSO3S) Oh no I'm not hungry at all

(PSO3T) Well you should be.

(PSO3S) [??7]

(PSO3T) Well you didn't have much after your @npesterday did you?
(PSO3S) I don't know why you always have so mawgguiures [???] remain in
[??7?] does it?

(PSO3T) Don't be silly.

(PSO3S) We're not going to go out at all then t@day
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(PSO3T) Not in this fog. And | think it's freezinpe pantry was like an ice
box....I know there's no frost on the cars but it tratidl be cold.
(PS0O3S) What was like an ice box?

(PSO3T) The pantry...I mean |

(PSO3S) Well that's because the garage

(PSO3T) I know | know but er

(PS0O3S) You must have had the window open.

(PSO3T) I didn't. It's just ever so cold.

(PS0O3S) Quite cold is the phrase.

(PSO3T) What did you say?

(PSO3S9) I said quite cold is the phrase, not everoid.
(PSO3T) Is it? Oh. | stand corrected.

(PSO3S) You'll have to go back to the nursery.

(PSO3T) You, you'd like to go back to school. Auyage.
(PSO3S) I'd show the kids a thing or two.

(PSO3T) You might... Apparently Jackie’s got...

(PSO3S) What?

This conversation is interesting in that when tdge@ency pairs are analyzed, a
very tense sequence comes up. Below is the charptlesents the pattern of the

turns and the tension the sequence creates.

Table 14. The analysis of adjacency pairs in tNEHBEXtract 3

Opinion (1) | don't like many pigeons about thedgm
Strong Opposite opinion (2) They'retoo dirty.

Disagreement (3) They're not.

Strong Disagreement (4) Yesthey are.

Change in topic, Strong assumption (5) Are youverybread hungry, toast hungry?
Definite negative answer (6) I'm not hungryat all.

Directive based on the strong assumption (7)Well you should be.

Conventionalized impoliteness (8) I don't know whyou alwayshaveso many
(Culpeper2010,2011b) procedures [???] remain in [???] does it?

Unpallatable question

Conventionalized impoliteness (9) Don't be silly.

(Culpeper 2010, 2011b)

Dismissal

Change in topic (10) We're not going to go out at all then today?

Opinion (11) I think it's freezing, the pantry wide an ice
box

Directive based on a strong assumption (12)You must have had the window open.

139




Table 14 continued.

Disagreement (13) | didn't. It's just ever so cold.

Change in topic Quite cold is the phrase.

(language correction to previous utterance)

Question What did you say?

Answer | said quite cold is the phrase, not ever so
cold.

Opinion Is it? Oh. | stand corrected.

opinion You'll have to go back to the nursery.

Disagreement (with partial repeat) You, you'd likggo back to school. At your
age.

Agreement- I'd show the kids a thing or two.

Agreement/change in topic You might...Apparently Jaskgot...

Question What?

The pattern in the sequence shows how the tensidhe conversation raises.
Opinions are met by disagreements (see numbers i8, the chart); strong
assumptions that the couple makes, directed at etheln (see numbers 5, 7, 12)
are dismissed with definite negative answers (6, d3impoliteness (8); and
impoliteness is confronted with impoliteness (18) return. The chart also
presents, in italics, the words, such as “tdg&ry”, “not... at all”, “always” and
“so many”, which modify the message and increase tdmsion by adding
emphasis to utterances. For instance, the facP8a13S disagrees by using “too”
in the utterance “They are too dirty” makes theagieement a strong one. When
PSOS3S replies “I'm not hungry at™alf'at all” adds an intense definiteness to the
negativity of the answer. The questidiire you very bread hungry, toast
hungry?” is in fact already formulated based otrang assumption with modifier
“very” and presupposes that the person is at least hifngoy very hungry. The
strong assumption that PSO3T is making with “very’replied by a strong
negative answer with “not at allivhich reminds us of impoliteness in  mimicry
and the echoic mention in implicational impolitenefCulpeper, 2011b, see
Chapter Two for discussion). The extremity of “very echoed back in “not at
all”. In this example, PSO3T’s assumption that PS@3hungry and expressing

that with the adverb qualifier “very” indicatinghagh degree to the assumption is
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the echoed behaviour. PSO3S’s reply that he ishnogry and expressing that
with the adverb qualifier “not (hungry) at alifdicating a very high degree of
negative response to the assumption made by PSOBiE iecho. Markedness of
the echo lies in the exaggeration on the expressiomn...at all” but it is not at this
point in interaction further inferencing comes inptay. The implied echoed
bahviour is that PSO3T always has so many procedxgressed ifi don't know
why you always have so many procedures” and it imesoclear when this
utterance takes place. With “alwayst this utterancewe see that the echoer,
PSOS3S, thinks of the implied echoed behavior akaaacteristic of the echoed,
PSOS3T. Clearly, PSO3T recognizes the negativeudétiand replies, “Don't be
silly”.

The tension increases even more with the instan€empoliteness which are
realized through conventionalized impoliteness irar@l 9 in the form of an
unpalatable question, “I don't know why you alwds/e so many procedures
[???] remain in [???] does it?”, and a dismisgatfioning as a silencer as well,
“Don't be silly”. After this point in the conversah, a more complex level of

impoliteness takes place:

(PSO3T) I didn't. It's just ever so cold.

(PSO3S) Quite cold is the phrase.

(PSO3T) What did you say?

(PSO3S) I said quite cold is the phrase, not evexotd.
(PSO3T) Is it? Oh. | stand corrected.

(PSO3S) You'll have to go back to the nursery.
(PSO3T) You, you'd like to go back to school. Atyage.
(PSO3S) I'd show the kids a thing or two.

(PSO3T) You might...Apparently Jackie’s got...
(PSO3S) What?

PSO3S corrects PSO3T by pointing out that the espra she uses is not the
“correct” expression by saying “Quite cold is thbrgse”. When PSO3S asks
“What did you say?”, we understand that there bsemk-down in communication.
The reasons for the break-down could be variou®3&might not have heard
what PSO3T just said; she might not have understduoat he was referring to;

she might be challenging him to say what he just sae more time. Since the
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context does not provide any clues to the issués itot possible to make an
interpretation here. However, the following linagply enough information on
how she perceives what PSO3T said later. When P3ag3 “| said quite cold is
the phrase, not ever so cold”, PSO3S replies ?1©ih. | stand corrected.”. PSO3T
is very direct in the way he repeats the correctind PSO3S replies, with a very

formal expression surprised “Is it? Oh.”, “| starwrected”.

“l stand corrected” is an expression used in thammg of “to be set right as after
an error in a statement of fact; to admit havingrbm error” or “used to admit that
something you have said or done was wrong”. PSORBiEsner is quite direct and
PSO3S’s manner is quite formal in return. Bothh&f $peakers manner of speech,
one being very direct in his correction and otheing very formal in her reply,
obscures the context and creates a mismatch betiieerpragmatic context of
speech, between a husband and a wife at home,hanchanner. Therefore, it
creates a case for convention-driven implicatiomgloliteness (Culpeper, 2011b).
PSOS3S carries on his pointed criticism by sayinégpu’ll have to go back to the
nursery”, in a directive. In fact, how PSO3S replie that directive “You'll have
to go back to the nursery”, proves that implicagiloimpoliteness has reached the
target as PSO3T replies “You, you'd like to go bézkschool. At your age.”.
PSO3T meets the impoliteness by being impolite bintphg out her husband’s
age, which is 82, as the bibliographic data analgsies at the BNC. 82 is not a
common age to go to school and in fact PSO3T isn@imy him the impossibility
of it by pointing out, by implication, he is toodol Again because age 82 is
generally considered not to be the age of attendingchool, giving this
information is not relevant to the point she is mgkby, “You, you'd like to go
back to school.” On the contrary, this piece obmiation points to the opposite
idea that he cannot go to the school. Thereforflouts the maxim of Relation.
Moreover, both speakers already know have thigmmédion so PSO3T also flouts
the Maxim of Quantity. That is the reason, intetipige the exchange requires a
complex web of inferencing and poses a strong dasesarcasm, tease and

implicational impoliteness (Culpeper, 2011b).
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In this extract, disagreement, verbalized in ddférforms, has a large impact on
how the conversation unfolds and ends. While dsiogswhat a disagreement is,
Locher (2004) qguotes Waldron and Applegate (19944)p disagreement is “a
form of conflict, because verbal disagreementstaxang communication events,
characterized by incompatible goals, negotiatiod #re need to coordinate self
and other actions”. She continued by explaining hdigagreements are
noteworthy for face issues: since a disagreemeitates a conflict on a content
level, it has the potential to create face concbatause it is difficult “to get one’s
point across without seeming self-righteous” (p.349wever, the discussion on
the function of disagreements took a different aicm over time. Locher and
Watts (2005) Angouri & Locher (2012), and Sifianou (2012) dretteation to the
fact that disagreements can serve a variety of timmg including ensuring
sociability and intimacy. Disagreements may “cdnite to face-aggravating, face-
maintaining or face-enhancingffects and examining “how disagreement is
enacted and achieved and what the effects of differenditions might be”
(Angouri and Locher, 2012, p. 2) is the suggesteay wf approaching the
discussion of disagreement in impoliteness studdsssummarized in Chapter
Two, disagreement was also discussed as an adjapairc(Locher 2004, p. 95),
requiring a first and a second part and a sequenceffering opinions. The
adjacency pairs may not be completed in two tukmghoff (1993, p.195 cited in
Sifianou, 2012, p.4) points out that disagreememts not simply accepted or
rejected. They are likely to create longer sequentésually speakers of the
disgreement in an interaction follow the disagreeimep with a further
contribution; “These change specifications of cghteso that ensuing

disagreements may become more and more expli¢ibuitmitigation”.

The pattern of adjacency pairs observed in the @sation is:

Opinion-opposition-disgareement

Change in topic

Question-answer-opinion

Change in topic

(Unpallateble) question- answer (dismissal)
Change in topic:
Opinion-opinion-disagreement

Change in topic
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Question-answer- opinion -opinion- disagreementegstic) agreement- (sarcastic)
agreement

Change in topic

Question....

In this pattern, we observe that the disagreemamdup with a change in the topic

except after the last change of topic, where saraasd implicational impoliteness
may be creating more reaction. In this conversattams are not followed up
further by speakers; therefore, disagreements tiinit@te longer sequences. On
the contrary, since they are not accompanied hyyaiars such as hesitations,
request for clarification, partial repeats, ethe sequences are cut short. This in
return gives an intense feeling to the conversatghort sequences in the extract
aggravate face, not so much due to the conflithencontent but due to the limited
length managed by the speakers’ initiation of tapiange. The topic change here
acts like a silencer and is used as a way of shgpfpirther communication. Locher
(2004) points out that disagreements may have ictgtr power on the
“addressee’s action-environment” due to their “ssdial position” (p.95). This
extract brings a new dimension to this insightisltnot only disagreements’
sequential position that has a restrictive poweg also whether they open up the
stage for further communication by being accomghimg the mentioned devices
to initiate further communication. Pomerantz (1984, 70, 74) distinguished
between ‘strong’ and ‘weak’ disagreements. She ampd that when
disagreements are used in a position to react @t Wwas taken place previously
“weak disagreement can be accompanied by a delayjispteferred messages
through hesitations, “no talk”, requests for claafion, partial repeats, other
repair initiators, turn prefaces” etc. while strodgagreement usually occurs
without these devices” (quoted in Locher, 2004,5p.9This distinction is
noteworthy for an argument: what Pomerantz (198®racterizes as “strong”
disagreement followed up a change in topic, endirghort sequences, aggravates
face more. The argument that no linguistic expogsss inherently polite or
impolite (Fraser and Nolen, 1981; Eelen, 2001; ®er&afi, 2001; Watts, 2003;
Spencer-Oatey, 2005; Haugh, 2007; Ruhi, 2008; (@elpe2010) is also valid for
speech acts. Speech acts are not inherently pwliienpolite. As Angouri and
Locher (2012, p.2) point out that what we are egézd in in the study of
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disagreement is the context and the effect of tbatext even from a CA point of

view, rather than its mere existence.

Overall, in this Extract impoliteness is triggeney being critical to and showing
dislike to one’s use of language “quite cold is thlerase”. However, it is
aggravated by the tension created by disagreenudiotved by sudden topic
changes and unpalatable question preceding theismt The impoliteness
strategy is an insult since “quite cold is the glefamplies an inadequacy in using
language. The counter strategy is an ironical askedgement “I stand corrected”
followed by irony “you might show kids a couple things at your age” first and

then offering a topic change.

Extract 4.
(Text ID: KBE, conversations recorded by PSO4B)

The following excerpt is not an instance of impatiess but a discussion of why it
is not is fundamental for the further discussioniropoliteness. In this excerpt,
what would normally be considered as the conveatiped impoliteness formula
(Culpeper, 2010, 2011b) is not perceived as impdi$ it does not cause any
friction in the communication. In fact, it functisrdor an opposite purpose, which

is to show warmth and friendliness, and therefalégness.

In a gathering at home, where PSODM, 29, is the¢ &iod the wife, PSODN is the
cousin, 29 and a housewife, and PSODRP is a friégddnd a housewife. PSODM
asks the cousin PSODN if she is going out on Fridgit. PSODN explains that a
friend of hers whose son she looks after until fiend comes home from work
suggested going out to Cardiff, with two other gjitfandra and Alison. She says
she is not sure if she wants to go out to Carditfiviklison and Sandra being “like
that”. We understand from the excerpt that heemegion to go out with the girls

comes from her uneasiness about her weight.

(PSODM) You going out tomorrow are you?
(PSODN) Oh I don't know
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(PSODM) Do you go out on a Saturday now?

(PSODN) No I don't do I? It's not that | t | myeind come][...] cos | do have her
little boy now

straight from school, she pays for him to havexaftram Endrodenny down to
my house and | do have him until she finishes warkl she said oh coming out
tomorrow?l said oh yeah! | mean | wouldn't've mishifeshe said come up the
house like and she mentioned Cardiff but I'veegsm fat | don't wanna go!
(PSODP) [yawning] Oh don't be so stupid woman .

(PSODN) Honestly that's what | think, | just domdnna

(PSODM) You always look smart

(PSODP) Yes she does.

(PSODN) I, yeah but 1d | no I, I'm fat and | domanna go. And that's how | feel.
Cos then she said oh Sandra are you coming? | hoagthere's Alison like that,
there's Sandra like that | thought oh no. Canmitlait.

(PSODM) I've got to find my keys now to get in.

(PSODN) I don't know, I'll see how | feel.

(PSODM)Oh well

The exchange sequence | would like to discussigneixcerpt is the following:
(PSOND).... I've gone so fat | don't wanna go!

(PSODP) [yawning] Oh don't be so stupid woman .

(PSOND) Honestly that's what | think, | just domdnna

(PSODM) You always look smart

(PSODP) Yes she does.

(PSOND) I, yeah but 1d | no I, I'm fat and | domanna go.

When the exchange is taken at the surface leved, @an say that because
PSOND’s comment “.... I've gone so fat | don't wamgod” is returned with by
PSODP “[yawning] Oh don't be so stupid woman.”, B&Ois being impolite.
PSODP’s utterance can be considered as convengedaimpoliteness formula
which fits into condescension (Culpeper, 2011b)iras”- [that] ['s/is being]
[babyish/childish/etc.]”. However, as how the corsation unfolds indicate,
“[yawning] Oh don't be so stupid woman.”, is notrqgeved to be impolite by
PSOND. The reply coming from PSOND is an elaboratam the comment
PSOND had just made about herself: “Honestly ghatiat | think, | just don't
wanna”. There are at least two reasons why “[yaghiOh don't be so stupid
woman.”, might not have been perceived as impolijethe negative assertion
PSOND makes about herself is replied with PSODBIsdescension and so it
implies a positive meaning and does not functionaasinsult 2) PSODP is
following the politeness rules as in a way shexgeeted to say something to make
PSOND feel better; the absence of such behavidrbeilperceived as impolite

(Culpeper, 2011b) that fits into context-driven lrogtional impoliteness. What is
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also interesting here is that, of all the optior®OBP could choose from (e.qg.
don’t be stupid), he chooses to say “don't be gpidtwoman”, where both “so”

and “woman”have important functions.

“So” increases the intensity of the message sindahe words “too, very, not...
at all, always, so many”, which added to the temsio Excerpt 3 (see the
discussion above). If the utterarfd®n't be so stupid woman” had been perceived
as impolite by PSOND, “soivould have created the same impact as the words in
Excerpt 3 and increased tension. However, withenviry context, the absence of
“so” could have created tensioASOND’s utterance “.... I've gone so fat | don't
wanna go!”, which comes after a long explanatioggasts that this is a sensitive
issue for her and she is very emotional aboutappearance at least for the time
being. This intensity of how she feels about hesk$o right now requires a
similarly intense answer which has to emphasize sirebs that her behavior is
unreasonable. To put it in other words, in ordet toorespond with a lack of
warmth and friendliness to such an intense wayxpfessing emotions, PSODP
exaggerates her reply with “std PSOND. Not using “soivould be a mismatch
of the context and create an absence of expectelime and be impolite.

The other lexical item mentioned above to have g wportant function is

"1 creates an effect: the comment is not directedhat t

“...woman”. “Woman
person and not personalized; that is whyon't be so stupid woman” does not fit
into the insult; personalized negative vocativeassertion as conventionalized
impoliteness formula Culpeper (2010, 2011b) idesdif “Woman” in the
utterance “Oh don't be so stupid womamits a distance between the speaker and
the hearer and in this way secures a perception the hearer that the comment
“stupid” is not an insult because it is not perdized as it would be in “don’t be
so stupid” addressed to the hearer directly thrabghimplication of “you”. The

act of yawning accompanies the utterance and @espitmportance, its pragmatic
effect is hard to be interpreted. Selting (2012areied complaint stories and
examined various ways storytellers employed to gai@ their complaints,

annoyance and anger or indignation. She found diffrent gestures even

! The effect of “woman” can be different in diffetecontexts for the very reason that it
depersonalizes the person it addresses.
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laughter and smiling are used “to make interpretédilplessness’ or ‘cheekiness
(p.412). Perhaps if the conversation had a vise@nding, further interpretations
about the yawning, whether it is genuine or miméckad to what effect it is used
could have been offered.

While discussing genuine versus mock impoliten€sgpeper (2011b) focuses on
“conventionalized impoliteness formulae used in tegts where contextual
expectations of politeness are very strong” (p.20H¢ gives an example to
illustrate such a case:

[Lawrence Dallaglio, former England Rugby captadescribing the very

close family in which he grew up].

As Francesca and John left the house, she cametbapke Mum a kiss

and they said goodbye in the way they often didye'Byou bitch,

Francesca said. ‘get out of here, go on, you biteplied Mum.

It's in the blood: My life(2007), from an extract given iffhe Week

10/11/07
Culpeper (2011b, p.207) points out that in thisnegi® both a conventionalized
insulting vocative, ‘you bitch’, and a conventiozad dismissal, ‘get out of here’
are used. However, this describes a loving fanalgtionship as opposed to a hate
situation and nevertheless this is at odds withcthr@ext. He explains that “[t]he
recontextualisation of impoliteness in socially ogpijpe contexts reinforces
opposite effects, namely, affectionate, intimatadsbamongst individuals and the
identity of that group” and that the example ilhas¢és the use of mock
impoliteness. This acknowledgement demands a dismusof contexts where
impoliteness normalized, legitimized or neutralizeéd discussing these three
different processes, Culpeper (2011b) states tbanhalization and legitimizing
are similar in the sense that for both of them iht@oeess is of a positive value.
However, for legitimizing, an institutional structuis required such as in army
training, interrogations (p.216). Neutralizatioon the other hand, is rather

different from the others as in the case of moghalteness discussed earlier.

Watts (2003) discussed the neutralization processelation to “sanctioned
aggressive face work” and states that certain tgbesteraction, such as the one

between family members, close friends or in contipetforms of interaction as in
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political debates or in hierarchical structureshsas in the military services, are
sanctioned and so “neutralise face-threateningaoe-tlamaging acts” (pp.131-
132). Culpeper (2011b) considers “sanctioned” ¢loselated to legitimising but
fundamentally different than neutralizing. He argtigat in the military service for
instance, in army training, impoliteness is legiied but is not neutralized
because natural data indicate that recruits akk toffense, and contestantsTime
Weakest Linkwhich Culpeper (2011b) studied to collect date ifopoliteness
report embarrassment and humiliation. The use aman”in the extract above
could as well be reflective of the awareness theneat a context where an
impoliteness formulae would be neutralized, theakpe of the utterance prefers to
de-personalize the conventionalized impolitenessnfitae against the risk of
being perceived as impolite with the comment. Tkieaet below illustrates a case
where a conventionalized impoliteness formula dogsbecome neutralized and

generates impoliteness.

Extract 5
(Text ID: KBM, conversations recorded by PS1BL)

In extract 5, the conversation takes place amonggtfriends who are students.
They are talking about a deadline and the leng@émnaodssignment. It is understood
from the co-text that the assignment is due aftest& but if it is to be handed in
before, the paper will be marked and checked ferstadents to work on more and
to submit with revisions after Easter. It shoulghagntly cover six items and as
one of the participants’ comments below, each glwuld be expanded upon with
approximately five hundred words. One of the pgréints, PS1BR has decided to
hand the assignment in the next day and get fe&kdiafore he submits its final
version. When PS1BR says he/she has written onesdno words, PS1BL points
out that it will not be enough and says “You havewsite about five hundred
words just to cover each point. You have to givadkand loads like”. PS1BR’s
reply to this is a conventionalized impolitenessnfola; “Fuck off!”. PS1BL
channels it back the speaker PS1BL and directlyemsdes the speaker with the
same conventionalized formula in the utterance “Yol’ with a moreintense

tone as in“You do!” by implication “you fuck off”is more personalized than
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“Fuck off”. To this replyPS1BR’s response “Sod thai8 noteworthy since the
response still includes another offensive wosbd®, which is 2& on the list of

offensive words in the year 2000 (see Section &.8idt of offensive words from
Millwood-Hargrave, 2000), but phrased in very dspealized and distancing

language as framed in pronoun “that”, in “Sod that!

(PS1BN) Did we have to hand it in?

(PS1BL) No. You hand it in before Easter if you wamarked and checked. But
after Easter you just wanna hand it in and justisddlon't care.

(PS1BN) I'll bring it after Easter. Just hand ioim time.

(PS1BR) I'm gonna hand mine in tomorrow.

(PS1BL) What the first? Bollocks!

(PS1BR) Good as it'll ever be.

(PS1BL) Six hundred words is nowhere near enoughth®usand'll be about
close enough.You should see what he says.

(PS1BR) But I'm gonna one thousand

(PS1BL) You a

(PS1BR) words, but that's all I'm

(PS1BL) yo

(PS1BR) gonna do.

(PS1BL) You have wi write about five hundred wojalst to cover each point.
You have to give loads and loads like .

(PS1BR) Fuck off!

(PS1BL) You do!

(PS1BR) Sod that!

(PS1BL) have you do-

(PS1BN) What meat?

(PS1BL) [laugh]

(PS1BR) yeah well

(PS1BN) [laughing] [?7?7?] [??7?] put meat for ofhdie answers !

(PS1BL) [laugh]

(PS1BR) what?

(PS1BL) [laugh]

(PS1BN) about five points, he’s just put meat.

Culpeper (2011b) elaborates on neutralizing andneents that even in situations
where impoliteness is meant to function as mockoiitgness and is neutralized
there is no guarantee that the target will not @iftence. Culpeper (2011b, p.218)
argues that neutralized impoliteness may still eaoBence as impoliteness is
difficult to see in contextwhich is what essentially neutralizes the negatioit

impoliteness. He explains that a possible reasatddoe that people usually do

not pay attention to the context since people laiendency to pay more attention
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to negative stimuli, which in this case is the camionalized impoliteness
formulae “fuck off!”. Culpeper (2011b, p.218) ateratto and John (2005 [1991])
and reports that, “[they] argue that negative slinaitract greater attention
because of the inherent threat they pose, a predithey label the ‘automatic
vigilance hypothesis’:

[People] assign relatively more value, importanaed weight to events
that have negative, rather than positive, implaraifor them. In decision-
making, potential costs are more influential thasteptial gains (e.g.
Kahneman and Tversky, 1979). In impression fornmatimegative
formation is weighted more heavily than positiveformation (e.g
Anderson, 1974; Fiske, 1980; Hamilton and Zann&_2)9In non-verbal
communication, perceivers are more responsive tgathely toned
messages that are positive ones (Fordi, Lamb, tteand Donovan, 1978).
Quite generally, then, ‘losses loom larger thanngiailKahnemen and
Tversky, 1984:348) (quoted in Culpeper, 2011b, §.2bm Pratto and
John, (2005 [1995])).
In other words, for mock impoliteness to occur, tbatext and the effects of what
is included in the context (e.g. closeness of gmi@pants, the poetic effect, etc.)
compete with the impoliteness signal and neutratizelowever, at times, as is
illustrated in the extract, the context and the&# of what is included fail to the

task.

Overall, in this extract, what triggers impoliteads use of offensive language,
“fuck off”, which is itself impolite because it fations as an insult. The counter
strategy is impoliteness in the same phrase “you(fdok off)” in a more
personalized form since it starts with “you”. Thsfrategy works and PS1BR
depersonalizes the insult “fuck off” with “sod thawhere “that” adds a new
direction to the insult and the impoliteness contes closure. The participants
then start talking about the same topic in a jacoianner indicated by the laughs

in the following turns the speakers take.

Extract 6
(Text ID: KPW, conversations recorded by PS58H)

Extract 5 illustrates a case where “fuck off!” idarpreted as impolite and does not

become neutralized. The reasons are firstly, thatet are grounds to believe
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people have a tendency to pay much more attergioegative stimul{Pratto and
John, 2005 [1991]) and secondly, that the contedtthe effects included did not
allow for a contrary interpretation (Culpeper, 2B1L1Another point, in addition to
what is mentioned above for the discussion of whight have created a context
that the expression “fuck off!” does not go as nalited, is the frequency of the

context the expression is normally used with.

The idea of the frequency of the context is closelsited to schema theory and to
the related concepts such as frames, scripts, eenaCulpeper (2011b)
summarizes a schema as, “a structured cluster rfegds containing relatively
generic information derived from experience, andt@ed in semantic long-term
memory” (p.14). Levinson’s (1992 [1979a]) “activitype”, his notion of (1992, p.
97) “inferential schemata”, and Schank and Abeld®Y7, p. 41)’s script echoes a
similar argument. Schank and Abelson (1977, p.d&fine script as “A structure
that describes appropriate sequences of eventspartecular context... Scripts
handle stylised everyday situations. Thus, a scsipt predetermined, stereotyped
sequence of actions that defines a well-known sdoa (quoted in Culpeper,
2011b, p. 196). When Terkourafi (2005b) characésriconventionalization as “a
relationship between utterances and context, wisiehcorrelate of the (statistical)
frequency with which an expression is used in om@xperience of a particular
context” (p.213), her focus is also on the freqyent the expression and the
frame it creates in a person’s memory.

The extract below is a conversation exemplifyingjtaation where an expression
such as “shut up!treates tension due to the frequency with whicls isually
used.

(PS58J) [laugh] What was | saying? | said, yetdme, er my sister said that erm
she feels [laughs] a man in Olympus Sports, | eaid, on a poster playing basket
ball and he looked like you. Are you sure it's you? | said, are you sure it's not
you? What are you doing there? He goes [...] oh gpulike that. And er, he
yeah, yeah [...] he told me he could play baskét p..] it must be right cos
he's got a nice chest and he went what? Like tidhba started laughing [laugh]
He said yeah, cos he said he'd got, I, | don't knat | said [...] don't say shut
up like thatand I [...] [laugh] don't tell me $but up like that!

(PS6SM) Do | say that?

(PS58J) You always talk to people like that, wiratyou talking about? You're
just high and mighty
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(PS6SM) Don't talk to me like that! | don't, | doappreciate the way you're
talking to me!

(PS58J) Okay [...] don't you know when I'm joking?

(PS6SM) No, | don't when you're joking because gon't say shut up to me [...]
for you to say shut up.

(PS58J) [...] I'wa you mean you don't know whenjbiing or being serious.

I'm being serious now, anyway [...]

(KPWPSUNK) [...]

(PS58J)Who could that've been?

(PS6SM) | haven't got a clue.

Culpeper (2011b) indicates the expression “shut ap” a conventionalized
impoliteness formulae functioning as a silencahatend of his exhaustive corpus
analysis carried out in the Oxford English Corpsee(Chapter Three). In fact, the
tension is reinforced and intensified by a couplenore linguistic mismatches
with the context and in the end, one of the parénts retaliates and the other one
has to restore the interaction by saying he/shejolang. The following is the

description of what took place.

One of the participants, PS58J, reports a pastteuah what she/he had said to
another person at the time. While reporting whedsle said, PS58J, criticizing
that person, says, “I, | don't know what | said..][ don't say shut up like that and

I [...] [laugh] don't tell me to shut up like tfiawvhich immediatelygets PS6SM

to react and she/he asks, “Do | say thaffiparently, the reply, “You always
talk to people like that, what are you talking at¥oMou're just high and mighty”,
PS6SM receives from PS58J is not what is expeateduse it is responded with
disapproval by PS6SM: “Don't talk to me like thaton't, | don't appreciate the
way you're talking to me!”.

In the utterance “You always talk to people likatthwhat are you talking about?
You're just high and mighty’there arecertain face attackingstrategies used.
Firstly, the utterance is personalized as it is@skkd as in second person pronoun
“you”. Secondly, the booster “always” placed in a genea#ibn in a pointed
criticism implied by “like that; which has a negative meaning retrieved from the
co-text. Thirdly, this pointed criticism comes in anpalatable question; “what are
you talking about?”All of these uses of strategies block the inferetietPS58J

claims to have intended; “Okay [...] don't you knaiven I'm joking”.
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PS6SM eventually reminds PS58J that “shut up” isused in a context like this
and cannot function as a joke. In layman’s tenviggn PS6SM says, “No, | don't
when you're joking because you don't say shut uped...] for you to say shut
up”, he/she confirms Culpeper’s (2010, 2011b) findinat tlshut up” is a silencer
and dismissal. The metapragmatic comment comingy fRE6SM indicates that
the boundary between politenessl and politeness@tias precise as it is argued.
PS6SM's reminder that “shut up” is not approprialés both under politenessl as
it is the the speaker’s evaluation and under po$s2 as it brings a theoretical
dimension to the evaluation. This example suggdsis there is parallelism
between layman’s concept and current theoreticaleihof impoliteness that it is
the context (Culpeper, 2011) that determines whetheis the linguistic

expressions that generate impoliteness.

Overall, in this extract, impoliteness is trigger@dth showing dislike of
someone’s behavior. When PS6SM points out that WI%&E8J is criticizing is a
characteristic of PS58J as well, “you always tallpéople like that, what are you
talking about? You're just high and mighty”, PSH@iceives this to be impolite
and reacts to this insult. The counter strategy8336llows is implied warning
“‘don't talk to me like that! | don't, | don't apprate the way you're talking to
me!”. The warning has been effective on PS6SM bezahe/he says “okay [...]
don’'t you know when I'm joking?”, which is a denial change the topic. Then
PS58J brings the impoliteness to an end by takiegheme to another direction-
probably to a sound in the situation, “who couldttre been?”

Extract 7
(Text ID: KPH, conversations recorded by PS55T)

The extract below, is a good example of the emstgenerated by being exposed
to impoliteness. It illustrates the psychology be tperson attacked especially
when coercive power is executed. The extract isomversation between two
participants, one of whom, KPHPSUNK, reports andest of impoliteness: one

of the professors of the school calls her slut beeashe was chewing, apparently
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not a gum but sweets, giving the reason that itde to eat in public and such
behavior gives a bad reputation to the school adabks like a slut. KPHPSUNK
tells of the event to her parents and the paresitshar to go and tell it to the
professor’'s wife. The wife calls her and asks leega see the professor and the
professor apologizes. The way he apologizes sooddsto KPHPSUNK as he
says he did not mean to insult her; he used thel wlut as in slovenly woman,
which to KPHPSUNK does not sound any better than shyway. Later, she
continues to report that her father, having seem Bivore at him by saying “that's

that fucking arsehole that called you a slut is®"tand sounded funny.

(PS55T) Yeah . He's such an arsehole. But | cahigve when he s called you a
slut .

(KPHLC) What!

((KPHPSUNK) Oh my God at swimming!

(KPHLC) Called you a slut?

(PS55T) She was chewing, okay, and

(KPHPSUNK)I wasn't chewing gum though, | was eatngets

(PS55T) no you were like eating or something mm

(KPHPSUNK) yeah.

(PS55T) and he goes God you're such a slut or omgegot really aggressive.
(KPHPSUNK) He goes don't you know it's rude toiegdublic. You girls lower
the school down, you look like a slut, yeah? Anehk standing there going .Oh
God, I would've crawled into a hole for the restof life.

(PS55T) I, I was standing next to her, | was goilegus Christ!

(KPHPSUNK)I know, everyone was just going them étold my m my er
parents and my parents said to me go and telllyouse master so | told . What a
shit. told his wife and his wife went and had aajdim. | would, yeah. and then,
and then [gap name ] came up to me and said erm

(KPHPSUNK) He didn't . if you if you go and selistafternoon erm he would
like to speak to you and | was like he should came speak to me . Yeah! Yeah.
and erm

(PS55T) So you went and saw him?

(KPHPSUNK) so | went and saw him and he goes n'tlidean it as a slut as, as
in a promiscuous woman

(KPHPSUNK) [laugh]

(KPHPSUNK) so he goes, no he goes I, | mean itsdswenly woman, like you're
(KPHPSUNK) [scream]

(KPHPSUNK) so much better!

(KPHPSUNK) He goes | didn't mean to insult you,nahsir, right, yeah!

(PS55T) slovenly from time to time, yeah.

(KPHPSUNK) And then he goes, he goes erm itigets erm it really gets to me
when | think people are chewing around school,n'tknow what to do to stop
people and | wasn't chewing, yes well it lookée Ichewing, but | wasn't
chewing!
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(KPHPSUNK) Oh God it was so pathetic. But justétl anyone a slut is just so
rude.

(PS55T) It's just so rude, | know.

(KPHPSUNK) | know you don't, especially an adirtthis school calling
someone

| know.

(PS55T) They're not adults in this school, don'tryio

(KPHPSUNK) Oh yeah,

(KPHPSUNK) My dad, do you know what my dad said@ dad was, my dad
walked straight, just past him, was like where goeland my dad was where my
feet are

(PS55T) Yeah?

(KPHPSUNK) and he goes that's that fucking arseh@dt called you a slut isn't
it?

(KPHPSUNK) [laugh]

(KPHPSUNK) And | was like

(KPHPSUNK) [laugh] [laughing] can you say it anytter dad [laugh]
(KPHPSUNK) as well like er [laughing] he soundsfenny .

This extract illustrates what Culpeper (2011b) mkedi as coercive impoliteness. In
order to explain the type of politeness, he fisters to Tedeschi and Felson
(1994)’'s definition of coercive action, which isoskly related to the notion of

coercive impoliteness. According to them coercivioa is:

an action taken with the intention of imposing hasmanother person or
forcing compliance. Actors engaged in coerciveaadiexpect that their
behavior will either harm the target or lead to ptiance, and they value
one of these proximate outcomes. They value thaglato compliance or
harm the target arises from their belief about dagisal relationship
between compliance or harm and terminal valuesreTaee many values
that might be pursued through coercive means. kample, actors might
value harm to the target because they believdlit@dult in justice, or they
might value the target's compliance because thdigMeeit will lead to
tangible benefits (Tedeschi and Felson, 1994, ) 16

What is of interest about the concept of the ceereictions is that, Tedeschi and
Felson (1994) categorize them into three: thrgausjshments and bodily force.
The meaning of threat is wider than its common wstdading: a threat can be
contingent or noncontingent. If it is contingefhig tstatement of the source clearly
states to impose harm on the target in case ofamdaegnity. A noncontingent
threat, on the other hand, includes anything thatsburce believes the target does
not want as in the statement of “If you don’t doavhwant, then | will do X”. In

other words, that X in the threat is a harm thausually intended to frighten or
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humiliate the target person” as in “If you don't dirat | want | will harm you in

some way” (p. 170). They also point out that thieza be tacit and implied, and
multiple strategies such as facial expressionsjhpgabsture, the phrasing of a
sentence can be used as a threat. Once the taat th perceived, it is likely to
achieve the same outcome as an explicit or comintfgeat. Culpeper (2011b)
does not elaborate on the definition of threat is $tudy of conventionalized
impoliteness formulae and does not make a distinchietween contingent and
noncontingent threats. However, an acknowledgemitiite distinction requires a
deeper analysis of threats as a category of colvetized impoliteness formulae
as a wider pool of linguistic and non-linguistients retrieved from the context
could bring out essential information about whabgle perceive as impolite and
what impoliteness is. In the extract above, we drdye the participant’s report

and her friend’s agreement on how it happened:

(PS55T) She was chewing, okay, and

(KPHPSUNK)I wasn't chewing gum though, | was eatngets

(PS55T) no you were like eating or something mm

(KPHPSUNK) yeah.

(PS55T) and he goes God you're such a slut or $imgegot really aggressive.
(KPHPSUNK) He goes don't you know it's rude toiegiublic. You girls lower
the school down, you look like a slut, yeah? Anebk standing there going .Oh
God, | would've crawled into a hole for the restof life.

The conventionalized impoliteness formulae, “God's®@ such a slutfeported to

have been uttered by the professor, falls intoctéitegory of insult as a negative
vocative (Culpeper, 2010, 2011b). Combined withraggjveness, it could also be
perceived as a noncontingent threat if the digbncdrawn by Tedeschi and
Felson (1994) is acknowledged. This point adds e tomplexity of the

methodological approach to extract impolitenessanfra corpus as formulaic
expressions with all their variety may still faib tpoint out an instance of
impoliteness in a corpus unless the whole co-text the context is taken into

consideration.

The close relationship between insults, in any feuoh as a negative vocative in

the extract, and notions of punishment and harmmapertant for understanding
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what is taking place in this extract. Tedeschi Betson (1994) define punishment
similarly to how Kleining (1973) does: punishmesitan action performed with the
intention of imposing harm on another person. Fedéschi (1970), there are
different types of harm; physical harm, such ascping, stabbing; deprivation of
sources such as in robbery and social harm. Sbeiah damages the social
identity of a person by lowering their status. dincbe executed through insults,
reproaches, sarcasm and impolite behaviour and litepess. Negative

evaluations, mild reproaches and disagreements leayerceived as identity
attacks even when they are not intended to be §bbdend Feslon, 1994, p. 171).
In the extract above, the target of the impolitest€BHPSUNK comments on how
she felt after the moment she was likened to alsfuthe professor: “Oh God, |

would've crawled into a hole for the rest of mg'lifThe emotion she feels is the
embarrassment; her social identity face is beingcléd and as a result social

harm is being imposed.

The insult in the form of a negative vocative fuoced as punishment and
generated social harm by attacking KPHPSUNK'’s dadentity face. Spencer-
Oatey (2002) defines social identity face as thiewong:

We have a fundamental desire for people to ackrayadeand uphold our
social identities or roles, e.g. as group leadalyed customer, close friend.
Social identity face is concerned with the valuattive effectively claim
for ourselves in terms of social or group rolesq & closely associated
with our sense of public worth (p.540)

Social identity face is also closely related to biefiefs about socially appropriate
behavior, which are also related to two principtdsinteraction: equity and
association. KPHPSUNK thinks that the teacher @dating both her equity and
association rights because he is socially punishimd) harming her. This creates
an imbalance in the cost-benefit principle anddmiout a costly result for her. She
feels so embarrassed that she wants to delay heractional and affective
involvement with the society (see the utterance @i, | would've crawled into
a hole for the rest of my life”). She wants to détdnerself from the society but
this is not a voluntary action; she has it impoesadher to behave that way. Her

freedom to choose is taken away from her and h@recare restricted. It is worth
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noting that she expresses this complex chain ofithlation of her rights through

the emotion embarrassment.

Spencer-Oatey (2011) pointed out that althoughralee of emotions have always
been implicitly discussed in relation to politengksory (Brown and Levinson
1987; Lakoff, 1989; Ide, 1989; Leech, 1983; Goffmad67), there has been little
research on the role of emotions as Culpeper (204hd Ruhi (2009) called
attention. In her study (2011), she addresseddbise and took a deeper look into
emotion and impoliteness through explicit metaprattn emotion labels in
interview data she collected as a project manafjdows groups of teachers of
different backgrounds and nationalities, namelytiélti and Chinese. She used
Shaver et al.’s (1987) 5 basic emotion prototypese, joy, anger, sadness and
fear, to group emotions expressed during interviawsler politeness and
impoliteness categories. She found that the prpetymotion sadness had the
largest number of references. There were 13 emdabels used under this
prototype: disappointed, embarrassing, pity, uplgap demotivated,
uncomfortable, depressed, distant, aimless, ashaaffghded, hurt, and sorry.
This extract also illustrates a case for the neestudy the role of emotions and
confirms Spencer-Oatey’s (2011) finding that emdmsment is closely related to
impoliteness. A similar argument came earlier fro®offman (1967, pp. 6-8):
there are feelings, such as feeling good, bad, lembarrassed and chagrined,
attached to face (gtd. in Spencer-Oatey, 2011,6833However, there is one
important methodological differences between théntsomade here with the
extract and Spencer-Oatey’s (2011). As part ofdmalytical procedure, Spencer-
Oatey (2011) only used *“explicit metapragmatic dorotlabels” to avoid
imposing the analyst’s point of view to the datrpretation:

Clearly, the interviewees could express their eomoin ways other than
selecting an emotion label (e.g. through intonatorthrough recounting
an incident that implied, but did not explicithast, an emotional reaction),
but since that entails more subjective analystpmégation and my aim was
to take a first order approach (Eelen, 2001; Weitttal., 1992), | focused
only on instances of use of explicit metapragmeamnotion labels.

The comment in the extract “Oh God, | would've dehinto a hole for the rest of

my life” is not of the kind of metapragmatic labghe had in mind for the
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analytical procedure. Nonetheless, if it is agréleat this comment is highly
reflective of the emotion label embarrassment, thenment would be very
valuable for the researcher. This example indicadled in studying naturally
occurring conversations, metapragmatic commentsnootions may not appear in
the form of emotion labels but in the form of idisnmulti-word expressions and

conventional or creative metaphors and metonymies.

Analyzing conventional and creative metaphors amdonymies has been taken
up as a method for analysis by scholars for diffengeurposes in relation to
(im)politeness. Ruhi andik-Guler (2007) investigategliz,face andyonil heart/
roughly “heart/mind/desire” and examined metonymand metaphorical
expressions in the METU Turkish corpus to invesddaow conceptualization of
face is related to the social person and self-ptaien in Turkish setting.
Through the study on metonymic and metaphoricalresgions and idioms,
quoting Song (1998, pp.102-03), they explain thattaimed at reaching “cases of
interpretive language use—that is, cases of meteanyand metaphorical
metarepresentings of self that focus on ‘some ptgp& value’ and guide the
‘directions in which interpretation may proceedRuhi & Isik-Guler, 2007, p.7).
Ruhi and Kadar (2011) compared the concept of fac&urkish and Chinese
culture in the late-nineteenth and early twentiedntury looking into five
semantic/pragmatic domains: interpersonal, ematipessonality, situational, and
as body organ that an earlier studies detailed i(R@®9a; Ruhi, 2009b, Ruhi &
Istk-Giiler, 2007). At the emotions level, for instanfor Turkish, they looked at
the frequency of idiomatic uses of face suclyi@di gulmeKlit. ‘to smile’, i.e. ‘to
become happy, be contended, satisfiegliziini efitmek (lit. ‘for one’s face to
become sour, i.e. ‘to show distaste, disgust ogioface’),ylizu donmaklit. ‘for
one’s face to freeze’, i.e. ‘to be stunned’). Ineorecent study, Langlotz and
Locher (2012) looked into how emotional stance wasimunicated in online
disagreements. They analyzed 120 English posting® fthe Mailonline both
gualitatively and quantitatively examining how ematl stances were presented
through conceptual implication, explicit expressiand emotional description.

They summarized their findings of the frequencyngplied indexing of emotions,
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the direct expression of emotions and the desoriptif emotions in the corpus

according to argumentative moves in the table below

Total Ratio per In Ratio per In Ratio per In Ratio per
post overall disagreement disagreement agreement agreement  extension extension
(n=120) post (n=104) post (n=19) post (n=28)
Means of implying emotions
Conceptual implications 90 08 63 0.6 1 0.6 16 06
Lexical connotations 75 06 49 0.5 9 0.5 17 06
Metaphors and their stylistic 30 03 23 0.2 4 0.2 3 0.1
implications
Sarcasm 13 01 9 01 0 0 4 01
Irony 12 04 9 0.1 0 0 3 01
Word play 3 0 3 0 0 0 0 0
Total 223 19 156 1.5 24 1.3 43 1.5
Means of expressing emotions
Exclamations 41 03 28 0.3 8 04 5 02
Intensification B 03 24 0.2 B 0.3 5 02
Name calling 17 041 13 01 1 0.1 3 0.1
Verbalization of 17 041 1 0.1 5 0.3 1 0
emolional reaction
Smileys 2 0 2 0 0 0 0
Interjections 2 0 1 0 1 0.1 0 0
Emotional construction 1 0 i 0 0 0 0
Total 115 1 80 D8 2 1.1 14 05
Means of describing emotions
Verbal descriptions/ascriptions 30 0.3 20 0.2 3 0.2 7 0.3
of emotional states
Emation words 10 01 8 0.1 1 0.1 1 0
Total 40 03 28 0.3 4 0.2 8 0.3
Overall total and ratio 3re 32 264 25 49 28 B5 22

Figure 14. The implied indexing of emotions, theedi expression of emotions
and the description of emotions in the corpus atingrto argumentative moves.
Souirce: Langlotz, A and Locher, M:A. 2012, p.12

In this table, we see thaescribingemotions totaled to 40 commenisiplying
emotions totaled to 223 anexpressingemotions totaled to 113Describing
emotions was 5 and three times lower. For instametaphors and their stylistic
implications came in at 0.3 while emotion words eaim at 0.1 per post overall,
which indicates there is a strong possibility tltanflict talk, which has the
potential to signal impoliteness, will include matars, metonymies and other
forms of idiomatic multi-word expressions. Onetbé insights Spencer-Oatey
(2011) reaches, if it is not “simply a reflectiohtbis form of data collection” (p.
3576), is:
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The much larger number of metapragmatic emotion ngenis than
(im)politeness comments could suggest that peogeisonal emotional
reactions are more primary and critical than tleemluative judgments of
others’ (im)politeness, at least when reflecting warkplace teams (p.
3576).

She then suggests for further research to expltner gpossible explanations.

However, further research focusing only on emotarels would disregard the
emotional reactions expressed through metaphorsnatdnymies. This means
that CDL or indeed any methodological approach, rwhevestigating

(im)politeness needs to develop ways of extracdingh expressions.

4.2. Impoliteness in the STC

In this section, thexamples that are extracted from the STC will Iseused and

analyzed. The analysis, which is corpus-drivenl kel related to the discussion of
impoliteness in the field and, later in the follogichapter, will be compared with
the data collated from BNC in the section above used to theorize what

impoliteness models should take into consideration

Extract 1:

The conversation, 113 090404 00004, takes place wieeinteractants are at a
café taking photographs. There are 4 speakers AS8X) BADO000036,
INDO00002, OZG000035, and DER0O0O0038 (ASI, BAD, INDZG and DER
henceforth). ASI is the speaker who triggers intpakss coming from OZG and
BAD due to her irritating behavior. The extractigpart of the conversation from
113 090404 00004 lasting for 8 minutes and 12 sixon

Extract 1. 113_090404_00004

ASI000037 [v] ((0.6)) ben iki... son sinifta alngtim.
Trans. | bought it... when | was in my final year at univigys

INDO00002 [v] hayir.

Trans. No.
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BADO00036 [V] |((1.0)) ha evet._bu o zaman baya para verya0zaman
Trans. Yeah, right. she had spent a lot of nyone at the time
ASI000037 [v] sene iki bin/
Trans. the year two thousand/
BADO000036 [v] [allmisti yaa. di mi? « seni 6yle hatirliyorun
Trans. (she)bought it, yeah . RightPemember you (doing) that.
IASI000037 [v] sene iki bin alti.

Trans. year two thousand six.

0ZG000035 [v] ((1.4)) e ben son sinifim. hala yo|((0.1)) ki o zo/ 0
Trans. | am at the final year (of the university). Stitlon’t have (one). And the last
BAD000036 [v] [ben.

Trans. I

OZG000035 [V]  g0n sinifla bu son sinif arasinda fark vaartik her yer

Trans. year of the university of the time and now different. now, (there is)

0ZG000035 [v] [fotograf makinesi yani.|((0.2)) eskiden ¢ok yoktul|.
Trans. a camera everywhere, | mean. Didn’t use to be nrathe past.
IASI000037 [v] evet. U¢
Trans. Yés.
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BAD000036 [v]

((0.8)) ben

Trans.

ASI000037 [v]

yiz on milyona almgtim kisaca

((short laugh))’

Trans.

bought it for three hundred millions, in short.

0ZG000035 [v]

ben

de calgmaya bglayincaljalacagim.

Trans.

I will buy (on&)o when | start working.

BAD000036 [v]

de U¢ ylze gdim.

Trans.

bought it for three

hundred as well.

DER000038 [v]

cok

Trans.

ASI000037 [V]

((1.5)) sizi cekelim biz de

Trans.

let's take (a photo) of you

DER000038 [v]

hava atmana gerek yok.

Trans.

(you) don't have to show off so much.

0ZG000035 [v]

niye sen

Trans.

why, you

BAD000036 [v]

((0.1))

bisey

Trans. something
IASI000037 [v] arkadsglar. ceke biliriz.
Trans. friends. we can

DER000038 [v]

yo beni ¢kmeyin.

Trans.

no, don't include me.
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0ZG000035 [v] cekme. sen bi yeme. sen bi igmg.|ne oluyor
Trans. don’t take. just don’t eat. just don’tdrink. whatheppening
BADO000036 [v] [|diyecegim. sgna bi

Trans. I'll say (something). (you) now
0ZG000035 [v] ya Allah Allah.[((0.3)) marjinal.

Trans. Oh, Gosh. marjinal.

BADO000036 [v] [gegirecegim [zaten ((XXX)). ((0.8)) flasini
Trans. | will hit/slap you. (t heldsh)

BAD000036 [v] [acalim mi?

Trans. should we switch on the flash?

DERO000038 [v] ((0.5)) tamam c¢ekin ya
Trans. ok, take (a picture)

The interactants are taking photographs and ats#mee time talking about the
topic “camera”; when they bought their first, howch it cost and when they are
planning to have one if they do not have one alfe@he of the speakers ASI
encounters conventionalized impoliteness whiclriggéred due to her repeated

violations of maxims of conversation.

ASlI first flouts the Maxim of Quantity by giving tomany details about when she
bought the camera and how much she paid for 8t,/8he says “I bought it when |
was in my final year at university”, then encourédy the BAD’s comment, “she
had spent a lot of money at the time really. righttmember you (doing) that”,
she gives the exact year and the amount of moneyhatl spent for the camera
taking her time to speak, as the repetition ofghease the year indicates, in the
conversation: “the year two thousand”, trying tanesnber exactly, “year two
thousand six”, “yes. | bought it for 300.000 TL. sort.” followed by a short
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laugh. The fact that she completes her turn byngaiyn short”, she is signaling
that she is aware that her turn on the details legnvshe bought the camera and
how much she paid for it had taken too much tineenfthe conversation. She then
gives a short laugh as she might be thinking oftveh& had just said “in short”
and might have found it contradicting since shensare she has flouted the
Maxim of Quantity in two ways both with the exagear and the exact price . The
exact the year and the price is not asked for dr anooteworthy piece of
informationfor the conversation at that point. Tfere, the information ASI gives

is both irrelevant and superfluous.

What follows ASI’s violation of Maxim of Quantitysian example of impoliteness.
The impoliteness takes form gradually in stagestdits to take place with DER'’s
comment: “you don’'t have to show off so muchtk hava atmana gerek yok
which is in fact a pointed criticism and personadizegative assertion, followed
by OZG’s comment “I am going to buy one myself whestart working”.Right
after DER’s comment “you don’t have to show offrsach”, there is a long pause,
1.5, the longest compared to 0.8, 0.1 and 0.3 enctinversation. Although ASI
does not respond to DER’s assertion, explicitlg, fdct that she takes this pause of
1.5 implicates that the message had an effect nnAfel's next turn is,’let’s take
your photographs, friends’sizi ¢cekelim bizde arkagiar. Friend is term of
endearment in Turkish which could have been reglagéh “girls”, kizlar in this
context. However, it is “friends” ASI prefers toeuand it signals her attempt to
repair the comment that she is showing off. SDER replies as “no, don’t include
me”. ASI is insisting: “we can”, with her insistemicshe is imposing what she
wants to do upon the others. This point in the eosation is critical: ASI has
violated the Maxim of Quantity; her violation ofi#t interpreted as show off by her
friend and her friend has verbalized this as ac@ih and negative assertion
directed at ASI. However, the other participantsGo@hd BAD do not align with
DER; on the contrary, they align with ASI. OZG g¢ipaoval of DER comes with
the utterance'why, you. don't take. just don’t eat. just don’tink. what is
happening, Gosh? ((0.3)) marginatiye, sen. cekme. sen bi yeme. sen bi igmee,
oluyor ya Allah Allah, marjinal There is a strong dismissal by repeated silencers

in the form of negative imperative, “why, you. dotéke. just don’t eat. just don’t
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drink”, niye, sen. cekme. sen bi yeme. sen bi iame,a message enforcer in the
form of question ending with an interjection “whiat happening, Gosh!’ne
oluyor ya Allah Allah Especially, wite oluyor ya Allah AllahOZG stresses her
confusion and disapproval of DER’s comment “you’tlbave to show off much”,
cok hava atmana gerek yokand behaviour that she does not want to appehe
photograph. OZG dismisses DER one more time witheesonalized negative
assertion “marjinal”’marjinal meaning ASI does not fit in. Moreover, the pause o
(0.3) indicates the possibility that whatever intpiee commenimarjinal is to

achieve: the speaker, OZG, takes a pause, whiohlsiface-sensitive issue.

Overlapping with OZG utterance “why, you. don’'t ¢dkniye, sen. cekmd&AD
has also taken a turn by the utterance, “((0.1))shy something”, bisey
diyecgim, which has the function of preparing the stagesimmething negative
that will follow. Bisey, something, is both euphemistic of what she is gtingay
and is a hedge for the impact her utterance isggnmake. The pause 0.1 is
noteworthy; it is not long nevertheless the presenidt signals that again a face-
sensitive issue is about to arise. BAD then sai,t6 hit/slap you right now”,
sana bi gecireggm zatenwhich is a form of a threat. In this utterance, Wad
zaten which includes the meanings ahywayandin fact, is translated asght
nowas opposetb nowdue to the impact of “bi”, which signals angerdascussed
below, and increases the intensity of the threat.

While Ruhi (2010) discusses how important it isgto beyond the discussion of
interaction with other documents to examine thexmnchlity of face, following the
ethnomethodological approach proposed by Garfi(ilkeb7) and Hak (1995), she
studies photographs taken at a wedding ceremomaiadlel documents showing
how closely membership categorization is relatethéoface issue. Quoting from
Sudnow (1972, p. 264), Ruhi emphasizes the symbaliton of taking
photographs: “Persons regard the photograph tord#uped ...as a document of
their appearances, actions, movements, relatiosishgpects, moods, etc.” (Ruhi,
2010, p. 2135). This extract is coincidentally aecaf a photograph taking. When
DER announces that she does not want to appedreirpliotograph, after the
comment she made to ASI, “you don’t have to sholxmafch”, cok hava atmana

gerek yok she is jeopardizing the friendly atmosphere ldexing herself out of
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the membership in the group and acting againstab@ipectations. Implying
being part of the group through verbal and behaviohannels is not a desirable
act, she is attacking the positive face of the graithis is responded by a strong
reaction from OZG and BAD, with impoliteness. Theale of impoliteness is
surprisingly high, a strong dismissal utterahwly, you. don't take. just don’t eat.
just don’t drink. what is happening, Gosh? ((Or@prginal”, niye, sen. cekme. sen
bi yeme. sen bi icmene oluyor ya Allah Allah, marjinaland a threat of physical
harm “I'll to hit/slap you right now”,sana bi gecireggm zaten,for a friendly
gathering in the extracOne possible reason for the high scale of impad$snis
that DER is not attacking positive face of one wdlial but the sum of positive

faces of all the participants who are willing tgepr in the picture.

In her attempt to arrive at universal propertiedamfe2, Terkourafi (2007) also
refers to the notion of the multiplicity of face:

[...] the intentionality (or directedness ) of Facsvard an Other means
that Self will have several faces concurrentlypamy as there are Others
involved in a situation. Putting this somewhat sohgcally, if | am
interacting with an interlocutor in front of an aewce, | make (and am
aware of making) a bid for face not only in the £9é my interlocutor, but
also in the eyes of each of the members of thaieaod taken separately
and as a group. And the same applies to each wf. the

Following Terkourafi (2007), Bousfield (2008) pasriut:

With two interactants (a dyad) there are two saligpes of face being

constituted and shaped as the interaction proc&¥dk.three interactants

there are six salient types of face constituted straped as the interaction
proceeds (3 interactants multiplied by 2 typesaafef constituted for each
individual (p.41).

In other words, there is the group face which isstaucted by the sum of faces
constituted in the interaction, which is inevitalWgpendent on factors such as
previous interactions (p.42). This confirms thaé thumber of participants in
interaction, especially if they align and presenoiat stance, can aggravate face
more as the face here is the group face and in gemerate high degree
impoliteness regardless of the context, which idriendly gathering in this
example. The joint action and alignment pushes D&Repair her behavior and

she accepts to be in the picture; “ok, take (aup&t, tamam cekin ya
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As mentioned earlier, Culpeper (2011b) classifraplicational impoliteness in 3
categories: form-driven, convention-driven: intdyrexternal; and context-driven:
unmarked behavior and absence of behavior. By-finaen, Culpeper (2011b) is
referring to the “implicit messages which are taged by formal surface or
semantic aspects of a behavior and which have inegadnsequences for certain
individuals” (p.157). He explains that form-drivanplicational impoliteness may
look similar to off-record politeness super strgtegowever, there are two major
differences. One, this notion is not linked to piess and two, with the
incidences of impoliteness, an alternative integiren of politeness is impossible
to make (p.157). With form-driven category, Culpeg2011lb) proposes the
Gricean cooperative principles and the echoic roantiiew (e.g. Sperber and
Wilson 1981, 1995 [1986]). The reason why Culpe(®011b) takes Grice’s
cooperative principle, which is usually associateih politeness, into the
discussion of impoliteness is that when Grice’s imaxare flouted, the utterance
can be interpreted differently from what it litdyameans since it acts like an
indirect speech (see Chapter Two) and is impbcati. WWhat this implies then for
the extract is that taking too much time to speatoo many turns in conversation
leads to violation of Gricean Maxims and generatgsicational impoliteness. In
the extract, ASI flouts the Maxim of Quantity bwigig too many details about
when she bought and how much she paid for the @hbyetaking too many turns.
This explains why she encounters the negative @ser'you don’t need to show
off so much”,cok hava atmana gerek yakd“why, you. don’t take. just don't eat.
just don't drink. what is happening, Gosh? ((0/8pgrginal”, niye sen ¢cekmesen
bi yeme. sen bi icm@e oluyor ya Allah Allah, marjinadnd a threat | ‘Il hit you

right now,sana bi geciregém zaten.

Figure 15 below displays the speech analysis feruttterances “why, you. don't
take. just don’t eat. just don’t drink. what is paping, Gosh? ((0.3)) marginal”,
niye, sen. cekme. sen bi yeme. sen bi icneepluyor ya Allah Allah, marjinal
and “I'll to hit/slap you right now”sana bi gecireggm zaten.The analysis was
effectuated by PRAAT, the speech analyzer develdyyddaul Boersma and David
Weenink, University of Amsterdam (dhitp://www.fon.hum.uva.nl/pragtand its

application Spectrograme, which the vaweform ordpectral energy of a sound
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over time. Altough Praat offers applications thabd themselves for in-depth
analysis of speech such as pited / Pitch or pitch range, a simpler analysis
through Spectrograme was preferred to provide aaVvidisplay of the intensity

and the high- accent pitch of the speakers OZGBEBAD while they are being

impolite to DER.

1.000000 (0.143 / 5)

100 dB| 1500 Hz

- flagini agalim mi?

75.07 dB (uE)|

5048

135000000 |

ya sen gekme

sen bi yeme.

n
\L seLn bi i;:ae
M f Wi gegirceq
7

simdi sana

allah allah marjinal

R

y W\f

whapd s

\/

ife

Aaa...

255 5 Hz

|75 Hz

135000000

neluyo ya

Visible part 7.000000 seconds

1420000

DILRIE)

Tolal duration 491 558073 seconds

- ya sen cekme sen bi yeme sen bi icme bi gegircem simdi sana
- noluyo ya allah allah marjinal
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Figure 15. Praat display for the STC Extract 1

Intensity is the amount of energy a sound has awearea. If a sound is more
intense you hear it in a smaller area and sountls gher intensity is louder.
Pitch shows the length of a sound, whether the ddawe is long or short. Pitch
depends on the frequency, the number of wavelenig#tdit into one unit of time,
of a soundwave. In Figure 15, the blue line (theebline of the two lines in the
figure) represents the speakers’ pitch and thengiiee (the lower line of two lines
in the figure) represent the speakers’ sound imienshe increased pitch and
intensity coincides with the utterances for thraadl dismissal. The utterances fit
into vocal characteristics of emotions anger andtfation, which come in slightly
faster tempo and tense articulation (Culpeper, 2011b, p.170; Murray and Arnott,
1993, pp.1103-4).
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In this extract, the utterance from BADafsa bi gecirecgim zaten((XXX))” is
translated as “I am going to hit/slap you right nE®XX))” because the semantic
prosody (Sinclair, 1998) required it. Sinclair (2)@eviews the basic distinctions
in semantics and points out the denotative/conivetatliteral/figurative (or
metaphorical or idiomatic) distinctions. He argudmat although the literal/
denotative meaning is considered to be the ceatrdl obligatory of a word as
opposed to the others which are “unpredictableawssli, “a lexical item is
characteristically phrasal, although it can beizedl in a single word” (p.122).
The terminology he proposes for this status of nmgpms semantic prosody
(Sinclair, 1998), which is the only obligatory elem apart from the core word or
words:

It is called a prosody because, like prosodieshianplogy, there
are often uncertainties about its exact realizatonl it ranges over
the whole lexical item, in that all the other elertseare interpreted
within the framework it provides, including classifg aspects of
meaning. The important matter is the effect, i.ehaw
communicative job the lexical item performs, andttis expressed
or pointed up by the semantic prosody (p. 122)

Morley and Partington (2009) summarize the impartaof Sinclair's work as the

following:

Sinclair's work has helped demolish the old “mater” concept of
discourse production, which saw discourse as bpilbne word at a
time, each word delivering its separate parcel eAning. Semantic
prosody instead is the mechanism which shows havebemental
type of meaning-evaluative meaning- is frequentipred across
units in discourse and by ensuring consistency vafuation or
evaluative harmony, plays a vital role in keeping tliscourse in its
cohesion (p. 139)
Other scholars (Partington, 2004; Bednarek, 20@8)udsed whether there is a
distinction between collocational meaning and eatihe meaning, respectively
between semantic preference and semantic prosodyngtance, Partington (2004)
suggested that semantic preferences are more algsmatically “build up” or
“form” (pp. 150-51) which is in line with the argent in corpus linguistics:
“lexical item x occurs with negative items (i.d. has negative semantic
preference); ergo, it has evaluative meaning &.eegative semantic prosody)”

(Bednarek, 2008, p.131). However, for BednarelkO80or example such an
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argument does not always hold because the analfyssmantic prosody is much
more subjective and problematic than the analylsgemantic preference (p. 131).
The example “ana bi gecirecgim zaten((XXX))” “I am going to hit/slap you
right now (XXX))” which will be discussed shortlyehe also shows how complex
it is to look into the role of semantic prosody fexical items which are inevitably
interpreted in the framework and discourse (Sincl®98, 2004; Morley and
Partington, 2009; Bednarek, 2008) they appear in.

The verb gecirhas a number of denotative meanings in Turkish. él@w, in this
context it has acquired an idiomatic, metaphomgaéning which matches with hit
or slap. In order to answer the question of whahthave triggered the negative
evaluation of the utterancersa bi gecirecgim zaten which is a threat and a
conventionalized impoliteness formulae (Culpepefl®, the relationship
between the nodes in the collocate is investigaléd. nodegecirecgim andbi
are looked into with the consideration tkahg (to) you, andzaten right now, are
already increasing the intensity of the threat ugio making the threat
personalized and adding immediacy and urgencydanthtion of hitting. Both a
semantic and a corpus analysis are carried out.cdhmus analysis was run on a
written corpus of Turkish, METU Turkish Corpus, fftaa collection of 2 million
words of written text including the years from 1988 2000, taken from 10

different genres.

In order to find out what triggered the semantiosody to come into play and
created a negative meaning in the utterasare bi gecireggm zaten first of all,

a dictionary analysis was carried out for the vedecir to see if the verb has that
denotative meaning. The following entries are etéd from TDK, Buyuk Turkcge
Sozluk (http://tdkterim.gov.tr/btg{

gecirmek

(-1) 1. Gecmesini yaptirmak, ge¢cmesini §lamak. 2.(-e) Bir seyi bir
yandan 6bir yana goturme#alanimizi pgine takarak Murat suyunun
karsi kiyisina gegcirdi.” K. Bilbasar. 3.(-i, -e) Bir seyi bir yerden bgka
yere tgaimak, nakletmekOdanin gyasini 6bir odaya gecirme&. (i, -e)
Tespit etmek, yazmak, kaydetmékerkez, kadinin dosyasina vefat
kaydini gecirdi.” R. H. Karay. 5(-i, -e) Bir seyi kendisine ayrilng
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olan yere yerlgirmek, takmak!Yem torbalarini hayvanlarin
boyunlarina gecirdikten sonra arkagaa sordu.” -O. C. Kaygili. 6(-i,
-e) Yola ¢ikan birini gurlamaya gitmek, selametlemeksyieetmek:
Arkadaimi gecirmeye gittimz. (-i, -de) Bir sire yaamak, oturmak,
kalmak:“Oralarda gegcirdigim gunleri daima bir ende, bir nevi hiiziin
ile derhatir ediyorum.” H. S. Tanriover. 8-e, nsz)Giymek, giyinmek:
“Sirtina pembe, kollari tamamen c¢iplak bir bluz geygsti.” - S. F.
Abasiyanik. 9(-den)Bir isi birden ¢ok ksi Gzerinde uygulamak:
Kilictan gecgirmek. Dayaktan gecirmel. (-1, -den)Herhangi bir
durumu yaams olmak:“Ne yapar ne eder, ginde iki G¢ saatini at
Ustiinde gecirirdi.” N. Cumali. 11. Etmek, yapmak. 1(2i, -e) Hastalik
bulastirmak: Nezleyi bana gecirdirl3. Zaman harcamaBenim bu
islerle gecirecek vaktim yolk4. Bir gereksinimi eldeki imkanla
karsilamak. 15(-e) Vurmak. 16.mec.Alisveriste aldatmak, koti mal
satmak, kaziklamak. 17-e) argoBirine kotl s6z sdylemek.

Guncel Turkge Sozluk

The entries are translated in the same order oéiihrées above as:
1. to get through 2. to pass 3.to transfer 4.to né&ttb insert, 6. to see
someone off 7. to pass through 8. to put sth. 8véo run sth. over
more than one person 10. to undergo 11.to engag® Iget over (a
disease) 13. to pass time doing sth. 14. to pdené&. to hit
16.(idiomatic) to rip off 17. (slang) to insult

The entry number 15 shows thajegir is also listed as “to hit”; however, the
additional information the entries give point to iateresting aspect of the entry
numberl5. The entries give information about tbage of the verb in regards to
whether it is used with direct object indicated(-@sabove or with indirect object

(-e)in Turkish. The entries number 15, to hit, a@dtb insult, are the two entries
specified as only to be used with indirect objee}.(If the reason for the semantic
prosody to come into play here is that the vagbci acquires a negative meaning
when it is used with indirect object, then why tighat it does not acquire a
negative meaning in other entries that are alsd us#h indirect object (-e) such

as entry number 2, to pass? Since this questionotdre answered at this stage,
further analysis needs to be carried out. Howesiace the main purpose of the
further analysis is to find out the subtlety of emantic prosody, looking at the
real language data to see how the verb collocatdsrawhat context it is used
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with negative meaning is necessary. In order t& ktaeal language data, a corpus

analysis was run.

A query of the verb gecir and the possible derivatives in the verb form.(e.g
gecirdim gegcirdi, etc...) was run in the METU Turkish corpus. All thears, from
1990 to 2000, all types of genres and the writeescorpus provides were scanned
and 58 hits were obtained. The list below giveshalhits. Many of the hits of the
verb were repeated without any difference in thenfer meaning in the results,

which is the reason why the lists consist of or8yitéms.

Table 15. Hits for gegir

hayata gecirmek

To implement

ele gecirmek

To conquer

deneme den gecirmek

To try out

vakit gecirmek

To pass time

g6zden gecirmek

To look through

gereklerini yerine getirerek gecirmek

To reckonrove

geceyi birlikte gecirmek

To pass the night

g0zlerinin 6ninden gecirmek

To pass one’s lifeeview

vakit gecirmek

To pass time doing sth.

degerleri ygama gecirmek

To act on a thought

aklimdan gecirmek

To cross one’s mind

Kizinin Fethi ' yi gecirmek Gizere

To show the waygdmebody

onaydan gecirmek

To hang out with someone

s6zlni gecirmek

To assert one’s authority

harekete gecirmek

To put in action

bellegine gecirmek

To put in one’s memory

balayini gecirmek

To honeymoon




The analysis was significant in thage¢ir has never been used in the meaning
TDK gives with its entry number 15. Although it ¢dwas well be coincidental and
that the verb has a negative denotative meaniriggusee if the semantic prosody
comes into play within the collocate the verb i®disn the utterance “I'll to
hit/slap you right now”sana bi geciregém zaten a further analysis is followed
with bi. The steps were the same as what was followethéoverb gecir. first a
semantic analysis, and then a corpus analysis eareed out to see whether the
results matched; confirmed each other or broughtonflicting findings requiring

further theorization.

Bi is considered as a spoken variety of the wbng therefore the semantic
analysis was first carried out to see if this weas ¢ase. According to the entries in
TDK ( http://tdkterim.gov.tr/btg/ it is true that “bi” is the spoken variety loif :

bir
a. 1. Sayilarin ilki. 2. Bu sayiy1 gosteren 1 vekamlarinin adi. 3sf.
Ayni, benzerBeni daimsen goren safdiller dyle sansin / Ne bilsinler ki
onlar bence birdir elem, hat sf. BeraberHep biriz, ayriimay1z5. sf.
Bu sayi kadar olarBir kalem.6. sf. Herhangi bir varfil belirsiz olarak
gOsteren (say1)Aydinlik bir odada, iki duvarin kegigi ksede zayif,
yasli bir adam yatiyordu.” A. Kutlu. 7. sf. Tek: “Allah tektir ve birdir,
amenna!” A. Kabakli. 8.sf. Es, ayni, bir boydaBu kalemlerin ikisi
birdir, hangisini isterseniz alini@. sf. Ortaklga olan, birlgik, misterek:
Bizim kesemiz birdir10. sf. Deger, 6nem bakimlarindan birbirinden
farksiz, birbirine gt, birbirine benzer. 11zf. Bir kez: Bir ona, bir sana,
bir de bana bakti12.zf. SadeceHer sey bitti, bir bu kaldi113. zf.
Ancak, yalniz:Bunu bir sen yapabilirsin.
Guncel Turkge Sozluk

bir
Bir (bk. bi)
Tarkiye Turkcesi Azlarl Sozligt

bir
Bir; hemen; Oyle. || ber || bi || bir arada: btdil bir ba: bir kere || bir
bisey: herhangi bisey. bk. ayrica Bey || bir boyun: bir ¢ift (keum
hayvanlari hakkinda). bir boyun 6kuz: bir ¢ift OKlibir da: bir daha ||
bir de: ayrica || bir de bahardin: birdenbirer|flei bir: ayrica || bir denesi,
bk. bir tenesi || bir eyey: cok iyi, cok sevimli bigey || bir g& bir kag
bir gagsay: birkac¢ ay || bir giin: bir gin; biytn: bir gfibir gtinin
birisinde: gtinlerden bir guin || bir hal: birazif|ikler: herhangi birg ||
bir o ki: ne iyi oldu ki || bir oyun: bir kere; bikeresinde || bir parca:
biraz || birse(y): herhangi bisey || bir tahim: baz! || bir tenesi: birisi; bir
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denesi, bir tanesi || bir terefe: herhangi bir yebar tirli: nesekilde
olursa olsun || bir ufalgdyle bir || birimiz birimiz: birbirimizi || ondan
bir: sonra

Tarkiye Turkcesi Azlarl Sozligt

bir

(Herhangi) bir, bk. bi

Tarkiye Turkcesi Agizlari SozlEi
bir

1. Bir kere, bir defa. 2. Obdir.

Tarama Sozlgl 1963
In the bolded entry above, it is explained thiat used abir in dialects of Turkey

according torarkiye Turkcesi Aizlar S6zligu. Taking the consideration thiitin

the utteranceana bi geciregém zatenmight have been used as in the meaning of
bir, a semantic analysis foir was run and the flowing results were found. Table
17 illustrates the dictionary entries bir with examples given in English and
Turkish.

Table 16. TDK dictionary entries fbir

Dictionary Entry Examples
English/ Turkish Translation

1. First of numbers She is numloge on the list.

Liste debir numara.

2. The word to express the number There was jusbnecar parked on the street.
1 Cadde de sadece park efoir araba vardi.

3. The same, similar, identical Sorrow or happiness, they febk same.

Elem debir sevincte.

4. Together, united Together, we are one.

Hep berabebiriz.

5. A an, | bought a pencil.
Bir kalem aldim.

6. Some | spoke to some teacher at the school.

Bir dgretmenle kongtum okulda.

7. Unique, single, sole God is one.
Allah bir dir.
8. Shared, owned in common We have one aimtaam, which is to win.

Takimimmizinbir hedefi var; kazanmak.
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Table 16 continued.

9. Equal in importance, indifferent Public or privatieey are the same.
Devlet debir 6zel de.

10. Any | am going to buy one T-shirt.

Bir T-sirt alacgim.

11. Once She looked at me once.

Banabir kez bakti.

12. But, except All is taken care bt this!
Hergey bitti, bir bu kald!

13. only Only you can do this!

Bunubir sen yapabilirsin!

The table above indicates that the entriedbfodoes not give any clues as to why
in the utteranceana bi geciregém zaten -gecir is interpreted as to slap/hit. This
brings us back to investigatidg instead ofbir. It is important to note that as
mentioned before here the fact thafecir is used with indirect objec(-e)
especially with the personal object pronaen (-e), sang the utteranceana bi
gecirecgim zatengenerates a threat and an impolitenéss.a complementary
second step, a corpus analysis in the METU Turka@pus was carried out to see
the contextbi is used and reach an insight on whether it is caa with
negativity in usage.164 hits were retrieved fromogpus of 1990-2000, from all
genres and all writers. Almost all samples weranfrgpoken Turkish; speakers
seemed to take turns to speak or sounded like wezg having a conversation
with themselves or talking to themselves. Below some examples withi from
the hits:

=

Ona, bu sopayla bi vururum !

2. Bak bi de elin itini koruyo . . . Benim kitabimdeada ytizik olmadan
kizkardgime zirt pirt telefon edilmesi yazmiyo kizim . .

3. Bakma sen , baban beni doverken ses etmiyorurBeyimdir , dover de
sever de . . . Ama elin adami fazla oldu artikBen gidipsu herifi bi
parcaliyim . ..

4. Bak hala konguyo . . .iskicem belani , kapa lauo telefonu , bi daha da
Sidika ' ya takild@ini duyarsam , yersin biga. . . Duydun mu lale ?

5. Galdirdim mi elimin tersiylgap diye vuruveririin cadaloz . .iki dakka

diziyi seyredicezurda car car etme, bi sus bakayin bi kere . . .
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Out of 164 hits 46 hits were used in a negativdednwhich equals to 28.04 %.
Despite relatively high frequency of useloin negative contexts such as threats,

there were also cases where bi was used for petjigests with imperatives:

1. NazanSoray'In kasedi vardi torpidoda bi onu bul bakjitaybeseedelim
... Bu, morfin dediin sey sivi mi ? Nasi beysimdi . . .
2. Alo, Sidika , Elifsu ben . . . Banabak , sendendam olucak .

This observation indicates thdii functions as a diminutive in Turkish.
Diminutive is an affix added to a word to conveg theaning of small. Although
its use is associated with smallness and referphigsical phenomena, its
contradictory pragmatic functions, made it quiteerasting to study. Jurafsky
(1996) points out that dimunitives may signal batpositive emotional attitude
and a pejorative meaning, with both intensifyingl attenuating force effect.
Badarneh (1996) drew attention to the contradictay of diminutives showing
that they can be used for contempt as well asfglation. He also studied its
effect in negative politeness contexts:

The diminutive in CJA [colloquial Jordanian Arabis]thus used both as
a positive politeness strategy, oriented towardr&sging affection and
endearment and establishing a friendly contextHerinteraction, and as
a negative politeness strategy aimed at minimizimgosition and
softening negative statements (Badarneh, 20093p.15
The recognition thabi can have both a positively and negatively assediat
meanings requires a conscious look at the conbestt¢ what verb it is used with
and how it changes the interpretation for politendhis confirms how context
sensitive semantic prosody is and how importarst i6 be aware of the concept
while extracting or analyzing impolitenesBhis above lenghty undertaking of
semantic analysis combined with corpus analysisstilates the subtlety that
semantic prosody adds to utterances. The fact ithatiggers a negative
evaluation of the utterance confirms once more ithabliteness studies require
a wider understanding of methodological concerns datraction and for

theorization at the analysis level.

Overall, in this extract, the impoliteness with titeerance “I will hit/slap you right

now, sana bi gecireg@m zaten,is triggered by first DER’s comment “you don’t
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need to show off so muchtok hava atmana gerek yoand then her act of
excluding herself from the rest of the group by wanting to appear on the photo
as she say$10, don'’t include me”yo beni cekmeyinrhe impoliteness strategy is
a threat, which is responded by DER by a chandeirbehavior as she says “ok,
take (a picture)”tamam cekin ya This change in behavior is also an attempt to
repair the impoliteness DER has generated in tiggnbing by acting according to
membership organization assumptions in the groypgidng up and saying “ok,
take (a picture)’tamam cekin yashe is protecting both her face and impair the

face-attack she has committed against the othareigroup.

Extract2:

In this extract, which is taken from the same cosaton 113 090404 _00004 as
Extract 1, the participants ASI000037, BADO000036,ZGD00035, and
DERO00038 (ASI, BAD, OZG and DER henceforth) arkimg about going
online and chatting on the MSN. BAD is the focusropoliteness because when
she is online on the MSN, she does not chat wi¢ghdinls. The reason she has
given for that, apparently, is that when she isnanlshe watches TV series on the
computer and so by implication she cannot chats Hahavior and the excuse
given for that trigger impoliteness in the formsafrcasm and irony.

Extract2. 113_090404_00004

0ZG000035 [v] msn olan bu ¢ di mi?

Trans. this is the msn

BADO000036 [v] |[(onay)... hi-h1 sende var zaten.
Trans. (approval) hi-hi you have (&nyway.
IASI000037 [v] ((0.4))
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[ASI000037 [v]

var var.

((0.6)) blockladimama

olsun.

Trans.

yeah,yeah (I have it).

ASI000037 [c]

DER000038 [v]

but | blocked it, anywa.

((0.8)) ya bende d¢

%

Trans.

well,on my (msn)(she)

DER000038 [v]

giriyor.

._hatun megul. selam bile vermiyor

((0.3))

Trans.

DERO000038 [c]

goes online. the lady is busy. (she) doesn’t sagnhello.

0ZG000035 [v]

e o artik

bi is kadini. bak

Trans.

of course, sh

e is a business

woman now. aha,

ASI000037 [v]

dizi izliyormus |ve dizi

Trans.

she watches

TV serieslaachuse of watching

DER000038 [v]

blayimis.

_dizi izliyor.

Trans.

DERO000038 [c]

(she) has grown up.(she) watches sequels.

0ZG000035 [v] [bak!

Trans. look at that!

ASI000037 [v] izlemekten...|((0.9)) ama dizi izlemek ((0.3)) dnemli
Trans. TV series.... but watching TVieer is an important
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0ZG000035 [v] |hangi dizi?

Trans. which one?
BADO000036 [v] evet gnemli bi sanat)] evet.
Trans. (that is) right, it is an important art. yes.

BADO000036 [c]

D

ASI000037 [v]  [bi sanat. ((1.7)) |ele’ Desperate Housewives.

Trans. art for example, Desyie Housewifes

BAD goes online and watches TV series on the coerpanid this behavior is not
acceptable for the girls participating in the caisation. Both ASI and DER have
BAD added to their MSN but have also blocked hdmicl is already a form of

dismissal to BAD. Just after ASI says “I have iutld blocked it, anyway”

overlapping with DER’s alignment “yes, | did tod>ER continues her turn and
her alignment and offers an explanation to whylsi®blocked BAD: “(she) goes
online. the lady is busy. (she) does not even sflgh ASI shows her reaction to
BAD, who does not “even” say hello by blocking hebER has also done that
because she thinks saying hello on the MSN is pleinand easy, which is
indicated by her use of “even”, and mocks BAD’s wse that she is busy by
saying “ the lady is busy”. She continues her saic@omment by saying “she has
grown up. (she) watches TV series” while OZG comimenf course, she is a

business woman now”.

DER shows her disapproval to BAD quite sarcastcall three different ways:

firstly with calling BAD “the lady”, haturf, which is usually used in a negative
meaning to distance the speaker from the personskiois talking. Secondly,
having put a distance between her and BAD, DER @asiphs, with the use of
“‘even” that what they expect from BAD is such a Brttang to do “she does not
even say hello”. She then pauses for 0.3 secoalissta hypocoristic tone and
says “she has grown up” as if she is talking tohédc This again adds to the

2The lady”, hatun is used to depersonalize the person it refeasitbcreates a negative mening
opposite to “woman” in the BNC Extract 4.
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distance DER is putting between BAD and herselimbglying BAD is does not
belong to the group. OZG agrees by saying “shebigstness woman now”. “Now”
in this utterance is important as it reinforces ithh@act of DER’s comment “she

has grown up”.

It is also noteworthy that the expression “the fadyatun,in Figure 16 below
indicates that it is uttered by a high-pitch acosith the blue line making a high
peak. It is possible that that the irony createdhgyexpression shows itself in the
prosody in this way. Contradiction in the tone afice between the utterances
“(she) goes online. the lady is busy. (she) dodsemen say hello”ya ben de de
giriyor hatun, meggul selam bile vermiygiand “she is a business woman noe&,

o artik bi is kadiny is also noticeable in the sound file. “([S]he)egmnline. the
lady is busy. (she) does not even say heN@’ben de de giriyor hatun, gl
selam bile vermiygr is uttered in a hypocoristic, humorous tone fslte is a
business woman nowg&e o artik big kadiny is uttered in a serious tone. Although
it is only impressionistically, the Praat soundlgsia demonstrates the change in
the tone of voice with the blue line y&n de de giriyor hatun, ggul selam bile
vermiyor following a higher pitch then the utteranee o artik bi ¢ kadini With
the mismatch of the prosodical nuances- humoroususeserious- the two

speakers DER and OZG adopt, the intensity of in@yirs increased.
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- Var var, blokladim ama olsun
- Ya bende de giriyor hatun, mesgul selam bile vermiyor
- Ee, o artik bi i kadini

Figure 16. Praat display for the change of voicthe STC Extract 2

ASI also joins to mock with an echo “she has beeching TV series and
because she watches TV series...” and violates theinMaf Quantity in two
ways: she is repeating the information with thetflralf of her utterance “she has
been watching TV series” and links her utterancen vtand” as if she is going to
give some more information but does not completeutterance “and because she
is watching TV series...”; which leads to the intefation that she implying
something. The co-text gives the clue that whailctcéallow her utterance is that
“she is busy watching TV series and so she carmptsllo to us” which again
emphasizes their disapproval of BAD’s behavior. QZkes this as an opportunity
to ironically mock by saying “aha look at thatiak bak. It is at this critical point
ASI is impolite“((0.9)) but watching TV series... (8)) is an important art.”,
((0.9)) ama dizi izlemek(0.3)) 6nemli bi sanat

Culpeper (2011b, pp. 165-66) discusses conventimesd implicational
impoliteness as follows: “[T]hey very often involm@xed messages in some way.
More specifically, they mix features that point &rds a polite interpretation and
features that point towards an impolite interpretét In explaining verbal
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formula mismatches, under the title of conventiowah implicational
impoliteness, Culpeper (2011b, p. 174), points thdat he looks into the
“mismatches created out of conventionalized podigsnformula in the context of
either conventionalized impoliteness formula or ahdvior that otherwise
expresses impoliteness”. One example he givesUsufd you just fuck off?”,
with the mismatch could and fuck off present. Thieeo examples below come
from British talent showsX FactorandBritain’s Got Talent from Simon Cowell,
the judge of these talent shows, quoted by Cowelis bookl hate to be rude,
but...Simon Cowell’s book of nasty comm¢aio6)

She was amazing and, but she is completely andyulti@rking mad. (p.41)
| admire Paula for admiring me. (p.60)

You are gorgeous, but your voice isn’t. (p.67)

| think you are amazing: amazingly dreadful. (p.73)

That was extraordinary. Unfortunately, extraordiydvad. (p.73)

Culpeper further discusses the strategy by focusang how mismatch of
conventionalized politeness utterance can cregpeliteness through the contrast
or the mismatch with the context predictable frdme to-text. Repetition and

pauses are central to this interpretation:

Again, they mix conventionalized politeness with neentionalized
impoliteness: the contrast is with contexts pr@ddy the co-texts and not
the situation. In some cases, the contrast is fimethbybut, a word that
gives rise to the conventional implicature thatr¢his a contrast between
its conjuncts. In other cases, the two parts alé together by repetition.
The fact that there are two halves is something @wvell exploits. By
beginning with conventionalized politeness theserahces construct a
‘garden path’ pragmatic strategy: the listener &d ltowards an
understanding that Cowell thinks positively of theand Cowell invariably
pauses to allow understanding to linger. He comeplahe rhetorical
strategy by violently derailing the polite interfagon.” (p.174).

Similarly, with ASI's utterance “(0.9) but watchingV series... (0.3) is an
important art.”, (0.9)ama dizi izlemeK0.3) 6énemli bi sangtcan be taken as a
complement and conventionalized politeness fornaglaat the point it occurs in
the conversation: all the three speakers ASI, OAG BER, have informed BAD
of their disapproval of not saying hello for thecage of watching TV series, and

politely, they want to end the tension and esthbks friendlier interaction.
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However, other clues lead to a contradictory imetigdion, soama dizi izlemek

(0.3)6nemli bi sanat, is a sarcastic comment and a criticism pointesifdD.

Firstly, there is a mismatch between the objecticiag TV series, and the
reference to the object, being an art and in factimportant art, intensified with
the adjective important. It is against common krexlgle that watching TV series
is an art and hence further interpretation whether comment is sarcastic is
required. Secondly, the pauses are quite strikipg@at only in this utterance but in
all utterances that proceed. As quoted above,&peip(2011b, p. 174) points out
that pausing is a part of the strategy that Simowell, the the judge of British
talent shows X Factor and Britain’'s Got Talent uses:  “By beginning with
conventionalized politeness these utterances earisdr ‘garden path’ pragmatic
strategy: the listener is led towards an understgnithat Cowell thinks positively
of them, and Cowell invariablgauses to allow understanding to lingemphasis
mine).”. Thirdly, given the co-textual clues dissed above indicated by
utterances “but | blocked ithatun,“she has grown up”, by the message enforcers

such as “even”, “now”, by the violations of Maxirh@Quantity, and the pauses and
the contextual clues that the girls are disapp@BAD’s behavior of not saying
hello for she is watching TV series, the utterafine watching TV series... ((0.3))
is an important art’ama dizi izlemek(0.3)) 6nemli bi sanatcreates a mismatch
or contrast to the co-text and the context. Theesfib is sarcastic and functions as
a pointed criticism, which is a conventionalizedpotiteness formula (Culpeper,

2010, 2011b).

BAD responds to the irony by “(that is) right. ig) an important art’evet 6nemli
bi sanat Her tone of voice to contrary of ASlama dizi izlemek0.3) 6nemli bi
sanathigh-pitch accent is a considerably low pitch ataes the Figure 17 below
illustrates:
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Figure 17. Praat display for irony in the STC Bxtr2

This observation that BAD’s response is utterea wery different tone of voice
can be interpreted as BAD’s acknowledging the ir@amd in return taking a
serious tone to agree. With this serious tone @neemnent, she is in fact twisting
the irony to the direct propositional meaning oflaAomment, that is, watching

TV series actually is an important art, and countke impoliteness.

This extract is also an example of how dynamicailyinteraction participants
index themselves and create different membershggoazations. As soon as ASI
says ““I have it. but | blocked it, anyway”, DER@is with her and joins in with a
melodic, humorous tone illustrated in Figure 16 aags, “(she) goes online. the
lady is busy. (she) does not even say heNa’ben de de giriyor hatun, gugil
selam bile vermiyorThe irony then is carried on between the two kpesaeven
after a third participant, OZG, brings a related different theme to the topic with
her question “which one (TV series)Mangi dizi? since ASI takes a long pause
for 1.7 seconds and pretends like she is taking time to say something
significant with a filled pauseee Then she gives an example of TV series,
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Desperate Housewives, in almost the same high gitehhas said “((0.9)) but
watching TV series... ((0.3)) is an important arafpa dizi izlemek(0.3)) 6nemli
bi sanat.This indicates that she is still being ironic amté&use BAD replies “yes”,
evet,with almost the same serious low-pitch accent slgedaid'(that is) right. (it

is) an important art’@vet dnemli bi sanat.

Overall, in this extract, showing dislike to onéaste in an ironical tone, “but
watching TV series... ((0.3)) is an important araima dizi izlemek(0.3)) 6nemli

bi sanat preceded by irony(she) goes online. the lady is busy. (she) dods no
even say hello”ya ben de de giriyor hatun, smgl selam bile vermiyotriggers
impoliteness. By implication it is a criticism andsult. This incidence of
impoliteness is countered by irony again by BADthg response “(that is) right.
(it is) an important art”, evet 6nemli bi sanatwhich seems like an
acknowledgement of the comment, but the irony iewpliotherwise. The
impoliteness is resolved as a result of topic ckanmptivated by a third party
0OZG’s question “which one?hangi dizj after ASI's last turn.

Extract 3:

In this exract, four participants, PER000040, RAN8B0, SER000081 and
GUL000082, (PER, RAM, SER and GUL hereafter) amdived in a conversation

where they are comparing giving birth naturalhhtwing a cesarean.

Extract 3. 072_090820_00022
PERO000040 [v]

__cocuguna bakiyorsun nor  mal

Trans. (you) look after your baby. with natural birth

SER000081 [v] ((0.2)) hm-hm'

SER000081 [c] ((fast))

Trans. mhm mhm.

GUL000082 [v] ondan...

Trans. Itis...
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PER000040 [v]

dogumda hemen ayaklaniyorsui((1.1)) Allah kurtarsin

Trans.

lyou start walking soon.

may God be with you

PER000040 [v]

insallah.

Trans.

hopefully

RAMO000080 [v]

olur. | (i oluruz).

sen e e kendi

N

Trans.

(we) will be fine. &M, you

yourself

SER000081 [V]

gidebilecek misin?g

SER000081 [c]

gidebilen

Trans.

Wilby be able to go?

GUL000082 [v]

amin. hadi gidglim.

Trans.

Amen. Let’s go.

RAMO000080 [v]

genislsin |ya.

Trans.

are big

GUL000082 [v]

ha’ ((inhales)) hah! ((inhales)) ((short laugh))’

RAM000080 [v]

var mi?

Trans. Is there/he?

RAMO000080 [c] ((calling
GULO00082 [v] teessif ederim._banasisman mi[deémek ist{din?
Trans. excuse me. Did you mean | am fat?

GUL000082 [c] ((laughing))

% “May God be with you”allah kurtarsin is a formulaic expression similar in meaninghtay
God deliver you'. It is used in hard times andidifft situations.
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PER000040 [v] yok. __o sekilde demedi herhalde. e

Trans. No. She did not mean likat, probably. Well,

RAMO000080 [v] |(Yusuf)!

RAMO000080 [c] [another person in the context))

SER000081 [v] ((laughs))’

GUL000082 [v] __((short |augh))((laughs))

GUL000082 [c]

PER000040[v] |e * ne denir boyle? ((XXX)) delgil anlaminda. o anjamda
Trans. How is it expressed? Not in the meaning @XXX)).that
RAMO00080 [v] vic ut.

Trans. Body.

GUL000082 [v] haa’ yok. |_saka
Trans. Ohbde. No. | was joking.
GUL000082 [c] ((lengthening))
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PER000040 [v] |(dedi) ((XXX))

Trans. she meant ((XXX))

RAMO00080 [v] » vicut yapisl,

Trans.

SER000081 [v] amanin!
SER000081 [c] ((softly))
Trans.

GULO00082 [V] gedim ben._saka dedim.

Trans. | was joking

[nn] ((music,
[nn] footsteps))

PER, from firsthand experience, explains that gvannatural birth is not easy
either but at least, one is able to look afterlibby after a normal birth, which is
not the case with cesarean. The reason for havidlg & comparison is that GUL
is pregnant and other speakers are offering theurghts on the issue. When GUL
is about to leave, they wish her an easy time whth birth. As GUL suggests
going, “Let’'s go”, SER asks “will you be able to %owhich is immediately
followed by RAM’s comment “well, you yourself arégh, sen e e kendin gesin
ya, As can be seen from the musical score, this corhfiwesll, you yourself are
big” comes immediately after RAM’'s comment and cbude offered as an
explanation why SER is asking if GUL is able tolgoherself. In the meantime,
RAM continues her turn by, apparently looking foother person, and asking “Is
(there/ he)?”var mi?. Then, she calls out to a person with his nafasuf The
fact that RAM calls for this person just after tpgestion if GUL is able to go by
herself being “big”,genis, brings out the interpretation that RAM wants Yusuf

accompany her. However, GUL reacts to “big”, witham-lexical backchannéia,
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which precedes RAM’s attempt to call the persorthi@ context. Inhaling, and
uttering an interjectiorhah! loudly , and inhaling again with a short laugh, GUL
expresses her surprise at the comment and reflectdisapproval of the comment
with first the reply” excuse meteessuf ederimand a confrontation with a direct
guestion to RAM, “Did you imply I am fat?’hanasisman mi demek istedinth
jocular manner. However, with a direct question,ne anterjection and the
utteranceeessuf ederirm which the lexeméeessufs semantically related tesef
meaning contempt, sorrow, regret, sadness, feskuompess about something, the
text itself gives away that the jocular manner Gélems to take does not match
with the present tension of the moment and sass § cover. In fact, GUL'’s
reaction and responseessuf ederim. barsgsman mi demek istedimdicate that
GUL took the commenSen e e kendin gesin ya as an insult, which fits
Culpeper’'s (2010, 2011b) conventionalized impokte formulae under insult as
personalized negative vocatives with the exceptiat genis , “big”, does not

necessarily have to be relateditgnan “fat”.

Genis is semantically related to spatial aspect asdpgcious, large as opposed to
fat which is related to weight and has a negataleesjudgment as in overweight.
It is obvious that GUL attaches a connotative me@rto gens and semantic
prosody comes into play with her interpretatiorgehis as fat. She expresses that
she feels insulted with the rejoindieessuf ederimAn important question arises
here: why is it at this point the semantic prosadynes into play and GUL
interprets big as fat? In other words what triggarthe context her interpretation
that RAM was implying that she was fat and hence b&ing impolite?

There are two important cues in the context thatgoout GUL's perception of
implicational impoliteness (Culpeper, 2011b).Thestfione is an overlap: when
SER asks“Will you be able to go?fast) gidebilen , RAM was saying “will be

fine”__(iyi oluruz), which could have hindered GUL from heargidebilenwhich

was utteredast anyway. The significance of the overlap is thaGIIL has not
heard the question due to the overlap, it is neside for her to realize“well, you

yourself are big sen e e kendin gesin ya,was an explanation offered to the

191



guestion “will you be able to go by yourself?” lfat is the case, the utterarsan

e e kendin gegsin yaviolates the maxim of quantity as it is physicadlgvious
from her stomach that she is pregnant and sggjsand the maxim of relation, be
relevant and manner, be orderly, since it doeshawe any relation to the previous
utterance. As a result, GUL attributes impolitenesRAM’s comment. Culpeper
(2011b) defines this implicational impoliteness a®n-conventionalized
implicational form-driven impoliteness. As this expt indicates, conversational
conventions, an overlap and the turn-taking pattplay a crucial role in GUL’s
attribution of impoliteness to RAM’s comment srihey trigger a perception of

implied impoliteness by violating maxims of QuayptiRelation and Manner.

The rest of the conversation is also interestmgralyze in terms of how the
other participants attempt to restore the perceivgubliteness. PER recognizes
what has happened and so tries to offer an exptendtio. she did not mean like
that, probably. Well, how is it expressedf6k. osekile demedi, herhalde. e e ne
denir boyle? carefully by both hedging by using “probably” asidtancing herself
by using a passive structure with “Well, how igxpressed?”. After softening and
distancing herself, she clarifies the misunderstapdy saying not in as the
meaning of ((XXX))’ ((XXX)) dgil anlaminda.“. While PER is struggling to
come up with a good expression RAM explains hersglaying “body”,vicut
followed by more explanation “body structure™viicut yapisi, relating it to
anatomy. GUL realizes what has been meant as dbes,utaa a non-lexical
interjection used to express realization as in “Oége” in a lengthening manner.

She then withdraws her expression of contetepssiuf ederimby sayingyok.

saka dedim ben. saka dedim.“No. | was joking. | was joking”.

Overall, in this extract, impoliteness is attrillitey GUL’s perception that RAM
is being critical of how she looks with her comménell, you yourself are big”,
sen e e kendin gesin ya.This is an insult and GUL’s counter strategy t&sian
ironical acknowledgement of the insult. GUL verbas her acknowledgement of
RAM’s insult with “excuse me”teessuf ederimi‘did you imply | am fat?” bana

sisman mi demek istedin?A third party PER attempts to repair GUL'’s
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impoliteness and protect RAM’s face and possiblyLGlUand her won face as
well. GUL, in the end, after realizing inappropyaaf her behavior indicated by
the interjectionhaa! meaning “Oh, | see”, denies the face attack awd $ano, |

was joking”,yo, saka dedim

Extract 4:

In this conversation speakers MUS000518, NILOOOFA0M000467 (MUS, NIL
and HUM hereafter) are talking about a past evanwhich one of the participants,

professor Yalcin, apologized for his behavior.

Extract 4. 023 100304 00181

MUS000518 [v] Yal¢cin Hocasimdi kapidan girdi

Trans. look, Professor Yalgentered from the door.

HUMO000467 [v] |hoca ¢ok komik ya

Trans. He is so funny.

HUMO000467 [c]

MUSO000518 [v] |biz de bdyle Nilufer'le ((0.1)key konwuyoruz.|((0.2)) sbyle

Trans. We were talking with Nillfer. Hooked

MUS000518 [v] bi bakti. ((0.3)) sonra ne yaptim berbisey demedilsonra.
Trans. a while. What did | do then? tHen't say anything
HUMOO00467 [v] se
Trans. You had said that
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MUSO000518 [v] ha! » e ne yapiyorsun.). ha-ha’
Trans. Right! so how is it going... yeah, right
HUMO000467 [v] |n[sey de demgsin/ hocamibu Nilufer deil demis [in.
Trans. You said this is not Nilufer

NILO00520 [v] 0 |dedi ki bize nelyapiyorsunu |[dedi.

Trans. He said how is it going

HUMO000467 [v]

* ama o i/ 0 segaka yapiyorsun sangi__sonra geldi.

Trans.

But he thought you were joking. then he came back.

HUMO000467 [v]

((inhales)) ama surat‘direkt kizardi.

((0.7)) falandi beni de

Trans.

But blushed immediately.

when

he saw me.

HUMO000467 [c]

direk

HUMO000467 [v]

gorince._hocam dedim ordaki kardém diyorum.

Trans.

| said that is my sister

NIL000520 [v]

ben

Trans.

MUS000518 [v]

bilmiyor musenin ikizin old@gunu onun?

Trans.

He does not know you have a twin?

HUMO000467 [v]

o |hic

Trans.

NIL000520 [v]

boyle cabiiyorum.

Trans.

so | am struggling

NIL000520 [c]

((laughing))
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MUS000518 [v]

ha’

dedi ki ne yapiyorsunuz

akayim

Trans.

Yeah,

he saidso what are you doing

HUMO000467 [v]

de.

gormemis yemekhane

Trans.

saw in the cafeteria.

NIL000520 [v]

belki duymadi (bile).

Trans.

even never heard.

MUS000518 [v]

dedi bo

yle bi.[((0.2)) ((inhales)) ben degey dedim.

((0.3)) &

Trans.

| sawdell

What

MUSO000518 [v] |ne dedim? sey de... calisma yapiyoruz

Trans. Did | say? In the... were studying
NILO00520 [v] ((0.5)) ge calisma [yapiyoruz de... sont
Trans. Ihm, we are studyirthen

MUS000518 [v] |dedim. ben deg... sonra o daib('jyle Gey) bi
Trans. | said. He said...then something like
NILO00520 [v] sen de dedin | Humeyra'nin

Trans.

And then

you said

Hiameyra's

MUS000518 [v]

(bakin yaa)l(ilan dedi bdyle.llhep seni/ seni e¢sandgini

Trans.

look at this or something like that. He thought/és you all along

MUS000518 [c]

((change in tone of voice))

NIL000520 [v]

karde...

sonra ne

Trans.

Sis..

then
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MUS000518 [v]

ben anladim.

* hah!

Hlmeyra

Trans. | realized . | thought he thought you were
NIL000520 [v] dedi? fa/ « fabrnkasyon... hi" evet.|((laughs))
Trans. What did he say? fabrication....yeah, right.
NIL000520 [c] ((laughing))

MUS000518 [v]

oldugunu

diusindigind disindim. hocam Himeyra gél

Trans.

Himeyra.

sald to him but she is not Himeyra

MUS000518 [v] yalniz o dedim. sonra| [ciktl. hn
Trans. And he left. yeah
HUMO000467 [v] ((0.1)) iste o |e gpri yapiyorsun (sand1).

Trans.

right,

he thought you were joking.

MUS000518 [v]

fabrikasyon dgil mi dedi.

Gyle bisey

Trans.

she is a fabrication isn't she? Something

like t

hat

DID000521 [v]

((knocks on the door)

MUSO000518 [v] |[dedi. gel.

Trans. He said. come in
HUMO0O00467 [v] ((laughs))’

NILO00520 [v] Oyle bisey dedi. ((laughs))|((shortflaugh))’ ge
Trans. Something like that. Come in.
DID000521 [v] gelebil ir miyim?

Trans.

Can | come in?
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MUS000518 [v] sonralda gitti. arkasindan geldi((0.2)) ay ¢cok
Trans. Then he left. Then he came back afterwards. Oh, | am
MUS000518 [c] ((laughing)) ((laughing, reportin
NILO00520 [v] | Didem. |gel.

Trans. Didem, come in.

MUS000518 [v]

Ozur dilerim.

Trans.

SO sorry

MUS000518 [c]

Yalgin's words))

ALL000001 [v]

((laughter))’

[nn]

((silence))

In this conversation “ Oh, | am so sorrgy ¢ok 6zur dilerimis a metapragmatic
comment signaling an impoliteness event that hamrantly been perceived to
have occurred. The summary of the event is asvislloNIL and HUM are twins.
Prof. Yalc¢in is a professor of HUM and MUS and doesknow HUM has a twin,
who is a student at the same school. MUS is alstu@ent and a friend of both
HUM and NIL. One day at school, when MUS and NIk atudying, Prof. Yalgin

comes across them and greets them, “so how igng@ode ne yapiyorsunMuUS

realizes that the professor thinks MUS is talkinthiHUM and so he points that
out to the professor: “I said to him but she is Hoimeyra” (Himeyra being the
real name of HUM)hocam HUmeyra @@ yalniz o dedim The professor, not
having a clue what MUS has meant, thinks MUS i jpisng and he replies “she
is a fabrication, isn’'t she?”, fabrikasydesil mi. Then as HUM explains, he walks
away; sees HUM and comes back: “but (he) blushedadiately. when he saw
me. | said that is my sistergma surati direk kizardi. beni de goriince. Hocam

dedim ordaki kardgm diyorum.Realizing what MUS has meant, professor Yalg¢in

comes back and apologizes to MUS.
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MUS is providing genuine and true information witls utterance “...but she is
not Himeyra”,hocam Himeyra g@@ yalniz o. With other words, MUS is

adhering to the Maxim of Quality which requires tpr@mises: 1) do not say what
you believe to be false, 2) do not say that forakhyou lack adequate evidence
(Grice, 1975). However, Yalcin thinks that MUSaking because the information
he provides does not conform to the reality Yalkmows of and creates an
inconsistency. Realizing later that he failed tdlofle the real content of the

utterance and the misunderstanding, he comes lack@ologizes. What needs to
be discussed here is this: what brings Prof. Yaigiapologize. What makes him

perceive his behavior was impolite?

Prof. Yalcin failed to see the truthfulness of MBSitterance “but she is not
Humeyra’, Himeyra dgil yalniz o, and misunderstands MUS. Therefore, he
responds in an unexpected way. If he had attenaledet truthfulness of MUS’s
utterance, he would have responded differentlyhges, with a question inquiring
why who he was looking at was not HUM. Insteadh&f tonversational sequence
in the form of (perceived) joke -“but she is notrikgyra’, Himeyra dgil yalniz o,
replied by a joke -“she is a fabrication, isn't 8hefabrikasyon dgil mi, a
different conversational sequence would have tgiane including a question-
answer adjacency pair. A probable guess would b&MlUtterance followed by a
guestion from the professor, which would be followsy an answer from MUS.
Adjacency pairs help with the cohesion of the cosaton since they ensure the
connection between utterances articulated duringvexsational exchange. For
instance a series of a sequence of statement-desagnt, statement-modification,
and statement-question would probably cause a bimeathe flow just as a
sequence of command-question. This explains whgcadgcy pairs function as a
tool of negotiating power, an odd selection and afsadjacency pairs may cause
friction and function as a silencer which is idéal as a category for

conventionalized impoliteness formulae (Culpep8d,® 2011b).

In the case above, Yalcgin’s utterance “she is @dation, isn’'t she?”fabrikasyon
desill mi?, functions as a silencer although it is meantdcaljoke. Since MUS’

utterance, which adheres to the maxim of Qualgycanfronted with a joke that
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overlooks the truthfulness of it, the professoolsg creates an odd use of response.
Yalcin comes back to apologize because he realthes his failure in
understanding the conversational subtleties siMES, which in fact created an
unequal power of distribution in the conversatiorhis brings us to an important
but a neglected aspect of impoliteness: impolitenesn be perceived to have
occurred not only by formulaic use of linguisticpegssions or because of failing
to attend the propositional content or the truthdégks of utterances, which is

related to Maxim of Quality.

Overall, in this extract, impoliteness is triggeteg a misunderstanding. There is
no impoliteness strategy since misunderstandingrscas a result of professor’s
lack of information. The counter strategy comingnfr MUS is silence and the
impoliteness is repaired through an apology whefegsor Yalcin has realized the

misunderstanding and apologizes.

Extract 5:

In this extract, ZEY000073, ISA000058, MEH00012&¥Z ISA, MEH hereafter)
are talking about earthquakes. ZEY is enquiringualibe city they are living
about whether it is in the most dangerous earthejuaine in the world or in
Turkey, the country the city is in. ISA respondsZ6Y’s questions and says the
city is not in the most dangerous zone in the wond in Turkey. MEH joins in

when ZEY asks “why don’t they pass a law here?"thd¢ point MEH joins in.

Extract 5. 061_0900712_0045

ZEY000073 [v] madem burasi... dinyanin birinci deprem bélgesi mrés
Trans. if itis.... Is it the most dangerous eanbhfe zone in the world?
ISA000058 [v] ((0.4)) dinyanin dgil. yok. |((0.3)) yani...
Trans. not the mdangerous. No. well...
ISA000058 [c] ((softly))

ZEY000073 [v] Tarkiye'nin mi? ((0.3)) Turk
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Trans. in Turkey? ni Turkey.

ISA000058 [v] tamam. ((0.1)) hiqhi”

Trans.

ISA000058 [c] ((change in tone of voice)((fast))

ZEY000073 [v] [iye'nin. ha |n![((0.1)) Turkiye’
Trans. hah ! in Turkey.

ZEY000073 [v] |nin.|((inhales)) niye burda bir yasa getirilmiyor da|..

Trans. Why don’t they don‘t pass a law?7
MEH000126 [v] ((0.2))
MEH000126 [c] ara:
MEH000126 [v] |ulek! orospu ¢ocgu kendilerine ¢cimentodan calip

Trans. son of a bitch they steal from tleenent and make (constructions)

MEHO000126 [c] [interjection

ISA000058 [v] COgu sey...

Trans. most of them.....

ISA000058 [c] ((softly))

ZEY000073 [V] 0 [lur muyan
Trans. |Sair?
MEHO000126 [v] |yaptiyorlar jhallak |ne yasakne de bir b yalrar.

Trans. for themselves. (interjection). No prohibition sbit would work.

MEH000126 [c] ara: now is
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ZEY000073 [v] i? seninhalkin 8liyor.jya o senir cocugun da o...

Trans. your people die. they are your ownchildren tooj..
MEHO000126 [v] |yaVv! yav s... cok sikin|de onu

Trans. Hah! Like he gives a f.. he gives load of fuck
MEH000126 [c] ((lengthening))|((emphatically)) ((fast))
ISA000058 [v] ((1.7)) e niyejseyde/
Trans. why in

ISA000058 [c]

MEHO000126 [v] |senin halkin 6lmgse. ¢ok affedersin

Trans. your people die. excuse me please

MEH’s response, starting with an interjectiatek!, to ZEY’s question includes
swear words: “son of a bitch they steal from theeet and make (constructions)
for themselves”prospu ¢ocgu kendilerine ¢cimentodan calip yapiyorldBA has

a limited part in the conversation; he has a swietand as MEH is speaking, he
says “most of them”. He does not continue since ZlMécts another question
after MEH’s comment, “is it fair?”olur mu yani? MEH, who has not completed
his turn yet, completes it with another interjentidallak, and comments “no
prohibition no shit would work’ne yasak ne de bir bok yarafEY is emotional
with her next comment “your people diesenin halkin 6luygr“he is your own
child too”, ya o senin ¢cogtun da o In her utterances, the possessive determiner
“your” and subject pronoun “you” is used to referthird person determiner “their”
and third person pronoun “they”. She is takings tl@motional stance and
expressing her difficulty to understand why thogegle cannot empathize with
the people dying. MEH’s response to ZEY’s emotiaealction with “your people
die”, senin halkin oltyqgr“he is your own child too”ya o senin ¢ogtun da o,
again starts with an interjectiorav. MEH comments, “like he gives a f(uck)”,
yav s(ikinde),"he gives load of fuck your people diefpk sikinde onun senin

halkin 6lmigse In the comment tier, notice how he plays with tone of voice to
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emphasize his point: first, he uses a lengtherong,tand then accompanying the
word “load”, cok an ironically emphatic tone, and with the sweardv* fuck”,
sikinde a fast tone. Immediately after that comment, Mifidlogizes “excuse me
please”,¢cok affedersinin this extract, MEH obviously thinks that he Haesen
impolite. However, he himself does not explain megclues as to why he thinks

he has been impolite and what in the conversatoeMaluates to be impolite.

One explanation is that MEH apologizes because d& uUsed swear or taboo
words, with gradually increased level of offensies. “son of a bitch”orospu
cocyu, “no shit”, ne bok gives a f(uck)yav s(ikinde)load of fuck,cok sikindég,
one after the other. The taboo words in the exfwas he uses are associated with
offensiveness and have negative connotations. lgayome against the “norms”

and conventions of the conversation by using baguage, MEH apologizes.

However, different theoretical models would propabBerent explanations to
why MEH apologizes in this extract. While discugsexamples that did not quite
fit the bulk of his data, Culpeper (2011b, p.42plais that taboo words create
cases where it is difficult to decide what makessth cases perceived to be
impolite: whether the taboo words themselves hauwregative connotations
threaten the positive face of the participantsheirtsociality rights, which are not
directly about face issues. The example he givas fsllows:

On the beach in the South of England with my family dad has bought

me a snorkel set but the sea is freezing and It drse it.

‘Come on son, be brave’ <said quite jokingly>

‘'am’.

‘your not gonna do much snorkeling there’. <saidegjokingly>

(after attempting to get in the sea).

‘Dad its freezing...l don’t want to!’ <being stubbrn

‘oh don’t be a wimp’.

‘No dad I'm not going in’. <being stubburn> (said & walked up the
beach).

‘Well we might as well throw it in the f**king se#hen’! <stress on
f**king>

Quoting Brown and Levinson (1987, p.67), Culpe@f1(b, p.42) explains that

they treat ‘irreverence’ and ‘mention of taboos’ agositive face issue on the
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basis that ‘'S indicates that he doesn’t value Hilsi®s and doesn’t fear H’s fears’.
He, on the other hand, maintains that because dwlmre less a matter of
mediating an individuals self and more a mattesatial conventions”, they are
primarily related to sociality rights not to facsues. He adds that “[a]lthough not
explicitly accommodated within equity rights, orencconstruct an argument that
the producer of something shows lack of considemafior the perceiver by
introducing something with strong negative emotiofi®. it causes them

emotional cost).” (p.42).

If we consider Brown and Levinson’ s (1987) treatinaf mention of taboo words
as a positive face issue (with the explanation ‘®atdicates that he doesn’t value
H’s values and doesn'’t fear H's fears’) , maintagnthat MEH apologizes because
he does not value what ZEY values would not bel@ v@mment. In fact, with
his comments, MEH shows his agreement with ZEY altioel inconsiderateness

of the people who do not care about people’s lares shares her feelings strongly.

If we consider MEH’s apology on the basis that “fp@ducer shows lack of
consideration for the perceiver by introducing sthimg with strong negative
emotions” (Culpeper, 2011b, p.42), and causes emalticost, maintaining MEH
has caused an emotional cost to ZEY would not e either. By implication,
through the utterances “hah! like he gives a f..ghves load of fuck your people
die”, yav!, yav s..., cok sikinde onun senin halkin g¢d®UMEH means ZEY’s
expectations that those people should empathizebehdve more humanely are
irrational and unreasonable. However, arguing thiat implication causes an
emotional cost to ZEY would not be well-groundeddese the context or the co-

text does not give any cues in that respect.

Overall, in this extract, MEH seems to be attribgtimpoliteness to his own use
of language on the basis of common understandiag@iople avoid using bad
language because it brings out strong negativeatatians. It is important to note
that MEH, the speaker and generator of impoliterfasteast from his own point

of view), is the only participant in the conversatimaking judgments about his
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behavior. Therefore, although he insults a thirdypand does not get reactions

from the overhearing participants we do not seeumter strategy.

In Section 1.2, how politeness theory was initighaped by Lakoff (1973, 1989)
and later by Brown and Levinson (1978, 1987), wiasu$sed and how the hearer
was perceived in their framework was explained. iRstance, what is proposed
for the positive politeness superstrategy (Browd &avinson, 1987) is that the
speaker performs the FTA towards redressing thaéiyp®$ace threat to the hearer
(i.e. by claiming common ground, attending to tlearfer's needs, etc.). For this
framework, the speaker had a more central rolaeranalysis of face in politeness
theories. However, in time, with increasing emphasi the discursive approach,
the focus was given to participants’ or hearersception, which has also been
criticized later for its focus (Haugh, 2007). Inetlextract being discussed, the
speaker MEH is the performer of impoliteness andhes only participant who
draws attention to it by an apology “excuse mgik afedersinTherefore, this
extract highlights the importance of taking speak&valuations of their own
utterances back into the discussion of politenegdsmapoliteness theories. Perhaps,
an emphasis on how speakers’ form judgments onitheolite behavior and how
they evaluate the impact of their behavior on tlegn faces in interaction would

bring about new dimensions to impoliteness studies.
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CHAPTER V
CONCLUSION

5.0 Presentation

This study has two research levels: extraction andlysis, followed by a
contrastive analysis. It has different researchstjans for each level and the
contrastive analysis. In this chapter, the resequastions will be revisited and the
findings will be discussed and summarized. Impioa of the methodological
framework the study is designed with, namely theLCépproach and cyclic
research pattern will be linked to the discussioa suggestions for further studies

will be offered.

5.1. Revisiting Research Questions: Extraction Leve

There are two questions at this level. The firgsgon is: How can impoliteness
be extracted in conversation across languages,hwaie British English and
Turkish for this study?

This research question has a number of aspecis torferred. The first aspect is
the methodological approaches adopted at the éxtnatevel. The method of
extraction consisted of a combination of two apphes: the discursive and the
cue-based. The discursive approach applied in @ht@¢ness studies has been
borrowed from discursive psychology. It has threemstrands:
(i) respecification and critique of psychologitapics and explanations; (ii)
investigations of how everyday psychological categgo are used in
discourse; (iii) studies of how psychological besie (motives and
intentions, prejudices, reliability of memory ancrgeption, etc.) is
handled and managed in talk and text, without latanbe overtly labeled
as such (Edwards, 2005, p. 259) .
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These explain the close relationship between dsgeir psychology and
conversation, that is, talk that reflects our edesy business without necessarily

being discussed.

The discursive approach is characterized by itshasip on how participants in
interaction perceive politeness. With this emphasiiss school of researchers
((Eelen 2001; Mills 2003; Watts 2003, 2005; Locheo4; Locher and Watts 2005)
contest the essentialist view that the notion ofitgrmess is the same across
cultures, which has been reinforced with Brown aadinson’s politeness theory.

Since metapragmatic comments and reactive respapsas a window to how

interactants perceive politeness phenomena, tleeliséed as the two points taken

into consideration under the discursive approachh® present study.

The discursive approach has been criticized forentgphasis on participants’
perception and it has been argued that it createdtmpns concerning the validity
of researchers’ analyses (Haugh, 2007). An apprdaeh complements the
discursive approach for the criticisms it received necessity and the cue-based

approach is what is proposed in this study as gptament

The cue-based approach has not been used as ttexfar to an approach before
in the literature. Conventionalized impolitenessnfalae, non-conventionalized
implicational impoliteness, verbal and non-verbainis signaling interpersonal
conflict and semantic prosody come under the hgadue-based approach. It is
assumed that conventionalized impoliteness formulaen-conventionalized

implicational impoliteness, conversation analysels (e.g. turn-taking, pauses,
etc), verbal and non-verbal forms signaling intespaal conflict (e.g. change in
structural patterns such as turn taking, topic gkarrepetition, seeking for

disagreement.) and semantic prosody create ansimelinodel to compensate for

what might be neglected by the discursive approach.

Examples of impoliteness extracted from the corpbi@v that the combination of
the two approaches with the tools they provide aseeffective as they were

assumed to be. For instance, some examples wotlldarve been extracted from
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the BNC and the STC if the cue-based approach lbadeen included in the
extraction. The BNC Extract 5 exemplifies how a\@mtionalized impoliteness
formula “fuck off” creates tension. Extract 2 shoWwsw non-conventionalized
implicational impoliteness is generated througleelmo of offensive word “shit” in
“SHIT TV”. Extract 3 is an example of how conveieat analytic tools can be
applied to reach conclusions about verbal and rewbal conflicts aggravating
impoliteness. With immediate topic change afterstjp@-answer adjacency pairs,
participants in interaction silence each other em@@te interpersonal conflict. The
STC Extract 1 is a good example of how semanticquy comes into play in
generating impoliteness through the use baof functioning in the text as a
diminutive and the verb gecir and how context sensitive both semantic prosody

and non-conventionalized implicational impolitenass.

Overall, the effectiveness of these tools combindth the discursive and cue-
based approaches proved to provide a wide enouggtiowi to look at impoliteness.
In fact, if they were not combined, the subtle wayth which impoliteness is
generated with would have gone unnoticed in thdyaizastage. It is important
that further studies are carried out within a samimethodological approach to

find out what other tools can be added under tleedpproaches.

Another aspect of the question is about whethemgtlery methods used with the
corpora were effective. In order to arrive at camtonalized impoliteness
formulae in the corpora to collect conversationat tmvolve impoliteness, a
variety of query methods were used. For instancethem BNC, word and
collocation queries were initially, run for a list taboo words such asodding,
fucking, shitand conventionalized phrases suchbagger off,shut upin spoken
subcorpus with the text type selected as spokewecsation Most words for
queries came from a study from Millwood-Hargravé®(@) cited by Culpeper
(2011b). For extracting incidences of impolitenasshe STC, a similar method
was followed. A list of swearing words and expressiwas formed. Most words
and expressions came from Aydin (2006)’s and &i{{#8609)'s studies. It was
assumed that a list of these words would functieftl ¥or carrying out the word

query for extraction in Turkish as Millwood-Hargea¢2000)’s list used for word
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guery in British English. Examples of impolitenessived at as a result of such
word and collocation queries (e.g. The BNC Extrdct®, 3, 7, the STC Extract 5)
retrieved from the two corpora indicate that loakifior conventionalized

impoliteness formulae lends itself well for extiant

For the word query in the STCsik-Gller's (2008) dissertation findings about
concepts strongly associated concepts with KABAumkish was also used. The
lexical items that she found to be strongly asdediawith KABA in
metapragmatic talk on impolitenessiisiincesiz saygisiz nezaketsizkistahlik,
patavatsizlik, kirigibencil cirkin, cahil, empati kuramayarnwere not encountered
in conversations extracted. There are three passaasons for this. First, despite
being fairly representative in terms of demograpsaenpling, the STC is still
limited in size. When the STC is expanded, furtberdies could bring about
different findings. Second, people may prefer motréspond to impoliteness
(Culpeper, Bousfield and Wichmann, 2003) or evehely do, they may not report
it to other people later. For instance, in the SHXZtract 4, which is reported
impoliteness, we do not have access to the actiafaction that took place
between the student and the professor. If the gsofehad not come back to
apologize, and if the student had not reportedully fwith the fact that the
professor did apologize, this example of impolisnevould have not been
available to the researcher. Third, and indeed mtaesible reason could be that
there is a mismatch between how people concepéuatipoliteness and verbalize
that conceptualization and how they use the languaggenerate and react to
impoliteness. While they evaluate a behavior asolitgg people could verbalize
their judgment with the lexemaezaketsizput they could as well use other
expressions such as the metapragmatic commentdesgif ederiniexcuse me’,

in the STC Extract 3).

Eelen (2001) suggests that first-order politendmailsl be distinguished in three
categories: expressive politeness, classificatariitgmess and metapragmatics
politeness. He describes them as follows:

Expressive politenessl [i.e. first-order politefessfers to politeness
encoded in speech, to instances where the speaker a “polite
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behaviour: the use of honorifics or terms of adslres general,
conventional formulaic expressions (‘thank you'xcise me’, ...),
different request formats, apologies, etc. ..., tlee usual objects of
investigation in most politeness research. Classibry politenessl refers
to politeness used as a categorizational toolovers hearers” judgments
(in actual interaction) of other people’s interactil behavior as “polite” or
‘impolite”. Finally, metapragmatic politenessl asvénstances of talk
about politeness as a concept, about what peopbeipe politeness to be
all about (Eelen, 2001, p 35).

As mentioned above with the example of the STC &xtr3, in this study,
comments such agessuf ederimmexcuse me’, are regarded as a metapragmatic
comments indicating classificatory politenessl. Témson for this is because the
study examines impoliteness in interaction and swchments are metapragmatic
and classificatory since they show interactantduati®n of other participants’
interactional behavior as polite or impolite.

Another point that needs to be reminded here atb@iSTC Extract 3 and the
metapragmatic commerieessif ederim‘excuse me’ is thateessuf ederims
uttered to express disapproval on what the spdssheard from another speaker
in interaction. In other words, it expresses thatperson who saysessuf ederim
has taken offense for the violation of her rightel ashe asking that the other
speaker acknowledges what she has done. Utddssif ederipf'excuse me” in
general can fill two functions: first is the sansteessif ederimnd the second is
as an act of apology. Going back to the argumertier impoliteness is inherent
in linguistic expressions or speech acts (see @e&i2 for discussion), it seems
that Culpeper's (2010) dual view that (im)politem@sd pragmatic (im)politeness
are inter-dependent is plausible: “([ijm)politeneszn be more inherent in a
linguistic expression or can be more determinedcbgtext , but neither the
expression nor the context guarantee an intexwatof (im)politeness” (p.3237).
In discussing mimicry and echoic mention as impitel impoliteness (see
Section 2.2), Culpeper (2011b) refers to Sperber \&iison’s (1986) Relevance
Theory and echoic irony. Culpeper summarizes tleabraling to Sperber and
Wilson (1986, p. 240) the relevant implicaturesfarened only when:

first, on a recognition of the utterance as an pchecond, on an
identification of the source of the opinion echoeahd third, on a
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recognition that the speaker’s attitude to the igpinechoed is one of
rejection or disapproval.

In the case of the STC Extract 3, ‘excuse me’ him ineaning ofeessuf ederim

fulfills these three conditions of echoic use. sThgain confirms that word query
by itself is not adequate method for extractioninopoliteness unless contextual
clues are taken into consideration. However, tleap signal contexts that

impoliteness might take place.

Related to what has been discussed regarding ‘exoes§ another complexity that
was taken into consideration in extraction wasrtle of semantic prosody. As
mentioned before in Section 2.6, semantic prosedyasely related to the notion
of collocations. The primary function of semanticogpdy is to express
speaker/writer attitude or evaluation (Louw 200058). Semantic prosodies are
typically negative; however, it is also possiblatth speaker violates a semantic
prosody condition to create an impact such as jrorsincerity, or humour in the
hearer (Louw 1993, p. 173). Findings confirm the huances semantic prosody
brings to the interpretation of impoliteness plafjuadamental role in extraction.
The examples discussed in relation to semanticopsosvith the extracts in this
study strongly indicate that a consideration of @etic prosody is a must for

research studies focusing on impoliteness.

One other fundamental notion applied in the eximactvas Culpeper (2011b)’s

non-conventionalized implicational impoliteness. Ascussed in Section 2.2,
Culpeper (2011b) classifies implicational impolies in 3 categories: form-driven,
convention-driven: internal, external; and contéstt-en: unmarked behavior and
absence of behavior. Below is an example Culpep@ilb, p. 158) gives to

demonstrate form-driven impoliteness.

‘Uh, Im always tidying this fucking room’-person X
Implied I never tidy the living room (which isn'tue!)
Said in the living room, semi-angry, emphasizingvays’'.
Said by a housemate. No one else was there.

My response- silent annoyance
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This example illustrates how flouting a Gricean maxcreates implicational
impoliteness. From the perspective of the heaher,offender violates Maxim of
Quality because it is false to say that he is abmadying the room. This example
falls into the classificatory politenessl verbaliziater in this way since the

behavior and evaluation of the behaviour take pia@etual interaction.

Through another example, Culpeper (2011b, p. l&&tiates convention-driven
impoliteness.

A friend that | used to work with came to visit mgh his partner (who
used to work for me last year). She is pregnantlsfdre she even said
hello to me she walked into my house and said ‘Yiale-I'm 5 months
now and I'm nowhere near as big as you were- youewse monster
(laughs) wasn’t she Daz’ So | replied with ‘Ohjlbecome in-very nice to
see you again too!

After saying this in a sarcastic tone, | lookednat friend Darren (the
pregnant girls partner) who cringed + mouthed #yeisorry’ to me and
then said ‘who’s for a nice cup of tea’ in a smileyjce.

This is an example of external, convention drivapaoliteness because ‘Oh, hello,
come in-very nice to see you again too!’ is a cotmalized politeness greeting.
However, it does not match the context especiatlgeswhat it is preceded with
(i.e. 'you are a monster’) is more likely to be @dated with impoliteness. This is
a case for external mismatch. Again, taking Eelef2601) categories into

consideration, one might suggest that ‘Oh, helme in-very nice to see you
again too! indirectly falls into the metapragmapiclitenessl category, although it
is a reaction to impoliteness taking place in arualc interaction as in

classificatory politenessl category. Similar to dase in the STC Extract 3, the
three categories, expressive, classificatory andapnagmatics, Eelen (2001)
suggests become intertwined with each other irraot®n. The insight that has
been gleaned from this observation is that extgcimplicational impoliteness

from corpora required more in-depth awareness afhat forms and what cues
impoliteness might present it with.

With this in mind, in extraction, as well as contienalized impoliteness formulae,

cues for different categories of implicational inifemess were tracked down for
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both British English and Turkish to compensatethar incidences of impoliteness
which could have been missed otherwise becausediblayot fall into what might
be named as conventionalized impoliteness formw#tbough looking for non-
conventionalized implicational impoliteness setsauaolid frame for other aspects
impoliteness that is closely linked to the formnneentions and context, the
concept of non-conventionalized impoliteness is brolad enough to include the
category for implicational impoliteness that is gexted by metaphorical,
metonymic and idiomatic expressions. The BNC ex¢rdg with the idiomatic
expression “getting too big with their boots”, ahavith the metaphor of “crawling
into a hole” signal the potential for implicationahpoliteness in the sense that
they are used to express affective meaning andienabteffect of what is being
experienced. As argued before in Section 4.1, WiehBNC Extract 7, in which
the emotional effect of having encountered impobtes is expressed with “Oh
God, | would've crawled into a hole for the restnoyf life” by a speaker, we see
that in studying naturally occurring conversationgtapragmatic comments on
emotions may not appear in the form of emotionl@bet in the form of idioms,

multi-word expressions and conventional or creatiegaphors and metonymies.

The second question is: What do findings at thillef the study provide the
researcher about what impoliteness is? In ordantwer to this question, within
the CDL framework, scholars evaluate the insights/thave gathered from the
extracted instances of impoliteness for the reféatan of the research questions
or the theory that will be applied to analyze tla¢ad Current studies also indicate
a tendency towards that practice. For instancest#ld (2008) allocates a chapter,
Chapter 7, “The Dynamics of Impoliteness”, and dsses “just what exactly is
‘context ‘and more importantly for us here, how slagerelate to, and shape, the
creation and perceptions of impoliteness?” (p.169Yhis chapter, he introduces
the theory of activity type. Thomas (1995:189-190)es 6 features of activity
type as the following: 1) The goals of the partits, 2) Allowable contributions,
3) The degree to which Gricean maxims are adhered are suspended 4) Turn-
taking and topic control 5) The manipulation of geatic parameters. In terms of
turn-taking and topic control, for example, Boukfi€2008) explains that “the
degree to which an individual can exploit turn-taknorms in order to control the
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interaction, to establish his, or her, own agendasuccessfully manage the
activity type and achieve their goals is an impartaand significant area for
impoliteness” (p. 173). Through applying the “ait$i type” to the analysis of
impoliteness especially with the discussions obvadible contributions, Gricean
maxims and turn-taking and topic control, Bousfigd008), though with
implication, addresses what is explicitly proposeth this study: the theory of
impoliteness in spoken interaction should be erpldithrough both the concept of

Face and conversational conventions in spokenactien.

So far, the findings from the extraction level sogi@an integration of theoretical
discussion of conversational conventions to theehoflimpoliteness and require
that the face model has to be enriched. It is With awareness that the data will
be examined. The research questions and existewyids will be revisited and

reformulated before the analysis level starts.

5.2 Revisiting Research Questions: Analysis Level

At the analysis level, 7 extracts are discussenh fitee BNC. Extract 4 is given as
an example to a conversation in which, despiteeathe use of “don’t be a so
stupid woman”, the participant who is being addedsdoes not evaluate it as
impolite. Extract 7 is reported impoliteness (metapragmatic impoliteness). One
of the participants tells about the impoliteness bas encountered for chewing
gum at school when a teacher seeing her commedaitshie looks like a slut. All

the other extracts are incidences of impoliteneksg place during interaction.

From the STC, 5 extracts are analyzed, all of wlaiehexamples of impoliteness
happening during interaction except Extract 4, Whis reported impoliteness.
Table 18 below gives a summary of the findingsvadiat the end of detailed
analysis in Chapter Four. Although the chart alegdthe details of the analysis, it
provides a visual tool to arrive at discerning dasions, within the limits of the

number of conversations analyzed, about impolitemeghe British English and

Turkish.
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Table 17. Research Questions and the BNC and STC

The BNC

Research Questions

Extract 1

Extract 2

Extract 3

Extract 5

Extract 6

What triggers impoliteness in interaction amg
the speakers of British English?

Rgrming aliance agains|
background assumptiol

s

Showing disiike to one’ tag]

e Showing dislike te'sn
use of language

Offensive language

Showing dislike tq
one's behaviour

relation to face in interaction employed by

impoliteness

speakers of Turkish?

What impoliteness strategies are employed [imsuit Insutt Insult Insult Insult
interaction by speakers of British English?
How is impoliteness countered in interaction|Bgtempt to prove Excluding oneself from the |Ironical acknowledgeme Direct reponse with thVarning
speakers of British English? adequacy group and indexing oneselfof the insult same phrase
with a different group
What is the role of countering strategies in |Attempt to repair Closure by a silencer and |Closure by topic changg Closure Denial
relation to face in interaction employed by  [impoliteness topic change by a third Closure by topic
speakers of British English? change
The STC

Research Questions Extract 1 Extract 2 Extract 3 Extract 4 Extract 5
What triggers impoliteness in interaction amgBgcluding oneself from | Showing dislike to one’  |Showing dislike to one’s|Misunderstanding Offensive languagp
the speakers of Turkish? the group and indexing [taste appearance directed to a third

oneself with a different party

group
What impoliteness strategies are employed [ifhreat Insult Insult Insult
interaction by speakers of Turkish?
How is impoliteness countered in interaction|®hange in behavior  |Ironical acknowledgement |lronical acknowledgeme|No reply No reply
speakers of Turkish? the patronizing behavior  |of the insult
What is the role of countering strategies in [Attempt to repair Topic change Denial Apology Apology

It seems that both in British English and Turkishpwing dislike of a feature of

someone, which is a form of face attack, commonlygéers impoliteness. As

Extracts 1 in both the BNC and STC exemplify, agtiagainst pre-formed

membership organizations and assumptions and etmpee

related

membership categorization bring out the potentalimpoliteness. In the BNC

Extract 1, two of the card players are assumedate Hormed new alliances

( Figure 13), which in turn prompts reaction frother two members. Similarly, in

the STC Extract 1, one of the participants exclugesfrom the group who are

taking photograph together as a reaction to onth@fmembers who has been

irritating. However, her behavior of excluding hadfsfrom the group and the

implication that she is indexing herself differgnit responded with impoliteness
by two members in the group. Use of offensive legge and misunderstanding
are the two other issues that have triggered ingrass. In Extract 5 in the BNC,
“fuck off” is uttered as a reaction to what theetlspeaker was saying: the teacher

has asked them to write about 6000 words for tipepdue soon. However, “fuck
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off” is not neutralized and in return triggers ctemimpoliteness from the other
participant “you do”. In the STC in Extract 5, aff@ve language is used again to
react but verbalized in a way that it is obviouslsgeted at to an outsider or a third
party. After saying “son of a bitchdrospu ¢ocgu, and “he gives fucking load of
shit”, cok sikinde onurthe speaker apologizes to the present partigdantoeing
impolite. In the STC Extract 4, a misunderstandingurs between a professor and
students on the propositional content of what taéent is saying. Based on his
own understanding, the professor makes a joke diat,lwhen he realizes there
was a misunderstanding, he comes and apologizabdgoke. Looking at what
triggers impoliteness in interaction, especiallg BBNC Extract 5 and the STC
Extract 4 and 5, the debate on whether intentiora idetermining factor in
generating impoliteness and whether an intentiéad attack is attributed to the
impoliteness seem extraneous. Culpeper’s (20128) purrent definition of what
impoliteness seems to be in line with the data:

Impoliteness is a negative attitude towards spebiéhaviors occurring in
specific contexts. It is sustained by expectatiatesires and/or beliefs
about social organization, including, in particulaow one person’s or a
group’s identities are mediated by others in irdeoa. Situated behaviors
are viewed negatively - considered ‘impolite’- whey conflict with how
one expects them to be, how one wants them to t@rahow one thinks
they ought to be. Such behaviors always have ompeesumed to have
emotional consequences for at least one participhat is, they cause or
are presumed to cause offense. Various factors ecaterbate how
offensive an impolite behavior is taken to be, uddhg for example
whether one understands a behavior to be strontggptional or not.
Then, regardless of whether the impoliteness evamdsuntered in the extracts are
performed intentionally or not, looking at the dhansult seems to be applied or
perceived to be applied the most as a strategy o exception in the STC
Extract 1, which is a threat. The close relatiopsbetween insults, notions of
punishment and harm have been discussed beforehapt€ Four. There are
different types of harm: physical harm, such ascping, stabbing; deprivation of
sources such as in robbery and social harm (TegdekgR0). Social harm is an
important type for impoliteness since it damagesdtbcial identity of a person by
lowering their status. It can be executed througtulis, reproaches, sarcasm and
impolite behaviour and linguistic impoliteness. [d#ge evaluations, mild

reproaches and disagreements may be perceivedragydttacks even when they
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are not intended to be (Tedeschi and Felson, 1899471). In Extract 7 in the
BNC, while reporting the impoliteness she expemehdthe participant talks about
how she felt. The emotion she describes is emlzamast because her social
identity face is being attacked and as a resultabbarm is being inflicted. This
extract also illustrates a case for the need talystine role of emotions in
impoliteness. Although as Spencer-Oatey (2011) tpdirout that the role of
emotions has always been an implicit thread ofudision in relation to politeness
theory (Brown and Levinson 1987; Lakoff, 1989; 1dE989; Leech, 1983;
Goffman, 1967), there has been little research anpoliteness studies (Spencer-
Oatey, 2011; Culpeper, 2011b and Ruhi, 2009).

The STC Extract 1, in which threatana bi gecircem zatef¥'ll hit/slap you right
now” was identified as impoliteness category. Iswdentified as a threat and in it
is the semantic prosody that came into play thrdaigtvhich is functioning in the
text as a diminutiveand—gecir. Semantic prosody is context sensitive in the sense
that the same combination of the diminutive and\as in the utterancgana bi
gecircem bu bereyif'll put this (beret) on you now” would not be epreted as
impolite under normal circumstancé&hen the contextual sensitivity of semantic
prosody is taken into consideration, one could arthat what is considered as
conventionalized impoliteness formula could as waln out to be a neutral
expression as it is the case in the beret exanipis.acknowledgement demands
an informed approach to extraction and analysisfodies similar to the present
study. Otherwise, it is possible to miss incidenoésmpoliteness triggered or
verbalized through non-conventionalized expresstbas are impolite due to the

effect of semantic prosody.

In terms of how impoliteness is countered in int&oa the extracts show that a
variety of strategies are employed in British Eslgland Turkish. An attempt to
prove adequacy when inadequacy is implied thronghlis (e.g. “psychological”),
excluding oneself from the group and indexing oliesigh a different group (e.g.
“the best people are”), responding directly witle same phrase perceived to be
impolite to the performer of impolitenes (e.g. “ydo (fuck off) ” ), warning (

e.g.” don't talk to me like that. | don’t appre@ahe way you're talking to me”),
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ironical acknowledgement of the insult (e.g. “Iretacorrected” ,evet 6nemli bi
sanat “yes an important art”), change of behaviour (&agham c¢ekin ydok, take
(a photograph) it”, and no reply are used as greseto counter impoliteness. For
the last question about the role of counteringtegjias, it would not be wrong to
say that in both languages when a participant redpado impoliteness in some
way there is somewhat a change in the behaviowe.pEnformer of the impolite
behaviour may try to repair the act, either thefqrerer of the act or another
participant may change the topic, or either theéqgoerer or another participant
denies that an impolite act was performed and slabe incident. Overall,
reaching conclusive remarks about the speakersrioB English or Turkish is
optimistic given that the number of impoliteness¢rasts analyzed in the study is
not big enough to make generalizations. Howeveis th not necessarily a
drawback. The aim of contrastive studies shouldb®to make generalizations
about speakers of languages at the cultural Ieka@tlar and Culpeper (2010)
verbalize the importance of contrastive studie®bews:

comparative analysis is an important task, becaoseparing politeness
practices and their contexts, should enable [oog]ain insights into the
general mechanism of the interactional function lmfguistic (im)
politeness (p. 14).
Ruhi and Kadar (2011), for instance carried oubrirastive analysis of how face
was conceptualized during the late nineteenth-eamty twentieth-century Turkish
and Chinese to through the use of word “face”. adtgh their study is an example
of one in historical impoliteness, their aim, which to take a step towards
generating cross-cultural research, is closelyelthko what is aimed at with this

study.

5.3 Revisiting Research Questions: Contrastive Level

The the question at this level is: What are thelitapons of the study for
impoliteness and face theory? The suggestion tlatdGls should be integrated
into the discussion of what impoliteness is hasnbeenfirmed to be useful for
discussions of debated issues such as the rolsajréement. In Chapter Four, in

the BNC Extract 3, the notion of disagreement masrged as a topic that needs to
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be discussed further. As mentioned, early in tkeddfithere was conceptual a
tendency (Locher, 2004; Waldron and Applegate, ¥#kava, 1993,) to regard
disagreement as a form of conflict. When disagree#ma@s linked to CA studies,
the same line of thought that disagreement indicaienflict (Hutchby, 1996)
ruled the discussions. It was within this dominpatspective that disagreement
was linked to the issue of face and it had beemtaimied that disagreement
proposed a threat to face (Brown and Levinson 1%&&ech 1983). However,
over time that tendency took a different directeond scholars argued that as an
adjacency pair disagreements produced longer &king sequences (Kothoff,
1993; Sifianou,2012) and therefore they had faceMaiaing or face-enhancing
effects as well (Angouri and Locher, 2012). In B¥C Extract 3, disagreement is
analyzed in relation to CA and is treated as aacajcy pair. It was observed that
disagreement in the extract did not produce lorsgguences although its effect
seemed to open a new sequence of opinion-disagntelineas then observed that
the immediate topic change after disagreement eneah effect of silencing.
Therefore it was theorized that the pattern disagent followed by immediate
topic change functions as an impoliteness stratdgyas through CA analysis
tools this conclusion was arrived at. This clains haplications about what
impoliteness is and whether face theory shoulddogral for the theory, and if yes

what other ways face can be analyzed.

With the three strands of discursive approach, enghich is studying how
psychological business (motives and intentionsjudrees, reliability of memory
and perception, etc.) is handled and managedkratal text (Edwards, 2005), the
discussion on face dominantly look into interactidtowever, as Haugh and
Bargiela-Chiappini (2010, p. 2074) pointed out wivat mean by interaction may
differ:

In its most fundamental sense, interaction refersituations in which two
or more people communicate. Face is uncontrovérsideractional in this
sense in that face necessarily involves evaludiioothers, which in turn
presupposes that interaction has indeed taken plaoendale, 1999;
Haugh and Hinze, 2003; Ho, 1976). The move in peatgs — albeit not
always accepted — towards examining samples oflifeainteraction is
thus largely consistent with a conceptualisatiorfage as interactional in
this ordinary sense. However, interaction can bsanderstood in a more
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technical sense, namely, as the reciprocal infleegm® or more persons
have on each other in communicating, through wifictdamentally non-
summative outcomes emerge (that is, meanings wdnemot necessarily
synonymous with what the speaker might have inténmae with what the
recipient might have understood) (Arundale, 2006)19

Different orientations towards looking into faceimeraction have been taken up
by scholars. For instance, Ruhi (2010) proposesftta should be analyzed not
only through an examination of interaction in thdioary sense but also through
parallel documents, as suggested by Garfinkel (L186d Hak (1995) suggest in
reaching an understanding of how background assangpaind categorizations
affect face in interaction in the “technical” senseuhi and Kadar's (2011)

comparative study of folk concepts of face in Chaeand Turkish is another
example for grounding analysis of face in “thetfosder emic concepts” (Haugh,
2012, pp.128-9).

Arundale (2005, p.212) also grounds face in ethayolgy of interaction in a

general sense:

The alternative, more culture-general conceptutdineof face developed
here is grounded in an observation considerablyemgeneral than
Goffman’s: all humans engage in communication witl matrix of

relationships with other human beings. From thespective of theory in
human communication, interaction in relationshipsasic to explaining
human sociality. But given this particular obseimadl and theoretical
framing, one needs to ask if the alternative vidwWace as relational and
interactional is a culturally bounded conceptudiara Of course it is. No
human construction can be otherwise.

Spencer Oatey (2007) is another scholar who ain®itg a broader analysis to
face in interaction. As mentioned in Chapter Twodiscussing the question what
kind of data is needed for research into face,asgaes that post-event comments
offer valuable information on people’s evaluatieactions or attributions which
may vary from person to person and culture to calt€Chang and Haugh (2011)
use a different term for post-interviews: ethno@repgnterviews. Although they
applied this method in their study together withorelings of naturally occurring
interactional data, they acknowledge that doingthmographic interview could as
well be face threatening by itself (p.2952) sinceréates a new interaction. Mills

(2009, p.1049) argues that a distinction betwegoliteness at an individual level
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and societal level should be made and analytieamhéworks should be developed
to analyze impoliteness at a societal level. Thas ©e achieved through an
analysis of “Communities of Practice” norms. In clusion, the analysis of face in
interaction in the ordinary sense (Haugh and Bragiappini, 2010) falls short
for impoliteness studies and different analytigghramaches should be developed to
go beyond. This is implied as well with this stuglgich examined the interaction
in the ordinary sense but went relatively furthgrimtegrating CA approach and
tapping upon issues such as membership organizassumptions in the context

the interaction took place.

5.4 Revisiting Existing Theories of Face and Impdkness

The BNC Extract 1 and the STC Extract 1, 3 andedexamples of impoliteness in
which violation of Gricean conversational maximsedily or indirectly trigger

impoliteness. This indicates that the Gricean maxineed to be taken into
consideration in interaction. With repeated viaatiof the maxims in spoken
conversation, speakers are perceived to be impdite they encounter
impoliteness (e.g. the STC Extract 1). This britigs notion of “speaker rights
theory” (Wilson 1987, 1989) and related notionshsas Spencer-Oatey and
Jiang’s (2003) sociopragmatic interactional pritesp(SIPs) closer to the stage in
addition the notion of face, which has been atcinatre of impoliteness theory so

far.

Wilson (1987, 1989) argues that a conversationardy be defined through an
“equal distribution of speaker rights” (1987, p).96his argument is different than
participants taking equal turns: “It is rather rgoiion of the fact that in
conversation, speakers have equal rights in termsitaating talk, interrupting,
responding, deciding not to do any of these” (War2006, p. 8). Wilson (1989)
claims that the “speaker rights theory” (STR) isatvdistinguishes conversation

from other types of discourse.

Warren (2006, p. 8) explains that:
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When it is claimed that the participants in cona&os are of equal status,
this does not mean that one can never converseonifs employer, for
example. What is meant is that for the durationaotonversation, the
external status set aside, and for the purposescooiducting the
conversation, the participants are deemed to lejoél status. In this way
the participants perceive themselves to be of esfaslis or the purposes of
holding a conversation. This distinguishes convasafrom specialized
discourse types in which the status of participatsmequal, which in turn
has consequences for the resulting discourse. ...Hven reality a
particular conversation is dominated verbally bye oor more of the
participants, the responsibility for the discoursmains shared. Moreover,
the participants in a conversation can only shaspansibility for it if they
perceive themselves to be of equal status. Thistishe case in specialized
discourse types in which it is the speaker(s) vehdesignated as dominant
and who has the ultimate responsibility for thecdigse.

STR can also be related to Spencer-Oatey’s (208pp&t Management Model. It
consists of three interconnected aspects: the neamagt of face, the management
of sociality rights and obligations and the managetof interactional goals. For
Spencer-Oatey face is similar to how Goffman (1963) defines it; ‘the positive
social value a person effectively claims for hirh§sic] by the line others assume
he has taken during a particular contact’ (qtdSjpencer-Oatey, 2000, p.13). The
management of sociality rights and obligations ab®ut social expectancies
meaning that they reflect people’s concerns abamdss and appropriateness of
behavior. Interactional goals are the tasks pebple when they interact with
each other (Spencer-Oatey, 2000, p.14). What isoitapt about perceived
sociality rights and obligations is that people e@lep a sense of behavioral
expectations and in cases where these expectatienset differently or not met
at all, interpersonal relationship is influencecshe summarizes the bases of
perceived sociality rights and obligations undee¢hheadings: 1) contractual/legal
agreements and requirements, 2) Explicit and intptenceptualizations of roles
and positions, 3) Behavioral conventions, styled protocols. She expands the
last heading by giving an example: work groups, if@mtance, usually develop
conventions for managing team meetings on issuel &3 who sits where;
whether where they sit should depend on their statuole or not. Although the
first base, contractual/legal agreements and reguEnts are more rigid, it is

possible that they were generated as a result ok saormative behavior. Not
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surprisingly, the normative behavior is what freoglyeor typically takes place in a
context but these norms may not be arbitrary:

They may reflect efficient strategies for handlimgctical demands, and
they may also be manifestations of more deeply haldes. For example,
conventions in relation tturn-takingand rights to talemphasis mine) at
business meetings are partly a reflection of thexirte deal effectively with

the matters at hand, but they are also likely feece more deeply held

beliefs about hierarchy and what is socially appede behavior for given

role-relationship. In other words, people typicailgid value-laden beliefs
about the principles that should underpin intecac{iSpencer-Oatey, 2000,
p.16)

Spencer-Oatey and Jiang (2003) call these belietsogragmatic interactional
principles (SIPs), two of which are equity and asstton. It is essential to expand
on these two principles since they are the priesiphat link both Culpeper’'s
(2011b) and Bousfield’s (2008) models to Spencee®@s Rapport Management

model.

The dimension Spencer-Oatey brings to the modehpbliteness with the theory
of Rapport management is of fundamental importara®,it pinpoints the
relationship between impoliteness and conversatdnich is the main focus of
this study. In fact, with the example of turn-tadiand rights to talk, in relation to
the SIPs, especially with equity and interactianablvement, the model Rapport
Management brings us back to the basics of contensd analysis. This is very
important to acknowledge as what has been at thg béthe impoliteness model
so far is the concept of the face. This study, icond that impoliteness theory
should link the two, face and conversation analysigether at least as far as

spoken interaction is concerned.

5.5 The Cyclic Approach: Issues and PerspectivesahEmerge

As explained in Section 3.2 with the Figure 3, ttisdy follows a cyclic research
pattern. The cyclic process demands going backwaitsr taking the insights

from collated data into consideration, the thearyhe framework that the analysis
level will be discussed with is formed. It is as®dhthat since the main focus of

the study is on natural data in interaction, dathrequire a theorization that does
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not necessarily fit the pre-formulated assumptemd existing theories. The cyclic
process of going backwards from collated data teeldp a theory requires
tentativenessn terms of the research questions the analysisdtiae study with.

Perceiving the research questions tentative, menaghe researcher is willing to

revise the questions or discuss emerging issuesdatthe study unfolds.

During the course of the study certain issues eetkemd insights gathered about
these issues are summarized in this section. Buesswill be formed as research
guestions followed up by the findings and perspesti These questions are
different from the research questions the researstagted the study with in the

beginning and treated as tentative to be revised ia the light of new findings.

Although these new questions have not necessaplaced the earlier ones, they
have come out as the study proceeded. Therefarg,afe considered as part of
the cyclic approach: the progression of the stualy brought out new questions

and perspectives.

The first question is related to corpus linguistansd contrastive studies with
corpora: to what extent is the extraction of imgoless possible when the corpora
used for a study, the BNC and the STC in the céghi® study, are not fully
comparable? To what extent such semi- comparablpo can be used for

contrastive studies, which in this case is thegrestudy?

Although scholars have not reached an agreemenh@rierminology they are
using for different types of corpora, generallyreth types of corpora involving
more than one language are referred to. If their@igexts in one language are
translated into another, this type of corpora i®med to as translation corpus
(Aijmer and Altenberg, 1996). If two monolingualrpora are designed using the
same sampling frame, they are referred as commgamipora (McEnery and
Wilson, 1996, p. 57; Hunston, 2002, p.15). If tlkepora are a combination of the
types mentioned, it is referred to as parallel ocafJohansson and Hofland 1994;
Johansson, 1998).
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BNC and STC can be considered as comparable compesaite their differences
such as size because the principles governingstheeiof representativeness are
similar. However, due to certain differences, itubnot be right to claim these
two corpora are fully comparable. The BNC spokenraorpus is general since it
contains as many text types (e.g. public speectigst commentaries, etc.) as
possible, whereas STC is specialized since it amtanly conversations despite
its focus on the variety of the topic distributiom speech contexts. Another
difference which has affected directly both the-@stion and the analysis levels of
the present study is that the BNC and the STC engoslystems are different.
BNC provides opportunities for a detailed analysis both linguistic and
paralinguistic data. Carrying out frequency analy®th at the word and phrase
and reaching demographic data about the popul#tiese words and phrases are
used by are among the analyses which can be date epsily in the corpus.
Paralinguistic data are provided in the XML formdtich enables the researchers
to do an analysis but not in a visually accessidg due to the reasons explained
in Section 1.4. STC provides both linguistic andapaguistic data in a visually
more accessible format through the RTF and allows d frequency or
demographic analysis similar to the BNC. Both BN& &STC supply whole
transcriptions of conversations recorded; howergaching a whole conversation
in the BNC requires a complex series of steps aptamed in Chapter Two where
extraction methods are described. Moreover, desprecent publication of some
sound files, the BNC is a monomodal and the ST@u#ti-modal that it has the
transcriptions and sound files of conversations &itto recordings of some

conversations.

Despite all the differences, the present study gdothat it is possible to do a
contrastive analysis with even semi-comparable ararpThe BNC provided a
larger pool of data to extract from and the STCvpated features that enabled the
researcher to do a more in-depth analysis withR{RE files and sound files, which

then were analyzed in Praat software.

The second question is related to the prosody mpoliteness: to what extent can

prosody be used as a cue to impoliteness despiteeihg gradient and relative?
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Culpeper (2011a) argues that prosody plays a kkyinotriggering evaluations
about an utterance, about whether it is impolite] shows in what ways prosody
functions in this respect to do it. In discussing tifference between paralanguage
and prosody, he defines prosody as “local dynamical effects, variations in
loudness, pitch, tempo and so on” and paralang@sgenore general vocal
characteristics such as "voice setting, voice igyatharacteristics such as
whining, laughing, whispering, etc., as well asal@ations such as “uh-huh” or
“‘mhm”™ (p. 60). He treats paralanguage as a superate term and focuses on
more specific aspects that fall into prosody. lis $tudy, prosody is treated with
the same focus. Three parts from the STC extraete analyzed by Praat to show
how prosody is illustrative of impoliteness. In Eadt 1, a threat ‘@&na bi
gecirecgim zaten((XXX))”, “I am going to hit/slap you right now (XX))”
comes with a higher-pitch accent in the local cein(see Figure 15). In Extract 2,
the irony in non-conventionalized implicational iolfpeness generated by the
utterances, “(she) goes online. the lady is busye) does not even say hellgg
ben de de giriyor hatun, gul selam bile vermiyor and “she is a business
woman now”,ee o artik big kadiny is demonstrated with the mismatch between a
lengthening humorous tone and a serious tone (ggpeeF16). How this irony in
the implicational impoliteness is being acknowlatigeonically as a counter
strategy is illustrated in Figure 17, again throtigs discussion of change of voice

and mismatches between the vocal effects.

One of the issues Culpeper (2011a) demonstratbsitithe lay person’s views on
prosody show the important role it has in evaluaiof impolite behaviour. He

gives examples of comments people put on weblodgscanvincingly maintains

that “it [impoliteness] is not what you said, it®w you said it”. He emphasizes
that prosody in impoliteness studies have beenectgl and although prosody is
gradient and relative to some degree, it can peoindights as long as context is
taken into consideration and linked to the disaursgp.79). This study is also a
small step towards taking the suggestion to brodaderresearch on prosody and

impoliteness and how that can be linked to at leagie local context.
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5.6 Final Word

The present study proposes a methodological apprtoaextracting and analyzing
impoliteness in spoken interaction. The methodalagperspective it proposes
takes long debated issues into consideration addesses them with applicable
and analytical suggestions. The progression ofysitgklf confirms that the

proposed framework has been effective. There aneaer of questions that have
come out during the extraction and analysis letres further future studies could

focus on. The questions are as follows:

1. What other categorical methods other than convealimed impoliteness
formulae and non-conventionalized implicational ofifgness can we
apply while extracting impoliteness?

2. What is the role of alignment (Goffman, 1974, 1984)aggravating
impoliteness? What motivates the participants tanfor disrupt alliances
with the other participants they do during intei@t?

3. What is the role of metaphorical and metonymic woathd expressions
verbalizing impoliteness?

4. What is the role of semantic prosody in impolites®eslow can it be used

as an extraction method for impoliteness?

These questions will bring valuable insights forpotiteness theories and
supply further implications for future studies.
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TURKISH SUMMARY

Bu calgmanin amaci s6zlu ilgtmde kabalkkin nasil ortaya c¢ikgini, nasil devam
ettirildigini ve nasil ¢ozumlendini incelemektir. Kabalik kavrami kisa bir sure
oncesine kadar dilbilimi c¢amalarinda daha cok kabalik kavrami (zerinde
duruldygu icin calsilmamstir. Bunun bir nedeni kabgin, normalsartlar altinda
iletisimdeki yerinin kisth oldgunu digtntlmesidir (Leech, 1983). Fakat bdyle bir
kavramsal onyargi (Eelen, 2001) bircok saranaci tarafindan egarilmistir.
Bireyler arasindaki ilegimin uyum acisindan incelerilikadar saldirganfin da
incelenmesi gerelgi yoniunde targmalar ortaya ¢ikmgtir. Eger kibarlik “ytz” ile
alakalandiriiyor ve bireyin toplumca kabul gotreegetlerle kendi ile ilgili
olusturdusu imaj ise (Brown ve Levinson, 1987) vezer bireylerin bizimle ilgili
olumlu disuncelerini de iceriyorsa, kabgin arkasinda yatan nedenleri ginanak

onem kazanir.

Her ne kadar Brown ve Levinson'un (1987) “yuz” kaw konusunda
gelistirdikleri kuram kibarlik ile ilgili calsmalar da en ¢ok uygulangnkuram olsa
da, kabalgin yalnizca “yuz” le ilgili olmadiini ve etkili baka faktorlerin de g6z
ontnde bulundurulmasinin gerektile ilgili farkli yaklasimlar gelgtirilmi stir

( Culpeper, 1996; Spencer-Oatey, 2000; Watts, 2@08ndale, 2006; Ruhi ve
Istk-Giler, 2007). Bu calma “yuz” kavramini ele alan ve bu kavramin s6zlu
diyaloglarda bglamsal ve metinsel anlamda ki rolini tgh bir yaklaim
izlemektedir. Ulusalingiliz Derlemi ve So6zli Turkge derleminden toplagriki
ayri dildeki (Britanyaingilizce’'si ve Tirkge) verilerin kardastiriimali olarak
incelenmesi sebebiyle, ¢cghanin derlem incelemelerinde g@msal ve metinsel
anlamda ne tur faktorlere bakilmasi gergktyoninde gucli gostergeleri

bulunmaktadir.

Bu calsma kabalgl iki ayri dilde, Ingiliz Ulusal Derlemi ve heniiz derleme siireci

devam etmekte olan So6zlu Tarkce Derlemi icerisindegmeyi ve incelemeyi
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hedefler. Tur olarak s6zli gunlik kamoalari (diyalog) ele almaktadir ve kabalik
ile ilgili kavramlari derlem-ydneltmeli bir yontemlincelemektedir. Kabah
argtirma yonteminin iki katmanli yapilmasi geregti 0ngorir: tespit etmek ve
incelemek. Bunun nedeni derlem-yoneltmeli (R6meQ03) calsmalarda,
inceleme seviyesinde pairulacak ve bahsedilecek kabalik kuram ve modeller

secme seviyesinde ortaya ¢ikan bulgular tarafiiydatendiriliyor olmasidir.

Tespit seviyesinde her iki derlemde de gunlik komalarda zitlgma ve hakaret
iceren olaylar aystirihr. Bu tir olaylara ulgabilmek icin farkli ydntemler
kullanihir. Oncelikle giinlik kongma diyaloglarinda kelime, deyim, timcecik,
soru cumlesi taramasi yapilir ve ses ve vurgulég, lseesmeler ve ayni anda
konwmalar taranir. Ayrica meta-edimbilimsel yorumlamakaliplagmis kabalik
kullanimlari ve kaliplsmamg ima yoluyla ifade edilen kabalik sdylemleri,
sdylemsel kaliplar, anlambilimsel inceliklerle ligbaglamsal ve metinsel ipuclari

g6z 6nunde bulundurulur.

Calsmada kabalik iceren diyaloglar, se¢cmg@araasinda da ortaya cikan bilgiler
Isiginda, kabafiin nasil tetiklendii, nasil devam ettirildii ve nasil
sonuclandirildil sorulariyla tartilmistir. Ayrica, verinin gerektirg@gi durumlarda,
kocusmacinin  kasith kaballk amaglamayip amagclaadve dinleyicinin
algilamasi gibi noktalar diyaloglarla ilintilendip kuramsal anlamda c¢ikan yeni

boyutlar dgerlendirilmistir.

Arastirma sonuncunda cevaplandiriimasi hedeflenestiarea sorularsdyledir:
Katman 1: Tespit etmek
1) Kabalik farkli diller igin olyturulmus (bu ¢alsmada Britanydngilizcesi ve
Turkge) derlemlerden nasil segilir?
2) Bu katmanda ortaya ¢ikan bulgularsnaaya kabafiin tanimiyla ilgili ne
tur bulgular verir?
Katman 2: incelemek

A) Britanyaingilizcesiigin

1) Britanya Ingilizcesi kongmacilari arasinda kabgii sézlu iletsimde ne

tetikler?
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2) Britanya Ingilizcesi kongmacilari sozlii ilefimde ne tir kabalik
stratejileri kullanirlar?

3) Britanya Ingilizcesi kongmacilari sozlu ileimde ne tir stratejilerle
kabalga kasilik verirler?

4) Britanya Ingilizcesi kongmacilarinin kabagia kagilik vermek (zere
kullandiklari stratejilerin “yz” kavrami acisindanemi nedir?

B) Turkce icin

1) Turkce kongmacilari arasinda kabgiisozlu iletsimde ne tetikler?

2) Turkce kongmacilari s6zlu ileiimde ne tur kabalik stratejileri kullanirlar?

3) Turkce kongmacilari s6zlu ilesimde ne tir stratejilerle kabga kagilik
verirler?

4) Turkce kongmacilarinin kabagia kasilik vermek Uzere kullandiklari
stratejilerin “yz” kavrami acisindan énemi nedir?

C) Britanyalingilizcesi ve Tiirkce'nin karlastirmali analizi

1) Yukarida ki sorular goz 6nunde bulundur@doda kabalik kuramiyla
ilgili ne tur bulgular ortaya ¢ikar?

Calismada veri toplamak tizere kullanilémgiliz Ulusal Derlemi {UD) ve Sozlii
Turkce Derlemi (STD)’ nin derleme acisindan faktellikleri bulunmaktadir. Bu
Ozelliklerin kisaca anlatilmasi ¢ghanin metodolojik yakkaminin anlailmasi

icin gereklidir.

IUD daha c¢ok 20.yiizyilin son dénemini temsilen Haams yazili ve sozli
metinlerden olgan 100 milyon kelimelik bir derlemdir. Yazili melim derlemin
%90 In1, s6zIi metinler ise %10 unu glurur. S6zI0 metinler, sunulmak Uzere
hazirlanmg konusmalardan oldgu gibi, ginlik kongmalardan da okur. Gunlik
konwmalar Blyuk Britanya’'nin tamamini kapsayan, rasisah ornek yoluyla
secilmg dezisik yas gruplarindan olgan, kadin ve erkek sayisinigiteoldugu, 124
kisinin kayitlarindan olgmustur. Kayitlar, ya kayit yapilacak ortamdakiikerden
onceden izin alinarak ya da kayittan sonra kaydedkilerin kayidin derlem icin
kullanilmasi yoninde onaylarinin alinmasiyla dedesklenmgtir. Kisilerin onay
vermek isteme@ durumlardaki kayitlar silinngtir. Bu kayitlarla gunlik dgal

konwsmay! orneklemek hedeflengir. Yapilan gozlemler kayitlarin haberli
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yapiims olma durumunda dahi kayit $qadiktan kisa bir sire kogmnacilarin

kaydedildiklerini unutarak dgal kongma eiliminde bulunduklarini gostermtir.

STD, 2008 den bu gune yapimgamasinda olan bir derlemdir ve hentiz kiguk
caph bir deneme rind kullanima sunugtow STD nin amaci yuz yuze sozli
iletisim iletisimi esas alan bir milyon kelimelik ginimuz Turkgeisyansitan bir
derlem sunmaktir. Bu camada, tamami hentz kullanima aciimanveri
bankasina ukam ve bu bankayr kullanim izni Prof. DSUkriye Ruhi'den
alinmstir. STD de diyaloglar korwma alanlari, alan g#imlari ve kongma
turleri acisindan bu cama ile hedeflenen s6zli diyalog tirl icin gerelditlar
sgglamistir. Her ne kadaiUD ve STD biyiklik olarak farkli olsalarda, Britany
Ingilizcesi ve Turkce yi karastirmali olarak cakma amacina uygun veriyi
sazlamaktadirlar. IUD ve STD de kodlamasamalarinda kullanilngiolan yazilim
programlari verilerin analizgzamasinda incelenmesinde kisitlamalara yol agal
da daha ayrintili tagmalara firsat verngtir. Mesela IlUD de calgma icin
kullanilmis olan diyaloglar metinsel bir formatta ele align®TD den kullanilan
veriler ise EXMARaLDA programlari yardimiyla yazign oldusu icin
konwmacilarin hangi sodylemlerde birbirleriyle dytilikleri gibi incelikler

inceleme gamasinda tagimalara dabhil edilebilngtir.

Bulgular:

Arastirma Sorularini Tekrar Gozden Gegcirme: Veri Toplama Asamasi

Bu asamada iki soru bulunmaktadiilk soru: kabalik farkli dillerdekiingiliz

Ingilizcesi ve Tirkce deki, katikli konusmalarda nasil ortaya ¢ikarilabilir?

Bu aratirma sorusu tagiimasi gereken farkli boyuttan alur. Ilk boyut veri
cilkarma gamasinda benimsenen metodolojik yakidarla ilgilidir. Ortaya
cikarma gamasi iki yaklaimin birlesiminden olgmustur: déngli ve ipuclarina
bagli. Kibarlk/kabalik calgmalarinda kullanilan doglii yaklssim donglu

psikoloji alanindan édiing alingtr. Ug ana gamas! bulunmaktadir: Bu, dagshii
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psikoloji ile kaslilikli konusma arasindaki gkiyi aciklamaktadir; yani tam olarak

tartisiimadan bizim gunliksierimizi yansitan kongma.

Donsslt yaklsgim, katihmcilarin kibarlii nasil anladiklarina vergli 6nem
anlaminda dier yaklgimlardan ayrilir. Bu 6nemle, bu alandaki swranacilar
(Eelen 2001; Mills 2003; Watts 2003, 2005; Loch@d£, Locher and Watts 2005)
kibarlik kavraminin farkh kultirlerde aymyekilde goruldi@int ileri siren ve
Brown ve Levinson'un kibarlik teoremleriyle guclenearolggcu gorige kasi
cikarlar. Meta edimsel ve tepkisel &aklar, katilimcilarin kibarlik kavramini
nasil algiladiklari konusunda bir pencere actikldan, bu iki nokta bu ¢cama

icinde donigli yaklasim altinda g6z 6ndne alinan iki nokta olarak smadglardir.

Donislt - yaklagim  katiimcilarin — algilamalarina  vegili 6énem yizinden
elestirilmi stir ve bu yaklaimin argtirmacilarin analizlerin guvenilirligine dair
soru karetleri yarati ileri surdimigtar (Haugh, 2007). Bu eftriler ylzinden
donislu yaklasimi tamamlayacak Bka bir yaklgima daha ihtiyag bulunmaktadir
ve bu camada onerilen ipuclarina gla yaklasim bu anlamda bir tamamlayici

niteligindedir.

Ipuclarina bgli yaklasim literatiirde daha ©énce bir yaklan icin kullanilan bir
terim olmamgtir. Geleneksel kibarlik formull, geleneksel olm@aysezdirimsel
kabalik, s6zli ve s6zli olmayansiker arasi anlgmazligl gosteren formlar ve
anlambilimsel prosodi ipuclarina gla yaklasim bglig altinda ele alinmaktadir.
Geleneksel kibarlik formali, geleneksel olmayandgsénsel kabalik, kanlikli
konwma analiz araclari (kogma sirasi, duraklamalar gibi), s6zIU olmayagilé
aras! anlgmazlgl gosteren formlar (kogma sirasi, konu @ssikli gi, tekrarlama,
anlagmazlik arama gibi yapisal modellerdekigdgklik) ve anlambilimsel prosodi
batininin donglt yaklegim tarafindan ihmal edilen noktalari da icine akaca

kapsamli bir yaklam olusturaca var saylimaktadir.

Derlemlerden alinan érnekler bu iki yakiain kombinasyonunun ve gadiklari
araclarin tahmin edildi kadar etkili oldgunu gosterngtir. Ornezin, IUD ve

STD ’'den alinan bazi ornekler ipuglarinaghayaklasim kullaniimadan ortaya
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cikarilamazlardiiUD’den alinan Alnti 1, geleneksel bir kabalk fari olan
“fuck off” (defol git)ifadesinin nasil bir gerginlik yaragini gostermektedir. Alinti
2, hakaret edici bir kelime olan “shit” kelimesinyansimasi olan “SHIT TV”
yoluyla nasil geleneksel olmayan bir sezdirimsebdtek yaratildgini ortaya
koymaktadir. Alinti 3 kaulikli konusma analiz araclarinin, kabahartiran s6zIu
ve sOzli olmayan tasmalarla ilgili sonucglara varmak icin nasil
kullanilabilecginin bir 6rnesidir. Soru-cevap bigken sozcelerinin  hemen
ardindan konuyu dsstirerek kagilikli konusmada bulunan katilimcilar birbirlerini
susturup kiiler arasi anlgmazlik yaratmaktadirlar. STD Alinti 1, metininde
kucultme eki olarak kullanilabi nin ve —gecir in kullaniimasi yoluyla kabalik
yaratilmasinda anlamsal prosodinin nasil bir yolhamginin ve anlamsal
prosodinin ve geleneksel olmayan sezdirimsel kglaicinde bulunulan duruma

ne kadar bg oldugunun guzel bir 6rngdir.

etkilili gi kabalik kavramina bakiicin yeterince geni bir pencere sgamistir.

Gercekte, ger bu metotlar birlikte kullaniimamiolsalardi, analiz samasinda
kabalgin yaratildg! Gstl kapali yollarin farkina varilamayabilirdiudan sonraki
calismalarin da bu iki yakkama baka hangi araclarin eklenebilggei ortaya
¢tkarmak icin buna benzer metodik bir yontem izlEmeok 6nemlidir.

Sorunun dier bir yonu de derlemlerde kullanilan grama metotlarinin etkili olup
olmadgidir. Derlemler icerisinde kabalik iceren gkl konusma ornekleri
toplayabilmek icin gerekli geleneksel kabalik fothati bulabilmek icin pek ¢ok
farkl argtirma metodu kullaniingtir. Ornegin, iUD’nin konusma alt derleminde,
metin ¢gidi olarak szl kanlikli konusma secilerek dnceliklsodding, fucking,
shit gibi tabu kelimeler véougger off,shut upgibi geleneksel kelime gruplari igin
kelime ve birlikte kullanilan kalip sorgulamalaapiimstir. Bu sorgulamalardaki
kelimelerin ¢gu Culpeper (2011b)’'de bahsedilen Millwood-Hargr§2€00)'den
alinmstir. STD’den kabalik 6rnekleri bulmak icin de benbe yontem izlenmtir.
Kaflr sdzciklerinin ve ifadelerinin bir listesi ydpistir. Bu listedeki kelimelerin
ve ifadelerin ¢gu Aydin (2006)'in ve Gung(2009)’in ¢calsmalarindan alinngtir.

Bu listedeki kelimelerin Turkce'de kelime sorgulasngapilirken etkili olaca
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varsayllmgtir; tipki  Millwood-Hargrave (2000)'den alinan ke listesinin
Ingilizce sorgulama yapilirken etkili olagavarsayildgl gibi. Bu kelime ve
ifadelerin sorgulamasi sonucunda her iki derlemaleran kabalik 6rnekleri({D
Alintilart 1, 2, 3, 7 ve STD Alinti 5) geleneksehdldalik formullerinin kabalik

orneklerine ulailmasinda etkili oldgunu gosternsir.

STD’'de kelime sorgulamasi icigik-Guler (2008)'in doktora tezindeki Turkce'de
KABA ile yakindan ilskili kavramlarla ilgili bulgular da kullaniingtir. Kabalik
hakkinda meta edimsel kogmalarda KABA ile yakindan alakall oldu bulunan
dUstincesiz saygisiznezaketsizistahlik, patavatsizlik, kirideencil c¢irkin, cahil,
empati kuramayamibi kelimelere bulunan kogmalarda rastlanmasgtir. Bunun
uc nedeni olabilirilk neden, demografik 6rnekleme anlaminda oldukgastie
edici 6zellikte olmasina gmen STD’nin yine de blyukluk anlaminda sinirh
olmasidir.ikinci neden, insanlar kabgh kasilik vermemeyi tercih edebilirler
(Culpeper, Bousfield ve Wichmann, 2003) ya dasik&rverdiklerinde bunu daha
sonra {cguincgahislara aktarmayabilirler. Orgi@, baka birinin aktarilan kabalik
ornesi olan STD Alinti 4'de @renci ve profesor arasinda gecen gercek §oau
bilgilerine sahip dgiliz. Eger profesor 6zir dilemek icin geri dénmeralsaydi ve
Ogrenci profesorun 6zur dilegli bilgisinden bu kongmayi bakalarina aktarirken
bahsetmemsi olsaydi, bu kabalik Orgene argtirmaci tarafindan uggmasi
mumkin olmayacakti. Ugtincti ve belki de en olasienednsanlarin kabalik
anlayslari ile bunu sozle ifade edieri arasinda ve kabalik yapmak ya da kaaal
karsilik vermek icin kullandiklari dil arasinda bir upsuzluk olmasi ihtimalidir.
Bir davrangi kaba bulduklarinda insanlar bu yargilarmezaketsizkelimesini
kullanarak dile getirebilirler ancak g& meta edimsel ifadeler de kullanabilirler

(6rnezin STD Alinti 3'dekiteessuf ederirgibi).

Eelen (2001")e gore birinci derece kibarlik ¢ kmteye ayrilabilir: anlatimsal
kibarlik, siniflandirici kibarlk ve meta edimsabaérlik. Yukarida bahsedilen STD
Alintt 3 orngindeki teessuf ederingibi yorumlar meta edimsel yorumlar bu
calismada siniflandirici kibarlik 1'i gosteren ornektdarak dgerlendirilmistir.
Bunun nedeni bu ¢amanin kabafii kasilikli konusma ortamlarinda incelemesi

ve bu tir yorumlarin katihmcilarin, gér katihmcilarin bu karlikli konusma
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ortamindaki davrasliarini kibar ya da kaba olarak g&lendirmelerini gostermesi

nedeniyle meta edimsel ve siniflandirici olmasidir.

STD Alinti 3 ile ve meta edimsel yoruteessuf ederinfiexcuse me”, ile ilgili
hatirlatiimasi gereken gkr bir nokta daeessuf ederinfadesinin kongmacinin
diger bir kongmacidan duydgunu onaylamaghni ifade etmek icin kullanilrgi
olmasidir. Dger bir deisle, bu alintiteessuf ederintdiyen kkinin haklar ihlal
edilmesinden dolayl glicengnoldugunu ifade etmektedir ve ggr kongmacinin
yaptginin farkina varmasini istemektedir.eéssuf ederinm tersine “excuse me”
genel olarak iki amacla kullanilir: ilkeessuf ederinle aynidir ikincisi ise 6zur
dilemek amachdir. Kabalin dilsel ifadelerde mi yoksa sb6zeylemlerde mi
bulundwgu tartsmasina geri donecek olursak Culpeperin (2010) kiatébarlik

olasi goérinmektedir.

STD Alinti 3'deki teessuf ederimyansimali kullarstaki Gc¢ sartt da yerine
getirmektedir. Bu da yine, kosmina ortamiyla ilgili ipuclan dikkate alinmadan
kabalik 6rnekleri bulmakta kelime sorgulamasinik besina yeterli olmadiini
gostermektedir.  Ancak, bunlar kalgah gerceklgebilecgi ortamlari
gOsterebilirler. Bessuf ederinle ilgili yukarida tartsilanlarla alakali olarak g6z
onunde bulundurulan géer bir zorluk da anlamsal prosodinin roludtr. Angain
prosodi birlikte kullanilan kaliplar kavrami ile k@dan ilgilidir. Anlamsal
prosodinin  birincil  fonksiyonu  korgmacinin/yazarin  tutumunu  ve
deserlendirmesini ifade etmektir (Louw 2000, sayfa .58nlamsal prosodiler
genellikle negatiftir, ancak, bir kognacinin bir anlamsal prosoghrtini dinleyici
de ironi, samimiyetsizlik ya dgaka etkisi yaratmak icin ihlal etmesi mimkundur
(Louw 1993, sayfa 173). Bulgular, anlamsal prosidinkabalgin
yorumlaniimasina kagtl ufak ayrintilarin data ¢cikarmaamasinda ¢ok dnemli bir
rol oynadgini gostermgtir. Bu calsmada, anlamsal prosodi ile ilgili taman
ornekler, kabalik ile ilgili argtirma calgmalarinda anlamsal prosodinin mutlaka

dUsinulmesi gerekgini gostermstir.
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Veri toplama gamasinda kullanilan gier énemli bir kavram da Culpeper’in
(2011b) geleneksel olmayan sezdirimsel kabalik &awvdir. Culpeper (2011b)
sezdirimsel kabah Uc¢ kategoriye ayirir: forma Bh, uzlasmaya bgl: dabhili,
harici; ve ortama kigi: belirtisiz davrang ve davrargsizlik. Asagida forma bali
kabalik icin Culpeperin (2011b, sayfa 158) ve@idiornek bulunmaktadir.
Yukaridaki 6rnek Grice’in ilkelerine uymamanin rasezdirimsel kabalik
yarattgini gostermektedir. Dinleyicinin bakagisindan, korgmaci Kaliteilkesini
ihlal etmektedir ¢cliinkli her zaman odayi temiziedisoylemek yanktir. Bu drnek
siniflandirict kibarlikl kategorisine girmektedie \bu sekilde sonradan ifade
edilmistir ciinkl davrary ve davrargin deserlendiriimesi asil korgma icerisinde

gerceklgmistir.

Diger bir drnekle Culpeper (2011b, sayfa 168) gmiaya bgl kabalik kavramini
aciklamaktadir. Bu 6rnek, harici ugtaaya bgh bir kabalik 6érngidir cinki ‘Oh,
merhaba, iceri gel, seni tekrar gormek de cok dliggleneksel bir kibarlik
selamlamasidir. Ancak, bulunulan ortama uymamaktadir ¢lbkiadan 6nce
gelen ifade (‘sen bir canavarsin’) kabalikla dalzkal bir ifadedir. Bu harici bir
merhaba, iceri gel, seni tekrar gérmek de ¢ok du#atesinin, asil kongmada
gerceklgen bir kabala reaksiyon olarak soylergliicin siniflandirici kibarhkl
kategorisinde olmasinagmen, dolayh olarak meta edimsel kibarlikl kategjoe
girdigi iddia edilebilir. STD Alinti 3’e benzer olarak,¢ ikategori, anlatimsal,
siniflandirici ve meta edimsel, kaikli konusma esnasinda Eelen’in (2001) de
One surdgd gibi bir birlerine kagir. Bu gézlemden cikarilan anlaygostermgtir
ki korporadan sezdirimsel kabalik 6rnekleri ¢ikaknig@n kabalgin hangi formlar
ve hangi ipuclari ile kendini gostereggceile ilgili daha derin bir farkindalk
gerekmektedir.

Bu distinceyle, data ¢cikarmas@masinda heningiliz ingilizcesi hem de Tiirkce
icin, geleneksel kabalik formulleri olarak adlamdilecek grubun icine
girmedikleri icin gbzden kacirilabilecek kabaliknéklerini telafi edebilmek igin,
geleneksel kabalik formulinin yani sira, farklidsemsel kabalik kategorileri
icin de ipuclar arginimistir. Geleneksel olmayan sezdirimsel kapali

arsstirilmasi, forma, uzlgnaya ve duruma Iga kabalgin diger boyutlari ile ilgili
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sglam bir cerceve okiursa da, geleneksel olmayan kabalik kavrami Sezsk
kabalgin mecazi, kinayeli ve deyimsel ifadelerden kayaaKigI durumlari icine
alabilecek kadar gepdesildir. IUD de Alinti 1’deki deyimsel ifade “kendini dev
aynasinda goéruyorsun”, ve Alinti 7’deki mecazi édbir delige girmek” duygusal
bir anlam taidiklari ve hissedilegeylerin duygusal etkilerinden bahsettikleri icin
sezdirimsel kabalik potansiyeli gosterirler. Kapedi duygusal etkisi “Aman
Allahim, hayatimin geri kalani boyunca bir g@eligirerdim” ifadesi ile belirtilen
BNC Alinti 7 drnginde, dgal kasilikl konusmalari incelerken duygularla ilgili
meta edimsel yorumlarin duygu adlgeklinde dgil, deyim, ¢cok sézcuklu ifade ve
geleneksel ve yaraticl mecazi ve kinayeli ifadgtduyla kagimiza cikabilecgini

goruayoruz.

Ikinci soru: Camanin bu gamasindaki sonuglar gtamaciya kabafin ne
oldugu ile ilgili ne tur bilgiler verir? Bu soruya cevaermek icin, CDL cercevesi
icinde, aratirmacilar, bulunan kabalik 6rneklerinden edindiklebilgileri
deserlendirip, argtirma sorularini ya da verileri incelemek icin lallacak
teorileri yenidensekillendirirler. Glincel ¢agmalar bu tir bir uygulamaggimi
gostermektedirler. Orrgan, Bousfield (2008) "Kabalik Dinamikleri” lshkl
b6limde kongma ortami kavraminin tam olarak ne @ldou ve daha da 6nemlisi
bu kavramin kabalik yaratmakta ve kapaalgilamakta ne tur bir etkisi olgunu
tartismaktadir. Kitabinin bu boéliuminde aktivitesigk teorisini tanitmaktadir.
Thomas (1995, sayfa 189-190) 6 farkh aktivitesigmden bahsetmektedir: 1)
Katihmcilarin amaglari, 2jzin verilen katihmlar, 3) Grice ilkelerine ne deee
bagl kalindigl ya da bu ilkelerin ne derece ihmal ediidi4) Konwsma sirasi ve
konu deisikligi, 5) Edimsel parametrelerin gigtiriimesi. Aktivite c¢eidi
teorisinin, dzellikle izin verilen katilimlar, Gcilkeleri ve kongma sirasi ve konu
desisikli gi konularinda kabalik analizlerine uygulanmasiyausfield (2008) bu
calisimada acikga ileri sdrulen konuya gdemektedir: kagihkli  konusma
ortamlariyla ilgili kabalik teorisi hem Yiz kavrarhem de kanlikli konusmada

iletisimsel uzlamalar kavramlari kullanilarak agiklanmalidir.

Su ana kadar, veri analizsamasindan c¢ikarilan sonuglar gensel uzlamalar

teorisinin  kaballk modeline entegre edilmesinin v&Uz modelinin
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zenginlatiriimesinin  gerekigini gostermektedir. Veriler bu farkindalikla
incelenecektir. Analiz @masina bganmadan 6nce agiarma sorulari ve mevcut

teoriler tekrar gbzden gegcirilecek ve yeniden folergdileceklerdir.

Arastirma Sorularini Tekrar G6zden Gegirme: Analiz Asamasi

Analiz ssamasinddUD’den alinan 7 Alinti incelenngir. Alinti 4, “aptal bir kadin
olma” ifadesinin kullaniimasina gmen, hitap edilen kosmacinin bunu kaba
olarak dgerlendirmedgi bir 6rnek olarak verilmitir. Alint1 7 aktarilan bir kabalik
ornesidir (meta edimsel kabalik). Ber alintilarin hepsi ilefim sirasinda
gerceklgen kabalik ornekleridir. STD icinden 5 alinti ineeiitir ve bunlarin
hepsi, aktarilan bir kabalik 6rgieolan Alinti 4 harig, ile§im sirasinda gergelden
kabalik 6rnekleridir. Tablo 18, Bolum 4'deki detaynaliz sonrasinda ulidan

bulgularin bir 6zetini vermektedir.

Bulgularin gostergji kadariyla, heningiliz Ingilizcesinde hem de Tirkce de, bir
¢cesit ylz saldinsi olan birisinin bir 6zediini begenmeme, genelde kahali
tetiklemektedir. HemiUD’den hem de STD’den alinan Alinti 1, daha 6nceden
belirlenis Gyelik organizasyonlarinin ve ulyelik kategorilégiylgili varsayimlarin
ve beklentilerin kabalik potansiyelini ortaya citgrini gostermektediiUD den
Alintt 1'de kait oyunu oynayan iki ki yeni bir ittifak olusturmus gibi
goranmektedirler (Figur 13) bu dagér iki Gyenin reaksiyon gostermesine neden
olmustur. Benzer birsekilde, STD Alinti 1'de, katilimcilardan biri kersilni
birlikte fotograf ¢ceken gruptan ger bir katiimcinin sinir bozucu davralar
yluzunden soyutlarstir. Ancak, bu kendisini gruptan soyutlamasi ve digimi
farkll olarak gostermesi grubun iki lyesi tarafindkabalikla kaplanmstir.
Saldirgan dil kullanimi ve yaglanlgmalar kabalii tetikleyen dger iki husustur.
IUD Alinti 1’de “fuck off”, “defol git” diger kongmacinin soylegi seye bir
reaksiyon olarak soylengtir: 6gretmen onlardan teslim tarihi cok yakin olan bir
O0dev icin 6000 kelimelik bir makale istegtir. Ancak, “fuck off”, “defol git”
etkisiz hale getiriimengi kasiliginda dger kongmacidan kant kabalga neden
olmustur “you do”, “sen defol”. STD Alinti 5’de de satdan bir dil kullaniimgtir
ama soyleni sekliyle disaridan tg¢unct birini hedeflefliacikca ifade edilnstir.
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“Son of a bitch”orospu cocgu ve “he gives fucking load of shittok sikinde
onun dedikten sonra konmaci orda bulunan ger kongmacidan kabah icin
Ozur dilemektedir. STD Alintt 4'de profesotr ilegrénci arasinda giencinin
soyledgi seyin icergi ile ilgili bir yanhs anlgma olymustur. Kendi anladi
anlama dayanarak profesor bir espri yapar ancaksyanlgamay fark ettginde
ogrenciden esprisiyle ilgili 6zur dileriletisimde kabakin neyin tetiklediine
bakarak, 6zelliklelUD Alinti 5 ve STD Alinti 4 ve 5 gdz 6niine aligohda,
niyetin kabalgin ortaya ¢cikmasinda belirleyici bir faktor olupr@dgl ve kasitli
Yuz saldinsinin kabala balanip ba&lanmayaca tartsmasi konu di

gorunmektedir.

Alintilardaki kabalik 6rneklerinin kasitl gercekleilip gerceklstiriimedigine
bakmadan, hakaret en cok kullanilan bir stratgjrak gorinmektedir, STC Alinti
1'deki tehdit 6rngi haric. Hakaretler, ceza fikri ve zarar kavramhaabnce
Bolum Ddartte targilmistir. Farkli ¢ait zararlardan bahsedilebilir: yumruklamak,
bicaklamak gibi fiziksel zararlar; soygun gibi kajtardan mahrum birakmak ve
sosyal zarar (Tedeschi, 1970). Kabalik icin soggaar 6énemli bir gattir clinki
sosyal zarar kinin statlsund djilrerek onlarin sosyal kingine zarar verir.
Sosyal zarar, hakaret, ayiplama, alay etme ve Kabeanglar ve sozel kabalik
yoluyla gerceklgtirilebilir. Olumsuz dgerlendirmeler, hafif ayiplamalar ve fikir
ayriliklan kisinin kimligine saldiri olarak algilanabilir, bu amacla kulleamams
olsalar bile (Tedeschi ve Felson, 1994, sayfa .1ip Alinti 7’de kendisine
yapilan kabafii anlatirken nasil hisseithden bahsetmektedir. Bahsgitduygu
utanctir giinkd sosyal kimlik yizune saldirida bulamustur ve bunun sonucunda
sosyal zarar verilmgtir. Bu alinti ayni zamanda kabalik gatalarinda duygularin
oneminin de incelenmesi gerekti gostermgtir. Spencer-Oatey (2012)
kibarlik/kabalik teorileriyle ilgili targmalarda duygularin rolinin her zaman
onemli bir konu oldgunu ileri sirmigttr (Brown ve Levinson 1987; Lakoff, 1989;
Ide, 1989; Leech, 1983; Goffman, 1967), ancak bwmulka kibarlik/kabalik
alaninda c¢ok az cama yer vermytir (Spencer-Oatey, 2011; Culpeper, 2011b ;
Ruhi, 2009).
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STD Alnti 1'deki tehdit sana bi gecircem zatekaballk kategorisi olarak
belirlenmstir. Bu alintida, metinde kicultme eki olarak kullian bi nin ve—gecir
in kullanimiyla yaratilan anlamsal prosodi bulunmaktaéinlamsal prosodi icinde
bulunulan duruma kghdir ciink ayni kicultme eki ve fiil kombinasyosana bi
gecircem bu bereyfadesinde normajartlar altinda kaba olarak gerlendiriimez.
Anlamsal prosodinin icinde bulunulan duruma gldegi distnuldiginde,
geleneksel kabalik formuli olarak gdiniilen bir ifade, yukaridalere 6rnesinde
oldugu gibi, normal bir ifade olabilir. Bu farkindalikhu ¢algmaya benzer der
calismalarin, veri bulunmasi ve analiz edilmesammalarinda daha bilingli bir
yaklasima sahip olmalarini gerektirmektedir. Aksi takéirdyeleneksel olmayan
ifadelerle anlamsal prosodinin etkisiyle ortayaagikkabalik orneklerini gbzden

kacirmak mumkin olabilir.

Alintilar, hem Ingiliz ingilizcesinde hem de Tirkce de pek cok farkli ejrat
kullanildigini gostermitir. Hakaret yoluyla yetersizlik kastedifginde yeterlilgi
ispata calmak (6rngin “psikolojik™), kendini gruptan soyutlayip kka bir gruba
baglanmak (6rngin “en iyi insanlar...”), kaballk eden kogmacinin kaba oldiu
distnulen ifadenin aynisiyla kogimaciya yanit vermek (6rgm “sen defol”,
uyari (6rngin “benimle boyle kongma. Benimle bdyle komman hguma
gitmiyor”), hakaretin alali bir ifadeyle farkina waigini gostermek (Orrign
“yanildigimi kabul ediyorum”gevet 6nemli bi sangtfdavrang degisikli gi (6rnegin
tamam cekin ya)ya da cevap vermemek kalgalikagl kullanilan stratejilerdir.
Karsilik stratejileriyle ilgili son soru i¢in dinleyickabalga herhangi bigekilde
karsilik verdiginde bir ¢git davrans degisikligi oldugunu soéyleyebiliriz. Kaba
davrangin sahibi bu davragi dizeltmeyi deneyebilir, kaba davranisahibi ya da
diger bir katilmci konuyu dastirmeye calgabilir, ya da davragin sahibi ya da
diger bir katilimci kaba bir davragnn gerceklgtigini reddedip konuyu kapatabilir.
Genelde,ingiliz Ingilizcesi ya da Turkge kogan insanlarla ilgili kesin sonuclara
varmak ¢ok iyimser bir yak{am olur ¢clnki incelenen kabalik érnekleri bu tur bi
genellemeye imkan verecek kadar kapsamtildie. Ancak bu durum mutlaka bir
dezavantaj olarak gorulmemelidir. Kdastirmali calgmalarin amaci kultarel

anlamda bir dili kullanan komacilarla ilgili genellemeler yapmak olmamalidir.
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Ruhi ve Kadar (2011),6rg@a, on dokuzuncu yillarin sonunda ve yirminci ylay!
basinda Turkce ve Cincede “yuz” kelimesi kullanilargkiz kavraminin nasil
anlgildigina dair bir kagilastirmali analiz yarutmglerdir. Bu ornek tarihi kabalik
argtirmasiyla ilgili olsa da c¢amanin genel amaci olan kultirlerarasi
aragtirmalara dgru yeni bir adim atmak bu catnanin amaciyla da yakindan

ilgilidir.

Arastirma Sorularini Tekrar Gozden Gegirme: Karsilastirma Asamasi

Bu samadaki sorusudur: Bu cakmanin kabalik ve yiz teorilerine etkileri
nelerdir?

Ingilizce si “conversation analysis” (CA) olan Keama Coézimlemesi (KC)
araclarinin kabalin ne oldguna dair targmalara entegre edilmesi 6nerisinin,
fikir aynliginin kabaliktaki rolu gibi tailan konularda yararli oldiw
kanitlanmgtir. iUD Alinti 3'de ortaya cikan fikir ayrign kavraminin daha ayrintili
ele alinmasi gereklidir. Bu alanda fikir ay&ih bir ¢eit anlssmazlik olarak
gorme gilimi bulunmaktadir (Locher, 2004; Waldron ve Apgée, 199; Kakava,
1993). Fikir ayrilgr KC calsmalariyla bglantih oldusu zamanlarda, fikir
ayrliginin anlgmazlga yol actgl goristi  (Hutchby, 1996) gecerli olan ggtu.
Bu baskin perspektif icerisinde fikir aygiikavrami yiz kavramiyla gkiliydi ve
fikir ayrihginin yiz kavramina tehdit alfturdusuna inanilmaktaydi (Brown ve
Levinson 1987; Leeech 1983). Ancak, zaman iceresind gilim farkli bir yone
dogru ilerledi ve argtirmacilar bitgik sdzceler olarak fikir ayriliklarinin daha uzun
konwsma siralari yaraggina (Kothoff, 1993; Sifianou, 2012) ve bu yuzden
bunlarin yizi koruma ve yuziu ggiime etkileri de oldgunu ileri sirmglerdir
(Angouri ve Locher, 2012YUD Alinti 3'de fikir ayriligi KC ile baslantili olarak
incelenmg ve bitisik s6zceler olarak ele alingtir. Bu alintidaki fikir ayrilginin
sonucunda yeni bir fikir ayrg1 dizisi bglatmis olmasina rgmen daha uzun
konwma siralarina neden olmgdi gortlmtir. Bunun sonucunda fikir
ayriligindan hemen sonra konu gigkli ginin bir sessizlgirme etkisi yaratl
gorulmistir. Bu ylzden, fikir ayrifii ve arkasindan gelen konu gigkli gi
kalibinin bir kabalik stratejisi olarak ¢glg1 teorisine ulalmistir. Bu sonuca KC

analiz araclari yoluyla varimtir. Bu iddianin kaba$in ne oldgu ve yuz
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teorisinin  kabalik teorisinin  merkezinde bulunup lusumamasi gerekdi

konularinda 6nemli etkileri vardir.

Donislt yaklsgimin G¢ kolu bulunmaktadir ve bunlardan biri olasikplojik
konularin (guduler ve niyetler, dnyargilar, hafiza alginin guvenilirli v.s.)
konwma ve metin icerisinde nasil ele alifidve idare edildii (Edwards, 2005)

konusunda ytz kavramini incelerken getie bakilir.

Uzmanlar iletsimde yiz kavramini incelerken farkli alanlara ydmelerdir.
Ornezin, Ruhi (2010), yuz kavraminin ilginin yalnizca normal anlamda
incelenmesi yoluyla d@ ayni zamanda paralel dokimanlar yoluyla da
incelenmesi gereldini ileri surmigttr. Ayni yaklgim Garfinkel (1967) ve Hak
(1995) tarafindan da arka plandaki varsayimlarinsnveflandirmalarin “teknik”
anlamda iletiim icerisinde yiz kavramini nasil etkilgdii anlamak icin de ileri
surdlmigtir. Ruhi ve K&dar'in (2011) Cince ve Turkce' dezhiilgili halk
kavramlarini kaplastirdiklari calgmalari ytzin “birinci dereceslev kavrami”

icinde temel analizine kka bir 6érnektir.

Spencer Oatey (2007) ilgtnde yiz kavramina daha gerbir analiz getirmek
isteyen argtirmacilardan biridir. Olay sonrasi yorumlarin, tiidlen kultlr ya da
insandan insana farklihk gosterse de, insanlaggerdendirici tepkileri ile ilgili
onemli bilgiler verdgini ileri surmistir. Chang ve Haugh (2011) olay sonrasi
gorisme icin baka bir terim kullanmglardir: etnografik gérgme. Bu metodu
calismalarinda dgal iletisim verileriyle birlikte kullanmg olmalarina rgmen,
etnografik gérgme yapmanin da kendi paa yuzi tehdit edici olabilegmi kabul
etmilerdir. Mills (2009, sayfa 1049) bireysel seviyeddtabalik ile sosyal
seviyedeki kaba@in arasindaki farklarin belirlenmesi gergkti ve sosyal
seviyedeki kabagin incelenmesi igin analitik sistemlerin hazirlarangerekigini
ileri surmtdr. Bu, “Uygulayict Topluluklar” kurallarinin anal edilmesiyle
basarilabilir. Sonug olarak, yiz kavraminin ikgtnde normal anlamda incelenmesi
(Haugh ve Bragiela-Chiappini, 2010) kabalik gallarinda yetersiz olmaktadir
ve bunun Otesine gecebilmek igin farkl analitikkiggimlarin gelgtiriimesi

gerekmektedir. Bu ¢aima iletsimleri hem normal anlamda incelegthiem de KC
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yaklasimlarini kullanarak ve ilefimin geceklstigi ortamda Uyelik organizasyon

varsayimlari gibi noktalara g@merek biraz daha 6teye gecmeyi hedeflgimi

Mevcut Ylz ve Kabalik Teorilerini Yeniden Gézden Gegirme

IUD Alinti 1 ve STD Alinti 1, 3 ve 4, Grice'in ilketinin direkt ya da dolayli
olarak ihlal edilmesinin kabah tetikledisi 6rneklerdir. Bu, ile§im esnasinda
Grice ilkelerinin g6z 6nunde bulundurulmasi gergkii gostermektedir. Sozel
iletisimde bu ilkelerin tekrar tekrar ihlal edilmesi soonda kongmacilar kaba
olarak dgerlendirilirler ve kabalikla karlasirlar (6rnesin STD Alinti 1). Bu

“konusmaci haklari teorisi” (KHT) (Wilson 1987, 1989) kenunla ilgili Spencer-
Oatey ve Jiang'in (2003) sosyal edimsel giati prensipleri (SEPler) kavramlarini
ve su ana kadar kabalik analizlerinin merkezinde oléz kavramini gtiindeme

getirir.

Wilson (1987, 1989) karikh bir konusmanin yalnizca “korgmaci haklarinin gt
dagilm1” yoluyla tanimlanabilecgni ileri strer. Bu d&lnce katilimcilarin gt
siralarla kongmalari fikrinden farkhdir. Wilson’a gore (1989) dkusmaci haklari

teorisi” kagilikli konusmayi dier ¢ait konusmalardan ayiran en dnemli 6zelliktir.

KHT ayni zamanda Spencer-Oatey’in (2000) Yakinh&n¥timi Modeli ile de
ilgilidir. Bu model birbirlerine bgh ¢ boyuttan olgur: yiiz kavraminin yénetimi,
sosyallik haklarinin yénetimi ve zorunluluklar Vetisimsel amaglarin yonetimi.
Sosyallik haklarinin yénetimi ve zorunluluklar sakybeklentilerle ilgilidir ve
insanlarin davraslarin tarafsizigl ve uygunlgu ile ilgili disincelerini yansitir.
Iletisimsel amaglar, insanlar birbirleriyle ilgtin kurarlarken Ustlendikleri
vazifelerdir (Spencer-Oatey, 2000, sayfa 14). laltan sosyallik haklari ve
zorunluluklarla ilgili 6nemli olarsey insanlarin davragibeklentileri ile ilgili bir
duygu gelstirmeleri ve bu beklentiler farklgekillerde kagilandiginda ya da hig
karsilanmadginda kkiler arasi ilgkilerin bundan etkilenmesidir. Spencer-Oatey
algilanan sosyallik haklari ve zorunluluklarin téimelic balik altinda 6zetler: 1)
sOzlgmel/yasal ankanalar ve gereklilikler, 2) rollerin ve pozisyonlaracik ya da

kapali olarak kavramsalifariimasi, 3) Davragigelenekleri, stilleri ve protokolleri.
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Sonuncu bgik icin su 6rnesi vermistir: is gruplari, 6érngin, ekip toplantilarinda
kimin nereye oturada, insanlarin nereye oturggain konumlarina bz olup
olmayacdi ile ilgili konularin idare edilmesi icin bir tak kurallar gelgtirmistir.
Ik temel, s6zlgme/yasal ankamalar ve gereklilikler, daha kati olsa da bunlatan

bazi kuralci davraglardan kaynaklanmgiolmasi mamkundir.

Spencer-Oatey’in Yakinlk Ydnetimi Modeli ile kaldalteorisine katgi boyutlar
¢ok dnemlidir ¢cunki kabalik ve lkahkli konusma arasindaki gkiyi vurgular ki
bu da bu cajmanin en 6nemli odak noktasidir. Aslinda, kgona sirasi ve
konwma hakki oérnekleriyle, SEPler ve ozelliklgitek ve iletisimsel katilim ile
Yakinlik Yonetimi Modeli bizi kagilikl konusma analizinin temeline geri gotirr.
Bunun farkinda olunmasi ¢ok 6nemli bir noktadir lgiigu ana kadar kabalik
modelinin kalbinde ytz kavrami bulunmaktadir. Buigaa, kabalik teorisinin
hem ylz kavramini hem de kdikli konusma analizini birlgtirmesi gerekiiini

gostermtir.

Donusli Yaklasim: Ortaya Cikan Sorunlar ve Bakis Acilari

Bu calsmanin donglt bir yaklgim izlediginden daha o©nce bahsedini
Dondslu yaklasim geriye doénmeyi gerektirir:  toplanilan verilerdduilgiler
edindikten sonra analizamasindaki tagmalarda kullanilacak teori veya sistem
sekillendirilir. Bu calsmanin ana odak noktasi g iletisim verileri oldyzundan,
toplanilan verinin mevcut teorilere ya da Oncedeslirlenmis varsayimlara
uymayacak bir kuramsalfarma gerektirebilir. Argtirma sorularini désken
olarak gormek agairmacinin sorulari dgstirmeye ya da ortaya cikan konulari

calismanin ileriki gamalarinda tagmaya istekli oldgunu gosterir.

Calsma boyunca ortaya c¢ikan sorunlar ve bu sorunlargdinilen ilgiler bu
bolimde 6zetlenngiir. Bu konular argtirma sorulariseklinde dizenlenecek ve
bulgular ve perspektifler bu sorularin arkasindamtistiacaktir. Bu sorular
aratirmacinin calkmaya balarken olgturdugu ve daha sonra yeni bulgulargng
altinda dgistirilebilecek gecici argtirma sorularindan farklidir. Bu yeni sorular

daha oOnceki sorularin yerini almasa bile, gaha ilerledikce ortaya c¢ikmi
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sorulardir. Bu yluzden, dogla yaklagimin bir parcasi olarak gortlmektedirler:
calisma ilerledikge yeni sorular ve perspektifler ortayarmstir. ilk soru derlem
dil bilimi ve derlemlerde kullanan kgafastirmali argtirmalar ile ilgilidir:
Kullanilan derlemler, bu calma icin IlUD ve STD, tamamen kiyaslanabilir
desillerse kaballk drneklerine umak ne derece mumkin olabilir? Bu tur yari

benzer derlemler katastirmali calsmalarda ne derece kullanilabilir?

Uzmanlar hentz farkli ¢& derlemler igin kullandiklari terminoloji konusda
fikir birli gine varamamy olsalar da, genellikle, bir de fazla dili icereg {ssit
derlem bulunur. Eer bir dildeki orijinal tekst dier bir dile cevrilmgse, bu cgt
derleme ceviri derlemi adi verilir (Aijmer ve Altbarg, 1996). Eer iki tane tek
dilli derlem ayni 6rnekleme yapisini kullaniyorba, tir derlemlere kiyaslanabilir
derlem adi verilir (McEnery ve Wilson, 1996, sa$fg Hunston, 2002, sayfa 15).
Eger korpora bahsedilen g#erin bir karsimi ise bunlara paralel derlem denir
(Johansson ve Hofland 1994; Johansson, 1998).

Buyukluklerindeki farkiliklara rgmen IUD ve STD kiyaslanabilir derlemler
olarak dgerlendirilebilir ciinkl temsil edebilirlik konusunigilendiren prensipler
benzerdir. Ancak, birtakim farkliliklar ytizindeny Ixi derlemin tamamen benzer
olduklarini iddia etmek du olmaz.iUD’nin sozel alt derlemi daha geneldir
cunkl pek cok farkli tekst gielini icinde barindirir (6rn@n genel kongmalar,
spor yotumlari, v.s.), ancak STD daha belirli barldmdir ¢iinki her ne kadar
farkli konu dgilimi ve ortami icerse de yalnizca gakli konusmalardan olgur.
Bu ¢alsmanin hem veri ¢ikarimi hem de analsamalarini direk olarak etkileyen
diger bir farktaiUD ve STD kodlama sistemleri arasindaki farki'D hem dilsel
hem de dil 6tesi verilerin detayl analizine imkagrmektedir. Derlem icerisinde
kelime ve sOzcuk gruplar igin siklik analizleri be kelime ve kelime grubunu
kullanan insanlarla ilgili demografik veriler kolakla yapilabilecek
analizlerdendir. Dil Usti veriler XML formatinda nlenistir ve bu da
aragtirmacinin analiz yapmasina izin verir ancak buliangazim kodlama
seklinden dolay! gorsel olarak giebilir sekilde deildir. STD hem dilsel hem de
dil dastu verileri RTF formatini kullanarak gorselaak daha egilebilir bir

formatta verir. Demografik analiz ya da siklik amallUD ye benzersekilde
271



gerceklatirilir. Hem IUD hem de STD kaydedilen kalrkli konusmalarin baitiin
cevriyazilarini vermektedir, ancakD’de butiin bir kagilikli konusma metnine
ulasmak icin Bolumiki de anlatilan karmgk bir takim adimlarin takip edilmesi
gerekir. Ayrica, en son yayinlanan bir takim sesydtarinin haricindelUD tek
modelli, STD ise hem cevriyazilari hem de kgmalarin ses dosyalarini ve bazi

konwmalarin gorsel dosyalarini iceren ¢cok modelli lmrgustur.

Batin bu farkhliklara rgmen, bu cabma gosternstir ki yari benzer iki korpora
kullanarak kagilastirmali bir aratirma yapmak mimkundufUD daha gesi bir
veri havuzu sglamistir ve STD de ardirmacinin RTF dosyalari ve Praat
programiyla analiz edilen ses dosyalariyla dahaytieanalizler yapabilmesine
imkan tanimgtir.

Ikinci soru prosodi ve kabalikla ilgilidir: desken ve goreceli olmasinagmen
prosodi kabalik aktirmasinda ne derece kullanilabilir? Culpeper (2011
prosodinin bir ifade ile ilgili dgerlendirmeleri tetiklemekte 6nemli bir rol
oynadgini ileri sirmektedir ve prosodinin bunu nasil ygph géstermektedir. Dil
Ustl @eleri Gst anlamli bir terim olarak gorir ve prosodiicinde yer alan daha
belirli taraflara yonelir. Bu ¢cailmada prosodi ayni 6nemle ele alighm STD’den
alinan t¢ bélum Praat programi kullanilarak prosiodkabalgl nasil gostergini
orneklendirmek icin analiz edilgtir. Alinti 1’de, bir tehdit “&na bi gecirecgim
zaten((XXX))” yuksek bir ses vurgusuyla séylenmektediigr 1'e bakin). Alint
2'de geleneksek olmayan sezdirimsel kabaliktakyalk ya ben de de giriyor
hatun, mggul selam bile vermiyove ya ben de de giriyor hatun, ggal selam
bile vermiyor ve ee o artik bi¢ kadiniuzatilansakaci ton ile ciddi ton arasindaki
uyumsuzluk ile gosterilngiir (Figir 16’ya bakin). Bu sezdirimsel kabaliktaki
alayin nasil bir kar strateji olarak alayci bigekilde kasilandgin Figur 17'de
gosterilmitir. Bu etki de yine sesteki dsiklik ve ses etkilerindeki

uyumsuzluklardan kaynaklanir.

Culpeper'in (2011a) belirgti diger bir nokta da normal bir insanin prosodi ile
ilgili goristn kaba davragin deserlendiriimesinde prosodinin oyn&diénemli

rolin de gostergesi olmasidir. Culpeper (2011a3qutinin kabalik cagmalarinda
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ihmal edildgini ve her ne kadar prosodi glgken ve goreceli olsa da icinde
bulunulan durum dikkate alinginda ve targmaya eklendiinde dnemli bilgiler
saglayacaini ileri sirmektedir. Bu ¢aima, argtirmanin prosodi ve kabalik ve bu
ikisinin nasil birbirleriyle ilskilendiriimesi alanlarinda agarmanin genletilmesi

Onerilerini dikkate alan ufak bir adim olarak gétbilir.

Son So6z

Bu calsma, soOzel iletimde kabalik Orneklerini bulmakta ve analiz etmekte
kullanacak metodolojik bir yak$am ileri strer.lleri surtilen metodolojik yakam
uzun sdredir tailan konular g6z onine alir ve bu konulara uygalalir ve
analitik oneriler getirir. Cagmanin ilerley§i Onerilen sistemin etkili oldgunu
gOstermgtir. Veri toplama ve analiz samalarinda bir takim sorular ortaya
cikmistir ve gelecekte yapilacak gahalar bu sorulari ele alabilir. Bu sorular

sunlardir:

1. Geleneksel kaballk ve geleneksel olmayan sezditimkabalik
formuallerinden bgka hangi kategorik metotlar kabalik 6rnekleri
aragstirilirken kullanilabilir?

2. Uzlasmanin (Goffman, 1974, 1981) kakaliartirmaktaki roli nedir?
Katilimcilarin dger katilimcilarla ittifak kurma ya da ittifaki boaya
yonelten nedenler nelerdir?

3. Mecazi ve kinayeli kelimelerin ve ifadelerin kal@lifade etmekteki roll
nedir?

4. Anlamsal prosodinin kabaliktaki roli nedir? Kabatiknekleri bulmakta

nasil bir metot olarak kullanilabilir?

Bu sorular kabalik teorilerine 6nemli katkilarddunacak ve gelecek catnalarda

Oonemli rol oynayacaktir.
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TEZ FOTOKOP iSi izZiN FORMU

ENSTITU

Fen Bilimleri Enstitlisi

Sosyal Bilimler Enstitlisu

Uygulamal Matematik Enstitiist

Enformatik Enstitisi

Deniz Bilimleri Enstitisi

YAZARIN
Soyadi :

Adi
BoIUmMU :

TEZIN ADI (ingilizce) :

TEZIN TURU : Yiksek Lisans

Doktora

. Tezimin tamamindan kaynak gdsterilngaktiyla fotokopi alinabilir.

. Tezimin icindekiler sayfasl, 6zet, indeks sayfaldan ve/veya bir

bolimiunden kaynak gosterilmeértiyla fotokopi alinabilir.

. Tezimden bir (1) yil slreyle fotokopi alinamaz.

TEZIN KUTUPHANEYE TESL iM TAR IHI:
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