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Preface to the handbook series

Wolfram Bublitz, Andreas H. Jucker and Klaus P. Schneider

The series Handbooks of Pragmatics, which comprises nine self-contained vol-
umes, provides a comprehensive overview of the entire field of pragmatics. It is
meant to reflect the substantial and wide-ranging significance of pragmatics as a
genuinely multi- and transdisciplinary field for nearly all areas of language de-
scription, and also to account for its remarkable and continuously rising popularity
in linguistics and adjoining disciplines.

All nine handbooks share the same wide understanding of pragmatics as the
scientific study of all aspects of linguistic behaviour. Its purview includes patterns
of linguistic actions, language functions, types of inferences, principles of com-
munication, frames of knowledge, attitude and belief, as well as organisational
principles of text and discourse. Pragmatics deals with meaning-in-context, which
for analytical purposes can be viewed from different perspectives (that of the
speaker, the recipient, the analyst, etc.). It bridges the gap between the system side
of language and the use side, and relates both of them at the same time. Unlike syn-
tax, semantics, sociolinguistics and other linguistic disciplines, pragmatics is de-
fined by its point of view more than by its objects of investigation. The former pre-
cedes (actually creates) the latter. Researchers in pragmatics work in all areas of
linguistics (and beyond), but from a distinctive perspective that makes their work
pragmatic and leads to new findings and to reinterpretations of old findings. The
focal point of pragmatics (from the Greek prdgma ,act’) is linguistic action (and
inter-action): it is the hub around which all accounts in these handbooks revolve.
Despite its roots in philosophy, classical rhetorical tradition and stylistics, prag-
matics is a relatively recent discipline within linguistics. C.S. Peirce and C. Morris
introduced pragmatics into semiotics early in the twentieth century. But it was not
until the late 1960s and early 1970s that linguists took note of the term and began
referring to performance phenomena and, subsequently, to ideas developed and ad-
vanced by Wittgenstein, Ryle, Austin and other ordinary language philosophers.
Since the ensuing pragmatic turn, pragmatics has developed more rapidly and di-
versely than any other linguistic discipline.

The series is characertised by two general objectives. Firstly, it sets out to re-
flect the field by presenting in-depth articles covering the central and multifarious
theories and methodological approaches as well as core concepts and topics char-
acteristic of pragmatics as the analysis of language use in social contexts. All ar-
ticles are both state of the art reviews and critical evaluations of their topic in the
light of recent developments. Secondly, while we accept its extraordinary com-
plexity and diversity (which we consider a decided asset), we suggest a definite
structure, which gives coherence to the entire field of pragmatics and provides
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orientation to the user of these handbooks. The series specifically pursues the fol-
lowing aims:

— it operates with a wide conception of pragmatics, dealing with approaches that
are traditional and contemporary, linguistic and philosophical, social and cul-
tural, text- and context-based, as well as diachronic and synchronic;

— it views pragmatics from both theoretical and applied perspectives;

— itreflects the state of the art in a comprehensive and coherent way, providing a
systematic overview of past, present and possible future developments;

— it describes theoretical paradigms, methodological accounts and a large
number and variety of topical areas comprehensively yet concisely;

— itis organised in a principled fashion reflecting our understanding of the struc-
ture of the field, with entries appearing in conceptually related groups;

— it serves as a comprehensive, reliable, authoritative guide to the central issues
in pragmatics;

— it is internationally oriented, meeting the needs of the international pragmatic
community;

— it is interdisciplinary, including pragmatically relevant entries from adjacent
fields such as philosophy, anthropology and sociology, neuroscience and psy-
chology, semantics, grammar and discourse analysis;

— it provides reliable orientational overviews useful both to students and more
advanced scholars and teachers.

The nine volumes are arranged according to the following principles. The first
three volumes are dedicated to the foundations of pragmatics with a focus on micro
and macro units: Foundations must be at the beginning (volume 1), followed by
the core concepts in pragmatics, speech actions (micro level in volume 2) and dis-
course (macro level in volume 3). The following three volumes provide cognitive
(volume 4), societal (volume 5) and interactional (volume 6) perspectives. The
remaining three volumes discuss variability from a cultural and contrastive (vol-
ume 7), a diachronic (volume 8) and a medial perspective (volume 9):

1. Foundations of pragmatics

Wolfram Bublitz and Neal Norrick
2. Pragmatics of speech actions

Marina Sbisa and Ken Turner
3. Pragmatics of discourse

Klaus P. Schneider and Anne Barron
4. Cognitive pragmatics

Hans-Jorg Schmid and Dirk Geeraerts
5. Pragmatics of society

Gisle Andersen and Karin Aijmer
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Introduction

Anna Trosborg

Handbook of Pragmatics volume 7 focuses on pragmatics across languages and
cultures. With increasing globalization and the ever growing interest in communi-
cation across borders and between different cultural communities, it became salient
for pragmatics studies to “cut across” and “make comparisons” across national and
cultural borders. The ability to master foreign languages and understand cultures
different from your own became of utmost importance, and a need for intercultural
competence rose. Besides, having to communicate in multicultural settings, not
only privately but also in business contexts, opened up a whole new area of cor-
porate culture communication, which, in turn, may cut across national borders.

The aim of this handbook is to capture this development and provide an over-
view over major trends in central aspects of pragmatics as realized across lan-
guages and cultures. This is indeed a very far reaching and ambitious aim as it is an
enormous and versatile task bridging very different fields. Having realized the im-
possibility of covering all relevant aspects, a selection had to be made. Four very
central areas of pragmatics were chosen: Contrastive, cross-cultural and intercul-
tural pragmatics; interlanguage pragmatics; teaching and testing of second/foreign
language pragmatics; pragmatics in corporate culture communication. The con-
tributors to the volume are picked among competent and renowned people in their
respective fields. The approach is theoretical as well as applied though with an em-
phasis on authentic data in their linguistic and cultural contexts.

The aim of this introduction is to function as an eye opener to the handbook. It
introduces the topics chosen and gives the reader an insight into to what can be
gained from reading the handbook. Altogether 22 articles are sampled providing a
state of the art as well as implications for future research.

1. Part 1. Contrastive, cross-cultural and intercultural pragmatics

The contrastive approach started out in the 1970s (Wardhaugh 1970) as an attempt
among others to comply with the demand for language learning across borders.
The concept was: what is similar will be transferred, what is different will have
to be learned. If only we could describe the differences between two languages,
appropriate remedial teaching material could be developed, and students would
prosper. This conviction did not last long, however. As an approach to foreign lan-
guage teaching, this theory failed, as differences did not always cause problems.
On the other hand, we could not take for granted that equivalent aspects would be
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transferred. So, for learning purposes, the contrastive approach could not stand
alone. As a theory, it was also soon realized that not only language itself but also
culture must be considered. Before we embark on the discussion on how to delin-
eate the three pragmatic fields, an introduction to the notion of culture, and the re-
lation between culture and language, will be in order.

The notions of culture and cultures are of course closely related, yet each has its
own distinct meanings. Culture signifies how an individual thinks, acts and feels as
member of a group and in relation to other members of that same group. Thus, a
circle of friends, a theatre ensemble or a business organization is defined by its own
unique culture of attitude and relationship. When we see such groups or commu-
nities in relation to one another, we note that they are very differently constituted,
and thus begin to refer to them in the plural, namely as “cultures”. In this sense,
cultures are differentiated by their purpose, values, membership, history, etc. Then,
as Jiirgen Streeck (2002) notes, when collectives of disparate communities to-
gether form a society, we begin to consider them under the umbrella of “national
cultures” where cultures are defined by their geographical boundaries instead of
other identifying features. Thus, culture explains the pattern of assumptions and
behavior formulated by human systems in response to their environment, be it a
nation with its macrostructure, a local community with its needs and customs, a
market with its consumers and suppliers, or an industry with its colleagues and
competitors ((Harris and Moran 1987). It must be remembered, though, that within
a nation, within a corporate culture, individual differences will always exist.

Language is culture — culture is language. Culture and language are intertwined
and shape each other. The two are inseparable (for a discussion on this point, see
e.g., Varner and Beamer 40ff). They point out that “language is not a matter of neu-
tral codes and grammatical rules, because each time we send messages, we also
make cultural choices.”

The delineation of the three fields of contrastive, cross-cultural and intercultu-
ral pragmatics has not always been clear-cut. Whereas contrastive pragmatics
analysis points to language differences as linguistic phenomena, the terms cross-
cultural pragmatics and intercultural pragmatics have sometimes been used inter-
changeably in the literature (see e.g., Gudykunst 2002 and Kecskes (2004). In line
with this point of view, Kraft and Geluykens (2007) have argued that the term
“cross-cultural” should be used as a cover term for the study of all pragmatics phe-
nomena relating to cultural differences. In this volume, however, cross-cultural
pragmatics is used to designate comparative cultural studies obtained indepen-
dently from different cultural groups, and the term intercultural pragmatics is
saved for intercultural interaction where data is obtained when people from differ-
ent cultural groups interact with each other (cf. the standpoint adopted by e.g.,
Spencer-Oatey 2000, and Gudykunst 2002). With interaction as the central con-
cern, intercultural communication does not focus only on cultural differences but
also on the reasons behind.
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Part I captures the development from contrastive studies to intercultural inter-
actions between people from different cultural backgrounds. Due to the increasing
concern with communication worldwide in pragmatics through the last three dec-
ades, purely contrastive studies have given way to studies cross-cultural in orien-
tation. The first study by Wierzbicka is concerned with Natural Semantic Mini-lan-
guage as a tool for articulating “cultural scripts”. They are based on “semantic
primes”, are universal and can be formulated in any language for various pragmatic
purposes. Then follow a number of cross-cultural studies.

In principle, all aspects of pragmatics may be subjected to cross-cultural com-
parisons, but interest has centered on two dominant areas, namely speech act the-
ory and Brown and Levinson’s theory of politeness. With the cross-cultural speech
act realization project (CCSARP) and the formulation of the discourse completion
test (DCT) by Blum-Kulka, House and Kasper (1989), researchers were given an
instrument that allowed them to gather quickly a large amount of data, and cross-
cultural studies of speech acts, such as requests, suggestions, complaints and
apologies were popular. In Part I, this trend is represented by a study by Chen on
the speech acts of compliment and compliment responding, chosen because these
acts are truly indicative of social norms and values across cultures. Interactional
aspects are highlighted in an analysis by Marques Reiter and Luke of telephone
conversation openings across many different nationalities.

Closely related to speech acts, the interest in politeness flourished. The issue of
politeness is targeted in many studies in which it is not the main topic. It appears,
for example, in many studies on interlanguage pragmatics. Learners’ utterances
were found wanting with regard to politeness. In Part I, two articles are dedicated
to politeness, one by Chen examining the controversial issue of politeness in East-
ern compared to Western cultures, and the other by Haugh tackling the micro-
macro issue in politeness, thereby bridging the gap between cross-cultural and in-
tercultural pragmatics. Finally, this part is concluded with a chapter on intercultu-
ral competence by Spencer Oatey. With a growing interest not only in establishing
cross-cultural differences in pragmatics discourse, but also in actual encounters
between people from different cultures, where conflicts were likely to rise, re-
searchers strived to define intercultural competence. The necessary link between
cross-cultural pragmatic knowledge and intercultural competence is provided by
Spencer-Oatey in her study examining the interface between intercultural compet-
ence and the pragmatics of intercultural business discourse.

1.1. Cultural scripts and intercultural communication

People who live “in” different languages live in different cultural worlds, with dif-
ferent norms and expectations. No one is more qualified to make generalizations
about the “cultural worlds” associated with different languages than those who
inhabit two such worlds, especially linguistic “migrants”, says Wierzbicka. She
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uses Natural Semantic Mini-language (NSM) as a tool for articulating “cultural
scripts”. All natural languages share a common core of “conceptual primes” and a
“universal grammar”. Because of this it is possible to construct equivalent NSMs
on the basis of any language. There is an English NSM, but there is also a Spanish
NSM, a Japanese NSM, a Chinese NSM, a Malay NSM, etc. (e.g., Goddard and
Wierzbicka (eds.) 2002).

The use of NSM as a system of conceptual analysis depends on being able to
break down complex language-specific meanings and ideas into extended explana-
tory paraphrases, known as explications. This is the major concern of Wierzbicka’s
paper. Insights from cross-cultural literature written in English by authors of non-
Anglo backgrounds throw a great deal of light on the challenges of cross-cultural
lives and cross-cultural encounters. NSM techniques allow the author to translate
such “experiential” evidence into “cultural scripts” written in a controlled mini-
language based on simple and cross-translatable words. Her paper provides a large
range of examples involving more than a dozen different languages in different so-
cial situations including, for example, Russian and English scripts for “making a
request”, scripts against “criticizing the person you are with”, scripts for “pleasant
interaction”, scripts against “blurting out what one thinks”, to mention just a few.

Wierzbicka warns against “a wide-spread tendency to mistake speakers of Eng-
lish for “simply people” (people in general) and to take Anglo cultural norms for
the human norm”. The use of such scripts, consistent with the “objective evidence”
of lexical facts and “subjective evidence” from bicultural writers, can lead to in-
creased cross-cultural understanding and serve as a basis for intercultural training.
Thus, the methodology of cultural scripts formulated in simple and universal
human concepts can help explain shared assumptions and values embedded in
ways of speaking in different languages and cultures and can at the same time be
practically useful in intercultural education. She is aware, though, that cultural
scripts may be seen as stereotypes.

1.2. Compliments and compliment responses: A cross-cultural survey

Throughout the 1980th cross-cultural studies flourished. Contrasting systems to
analyzing actual language use across cultures were invented, and studies of speech
acts, in particular, were the focus of attention. The discourse completion test
(DCT) (see Blum-Kulka, House and Kasper (1989) enabled researchers to gather
quickly a large amount of data from different nationalities. Studies of, for example,
requests, refusals, complaints, and apologies were undertaken and have remained
salient till today. Likewise, the speech acts of complimenting and compliment re-
sponding have retained their attraction to students of cross-cultural pragmatics for
three decades. The reason for this sustained attention may be twofold. First, the
complimenting and compliment responding sequence displays a more complex
structure than speech acts that have been studied in isolation, without its preceding
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or successive acts (Golato 2005). Second, compliments and compliment responses
reflect a multitude of socio-cultural values (Manes and Wolfson 1981). The paper
by Chen, summarized below, is a survey of this active line of research in about a
dozen languages carried out in the past three decades.

Research on compliments has revealed the formulaic nature of utterances used
to deliver compliments in almost all languages studied (Manes and Wolfson 1981),
although the actual patterns may differ from one language to another due to their
respective typological features and although speakers of some languages display a
great deal of creativity in complimenting (e.g., Greek). In terms of the topic of the
compliment, studies have identified a small number of recurring things that get
complimented on — appearance, possession, ability, and accomplishment — in all
languages hitherto studied (Holmes 1988). Languages differ, however, in the
relative weight they give to these for targets of compliments. Since compliment is
by definition about something that is viewed favorably by society, researchers are
able to discover important aspects of a culture based on their findings about the ob-
jects of compliments (Holmes 1988; Yuan 2002).

While early works (Pomerantz 1978) on compliments identify solidarity build-
ing as the primary function of compliments (American and Australian English),
more recent research has revealed other functions such as to solicit information on
how to obtain the item being complimented (Polish, Turkish, Greek), to mitigate
the criticism that is to follow (German), and to show deference and respect (Jap-
anese).

One notable feature of compliments that has been discovered in a host of lan-
guages is gender-based differences in the compliment behavior (Herbert 1990).
Women have been found to pay and receive more compliments than men; they are
complimented more on appearances than men are, and their compliments, which
are more geared towards building harmony and solidarity, are less likely to be re-
sponded to than men’s (American English, French, Spanish and Greek). Another
cultural factor in complimenting is social status. Compliments are found to flow
primarily from a speaker in higher social status to one in lower status in some lan-
guages (American English), but they flow both ways in others (Japanese, Chinese).
The former, researchers believe, is due to the assumption that compliments, par-
ticularly those on ability, presupposes authority while the latter is due to the fact
that compliments are also a means to show deference and respect.

Research on compliment responding has been likewise active, yielding a rich
diversity of findings across languages. In recent years, a convergence seems to
have been formed among researchers on how to classify compliment responses.
This taxonomy is a continuum based on compliment acceptance/rejection, a scale
with three major regions: Acceptance (at one end), Rejection (at the other end), and
Deflection/Evasion (in the middle). Thus a gross-grained comparison can be ar-
rived at by placing languages on this scale. Starting from the Acceptance end, one
finds different varieties of Arabic, followed by different varieties of English. Then
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come non-English European languages such as German and Spanish, with the
possible exception of French. Turkish and East Asian languages — Chinese, Japan-
ese, and Korean — seem to cluster towards the Rejection end.

Among the nearly two dozens of languages that have been investigated for
compliment responding, Chinese stands out as an exceptionally intriguing case.
Studies have placed it at different regions on the Acceptance-Deflection/Evading-
Rejection scale: some found it to be characterized by rejection (Chen 1993), others
provide evidence to the contrary (Yuan 2002). To add further to the complexity,
evidence is emerging that Chinese speakers may be changing their ways of re-
sponding to compliments as a result of contact with other cultures (Chen and Yang,
in press).

Besides summarizing findings in compliment and compliment response re-
search, Chen discusses the contributions this research paradigm has made to prag-
matics in general, most notably in the area of theory testing and building, and
speculates on the directions compliment and compliment response research seems
to be headed.

1.3. Telephone conversation openings across languages, cultures and settings

At the discourse level, telephone conversations have been a popular and fascinat-
ing area of research. Ever since Sacks and Schegloff’s pioneering work in the
1960s and 1970s, scholars of language and social interaction have taken an interest
in telephone conversation. In spite of its “apparently perfunctory character”
(Schegloff 1986: 113), almost every aspect of telephone conversation turns out to
be intricately organized to a fine-grained level. The chapter by Marques Reiter and
Luke examines the opening section of telephone calls by reviewing forty years of
research on telephone conversation openings, with a focus on the theme of vari-
ation across languages, cultures, and settings.

Schegloff’s framework, on which all subsequent work is based, consists of four
core sequences: summons-answer, identification/recognition, greetings and how-
are-yous. Building upon this platform, scholars around the world have studied tele-
phone openings in a variety of linguistic and cultural settings, including French,
German, Spanish, Dutch, Swedish, Greek, Arabic, Persian, Chinese, Korean and
Japanese. A survey of the findings reveals that of Schegloff’s four core sequences,
summons-answer and greetings are the most robust, their structure and relevance
having been confirmed by study after study in a wide range of linguistic and cul-
tural settings. In comparison, the identification/recognition and how-are-you se-
quences appear to be susceptible to greater variation. Thus, in some communities
(e.g., Swedish, Dutch, and German), there appears to be a preference for self-
identification, while in others (e.g., USA and others), other-recognition is pre-
ferred. Exchanges of how-are-yous seem also to be subject to variation, from com-
munities where they are routinely done and appear to constitute a key sequence in
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the opening section (e.g., [ran and Japan), to those where they seem to be regularly
absent (e.g., Greece). However, as the authors point out, these observations are
based on what is still a relatively small sample of languages and cultures, and must
be treated as nothing more than tentative conclusions. They should be tested
against further work which will hopefully extend the database to a broader range of
settings, and be supported by more in-depth analyses based on collections of nat-
urally occurring data.

Schegloff’s work has also inspired much research into telephone call openings
in a variety of institutional settings. The earliest studies are represented by the
work carried out by Zimmerman, Whalen and others on emergency calls. Zimmer-
man (1984, 1992) showed that emergency calls typically have openings that are not
only heavily truncated relative to ordinary calls but are organized in such a way as
to display their “institutional” character. The opening section usually consists only
of summons-answer and identification-acknowledgment sequences but no ex-
changes of greetings or how-are-yous. Organizational self-identification is typi-
cally provided right from the start by call recipients. Callers typically move
directly into business immediately following an acknowledgment of the organiz-
ational self-identification in the same turn. These early studies have generated
much interest in institutional calls, so that two decades after Zimmerman and
others’ studies there was an exponential growth of research into calls for help, from
calls to ‘warm lines’ to various publicly and privately funded hotlines in countries
beyond US and Europe. The overriding concern of most of these studies has been
to uncover the ways in which institutional call openings depart from the patterns of
ordinary talk and the extent to which they display similar patterns. On the whole, it
seems fair to say that the findings of these and more recent studies of call centers
and general service calls have confirmed those of the earlier studies. At the same
time, they have deepened our understanding of institutional call openings by in-
dentifying further parameters of variation; for example, the presence vs. absence of
call recipients’ explicit offers for assistance, which appears to be related to the na-
ture of the service being provided (e.g., ordinary help lines vs. kids’ help lines).

While the last forty years have seen more and more research on telephone con-
versation openings using data from an increasingly broader variety of communities
and settings, still, in absolute terms, only a relatively small number of languages
and cultures are represented. Therefore, the authors end their survey with a plea for
more in-depth analysis of telephone calls in an even wider range of languages, cul-
tures and settings in the future.

1.4. Pragmatics East and West: Similar or different?

The so-called East/West debate, which is the topic of Chen’s paper, started when
cross-cultural pragmaticians applied classical theories, notably the speech act the-
ory and Brown and Levinson’s (1987) theory of politeness, to Non-Western lan-
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guages — Japanese and Chinese in particular — and found them wanting in their ex-
planatory adequacy. In the case of Japanese, students argue that the notion of face
does not explain, among other things, its honorific system, as the choice speakers
make among the morphological variations of the verb is not depended on face con-
siderations as defined by Brown and Levinson but on speaker’s judgment of the
status of the hearer with regard to power, distance, gender, and age. Constructs
such as discernment (Ide 1989; Matsumoto 1989) and place (Haugh 2005) have
hence been proposed for Japanese politeness. Chinese, on the other hand, are
thought of as being characterized by notions such as modesty and warmth in its
pragmatics (Gu 1990), as they have been found to self-denigrate in speech acts like
compliment responding (modesty) and repeatedly offer things to their hearers in
speech acts like invitation and dinner food plying (warmth).

Partly because they are among the most studied languages in pragmatics, Jap-
anese and Chinese have been held as sources of evidence that East and West are
fundamentally different in pragmatics, a view that has been dominating the field
for more than two decades. Recently, however, a dissenting voice has emerged to
defend the position that East and West are fundamentally similar. Regarding Jap-
anese politeness, these researchers argue that Japanese honorifics are subject to the
same face considerations as is believed in Western politeness. The correlation be-
tween a more formal (and polite) verbal alteration and a hearer in higher social
status, for instance, means that the hearer would expect to be shown deference and
respect. To be shown deference and respect, in turn, is part of positive face.
Further, in languages which lack a honorific system, speakers would adjust their
verbal strategies also according to the status of their hearers, a point few would dis-
agree with (Pizziconi 2003). Similar arguments have been made about Chinese
pragmatics. Showing warmth, for instance, can very well be seen as a positive pol-
iteness strategy, as it demonstrates the care for the hearer that she expects. Thus,
Eastern pragmatics is not as different as it has been believed from Western polite-
ness.

The significance of the East-West debate is far-reaching, as it has to do with the
philosophical stance on whether there exist general principles underlying language
use across languages and cultures, a stance that is directly related to the Whorfian
hypothesis. While the view that the two cultural groups — East and West — are dif-
ferent is still the dominating view, its opposition, that East and West are similar,
seems to be gaining some momentum and hence cannot be ignored. The continu-
ation of the debate — the prospect of which appears to be certain — will generate
more discussion about whether universal pragmatic theories exist and, if yes, what
these theories should look like.
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1.5. Intercultural (im)politeness and the micro-macro issue

While there have been numerous reviews of cross-cultural pragmatics politeness
research (see Haugh for references), there has been little specific attention paid to
studies of intercultural politeness. Haugh is concerned with the difficulties in-
herent to reconciling micro and macro perspectives on language, interaction, and
culture in intercultural pragmatics, and as the object of study he has chosen inter-
cultural politeness (or lack of it). The micro perspective encompasses the study
of interactions between individuals, and the cognition underlying those inter-
actions, while the macro perspective focuses on establishing norms of and ex-
pectations about language use distributed across social groups and cultures (cf.
Levinson 2006; Terkourafi, in press). As stated by Haugh, the issue facing re-
searchers in intercultural pragmatics is that, on the one hand, in attempting to
move from the micro to the macro level of analysis the researcher can become
vulnerable to accusations of over-generalization, while, on the other hand, in try-
ing to move from the macro to the micro level of analysis the researcher may fall
into the trap of imposing “analytic fictions” on the data at hand (Levinson 2005;
Schegloff 2005). While some researchers thus have argued that these levels of
analysis are complementary perspectives that are better kept distinct (Levinson
2005, 2006), Haugh argues that a more active focus on integrating micro and
macro perspectives is critical to the continued advancement of intercultural prag-
matics.

Concerning this perspective, Haugh makes a number of proposals. First, it is
proposed that intercultural politeness theory can lend useful insight into this issue
as im/politeness is both constituted in interaction in the form of evaluations
(micro) and constitutive of interaction in the form of expectations. Second, he
points out that the analysis of the constitution of im/politeness in interaction draws
from ethnomethodological conversation analysis, while the analysis of the way in
which expectations in regards to im/politeness are constitutive of interaction draw
from discourse analysis and systems theory. Third, he claims that a re-conceptual-
ization of language, interaction, and culture as both horizontally distributed and
vertically stratified, may serve as a possible means of integrating these two import-
ant perspectives (see Haugh for references).

A number of case studies focusing on how different perceptions of im/polite-
ness can arise in intercultural contexts are referred to in illustrating how these per-
ceptions differ not only across individuals and groups (horizontal distribution), but
may also invoke broader discourses and historicity (vertical stratification). The
first case study involves an analysis of the way in which offence arose from diverg-
ing understandings of what was implied in a sermon given in a mosque that was
later widely circulated through the mass media. The second case study involves of-
fence that arose when a judge on American Idol was seen apparently dismissing a
contestant’s hearty wishes to friends killed in a shooting tragedy in the U.S. The
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third case study involves differing perceptions between Australians and Taiwanese
of the relative im/politeness of an apology (see Haugh for references). It is con-
cluded that a solely micro or macro analysis would have led to an impoverished ac-
count of these incidents, and thus coming to terms with the micro-macro issue re-
mains central to understanding both intercultural (im)politeness and the broader
research program of intercultural pragmatics.

1.6. Intercultural competence and pragmatics research

Intercultural competence is extremely important in today’s globalised world, and
there is a growing interest in what such competence actually entails. A number of
conceptual frameworks have been developed in several different disciplines, par-
ticularly in communication studies, international business and management, and
foreign language education. In nearly all of these frameworks, communication is
highlighted as being of crucial importance, yet there is very rarely any mention in
these other disciplines of pragmatics research into intercultural interaction, despite
the large amount that has been carried out. Conversely, pragmatics research into
intercultural interaction almost never refers to frameworks of intercultural com-
petence, and typically focuses on detailed linguistic analyses. In her chapter, exam-
ining the interface between intercultural competence and pragmatics research
through studies of intercultural business discourse, Spencer-Oatey tries to bring
the two together. She considers the extent to which pragmatics research can inform
and illuminate the multidisciplinary frameworks of intercultural competence, and
perhaps help them to become more truly interdisciplinary. She also discusses the
need for pragmatics research to take a competency approach and relate findings to
conceptualizations of intercultural competence. In doing this, she focuses on prag-
matics research (and more broadly, discourse analytic research) into intercultural
business interaction, restricting her analyses to studies that are based on authentic
(rather than simulated or questionnaire-based) data.

After a brief introduction, Spencer-Oatey’s chapter starts by outlining some
of the most well known frameworks of intercultural competence, including those
by Gudykunst (2002) and Ting-Toomey (1999) in communication studies and psy-
chology, by Byram (1997) and Prechtl and Davidson Lund (2007) in applied lin-
guistics and foreign language teaching, and by Spencer-Oatey and Stadler (2009)
in applied linguistics and intercultural management. She focuses particularly on
what they say about communicative competence in intercultural interaction, point-
ing out that there is a noticeable lack of authentic discourse data to illustrate and/or
back up their points.

The author reviews intercultural pragmatics and discourse research in business
contexts, focusing only on studies that analyze authentic interactional data. She
considers the range of topics that the researchers select for analysis, and explores
the extent to which there is any synchrony with the conceptualizations of intercul-
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tural competence reviewed in her previous section. In conclusion, she argues that
pragmatics research has much to offer intercultural studies, and vice versa. She
draws attention to the need for greater sharing across disciplinary boundaries, and
for pragmaticians to take a deeper research interest in the conceptualization and
operationalization of intercultural competence.

2. Part II. Interlanguage pragmatics

The term interlanguage was first coined by Selinker (1972), and it is used to refer to
learner language as a system in its own right with its own rules. The learner con-
structs a system of abstract linguistic rules which underlies comprehension and
production. The learner’s grammar is permeable, and his/her competence is transi-
tional and variable. Interlanguage can be seen as a restructuring continuum, where
the learner gradually substitutes target language for mother-tongue rules. It is a
recreating continuum, although transfer from L1 may take place. At a certain stage,
the learner’s interlanguage may fossilize (see, for example, Ellis 1994: 50ff). From
a concern with grammar and vocabulary, interlanguage research has developed to
an overriding concern with interlanguage pragmatics (ILP) during the last three
decades.

Part II is concerned with theoretical and methodological approaches to ILP,
first in a chapter by Bardovi-Harlig exploring ILP through definition by design.
In a comprehensive study covering 30 years of research in ILP, she examines the
agreement between design and purpose, analyzing how data collection is desig-
nated (appropriately or not) to reflect explicitly articulated objects of study, for
example, with regard to elicitation tasks, population, choice of speech acts and
spontaneous conversation. In the second chapter, the traditional methodological
paradigms (e.g., the CCSARP data elicitation methods and the lack of interactional
data) are challenged by de Pavia, who instead advocates a comprehensive method-
ology with an integrated theoretical framework taking into account cognitive the-
ories and interactional approaches. Then follow two chapters viewing ILP from the
point of view of learners; first in a chapter by Yates concerned with the pragmatic
challenges second learners are faced with, including both pragmalinguistic and
socio-pragmatic aspects, and next in a chapter by DuFon, who is concerned with
second language learners in instructional contexts, focusing on a particular task,
namely the learning of address terms.

While the chapters so far have been on language use, Taguchi targets research
on developmental pragmatics, revealing the scarcity of longitudinal studies. Fin-
ally, Part II ends with a study by House on the pragmatics of English as a lingua
franca. While the previous studies have been concerned with L2 learning, her study
is concerned with the use of a second language for communicative purposes, with
the expert multilingual learner as a focal point. As such, focus is no longer on
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learning, but the similarity to interlanguage can be seen in the robustness of Eng-
lish as a lingua franca as a system of its own and in the tendency to show fossiliz-
ation.

2.1. Exploring the pragmatics of interlanguage pragmatics:
Definition by design

Bardovi-Harlig’s chapter investigates how the research designs used in the study of
interlanguage pragmatics compare to the articulated goals of the field as evidenced
in its definition of pragmatics by Crystal (1997). In this definition, adopted by
Kasper and Rose in their landmark 2002 monograph, Crystal defines pragmatics as
“the study of language from the point of view of users, especially of the choices
they make, the constraints they encounter in using language in social interaction
and the effects their use of language has on other participants in the act of com-
munication” (p. 301). Bardovi-Harlig investigates research designs from the per-
spective of how they address these critical features. Working from a corpus of
152 empirical studies from refereed journals, serial publications, and edited vol-
umes in second language acquisition and pragmatics from the last 30 years, she
investigates the shape of the field today. The chapter provides a methodological
portrait of interlanguage pragmatics comparing its articulated interests in, for
example, interaction and the effects of language use on other participants to the ac-
tual means of eliciting data. The chapter examines the types of research questions
posed by the field, how they are framed, and how they are operationalized. The re-
view includes both production studies and studies which address comprehension
and judgment tasks; it investigates how interaction is represented, and the role of
mode and tasks in data collection. The analysis reveals, on the one hand, a gradual
move by some researchers towards using interactive language samples even when
the research questions are not framed in terms of interaction, and on the other hand,
a steadfast dedication on the part of other researchers to the use of simulations of
language which sometimes are ingenious and sometimes almost stubbornly at odds
with spontaneous conversation in mode, lack of interaction, and degree of control.
The results encourage us to think about the cost and benefits of experimental de-
signs in terms of specific research questions and a global understanding of prag-
matics in interlanguage.

2.2. An integrated approach to interlanguage pragmatics

Whereas Bardovi-Harlig’s chapter is a quantitative report in the sense that it is con-
cerned with what has been done, the goal of the integrated approach by de Paiva
is qualitative investigating what theoretical and methodological approaches are
preferable. Her chapter discusses theoretical and methodological approaches in in-
terlanguage pragmatics (ILP). It starts with a critical review of the fields of inter-
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language pragmatics, cross-cultural pragmatics and contrastive pragmatics, exam-
ining their articulations and arguing that it is possible to integrate the insights of
each in order to make theoretical and methodological advances. The vital research
questions these fields have raised are taken forward under a more comprehensive
agenda. The chapter proceeds towards the theoretical implications of a comprehen-
sive ILP agenda, considering a range of approaches in information-processing ac-
counts in second language acquisition: (Schmidt’s (1993) noticing hypothesis,
Bialystok’s (1993) two dimensional model), Trosborg’s (1995) interactive theory,
and relevance theory (Sperber and Wilson 1995), and argues that by bringing these
approaches together (cf. de Paiva 2006) some of the blind-spots of existing disci-
pline perspectives in the field can be brought into view. One of the issues con-
sidered is the role of the input for the learning of pragmatics in a second language.
Next, the author sets out to cross methodological barriers with a view to proposing
a comprehensive methodology in keeping with the integrated theoretical frame-
work above. Here, traditional methodological paradigms (e.g., the CCSARP data
elicitation method and the taxonomy of speech acts) in ILP are reviewed and new
interactive and discourse approaches are presented.

The recent move in ILP, from studies with a focus on non-interactive data elici-
tation and sentence-level analysis, to discourse and conversation analysis offers
greater analytical sensitivity and depth. The analytical gains of these comprehen-
sive approaches are illustrated with a discussion of the case study of requests in
Brazilian Portuguese, in which findings based on the CCSARP coding taxonomy
for requests and on a discourse analytical approach are compared and discussed.
The information-processing accounts together with insights from Relevance the-
ory are brought together to shed light on learners’ production of conventional ex-
pressions across proficiency levels.

2.3. Pragmatic challenges for second language learners

The term “second language” (L2) is used as a cover term relating to a later-learned
language (second, third, and so on). Strictly speaking, it refers to language ac-
quired in a natural environment but it is also sometimes used for language learning
in instructional settings either in the target language country, or in a country in
which the target language is not used, also referred to as foreign language (FL)
learning. In her chapter on pragmatic challenges for L2 learners, Yates focuses on
issues that are particularly relevant to adult users who have grown up familiar with
one linguaculture, but who have later to operate successfully in another.
Interpersonal pragmatic aspects of language behavior are particularly challen-
ging for language learners because they relate not only to linguistic features but
also to deeply held values and beliefs. In reviewing what learners might find help-
ful, issues related to the conceptualization of interpersonal pragmatics and the in-
terplay between language, culture and the individual speaker in interaction are ad-
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dressed. The distinction between pragmalinguistic aspects of communication, that
is the way in which form is mapped onto force in a linguaculture, and socio-prag-
matic aspects, or the socio-cultural conventions or expectations that speakers may
orient to (Thomas 1983) remains an important one for learners and teachers be-
cause it allows an appreciation of not only what might be expected in a particular
interaction, but also why. Still, much work in interlanguage pragmatics has favored
research into the former because it is more readily observable and less open to
speculation (Alcén and Martinez-Flor 2008).

In general, when learning a language to which you are not native, both prag-
malinguistic features and socio-pragmatic issues must be considered. Much re-
search has provided insight into the challenges that non-native speakers might face
in mapping force onto form in other languages, particularly work on speech act sets
(e.g., Blum-Kulka, House and Kasper 1989; Kasper and Blum-Kulka 1993; Tros-
borg 1995) and has thus favored research into the former. Besides, as Scollon and
Scollon (2001) note, the considerable amount of work on differences between cul-
tures has not always been directly related to interaction, and yet cultural issues play
a central role in establishing a communicative ethos (e.g., Sifianou 1992). Ac-
knowledging this shortcoming, Yates also manages to provide insights into socio-
pragmatic issues provided by speech act studies, theories of politeness and face,
and ethnographies (see Yates for references).

In conclusion, Yates suggests that future research in non-native pragmatics
should embrace a range of perspectives and methodological approaches, and tackle
a wider range of languages and cultures. In this way we may arrive at a more inte-
grated picture of what happens when speakers from different linguacultures inter-
act. In the light of the explosion in global communication in recent years, not only
in Europe but world-wide, it is imperative that we also relate these findings to the
theory and processes of intercultural competence.

2.4. The acquisition of terms of address in a second language

Interlanguage pragmatics has been restricted by a number of researchers (Kasper
and Dahl 1991) to research on speech acts, so that, for example, the acquisition of
address terms fell outside the scope of ILP. This is not the case in this handbook.
Terms of address are considered an important aspect of intercultural pragmatics
and thus of interest to ILP studies.

DuFon points to terms of address as an important means of expressing both
identity and relationship with the interlocutor. Any term that does not match the in-
terlocutors’ perceptions of identity and relationship is likely to decrease their de-
sire to be cooperative and benevolent. Therefore, it is important to choose address
terms wisely. Yet choosing an appropriate address term can be challenging even for
native speakers, let alone foreign language learners, because each address system
consists of a variety of forms that are selected based on a set of criteria that vary
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across and within languages and requires considerable socialization and practice in
a wide range of situations.

In her chapter, DuFon synthesizes the research that has been conducted on the
acquisition of various types of address forms including zero pronouns, lexical pro-
nouns, names, kin terms, and titles by foreign language learners. She then exam-
ines how teaching materials, classroom instruction, and interaction with native
speakers through both computer mediated communication and study abroad can
assist learners in acquiring address forms.

Her research reveals that the acquisition of address terms in a second language
is similar to that in a first language. First, it is a complex process that takes place
over time as learners move from using address terms appropriately in unambiguous
cases to doing so in ambiguous cases as well. Learners can accomplish the former
through textbooks and classroom experience, but accomplishing the latter ulti-
mately requires them to engage in social interaction with competent members of
the speech community. Second, the sequence of address term development dep-
ends on the quantity and quality of social relationships that learners experience,
which in turn depend both on the learning context and on individual learners’ char-
acteristics including personal traits such as openness and motivation, and the abil-
ities to notice what competent speakers do, to be aware of what they themselves ac-
tually do, and to take the perspective of another.

In order to assist learners in their acquisition of address terms, teachers need to
help them to: 1) disambiguate the address system; 2) notice the holes (Swain 1998:
66) or notice the gaps in their knowledge and performance (Schmidt and Frota
1986), and 3) shift their perspectives away from more ethnocentric ones to broader
more encompassing ones. Some techniques for accomplishing these goals as well
as directions for future research are also provided.

2.5. Longitudinal studies in interlanguage pragmatics.

Researchers in the field of second language acquisition often ask: How do people
develop competence in a second language (L2)? What internal and external factors
affect the development? What variations are observed in the process and outcome
of the development? Existing research on interlanguage pragmatics has predomi-
nantly focused on pragmatic use, not on development. As observed by Kasper and
Schmidt (1996), a great majority of studies in ILP has not been developmental;
focus has rather been given to the ways in which non-native speakers’ pragmaling-
uistic and socio-pragmatic knowledge differ from that of native speakers and
among learners with different linguistic and cultural backgrounds.

A little more than a decade later, Taguchi provides a state-of-the-art of devel-
opmental issues in interlanguage pragmatics research. Her research synthesis ad-
dresses such questions as they are found in the domain of ILP. Exhaustive elec-
tronic and manual searches of literature were conducted to locate accessible
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longitudinal studies published up to 2009. Bibliographic searches of refereed
journals, books and book chapters, and conference monographs yielded a body of
21 unique studies for analysis (see Taguchi for references). Her chapter compares
findings across the studies and explores the patterns and inconsistencies that
emerge among them. In the area of pragmatic comprehension, learners seem to
progress from the stage where meaning is marked via strong signals, such as uni-
versal or shared conventionality between L1 and L2, to the stage where meaning
does not involve those signals and thus requires a series of inferential stages to
comprehend. In the area of pragmatic perception, L1 socio-pragmatic norms are
found to shape learners’ meta-pragmatic awareness of appropriateness, and oppor-
tunities to observe native speakers’ interactions seem to help learn correct form-
function-context mappings. In the area of pragmatic production, it appears that
form-function-context mappings are not internalized in a linear manner. Learners
usually begin with a limited range of pragmalinguistic resources, and gradually ex-
pand their pragmalinguistic repertoire by adopting a new form-function mapping
into their systems.

2.6. The pragmatics of English as a lingua franca

Whereas the studies presented so far in this part on interlanguage pragmatics have
all been concerned with language learning and thus fall well within the scope of
ILP, studies of lingua franca are not concerned with learning as such, but focus in-
stead on the use for communicative purposes of a foreign language, in most cases
English, to which the users are not native. In her chapter, House states that English
as a lingua franca (ELF) is used much more frequently today than native English.
Major characteristics of ELF are its enormous functional flexibility and spread
over many different linguistic, geographical and cultural areas and its openness to
foreign forms. In its role as a language for communication (House 2003), ELF can
be compared to Latin at the time of the late Roman Empire. It has a full linguistic
and communicative range, and can thus not be described as a language for specific
purposes, a pidgin or Creole, foreigner talk or interlanguage. ELF is characterized
by a multiplicity of multilingual and multicultural voices that are alive underneath
the English surface.

Early empirical pragmatics-related studies of ELF (e.g., Firth 1996) point
to the surprisingly consensual, “normal”, and robust nature of ELF interactions
achieved primarily through the “let-it-pass” principle and demonstrations of group
solidarity. More recent studies highlight ELF’s inherent variability (Firth 2009),
and the results of many corpus-based studies show how ELF speakers deviate
from, and creatively develop native English norms (House 2009; Jenkins 2009;
Seidlhofer 2009). Other features of ELF interactions found in ELF research in-
clude transfer from L1 and code-switching, repetition and self-initiated repair, ne-
gotiation and the co-construction of utterances as well as the systematic re-inter-
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pretation of discourse markers such as you know, I think, I mean, I don’t know, yes
and so used in order to make speakers more self-referenced and supporting utter-
ance production (Baumgarten and House 2010). While ELF speakers as multilin-
gual and multicultural individuals par excellence have well-developed strategic
competence, their “pragmatic fluency” might well be improved.

3. Part II1. Teaching and testing of second/foreign language
pragmatics

Over the last two decades, the development of learners’ communicative compet-
ence in a second (L2) or foreign (FL) language has been one of the main concerns
of language teaching professionals in the field of second language acquisition (see
e.g., Kasper and Rose 2002). As current models of communicative competence
have shown (Trosborg 1995; Usé-Juan and Martinez-Flor 2006; Celce-Murcia
2007), communicating appropriately and effectively in a target language requires
not only knowledge of the features of the language system, but also of the prag-
matic rules of language use. In fact, as noted by Crandall and Basturkmen (2004)
among others, error of appropriacy on the part of the non-native speakers may have
more negative consequences than grammatical errors. For example, while a gram-
mar error when performing an impositive face-threatening speech act may be seen
as a language problem by native speakers, an error of appropriacy may characterize
the non-native speaker as being uncooperative, or more seriously, rude and offen-
sive. Having acknowledged the need for second language learner’s to achieve
pragmatic competence, the question was now whether pragmatics could be taught,
and if answered in the affirmative, what would be the most successful teaching
method(s)? Studies (e.g., Bardovi-Harlig 2001; Golato 2003) have shown that in-
terlanguage pragmatic knowledge is indeed teachable. Consequently, teaching
pragmatic competence in instructed settings has been regarded as necessary to
facilitate learners’ pragmatic developmental process (Alcén and Martinez-Flor
2005, 2008; Kasper and Roever 2005; Tatsuki 2005).

Both pragmalinguistic and socio-pragmatic competence were desired and the
recurrent question in research was whether a deductive or inductive method was
the better way to teach pragmatic competence, in other words should pragmatic
competence be taught through an explicit or an implicit approach. In the first
chapter in Part II, Takahashi provides a very extensive review of research on the ef-
fects of pragmatics teaching procedures. This is followed by a more specific study
on the teaching of speech acts (Us6-Juan and Martinez-Flor). Error correction is
the subject of a chapter by Cheng and Cheng and finally, what has been achieved so
far in the testing of ILP is reported in a study by Liu.
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3.1 Assessing learnability in second language pragmatics

In her chapter, Takahashi sees the question from the point of view of the learner
when she sets out to explore whether target language pragmatic features are suffi-
ciently learnable through pedagogical intervention and what factors constrain
pragmatic learnability the most. As a parallel to mainstream instructed second lan-
guage acquisition research, a number of interlanguage pragmatics researchers have
been making efforts to investigate the effects of intervention in second language
pragmatics since the 1980s (e.g., Alcén and Martinez-Flor 2005; Martinez-Flor,
Us6-Juan and Ferndndez-Guerra 2003; Rose and Kasper 2001). One of the major
findings shared by these studies is that providing meta-pragmatic information or
certain forms of explicit intervention was indeed effective or helpful for learners to
develop pragmatic competence in L2. However, it is also reported that some as-
pects of pragmatic features are difficult to teach and learn despite the conscious no-
ticing of elements in the surface structure of utterances in the input (e.g., Takahashi
2001). Furthermore, some studies demonstrated that the effectiveness of implicit
intervention may be similar to that of explicit intervention (e.g., Takimoto 2007).

In order to get a clearer picture of the effect of different forms of intervention,
Takahashi provides an overview of the findings of pragmatic intervention research
that have been accumulated during the past two and a half decades, and attempts to
grasp a general tendency emerging with respect to pragmatic learnability through
explicit and implicit interventions. Subsequently, by exclusively focusing on the
studies that provided information on the durability of treatment effects through de-
layed posttests, further effort was invested in critically examining the possible fac-
tors constraining pragmatic learnability through pedagogical intervention.

In her overview section, Takahashi focuses on 48 interventional studies in L2
pragmatics, all of which are experimental or quasi-experimental studies with a pre-
test-posttest design. This overview revealed several aspects with respect to prag-
matic learnability on the basis of the findings of the past research. As expected,
pragmatic learnability is highly attainable through explicit intervention and the
positive role of meta-pragmatic explanation is confirmed. This tendency is more
marked for the learning of socio-pragmatic features. However, it was also found
that some pragmatic features appear to be sufficiently learnable through implicit
intervention. Much research has been invested in what is the more successful ap-
proach. However, as shown by Trosborg and Shaw (2008), the solution lies in em-
ploying both. They found that a combination of deductive and inductive methods is
far more successful than each of the two approaches used on its own. Left is to em-
phasize that we should note that many of the studies reviewed yielded mixed re-
sults; learnability is apparently affected by the types of target features and assess-
ment measures and the methods of analyzing data.

The factors constraining pragmatic learnability through pedagogical interven-
tion were further explored in relation to the robustness of intervention. For this
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purpose, Takahashi reinterpreted pragmatic learnability as the “durability of the
treatment effects” and concentrated on examining the results of the delayed post-
tests, which were obtained from parts of the 48 studies. With regard to the robust-
ness of pedagogical intervention, explicit intervention is on the whole robust
enough for learning the target pragmatic features, particularly, some aspects of
socio-pragmatic features. Exceptions would include some interactional markers as
applied to extended turns at talk and the linguistic aspects of some socio-cultural
rules for conversation. At the same time, it appears that some forms of input-based
implicit interventions are also robust enough to produce relatively large and posi-
tive learning outcomes in L2 pragmatics. In addition, the following four factors
may be possible candidates for constraining pragmatic learnability: (1) learners’
perception of their own problems with respect to the use of the target pragmatic
features, (2) learners’ active involvement in cognitive comparison between their
own performance of the target features and the corresponding normative perform-
ance obtained from natural communicative interactions, (3) learners’ reliance on
their own efforts to discover pragmatic “rules” or conventions, and (4) learners’
experiences of immediate communicative needs in relation to the treatment tasks.

The findings of Takahashi’s review were further examined using the frame-
work of Schmidt’s (2001) noticing hypothesis. The crucial point of this research is
the method of heightening awareness at the level of “understanding.” In this re-
spect, she argues for the importance of learners’ pushing themselves to process the
target pragmatic features; this deeper processing could be maximized when inter-
ventions — irrespective of their explicitness — involve or assure parts or all of the
four factors identified as those constraining pragmatic learnability.

Moreover, as one of the pedagogical implications, the issue of socio-cultural
norms in pragmatic intervention was addressed. One of the most critical questions
is whether or to what extent learners need to conform themselves to their target lan-
guage norms in their own speech. The most pertinent answer to this question would
be that learners should be left with their own decision in this respect; in fact, this is
the stance adopted by a vast majority of ILP researchers when learners are taught
pragmatic features in classroom settings.

3.2 The teaching of major speech acts

Having outlined the importance of pragmatics competence and the need for this
to be taught, Usé-Juan and Martinez-Flor focus on teaching methods. Given the
needs for instruction and the prospects of a successful outcome, the authors focus
on one specific area within pragmatics, namely that of speech acts. They present
research-based approaches, techniques and activities that enable learners to over-
come their pragmatic difficulties in a given context and subsequently help them in
successfully communicating in English (see Us6-Juan and Martinez-Flor for refer-
ences). In particular, the teaching approaches discussed in their chapter are cen-
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tered on the three major speech acts of requests, suggestions and refusals, since
their use may intrinsically threaten the hearers’ face and, therefore, call for con-
siderable pragmatic expertise on the part of the learners for their successful per-
formance. They present major characteristics of these crucial speech acts followed
by a revision of the different proposals that have been elaborated for the teaching
of pragmatics in instructed settings. Finally, on the basis of those proposals, they
outline in detail particular teaching techniques and activities that may help L2/FL
learners to appropriately perform these three major speech acts in different contex-
tual situations.

3.3. Error correction

Another aspect of crucial importance to L2 instruction is that of error correction. A
central question is when and how to correct. The relevant theory relates back in
particular to Schegloff et al. In a chapter on “Correcting others and self-correcting
in business and professional discourse and textbooks”, Cheng and Cheng discuss
these problems. Their chapter falls in two parts. First it reviews the literature on the
speech acts of self-repair and other-repair which are essential to “the study of so-
cial organization and social interaction” (Schegloff et al. 1977). The definitions
comprise two types of repair, self-repair and other-repair, and two sub-types of
these repair types: self-initiated self-repair, other initiated self-repair, self-initiated
other-repair and other-initiated other-repair. The authors describe the trouble
sources related to these repair types and the preference for self-correction over
other-correction. The review of previous studies shows that the speech act of cor-
rection/repair has been examined in a variety of interactional contexts and investi-
gated in terms of types of repairs, repair strategies, and the associated linguistic
forms and reformulations, as well as the possible social-organizational, cognitive,
and morpho-syntactic factors that contribute to the use of repair by speakers. In ad-
dition, the review reports a variety of research methodologies adopted and data
analyzed, e.g., intonation, corpus analysis of spontaneous speech in English, self-
report data from English learners, comparative analysis of everyday conversation
and classroom discourse, comparative analysis between native and non-native
speakers with a number of different language backgrounds (see Cheng and Cheng
for references). They also provide and exemplify seven types of syntactic organiz-
ation of repair from naturally occurring conversation from the work of Fox and Jas-
person (1995).

The second part of Cheng and Cheng’s paper reports on a research study con-
ducted in Hong Kong which examines teaching materials presented in school text-
books and compares them with a study of spoken discourse. The two speech acts of
how to correct others and self-correction are explicitly taught to upper school stu-
dents of English in Hong Kong, but the structures and linguistic realizations of
these acts are fairly limited. Through examining authentic spoken discourse in the
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prosodically transcribed corpus of Hong Kong business and professional English,
their study seeks to determine the ways in which the speech acts of correcting
others and self-correcting are linguistically realized in real-life communication,
compared to what is to be found in school English language textbooks. It was
found that there were differences, both in terms of forms and linguistic realizations
between the corpus-driven findings and the textbooks, because the latter tend to
rely on the introspections of the textbook writers rather than real-world language
use. Both research and pedagogical implications in the area of pragmatics across
languages and cultures were made. First of all, the findings from this study suggest
that the textbooks currently in use in Hong Kong are in need of revision as far as
the teaching of correcting others and self-correcting are concerned. Also, the rather
prescriptive ways in which these speech acts are presented in the textbooks are
misleading because they omit the variety of linguistic realizations available to
speakers when they perform these speech acts. The findings of the study also have
implications for the promotion of intercultural communicative competence. The
study shows that current students in Hong Kong are not taught what has been found
to be appropriate, authentic ways of correcting others and self-correcting, which
could potentially adversely affect their pragmatic competence. The comparison of
the intercultural communication and pragmatic competence between the two sets
of speakers (Hong Kong Chinese and English Speaking Westerners) examined
points the way to future studies in these areas.

34. Testing interlanguage pragmatic knowledge

In previous papers of language teaching, it was discussed how the teaching of prag-
matics is a difficult and sensitive issue, for one thing due to the high degree of ‘face
threat’ it often involves; and second, because of the limited number of available
pedagogical resources. Liu (2006) adds that this reluctance should also be at-
tributed to the lack of valid methods for testing ILP knowledge.

Liu’s paper introduces the status quo of ILP competence assessment, followed
by a survey of relevant research. He examined the reliability, validity and practi-
cality of testing methods and rating procedures obtained in a survey of relevant re-
search. He examined 16 studies. The main focus was on speech acts, in particular
requests, apologies and refusals, and a few studies on suggestions, disagreeing, and
implicatures. The target language was English, with the exception of 2 studies in
Japanese, 1 in Korean and 1 in Spanish. The learners were from different language
backgrounds. The testing methods employed were various forms of the DCT and
roles plays. The results of these studies were not consistent. While role play tests
were found to be reliable and reasonably valid, the findings of the DCT tests var-
ied. In some studies it was shown that the multiple-choice discourse completion
test (MC DCT) was valid and reliable, whereas others demonstrated a low reliabil-
ity and validity for the MC DCT.
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Liu discusses problems and difficulties relating in particular to testing methods,
rating, social variables, and scenario generation. He concludes that there are more
questions about assessing pragmatics than there are answers and more research
studies are badly needed. More attention should be paid to and more studies should
be conducted on the assessment of ILP knowledge. The paper introduces the status
quo of ILP competence assessment, followed by a survey of relevant research.
Then it discusses some of the major problems in ILP assessment, and finishes with
some suggestions for further research.

4. Part IV. Pragmatics in corporate culture communication

In a business environment, unique corporate cultures will share some commonal-
ities as they are influenced and confined by the laws, regulations and customs of
the national culture of the nation state to which they belong. However, there will
also be industry-specific identifications, conditions and traditions which traverse
national boundaries and allow researchers to cross-culturally study a single indus-
try and to distinguish between or compare its membership’s varying cultures. In
this context, the corporate cultures of the individual industry within and across
national cultures represent a viable and controllable object of study for providing
insights into the different customs and practices of corporate discourse.

Fiol, Hatch and Golden-Biddle (1998: 56) argue that an organization’s identity
is the result of a culturally embedded, self-focused process of sense-making de-
fined by “who we are in relation to the larger social system to which we belong”.
Having realized this, an organization may go on to display its culture by verbaliz-
ing who it is through corporate discourse. According to Hatch and Schultz (2000),
deeply rooted cultural values, attitudes and behaviors imbue organizations with ex-
pressive powers containing narration, corporate value statements and the symbolic
use of names, slogans and visuals which, as the self-presentation of identity, pro-
vide reflections of culture and cultures at organizational, industry and national le-
vels. In creating such identities, large corporations around the world, regardless of
national origin, have found that certain structures work better for multinational
business than others do (Varner and Beamer (2005). Yet the apparent similarities
may cover up different underlying approaches to doing business. As e.g., Adler
(1986) has pointed out:

Organizations worldwide are growing similar, while behavior of people within organiz-
ations is maintaining its cultural uniqueness. So organizations in Canada and Germany
may look the same from the outside, but Canadians and Germans behave differently
within them (quoted in Varner and Beamer 2005: 333).

Corporate culture helps companies and employees from many different cultures to
connect and communicate.
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Pragmatic theory has greatly influenced and contributed to research in corpor-
ate communication. The articles concerned with corporate culture communication
divide into two parts. In the first place, Yli-Jokipii emphasizes the great stimulus
and innovative theory pragmatics has been for corporate communication research.
She investigates how, in particular, speech act theory and genre analysis have con-
tributed to analyzing corporate communication. Likewise, credibility in discourse
(an old Aristotelian concept found in ordinary discourse) also finds its way to cor-
porate discourse in the article by Jgrgensen and Isaksson. Second, new and emerg-
ent fields are introduced and discussed. Research specifically geared to corporate
communication comprises crisis communication (Frandsen and Johansen) and
Corporate Social Responsibility (Thomsen; Mayes).

4.1. Pragmatics and research into corporate communication

The pragmatic approach to language and culture has had an enormous impact on
research into corporate communication. Yli-Jokipii examines how pragmatic re-
search methodology has been employed in corporate communication. Her ap-
proach is defined not only as an approach that views communication in context, as
discourse, but also as one that deals with textual issues, bringing into focus extra-
textual context, such as the complexities of the professional situation in which
communication takes place, interactants in the communicative instance concerned,
their professional roles and the power issues contained in such roles, their mutual
relationship with regard to the social distance between them, as well as their cul-
tural and linguistic backgrounds.

Yli-Jokipii offers an account of how and what the pragmatic approach has con-
tributed to research into corporate communication in the past decade or so. Two
prime principles run throughout her paper. First, it is concerned with research that
uses genuine, real-life material that is investigated within a pragmatic framework.
Second, attention is paid to cultural issues involved in and findings yielded by such
research set-ups. The primary focus is on intercultural corporate communication.

Launching from research oriented with certain speech acts, such as requests
and apologies, Yli-Jokipii’s discussion involves politeness issues and focus on the
higher-level concepts of directness and imposition that are central in intercultural
corporate interaction. The notions of power and distance are dealt with as well.
While the aforementioned concepts were in the forefront in the 1990’s in particu-
lar, they remain important in corporate communication at all times. For example,
negotiation research involving these variables has produced worthwhile insight
into cultural variation. Furthermore, her paper focuses on research in which genre-
oriented issues are fore-fronted. This covers recent research dealing with the ca-
nonical business letter as well as topics such as media choice, e-mail communi-
cation and multimodal corporate communication (see Yli-Jokipii for references).
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4.2. Credibility in corporate discourse

Jgrgensen and Isaksson treat the concept of source credibility or ethos and its cen-
trality in relation to the communication of organizational identity. Since most or-
ganizational identity theorists (e.g., Hatch and Schultz 2000) have been silent on the
role of credibility vis-a-vis organizational culture, identity and image, the authors
argue that there exists an underexplored area of study of relevance to both prag-
maticians and corporate discourse analysts.

The authors follow the general assumption of current organizational identity
theory that organizational culture defines members’ shared identity which, in turn,
informs the self-presentations they continuously make in order to change or main-
tain the images held by the organization’s stakeholders. These messages essen-
tially display the organization’s expertise, trustworthiness or empathy to anyone
interested in the corporate “soul”, and they contain the potential to affect the
readers’ or listeners’ images of the organization. The authors’ treatment of source
credibility thus takes departure in the classical Aristotelian conception of the con-
struct and the observation that ethos is a pragmatic resource constituted by lan-
guage and by linguistic practice (Baumlin 1994).

They introduce source credibility from classical, modern and contemporary
perspectives, linking the construct to the notions of organizational identity, culture
and image. To do this, they move swiftly from Aristotelian rhetoric to highlight the
mid-20th century revival of ethos (see Jgrgensen and Isaksson for references).
They give credit to the New Rhetoric theory of Burke (1950), Toulmin (1959), and
Perelman and Olbrechts-Tyteca (1969) for being instrumental in recasting classical
notions of rhetoric, and they emphasize that early pragmatic studies of business
discourse were grounded in the philosophically and rhetorically informed theory
on conversational maxims by Grice (1975), the research on face-work and impres-
sion management by Goffman (1959, 1967), and the work on politeness by Brown
and Levinson (1987). Finally, they call attention to some of the more recent dis-
cussions of ethos and applications of the construct (see Jgrgensen and Isaksson for
references).

In this manner, the authors provide an overview of the small number of prag-
matic studies of corporate discourse which are directly or indirectly concerned
with source credibility in a variety of genres. These studies illustrate the shift in
focus over time from the very detailed analyses of text at sentence level to a con-
cern with the structuring of text into chunks and, subsequently, to a preoccupation
with the rhetorical planning and execution of discourse on the basis of corporate
culture, image and identity. The authors also touch on the more recent inclusion of
visual rhetoric (Kjeldsen 2002) as an important dimension in understanding how
visual imagery may reinforce the production of credibility and assist in its analysis.
Through their own research and modeling of ethos (Jgrgensen and Isaksson 2008),
the authors demonstrate how ethos is not only a rhetorical construct in the planning
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of discourse, but one that can be made operational at the level of text and pictures
in corporate discourse.

4.3. Corporate crisis communication across cultures

In their contribution, Frandsen and Johansen provide a state of the art review of the
research that has been conducted to date within the new and emergent field of crisis
communication. The first part of the chapter is devoted to definitional questions
and to an overview of the previous research on crisis communication. This research
is divided into two general categories: 1) a rhetorical or text-oriented research
tradition which focuses on what and how an organization communicates in a crisis
situation, and 2) a strategic and context-oriented research tradition which is more
interested in when, where and to whom the organization in crisis starts communi-
cating. The first tradition is represented by various approaches to crisis communi-
cation such as the theory of Image Restoration or Image Repair Strategies (Benoit
1995) and the theory of Terminological Control (Hearit 2006), whereas the second
tradition is represented by approaches such as the Situational Crisis Communi-
cation Theory or SCCT (Coombs 2007) and the Contingency Theory of Accom-
modation (Cancel et al. 1997). Johansen and Frandsen (2007) have tried to over-
come some of the problems linked to these approaches by developing a multi-vocal
approach to crisis communication called the Rhetorical Arena which takes into ac-
count the many corporate and non-corporate “voices” which meet and compete as a
crisis breaks out and accelerates.

The second part of their chapter is about the intercultural dimension of crises,
crisis management and crisis communication: Does culture have an impact on how
organizations and their stakeholders perceive, react to and handle a crisis? Depart-
ing from a model embracing three interrelated dimensions (the organization in
crisis, various types of stakeholders, and two cultural levels: national culture and
organizational culture), the studies conducted so far within the intercultural per-
spective are presented and discussed with a clear focus on crisis communication
and national cultures (cf. Lee 2004, 2005a, 2005b; Huang, Lin and Su 2005; Hearit
2006) and crises, stakeholders and national cultures (cf. Taylor 2000; Arpan and
Sun 2006).

4.4, The pragmatics of Corporate Social Responsibility across cultures

Conceptions of Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) have existed since the 17th
century, but it is only in the last two decades that this notion has become more
widely recognized within management literature (Simola 2007; Steurer et al.
2005). During this time, CSR has commonly been understood in terms of the so-
called “Triple Bottom Line” (3BL) for business accounting by which corporate
success is evaluated not only through the conventional bottom line involving finan-
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cial results, but also through the bottom lines of environmental and social perform-
ance (Elkington 1997). Recently, leading scholars have begun to conceptualize the
social component of 3BL (e.g., Carroll 1991, 1999) seeing it, for example, as a vi-
sionary approach to international business that promotes corporate profitability
(Hart 2005). However, the literature points out that a successful implementation of
CSR requires not only the adoption of new strategic approaches but also the estab-
lishment of new and culturally sensitive relationships.

The paper by Thomsen introduces the most important theoretical and empiri-
cal approaches to the concept of Corporate Social Responsibility, its management
and communication. Then follows a discussion of the wider pragmatic impli-
cations and consequences of adopting CSR as a central strategic tool in modern
corporate communication. With regard to CSR management, the focus is on four
main theoretical groupings, namely instrumental theories, political theories, inte-
grative theories and ethical theories, and on how CSR is socially constructed in a
specific context, the latter forming the empirical part of the chapter (outline in
Garriga and Melé 2004). With regard to CSR communication, the focus is on the
literature in terms of implicit CSR moving towards explicit CSR (Matten and
Moon 2008). Implicit CSR normally consists of values, norms and rules which re-
sult in requirements for corporations to address issues that stakeholders consider a
proper obligation of corporate actors. Explicit CSR would normally consist of vol-
untary, self-interest driven policies, programs and strategies by corporations ad-
dressing issues perceived to be part of their responsibility towards their various
stakeholders.

Having reviewed the literature on the meaning-in-context of CSR, Thomsen’s
main concern is how and why the understanding of CSR differs from country to
country and culture to culture.

4.5. A case study of Corporate Social Responsibility

Using Starbucks Corporation as a case study, Mayes examines how language is
used to construct a corporate identity of “social responsibility” and in the process
desirable consumer identities. Employing work in several disciplines as a foun-
dation for her study, she examines how one corporation (Starbucks) uses language
to construct an identity of corporate social responsibility (CSR) and in the process
also constructs identities that are desirable to consumers. The language used by
Starbucks in its web site and advertisements can be understood as an example of
what Gee, Hull and Lankshear (1997) refer to as “fast capitalist texts”, which are
designed to espouse the benefits of globalization in a “free market” economy while
denying any negative effects such changes may have at the local level. Mayes links
these points to Bazerman’s (2002) study which suggests, in essence, that over the
past century individuals’ values and interests (interpreted as social interests such
as education and health care) have become increasingly merged with marketplace,
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economic interests, primarily through discursive practices, which continue to
evolve, making this merger ever more efficient.

Starbucks mentions three types of social responsibilities in its web site and ad-
vertisements: Basic Economic Functions, Consequences of Basic Economic Func-
tions, and General Social Problems; and there are many instances in which all three
types are intertwined. Mayes then examines how this discursive construction of
CSR policy creates a socially responsible corporate identity for the company and
desirable consumer identities. Based on Bucholtz and Hall’s (2005) framework,
identity is defined as fluid and constructed moment-by-moment through discursive
action, and is assumed to be a means for linking the individual and marketplace in-
terests discussed by Bazerman (2002). Mayes goes on to examine two specific dis-
cursive strategies that Starbucks uses to construct these identities. Following
Ahearn (2001), a connection is made between social agency and semantic agency,
and Starbucks is found to use clause-level, semantic agency in two ways: In the
first case, when socially responsible actions are discussed, Starbucks is constructed
as the semantic agent, the “doer” of these actions; in the second case, Starbucks’
agency is downplayed in order to suggest that it is a compassionate, caring experi-
encer and perhaps to highlight the agentive role of other individuals such as coffee
growers and consumers. The common thread with respect to these two strategies is
that both serve to humanize the corporation, thus making the identity of the good
corporate citizen more persuasive. In addition, the discursive construction of Star-
bucks’ good corporate citizen identity also suggests consumer identities of elite
(global) class and good citizenship, which become available as consumers sym-
bolically align themselves with Starbucks through the purchase of its products.
Bucholtz (1999) has suggested that language is instrumental in forging a link be-
tween social class and consumption, and the discourse used by Starbucks to pro-
mote its products supports this point.

In concluding, Mayes suggests that Starbucks’ discourse is an example of the
merging of marketplace interests with individuals’ social values, typical of today’s
“fast capitalist texts” that discursively construct a “perfect world” where private
citizens are portrayed as empowered and working with corporations for the good of
all. Following Bazerman (2002), she also suggests that it is essential that applied
language experts focus ever more attention on evolving discursive practices, as
they may open up new ways of enacting civic participation and creating identities
of citizenship. As the case study of Starbucks Corporation shows, private corpor-
ations are very adept at using newer genres and media, and in order to enact their
own form of social responsibility, informed citizens must be equally savvy.
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5. Summing up and looking ahead

Four main areas crucial to “Pragmatics across language and cultures” have been
presented and discussed. The survey is by no means exhaustive of the tremendous
growth of research in the areas over the last decades. It does, however, capture
some major trends of development. It goes from a cross-cultural analysis of lan-
guage systems to intercultural interactive aspects of communication based mainly
on authentic data.

Pure contrastive studies are not part of this handbook. The importance of cul-
ture has been very pervasive and is now a crucial aspect of contrastive studies,
whether these are cross-cultural or intercultural in orientation. Throughout the
1980th cross-cultural studies flourished. The discourse completion test (DCT) en-
abled researchers to gather quickly a large amount of data from different national-
ities. However, it was only when researchers began to focus on actual language in-
teraction between people with different cultural backgrounds that intercultural
theories began to take form.

Two dominant aspects in pragmatics research have been speech act theory
and Brown and Levinson’s politeness theory. The relationship between polite-
ness and culture has been the focus of a vast amount of research in the past
thirty years. Focus has been on politeness phenomena in a single culture (intra-
cultural politeness) compared with those of other cultures (cross-cultural polite-
ness). With the vast literature on cross-cultural politeness it is time that polite-
ness researchers focus more on politeness strategies in intercultural interactions,
where the participants have different (socio)cultural backgrounds (intercultural
politeness). Integrating the micro perspective (encompassing the study of inter-
action between individuals) and the macro perspectives (focusing on establish-
ing norms and expectations about language use distributed across social groups)
and culture is critical to the continued advancements of research in intercultural
pragmatics.

The advice for future research studies in interlanguage pragmatics goes from
designating data collection to appropriately reflect explicitly articulated objects of
study — agreement between design and purpose — to reiterating areas of investi-
gations that are underrepresented in ILP studies. Although ILP research has bene-
fited greatly from the overwhelming amount of research carried out, it seems that
ILP has often followed too closely research that has already been conducted, re-
sulting in dominance of certain speech acts, elicitation tasks and populations.

ILP research would benefit from expanding the range of languages investi-
gated. Languages and settings not commonly researched can be approached with
natural data or innovative designs. In addition, ILP research would also benefit
from expanding learner population from almost exclusively instructed language
learners to investigating second language learning and use among uninstructed
learners. As for elicitation tasks, role plays show many of the same features as
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spontaneous conversation, for example, including sequential effects for turn-tak-
ing, but they lack established realizations between speakers and real world conse-
quences beyond the task itself. Samples of authentic and consequential language
use should be collected whenever possible in order to avoid the worries of how
good a simulation is and how natural “naturalistic” tasks are. Interaction can only
be studied through interaction and effects on others can better be viewed through
interaction among the parties. Furthermore authentic and consequential data best
reveals language use and where two-way-communication occurs, interaction and
effect on participants as well. Oral language should be used whenever studying
conversational features, and written production should be abandoned as a facsimile
of oral production. Two areas that are under-explored are emotional reaction and
sincerity of turns.

Since the idea of ILP was introduced into language education, it has received
more and more attention in language courses. As ILP development does not
necessarily follow grammatical development, and not least due to the “face threat”
of pragmatic failure, the necessity and importance of teaching pragmatics was rec-
ognized. Much research has been invested in ILP teaching and special attention
has been devoted to teaching methodology. Two aspects in particular have at-
tracted attention, namely whether deductive or inductive methods should be em-
ployed. Here a combination of approaches is called for. Studies of pragmaling-
uistic aspects have by far outperformed studies in socio-pragmatics. However, as
socio-pragmatics issues of communicative ethos are vital to our understanding of
why it is that people use language in the way they do, future studies need not only
to investigate what is said by whom in what situation, but also why language is
used the way it is. Furthermore, intervention demonstrating greater pragmatic
learnability was characterized by learners’ pushing themselves to process the tar-
get pragmatic features. Still, pragmatic intervention potentially encompasses a
possible resistance to the target-culture oriented approach in the part of learners
who want to maintain their own identity rather than comply with target socio-cul-
tural norms they do not value.

Instructional frameworks and teaching techniques for the teaching of speech
acts should be extended. More research is needed to examine the effectiveness of
activities and pedagogical models depending on individual and social variables,
such as gender, age, level of education, power and social distance. Future studies
that focus on the relationships between these variables and their pragmatic devel-
opment are called for. The need for further research is even more pronounced for
the testing of ILP knowledge. Here, a reluctance to test ILP knowledge was ob-
served not only because of the “face threat” involved, but also because the number
of pedagogical resources are limited. The findings obtained so far can only be used
in research, they are not valid for actual testing purposes.

Students need to be taught appropriate and authentic ways of speech act real-
ization, be it repair-acts or other speech acts. English textbooks have been found to
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omit the variation of linguistic realization available to speakers in real life situ-
ations. Textbook writers are advised to refer to relevant corpora for both context
specific and genuine examples of speech acts to incorporate a more accurate and
wider rage of forms, strategies and structural patterns into their teaching material
in order to better reflect the realities of language use.

Intercultural competence is recognized as being extremely important in today’s
globalized world. A vast amount of research on the conceptualization of intercul-
tural competence has been presented, but hardly ever has links been made to prag-
matics research into intercultural interaction. Conversely, research into the latter
almost never refers to frameworks of intercultural competence. So links between
the two approaches are needed. Issues of intercultural communication remain
highly relevant to learners of any language who interact with native speakers or in
(business) contexts with other non-native speakers. Recent work on intercultural
competence and language as a lingua franca have opened up new ways, particu-
larly as they relate to international commercial contexts. The norm is not the mono-
lingual native speaker, but rather the expert multilingual user.

An attempt was made to identify emerging trends in corporate communication
research and its findings. It was pointed out that employing pragmatic research
methodology in corporate communication has thus far made remarkable progress
and produced noteworthy results. Over the past fifteen years there has been a tran-
sition from research into linguistically centered issues to research in issues rel-
evant to the business profession. Here, the scholar investigating corporate com-
munication in modern intercultural settings has an increased number of problems
to investigate. Serious attention must be paid to the increasing multi-modality of
corporate discourse while at the same time the basic complexities of human inter-
action is unlikely to change, dissolve or give way to a more uniform, culture-free
discourse.

Additionally, this field has given rise to innovative promising research in little
researched areas, such as corporate crisis communication and corporate social re-
sponsibility. Although only in its primary stage, research in these new areas has al-
ready been undertaken across a number of languages and cultures. Crisis com-
munication is still in a very young academic discipline. It needs to establish basic
theoretical frameworks and methodologies of its own before researchers will be
able to incorporate national cultural and organizational factors in their research.
Studies accounting for differences and similarities between Western and Asian
national cultures or between American and European cultures have dominated.
Approaches to culture have departed from a functionalistic view of culture, mostly
without a reflection about the choice of cultural theory. In new approaches in recent
research, an interpretive sense-making process is more dominant, promising a dis-
cipline that will to a much larger extent take into account the complexity and dy-
namics of organizational crises as well as important socio-cultural factors such as
national culture, social culture, and crisis culture.



Introduction 31

Scholars have also addressed the pragmatics of corporate social responsibility
(CSR) focusing on why CSR differs across contexts and cultures. Corporations
seeking to engage in CSR may have to consider many contextual variables, such as
national culture, geography, or social and economic elements before deciding on
which CSR perspective to adopt. A case study of Starbucks, as an example of how
one corporation, very adapt at discursively constructing “perfect worlds”, uses lan-
guage to create the construct of CSR. To humanize Starbucks and create the iden-
tity of a good corporate citizen, the corporation is involved in building bridges in
coffee growing communities and making donations to charitable organizations. In-
dividuals who buy Starbucks’ products can construct their own individual iden-
tities as good global citizens. How firms ultimately conceptualize and implement
CSR may vary widely and as the literature is scarce, new studies across cultures are
needed.

Although we have benefited greatly from enlarging our research spheres in the
past, more languages and cultures await exploitation. Studies of languages which
have so far been neglected can help us in our endeavor to gain a deeper understand-
ing about language use and about culture that is intricately linked with language.
Furthermore, longitudinal studies of ILP developmental are needed. It is also im-
perative to examine the effects of intervention on learners’ pragmatic competence
at several points during the treatment. Future directions in this area of ILP research
could profit from undertaking studies that combine longitudinal and interventional
aspects in a single design, i.e., developmental interventional research. Longitudi-
nal pedagogical intervention can lead to more convincing and insightful findings
about the nature of pragmatic learnability in classroom settings.

Changes may take place over time and cultural studies over a longer time span
may reveal changes in linguistic preferences and cultural norms. The fact that com-
pliments are accepted much more frequently today by Chinese speakers than they
were twenty years ago mirrors changes of social values. Furthermore, studies have
pointed to increasing globalization as a factor diminishing cultural differences, for
example in the East/West divide. Similarly, the development of corporate cultures
may transgress national borders. The dynamics of language and culture must not be
forgotten.

As pointed out, this survey is by no means exhaustive of research in pragmatics
across languages and cultures. Still, it is my hope that the studies portrayed will
spark off further interest and encourage researchers to take over where this hand-
book left and continue to promote research in the ever fascinating area of prag-
matics and the no less intriguing aspects of intercultural interaction across borders
and between different cultural communities.
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1.  Cultural scripts and intercultural communication

Anna Wierzbicka

1. The reality of cultural scripts revealed in cross-cultural
communication

In his memoir From the Land of Green Ghosts the Burmese-English writer Pascal
Khoo Thwe (2002: 28) writes about the experiences of elderly tribal women from
Burma who were taken to England for a few years to be shown in circuses as freaks
because of their ‘giraffe-necks’ (artificially elongated by neck-rings):

They suffered from the cold of England. (...) ‘The English are a very strange tribe’, said
Grandma Mu Tha. ‘They paid money just to look at us — they paid us for not working.
They are very rich, but they cannot afford to drink rice-wine. (...) They say “Hello,”
“How are you” and “Goodbye” all the time to one another. They never ask, “Have you
eaten your meal?” or “When will you take your bath?” when they see you.” Grandma
Mu Tha gave up trying to account for these strange habits, which afforded her great
amusement. If we had had the notion of ‘freaks’, I suppose she would have put the
whole English race into that category.

Unlike Grandma Mu Tha, Pascal Khoo Thwe has lived in England long enough to
come to think that the English are, after all, not any stranger than the Padaung of
Burma (a tribe to which both he and Grandma Mu Tha belong); but the reality of
different ‘cultural scripts’ adhered to by different human groups, some simple and
easy to identify, others more complex and more hidden, is for him simply a fact of
life.

The term “cultural scripts” can be used to refer to tacit norms, values and prac-
tices widely shared, and widely known (on an intuitive level) in a given society. In
a more technical sense, this term is also used to refer to a powerful new technique
for articulating cultural norms, values and practices in terms which are clear, pre-
cise, and accessible to both cultural insiders and cultural outsiders. This result is
only possible because cultural scripts in this sense of the term are formulated in a
tightly constrained, yet expressively flexible, mini-language (“NSM”) consisting
of simple words and grammatical patterns which have equivalents in all languages
(see section 3).

Because the ways of speaking and thinking prevailing in a given society often
vary, to some extent, from person to person and from one group to another, there is
often a great reluctance to formulate any general “rules” and there is a wide-spread
concern about stereotyping and “essentialism”. This applies, in particular, to Eng-
lish-speaking societies, such as the United States and Britain, which are indeed
highly differentiated internally, as well as different from one another. On the other
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hand, the failure to formulate any such “rules” clearly and precisely handicaps the
immigrants to English-speaking countries who need to learn what the prevailing
local norms and expectations are in order to build successful lives for themselves
within the host society.

The reality of cultural scripts is confirmed, with particular clarity and force, in
the testimonies of immigrants who have experienced in their own life the shock of
collision between one set of tacit rules — that of their old country, and another — that
of their country of immigration. For example, Eva Hoffman, who as a teenager
emigrated with her family from Poland to America and who had to learn the un-
spoken cultural scripts of her new country, writes:

I learn also that certain kinds of truth are impolite. One shouldn’t criticize the person
one is with, at least not directly. You shouldn’t say, “You are wrong about that” — though
you may say, “On the other hand, there is that to consider.” You shouldn’t say, “This
doesn’t look good on you,” though you may say, “I like you better in the other outfit.” I
learn to tone down my sharpness, to do a more careful conversational minuet. (Hoffman
1989: 146)

Such perception of different cultural scripts operating in different societies is a
common feature of cross-cultural texts reflecting on immigrant experience. I will
adduce here one other preliminary example (more examples will be given later).
In Monica Ali’s novel Brick Lane (2003) describing the life of a Bangladeshi
woman in London, the heroine, Nazneen, is living with, and caught between, two
cultures. Nazneen herself does not talk about “two cultures”, but she and her
friends repeatedly contrast two ways of living and two ways of thinking. For
example, when her friend Razia finds out that her teenage son is taking drugs, she
worries greatly about the reactions of other Bangladeshis in the same neighbour-
hood: “What do they say about me?”, she asks. Nazneen tries to comfort her
friend: “Let them talk if they have the time.” In response, “Razia hooted, a strange
sound came down her nose. ‘Oh yes, I don’t need anyone. I live like the English’”
(p- 297).

Evidently, Razia doesn’t want “people” to say bad things about her. What
“people” say about her matters to her a great deal. She perceives “the English” as
people who don’t care what other people say about them because they can live
“without other people”. By contrast, people like her can only live “with other
people”.

In this sense, Nazneen appears to have moved further from a “Bangladeshi way
of thinking” to an “English way of thinking”. In the final scene of the novel, how-
ever, it is Razia who identifies with this “English way of thinking”, whereas Naz-
neen worries about “what people will say”. In that final scene, Nazneen’s daught-
ers, born and raised in England, have, as a surprise, taken their mother to an
ice-rink:
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Nazneen turned round. To get on ice — physically — it hardly seemed to matter. In her
mind she was already there. She said, ‘But you can’t skate in a sari. Razia was already
lacing her boots.

“This is England,’ she said. “You can do whatever you like.” (p. 413)

In addition to testimonies from autobiographically-based cross-cultural life writ-
ing, there is also evidence of many other kinds. One type comes from question-
naires distributed to large numbers of respondents from different linguistic and
cultural backgrounds and involving simple situational scenarios. For example, in
her comparative study of the communicative behaviour of Russian and English
speakers, the Russian linguist Tatjana Larina offers the following scenario:

In a restaurant

Tom: What would you like to eat?

Mary: I don’t know. Let’s have a look at the menu.
Tom: OK (to the waiter) —

The question is: what does Tom say to the waiter? The results showed that the ma-
jority of Russian speakers (60 %) regarded an utterance with the imperative as the
most natural way to address the waiter:

Prinesite, poZalujsta, menju.
‘Bring [me] the menu, please.’

As Larina notes, not a single English speaker found it appropriate to address the
waiter in this situation with an imperative, not even one accompanied by the word
please. Almost all the English speakers (98 %) regarded a response in an inter-
rogative form as the most appropriate in this situation, e.g., “Could I see the menu,
please?” Of the Russian respondents, on the other hand, only 40 % suggested an in-
terrogative utterance, e.g., MoZno menju? (literally ‘could [one] the menu?’).
Larina (2008: 264-5) comments on this as follows:

In the Russian linguo-cultural tradition, directives are normally expressed in a straight-
forward manner, by means of an imperative. Imperative utterances are the most natural
in such situations. Using a form which semantically implies some options in a situation
which, functionally, doesn’t offer any options, is regarded as inappropriate. (...) On the
other hand, English speakers in the same situations (...) dress their “command” in a
form which offers an illusion of options.

Referring to her long experience of teaching English to Russian university stu-
dents, Larina (2008: 17) notes how resistant Russian students are to “accepting”
the English phrase would you mind ...? and quotes one of her students as saying,
“But surely only princesses speak like that? Why on earth [zacem Ze] should
we?”

Such evidence from questionnaires, and also, from language learners’ re-
sponses, shows that the tacit rules about saying what one wants the addressee to do
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are different for Russian and English speakers, and that they are related to shared
understandings and values.

In a recently published series of 25 postcards entitled “How to be British”,
postcard 12 bears the heading “How to be polite”. The card is divided into two
halves. Each half shows a picture of a river in a city in which a man appears to be
drowning and calling for help as a gentleman in a bowler hat is passing by, walking
his dog. In the first picture, labelled “Wrong”, the drowning man is screaming:
HELP!, and the gentleman is walking away, clearly without any intention of
coming to the man’s rescue. In the second picture, labelled “Right”, the speech
bubble emanating from the mouth of the drowning man says, instead: “Excuse me,
Sir, I’'m terribly sorry to bother you, but I wondered if you wouldn’t mind helping
me a moment, as long as it’s no trouble, of course.” Phrased like this, the request
for help is clearly effective: the gentleman with the dog is turning towards the
drowning man and throwing him a lifebelt.

In the postcard’s terms, which are reflective of Anglo cultural norms, to be
“British” one must avoid giving people the impression that one is “telling them” to
do something. Some aspects of the two vignettes (such as the use of the term “Sir”
and the elaborate apology for “imposing” on someone during some solitary pas-
time) are perhaps indeed specifically “British”. But the main point — the avoidance
of an imperative and of any linguistic devices which could suggest a direct, open
attempt to get someone to do something — can be said to be not only British, but
more generally, Anglo.

The postcard on British politeness is of course a joke, playing on certain cul-
tural practices and expectations. As a matter of fact, however, even stereotyping of
the kind satirized in the “How to be British” postcards can be very useful to immi-
grants to Britain from a non-Anglo background (whether they are drowning lit-
erally or metaphorically). “Stereotyping” is not the only danger facing those in-
volved in intercultural communication; unwarranted universalising can be equally
dangerous. As far as academic writings on pragmatics are concerned, universalis-
ing is in fact a much more real and present danger: most writers on pragmatics are
extremely conscious of the need to avoid stereotyping, but many seem not to be
aware at all of the need to avoid universalising and the ethnocentrism — usually
Anglocentrism — which goes with it (Goddard 2007, Wierzbicka 2008).

The cultural script approach rejects the universality assumptions of Griceans
and neo-Griceans, recognizes the reality of the differences in tacit cultural norms
and offers a methodology for identifying such norms in a way which can be both il-
luminating and practically useful.

2. Cultural scripts and cultural values

The cultural scripts approach was initiated in a 1985 article by the present author,
entitled “Different cultures, different languages, different speech acts: English vs.
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Polish”. The basic claim advanced in that article was that in different societies
there are different culture-specific speech practices and interactional norms, and
that the different ways of speaking prevailing in different societies are linked with,
and make sense in terms of, different local cultural values, or at least, different cul-
tural priorities as far as values are concerned.

This article provided a nucleus for the book Cross-cultural Pragmatics
(Wierzbicka 1991), with an expanded second edition published in 2003. Subse-
quent landmarks in the development of this approach include the special issue of
Intercultural Pragmatics titled “Cultural Scripts” (Goddard and Wierzbicka (eds.)
2004), and the volume Ethnopragmatics (Goddard (ed.) 2006).

From the outset, the main goal of the cultural scripts approach was to under-
stand speech practices, norms and values from the perspective of the speakers
themselves. The proponents of this approach argue that, for this purpose, it is es-
sential to draw on the techniques of cross-cultural semantics. They point out that to
understand speech practices in terms which make sense to the people concerned,
we must be able to understand the meanings of the many culturally important
words — words for local values, social categories, speech acts, and so on. Important
words and phrases of this kind often qualify for the status of cultural key words
(Wierzbicka 1997). For example, important insights into the insiders’ perspec-
tive on their own speech practices and values can be gained through the semantic
analysis of cultural key words and expressions such as iskrennost’ in Russian
(Wierzbicka 2002), noin ‘respected old people’ in Korean (Yoon 2004), zijirén ‘in-
sider, one of us’ in Chinese (Ye 2004), calor humano in Spanish (Travis 2004), or
personal remarks in English (Wierzbicka 2008; for general discussion, see God-
dard and Wierzbicka 2004).

The cultural scripts approach demonstrates that the same semantic metalan-
guage based on simple and universal human concepts (“NSM”) can be used both
for explicating cultural key words and for writing cultural scripts from the insider’s
point of view, and thus can help bring to light the inherent connections between the
two.

For example, the Russian cultural key word iskrennost’ (roughly ‘sincerity/
frankness/spontaneity’) is related to the cultural script encouraging people to say
truly what they think and feel at a given moment. Similarly, the Polish key word
szezeros¢ (roughly, ‘sincerity/frankness/truthfulness’) is related to the cultural
script allowing, and even encouraging, speakers to make frank critical remarks
about the addressee, such as “this doesn’t look good on you”. Such links can be
made explicit through the use of the same framework for explicating the meaning
of words and for articulating the cultural norms.

As noted in the Introduction to the special issue to Intercultural Pragmatics
titled “Cultural Scripts” (Goddard and Wierzbicka 2004), many of the concerns of
the cultural scripts approach are shared by linguistic anthropology, ethnography of
communication, and by aspects of cultural psychology (e.g., Hymes 1968 [1962];
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Gumperz and Hymes (eds.) 1986; Bauman and Sherzer (eds.) 1974; Shweder
1993). The chief contribution of this particular approach is an improved method-
ology to bear on these common concerns, a methodology which builds on more
than two decades of research in cross-cultural semantics.

The cultural scripts approach is evidence-based, and while drawing evidence
from many other sources (ethnographic and sociological studies, literature, and so
on) it places particular importance on linguistic evidence. Aside from the seman-
tics of cultural key words, other kinds of linguistic evidence which can be particu-
larly revealing of cultural norms and values include: common sayings and prov-
erbs, frequent collocations, conversational routines and varieties of formulaic or
semi-formulaic speech, discourse particles and interjections, and terms of address
and reference — all highly “interactional” aspects of language. From a data gather-
ing point of view, a wide variety of methods can be used, including the classical
linguistic fieldwork techniques of elicitation, naturalistic observation, text analy-
sis, and consultation with informants, native speaker intuition, corpus studies, and
the use of literary materials and other cultural products.

The next section (section 3) gives a brief sketch of the NSM theory of language
of which the theory of cultural scripts is an offshoot and on which it crucially dep-
ends. Section 4 illustrates the use of NSM framework with some contrasting cul-
tural scripts underlying the contrasting behaviour of Russian and English speakers
in Larina’s restaurant scenario. The sections that follow (5-9) show how the cul-
tural scripts approach works by discussing in some detail a number of comparable
(though different) cultural scripts from various languages and cultures. In each
case, the focus is on challenges which different language-specific cultural scripts
are likely to present in the context of intercultural communication. All the scripts
discussed in these sections have to do with what to say and what not to say in a par-
ticular situation.

3. The Natural Semantic Metalanguage (NSM) —
a tool for articulating cultural scripts

NSM is a technique for the investigation of meanings and ideas which is based on,
and interpretable through, natural language — any natural language. The central
idea on which this technique is based, supported by extensive empirical investi-
gations by a number of researchers, is that despite their enormous diversity, all
natural languages share a common core: a small vocabulary of 65 or so “conceptual
primes” and a “universal grammar” (the combinatory properties of the primes).
This core is language-like, and can be regarded as a natural semantic metalanguage
(NSM), with as many versions as there are languages. The set of universal concep-
tual primes identifiable as distinct word-meanings in all languages, includes el-
ements such as SOMEONE, SOMETHING, PEOPLE, GOOD, BAD, KNOW, THINK, WANT,
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FEEL, and so on. The full set of these primes is given in Table 1. (Cf. Wierzbicka
1996; Goddard 1998; Goddard and Wierzbicka (eds.) 1994, 2002).

The inventory of semantic primes given in Table 1 below uses English expo-
nents, but equivalent lists have been drawn up for many languages. Because sem-
antic primes and their grammar are shared across languages, it is possible to con-
struct equivalent “NSMs” on the basis of any language: there is an English NSM,
but there is also a Chinese NSM, a Malay NSM, a Spanish NSM, a Japanese NSM,
and so on (see especially the chapters in Goddard and Wierzbicka (eds.) 2002;
Peeters (ed.) 2006; Goddard (ed.) 2008). The use of NSM as a system of concep-
tual analysis depends on being able to break down complex language-specific
meanings and ideas into extended explanatory paraphrases, known as explications.

Table 1.  Universal semantic primes (in capitals), grouped into categories

I, YOU, SOMEONE, SOMETHING/THING,
PEOPLE, BODY

KIND, PART
THIS, THE SAME, OTHER/ELSE

ONE, TWO, SOME, ALL, MUCH/MANY
GOOD, BAD

BIG, SMALL

THINK, KNOW, WANT, FEEL, SEE, HEAR
SAY, WORDS, TRUE

DO, HAPPEN, MOVE, TOUCH

BE (SOMEWHERE), THERE IS, HAVE, BE
(SOMEONE/SOMETHING)

LIVE, DIE

WHEN/TIME, NOW, BEFORE, AFTER,
A LONG TIME, A SHORT TIME,

FOR SOME TIME, MOMENT

WHERE/PLACE, HERE, ABOVE, BELOW,
FAR, NEAR, SIDE, INSIDE

NOT, MAYBE, CAN, BECAUSE, IF
VERY, MORE

LIKE

substantives

relational substantives
determiners

quantifiers

evaluators

descriptors

mental predicates

speech

action, events, movement, contact

location, existence, possession, specification

life and death

time

space

logical concepts
intensifier, augmentor

similarity

Notes: - Primes exist as the meanings of lexical units (not at the level of lexemes) - Expo-
nents of primes may be words, bound morphemes, or phrasemes - They can be formally
complex - They can have combinatorial variants (allolexes) - Each prime has well-specified
syntactic (combinatorial) properties.
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The NSM approach to semantic and cultural analysis has been employed in
hundreds of studies across many languages and cultures. A large bibliography is
available at the NSM Homepage: www.une.edu.au/bcss/linguistics/nsm/. Unlike
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complex English-specific terms like “criticism”, “compliments”, “apology”, “sin-
cerity”, “hypocrisy”, “bluntness”, or “directness”, the mini-language of universal
conceptual primes can be used for discussing ways of thinking, feeling, acting and
living without cultural or linguistic biases, without theoretical preconceptions, and
in a unified framework (cf. Wierzbicka 2006a).

The fact that cultural scripts formulated in universal semantic primes can be
readily translated into any language is of fundamental importance from a theoreti-
cal as well as practical point of view. Goddard (2007: 537) highlights in particular
three aspects of this importance. First, it means that the cultural scripts are access-
ible to the people whose speech practices are being described. Native speaker con-
sultants can discuss, assess, and comment on them. This makes for increased
verifiability and opens up new avenues for evidence. Second, translatability is cru-
cial to the practical value of cultural scripts in intercultural education and com-
munication, i.e., in real-world situations of trying to bridge some kind of cultural
gap, with immigrants, language-learners, in international negotiations, etc. (cf.
Goddard and Wierzbicka 2004, 2007). Third, the fact that cultural scripts are ex-
pressible in the native language of speakers gives them a prima facie better claim
to cognitive reality than technical formalisms which are altogether unrecognizable
to native speakers.

A fourth, and closely related, point is that descriptions of different speech prac-
tices and communicative styles which are formulated in English (full-blown Eng-
lish, rather than “NSM English”) are necessarily Anglocentric. The fact that cul-
tural scripts are couched not in full-blown English but in a mini-English
isomorphic with similar subsets of all other languages frees the description of
speech practices and cultural norms from an Anglocentric bias and allows a cul-
ture-independent perspective that is ruled out in other approaches by the use of
English as a metalanguage.

4. Russian and English cultural scripts for “making a request”

“Request” is an English word, without an exact equivalent in Russian, just as the
closest Russian word pros’ba has no equivalent in English. Clearly, Russian speak-
ers don’t carry scripts for “making a request” in their heads. In fact, neither do
speakers of English. For example, when English-speaking children are learning to
say, “Could you open it for me?” instead of “Open it for me!” they are not inter-
nalizing this rule in terms of the word request. (Young children are not even likely
to know this word at the time when they are learning to say “could you”.) Nor do
they know, needless to say, terms like “imperative” and “interrogative”.
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Arguably, what English speakers may carry in their heads, on a subconscious
level, has to do with what to say to people when we want them to do something
good for us and a communicative task formulated in these terms (“when I want
someone to do something good for me what do I say?”’) can be seen as equally rel-
evant to speakers of Russian — and presumably, to speakers of all other languages.

For some purposes, it may of course be useful to formulate the Anglo rules for
“requests” in terms of grammatical labels like “imperative” and “interrogative”. It
needs to be recognized, however, that the communicative intention “I want this
someone to do something good for me” can be conveyed in English in a great many
different ways, and that what these different ways have in common is not the form
but certain aspects of meaning. In particular, it is important that students of English
as a second language should understand that this is not a mechanical rule, based on
some idiosyncratic aversion to the imperative, but a meaningful cultural rule, re-
flecting particular cultural priorities and values.

Furthermore, if English learners are simply told to use interrogative forms for
“making requests” they will not understand why non-interrogative forms are often
culturally more appropriate than interrogative ones. For example, if an employee
from a Russian background says to an Anglo employer “Could you show me this
document?”, or “Could you please show me this document?” this could be deemed
rude and impertinent and have serious negative consequences for the employee’s
work relations and prospects. If, on the other hand, the employee says “I was won-
dering if I could perhaps see this document” this could be much safer and culturally
more appropriate. What matters most from the point of view of intercultural com-
munication is not the form of one’s utterances but their meaning, including the
hidden assumptions which reflect cultural values.

Evidence suggests that the key difference in meaning between the Russian and
Anglo English “requests” lies in the presence vs. absence of an implied expectation
that the addressee will do what the speaker wants him or her to do. From a Russian
cultural point of view, it is natural for the speaker to convey an expectation that the
addressee will comply with the “request”. This is why not only is an imperative ac-
ceptable but also a whole range of other devices is available for highlighting this
expectation and even “putting pressure” on the addressee to do what the speaker
wants (cf. Larina 2008: 237; Wierzbicka 2006b). For example:

Ja vas prosu, ‘I ask you’

Ja vas ocen’ prosu ‘I ask you very much’

Ja vas ubeditel’no prosu ‘I ask you convincingly’
Bud'te dobry, sdelajte éto ‘Be (so) good, do it’
Bud'te ljubezny, sdelajte éto ‘Be (so) kind, do it’
Nu, poZalujsta ‘Come on, please’

On the other hand, from an Anglo point of view, the more uncertainty about the
outcome is conveyed, the better, and this is why in many situations locutions like “I
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was wondering if it would be possible ...” are considered more appropriate than
“Could you (please) do it (for me)”, let alone “Do it”, or “Do it for me, please”.

To explain to learners of Anglo/English speechways, through NSM, how to go
about getting other people to do something for us, we can posit a cultural script
given below in two versions, A and A’. Version A seeks to portray how cultural in-
siders think about it, and version A’ is a pedagogical version for outsiders and new-
comers to Anglo culture.

[A] “Making a Request” — An Anglo cultural script

[many people think like this:]
at many times when I want someone to do something good for me
it is not good if I say something like this to this someone:
“I want you to do it
I think that you will do it because of this”
at many times, it will be good if I say something like this:
“I want you to do it
maybe after I say this you will do it, maybe you will not do it, I don’t know”

[A’] “Making a Request — A pedagogical rule for Russian learners of English

when you want someone to do something good for you
at many times you can’t say something like this to do this someone:
“I want you to do something good for me
I think that you will do it because of this”
at many times, it will be good if you say something like this:
“I want you to do something good for me
maybe after I say this you will do it, maybe you will not do it, I don’t know”

Paradoxically, Russian “linguaculture” does not seem to have any cultural scripts
encouraging people to convey an expectation that their requests would be complied
with, symmetrical to the Anglo script discouraging such an expectation. Presum-
ably, expressing one’s wishes by means of imperatives is seen as a default way of
doing so, which doesn’t require any particular encouragement. Thus, there is no
need to posit a Russian cultural script along the following lines:

when I want someone to do something good for me

at many times it will be good if I say something like this to this someone:
“I want you to do something good for me,
I think about it like this: after I say this you will do it’

On the other hand, it does make sense to posit Russian cultural scripts encouraging
people to amplify their “requests” in various culturally appropriate ways — not to
problematize them by expressing uncertainty about the outcome but to simulta-
neously “soften” and strengthen them by expressing good feelings towards the ad-
dressee, typically, by means of diminutives, as in the following examples (from
Larina 2008: 223):
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Synok, pomogi. lit. ‘son.DIM help [me]’
Posidi so mnoj minutku. lit. ‘sit with me for [a] minute DIM’
Nalij mne kapel’ku soka. lit. “pour me [a] drop. DIM of juice’

Sestricka, prinesite stakancik vodicki. lit. ‘sister.DIM bring [me]
water.DIM’ (To a nurse: ‘Dear little
sister, bring me a dear little glass of
dear llittle water.*)

Unlike the English form sonny, the diminutive form synok is used widely in Rus-
sian by both men and women, to lovingly address one’s own (male) children. When
used to boys or young men who are not one’s children this form carries with it an
affectionate and even tender attitude of a kind shown to one’s own children.

Diminutive forms like minutku (a minute. DIM), kapel’ku (a drop. DIM) or vo-
dicki (water. DIM) do not refer to the addressee directly, but in the context of an
imperative sentence they, too, convey affection — obviously, not towards their ref-
erents but towards the addressee. (For analogies from Polish, see Wierzbicka 1991:
v, and from Spanish, Gooch 1970 and Travis 2004). The cultural script encourag-
ing this mode of expressing “requests” can be formulated as follows:

[B] ““Making a Request” — A Russian cultural script

[many people think like this:]

at many times when I say something like this to someone:
“I want you to do something good for me

I think that you will do it because of this”

it is good if I say something like this at the same time:
“when I say this to you I feel something good towards you”

A pedagogical rule for Anglophone learners of Russian telling them that in making
requests it is often good to use the imperative combined with one or more diminu-
tives can no doubt be useful. However, a purely formal rule of this kind does not
necessarily help to promote intercultural understanding because it does not con-
nect ways of speaking with cultural attitudes and values.

From a Russian cultural point of view, an English utterance like “Would you
mind watching the phone while I go to the toilet?” addressed to an office mate
(Larina 2008: 236) sounds odd, and from an Anglo cultural perspective, Russian
imperative sentences may sound hectoring and rude. Cross-translatable cultural
scripts formulated in simple words which express universal human concepts help
explain the differences between different ways of speaking and different cultural
values such as, roughly speaking, personal autonomy in the first case and interper-
sonal closeness and warmth in the second. The fact that such values can also be ar-
ticulated through simple and universal human concepts allows both cultural scripts
and cultural values to be explored in the same simple and universally accessible
metalanguage.
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5. The Anglo-American cultural scripts intuited by Eva Hoffman

Eva Hoffman’s experiential discovery that in America “certain kinds of truth are
impolite” (as compared with her native Poland) refers, above all, to what one can
say about a person to that person. As she puts it, “one shouldn’t criticise the person
one is with, at least not directly”.

What is meant here by “criticising a person directly” is illustrated, first of all,
with saying to someone “you are wrong about that” — a sentence whose literal
equivalent would be perfectly acceptable in Polish (or on Russian, see Wierzbicka
2002; or in Israeli Hebrew, etc. e.g., Blum Kulka 1982).

If we use NSM, the cultural script spotted by the perceptive teenager trans-
planted from one cultural world to another (and articulated retrospectively by the
adult author) can be formulated as follows:

[C] An Anglo cultural script

[many people think like this:]

at many times, if I think something bad about someone when I am with this someone
it will not be good if I say this to this someone

if I say this, this someone can feel something bad because of it

at the same time, this someone can think that I feel something bad towards this someone

Two more specific cultural scripts implied by Hoffman’s remarks are [E] and [F],
the first of which corresponds to Hoffman’s proviso “at least not directly”, and the
second, to her mention of “a more careful conversational minuet”:

[D] An Anglo cultural script against “criticising the person one is with”

[many people think like this:]
if when I am with someone I think something bad about this someone
at many times I can’t say something like this to this someone: “I think something
bad about you”
if I say this, this someone can feel something bad because of it
at the same time, this someone can think that I feel something bad towards this someone
if I want to say something about it to this someone I can say something else

[E] An Anglo cultural script encouraging “a more careful conversational minuet”

[many people think like this:]
if when I am with someone I think something bad about this someone
at many times I can’t say to this someone: “I think something bad about you”
if I say this, this someone can feel something bad because of it
at the same time, this someone can think that I feel something bad towards this someone
if I want to say something about it I can say something else
it will be good if before I say it I think like this for a short time:
I want to know how to say it

Expanded cultural script [D] adds to the general idea “one shouldn’t criticise the
person one is with” a component which hints at the acceptability of some “non-di-
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rect” strategies for conveying something about what is in the speaker’s mind. Ex-
panded cultural script [E] adds a special warning “to be careful” about how one is
going to phrase one’s remarks on the subject.

Hoffman’s remark “I learn to tone down my sharpness” reflects her newly ac-
quired Anglo-American perspective rather than her older, Polish one: from a Polish
cultural point of view (as experienced by Hoffman) there is nothing particularly
“sharp” about saying to someone the equivalent of “you are wrong” or ‘“this
doesn’t look good on you”. Thus, it is not that there is a Polish cultural script rec-
ommending “sharpness”. Rather, there are cultural scripts encouraging ways of
speaking which from an Anglo point of view may seem ‘“‘sharp”.

Importantly, such special care seen as appropriate in expressing some criticisms
of the addressee need not apply to many other topics: while the word blurt as in the
phrase “to blurt out (something)” has negative connotations, so does the word
guarded. (Barack Obama (2008: 104) lists “guardedness”, along with “pomposity”
and “argumentativeness”, as typical professional deformations of politicians.)

One of the most salient Anglo scripts is that “everyone is entitled to their own
opinion” (and can freely express it) (cf. Carbaugh 1988). If an opinion about a dis-
puted point is stated in a frame like “I think”, “in my view”, “in my opinion”, or “as
I see it”, it does not have to be stated in a particularly gingerly manner. In saying
negative things about people, however, it is advisable to be careful, and especially
so in the case of the addressee. As we will see in section 9, Anglo culture differs at
this point from some other cultures, where scripts for a “gingerly”” approach to con-
versation have a much broader scope. On the other hand, as we will see in sections
6 and 7, cultural scripts allowing, or even encouraging, “direct criticisms” of the
addressee are well documented, not only in Polish but also in other East-European
cultural and linguistic traditions, including Russian, Ukrainian and Hungarian. The
exact form of these scripts may vary depending on their wider cultural context, but
the effect can be similar, particularly as seen from the point of view of a culture
which, as Hoffman puts it, proscribes any “direct criticisms of the person one is
with”.

6. “Personal remarks” in English and speaking “straight” in Russian

Hoffman’s examples of what she calls “direct criticisms of the person one is with”
are particularly well chosen, since they refer to two areas given special attention in
Anglo/English cultural pragmatics: personal appearance and differences of
opinion. The first of these areas is associated with the ethno-pragmatic term “per-
sonal remarks”, and the other, with the cultural imperative of tolerance for other
people’s opinions (Wierzbicka 2008; 2006a).

The Anglo cultural norm proscribing “personal remarks” as “rude” can be il-
lustrated with a quote from Alice in Wonderland. When the Hatter, who “had been
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looking at Alice with great curiosity”, remarks: “Your hair wants cutting”, Alice
responds “with some severity”: you should learn not to make personal remarks ...;
it’s very rude”.

There are no expressions corresponding to personal remarks in, for example,
Polish and Russian, and there are no corresponding cultural scripts. As many
examples from Russian literature show, Russian speakers often make negative re-
marks about each other’s appearance, especially if they haven’t seen each other for
a long time. Thus in Chekhov’s “Three Sisters” Masha (a woman in her twenties)
greets Vershinin, an old acquaintance whom she hasn’t seen for many years, as
follows (Karl Kramer’s translation, Chekhov 1997): “Oh, how you’ve aged!
(Through tears). How you’ve aged!”

Similarly, in “The Cherry Orchard” (Michael Frayn’s translation, Chekhov,
1978), the middle-age Ljubov’ Andreevna tells the student Trofimov after a few
years’ absence: “What’s this, Petya? Why have you lost your looks? Why have you
aged s0?”

Ljubov’ Andreevna is fond of the student, but if she feels any concern to avoid
“hurting his feelings” (an English expression, not a Russian one) it does not get in
the way of “telling him the truth” or “telling him what she really thinks”. Ljubov’
Andreevna’s gentle, kind-hearted daughter Varya (a young adult) makes similar re-
marks to Trofimov — without any malice but simply in recognition of the truth:
“Oh, but Petya, you’ve grown so ugly, you’ve aged so!”

As these examples illustrate, there is no widely shared norm in Russian culture
that discourages making what are known in English as “personal remarks”, just as
there is no norm against saying what one thinks about the addressee, or against
speaking spontaneously, without any attempt to engage in a “careful conversa-
tional minuet”. On the other hand, linguistic evidence suggests that considerable
value is placed in Russian culture on speaking the truth and telling the addressee
what one thinks about him or her (Wierzbicka 2002). From an Anglo point of view,
the insistence on saying truthfully what one thinks, characteristic of Russian dis-
course, may often seem unkind and inconsiderate.

Russian expressions like rezat’ pravdu v glaza (‘to cut the truth into some-
body’s eyes’) and sayings like Pravda glaza kolet (‘truth stings the eyes’) show
that in fact Russians are well aware of the painful effect that truth-telling may have
on the listener. Yet the same expressions and sayings also suggest that telling the
truth may stand higher in the hierarchy of values than any consideration for the in-
terlocutor’s feelings. For example, the expression rezat’ pravdu v glaza does not
suggest at all that it is bad to throw the “cutting truth” into one interlocutor’s eyes
(usually a truth expressing a negative moral evaluation of the interlocutor’s ac-
tions).

Furthermore, linguistic evidence suggests that it is seen as good, rather than
bad, to speak to another person bez obinjakov, that is “without padding” (or “wrap-
ping”) around an unpleasant or painful message; it is good to speak prjamo, that is,



Cultural scripts and intercultural communication 57

“straight” (both these expressions, bez obinjakov and prjamo, imply approval).
One more example from Chekhov’s play Ivanov (my translation):

Nikolaj Alekseevic, forgive me, I’ll speak openly [prjamo, lit. “straight”], without beat-
ing about the bush [bez obinjakov]. In your voice, in your intonation, not to mention
your words, there is so much soulless selfishness, so much cold heartlessness ... I can’t
tell you, I don’t have a gift for words, but — I profoundly dislike you!

To which the addressee, evidently also concerned above all about the truth, replies:

Maybe, maybe ... You may be seeing more clearly because you’re looking at it from the
outside. Probably, I'm very, very guilty ... You doctor, don’t like me and you’re not hid-
ing it. This does you credit [lit. it gives honor to your heart].

Examples like these suggest a Russian cultural script which from the point of view of
many other cultures (including Anglo culture) may seem somewhat hard to believe:

[F] A Russian cultural script

[many people think like this:]
at many times if I think something bad about someone when I am with this someone
it can be good if I say this to this someone

This script does not imply that in Russia, people always feel free to criticise the
people they are with if they happen to think something bad about them at the time.
Rather, it states that many Russian speakers think that it is not only natural but
often good to speak “straight” (prjamo) in this way — particularly if one knows the
addressee well.

This cultural script is not the exact reverse of the Anglo script proscribing “per-
sonal remarks” because it is more general and does not refer, specifically, to the ad-
dressee’s body (appearance, bodily smells and noises, etc.). Nonetheless, some of
its applications will run counter to the Anglo “personal remarks” script.

[G] An Anglo cultural script against making ‘“personal remarks”

[many people think like this:]
if I don’t know someone very well
it will be bad if I say something bad about this someone’s body to this someone

The passage from Chekhov’s “Ivanov” does not run counter to this particular script
because it doesn’t refer to the addressee’s body, but the passages from “The Three
Sisters” and “The Cherry Orchard” do. Without cross-cultural training such differ-
ences in cultural scripts could easily lead to cross-cultural misunderstandings, offence
and interpersonal conflicts in encounters between Russian and English speakers.

In their article on “Inhibitory control of thoughts better left unsaid” published
in the journal Psychological Science, psychologists Bill von Hippel and Karen
Gonsalkorale (2005: 487) write:

With all the inappropriate and unfriendly things that people think and say about each
other (Rosnow 2001), how is it that interpersonal interaction is so often positive? What
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enables translation of socially insensitive or inappropriate cognition into pleasant inter-
action? One answer to this question focuses on the role of cognitive inhibition in social
interaction. Specifically, it may be the case that effortful inhibition of inappropriate but
prepotent responses is a critical component of social skill.

The observation that “interpersonal interaction is so often positive” and “pleasant”
echoes the observations of many immigrants to English-speaking countries. The
only difference is that the psychologists quoted here present this “positiveness”
and apparent “pleasantness” as a comment on human behaviour in general,
whereas the immigrants crossing linguistic and cultural boundaries see it as some-
thing specifically Anglo.

The Anglo scripts of “pleasant interaction” are related to Anglo scripts against
“rudeness” — an English cultural keyword without equivalents in other Euro-
pean languages and quite central to Anglo norms of interpersonal interaction (see
Waters, forthcoming). It is well known that immigrants to English-speaking coun-
tries are often perceived by English speakers as “rude” (cf. Wierzbicka 1997b;
Clyne 1994) — largely because they unwittingly violate tacit Anglo norms such as
those against the use of imperatives in requests, or against “direct criticisms of the
person you are with”, or against “personal remarks”. No doubt they are also often
perceived as rude because they violate Anglo scripts for “pleasant interaction”.

There is clearly a whole family of Anglo cultural scripts which jointly conspire
to produce the effect of “pleasant interaction”. One of these scripts can be formu-
lated as follows:

[H] An Anglo script of “pleasant interaction”

[many people think like this:]

at many times, when I am with someone for some time

it is good if I say something good to this someone about something during this time
if I do this, this someone can feel good because of this during this time

at the same time, I can feel something good because of this

Another Anglo script of “pleasant interaction” can be linked with expressions like
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“to soften the blow”, “to cushion the blow”, “to wrap up (bad news)”, “to take the
sting out of (something)”, “to take the edge off (something)”, “to sweeten the pill”,
and so on. Misunderstandings in cross-cultural exchanges related to this script can
be illustrated with a quote from a personal letter by the well-known Russian lin-
guist Aleksej Shmelev, author of a book entitled The Russian Linguistic Model of
the World (2002) and co-author of another entitled Key Ideas of the Russian Lin-

guistic Picture of the World (Zalizniak, Levontina and Shmelev 2005):

I agree that in Anglo culture there are many prohibitions on saying unpleasant things to
people (and probably even stronger “prescriptions” for saying pleasant things). For
example, I know that some of my Russian friends and acquaintances who have emi-
grated to the United States were misinterpreting refusals (to employ, to publish a paper,
to give a grant for a project) as almost acceptance, precisely because the Americans
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tried to “sweeten the pill” (saying something like “we will get back to you”, “we will be
in touch with you again”, etc.).

The cultural script suggested by Shmelev’s remarks can be formulated as follows:

[TJAn Anglo script of “softening/cushioning the blow”

[many people think like this:]

at many times when I want to say something to someone

if I think that this someone can feel something bad because of this

it will be good if I say something good to this someone at the same time

it will be good if when this someone feels something bad this someone doesn’t feel
something very bad

The evidence cited by Shmelev could of course be dismissed as anecdotal — were it
not highly consistent with many cross-linguistic testimonies based on personal ex-
perience, and also with linguistic evidence such as, for example, the semantics of
Russian words and expressions like iskrennij (roughly, ‘sincere and spontaneous,
therefore good’), priamo (roughly ‘straight, therefore good’) and bez obinjakov
(roughly, ‘without soft wrapping, therefore good’). The fact that Russian doesn’t
have colloquial counterparts of English expressions like “nice to meet you”, “nice
talking to you”, “lovely to see you”, and so on, provides further evidence for the
reality of the differences between Russian and Anglo/English ways of speaking of
the kind discussed by Shmelev.

At the same time, those “Anglos” who have lived in Russia would be the last to
say that there is less “positive interaction” among Russians than among speakers of
English (cf. e.g., Smith 1976; Hobson 2001; Merridale 2000). But the unspoken
rules which govern “positive interaction” in Russia are evidently different, in many
ways, from those prevailing in America or in Britain. The widespread use of dim-
inutives in Russian, which was touched on in section 4, is one example of such
“positive interaction, Russian style”.

7. Between Hungarian and English: Andrew Riemer’s perspective

Differences between cultural scripts prevailing in different countries often cause
serious difficulties in intercultural communication. In the case of immigrants, they
often lead to the newcomers being perceived as rude and socially unacceptable.
Immigrants who come to a new country as children or teenagers may be able to
adapt to the host country’s tacit norms, but in this case, a lack of understanding of
the two different sets of cultural scripts may lead to negative perception of the cul-
ture of the parents.

A good example of this is provided by the memoir of the Australian writer An-
drew Riemer, who emigrated with his parents to Australia from Hungary in 1946,
at the age of ten. In her study of language and selfthood in cross-cultural autobi-
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ography, Mary Besemeres (2002: 203) comments on Riemer’s cultural trans-
formation as follows:

Andrew Riemer’s autobiographical narratives both insightfully reveal and inadvertently
display effects of his cultural transformation from a Hungarian Jewish child born in pre-
war Europe into an exclusively English-speaking Australian adult. Disconcertingly, his
insights into the process of assimilation and his many sharp impressions of cultural dif-
ferences coexist with a tendency to monocultural vision.

Among those Hungarian cultural patterns which baffle and offend Riemer as an
adult fully assimilated into Anglo-Australian culture are, on the one hand, formu-
laic offers to “kiss Aunt Klari’s hand”, and an ‘elaborate system of address’ (rein-
forcing social hierarchy), and on the other, what Hoffman described as “direct criti-
cisms of the person one is with”:

[In Hungary,] people constantly criticized each other openly and with considerable ver-
bal violence. [...] [O]n the one hand, [there was] rigid probity, on the other licence for
considerable vehemence and even for a degree of coarseness which would not at that
time have been tolerated in Australian society. The [...] gatherings [...] in my grand-
mother’s flat would display the two contradictory poles of this social phenomenon: cer-
emonial and at times openly hypocritical politesse and violent, often quite coarse invec-
tive. (Riemer 1992: 50-51)

There is no recognition in this account of the existence of two different sets of cul-
tural rules, one Australian and one Hungarian. Instead, the mainstream Australian
rules are taken as a norm, and any observed violations of these rules are taken as
evidence of Hungarian “hypocrisy”, and “vulgarity” (“a stifling culture”, etc.) —
things that are “disturbing” and “demeaning”. To quote Besemeres’ analysis of
Riemer’s memoir again:

In his account of social relations between Hungarians, Riemer imputes rudeness and hy-
pocrisy, apparently without any awareness of cultural bias. He makes no reference to the
beliefs about people’s interaction on which Hungarian forms of speech might depend, as
distinct from beliefs he has come to take for granted as an Australian adult. This ap-
proach withholds intelligibility from Hungarian speakers’ behaviour. The ‘Uncles and
Aunties’ (88) of his childhood transgress his accepted norms of politeness by discussing
other people’s appearance in their presence; they do not reckon in the first place with his
present self’s category of personal remarks. His memories of them voicing ‘violent’
criticisms to their targets’ faces suggest that in Hungarian, unlike middle-class Austra-
lian English, people are not expected to avoid overt criticism of their interlocutors. (...)
The reader is exposed to Riemer’s cultural assumptions here as much as to the Hungar-
ian interactive styles he sets out to describe. (Besemeres 2002: 215-216).

Since Riemer is looking at Hungarian cultural patterns from an outsider’s, rather
than an insider’s perspective, his remarks seem to reflect a much better understand-
ing of Anglo (-Australian) cultural scripts than Hungarian ones. It is easy to recog-
nize in these remarks references to the prohibition on “personal remarks” and on
“violently” criticising people to their faces, and also, to more specifically Austra-
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lian “equalizing” and anti-hierarchical scripts such as the following ones (cf. God-
dard 2006¢c, 2009):

[J] An Australian cultural script

[many people think like this:]

when I say something to someone

it will be good if this someone can know that I think about this someone like this:
“this someone is someone like me”

[K] An Australian cultural script

[many people think like this:]

when I say something to someone

it will not be good if this someone can think that I think like this:
“I am someone above this someone”

[L] An Australian cultural script

[many people think like this:]

at many times when I say something to someone

it will not be good if this someone can think that I think like this at that time:
“this someone is someone above me”

These Australian cultural scripts are clearly in conflict with some Hungarian cul-
tural scripts reflected, in a somewhat caricatural form, in Riemer’s memory and
perception, such as the following one:

[M] A Hungarian cultural script

[many people think like this:]
at many times when I say something to someone
it will be good if this someone can think that I think like this at that time:
“this someone is not someone like me, this someone is someone above me”
at the same time it will be good if this someone can think
that when I think like this I feel something good towards this someone

8. Between Ukrainian and English: Marina Lewycka’s perspective

The Anglo style of “positive human interaction” can be illustrated with a vi-
gnette from a cross-cultural novel by the English writer of Ukrainian origin,
Marina Lewycka (2005: 1). In the vignette the narrator’s father, who is eighty
four, announces by telephone that he is getting married (to a woman who is thirty
six):
My father’s voice, quavering with excitement, cracked down the line. ‘Good news, Na-
dezhda, I'm getting married’.
I remember the rush of blood to my head. Please let it be a j