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Abstract

Impoliteness has been considered as a marginal phenomenon for scientific research for some time,
although as a type of behaviour it has always been around us. The field of impoliteness studies is
currently growing, but there are clear gaps in the research that concerns the conventionality of
expressions, different semiotic systems through which impoliteness is expressed and cross-cultural
comparisons. With a help of a cognitive-semiotic framework, this thesis focuses on how Russian
and Swedish native speakers perceive impoliteness of highly conventional and less conventional
offensive behaviour expressed through the systems of language and gesture. Through a reaction-
time experiment and in-depth interviews with sixty participants the thesis investigates: (1) what
impact conventionality has on the degree of perceived impoliteness, (2) whether conventionality
influences how fast people judge impolite expressions, (3) whether impoliteness expressed through
different semiotic systems differs and (4) what differences exist in how Russian and Swedish
participants evaluate impolite behaviour.

The results showed that conventionality does have a strong impact on perceived
impoliteness when the degree of impoliteness is high. Secondly, there were faster reactions for
highly conventional and for highly impolite expressions. Thirdly, differences were found between
language and gesture with respect to their conventionality (and perceived “aggressiveness”), but
not in terms of impoliteness. Finally, Swedish participants evaluated impolite language and
gestures as very impolite more often than Russian participants. Conceptually, the thesis explored
the notion of conventionality as consisting of three aspects: clarity, familiarity and evaluation. The
study could show that conventionality was understood differently depending on which aspect

participants focused on and on which semiotic system, language, or gesture, it was concerned.

Keywords: impoliteness, politeness, cognitive semiotics, language, gesture, conventionality,

culture, mimesis, face, directness, frequency, evaluation, semantics, pragmatics, context, sign.
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

There are plenty of ways to define impoliteness, but all existing notions “seem to involve
behaviours that are considered emotionally negative by at least one participant” (Culpeper &
Hardaker, 2017: 200). Examples (1) and (2) show two distinct kinds of impoliteness, although the
differences might not be that obvious from a first glance.

(1) Iron is iron, and steel don't rust,
But your momma got a pussy like a Greyhound Bus.
(Labov, 1997: 474)

(2) S: I’'m a traffic management operative.
AR: What do you actually do?
S: Er... put traffic cones in the road.
AR: You don’t!
S: 1 do.
AR: Well, what an interesting person you turned out to be!
(Culpeper, 2011a:171)

Example (1) is a so-called ritual insult (Labov, 1997; Neu, 2008), which has a very direct, sexually
offensive comparison. On the other hand, in (2) from the TV show The Weakest Link one may
notice another kind of impoliteness that is more indirect and veiled, but nevertheless offensive.
Not only language plays a role when impoliteness comes into play, but factors such as gestures,
facial expression, intonation, context, background of participants and the relationship between
them. Expressions similar to (1) could be found during 1960-1970 in the USA, when adolescents
were involved in a ritual language game, which had a form of a competition. In these interactions,
a winner was a person who had the best memory, the largest number of couples and the best way
of presenting them (Labov, 1997: 474). In this sense, ritual insults are quite far from personal
insults such as you retard, due to the nature of the conversation and the context. In (1) the insult
IS perceived as a part of a game on the basis of knowledge shared by the group (Culpeper, 2011a:

211) and may be considered as a very local and context-bound convention.?

1 The border between ritual and convention is fuzzy, because these two notions have number of similarities, yet there
are features making them distinct. Since the thesis does not aim at making a comparison between the two notions,
ritual will not be further discussed. For a detailed discussion of differences between the two notions, see (Terkourafi
& Kadar, 2017).



In contrast, (2) is purposefully intended to cause offense. In this case, impoliteness is
clearly directed towards the listener and built upon a mismatch between verbal sarcasm and
prosody. As discussed by Culpeper (2011a), in (2) a show presenter implicitly calls what the other
person does something extremely boring. These two examples show that impoliteness may have
different forms and that people can express it in different ways, or even by different means. In the
current thesis, the focus is on impoliteness that is conveyed both explicitly and implicitly, and by
means of both language and gesture since, unlike ritual insults, these aspects have not been studied
in much detail.

Impoliteness is a complex phenomenon that has been approached from fields such as
linguistics, sociology, psychology, conflict studies and law studies. Various methods were
employed, depending on the field within which impoliteness was studied. Linguistic approaches
have often used questionnaires as a main method and focused predominantly on spoken means of
conveying offense (Janschewitz, 2008; Ruh Linder & Gentile, 2009; Stephens & Umland, 2011,
Stephens & Zile, 2017). Researchers in neuroscience have used fMRI for investigating processes
in the brain associated with the inhibition of socially undesirable phrases (Severens et al., 2011).
In psychiatry, both questionnaires and case studies have been employed (Stone et al., 2010).

However, there are several problems with the current state of things in impoliteness
research. Firstly, few studies have taken a comprehensive approach to impoliteness, implementing
different methods. Questionnaires, aimed at getting mostly quantitative results, have been used as
a main method for a long time, but using them alone is not very reliable. On the other hand, using
neuroscience methods reduces the investigation of any social phenomenon, including
impoliteness, solely to the natural sciences. Secondly, most works on impoliteness are concerned
with language, with the exception of a few studies (Kita & Essegbey, 2001; McKinnon & Prieto,
2014; Brown & Prieto, 2017). However, impoliteness can be conveyed by other means, such as
gestures and different kinds of actions like throwing, pushing or spitting. The lack of data regarding
such behaviour is obviously one of the problems in impoliteness research. Lastly, few studies have
looked at how the notion of conventionality may be connected with impoliteness and offensiveness
(Culpeper, 2011a: 113). For this reason, conventionality is one of the central notions in the current
thesis.

Taking into consideration the shortcomings of previous research, the current thesis employs
a novel approach based on a cognitive semiotic framework. Cognitive semiotics is a
transdisciplinary field that incorporates methods and theories from linguistics, cognitive science,
and semiotics in order to provide deeper insights on how meaning-making processes work (Zlatev,
2015a: 1043). Thus, this thesis not only offers a step of investigating impoliteness from a new
perspective, but also contributes to a better understanding of impoliteness in general.



Cognitive semiotics not only focuses on linguistic means of expressing meaning, but on
other semiotic systems such as depiction, music and gesture (Sonesson, 1997; Zlatev, 2018).
Gestures can be defined as “movements that partake of ... features of manifest deliberate
expressiveness to an obvious degree” (Kendon, 2004: 14). In this thesis, | explore how
offensiveness and people’s judgements are intertwined, which has been a typical topic for
investigation. Moreover, | examine judgements regarding the conventionality of linguistic
expressions and gestures. Convention, however, is a broad concept, and | differentiate between
several aspects of it (see Section 2.4.4).

In addition to examining two semiotic systems, | take a cross-cultural perspective on how
impoliteness is perceived by native speakers of Russian and Swedish. At least two reasons can be
found behind such a comparison. On the one hand, it is often claimed that there are cross-cultural
differences in how people perceive polite and impolite behaviour that concerns (a) their personal
qualities or abilities and (b) their relationship with others and social involvement (Culpeper et al.,
2010). On the other hand, few comparative studies investigating these differences have been
conducted.

Thus, the thesis investigates how Russian and Swedish native speakers perceive
offensiveness of highly and less conventional impolite behaviour expressed by means of language
and gestures. Taking into consideration both the existing problems and what cognitive semiotics
offers as possible solutions, the following research questions are addressed:

RQ1 Does conventionality influence the perception of offensive behaviour in terms of its
impoliteness?

RQ2 Are there differences in how fast people react to offensiveness expressed through
highly and less conventional impolite expressions?

RQ3 Do offensive expressions in language and gesture differ in how people perceive them
with respect to impoliteness and conventionality?

RQ4 What cross-cultural differences in the perception of impolite behaviour can be found

among Russian and Swedish speakers?

The thesis is divided into six chapters. Chapter 2 presents the theoretical background and
the most relevant concepts and theories for the current investigation. In Chapter 3, the
methodology employed for carrying out the empirical part of the investigation is presented. In
Chapter 4, the results of this investigation are presented, and in Chapter 5, these results are
discussed. Finally, in Chapter 6, conclusions are provided and some suggestions for further

research are described together with possible shortcomings of the study.



CHAPTER 2. THEORETICAL BACKGROUND

2.1 Introduction

Chapter 2 presents the framework of cognitive semiotics (Andrén, 2010; Hribar et al., 2014;
Sonesson, 2015; Zlatev, 2015a; Barratt et al., 2016), with some of its basic concepts such as the
conceptual-empirical loop, methodological triangulation, language and gesture as semiotic
systems, and explains how cognitive semiotics can contribute to the study of signification and
interpretation. Section 2.3 introduces notions of politeness and impoliteness and provides an
overview of several politeness theories, their features, and existing debates around them.? Section
2.4 starts with making a distinction between semantics and pragmatics, and goes into details
discussing notions of directness, implicature, and conventionality, with a special focus on the latter
notion. Section 2.5 describes some differences between Russian and Swedish cultures and the
relevance of these differences for impoliteness. The final Section 2.6 summarizes the content of
the chapter and presents a set of general hypotheses that serve as a foundation for the empirical

investigation.

2.2 Cognitive Semiotics

2.2.1 Some general concepts

Cognitive semiotics focuses on the multifaceted phenomenon of meaning, integrating methods and
theories from semiotics, linguistics and cognitive science (Zlatev, 2015a: 1043; Sonesson, 2015:
26), with the ambition that they “can enter harmoniously into a common research paradigm”
(Sonesson, 2009: 107). The main goal of cognitive semiotics is to provide deeper insights into
phenomena like culture, consciousness, intersubjectivity and conventionality, and their expression
in semiotic systems (see Section 2.2.2) such as language, gesture, music and depiction. Moreover,
cognitive semiotics not only uses qualitative first- and second-person methods (see Table 1), but
employs experiments and other quantitative methods (Sonesson, 2014: 249; Sonesson, 2017: 84).
Despite receiving some criticism (Lagopoulos & Boklund-Lagopoulou, 2017)3 cognitive
semiotics is currently growing and offers a plethora of concepts, ideas and tools that are helpful

for a well-balanced empirical investigation of various phenomena, such as impoliteness.

2 Impoliteness theories are quite often built upon politeness theories. That is why it is important to understand
politeness first.

3 The point of the criticism is that cognitive semiotics grounds itself in the use of so-called “objective” methods.
However, this is a misunderstanding, as cognitive semiotics privileges first-person and second-person methods
alongside third-person methods (as explained in this section). Thus, it cannot be considered as a reductionist
framework.



One such useful concept is the conceptual-empirical loop, which implies a tight
relationship between conceptual issues and the empirical investigation of a phenomenon (Zlatev,
2015a: 1058). This aims at defining broad theoretical concepts such as language, gesture, culture
and conventionality, and specific concepts such as impoliteness, and tests these in empirical
settings, with possible changes in certain theoretical concepts. It means that definitions used for
any investigation are not taken as final, as they are subject to further changes and improvements,

as shown in Figure 1.

- impoliteness
- impolite language
- impolite signs

. - conventionality
What is X

- manifest itself in

Russian and Swedish

How does / - perceived by people
is X

Refine

Figure 1. The conceptual-empirical loop, with examples from the current thesis (adapted from
Zlatev 2015a)

Another concept widely used in cognitive semiotics is methodological triangulation. It
implies that the study of a phenomenon cannot be reduced to the natural sciences, nor to a purely
hermeneutic approach. For example, language, which is one of the core human semiotic systems,
cannot be studied only as a physical or biological phenomenon (ltkonen, 2008b; Zlatev, 2008), as
language is fundamentally social, which means that it is shared by a community of speakers
(Zlatev, 2010: 424, 2017).

Methodological triangulation aims at combining and integrating methods from three
perspectives: first-person, second-person and third-person (Zlatev, 2015a: 1059). The first-person
perspective presupposes studying the experience of a given phenomenon itself, which is vital for
studying concepts, subjective understanding of impoliteness, and conventionality. The second-
person perspective is used for understanding other subjects through empathy, which could unfold



in a discussion on impolite behaviour.* Finally, the third-person perspective is applied to studying
people in a controlled environment, when detached observations and measurements can be made
during an experiment. Despite their usefulness and reliability, experiments often use artificial
situations, which leads to decreased ecological validity. This means that the sole use of the third-
person perspective is insufficient for explaining a phenomenon. That is why cognitive semiotics
relies on a combination of methods and privileges first-person and second-person methods.

In the current thesis, the first-person perspective is involved in the use of a questionnaire,
which aims at collecting qualitative and quantitative data on participants’ judgements on impolite
behaviour and conventionality. Moreover, the first-person perspective is used for defining
concepts. However, the second-person perspective is also helpful for such a purpose, because other
people may understand impoliteness somewhat differently, and characterize impolite behaviour
by means of impolite meta-discourse which can be used for revising the concepts. Thus, an explicit
second-person method, adopted by the thesis, is the interview. Finally, the third-person perspective
method is represented by a reaction time experiment, which aims at investigating how fast people
evaluate impoliteness of highly and less conventional offensive behaviour. Table 1 shows the

application of methodological triangulation to the present thesis.

Table 1. Methodological triangulation in the study of impoliteness (adapted from Zlatev, 2015a)

Perspective Method Applied to
First person Questionnaire Qualitative and quantitative analysis of
Defining concepts participants’ judgements on
impoliteness
Second person Interview Qualitative analysis of social
Defining concepts interaction on impoliteness
Third person Experiment Analysis of reactions to video
recordings in a controlled setting

The goals of methodological triangulation, as used here, are: (a) to provide a better
understanding of how impoliteness functions by integrating the three kinds of methods; (b) to show
that these methods are valid for studying impoliteness and serve as complementary to each other
(Zlatev, 2012: 14). Each of the methods gives different kinds of perspectives on impoliteness and

by acknowledging and applying them, one gets a comprehensive and balanced understanding of a

4 Empathy can be defined as an ability to understand or feel what another person feels. It can be represented as “I
would have felt X if I had been person Z in situation Y (Itkonen, 2008b: 26).
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phenomenon, without falling into reductionism, either of the natural sciences, or of purely
interpretive approach such as deconstruction (Derrida, 1976).

One of the linguistic theories that coheres with cognitive semiotics is the integral
linguistics of Coseriu (1985, 2000; Zlatev & Blomberg, 2015). Coseriu (1985) offers a framework
that is helpful for studying linguistic phenomena ranging from grammar to discourse. Rather than
making sharp and oppositional distinctions between different disciplines, their objects of study and
methods, this theory suggests using three levels and three perspectives on language as shown in
Table 2.

Table 2. The three levels and perspective of “Coseriu’s matrix” (adapted from Zlatev &
Blomberg, 2015)

Perspectives | Activity Competence Product
Levels
Universal Speaking in general Encyclopedic and Totality of utterances
logical
Historical Speaking a particular | Linguistic Lexicon and
language grammar
Situated Discourse Communicative Text

Integral linguistics presents a comprehensive approach to studying language or even a
particular linguistic phenomenon. The model differentiates between language in general (universal
level), particular languages (historical level), and language as situated discourse. For every level,
there are three perspectives: activity, competence (knowledge), and product. The most general and
the broadest is the universal level, which applies to everything linguistic or related to language in
general (Coseriu, 1985: xxviii). The historical level deals with particular languages and their
specific norms. Lastly, the situated level has to do with specific acts of language, and specific
contexts of use.

The current thesis focuses on the perception and understanding of impoliteness. Thus, the
perspective of competence (knowledge) is in focus (as shown in Table 3 in bold). However,
looking at how impoliteness manifests itself in language and gesture involves the activity and
product perspectives as well. At the most general (universal) level impoliteness implies an attack
on personality and basic human rights. At the historical level, types of behaviour are considered
as offensive in particular cultures with their peculiarities and variation. Finally, at the situated level
the focus is on how people understand what is considered as offensive, to which extent, and in

which contexts.



Table 3. Coseriu’s matrix applied to impoliteness

Perspectives | Activity Competence Product

Levels

Universal Speaking in general General knowledge | Totality of utterances
of impoliteness

Historical Speaking a particular | Knowledge of Impolite lexicon and

language impoliteness in a grammar

specific language

Situated Impolite discourse Situated Impolite text
understanding of
impoliteness in a
context

2.2.2 Signs, and language and gesture as semiotic systems

In general, semiotic systems are comprised of signs in complex interrelations, including rules and
principles that can be used for generating various sign combinations (Shaumyan, 2006: 10).
Language and gesture are seen here as two different semiotic systems, because they exhibit
different properties (Stampoulidis et al., 2019) and have diverse structure (Goodwin, 2000: 1517).
However, before specific features of language and gesture are described, the central but

controversial notion of sign requires some discussion.

2.2.2.1 The sign concept
Saussure (1959 [1916]) famously defined the linguistic sign (in speech) as the combination of
signifier and signified, i.e. a sound image and concept, respectively. The linguistic sign also has
value, which depends on other signs standing in opposition to each other. Saussure emphasized
the arbitrariness® of the sign, meaning that there is no motivated link between the signifier and the
signified. However, it has been shown that a linguistic sign is not necessarily arbitrary. Sound
symbolism is pervasive, and goes beyond the category of onomatopoeia in many languages across
the globe (Ahlner & Zlatev 2010; Dingemanse, 2012; Imai & Kita, 2014).

Hjelmslev (1961) elaborated the sign notion, by distinguishing between the expression

plane (signifier) and the content plane (signified), but also between the form and the substance of

> Arbitrariness should not be conflated with conventionality. The first presupposes having no motivated connection
between the signifier and the signified, whereas the latter means that there should be at least two people to agree that
the signifier X corresponds to the signified Y.



each. Further, he applied it to written language and other semiotic systems than language. Figure

2 shows interrelations between the two planes and their form and substance.

Form Substance

Content ‘cup’ - corresponds to > cup @

expresses by refers to

realised by

Expression /kap/ > [kap]

Figure 2. Hjelmslev’s understanding of sign (adapted from Meyer, 2005: 115)

Content form refers to the (pure) meaning of sign, in contradistinction to other content-
forms in the language, and expression form refers to abstracted phonemes or graphemes. Content
substance is the actual object (real or imaginary) and expression substance is concrete sounds or
letters by which expression form is realised. Although there is still a missing point regarding the
differentiation from the point of view of the perceiver, Hjelmslev’s sign model is broader, and
more elaborated than Saussure’s.

A much different concept of sign was proposed by Peirce (1931-1935), as reflected in the

following famous quotation, illustrated in Figure 3:

A sign, or representamen, is something which stands to somebody for something in some respect or
capacity. It addresses somebody, that is, creates in the mind of that person an equivalent sign, or
perhaps a more developed sign. That sign which it creates | call the interpretant® of the first sign.
The sign stands for something, its object. It stands for that object, not in all respects, but in reference

to a sort of idea, which | have sometimes called the ground of the representamen (CP 2.228).

8 If one follows Peirce’s terminology, instead of interpreter in Figure 3 there should be “interpretant”. However, as
the cognitive semiotic view on the process of sign use implies a conscious interpreter, the latter term is preferred.
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object interpreter

representamen

Figure 3. The process of semiosis (adapted from Ahlner & Zlatev, 2010: 314)

The representamen is what stands for an object, and object itself is anything that the sign
represents. As can be seen in the Figure 3, object and representamen are related by means of
ground, which can be of three kinds — iconic, indexical or symbolic (Sonesson, 2008). Iconic
ground is based on similarity, for example representing walking by moving two fingers. Indexical
ground is based on contiguity in time or space, or part-whole relations as in an hour-glass where
the amount of sand shows how much time is left. Finally, the symbolic ground is based on
conventionality, or agreement between the speakers of the community. Importantly, these grounds
are not mutually exclusive, but rather one of the grounds may prevail (Jakobson, 1965). For
example, gestures are often categorized as iconic (e.g. showing the shape of an object), indexical
(e.g. pointing) and emblematic (e.g. an OK gesture) (Zlatev, 2015b). These correspond to the three
kinds of signs, because they rely predominantly on iconic, indexical and symbolic grounds,
respectively.

Finally, the role of the interpreter needs to be highlighted, as a representamen can only
represent an object for a conscious subject. As Sonesson (2013) writes, the two parts of the sign
(expression/representamen and content/object) are necessarily both linked and differentiated by
the interpreter. The expression is more accessible and directly perceived, but not in focus, whereas
content is indirectly perceived, but in focus. With such differentiation, the sign is not perceived as

such, as for example by an animal or baby who attempts to eat a picture of an apple.

2.2.2.2 Language

Language can be defined as “a conventional-normative semiotic system for communication and
thought” (Zlatev, 2008: 37). It is primarily a social phenomenon, shared by speakers (Itkonen,
2008a), which means that it is conventional. In other words, there is an agreement among speakers
regarding the meaning and use of words and grammatical constructions. Such conventions are

normative, as they specify the criteria of correctness that are shared in a language community. It
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is common knowledge for speakers of English that (3) and (5) are correct, whereas (4) and (6) are

incorrect either grammatically or semantically (Terkourafi & Kadar, 2017: 174).

(3) Linguistics is a science

(4) = Alsscience linguistics

(5)  Acatisananimal

(6) * A cat is a number

All languages have grammatical norms (rules) that govern relations between words,
phrases and clauses. These rules are often realized by means of grammatical morphemes such as
prepositions and case-markers, known as syncategorematic, while categorematic expressions
denote objects, relations and properties. Syncategorematic expressions are meaningful as well, but
acquire their full meaning only together with categorematic elements (Bundgaard, 2010).

In addition, linguistic signs are often analysed (in structural linguistics) as standing in two
types of relations with each other: syntagmatic and paradigmatic. Syntagmatic relations between
units are of the linear kind, which means that these relations explain how linguistic elements can
be sequenced. Paradigmatic relations exist between similar elements that can be substituted by

similar ones. The example of these relations is shown in the Table 4.

Table 4. Syntagmatic and paradigmatic relations

Syntagmatic
He drinks coffee every morning
Paradigmatic | She eats ice-cream once a week
A neighbour | waters flowers twice a month

Another feature that is often considered as specific to language is double articulation
(Martinet, 1984). The essence of double articulation is in subdivision of the flow of speech into
meaningful units such as words that can be further divided into meaningless units such as
phonemes. They are meaningless on their own, but can be combined into meaningful sequences
that construct words. Finally, language as a sign system is predominantly based on the symbolic
ground, meaning that language signs are symbols. Signs stand for something by virtue of
convention — an agreement between speakers of a community. This, however, does not exclude

that they may have indexical and iconic grounds, as pointed out in Section 2.2.2.1.
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2.2.2.3 Gesture

The other semiotic system of concern here is gesture. Together with the idea of seeing gesture as
a separate semiotic system, the current thesis sees gestures as actions performed deliberately and
perceived as serving to express some meaning, rather than for some practical aims (Kendon, 2004:
15). By employing this definition, both movements of some body parts (middle finger, rolling
eyes) and actions upon an object (throwing something, opening a door as a sign to leave) are
included.

As a semiotic system, gesture possesses some specific features and properties (Zlatev,
2015b: 459). To count as a gesture, a bodily movement must display a high level of communicative
explicitness and/or representational complexity (Andrén, 2010; Zlatev, 2014a), as shown in Table
5. Thus, if an action is performed by a subject with a clear communicative intent in the sense of
Grice (1989), implying that s/he expects its meaning to be recognized (Bach, 2012: 48; Haugh &
Jaszczolt, 2012: 96), it counts as a gesture. However, it might not have RC#3 level at the same

time, and thus would not qualify as a sign.

Table 5. Communicative and representational complexity of gestures (adapted from Zlatev,
2014a: 7)

Communicative intent Cl#3 Action explicitly oriented towards the other:

Communicative intent is clear

Cl#2 Action framed by mutual attunement:

Communicative intent is not that clear

Cl#l Side-effect of co-presence: Communicative

intent is not visible

Representational complexity | RC#3 Explicit sign where expression X stands for
(RC) meaning Y
RC#2 Typified act where action X counts as doing

action-type Y

RC#1 Situation-specific act where action X

contextually suggests Y

Since impoliteness implies a purpose to offend, an act of impoliteness has communicative
intent (i.e. it is meant to offend, and to be recognized as such). Thus, all impolite gestures used in
the following chapter may be qualified as CI#3. The representational complexity of gestures may
differ from (RC#3) to (RC#2) where the expression X counts as the action Y and finally to (RC#1)
where situation specific actions come into play (Andrén, 2010; Zlatev, 2014a), as shown in (7) -
9).
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(7)  Showing thumb up / down (RC#3 — since it stands for good / bad)
(8) Rolling one’s eyes (RC#2 — since it shows (“counts as”) an act of disapproval)
9 Opening the door (RC#1 —since it contextually suggests meaning to leave in some impolite

context)

As a semiotic system, gesture also differs from language with respect to the dominating
semiotic ground. For the majority of gestures, unlike language, this is indexicality or iconicity
(Zlatev, 2014b). It is true that they also involve conventionality (Streek, 2009), especially so-called
emblems as (7), but the representamen-object relationship is interpreted more due to resemblance
or contiguity than in language.

Structurally, gesture can be characterized as having several movement excursions that
comprise a gesture unit. Within this unit certain phases such as preparation, stroke and recovery
can be distinguished (Kendon, 2004: 112). However, the meaningful part of a gesture is the stroke,
whereas preparation and/or recovery may or may not be found. This provides a kind “proto-
grammar” for gesture, but unlike the grammar of language, it is not based on norms of correctness,
and is more flexible. Further, the phases of preparation, stroke and retraction do not correspond to
meaningless phonemes (or graphemes) and articulatory properties within these gesture phases

cannot be broken down into meaningless units, since they are meaningful in themselves.

2.2.2.4 Gesture and bodily mimesis

Communication that involves body movements is special with respect to different semiotic,
cognitive, and evolutionary features. Some scholars believe that gestures originate from “a general
mechanism of action generation” (Kita & Ozyiirek, 2003: 30), whereas others claim that gestures
are generated by a communication mechanism together with language (McNeill, 1992, 2012). The
current thesis sees language and gesture as distinct resources both semiotically and
psychologically, although they interact in polysemiotic utterances (Zlatev, 2015b: 471; Louhema
et.al, 2018).

Crucially, Donald’s (1991) mimesis theory assumes that bodily communication emerges
prior to language (Donald, 1991; Zlatev, 2008, 2013; Zlatev & Blomberg, 2016). Mimesis includes
actions that are intentional, but not linguistic, and yet have a representational function (Donald,
1991: 168-169). In this sense, facial expression and whole-body movements are clear examples of
mimetic acts, eventually leading to gestural communication (Zlatev et al, 2013: 313, 2014b: 165).
Thus, there is an important link between mimesis, physical actions, and gesture. This is especially
clear in gestures that are developmentally, cognitively, and evolutionarily closer to instrumental

actions (Miiller, 2016; Zlatev, 2015b; Kita & Ozyiirek, 2003). For example, iconic enactment
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gestures are quite often performed with the whole body and stand close to actions, whereas the
action serving to remove annoying objects leads to a wavy gesture, which may express “go away”
(Muller, 2016: 212). This also allows us to hypothesize that at least some gestures performed in
an impolite context will be perceived as more offensive due to their similarity with real physical

actions.

2.3 Politeness and impoliteness: theories, models and approaches

2.3.1 Introduction

Whereas topics such as ritual insults (Labov, 1997), ethnography and origin of taboos (Allan &
Burridge, 2006), sociolinguistic (Jay, 1992) and psycholinguistic (Jay, 1999) aspects of cursing
have been investigated, the broad topic of impoliteness itself has received attention only as a part
of politeness studies, which themselves have been rather understudied (Culpeper et al., 2017: 1).
However, over the last decades this relatively young field of research has been growing thanks to
the establishment of The Journal of Politeness Research in 2005 and a very recent contribution in
the form of The Palgrave Handbook of Linguistic (Im)politeness published in 2017. In this thesis,
the term (im)politeness is used (a) to refer to the field that studies both politeness and impoliteness
and (b) the discussion of a concept or method can be relevant for both fields.

The field of (im)politeness studies is new, but already diverse, and there is no agreement
on how (im)politeness should be defined (Culpeper et al., 2017: 2). With respect to impoliteness,
the ongoing debate is whether it should be studied within theories of politeness or if it should have
its own theoretical foundations (Leech, 2014: 219). Moreover, within existing specific theories,
scholars tend to disagree on conceptual issues (Culpeper et al., 2017: 2). Despite the existence of
obvious problems and disagreements within impoliteness studies, a positive outcome of the
diversity is the widening of the paradigm (Culpeper et al., 2017: 6). The current thesis rests on a
combination of several models, with an inclination to those models that have been successfully
adapted and applied to impoliteness. The following three sections are devoted to the discussion of

the most influential models in (im)politeness research.

2.3.2 Politeness face theory

Politeness theories and models have been able to encompass impoliteness quite successfully, yet
with certain limitations. A founding theory of politeness proposed by Brown and Levinson (1987)
is usually considered as a starting point for any investigation on (im)politeness. This theory
grounds itself in speech act theory (Austin, 1962; Searle, 1969, 1985) and Grice’s works on

conversational implicatures and utterer’s meaning (Grice, 1968, 1969, 1989).
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Austin (1962) classified all utterances as having a three-fold structure: locutionary,
illocutionary or perlocutionary acts. The locutionary act is the performing of an act of saying
something meaningful. The illocutionary act has some force in saying something; it is the function
of performing an act in saying something i.e. a promise, order, command, etc. The perlocutionary
act serves for achieving certain effects by saying something; it includes consequences of saying

something — “by saying X, I am doing Y” (Austin, 1962: 127). Compare examples (10) and (11).

(10) I promise you to help with your experiment.

(11) 1 will help with your experiment.

Although (11) does not have a performative verb such as promise, it is still able to express the act
of promising, but the explicitness of these two speech acts differs (Culpeper & Terkourafi, 2017:
13). Searle (1969, 1985) elaborated Austin’s ideas emphasising indirect speech acts, which
eventually resulted in establishing of the notion of explicitness, which became one of the central
notions for politeness theory.

Grice’s (1989) work on conversational implicatures significantly contributed to the field of
pragmatics, and to politeness theories in particular. He made a distinction between conventional
and conversational implicatures, where the first goes beyond truth-conditional meaning but is
coded in the expression, while the second is not (see Section 2.4.1). Grice also proposed the two
types of conversational implicature - generalized and particularized, where the first does not
require much inference, whereas the latter does, as it requires knowledge of the context (Grice,
1989: 37-40). The relevance of this for (im)politeness theories is that acts of politeness or
impoliteness often require particularized conversational implicature (Culpeper & Terkourafi,
2017: 16).

For Brown and Levinson’s (1987) politeness theory, the notions of face and face
threatening act (FTA) are central. The former is “the public self-image that every member wants
to claim for himself” (Brown and Levinson, 1987: 61), which has two sides: so-called positive and
negative face. Face can be threatened by FTA, which can be expressed either by verbal or non-
verbal means (Brown & Levinson, 1987: 65). In other words, FTA is an actual realisation of
behaviour that threatens someone’s face. Some acts “intrinsically threaten face”, which means that
they are by default in contradiction either with a speaker’s or hearer’s so-called face wants as

expressed in Brown & Levinson’s definition (1987: 62):

Positive face: the want of every member that his wants be desirable to at least some others.
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Negative face: the want of every ‘competent adult member’ that his actions be unimpeded by

others.

Positive face includes “the desire to be ratified, understood, approved of, liked or admired”,
whereas negative face includes non-imposition, which presupposes freedom of actions (Brown &
Levinson, 1987: 62). Typical examples of positive FTA are utterances expressing criticism due to
having derogatory effects on a hearer, and typical negative FTA are requests since they potentially
restrict one’s freedom of action, so the principle of non-imposition may be violated (Culpeper,
2011b: 400).

It has been argued by many researchers that (im)politeness is a scalar notion (Spencer-
Oatey & Zegarac, 2017: 119). Brown and Levinson (1987) employ three relevant variables:
distance, relative power and absolute ranking. Distance is symmetric and may concern similarities
or differences in social characteristics and their influence on potential for interaction. Relative
power is asymmetric and shows how much a person can impose his or her own wills. Applied to
some impolite context, it means that if a less powerful person is impolite towards a more powerful
person, the degree of perceived offense will be higher (Culpeper, 2011a: 189-191). Absolute
ranking of impositions concerns potential risk imposed by a produced utterance: the greater
politeness is expected from a person who asks for a big favour, because the degree of imposition
is high (Brown & Levinson, 1987: 74). Depending on the interplay between the three variables,
degree of (im)politeness would vary. However, for our discussion of impoliteness specifically,
distance and relative power are of the primary importance, since these two variables play a major
role in perception of impoliteness.

Despite its influence, Brown and Levinson’s theory has received much criticism over the
last decades. Firstly, in its essence their theory is not a theory of politeness, but of “facework’ that
deals mostly with FTA and their mitigation (Locher & Watts, 2005: 10). Secondly, Brown and
Levinson’s claims about universality of intrinsic FTAs were challenged by other researchers
(Kienpointner & Stopfner, 2017: 67). Thirdly, the theory does not explain impoliteness specifically
and situations when a person is purposefully rude — impoliteness is not a simple deviation or
counterpart of politeness (Kienpointner & Stopfner, 2017: 67). Fourthly, it does not take into
account what Locher and Watts (2005: 10) call politic behaviour, which is simply considered as
appropriate and natural behaviour such as saying thank you when a person fulfils a request. Further,
Brown and Levinson’s theory is reliant on speech act theory, which itself relies on a sentence-
based, speaker-oriented mode of analysis. In other words, it does not explain all complexities of
how speech acts function in context (Culpeper & Terkourafi, 2017: 17). At the same time, as

Culpeper (2011b: 424) stresses “it cannot be denied that impoliteness phenomena are intimately
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connected with politeness”. For this reason, Brown and Levinson’s theory together with Austin’s
and Grice’s works can be considered as a starting point for creating and reworking theories of
(im)politeness.

2.3.2 Discursive approaches to (im)politeness

Further elaborations resulted in a newer approach known as the discursive approach (Locher, 2006;
Mills, 2011). Representatives of the discursive approach are concerned with the evaluation of
(im)politeness that people make either implicitly or explicitly (Mills, 2017: 45). The main focus
shifted to analysis of the individual’s conception of (im)politeness and how it unfolds in a personal
discourse (Langlotz & Locher, 2017: 207). This view suggests that (im)politeness is not inherent
in language and behaviour, and should be seen “as social practice and as social interaction” (Mills,
2017: 45).

In order to differentiate between lay persons’ and academic conceptions of (im)politeness,
Watts, Ide & Ehlich (2005 [1992]) make a distinction between first-order and second-order
politeness. First-order politeness has to do with how “polite behaviour is perceived and talked
about by members of socio-cultural groups”, in other words, it has to do with “commonsense
notions of politeness” (Watts et al., 2005: 3). Second-order politeness has mostly to do with
theoretical issues, how a theory can explain certain language use and behaviour. This distinction
helps to scrutinize both methodological and epistemological issues existing around the study of
human behaviour whenever (im)politeness is concerned, as well as to focus on the interplay
between the speaker’s perspective and the scientific perspective (Eelen, 2001).”

Among typical features of the discursive approach Culpeper (2011b: 414) singles out the
centrality of the perspective of participants, an emphasis on situated and emergent meanings, rather
than pre-defined meanings, with an emphasis on context and the evaluative nature of
(im)politeness.® Thus, representatives of the discursive approach focus on how people perceive
and evaluate expressions rather than on using theories and tools that can potentially help in
assessments (Mills, 2017: 45).

Works of discursive theorists yielded many useful conceptions and distinctions. Watts
(2003, 20054, 2005b) introduced the concept of politic behaviour, which denotes behaviour that is
considered as appropriate in the interaction. In this light, terms such as “polite” and “politeness”
refer to positive behaviour which means that polite behaviour goes beyond politic behaviour

(Watts, 2003: 19). One of the problems with such a division is to set precise borders between

7 For the extensive discussion of the idea of distinguishing between politenessl (socio-psychological concept) and
politeness2 (scientific, linguistic concept) see Gino Eelen’s (2001) work.
8 In other words, this can be seen as belonging to the situated level in Coseriu’s matrix (see Table 3 in Section 2.2.1).
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categories (Culpeper, 2011b: 419). It should rather be a matter of empirical investigation to define
borders between politeness, politic behaviour and impoliteness.

Despite proposing new ideas, the discursive approach has been subjected to criticism as
well, above all, because of the emphasis on first-order politeness. Shaping politeness by
interactants themselves can bring definitions and labels that people consider correct, but turn out
to be rather idiosyncratic (Culpeper, 2011b: 396). Moreover, for this approach creating a theory of
politeness is not a primary goal, because focusing on dynamic conversations does not presuppose
having politeness theory as a predictive or even as a post-hoc descriptive theory (Culpeper, 2011b:
415). Thus, any investigation taking a purely discursive approach to (im)politeness risks to leave
us with mere descriptions of individual communication and hardly contribute to theory of
(im)politeness (Terkourafi, 2005a: 245). Another weak side of this approach is not including any
notion of intention (Culpeper & Hardaker, 2017: 203), although it is admitted that impoliteness
can be caused both intentionally and unintentionally (Culpeper, 2011a; Culpeper & Hardaker,
2017: 203).

Nevertheless, the first-order approach to (im)politeness should not be abandoned, because
it can complement and enhance explanatory power of (im)politeness theories. Culpeper (2011a)
proposes studying (im)politeness meta-discourse together with relevant theories. The current
thesis sees the combination of the first-order and second-order approaches as the most rational,
because it goes in line with the methodological triangulation of cognitive semiotics and focuses

not only on how theorists understand impoliteness, but on how ordinary people do so as well.

2.3.3 Modern approaches to (im)politeness

The most recent tendency in (im)politeness studies is moving towards new approaches which are
somewhere in between the “classic” and the discursive. This tendency gave rise to a plethora of
approaches such as the relational approach (e.g. Spencer-Oatey, 2002, 2008), the frame-based
approach to politeness and impoliteness (Terkourafi, 1999, 2008, 2009), and the interactional
approach (Arundale 1999; Haugh, 2007). Their (ideal) goals are to pay equal attention to both
speakers and hearers in any interaction, as well as take context into consideration, but at the same
time not overemphasising its role (Culpeper & Hardaker, 2017: 208).

However, even the most recent approaches have their shortcomings. First of all, the main
problem is that they are all “approaches’ and not theories of (im)politeness. They are usually built
upon Brown and Levinson’s theory with several additions and improvements, but they do not offer
an extensive classification of (im)politeness and do not explain cross-cultural variation and
complexities. For example, the relational approach stresses interpersonal relations, which may

touch upon only some aspects of (im)politeness (Culpeper, 2011b: 424). One of the weaknesses
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that Culpeper (2008: 20) attributes to all modern approaches is that they do not provide “an
authoritative account” of how an ordinary person uses (im)politeness terms and labels, by offering,
for example a corpus-based investigation of impoliteness meta-discourse.

The current thesis partly integrates the relational approach and a corresponding model of
rapport management, developed by Spencer-Oatey (2002, 2005, 2007, 2008), which can be seen
as an elaboration of Brown and Levinson’s distinction between positive and negative face.
Goffman, who originally coined the term, defines face as “the positive social value a person
effectively claims for himself by the line others assume he has taken during a particular contact”
(Goffman, 1967: 5). In other words, the notion of face has to do with concepts such as identity,
dignity, self-worth, respect, status and reputation.

Spencer-Oatey distinguishes three types of face. Quality face has to do with a fundamental
desire of a person to be evaluated positively by others in terms of one’s personal qualities such as
abilities or appearance (Spenser-Oatey, 2002: 540). The other aspect of face is called by Culpeper
(2011a) as relational face that Spenser-Oatey titles as “a relational application of face or relational
construal”, which has to do with a relational component that is intrinsic to the evaluation such as
being a talented leader or kind-hearted teacher (Spenser-Oatey, 2008: 15). Social identity face is
connected with a fundamental desire of a person to be acknowledged in terms of one’s social
identity and role (2002: 540). Social identity face is touched whenever a person is a member of
any group, be it family or religious or nationality groups (Spenser-Oatey, 2005: 106).

In addition to this, Spenser-Oatey highlights two types of sociality rights. Equity rights
have to do with being treated fairly and personal consideration from others and association rights
that relate to a fundamental desire of a person to keep certain social involvement with other people
such as keeping stable relationship with others (Spenser-Oatey, 2008: 16). Section 2.3.4 provides

more details on how these distinctions can be applied to impoliteness specifically.

2.3.4 A composite approach to impoliteness
The existing approaches, regardless of whether they have originated from politeness or specific
impoliteness theories, provide quite different frameworks and ideas to investigating impoliteness.
The current thesis employs one of the broad definitions of impoliteness. Rather than restricting the
investigation to a very specific aspect of impoliteness, it adopts a wider scope and combines the
discursive and the relational approaches, with a focus on the frequency and conventionality of
impolite behaviour.

The discursive approach brings the idea of studying how a layperson’s meta-language is
applied to impolite behaviour (Culpeper, 2011a: 153). Although this method is well-established,
there are few studies that have employed it (Culpeper & Hardaker, 2017: 202). The idea of using
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impolite meta-discourse focuses on labelling certain behaviour as rude, aggressive or patronising,
which eventually gives an understanding of how people perceive impolite behaviour in real life.
The other method deals with how often certain expressions can be met in impolite contexts
(Culpeper, 2011a: 153), which grounds it in analysing the frequency of use, context and the process
of conventionalization. A combination of these two methods to studying impoliteness may give
more fruitful results than their separate use.

Despite having numerous definitions of impoliteness, their common feature may be that
they all involve behaviours that are perceived as emotionally negative at least by one interactant
(Culpeper & Hardaker, 2017: 200). Culpeper (2011a: 23) provides a very comprehensive
definition of impoliteness which shows how many factors come into play in impoliteness:

Impoliteness is a negative attitude towards specific behaviours occurring in specific contexts. It is
sustained by expectations, desires and /or beliefs about social organisation, including, in particular,
how one person’s or a group’s identities are mediated by others in interaction. Situated behaviours
are viewed negatively — considered ‘impolite’ — when they conflict with how one expects them to
be, how one wants them to be and/or how one thinks they ought to be. Such behaviours always have
or are presumed to have emotional consequences for at least one participant, that is, they cause or are
presumed to cause offence.

Thus, impoliteness is about a negative attitude towards someone’s behaviour, which presupposes
that “the interactant who utters impoliteness must have felt sufficiently provoked at some point
prior to actually delivering the impoliteness” (Bousfield, 2008: 183).° At the same time,
individuals are more likely to view impoliteness thresholds differently, so that the same behaviour
may or may not trigger impoliteness.

As the definition shows, impoliteness has to do with both moral and social norms, and
societal organization. However, the core feature is that impoliteness always causes or is presumed
to cause offense. Whenever impoliteness causes offense, a hearer constructs behaviour as
offensive, and whenever it is presumed to cause offense, a speaker intends behaviour to be
offensive. Thus, the two parties are involved, one having impolite intentions and one constructing

behaviour as offensive, but one of these two factors is sufficient to consider behaviour as impolite:

In the most general sense impoliteness comes about when: (1) the speaker causes offence
intentionally, or (2) the hearer perceives and/or constructs behaviour as intentionally offensive, or
a combination of (1) and (2) (Culpeper, 2011a: 23).

® However, sometimes it can be the case that a person is deliberately impolite and constantly exhibits such a model
of behaviour.
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This definition foregrounds the notion of offense and states that, in order for any behaviour to be
impolite, it should (a) be intended as causing offense, or (b) being interpreted as such, without
being said or done on purpose. In this thesis, | use the notions impolite and offensive
interchangeably, since the latter is both the main property and effect of impolite behaviour. 1 also
prefer the term offensiveness (or else offensive, offense) when | speak about my classification of
stimuli that were used in the experiment, whereas for participants’ judgements I prefer the term
impolite.

Culpeper (2011a: 256) proposes impoliteness formulae, which can serve as a taxonomy of
(at least some) impolite behaviour. Moreover, this taxonomy attributes formulae to the framework
of rapport management developed by Spencer-Oatey (2002, 2005, 2007, 2008). This integration
helps to encompass both categories of face and sociality rights, and makes the model applicable to
studying different types of impolite expressions. Table 6 shows which formulae are associated

with categories of face and sociality rights.

Table 6. Impoliteness formulae for categories of face and sociality rights (adapted from
Culpeper, 2011a: 256)

Category Aspects Impoliteness formulae
Face Quality face 1. Insults
Relational face 2. Pointed criticism / complaints
Social identity face 3. Negative expressives
4. Unpalatable questions and presuppositions
Sociality | Equity rights 1. Condescension
rights 2. Message enforcers
3. Dismissals
4. Silences
5. Threats
Association rights 1. Exclusion (as a general strategy)

This model is open to further improvements and represents only some of the impolite
formulae. Firstly, it does not include (emblematic) gestures that can fit under proposed formulae
and aspects. Secondly, Culpeper leaves the aspect of association rights with no formulae, and only
states that it is connected with exclusion. However, dismissal may presuppose some sort of
exclusion as well. The use of the phrase go away can be seen as a violation of equity rights, when

it concerns treating someone in an unfair way, or as a violation of association rights, when the
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main goal is to destroy existing relationship between a speaker and hearer. Spencer-Oatey’s (2002:
541) description of association rights involves interactional association or dissociation, which
includes appropriate amount of conversational interaction and affective association or
dissociation, which is the extent to which people share concerns, interests and feelings. It may be
difficult to come up with particular formulae in this case, since the violation of association rights
can be better seen in context and, presumably, it is usually expressed by non-conventional means.
For example, repeated excuses or ignoring someone who tries to talk to a person could be
considered as a violation. It could also be a question such as oh really asked with falling intonation
to show negative surprise and not sharing what the other person does as shown in (12). Additional
cues are needed here to state that such a question violates association rights. It can be a particular

intonation, facial expression or extralinguistic situation.

(12)  A: 1 did dumpster diving yesterday!
B: Oh really?

A more problematic issue for the model of rapport management is in the absence of a clear-
cut border between face and sociality rights. No doubt, they are different, because sociality rights
unlike face are concerned with equity, fairness and stability. However, it is possible to suppose
that a mere fact of calling someone an idiot out of spite may concern fairness or stability of
relationship. Obviously, it is possible to find expressions that damage solely face or solely sociality
rights, but it seems that in many instances it will be a merge between two, despite the possibility
to prioritise a certain type of damage.

Finally, the original model was proposed for conventional impoliteness, but it can be
argued that impolite formulae and aspects of face and sociality rights apply to non-conventional
impoliteness as well. In order to understand the latter type, one needs contextual cues, whereas
conventional impoliteness may not require that. Additionally, non-conventionalized impoliteness
is able to flout the same aspects of face or association rights as conventional impoliteness.
However, the distinction between conventional and non-conventional impoliteness, as they are
understood in this thesis, needs to be explained in order to make the model work, which leads us

to the next section.

2.4 Conventionality, directness, implicatures and impoliteness

2.4.1 Semantics and pragmatics
The notions of conventionality, directness and implicature are intertwined, but in complex ways

that need to be spelled out. In order to delve into each of these notions one should start with
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drawing a distinction between semantics and pragmatics (Leech, 1983), which is helpful for
defining and explaining each of the notions. This distinction has long been debated because both
fields concern how linguistic meaning is expressed and understood (Saeed, 2015: 16). The current
thesis does not aim at giving a detailed overview of the debate around these notions. Yet for the
discussion of notions such as conventionality and implicature, some distinction has to be drawn. |
see this distinction as corresponding to that of Itkonen (2008a): semantics deals with conventional
or “coded” meaning, while pragmatics with contextual meaning that may include the first, but goes
beyond it. In other words, semantics has to do with default and context-independent meanings,
which can be found in a dictionary (Birner, 2012: 22). On the other hand, pragmatics deals with
context-dependent meanings and with how meanings are constructed by speakers and understood
by hearers in some context (Levinson, 2000).2° This allows making the distinction between
sentence meaning and speaker meaning.!! The first is the meaning that is derivable from the
(default) sense of words comprising a sentence, whereas the latter concerns the meaning that is

intended by a speaker in a particular situation.

2.4.2 Directness

The distinction between semantics and pragmatics brings the notion of “directness” into
discussion. As mentioned in Section 2.2, the notion appeared first once speech act theory was
established (Austin, 1962) and further elaborated (Searle, 1985). A direct speech act can be
considered as most straightforward, because what a speaker says corresponds to its sentence
meaning. However, speakers’ utterances go beyond this, especially when it concerns
(im)politeness.

In Searle’s view, indirect speech acts are characterized by a mismatch between such direct
meaning, and the pragmatic meaning of an utterance. According to Culpeper and Terkourafi
(2017:14), Searle employs a “dual meaning hypothesis” which means that a hearer understands
both sentence meaning and speaker meaning. This is clearly shown in Searle’s statement about
indirect speech acts that come about when “one illocutionary act is performed indirectly by way
of performing another” (Searle, 1985:31). For example, a speech act in (13) which is

grammatically formed as a question is in fact an indirect request.

(13) Can you pass me a cup of tea?

10 At the same time the distinction does not need to be construed as sharp, but as forming a scale where towards either
end of the scale some meanings are more conventional whereas other are more contextual (Langacker, 2008:40).

11 As has been pointed out by Grice (1957:384), “A meantnn something by X is roughly equivalent to “A uttered X
with the intention of inducing a belief by means of the recognition of this intention.” Thus, speaker meaning is intended
meaning, which needs to be worked out by a hearer (Birner, 2012:24).
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However, it is still an open question if a hearer actually notices a “direct” meaning in such a
sentence or not (Culpeper & Terkourafi, 2017:15). Searle highlights that it is a form of
conventionality that plays a major role here, and not directness (Searle, 1985:31)*?, because many
indirect speech acts are conventionally indirect, allowing a hearer to “short-circuit” inference and
understand the intended meaning directly (Levinson, 2000:22; Culpeper, 2011a:186). A related

notion that is more clearly defined is that of implicature.

2.4.3 Implicature

The notion of implicature was introduced by Paul Grice (1989 [1975]). Implicature comes about
when something is not explicitly said, but “projects that some upshot has been left unsaid” (Haugh,
2015:1). The notion is based on Grice’s famous Cooperative Principle (CP): “make your
conversational contribution such as is required, at the stage at which it occurs, by the accepted
purpose or direction of the talk exchange in which you are engaged” (Grice, 1989: 26). In addition,
Grice proposed a set of general principles or categories'® with maxims that together with the CP
implicitly govern human communication (Grice, 1989:26-28)'4. For example, the category of
Quality could be applied to (2) in Chapter 1: by uttering the sentence what an interesting person
you turned out to be, the show presenter flouts the category of Quality by saying what she believes
to be false, implicating that what a person does is extremely beaten and boring.

One may wonder how the CP can be related to impoliteness which is uncooperative
behaviour, but Bousfield (2008: 25-29) and Culpeper (2011a: 157-158) highlight the difference
between linguistic cooperation and social cooperation. From the social perspective, impoliteness
is one of the most uncooperative behaviours, whereas from the linguistic perspective it is
cooperative, especially in the cases when impoliteness unfolds over several turns. Thus, the
Gricean approach can be applied not only for analysis of politeness, but of impoliteness (see
Culpeper, 2011a; Haugh, 2015).

12 The notion of indirectness is criticized by some scholars, but may be used for how ordinary people evaluate an
utterance (Haugh, 2015: 39). In the current thesis the notion is used precisely in such a manner.
13 These principles or categories are misleadingly called “maxims”, though what comprise the category should be
called as a maxim.
14 The category of Quantity
1. Make your contribution as informative as is required (for the current purposes of the exchange).
2. Do not make your contribution more informative than is required.
The category of Relation: Be relevant.
The category of Manner: Be perspicuous.
1. Avoid obscurity of expression.
2. Avoid ambiguity.
3. Be brief. (Avoid unnecessary prolixity.)
4. Be orderly.
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In addition, Grice (1989: 37-40) makes a distinction between conventional and
conversational implicatures. The first type of implicature is based on conventional meanings of
the words used in an utterance. For example, in (14) the implicature concerns the use of but, not
and (Grice, 1989: 25). The second type of implicature concerns the CP and the categories with
Maxims described above. Conversational implicature is divided into particularized and
generalized implicatures, where the first one concerns implicatures that can be understood only in
particular context (as in 15), or on a particular occasion, whereas the latter is context-general (see
Levinson, 2000), as in (16).

(14): He is poor but happy.

Implicature: Poor people are often unhappy.
(15) - I left a fish on the table. Where is it?

- The cat looks very happy.

Implicature: The cat ate the fish.
(16)  Some students came to the party.

Implicature: Not all students came to the party

Generalized conversational implicature is distinct from conventional implicature, since it still
requires an inference, while there is no need for an inference when one deals with conventional
implicature (Potts, 2006: 6; Ariel, 2012: 28). These types of implicatures and their application to

the conventionalization process are further discussed in the following section.

2.4.4 Conventionality

In the most general sense, the notion of convention has been defined as “a regularity in behaviour
produced by a system of expectations” (Lewis, 2008: 118). Both convention and
conventionalization are used in the literature, with the first to refer to the product, and the latter to
the process leading to the establishment of this product.’ It is important to stress that the extent
to which an expression can be conventionalized differs between social groups or even dyads of

people.® This means that certain behaviour has to be used frequently enough between a group of

5 In terms of Integral Linguistics, conventionalization links the situated level (activity perspective) and historical
levels (competence perspective).

16 As was stated in the section 2.2.1 (linguistic) meanings are not a private matter, even though the experience of these
meanings may be different from speaker to speaker, depending on their background. Conventions exist between at
least two people. What is a convention for one group of people may not be considered as such for another. Thus, if a
certain expression is frequently used in, say, impolite context within a particular social group, it becomes conventional
for the speakers. In this view, much depends on the frequency, and behaviour can be conventionalized only for two
people, for a group or for a whole culture as it was with the expression my bad (Terkourafi & Kadar, 2017: 187).
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speakers or a whole community in order to become conventionalized. This can be linked to the
notions of generalized (conversational) implicature and politeness, as proposed by Terkourafi
(2005a: 251):

Politeness is achieved on the basis of a generalized implicature when an expression X is uttered in a
context with which - based on the addressee’s previous experience of similar contexts - expression X
regularly co-occurs. In this case, rather than engaging in full-blown inferencing about the speaker’s
intention, the addressee draws on that previous experience (represented holistically as a frame) to
derive the proposition that “in uttering expression X the speaker is being polite” as a generalized
implicature of the speaker’s utterance. On the basis of this generalized implicature, the addressee

may then come to hold the further belief that the speaker is polite.

Though Terkourafi applied her frequency-based approach to politeness, it is also applicable to
impoliteness. If a certain expression such as (17) is regularly used in impolite contexts, then it
conventionalizes into an expression that is (typically) impolite. At the same time, it obtains more

context-spanning features because it is likely to be taken as impolite in majority of occurrences.

(17) Whatever!

This process may lead other less conventional or non-conventional expressions to becoming fully
conventional. However, there is one problem with the frequency-based approach highlighted by
Culpeper, (2011a: 130-131):

Where there is an interesting point of difference with politeness formulae is that people acquire
knowledge of impoliteness formulae that far exceeds their own direct experience of usage of
formulae associated with impolite effects in such contexts. This, | argue, is because they also draw
upon indirect experience, and in particular metadiscourse. [...] Metalinguistic representations may
enter public consciousness and come to constitute structured understandings, perhaps even ‘common
sense’ understandings — of how language works, what it is usually like, what certain ways of speaking

connote and imply, what they ought to be like.

These ideas lead to a complementary approach originated from the discursive approach.
Namely, it concerns with how people use impoliteness meta-discourse in order to describe impolite
behaviour. For example, people can characterize behaviour as rude, patronising, and arrogant.

Thus, by using both the frequency-based approach and meta-discourse one can be more precise

26



and clear about the role of conventionality in impoliteness and consider not only the frequency,
but also metalinguistic descriptions (Terkourafi & Kadar, 2017: 183).
Summing up different approaches to conventionality, this thesis proposes three aspects of

it as shown in Figure 4.

Clarity

2

Conventionality

Figure 4. Three aspects of conventionality distinguished in the present thesis

Firstly, conventionality has to do with how frequently certain behaviour appears in a particular
context. Thus, it can be seen as a participant’s familiarity with use of an expression for causing
offense. It can be assumed that people have knowledge that, say, in Russian, a request is realised
by using imperative sentences, which is both the most frequent way of making requests and the
most conventional way of doing so.

Secondly, conventionality can be studied through meta-discourse. This aspect focuses on
how people describe and label behaviour. For example, it can be described as rude, patronizing,
annoying or insulting. This aspect of conventionality may be called evaluation.

Thirdly, conventionality may have to do with clarity of the expressed meaning, when fully
conventional expressions do not require additional inference, whereas non-conventionalized
expressions do. Thus, the aspect of clarity is coupled with directness (see Section 2.4.2). Following
this logic, the present thesis does not attempt to reduce conventionality (in the context of
impoliteness) to a single factor, but sees it as a complex notion, involving at least three aspects:
frequency, evaluation and clarity.

The process of conventionalization has its own peculiarities such as various degrees of
conventionalization. The distinctions between (a) particularized conversational implicatures (b)
generalized conversational implicatures and (c) conventional implicatures discussed in Section

2.2.3 may be seen as a cline of conventionalization. Generalized conversational implicature was
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subdivided into two types, where one concerns meaning presumed in all contexts and the other
concerns meaning presumed in a minimal context (Levinson, 2000; Terkourafi, 2005b; Culpeper,
2011a). A schematic depiction of the process of conventionalization is shown in Table 7.

Table 7. Conventionalization process (adapted from Culpeper, 2011a: 128; Terkourafi, 2005b:
211-212)

Pragmatics Semantics
Non- Less More conventionalized | Fully
conventionalized conventionalized conventionalized
Particularized Generalized Generalized Conventional
conversational conversational conversational implicature
implicature (PCI) implicature (GCI type | implicature (GCI type

1) 2)
Utterance-token Utterance-type Utterance-type Coded (sentence)
meaning derived in meaning derived ina | meaning presumed in | meaning
nonce context minimal context all contexts

The notion of minimal context was introduced by Terkourafi (2001, 2005b, 2009) to denote
“extra-linguistic features that include, but are not limited to, the age, gender, and social class of
the interlocutors, the relationship between them, and the setting of the exchange” (Terkourafi,
2015: 15). The next level of conventionalization (GCI type 2) is even less context-dependent since
impolite expressions that fall under this category are presumed to cause offense almost in all
contexts. On the opposite side of the scale one deals with non-conventionalized utterances
requiring PCI. In this case, behaviour is not conventionalized relative to any context, and in order
to understand what it means all details from this “nonce” (i.e. specific) context are required.

The degree of conventionalization may also vary from one group of speakers to another.
However, some expressions are conventional or non-conventional for a whole culture. For Russian
and Swedish cultures, for example, an eye movement known as rolling eyes may be considered as
more conventional, since it is presumed to express absence of interest, indifference or boredom
almost in all contexts. The question did you study at school requires some minimal context to be
construed as impolite, because the meaning of the utterance may be vague if it stands on its own.
A pointing gesture (in pointing to a door) can be used to show that a hearer should leave, and this
gesture may require more than the minimal context. Finally, non-conventionalized expressions are

even more indirect and should require more inference.
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The different degrees of conventionalization can be coupled with levels from Integral
Linguistics (see Table 3). In addition to seeing conventionalization as a process, one should
understand the meanings with respect to the different degrees of conventionalization and types of
conventions located at different levels. Table 8 shows where these degrees of conventionalization
can be placed and how the conventionalization process might work, from the situated to the

universal levels.

Table 8. The process of conventionalization and levels of Integral Linguistics

Level Degree of conventionalization + Comment Example

Acknowledging face and association rights Any behaviour that might damage face or
Universal | threats in the most general sense association rights common for all

languages and cultures

Face and association rights threats and Insults such as: you are an idiot, asshole,
damage are conveyed by means of: retard, bitch
e Fully conventional expressions
AND Criticism such as: this is shit, stupid,
e More conventionalized expressions (GCI | unprofessional

type 2 meanings)
Historical Gestures such as: rolling eyes, middle
These conventions are seen as whole culture | finger
conventions. There is a cline either towards

face or association rights domination.

Face and association rights threats and Criticism such as: What an interesting
damage are conveyed by means of: person you are! You are such a good
e Less conventionalized expressions student! A fifth grader could do it better!

understood in a minimal context (GCI

type 1 meanings) Unpalatable questions such as: Do you
Situated | AND know that the stone age is over? Did you
o Non-conventional, novel uses of really go to school? Have you read your
behaviour (PCI) assignment before you submitted it?

These conventions are seen as group-specific | Gestures such as: pointing to the door,

(two people or more). shrugging.
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At the most general universal level, there are face and association rights that can be
damaged in any culture, community or group. People have a fundamental will to be positively
judged by others and to have freedom. For this reason, it does not have any concrete examples as
it concerns not specific expressions and gestures, but any behaviour that would transgress on
association rights and damage face in any human culture.

The historical level concerns behaviour that is presumed to cause offense in most of the
context and settings in a given culture. Here we have specific taboos (Allan & Burridge, 2006) in
either vocabulary or body movements (e.g. pointing towards a person with your foot in Thailand).
Since they are culture-specific, they have a power over all representatives of a culture. For this
reason, at this level offense is conveyed by means of conventional or highly conventional
expressions.

Finally, at the situated level, individuals and small groups may initiate the process of
conventionalization, by using some novel expressions in specific contexts. Since these expressions
are novel, they are non-conventional. Only after some time they become somewhat conventional
(less conventional), meaning that a minimal context may be sufficient for understanding. Further
use of such less conventional expressions leads to higher degrees of conventionalization that
eventually results in entering the historical level and becoming language or culture conventions.

Importantly for this thesis, a correlation between the degrees of conventionality and the
degree of perceived impoliteness of offensive behaviour may be expected, as the use of less

conventional expressions makes it easier to mitigate the potential offense.

2.5 (Im)politeness in Russian and Swedish cultures
As many important notions like language and meaning the concept of culture is not easy to define.
Watts (2005a, xxv) pointed out that there does not exist “a solid and workable definition of the
term culture, not only in (im)politeness research, but even in anthropology”. However, the problem
can be addressed by establishing cultural differences and defining what constitutes them.
Following Watts’s logic, some differences in terms of orientation that Russian and Swedish
cultures have towards types of politeness and types of damage need to be delineated.

Various taxonomies have been used to systematize “types” of cultures. Even though there
are only few studies on impoliteness cross-culturally (Culpeper, 2011a; Mills, 2011; Haugh, 2012),
studies on politeness are ample for making distinctions between so-called positive and negative
politeness cultures, based on Brown and Levinson (1987) (see Section 2.3.2). For example,
English-speaking cultures are often considered as having “negative politeness”, because there
politeness strategies are used to maintain “one’s personal space” (Garcia & Terkourafi, 2014:2).

On the other hand, Spanish-speaking cultures are considered as “positive-politeness” cultures,
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because there politeness strategies are used to maintain affection and solidarity between
interlocutors. If one culture gravitates towards negative politeness it can be assumed that
impoliteness strategies attacking one’s negative face will be perceived as more offensive than
strategies attacking positive face and vice-versa.

According to some empirical investigations, it may be reasonable to see “types” of cultures
on a scale, rather as dichotomized categories. Garcia and Terkourafi (2014) use a classification
that differentiates between distancing cultures and solidarity or rapprochement cultures. The first
type refers to those cultures that use politeness to generate respect and differentiation, whereas the
latter describes cultures where politeness is used for creating bonds of friendship, cooperation and
affiliation.}” However, even within distancing and solidarity cultures there can be tendencies
towards the opposite pole. So-called “Anglo cultures” (Culpeper & Terkourafi, 2017) are claimed
to be oriented primarily towards negative face and are often considered as individualistic, but they
may differ in their kinds of individualism (Garcia & Terkourafi, 2014:3). For example, Australian
English has horizontal individualism, which is characterized by use of informality and closeness,
whereas American English has vertical individualism, which stresses individual personality and
uniqueness (Goddard, 2012). An additional complexity with all classifications and distinctions is
that even within the same culture there can be found different social groups, which have different
norms and values, and may use different politeness or impoliteness strategies (Upadhyay, 2010;
Jay, 2016).

Russian culture is said to be predominantly oriented towards positive face strategies.
Comparisons between Russian and English (Takhtarova, 2015) show that the role of negative
politeness in Russian is less significant, which could explain the frequent use of direct instructions
or requests. Ogiermann’s (2009) study on apologizing concludes that Russian culture exhibits
features of collectivism®® with a cline towards positive politeness, whereas individualistic cultures
often demonstrate preferences for negative politeness. In Russian culture solidarity politeness is
claimed to be more valuable than deferential politeness, shown in frequent use of expressions to
show closeness and familiarity (Annin, 2010).

With respect to Swedish culture, it is even harder to define to which of the poles it
gravitates. As has been pointed out by Daun (1991:165): “Swedish mentality seems to have two
opposing tendencies: one towards individualism and the other towards collectivity”. There is
clearly a collectivistic component emerging from the idea of social equality and justice. At the

same time, there are high values for privacy and independence, which makes the collectivistic

17 As one may notice, this distinction echoes Brown and Levinson’s (1987) distinction between positive and negative
politeness cultures.

18 According to Hofstede (1980) in collectivistic societies the needs of a group are prioritized over the needs of the
individuals.
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component to look less dominant. Moreover, comparison between the US and Sweden suggests
that in Swedish culture there is a stronger inclination towards negative politeness (Kiesling,
2015:625), although the US exhibits even more characteristics that are considered as
individualistic (Salvesen, 2015:56).

As our discussion shows, many studies operate with the notions of positive and negative
politeness, or with individualistic and collectivistic cultures (Sifianou & Blitvich, 2017). However,
the current thesis employs face and sociality rights as two categories that can be sensitive to
impoliteness. In order to reconcile terminological problems, | propose to consider positive face as
corresponding to different face aspect from the model of rapport management, whereas negative
face will be considered as corresponding to sociality rights at least in some aspects. For example,
saying shut up or get lost can be possibly seen as an imposition on someone’s freedom to express
an opinion, and at the same time as a way of communication that is not fair and appropriate.

In addition to different types of cultures, there can be distinguished different types of
taboos. (Allan & Burridge, 2006). In English culture “fecal” and sexual expressions are highly
offensive, while Russian taboo vocabulary is predominantly sexual. Swedish taboo vocabulary is
claimed to be mostly religious “sacrum-culture” and sexual (Mokienko, 2004: 33). However, it
should be noted that this division is not that precise and groups are not stable. For example, in
modern American English the most tabooed items are those belonging to racial abuse, abuse of
minorities or abuse of physically challenged people (Jay, 2016). The similar tendency may be
observed in Swedish whereas in Russian the most offensive expressions are still sexual curses.
These differences in taboos also mean that certain offensive items that have more or less the same
translations across different languages can have very different offensive potential. Thus, even if
we have two positive-face cultures, there still may be differences, depending on a so-called taboo
culture. Thus, so-called translation equivalents should be primarily found based on their culturally
specific nature of offensiveness, and only then according to their denotational meaning, as

discussed in Chapter 3

2.6 General hypotheses

Taking into consideration ideas and concepts discussed in the chapter, it is possible to derive
several general hypotheses, serving as a foundation for the empirical study described in the
following chapter.

H1. Given similar general degrees of offensiveness, highly conventional expressions in both

language and gesture should be perceived as more impolite than less conventional ones.
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The motivation for this hypothesis is that highly conventional impolite behaviour is more context-
spanning, so it should be harder to perceive these impolite expressions as dubious and to mitigate
offensiveness by means of context than for less conventional impolite behaviour (see Section 2.4).

H2. The impoliteness of highly conventional behaviour in both language and gesture will be

perceived faster than for less conventional expressions.

The reason behind this is that less conventional behaviour is less context-spanning, less salient and
may require additional inference that in its turn requires additional time for evaluation and

understanding of what was actually meant (see Section 2.4.4).

H3. Offensive behaviour expressed through gestures will be perceived, in general, as more

impolite than offensive expressions in language, irrespective of culture.

The motivation for this is the assumption that gestures are closely related to physical actions that
originate from bodily mimesis (see Section 2.2). Thus, impolite gestures are expected to have

greater threatening power and greater offensiveness than impolite language.

H4. The perceived impoliteness of the categories of face and association rights will vary between

Russian and Swedish participants.

Taking into consideration differences that the two cultures exhibit with respect to positive and
negative politeness, one may expect that they have different value in the two cultures. More
precisely, in Russian culture, people should be more sensitive towards damage of face, and in

Swedish culture, people should be sensitive towards association rights (see Section 2.5).
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CHAPTER 3. METHODOLOGY

This chapter describes the methods that were employed for answering the research questions and
testing the hypotheses that were given at the end of the previous chapter. It begins with a
description of how impolite linguistic expressions and gestures were translated. After this, the pre-
experimental questionnaire, the experiment, and the post-experimental interviews are described
with a special focus on their design and procedure. Finally, four specific hypotheses, which build

upon the four general ones, are presented.

3.1 Establishing cross-cultural comparability of words and gestures

The thorniest part of the experimental procedure was finding equivalents for both spoken
expressions and gestures in two cultures. Many words do not have one-to-one translation
equivalents. Given this, a word-based translation cannot be considered to be an adequate
technique. However, with offensive vocabulary which is emotionally loaded, the issue of an
adequate translation becomes critical. Since the current study differentiates between higher and
lower offensiveness, translation equivalents were primarily chosen based on conveyed offense
and, secondarily, on their meaning.

In order to find equivalents in Swedish, | conducted five short interviews with native
speakers of Swedish, where they were asked to provide equivalents for some offensive English
words and gestures, and to evaluate their impoliteness on a 10-point scale. Then the impoliteness
rates were compared with respective rates in English and in Russian taken from a previous study
(Zlov, 2016). Finally, the best matches in terms of both impoliteness and meaning were chosen.
For example, respondents were asked to provide offensive equivalents to English expressions such
as fuck you, nerdy person or stupid person. Then they evaluated their impoliteness on the scale
from 1 to 10, and finally explained what expressions mean, and in which contexts they can be
used.

Examples (18) — (21) illustrate some problems with the matching of expressions cross-
culturally. There are differences between fuck you and fuck off in English. The first, which is a
negative expressive, is usually used to show discontent with someone; the latter is a dismissal
meaning go away. Interviewed Swedish native speakers claimed that there is no such
differentiation in Swedish so that (21) can perform both functions. In Russian, (18) — (20) can
convey both meanings, as (21) does, but (20) has more features of a dismissal than (18) and (19).
Moreover, there can be differences in perceived impoliteness, because all three Russian examples

have tabooed roots, whereas in Swedish the less offensive word hell is used.
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(18) Poshel na huj
Go to the dick
‘Fuck you / off’

(19) Poshel v pizdu
Go into the pussy
‘Fuck you / off’

(20)  Ot’ebis’
Away fuck
‘Fuck off’

(21)  Dra dt helvete
Drag to the hell
"Fuck off / you’

The other set of examples shows a direct translation of a Swedish expression (25) into Russian
(23). However, (23) has a very weak intensification, whereas (24) has a very strong intensification
with a tabooed root, but together with idiot it looks odd due to some mismatch in impoliteness.
For this reason, (22) was preferred as an adaptive translation because it better matched the degree
of impoliteness, although the meaning of (22) and (25) are quite different.

(22) Mraz’
Scum

(23)  Chertov idiot
‘Devil idiot’
Fucking idiot

(24)  Jebanij idiot
‘Fucked idiot’
Fucking idiot

(25) Javia idiot
‘Devil idiot®
Fucking idiot

Another approach was used for finding cross-cultural equivalents for gestures. Previous studies
show that emblematic gestures vary cross-culturally (Morris et al., 1979; Kita, 2009; Tefendorf,

2013; Miiller, 2014; Payrato, 2014). At the same time, emblematic gestures often do not have a
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single translation neither within a culture, nor across them (TeBendorf, 2013:90). Thus, as a main
factor for finding gestural equivalents | used hand shape, whereas offensiveness played a second
role, because gestures may be considered as one-to-one equivalents that have more or less stable
relations between the form and the meaning (Miiller, 2014:1512). An extra layer of complexity
comes when one hand shape exists and means something in one culture, but not in another.
Moreover, in order to convey you are crazy, only one conventional gesture exists in Russian and
Swedish, but the potential number of spoken expressions conveying the same meaning is
considerably higher. In order to find the best possible matches (see Table 9) five Swedish and three

Russian participants were asked the same set of questions in English and Russian, respectively.

Table 9. Some of the gestural equivalents in the two cultures

Question

Russian

Swedish

How do you express fuck you
/ off by a gesture?

Showing a middle finger

Showing a middle finger

How do you express you are

crazy by a gesture?

Spinning a stretched
indexical finger in front of a

temple

Rotating in circles a
stretched indexical finger in
front of a temple

How do you express bye-bye

by a gesture?

Doing open and close palm

several times

Doing a wavy movements

from left to right with an

open palm

3.2 Questionnaire

Initially, the study employed the questionnaire both as a separate method and as a step in arranging
the experiment. However, its results were mirrored by the results from the experiment. For this
reason, | will not provide a detailed overview of everything related to the questionnaire from a
methodological perspective, nor its results, but rather include essential information in Section 3.3,

where the experiment and interviews are reviewed.

3.3 Experiment and post-experiment interview

3.3.1 Participants

Sixty (60) participants (26 female) from different age groups and different social backgrounds
participated in the experiment. The total number of participants was equally divided between
Russian (15 female) and Swedish (11 female), giving thirty participants per language. The mean
age of participants was 24.2 in the Russian sample, and 22.7 in the Swedish sample. Participants

in both samples had either Russian or Swedish as their first language. The exclusion criteria were
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earlier participation in the questionnaire or having any other language as their first language,
except for the cases when participants were bilingual. Participants were recruited via personal
contacts both in Skane (Sweden) and in Saratov (Russia).

3.3.2 Design and materials

The experimental part of the study began with making up short dialogues where each speaker had
two turns. A corpus-based approach was used for finding contexts in which impolite behaviour
tends to occur, but it did not give feasible results due to lack of the data in corpus. Eventually,
dialogues were completed based on the intuitions of native speakers of Russian and Swedish.®
Since members of the two cultures have both direct and indirect experience of impoliteness, they
have reliable intuitive knowledge of behaviour that is impolite in their culture. Once a Russian
version of the script was compiled, it was translated into Swedish and checked by several native
speakers of Swedish. The Russian script was also checked by several native speakers of Russian.

The completed script containing 32 target?° dialogues was used as a pilot questionnaire on
random samples of 20 participants in each language. After necessary corrections and modifications
were made, 16 target dialogues were removed as the least fitting ones, and were substituted with
16 control?! dialogues, which were translated and checked by native speakers in both languages.
That step resulted in the creation of the final questionnaire that was completed by 54 Russian and
72 Swedish participants. Once | ensured that the questionnaire delivered correct measurements of
impoliteness level, it was decided to proceed to the experiment using the script from the final
questionnaire as the basis.

The experiment started with the recording of video clips. The final set included 44 items
per language (16 target items, 16 control items and 12 training items). Both target and control
videos were self-recorded and their content mirrored the script, whereas eight training items were
taken from YouTube and varied in their content. The other four training items were self-recorded,
but did not mirror the script.

Dialogues in Russian mostly corresponded to those in Swedish in terms of their setting. If

there was a change in setting, it was matched with the closest possible one. For example, if it was

19 Intuition has been argued to be “the most fundamental form of consciousness for the study of language” (Itkonen,
2008b:15), as it targets intersubjective knowledge, in contrast to introspection.

20 By target items, | understand those dialogues that had impolite behaviour. They were the focus, because the current
thesis aims at investigating impolite behaviour. Thus, further analysis and discussion concern target (impolite) items,
unless there is something peculiar found in how people understand polite dialogues.

21 By control items, | understand those dialogues that were not in focus. They served as diversion of attention from
the impolite dialogues. In other words, they let participants evaluate impolite dialogues more precisely, with respect
to polite dialogues, rather than evaluate one type of impolite behaviour with respect to another.
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a library in Sweden, in Russia it could be substituted by a café that is also a public place
presupposing polite behaviour by default.

There was one deficiency in the experimental design. The taxonomy for different types of
damage (Face vs. Sociality rights), which was discussed in sections 2.3.3, 2.3.4 and 2.5, was
employed after the experiment was piloted. That is why the target dialogues were equally
distributed only across three conditions in two cultures:

1. Offensiveness: High & Low

2. Conventionality: High & Lesser

3. Semiotic systems: Language & Gesture
However, there could not be an equal distribution across different types of damage — 7 out of 8
gestures damaged sociality rights, whereas 7 out of 8 impolite expressions in language damaged
face. The full list of how expressions were distributed across all conditions can be found in
Appendix G.

In the video clips two people (actors) were recorded, where (a) there was first a short
exchange and (b) actor B performed an impolite (target) or either polite or neutral (control) act
towards A. This final punchline was always at the very end. Actors were four people per language
— one male dyad and one female dyad. They were either university students or had recently

completed their university studies. Examples®? (26) and (27) show how these dialogues could look.

(26) A: Hey, can you turn down the volume?
B: This is not loud at all!
A: This is quite loud.
B: Fuck off!

(27)  A: Hi! Do you have some free time?
B: Hi! Yes, | do.
A: Would you like to participate in the psychological experiment, it just takes 20 min.

B: Yes, sure.

Each dyad played in the same number of videos and had the same number of conditions. The total
number of polite and impolite punchlines performed by each actor was counterbalanced.

Moreover, both male and female dyads acted out the same dialogues in Russian and Swedish.

22 These are approximate translations into English. The full list of dialogues in Russian and Swedish see in
Appendix E and F.

38



Having all punchlines at the end was motivated by (a) not having clearly impolite behaviour
earlier in the dialogs, so that impolite behaviour of one person seemed justified; (b) having more
or less the same onset for polite and impolite punchlines, instead of having them in different places.
Otherwise, measuring reaction times would no longer be valid, because participants could have
decided on the degree of impoliteness long before they needed to enter their response. Punchlines
were expressed by means of either language or gesture. Gestures were used in the absence of any
vocalizations; language was used in the absence of emblematic or action-like gestures such as
throwing or removing things.

The recorded videos were cut and edited, so that all of them had approximately the same
duration, around 5-15 seconds. The order in which videos were presented was randomized for
every participant automatically. There was a question how polite or impolite is the last behaviour
in the following video clip? to remind participants of the actual task. The question was shown to
participants for 3 seconds. After this, a fixation star was shown in the middle of the screen for 1
second and then a video was played. Finally, once a video was shown, RATE! appeared on the
screen and participants were able to enter their judgement.

Both dependent and independent variables were controlled in the experiment. Participants
reported their age, gender, and the first language. Independent variables were the two degrees of
offensiveness (Highly vs. Less), the two semiotic systems (Language vs. Gesture), the two degrees
of conventionality (High vs. Lesser), and the two types of damage (Face vs. Sociality rights).

Responses were given on a 5-point scale (see Table 10) and reaction times were recorded.

3.3.3 Equipment
A full-HD camera Panasonic HC-V785 with a tripod was used to record a set of stimuli. Then
videos were cut and edited in Sony Vegas Pro (version 13.0) software used for movie editing.
Edited movies were played in E-prime software (version 3.0) developed for conducting
psychological experiments. The program allows the presentation a set of stimuli in a randomized
order and the measurement of response times that participants need to perform a task. When
experiment took place at the Humanities Lab in Lund, the stimuli were presented on a Samsung
H850 WQHD PLS monitor, the display size was 24 inches and the resolution was 2560x1440
pixels. Participants sat in approximately 60 cm from the screen. Outside the Lab, the stimuli were
presented on HP EliteBook 840 G4 with a screen having diagonal of 14 inches and resolution
1920x1080. For entering responses, participants used a computer keyboard. If the noise level was
too high, participants were provided with headphones.

An audio recorder was used for recording every interview session in order to have access

the information participants provided.
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The subsequent statistical analysis of the collected data was done with the aid of R-studio
(version 1.2.1335) for Windows.

3.3.4 Procedure
In the beginning of the experiment, participants received both oral and written instructions
regarding the procedure (see Appendixes B and C). They were told that the aim of the experiment
was to know how polite or impolite the punchlines in the videos were. The main instructions were:
1. Try to see the demonstrated videos as generic.
2. The age and gender of the actors do not play any role — do not focus on them.
3. The actors are playing people who are not friends, but know each other.
4. Try to see the actors as if they are playing two different people every time.
5. Focus on the last behaviour in each video and do not to focus too much on the contextual

details.

o

Rate the last behaviour on a 5-point scale.

7. Try to be both fast and precise in your responses. Do not rush and press random buttons or
those buttons that do not correspond to your actual decision. Do not think too much about
the last behaviour.

8. Rate the punchline once you see RATE! on the screen.

The scale was introduced several times. In the beginning of the experiment, participants were given
five options for evaluation. Then the five keys for judgements were introduced (see Table 10).
Finally, participants were shown a picture with one of the two versions of the scale, one going
from left to right and one going from right to left. Participants were asked if they had any questions
regarding the instructions or procedure before the start of the experiment and after each training
session.

Table 10. The two versions of the scale

From left to right

From right to left

{D} — very polite
{F} — polite
{SPACE} — neutral
{J} — impolite

{K} — very impolite

{D} — very impolite
{F} — impolite
{SPACE} — neutral
{J} — polite

{K} — very polite

After the instructions, participants had two warming-up sessions. Once they pressed {SPACE},
the first warming-up session that had eight training videos (4 with polite and 4 with impolite

punchlines) taken from YouTube started. The second session of four videos (2 with polite and 2
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with impolite punchlines) recorded with actors could be started after the first was completed and
{SPACE} was pressed. After completion of the second session participants received a notification
saying that they could start the real experiment containing 32 videos (16 with polite and 16 with
impolite punchlines) once they pressed {SPACE}.

3.3.5 Ethical considerations

Participation was voluntary both in the pilot and in the final questionnaires, where participants
were asked to read the informed consent and confirm their participation. Participants were not
offered anything for their participation. Before the experiment, every participant had to read the
informed consent (see Appendix A) and agree on participation before the start. The informed
consent used for the experiment also had a passage on the follow-up interview that was audio-
recorded. Participants were informed that they could terminate their participation at any stage.
Swedish participants, who completed the experiment and participated in the interview, received
compensation in the form of a cinema ticket funded by Lund University. Russian participants did
not receive any compensation, but were thanked for their help and offered the possibility to receive

the results of the investigation on request.

3.3.6 Post-experiment interview

After the experiment, all participants were interviewed individually. At this stage, all participants
were told about the real purpose of the experiment — to understand how impoliteness functions in
their language and culture. Interviews yielded feedback on the experimental procedure as a whole,
and provided rich data on impoliteness of linguistic expressions and gestures, and on how people
understand the different aspects of conventionality discussed in Section 2.4.4.

A list of interview questions was prepared beforehand (see Appendix D). With the Russian
participants, interviews were conducted in Russian, and with the Swedish participants in English,
except for the part where participants had to provide impolite meta-discourse in their native
language. The interview started with general questions that were followed by specific questions.

General questions aimed at eliciting participants’ general impression of the experiment.
Moreover, they were asked whether they had noticed any difference between the videos in terms
of their offensiveness or any other features. Specific questions were asked with respect to all
impolite videos that were replayed one by one from the 1% to the 16" (see Appendixes E and F).

Specific questions concerned (a) descriptions of impolite punchlines by using impolite
meta-discourse, when participants in their native language characterized each punchline by means
of impolite meta-discourse; (b) directness or indirectness of impolite behaviour at the end of each
video; (c) frequency of such expressions in a similar or different impolite context; and (d) typicality
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of impolite behaviour, namely if a certain behaviour is a typical way of conveying impoliteness in
participants’ culture.

Question (d) was included in order to examine the frequency aspect of conventionality from
a different perspective. The difference between (c) and (d) is in their scope: frequency was
supposed to shed some light on general frequency of behaviour regardless of a context, whereas
typicality aimed at measuring how common a certain expression is an impolite context in
participants’ cultures. This differentiation may be helpful for cases with highly offensive
expressions that might be not the most frequent overall, but the most typical (prototypical) way of
being offensive and hostile.

If participants had difficulties with questions, (i.e. how direct or indirect the offense was)
they were offered, for example, to compare between pointing to the door and throwing a bag.
When participants had to provide impolite meta-discourse, they were given only one example (28)
with the word impolite for Swedes and nevezhlivo for Russians not to prime them to use specific

adjectives.

(28) If a person is late for a meeting and does not say sorry for being late, | can say that this

behaviour is impolite.

3.4 Predictions and specific hypotheses
The presented theoretical framework, together with a set of general hypotheses presented at the
end of Chapter 2, and the methodological design of the study allows us to formulate four specific

hypotheses. The results will be presented in Chapter 4 in accordance with each of these hypotheses.

H1. Linguistic expressions and gestures on the same level of offensiveness will be evaluated as

more impolite, when considered highly conventional than less conventional.

H2. The reaction times needed for evaluating the impoliteness of linguistic expressions and
gestures will be considerably higher for less conventional expressions, and lower for highly

conventional ones.

H3. Gestures will be perceived as more impolite than linguistic expressions, irrespective of

culture.

H4. Linguistic expressions and gestures that damage face will be perceived as more impolite by
Russian participants and behaviour that damages sociality rights will be perceived as more

impolite by Swedish participants.
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CHAPTER 4. RESULTS

4.1 Introduction

This chapter presents the results of the investigation. The chapter has subsections for each of the
four hypotheses presented at the end of the previous chapter. The qualitative aspects of the study
are presented in the following chapter. However, some interview results have been quantified and

are presented in the current chapter.

4.2 H1 — Impoliteness and conventionality

The first hypothesis predicted that linguistic expressions and gestures on the same level of
offensiveness will be evaluated as more impolite, when considered highly conventional than less
conventional. Figure 5 shows number of judgements per category for all participants. There was a
clear difference in the number of very impolite judgements between HCHO and LCHO categories,
where the level of offensiveness was the same, but not conventionality. The same pattern was
observed for categories with lower offense — HCLO and LCLO. Thus, within the same category
of offensiveness participants evaluated less conventional expressions (both in language and

gesture) as very impolite less often than more conventional ones.

250
200 194
H Very polite
150 yP
Polite
= Neutral
100 Impolite
B Very impolite
50
O -
HCHO HCLO LCHO LCLO

Figure 5. Number of judgements provided by participants depending on categories of
conventionality and offensiveness

Table 11 shows statistical values for the estimate of the effect (EST), the standard error, the z-

value and the p-value. For the analysis a logistic mixed effects regression was used, and in the
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table only fixed effects are provided. The model estimates the effects of one or more independent
variables on a dependent (or response) variable.?®> The p-value indicates significance of
conventionality and offensiveness on participants’ judgements within the very impolite category.
The main effects of conventionality and of offensiveness are both significant. Those videos that
had highly conventional punchlines received the rating very impolite more often than those that
had less conventional punchlines, which supports H1. Similarly, videos that were highly offensive
were rated as very impolite significantly more often than videos that were less offensive. However,

the interaction between conventionality and offensiveness was not significant.

Table 11. Statistical effects on relationship between conventionality, offensiveness and very

impolite responses

Estimate Std. Error z value p value
Intercept 1.8815 0.5508 3.416 0.000
Less conventional | —2.6473 0.7416 -3.570 0.000
Low offense -3.6440 0.7604 -4.792 1.65e-06
Less conventional | 1.6305 1.0630 1.534 0.125
* Low offense

4.3 H2 — Reaction time and conventionality

The second hypothesis predicted that highly conventional expressions require less time for making
the decision (pressing a key) than less conventional ones, based on the assumption that people can
“short-circuit” the inference process when an expression is highly conventional and obviously
impolite. Table 12 shows the mean values needed for making judgements with highly and less
conventional expressions (language and gesture). As can be seen, on average, participants needed
less time to make a decision regarding highly conventional expressions. The difference is not that

clear within the low offense category, but obvious for expressions conveying high offense.

Table 12. Average reaction times (in milliseconds) needed for making decisions depending on

the levels of conventionality and offensiveness

Offensiveness | Highly conventional Less conventional
High offense 1042 1755
Low offense 1656 1763

23 The estimate shows if the relationship between independent variables and the dependent variable is positive or
negative. The standard error shows a possible variability in a different sample. The z-value is the estimate (regression
coefficient) divided by its standard error. Finally, the p-value indicates if the relationship between variables is
statistically significant.
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For testing this hypothesis, a mixed effects regression was used showing the estimate of the effect
(EST), its standard error, degrees of freedom, the t-value and the p-value.?* The output showed
that the factors conventionality and offensiveness, as well as the interaction between them were

significant since the p-value is low, as shown in Table 13.

Table 13. Statistical effects on relationship between conventionality, offensiveness and reaction

time

Estimate Std. Error Degrees of | tvalue p value

freedom

Intercept 1042.22 161.86 22.39 6.439 1.63e-06
Offensiveness 614.20 193.95 12.00 3.167 0.008
Conventionality | 713.02 193.95 12.00 3.676 0.003
Offensiveness * | —-605.50 274.29 12.00 —2.208 0.047
Conventionality

4.4 H3 — Gestures vs Language in terms of perceived impoliteness

The third hypothesis predicted that impolite expressions would be evaluated as more impolite in
gesture than in language (everything else being equal), based on the assumption from mimesis
theory that gestures emerge from physical actions. This predicts that impolite gestures will be seen
as something closer to physical aggression than to a speech act.

The results did not show that gestures tended to be evaluated as impolite and very impolite
more often than language, as seen in Figure 6, and statistical analysis that employed the logistic
mixed effects regression did not show a significant difference between language and gestures
either, as the p-value is relatively high (see Table 14). Thus, H3 was not supported. However, there
were differences between two semiotic systems from a cross-cultural perspective. Russian
participants, on average, evaluated impolite expressions in language and gesture as very impolite
less often than Swedish participants did, and there was some difference in the percentage of
evaluation between two semiotic systems with a slightly higher percentage for gestures. On the
other hand, for Swedish participants this difference was higher and impolite expressions in

language were evaluated as very impolite more often than in gesture.

24 The degrees of freedom show the number of values in the final calculation that are free to vary. The t-value is the
estimate divided by the standard error. It shows how big the estimate is relative to the standard error.
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Table 14. Statistical effects on relationship between semiotic systems and very impolite

judgements
Estimate Std. Error z value p value
Intercept —0.879331 0.746426 -1.178 0.239
Gesture —-0.005847 1.029802 —-0.006 0.995
250
219
200 188—190
177
150 B Very polite
Polite
E Neutral
100 78 77 Impolite
H Very Impolite
50 -
23
1 1 ©
o T 1
Language Gesture

Figure 6. Number of judgements provided by participants according to conventionality,
offensiveness and semiotic system used in stimuli

4.5 H4 — Cross-cultural differences
The fourth hypothesis predicted that there would be differences in how Swedish and Russian
participants evaluate impolite behaviour depending on whether it damages face or sociality rights.
According to H4, Russian participants should be more sensitive to expressions damaging face,
whereas Swedish participants to expressions damaging sociality rights. For testing this hypothesis,
similarly to H1 and H3, the logistic mixed effects regression was used. As Table 15 shows, the
interaction between type of damage and culture was not significant meaning that a particular type
of damage (face vs. sociality rights) did not lead to a statistically significant increase in very
impolite responses. Thus, H4 was not supported. However, the main effect of culture was
significant, given the low p-value, and this outcome asks for some explanation.

Given that due to methodological issues, (see Section 3.3.2) almost all gestures presented
in the stimuli concerned sociality rights, whereas impoliteness expressed through language

damaged face, we may compare the two judgments from the two cultures in terms of the two
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semiotic systems. As can be seen in Figures 7 and 8, Swedish participants judged impolite
behaviour as very impolite more often than the Russian participants, for both linguistic and gestural

expressions, and especially in the latter. | return to this unexpected result in Chapter 5.

Table 15. Statistical effects on relationship between type of damage, culture and very impolite

responses
Estimate Std. Error z value p value
Intercept —0.4349 0.8268 —0.526 0.598
Damage 0.2846 1.1304 0.252 0.801
Culture —1.5362 0.4224 —-3.637 0.000
Damage * Culture | 0.6588 0.4064 1.621 0.105

m Neutral

Impolite

B Very impolite

HCHO HCHO HCLO HCLO LCHO LCHO LCLO LCLO
(Rus) (Swe) (Rus) (Swe) (Rus) (Swe) (Rus) (Swe)

Figure 7. Number of judgements for different categories of offensiveness and conventionality
provided for language

47



m Neutral

Impolite

B Very impolite

HCHO HCHO  HCLO HCLO LCHO LCHO LCLO LCLO
(Rus) (Swe) (Rus) (Swe) (Rus) (Swe) (Rus) (Swe)

Figure 8. Number of judgements for different categories of offensiveness and conventionality
provided for gestures
4.6 Interview results
The interviews yielded not only valuable qualitative data, to which we turn in the following
chapter, but also some quantifiable data that may help shed light on the interrelation between
conventionality and impoliteness. It was proposed in Chapter 2 that conventionality is a complex
concept, associated with at least three different factors: directness, typicality and evaluation. The

interviews aimed at understanding how participants evaluated these three factors.

4.6.1 Directness
It could be expected that actions that are more conventional are seen as more direct or, in other
words, more straightforward. In the course of interviews, participants were asked if the punchline
in each impolite video clip was direct or indirect, and to explain their decision. Responses
distributed across four categories, where more direct or more indirect represent lower degree of
directness or indirectness respectively. As can be seen in Figures 9 and 10, highly conventional
and highly offensive expressions were judged as direct both in language and in gesture more often
than other categories.

The results suggest that directness is perceived differently depending on a semiotic system.
In language, there is a gradual decrease in direct category, if moving from HOHC to LOLC
category, whereas indirect responses are increasing in numbers. However, in gesture, highly
offensive categories were considered equally direct, whereas less offensive categories were low,

but still comparable in numbers with each other. The results suggest that for language the level of
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conventionality matters more than offensiveness when it comes to perception of directness. At the
same time, in gesture the level of offensiveness seems to have a larger impact over conventionality,
so that categories with different level of conventionality have almost the same number of

responses, unlike in language.
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W Direct
60 - 54 B More direct
43 45 More indirect
40 - 34 B Indirect
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20 - 11 12
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0 -
HOHC LOHC HOLC LOLC

Figure 9. Number of judgements on directness for different categories of offensiveness and
conventionality provided for language

W Direct

B More direct

More indirect

B Indirect

HOHC LOHC HOLC LOLC

Figure 10. Number of judgements on directness for different categories of offensiveness and
conventionality provided for gesture
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4.6.2 Typicality and frequency

The other aspect of conventionality, as it was discussed in Section 2.4.4, is frequency. It was
approached from two perspectives: absolute frequency and typicality. However, the results in both
cases were nearly the same, so figures are provided only for typicality.

Concerning absolute frequency, it was found that gestures were seen as infrequent
irrespective of conventionality and offensiveness levels, with a slight decrease in responses for the
low offensive category. In language, all four possible combinations of offensiveness and
conventionality were seen as more frequent rather than infrequent. However, the differences
between frequent and infrequent categories were higher for HOHC, LOHC and LOLC, but lower
for HOLC.

From the typicality perspective, participants also found impoliteness expressed through
language as more typical compared to gestures as shown in Figures 11 and 12. The most typical
language category was LOLC, whereas all other categories had modest differences between typical
and atypical judgements. Concerning gestures, all four categories were considered as atypical,
although low offense categories got at least a few typical and more typical judgements.

40
36

35
30 29 = 28
25 1 24 > Typical

21 B More typical
20 +— 18

16 17 m 50/50
15 1 1414 13 More atypical
B Atypical
10 T 8
5 4
O .
HOHC LOHC HOLC LOLC

Figure 11. Number of judgements on typicality for different categories of offensiveness and
conventionality provided for language
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Typical
H More typical
m 50/50

More atypical

B Atypical

HOHC LOHC HOLC LOLC

Figure 12. Number of judgements on typicality for different categories of offensiveness and
conventionality provided for gesture

4.6.3 Evaluation

Impolite meta-discourse serves as a tool for measuring the degree of conventionality as shown in
previous studies (Culpeper, 2011a). In the current thesis, | also adapt this view, and see impolite
meta-discourse as the evaluative aspect of conventionality. The detailed lists with metalinguistic
vocabulary are shown in Appendixes H and |. However, in this subsection only general
guantitative tendencies are reported, whereas qualitative aspects are touched upon in Section 5.2.3.
In general, participants did not experience difficulties with providing meta-discourse: the Russian
participants provided 532 descriptions and the Swedish participants 530, although the number of

impolite meta-discourse representations is lower and shown in Table 16.

Table 16. Amount of impolite metalinguistic representations

Russian Swedish

Language Gesture Language Gesture
HOHC 61 51 62 45
HOLC 30 32 43 31
LOHC 45 47 40 42
LOLC 32 39 34 35

The results on impolite meta-discourse did not show sizeable differences cross-culturally or with

respect to semiotic systems, at least when it concerns quantitative aspect. As a generalization, one

51



can notice that the majority of impolite representations were provided for HOHC category.
Moreover, participants provided a few more representations for the categories where
conventionality was higher. This might suggest that people indeed find it easier to describe
impolite expressions that are more conventional. Another interesting finding appeared when
differences between all meta-discourse representations and impolite representations were
calculated. These differences suggest that the participants were more precise with providing
representations for language than for gesture, since the difference between all and impolite

representations was lower for language.

4.6.4 Summary

Summing up, the interviews yielded very rich and interesting data on how people judge
conventionality of impolite language and gestures, although the three aspects were understood
differently by participants. For example, clarity (directness) and familiarity (frequency and
typicality) came apart to a certain extent. Highly offensive gestures, irrespective of their
conventionality, were seen as direct as highly offensive and highly conventional offensive
language. At the same time, all impolite gestures were perceived as less typical or completely
atypical, compared to language. Concerning the evaluative aspect of conventionality, it showed
that highly conventional expressions received more impolite meta-linguistic descriptions. A not
directly related difference was that the participants provided more descriptions for gesture overall,

but the final amount of impolite descriptions for gestures was lower than for language.
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CHAPTER 5. DISCUSSION

5.1 Introduction

This chapter provides a comprehensive discussion of the results, experimental arrangement and
theoretical foundations presented in Chapter 2. Sections 5.2-5.5 link the results to the specific
hypotheses proposed at the end of Chapter 3 and discuss the key concepts such as conventionality,
impoliteness, semiotic systems and culture. Finally, a short summary is presented at the end of the

chapter.

5.2 H1 — Impoliteness and conventionality

The results showed that what was initially classified as highly conventional impolite expressions
in both language and gesture was more often judged as very impolite. In order to better understand
the relationship between conventionality and offensiveness, one may analyse conventionality in
terms of its three components: clarity (based on directness), familiarity (frequency and typicality-
based), evaluation (based on metalinguistic representations).

5.2.1 Clarity
In the majority of cases, participants differentiated between direct and indirect ways of expressing
impoliteness, but admitted that it was difficult to pinpoint the difference. Even less technical
formulations such as “(in)direct” seemed to be perceived as dubious. Perhaps, one can simply
invest more time in interviews and let participants think aloud about the notion.
According to the collected data, highly offensive expressions were also seen as more direct.
An additional control question yielded the following results: 19 participants considered direct
expressions as more impolite, whereas 7 considered less direct ones as more impolite.
Interestingly, none of the Swedish participants considered less direct behaviour as more impolite.
The question about directness also led to contradictory views among participants. A group
of participants found indirect impoliteness as more insulting, providing the following reasons as
shown in (29) — (31).

(29) Kocsennas nesescnusocms obudicaem u 3adesaem cuibhee. Yenosex cmasum cebs vlue,
ROMOMY YUMo 3mo He npocmo azpeccus, a umo-mo 6oavuiee. [Russian participant]
‘Indirect impolite behaviour is more offensive, striking. A person puts himself above
others, because it is not simply aggression, but something bigger than this.’

(30)  Kocsennvie 6onee nesexciugvl, NOMoMy umo OHU Oonee U30e6amenvcku u Ooavue

Haxansm kougauxm. [Russian participant]
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(31)

‘Indirect ones are more impolite, because they are mocking and escalate the conflict even
more.’

Hel’lp}ZMble 8viCcKa3bléanUus bonee HEBEIHCIUBLL, NOMOM)Y YMO UYel06EK npuiazaem YCuiusl u
npuoymwsieaem 2aokyto ¢pazy. [Russian participant]

‘Indirect ones are more impolite, because a person makes an effort to come up with an ugly

phrase.’

Others had the opposite view on indirect impoliteness and supported it with the arguments in (32)

—(34).

(32)

(33)

(34)

Hp}lﬂ/lble peakyuu bonee pesKkue u nosmomy bonee Heeeoicusble, 6 Mo 6pemsl KakK
KoC6eHHble MOdCHO 00bicpbiéams. [RuUssian participant]

‘Direct reactions are more crude and that is why they are more impolite, whereas one can
play around indirect ones.’

Direct expressions are more impolite, but indirect ones are more frequent. [Swedish
participant]

Direct impoliteness is conceived as more offensive, but indirect is better as an art form.

[Swedish participant]

An interesting finding was that the majority of participants found all gestures as indirect — even

very conventional ones such as the middle finger gesture. The reasons for this are not entirely

clear, but (35) and (36) show common opinions.

(35)

(36)

Ipsimo — smo 1ubo crosecno, 1bo Gusuqecku. Kecmol — koceéennwvl. [Russian participant]
‘Direct behaviour is either verbal (expressed through words) or physical. Gestures are
indirect.’

Kecmui bonee HEBEIHCIUBDL, NONOM) YMO eCmb bonvue cnocobos Oist ux unmepnpemayuu.
[Russian participant]

‘Gestures are more dubious and have a larger potential for different interpretations.’

The problem with directness was that some participants conflated the question about this

notion with comprehensibility. The point is that both direct and indirect reactions are eventually

clear. A positive note is that the majority of participants differentiated between directness and

comprehensibility, and confirmed that both are clear, but indirect expressions look or sound

hidden, masked, and vague, and allow several interpretations.
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5.2.2 Familiarity

The relationship between the familiarity aspect and offensiveness was not clear-cut. Impoliteness
expressed through language was considered as frequent more often than as infrequent regardless
of the conventionality level. The same pattern was observed with typicality, although highly
conventional spoken expressions were seen as atypical more often than less conventional ones.
Moreover, the most typical expressions were less conventional with low degree of offense. This
might not be very surprising since by default even in a conflict situation people do not try to
escalate it, but rather to mitigate a conflict. Less offensive expressions might not be the best
mitigation, but if they are also less conventional then they may be perceived at least as something
neutral.

Another finding was that participants expressed opposed views even with respect to highly
conventional and highly offensive expressions. Although the majority of participants said that
expressions such as fuck off or getting out of a car and yelling at another driver are very impolite,
many claimed that these expressions are extremely frequent, whereas others said the opposite.
Some participants commented on the relationship between frequency and offensiveness in

different ways as shown in (37) and (38).

(37) Cunvnas nesesxcnusocms — HOPMALHO, NOMOMY YMO MO yacmo ecmpedaemcs. [Russian
participant]
‘Strong impoliteness is normal, because it happens often.’

(38) Less frequently used ones are more offensive, because people are coming up with new
things to be mean. [Swedish participant]

There is an assumption that what is frequently used becomes less offensive over some time,
because emotional power of an expression fades away. Example (37) supports this idea, and
although (38) also does in some way, it contradicts the abovementioned idea about milder character
of less conventional impolite expressions. The general tendency in terms of frequency and
typicality was that less conventional and less offensive categories are seen as more typical both in
language and in gesture. However, in order to have a clearer picture, more information about
participants should be collected, since it might be that education, age and their closest social circle
play a significant role in how they see certain behaviour in terms of its offensiveness and

frequency.
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5.2.3 Evaluation

Unlike the familiarity aspect, the evaluation aspect indeed seems like a helpful method for
identifying degrees of conventionality and offensiveness. Those expressions that were initially
classified as HOHC received the highest number of descriptions such as aggressive [aggressivt;
azpeccusno), rude [ofdorskdamd, epy6o], impolite [oartigt; neseaciuso] and specific to this category
descriptions such as wild [ouxo], terrible [yocacno], hard [hdrt, acécmrxo] and attacking
[attackerande]. At the same time, LOHC and HOLC categories did not seem to exhibit many
differences between themselves. They both had descriptions such as rude [oforskdmd; 2py6o],
impolite [oartigt; nesesxciuso], but at lower numbers. Perhaps, in case of LOHC it was
conventionality that compensated low offensiveness, and in case of HOLC it was offensiveness
that compensated low conventionality. Finally, LOLC category had very few instances of rude and
impolite, but many other descriptions such as indifferent [unougpepenmno, 6es3paznruunol], not
empathic [empatilost, neomnamuuno], patronizing [nedldatande], egoistic [secoucmuuno]. Although
the amount of impolite meta-representations was high for all categories of conventionality and
offensiveness, sometimes participants had troubles with providing several labels or provided the
same set of labels. The term impolite [oartigt; nesearciuso] proved to be an effective umbrella term

for expressions triggering negative evaluation.

5.3 H2 — Conventionality and speed of response

H2 predicted that less conventional expressions should take more time to be evaluated because of
they open the way for several interpretations. However, it was found that only highly conventional
and highly offensive expressions were evaluated much faster, whereas other categories took nearly
the same time. Further, it is not possible to decouple offensiveness and conventionality, as shown
by the results regarding H1. Perhaps, expressions that are even more pragmatic and creative should
have been used in less conventional categories, so that differences between two levels of
conventionality could become evident. Since the results revealed that participants considered
gestures as indirect, it was checked if gestures had taken participants more time for judging, but
no such differences were found. Methodological constraints may be the reason why only HOHC

category considerably differed from others, as elaborated in Chapter 6.

5.4 H3 — Impoliteness and semiotic systems

Quantitative results together with inferential statistics did not support the hypothesis that gestures
would be judged as more impolite than language. The qualitative results, however, were not that
straightforward. One possible reason why quantitative results did not support H3 can be of

terminological character. During the interviews some participants viewed gestures not as more
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impolite, but as more aggressive than words. It is doubtless that notions of impoliteness,

offensiveness and aggression are interrelated, but they do not denote and describe the same thing.

It appears that words such as “impolite” and “offensive” can be (and are) used interchangeably,

but not “impoliteness” and “aggressiveness”, or “offensive” and “aggressive”. Summing up, the

terminological angle from which one looks at impoliteness plays a crucial role. Most likely, the

experiment results would have been different if | had asked participants to evaluate a level of

aggressiveness. On the issue of gesture aggressiveness participants commented in (39) and (40).

(39)

(40)

Offensive-wise - language and gesture are similar, but gestures look more physical and

threatening. It is a start of an escalation. [Swedish participant]

Kecmul 60]166 3AKpblmbsvle U 3aummusle - 60.7166 CKpblmasl peakyusl nouwy4aemcs. llocne
aHcecmoe Cﬂedyem ¢l/l3ult€CKa}Z azcpeccus. Ecnu aMoyusl eblpastcaemcsa omKpbvinio, mo OHa
éblnjieckusaemcst, a eciu 3aKpoblmo, mo oanbuLe MOINCHO 0HCUOAMb qbu3uuecz<0ﬁ azcpeccuu.
Cnosa - 6onee cunvhvie. XKecmoi - 6onee acpeccusuvie.[RUSSIan participant]

‘Gestures are more closed and defensive. Their use results in a more masked reaction.
Physical aggression follows gestures. If one expresses emotions in an open way they are
splashing out directly, but if one expresses them in a closed way then one might expect
physical aggression. Therefore, words are stronger, but gestures are more aggressive.’

In the course of interviews, participants were asked if gestures in general look more

powerful than words or if they are different from each other in some aspects. Some participants

said that gestures are indeed more powerful and aggressive, and closer to physical actions such as

punching or pushing, as shown in (41) and (42).

(41)

(42)

Some of non-verbal ones were more powerful than words. Using emblems is more direct
sometimes, because one thing carries powerful meaning. It is not always to the point with
words. Gestures feel more direct. They can be more in your face. They can be seen as a

threat, because you can go physical. [Swedish participant]
Gestures are more powerful and closer to physical action. Even from the distance - if a

person starts flipping the finger on the other side of the field, it would look more serious

rather than screaming out some of the very impolite phrases. [Swedish participant]
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Other participants saw gestures as milder and less aggressive reactions as (43) — (44) point

out. According to this view in order for gestures to be very aggressive they should be either

performed in proximity to their body or face, or even be a part of a physical action such as touching.

(43)

(44)

Kecmuol menee azcpeccusnvl, 4em cioed, nomomy 4mo ecnbv ewe UHmoHayusl u npovue
cpedcmsa. Cnosa 3adesaiom Ooavute. Eciu umapywums 1uunoe npocmpancmeo uiu
mpozams eewu, mo 3mo 3adeHem mak dxce, kax u ciosa. [Russian participant]

‘Gestures are less aggressive than words, because we also have intonation and other means.
Words damage more. If one violates personal space or touches person’s belongings it hurts

to the same extent as words do.’

Gestures are less powerful and aggressive. They cannot result in physical action and feel

more childish in a way. [Swedish participant]

Few people admitted that gestures are not always more aggressive or powerful, but more

provocative and irritating as (45) and (46) show.

(45)

(46)

Kecmuvl Oonee Oecawue, nomomy umo Cayxcam He Ol nepeoavu dMoyuil, a O
NOKA3bl6AHUL, Ymo mul 0*yeHHvlll. Buibewusaom. Kecmol nHe nepexoo k ¢huzuueckoii
azpeccuu. [Russian participant]

‘Gestures are more irritating, because they are serving not for expressing emotions, but for
showing that you are cool and better than others. They piss me off. Gestures are not a
transition to physical aggression.’

Gestures are more impolite. By doing a gesture is the end of discussion you mean “7/won”.

They are more annoying. They trigger the other person more. [Swedish participant]

Another factor that might have influenced the results is a larger interpretational capacity of

gestures. Some participants admitted that gestures allow more interpretations, and it is not always

clear what a person might have meant by performing a gesture that is not accompanied by words.

This idea also echoes the result with respect to greater indirectness of some gestures, as was shown

in Figure 10. Although there were opposite views as well, leading to opposite stances on

impoliteness as shown in (47) and (48).
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(47) JKecmor 6Gonee mesedxcnuevt u 2pyovbi, nomomy umo ecmv Oolvuie cnoco6o8 O ux
unmepnpemayuu. Iloka Kmo-mo He OOMPOHEMCs, HeCmbl He ABNAIOMCA DuU3ULecKou
aepeccueu unu 6auzkum k Hum. [Russian participant]

‘Gestures are more impolite and rude, because they have more ways for interpretation.

Gestures are not close to physical aggression as long as someone does not touch you.’

(48) JKecmwr - 6onee necamusuvie u 00HO3HauHble. OHu Mo2ym OblmMb NOMEHYUATLHOU
@uzuueckoil acpeccuell, NHOMOMY YMO HA HUX HAOO 3ampamums OOIbuUle FHePIUll, YeMm Ha
cnosa. A mam moscem u danvute noumu. [Russian participant]

‘Gestures are more negative and unambiguous. They may result in physical aggression,
because one has to invest more energy in performing them, than in saying something, and

it can go further.’

5.5 H4 — Impoliteness and culture

The collected results showed no major differences in how Russian and Swedish participants
evaluate impolite behaviour when it concerns type of damage: face vs. sociality rights. There can
be several reasons behind this.

Firstly, it is reasonable to suggest that the design of the study does not completely fit this
hypothesis because there is no ideal distribution between face vs. sociality rights types of damage
across two semiotic systems. The current design is already heavy in terms of the number of
variables and another layer of complexity does not influence the results in a positive way.

Secondly, a layperson might not be able to discern different types of damage within a short
time frame. Perhaps offensiveness and conventionality, as characteristics of impolite behaviour,
take leading roles when it comes to immediate perception. Had | spent even more time for
interviews, which already had length between 40 and 60 minutes, | could have asked more
questions about perceived degree of impoliteness depending on the type of damage. However, that
would have given qualitative results that had not been measurable statistically. Perhaps, for this
question a larger scale could have been beneficial. At the same time, a larger scale would have led
to higher reaction times and that would have undermined H2. Moreover, the larger the scale is, the
less reliable the results become. As a solution, both the same and a larger scale could be used later
on the same sample or on a completely different sample in a complementary study.

Lastly, it might be possible that this division between face and sociality rights works better
for politeness than for impoliteness. The model of rapport management may simply better fit

politeness, because it was initially developed for politeness. There is no doubt that it fits
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impoliteness as well, but maybe it does better theoretically rather than practically. However, |
admit that either a better design or a better selection of punchlines could have solved this issue.

In addition to it, the concept of culture did not help to motivate and explain found cross-
cultural differences. Perhaps, as we discussed in Section 2.5, it is better to find some differences
first and work with them, rather than employ some dichotomy such as individualistic and
collectivistic cultures. | cannot exclude that Russian and Swedish cultures are indeed not the
opposites, but counterparts. Although cross-cultural differences in perception of face vs. social
rights damage were found in a previously conducted study, but the overall finding was that in all
countries people took offense at broadly similar things (Culpeper, 2011a). However, this study
reports that the English data had more instances where face was damaged and the Chinese data
had more instances of damaging social norms or rights. At the same time, larger number of
instances does not necessarily mean that people take a greater offense to some behaviour.

The cross-cultural differences found in the current data were that Swedish participants were
more sensitive to impolite behaviour irrespective of the semiotic system, and tended to judge it as
very impolite more often than Russian participants do. Moreover, there were striking differences
in perceived frequency of impolite behaviour. Further, all types of spoken impoliteness were
conceived as frequent by Russian participants more often than by Swedish, who used either quite
frequent or quite infrequent more often. Even after merging frequent and quite frequent categories
in one, HOHC category was still considered frequent by the Russian participants. This may partly
explain why Russian participants judged highly offensive behaviour as very impolite less often

than Swedes do — impoliteness fades away because of the overuse of it.
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CHAPTER 6. CONCLUSIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH

This thesis examined the interplay between impoliteness on the one side, and conventionality,
semiotic systems and culture on the other. Despite a very broad scope and complex design, the
investigation led to successful explorations of all four research questions and yielded very rich
data. Of no less importance are theoretical and methodological concerns that need to be considered
for future research on the topic.

The first research question asked whether conventionality influences the perception of
offensive behaviour in terms of its impoliteness and in which ways this influence manifests itself.
Although the interaction between conventionality and offensiveness was not found to be
statistically significant, there were strong separate significance effects of conventionality and of
offensiveness on the level of perceived impoliteness. Based on this, we can conclude that higher
degrees of conventionality do increase perceived impoliteness, and this effect is stronger when the
level of offensiveness is also high.

This should not be taken to mean that conventionality needs to be explicitly considered
when one evaluates (im)politeness of any expression. It is hard to imagine that a person first
analyses how creative an insult was, then matches this with how impolite it was, and only then
decides on the actual degree of impoliteness. Rather, as discussed in Chapter 2, one or more of the
aspects of conventionality may contribute to the offensiveness being more obvious, and unable to
be interpreted in different terms. More work is to be done in order to see how much each aspect of
conventionality influences the perceived offense.

With the help of the conceptual-empirical loop we did a full cycle: first, the notion of
conventionality was explicated as having three aspects; then these aspects were tested in the
experiment. It was productive to see conventionality as three-fold and to use alternative
terminology to access these aspects. In the case of impoliteness, it seems misleading to postulate
that conventional = “what is commonly or regularly used by people” in the spirit of the classical
work of Lewis (2008 [1969]). Showing the middle finger is tightly associated with being impolite
and it is indeed used in impolite contexts. Nevertheless, can we actually say that it is the most
common and regular way to be impolite? Most likely not, since people do not commonly aim to
be impolite, to escalate a possible conflict, and to run the risk of losing face.

The clarity aspect of conventionality yielded an evident pattern for language where with
each step on a continuum from highly offensive and highly conventional behaviour to less
offensive and less conventional behaviour one could observe a decrease in directness. However,
for gestures directness did not work in the same way, possibly because at least some of them can

be interpreted more diversely. In general, clarity seems to “mirror” the semantics — pragmatics
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scale where less conventional expressions are located closer to the “pragmatics end” of the scale
and are thus more indirect, whereas more conventional expressions are more direct because they
are closer to the “semantics end”. The familiarity aspect shed some light on frequency and
typicality of some impolite expressions — how common they are. The results were that expressions
with low offense and of less conventional character are seen as the most widespread and common
ones. In some way, this aspect is closer to Lewis’s understanding of conventionality based as on
regularity. Finally, the evaluation aspect allowed seeing how people understand impoliteness in
other terms, as well as something about the emotions behind their judgements.

The second research question asked whether there are differences in how fast people
evaluate different categories of impolite expressions. A clear difference in terms of reaction times
was found between highly offensive, highly conventional category and three other categories. The
current experimental design does not allow saying how much each of the factors — offensiveness
and conventionality — affects participants’ reaction, but | offer some suggestions for how to tackle
this below.

The third research question asked whether the two semiotic systems of language and
gesture differ in how people perceive them in terms of their impoliteness and conventionality.
According to the bodily mimesis theory, gestures emerge from physical actions, and since these
are more threatening than words, it can be expected that gestures could be perceived as more
impolite. This hypothesis was not supported, but in the interviews, impolite gestures were indeed
judged to be more “aggressive” by some participants. Aggressiveness can be one of many
properties of impolite behaviour, but what makes a certain expression aggressive is rather unclear.
Further, in terms of conventionality the differences between language and gesture were prominent.
With respect to clarity, only gestures conveying high offense were considered as direct, whereas
less offensive were seen as indirect, closed or ambiguous. Concerning familiarity, all categories
of gestures were conceived as infrequent and atypical. Finally, in terms of evaluation, gestures
either were considered as “childish” and “mild” or as more aggressive, provocative, and
intimidating than language.

The fourth research question asked whether there are differences in how Russian and
Swedish speakers perceive and evaluate impolite behaviour. The main finding is that Swedish
participants evaluated both offensive language and gestures as very impolite more often than
Russian. Surprisingly many Russian participants claimed that any type of impolite behaviour is
also frequent or very frequent, especially in highly offensive and highly conventional category.
However, this fact does not seem to support the idea of bleaching offensiveness out of impolite
behaviour, because behaviour with high levels of offensiveness and conventionality was still

judged as very impolite. Swedish participants were more sensitive to impoliteness in general and
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to impoliteness expressed through language in particular. While this is so far speculative, it may
be that for Swedish participants the demand for conflict mitigation could be on average higher
than among Russian participants.

For future research, a number of methodological and theoretical proposals could be made.
Firstly, I would not consider questionnaires distributed through social media as a suitable method
for impoliteness studies. Even if one puts aside their generally low reliability when it concerns
scale judgements for impoliteness, questionnaires cannot fully grasp aspects such as
conventionality where a qualitative approach with interviews is needed to give a clearer picture of
the phenomenon. However, as a pre-experimental step, questionnaires serve their purposes well.

Using an experiment seems to be a reliable method that allowed not only describing
contexts, but, with the help of video-recordings, actually showing the interaction between actors,
which means that this setting is closer to real-life situations. However, there is room for
improvement. Firstly, in order to gain accurate results on reaction times, the length of so-called
“punchlines” should be as similar as possible. A second issue was having two separate sets of
video clips for Russian and Swedish participants. As a result, settings, actors, and language
including prosody, facial expression, and gesture were different to a certain extent.?® ldeally, these
variables need to be controlled for more thoroughly, as well as a general level of realism in
dialogues. Thirdly, it seems reasonable to include a condition where impolite language and gesture
go together, in order to see what happens when two the semiotic systems interact.

Concerning interviews, they should either be done in participants’ native languages from
the beginning or be held in the same second language such as English. However, in the latter case
the proficiency level should be controlled, which might be a problem as well. One issue is
particularly hard to eliminate — regardless of experiment instructions, participants quite often took
into consideration the whole dialogue and were not able to focus exclusively on the last expression.
As long as there is an interaction between actors participants will be taking the whole dialogue
into account.

With respect to politeness, there are also some ideas for future research. Some participants
noted that it was quite hard to differentiate between very polite, polite, and neutral behaviour, but
much easier to say what is impolite and very impolite. Some studies suggest that people have direct
experience of politeness simply because it is more widespread than impoliteness. However,
judgements about polite behaviour seem to cause even more problems than those about impolite

behaviour.

2 This does not mean that those impolite gestures that were in punchlines were different. They were just adapted
according to cross-cultural differences. Here we mean co-speech gestures in language category and different quality
of their performance in both language and gesture categories. Concerning prosody, this aspect was controlled as much
as possible, but some differences are inevitable anyways.
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In sum, the thesis showed that impoliteness is a complicated phenomenon requiring a
composite approach and that cognitive semiotics can help in providing one. Perhaps more
questions were raised than answered, but this can be seen as an advantage rather than a
shortcoming: the conceptual-empirical loop is never fully closed. In general, the current thesis not
only yielded much interesting data, but also showed that conventionality in impoliteness has
several aspects, and these appear to be perceived differently depending on semiotic systems and
cultures. Finally, the thesis showed clearly that impoliteness may serve as an effective umbrella
term for empirical investigations, but particular expressions have many other shades of meaning

that need to be taken into account.
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Appendix A. Informed consent form

The experiment that you will participate in is a part of my thesis in the MA Program in Language

and Linguistics at Lund University, Sweden.

First, you will watch 44 short video clips, and then rate some parts of these clips according to the
provided criteria and instructions. After that, you will participate in a follow-up interview, which
will be audio recorded. Your participation is voluntary and you can refuse to continue participating
both in the experiment and the interview at any time, without having to give an explanation.

All information will be used only for this project and, possibly, for publishing a scientific article.
Some personal data such as your age, gender and native language will be collected and presented

as a part of statistical analysis, but will be treated fully anonymously.

After completion of the experiment and the interview you will be given a cinema ticket to thank

you for your participation.
| hereby confirm that:

e | am informed that my name will not be revealed to third parties.

e | am aware that | can withdraw from the study at any point.

e | agree that the interview will be audio recorded for the sake of analysis.

e | understand that the results of the study will be presented at conferences and/or be
published, in anonymous form.

e | have been given enough information before the experiment and the interview, and I have

had an opportunity to ask questions regarding the procedure.

This consent form will be signed in duplicate, one for you, as a participant, and one for project

documentation.

Place and date

Signature

For more information, you may contact me, or my main supervisor:

Vladislav Zlov vI6032zl-s@student.lu.se

Prof. Jordan Zlatev: jordan.zlatev@semiotik.lu.se
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Appendix B. Instructions in Swedish

Screen 1
Vilkommen till ett experiment som undersoker hur manniskor bedomer artiga och oartiga svar
som forekommer i dialoger mellan tvé skddespelare. Graderingen gors med en 5-punktsskala:

1 — Mycket artigt

2 — Artigt
3 — Neutralt
4 — Qartigt

5 — Mycket oartigt
Experimentet tar 15-20 min. Har du nagra fragor? Tryck pa {SPACE} for att fa ytterligare

instruktioner.

Screen 2

Du kommer att fa se 44 antal korta videoklipp, som har interaktioner mellan tva skaddespelare.
Om det 4r mojligt, forsok att se dessa dialoger som om de forekommer mellan tva olika personer
varje gang. Personerna &r inte nédra vanner, utan bara kanner varandra. Slutligen, handlar det inte
om kon eller aldersskillnader, men vi har manliga och kvinnliga aktorer for att skapa balans. Du
kommer att {4 se tvd uppvarmningssessioner: forst kommer videoklipp fran det verkliga livet och
sedan med skédespelarna. Har du nagra fragor? Tryck pa {SPACE} for att fa ytterligare

instruktioner.

Screen 3

Téank pd att du bedomer alltid det sista beteendet: den sista frasen, gesten eller handlingen i varje
dialog. Vi dr medvetna om att det inte 4r mdjligt att ignorera sammanhanget helt och héllet, men
vi ber dig att fokusera pa det sista beteendet. Saledes spelar det ingen roll om vissa artiga eller
oartiga svar kan verka rattfardiga eftersom en person dr snéllare och den andra ar mer irriterande
- du fokuserar alltid pa hur artig eller oartig det sista beteendet dr. Har du nagra fragor? Tryck pa
{SPACE} for att fi ytterligare instruktioner

Screen 4

I slutet av varje dialog finns en fras, gest eller handling som du ska bedéma enligt 5-
punktsskalan. P4 denna skala stdr {SPACE} alltid for neutral och knappar D,F, J och K stér for
mycket artig, artig, oartig och mycket oartig. Du bedomer vad som har sagts eller gjorts 1 slutet
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av videoklippen. Du ska se skalan snart. Har du nagra fragor? Tryck pd {SPACE} for att se

skalan som du kommer att anvénda.

Screen 5

Picture with the scale (left or right layout)

Screen 6

Din uppgift ér inte bara att bedoma artiga och oartiga beteendet 1 slutet av dialogerna, men att
gora det sa fort du kan. Helst bor du vara bade exakt och snabb i1 dina bedomningar. Det finns
ocksa en fraga “Hur artigt/oartigt &r sista beteendet i foljande situation?” fore varje video. Fragan
visas for 3 sekunder och du behdéver inte att trycka pa ndgon knapp. Efter det, ser du en stjdrna
pa skirmen for 1 sekund och en video borjar. Efter en video, nir du vil ser "BEDOM" pa
skidrmen, kan du trycka pa en knapp som motsvarar hur artigt eller oartigt det sista beteendet &r.

Har du négra fragor? Tryck pa {SPACE} for att f sammanfattningen av instruktionerna.

Screen 7

Sammanfattningsvis:

- Forsok att se dessa dialoger som om de forekommer mellan tvd olika personer varje gang
- Kon eller dlder av aktdrerna spelar ingen roll

- Skadespelarna spelar tva personer som inte dr vinner, men kdnner varandra

- Fokusera inte pa sammanhanget for mycket

- Du bedomer endast det sista beteendet: frasen, gesten eller handlingen

- Du anviander 5-punktsskalan

Har du nagra fragor? Tryck pa {SPACE} {or att borja en uppvarmningssession med exempel

fran det verkliga livet.

Between the sessions

Nu &r vi fardiga med den forsta uppvarmningssessionen. Har du nagra frdgor? Tryck pd
{SPACE} {or att borja den andra uppvarmningssessionen med skidespelarna.

Nu ér vi fardiga med den andra uppvarmningssessionen. Har du négra fragor? Tryck pa

{SPACE} for att borja det riktiga experimentet.

Tack s& mycket for ditt deltagande!
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Appendix C. Instructions in Russian

Screen 1
I[aHHBIfI Z-)KCHepI/IMeHT HaHpaBJIeH Ha UCCICAO0BAHUEC TOro, Kak JIOJU OLICHUBAKOT BEXXKINBOC U
HCBCKIIMBOC ITOBCACHUC, KOTOpOG BCTpeqaeTCSI B AuajJorax Mem;[y ABYMs aKTepaMI/I. OI_[eHKa

IMPOU3BOAUTCA C IIOMOLIBIO IIKaJIbl, KOTOpass UMECT 5 BapHUaHTOB OTBCTA.

1 — OueHb BEXIIMBO

2 — BexxnuBo

3 — HetitpanbsHo

4 — HeBexxITUBO

5 — O4eHb HEBEKIIMBO

OkcriepuMeHT 3aanMaet 15-20 munyt. Y Bac ectb Bonpockr? Haxkmurte {SPACE}, uTo6sI

MMOJIYYUTb JajabpHEHIIe HHCTPYKIHUH.

Screen 2

Bawm Oynet npennoxkeHo mpocMoTpeTh 44 KOPOTKUX BUACOKIINIIA, KK U3 KOTOPBIX
COJICPKUT HEOOIBIION TUATOT MKy AByMs akTepamu. Eciu BO3MOXHO, TocTapaiTech
BOCTIPUHUMATH 3TU JUAIIOTH TaKUM 00pa3oM, OyaTo Obl OHHM MPOUCXOIAT KAXKIBIM pa3 MexIy
JIBYMsI pa3HBIMU JIFOJIbMU. JI10/I, KOTOPBIX UTPAIOT aKTEPHI B TUANIOTAX, HE SBISIOTCS OIM3KUMU
JIPY3bsIMU, HO 3HAIOT JIpyT apyra. Kpome Toro, 3xcnepuMeHT He HalpaBJI€H HA UCCIIEI0BAHUE
BO3PACTHBIX WJIM T'€HICPHBIX Pa3IUyui, TIOATOMY Pa3HbIM MOJ aKTEPOB HE UMEET 3HAUEHUS.
[lepen HauaaoM skcriepuMenTa Bam OyneT npeanoskeHo mpoiTH 1Be TPEHUPOBOUYHBIE CECCUU.
IlepBast TpeHUPOBOYHAS CECCUSI COAEPIKUT BUICOKIIUIIBI U3 PEabHOU KU3HU. BTopas
TPEHUPOBOYHAS CECCUS COJEPKUT BUICOKIIUITHI C akTepamu. Y Bac ects Bompockl? Haxmure

{SPACE}, 4T0o0bI MONYYUTh AaTbHEHIIINE HHCTPYKIIHH.

Screen 3

[TomHuuTe, uTO BBHI BCeraa oneHNBaeTe MOCIESTHIO PEAKINIO: TIOCIETHIO Ppasy, KecT WIn
}IeﬁCTBﬂe. Mkl IIOHUMAaEM, YTO HECBO3MOXXHO IMOJHOCTHEIO HTHOPUPOBATH KOHTECKCT, HO MbI
npocuM Bac gokycupoBatbes Ha mocneiHel peakiuu B Kaxaom auanore. Kpome toro, Bam He
ClIeflyeT YAesATh BHUMaHHE TOMY, HACKOJIBKO ONpaB/aHa Ta WK UHAas Peaklus WId TOMY, 4TO
OJIMH YeJloBeK Oosiee pa3apaxeH uiu 6osee BexuB. [loxkanyiicra, pokycupyiTech Ha TOM,
HACKOJIPKO BEXJIMBA WJTM HEBEXKIIMBA TIOCIICAHSSI peakius B Auajore. Y Bac ectb Bonmpoch!?

Haxwmute {SPACE}, yToOBI MONYy4nTh JaNbHEHIIIIE HHCTPYKIIUU.
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Screen 4

B KoHIIe Ka)X0T0 Juaora coaepKuTcs ¢ppasa, )KeCT Wi JAelcTBHEe, KOTOpble BaM HY»)HO
OIICHUTH C TIOMOIIBIO 5-TH cTyneHuyaTou mkansl. Ha atoii mkane {SPACE} Bcerna o3Havaer
«HEUTpaJIbHO®, a KHONKHU D, F, J 1 K npeacTaBisioT ONIUN «OUeHb BEXKIINBOY, «BEKIUBOY,
«HEBEKIIMBO» U «OYEHBb HEBEXKIINBOY». C MOMOIIBIO ITUX OMIHii BaM HY>KHO OLIEHUTH TO, YTO
NPOMCXOIUT B KOHIIE Ka)x10T0 BUacokauna. ¥ Bac ectb Bonpockl? Haxxmure {SPACE}, uro0s

YBUJETH Ty LIKaTy, KOTOPYIO Bbl Oynere ucmnonb30BaTh.

Screen 5
Picture with the scale (left or right layout)

Screen 6

Baia 3agaua He TONBKO B TOM, YTOOBI OLIECHUBATh BEKJIMBBIE U HEBEKJIMBBIE PEAKLIUK B KOHIIE
Ka)JIOTO UaJiora, HO U JIeaTh 3TO HACTOIBKO OBICTPO, HACKOJIBKO BO3MOXKHO. B nieane Boi
JOJKHBI OTBEeUYaTh ObICTPO U TouHO. [lepen KaXKapIM BUEO HA dKpaHe OyIeT BOIIPOC
«Hackonpko BexIIMBa / HEBEXKIIMBA OCTEAHSSI peaklusd B JaHHOW cUTyaruu?». JlaHHbI Borpoc
OyJeT moKas3aH Ha 9KpaHe B TeueHue 3 CeKyH/. 3aTeM B TedeHHue | CeKyH bl OyIeT moka3aHa
3Be3/1a B LICHTPE 3KpaHa, I0ocie Yero HayHeTcs Buaeokaun. [locie kakaoro BUCOKINIA HA
skpane nosButcs cioBo «OLIEHUTE» u Bsl cmoskeTe HakaTh Ha Ty KHOIIKY, KOTOpast
COOTBETCTBYET TOM WM UHOM olleHke. Y Bac ectb Bonmpockl? Haxwmure {SPACE}, uToObI

MOJIYYUTh KPATKHE NHCTPYKLUHU €LIE pas.

Screen 7

Kpartkoe 06061menme

- [locTapaiiTech BOCIpMHUMATh JaHHBIE AUAJIOTH TaK, OyATO Obl OHU MPOUCXOAAT KaXKIbIN pa3
MEXy IBYMS pa3HbIMU JIFOIbMH

- 1oy nnm Bo3pacT akTEpOB HE UTPAET HUKAKOW POJIH

- AKTepBbl UTPatoT JBYX JIIOJIEH, KOTOPBIE HE SIBISIIOTCS IPY3bsIMH, HO 3HAIOT JAPYT Apyra

- He ynensiite caumkoM 605b1110€ BHUMaHUE KOHTEKCTY

- BbI o11eH1BaeTe MOCIEIHIO peakinio: (pasy, )KecT UM aeicTBre

- Bol ucnonb3yere 5-Tu CTyNeHUYaTYIO HIKALY
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Y Bac ectb Bonpocki? Haxkmure {SPACE}, uToOBI Ha4aTh MEpBYIO0 TPEHUPOBOUYHYIO CECCHIO C

IIpUMEpPaMH U3 pealbHON KU3HMU.

Between the sessions

Bb1 3aBepimig nepByo TpeHHPOBOUYHYIO ceccuto. Y Bac ects Bompockl? Haxxmure {SPACE},

4TOOBI HAYaTh BTOPYIO TPEHHUPOBOYHYIO CECCUIO C BUJCOKIUIIAMHU, B KOTOPBIX UT'PAIOT aKTEPHI.

BbI 3aBepinmim BTOpyro TPEHHPOBOUHYIO ceccrto. Y Bac ects Bompocsl? Haxxmure {SPACE},

9TOOBI HAYATh HACTOSIIUHN SKCIICPUMEHT.

Bbonbioe criacu6o 3a yuacrtue!
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Appendix D. Interview questions

Aim: to collect both qualitative and quantitative data on the impolite dialogs that participants have
judged in the experiment, so it helps to better understand impoliteness in general, conventionality

and some cross-cultural differences.
General questions: more general and mostly indirect ones go first, for example:

- How do you feel about the experiment? How did you experience it as a whole?

- How did you feel while watching the videos? How did they look like for you?

- Did you notice anything odd about some offensive videos? That the reaction is not odd /
strange in some aspect / sense for example?

- Do you think there is a difference between offensive videos? (that some punchlines in

videos are more impolite / offensive than others ).What is different?

Specific questions: we go through offensive videos and | ask the following questions after re-

watching each video.

- How can you characterize what the person X said by using descriptive adjectives and
adverbs?

- Do you think that offense is conveyed directly or indirectly? Why? If this does not work:
ask about indirectness / clarity in any two examples offer them for a comparison.

- Do you think this behaviour is frequent in a conflict situation? Do you think it is likely
that another person could say / do the same in a similar / different conflict situation, or
such behaviour seems as being individual-specific?

- Do you think this behaviour is a (proto)typical way of conveying impoliteness / offense

in your culture?
Additional questions:

- Do you think that impolite gestures are more powerful or more aggressive than words?
Do they differ from words in some aspect?

- Do you consider direct or indirect expressions as more impolite?
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Appendix E. The full script for impolite dialogues in Swedish

Offensiveness /
Conventionality

Sprak

Gest

Highly offensive
Highly conventional

1. («B» anvander svarord pa en allmén
plats)

A: Hej, kan du sluta svara?

B: (pa telefon) Va fan! Jag sager att han ar
ett javla rovhal, en javla idiot!

A: Lyssnar du pa vad jag sager?

B: (till «A») Dra at helvete!

2. («B» utsatter andra for fara med sin
korning)

A: Vad gor du?!

B: (Kor in plotsligt framfor A’s bil och kor
langsamt).

A: (Borjar tuta).

B: (Stoppar, gar ut ur bilen). Varfor tutar
du, din javla idiot!?

3. («B» lamnar smulor efter sig pa ett bord
i universitetets cafeteria)

A: Varfor lamnade du bordet sa ackligt
efter dig?

B: Fixa det sjdlv om du behover det.

A: Konstigt att de Iater manniskor som du
studera har.

B: (Visar langfingret).

4. (En student «A» upptar ett bord, och
gar ifran en liten stund. «B» sétter sig ned)

A: Hej! Tyvarr, men bordet ar upptaget.
B: Hur ska jag kunna veta det, ingen satt
har?

A: Men jag lamnade min ryggsack for att
visa att det var upptaget.

B: (Tar ryggsacken och slanger den at
sidan).

Less offensive
Highly conventional

5. («A» klagar pa for hog studiebelastning i
sitt program)

A: Jag ar sa trott pa mina studier pa
universitetet! Det kdnns som att jag blir
galen snart med alla dessa projekt och
inlamningar.

B: Det ser redan ut som om du blivit galen
over dina studier. Det ar det enda du pratar
om.

A: Du behover ju inte 6verdriva.

B: Men du har blivit en nord.

6. («B» talar hogt i telefon i biblioteket)

A: Hej, det hér ar ett bibliotek. Om du
behover prata, kan du gora det utanfor,
tack.

B: (Ignorerar person A).

A: Horde du vad jag sa till dig?

B: (till «A») Forsvinn!

7. («A» forklarar vad som hande i en tv-
serie och «B» lyssnar)

A: Sa under den fjarde sdasongen fick vi veta
att Saga blev satt i fangelse och ...

B: (Avbryter) Kanske kan du bara sédga hur
avsnittet slutade?

A: Vanta vanta! Sa vi fick veta att hon
hamnade i fangelse och vantade pa att
domstolen skulle besluta ...

B: (Himlar med 6gonen).

8. («B» &r alltid sen till m6tena for ett
gruppprojekt)

A: Du ar alltid sen. Du har nog aldrig
kommit i tid till vdra moten.

B: Det verkar bara sa for dig.

A: Skdmtar du?

B: (Drar langsamt tummen och pekfingret
over munnen).

Highly offensive
Less conventional

9. («A» tittar pa en film dar olika termer
namns)

A: Har du sett den har filmen?

B: Ja, det har jag, men forstar du verkligen
allt? Vet du vad utrensningslagen betyder,
till exempel?

A:Hm...

11. («B» borjar roka i ett studentboendes
kok)

A: Du far inte roka har.

B: Och du bestdammer inte 6ver mig.
A: Pfft, skojar du?

B: (Pekar mot dorren).
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B: Har du verkligen gatt i skolan?

10. («A» lagar mat i ett studentboendes
kok)

A: Hej!

B: Hej. Vad lagar du idag?

A: Kryddad soppa med skaldjur och vissa
asiatiska kryddor.

B: Mmm, matavfallet luktar mycket battre
an dina masterverk!

12. (En forare «B» och en passagerare «A»
aker tillsammans i en bil)

A: KOr du bara i det hogra korfaltet och
med sa lag hastighet?

B: Ja! Jag fick precis mitt korkort. Sa nu kor
jag bara sa har.

A: Det verkar som att du har haft ditt
korkort under lang tid. Jag skulle
rekommendera att kéra med mer
sjalvfortroende och inte bara i det hogra
korfaltet och sa langsamt.

B: (Stannar bilen, gar ut ur bilen och 6ppnar
passagerarens dorr).

Less offensive
Less conventional

13. («A» ber «B» att kolla pa A’s CV)

A: Hej, kan du titta pd mitt CV?

B: Visst!

A: Tack! (ger CV till person «B» och hen
borjar lasa det).

B: Borjade du skriva innan du bestamde dig
for innehallet?

14. («A» kommer till ett studentboendes
kok dar manniskor spelar ett bradspel)

A: Hej allihopal

B: Hej! Kom och spela med oss!
A:Jag kan inte. Jag har en
inlamningsuppgift.

B: Ah. En san bra student!

15. («A» och «B» hyr en ldgenhet
tillsammans)

A: Kan du folja vart schema och stdda nar
du maste? Det blir smutsigt i lagenheten
om vi inte stddar minst en gang i veckan.
B: Om det dr smutsigt for dig, stada du det
sjalv. Jag ar okej med det har.

A: Jag ska rapportera ditt beteende.

B: (Haller handen fér munnen med
uppsparrade 6gon).

16. («A» och «B» ska dka i en bil )

A: Ok, var ska jag sitta?

B: Forsok att pressa dig in i baksatet.

A: Men det finns knappast nan plats har,
bara lador!

B: (Rycker pa axlarna).
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Appendix F. The full script for impolite dialogues in Russian

Offensiveness /
Conventionality

A3bIK

Wect

Highly offensive
Highly conventional

1. («<B» ucnonb3yer pyraTenbcTBa B
ny61M4yHoOMm mecre)

A: 311, MOXKET NepecTaHellb MaTepUTbCA
TYyT?

B: (no TenedoHy) [la Kakoro yepTal A Tebe
Ke roBoplto, YTo OH eb1aH, camblii
HaCTOALWMIM KOHYEHbIM MydaK!

A: Tbl cAblWKLWb, YTO Tebe roBopaT?

B: (uenoBeKy «A») Ja nowen(na) Tbl Ha xyi!

2. («Bb» co3paeT aBapuiiHble CUTyaLUM Ha
gopore)

A: Tbl yé penaewb?!

B: (Pe3ko nepecTpanBaeTca nepea,
BoauTenem «A» n HaYnHaeT meaneHHo
exatb).

A: (HaunHaeT curHanuTsb).

B: (OcTaHaBAMBaeTCcA, BbIXOAUT U3
MaLurHbl). Tbl yé Bbukaelwb, mpasb!?

3. («Bb» ocTaBaseT mycop Ha cTose B
CTONI0BOI yHMUBEpCUTETA)

A: MNouyemy Tbl He ybpan(a) 3a coboin?

B: Bosbmu 1 ybepu, ecnm Tebe HyxKHO.

A: CTpaHHO, YTO TaKMX KaK Tbl MPUHMUMAIOT B
YyHUBEpCUTET.

B: (MoKa3sbiBaeT cpeaHUin Naneu,).

4. (CryaeHT(Ka) «A» 3aHMMaET CTOA, HO
OTXOAMUT Ha MUHYTY. 3a cToN caauTca «b»)

A: 311! U3BUHM, HO 3TOT CTON 3aHAT.

B: OTKyga MHe 3HaTb 3aHATO TYT UK HET,
€C/IN TYT HUKTO He cuamT?

A: Ho a octasun(a) Tyt cBoit noptdens,
YyTObBbI MOKa3aTb, YTO CTOJ 3aHAT.

B: (BepeT noptdens «A» U KUAAET ero B
CTOPOHY).

Less offensive
Highly conventional

5. ( «A» )anyeTca no noBoAy Ype3mepHoi
Harpysku B yHuBepcurere)

A: A TaKk ycTan(a) B 3ToM yHuBepe. MHe
KaXKeTcs, A CKOPO C yMa COMAy OT BCEX 3TUX
AOMALLEK, KOHCMEKTOB M NPOYEN XpeHu.

B: Mo-moemy, y TebA yxKe Kpbllla noexana
co cBoei yyeboii. Kpome Hee HMYero He
BUAMLD.

A: Hy He Haao npeyBeMUYNBATL TOJIBKO.

B: a Tbl y:ke cTan(a) 3agpoTom.

6. («B» rpomKo roBopuT no Tene¢poHy B
6ubnunoreke)

A: 31, TyT BubanoTeka Boobuue-To. Ecnum
Ha40 NOroBOPMUTL, TO CAEMal 3TO 3a eé
npegenamu, NoxKanymcra.

B: (UrHopupyeT yenoseka A).

A: Tbl cAblWKMLWb, 4TO Tebe roBopAT?

B: (4enoseky «A») OtBanu!

7. («A» paccKasbiBaeT CIO}KeT 04HOro us
cepuanos, a «b» caywaer)

A: B obLLem B YeTBEPTOM CE30HE Mbl
y3Haem, yto Cara nonasna B THOPbMY W...
B: (MepebusaeT) MoeT Tbl Ayylle cpasy
paccKaxellb, YTO MPOM30LLIO B KOHLE
ce30Ha?

A: [la nopoxau 6amnH! B obwem, oHa
nonana B TIOPbMY U KAET, NOKa cya,
pewwur...

B: (3aKaTbiBaeT rnasa).

8. («b» NOCTOAHHO ONa3AbIBaeT Ha
BCTpeuu no rpynnosomy yue6Homy
nNpoeKTy)

A: Tbl Bcerga onasaplBaellb U eLle HU pasy
He npuwwen(na) BOBpeMs Ha HallK BCTPEeUM.
b: Tebe KaxeTcA.

A: Tol WyTUWDB?

B: (CMbIKaeT yKasaTe/ibHblii 1 60NbLLOM
nasaeL v measeHHO NPOBOANUT UMUK BAOSb

pTa).

Highly offensive
Less conventional

9. (<A» CMOTPUT BUAEO, B KOTOPOM
YNOMMHAIOTCA Pa3/IMYHbIe TEPMUHDI)

A: A Tbl cmoTpen(a) aTo Buaeo?

11. («B» HauMHaeT KypUTb Ha KyXHe B
KBapTupe, rae oH(a) CHUMaeT KOMHary)

A: Tbl 3HaelWb, YTO TYT HENb3A KYPUTL?
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B: A-to cmoTpen(a). A Tbi-To cam(a)
NOHMMaELWb, 0 YEM Tam peyb? BoT uTO
TaKoe NocTpauma, Hanpumep?

A: dmm...

B: Tbl BOOGLLE yunnca(ack) B WwKone?

10. («A» roToBUT eay Ha KyxHe B
CTyAEeHYEeCKOM ObLLeXKntnm)

A: MNpuset!

b: MpwueeT. Y10 roToBMLWb B 3TOT pas?

A: OcTpbIii Cyn C MOPENPOAYKTAMMU U
BOCTOYHbBIMW CNELMAMM.

B: MMM, Aa MOMOW MaxHYT 1 TO NpUATHee
aToro wepaespal

B: A Tbl 3HaeLwb, 4To Tebe HeNb3a YMTaTb
MHe HoTauumn?

A: Tbl U3a€eBaellbCcs YTo n?

B: (Moka3bliBaeT yKasaTe/ibHbIM NasbLLeM Ha

OBEpb).

12. (Boautenb «b» 1 naccaxkup(ka) «A»
eayT B MalluuHe)

A: A Tbl TONbKO NPaBbIM PAAOM U C TAKOM
HM3KOM CKOPOCTbIO e34ULLb?

b: [la, nOTOMY 4YTO A TONbKO HeAaBHO
nosyunn(a) npasa, TaK YTO NMOKa YTO TONILKO
TaK e3Xy.

A: MHe KaxkeTca yKe NPUANYHO BPEMEHMU
npowno. A 66l coBeToBasn(a) bonee
YBEPEHHO €34M1Tb, @ HE TOJIbKO B NPAaBOM
pALY U TaK MeASIeHHO.

B: (OcTaHaBAMBaET MALLUMHY, BbIXOAUT U
OTKpbIBaeT ABepb naccaxkmnpa(ku)).

Less offensive
Less conventional

13. («A» npocut «Bb» nocmoTtpeTtb ero(eé)
pesiome)

A: MpueeT! MoxeLwb B3rNAHYTb Ha moe
pestome?

B: Aa, gasait nocmoTpio!

A: Cnacubo (nepepaet pestome «b» 1 oH(a)
HaYMHaET ero YMTaThb).

B: A Tbl ero Hayan(a) nucaTb Nepes Tem, Kak
nogymasn(a) o Yem 1 KaKk nucatb?

14. («A» 3aX0AMUT HA KYXHIO B 06LLEXNUTUN,
rae rpynna toaen urpaet B HacTo/ibHble
urpbi)

A: MNMpwueeT Hapopg!

b: Mpueet! MpucoeguHaiica K Ham!

A: Al He mory. MHe Haao 3agaHune no yyebe
aopenartn.

B: Oli. Kakoii(as) xopowuii(ana) ctyaeHT(Ka)!

15. («A» u «b» CHUMaIOT KBapTUPY
BMmecTe)

A: Tbl mor(na) 6bl cobnoaats rpadpuk
ybopKKU? B KBapTUpe BCe-TakM CTaHOBUTCA
rpPA3HO, ecnm xoTa bbl pa3 B Heaento He
ybupaTtbca.

b: Ecnm Tebe rpAsHo, TO Tbl U youpainca.
MeHsa Bce ycTpansaer.

A: Al ocTasnto Ha TebA Kanoby
apeHao4aTento, ecnm Tbl NPOAOMKMULLIb TaK
cebs BecTw.

B: (OKpyrnset rnasa v NPUKPbLIBAET POT
NagoHbIo).

16. («A» u «b» cobupatorca noexatb Ha
MalluHe)

A: Okelt, Kyaa MHe cagmTbca?

B: Monpobyit ymecTUTbCA Ha 3aHEM
CUAeHbe Kak-H1byap.

A: [la TyT BOObLLE MecTa HET, OHMU
KopobKu!

B: (MoxkmMmaeT nnevamn).
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Appendix G. Distribution of impolite dialogues across two types of damage (Face

vs. Sociality rights)

Offensiveness & Conventionality / Language (L) Gesture (G)
Semiotic system

Highly offensive (HO) & Highly 1. Face 3. Rights
conventional (HC) 2. Face 4. Rights
Less offensive (LO) & Highly 5. Face 7. Face
conventional (HC) 6. Rights 8. Rights
Highly offensive (HO) & Less 9. Face 11. Rights
conventional (LC) 10. Face 12. Rights
Less offensive (LO) & Less 13. Face 15. Rights
conventional (LC) 14. Face 16. Rights

85




Appendix H. The full list of metalinguistic representations provided by Russian

participants

1 2 3 4
HOHC / Language HOHC / Language HOHC / Gesture HOHC / Gesture
ApreccusHo ArpeccusHo *7 ArpeccuBHO ArpeccuBHO*3
be3pasnnyHo bop3o besobuaHo BecnapaoHHO*2
BbicokOMepHO BbicTpo BesbicxogHoO Bo3myTtuTensHo
HeBHO MnepTpodmpoBaHHO becnonesHo BbicokOmepHO
Mpy6o *17 Mpy6o *12 BectakTHO Mpy60*9
Awnko Jep3ko lnyno JemoHcTpaTnBHO
AypHo Ouko Mpy60*5 Lepsko
ecTtoko JOoMWHAHTHO JepeseHcko Hectko
3awWwkKBapHO ectko 3abaBHo UmnynbcmMBHO
UrHopupytoLLe MmnynbcmBHO *2 NpoHn4HO KputnyHo
Harno*2 Harno KopoTko Mep3Kko
HeapekBaTHO Hanopwucro He o4eHb BEXIMBO Harno*5
He oueHb

Hesexnunso *9 HeagekBaTHO*3 ocKopbutenbHo HaxanbHo*2
HeBocnuTtaHHO*2 Hesaymumneo He no-toBapuLiecku HeapekBaTHO
HepoctosepHo HesocnutaHHO HeageksaTHO Hesexnnso*3
Hekpacmno*2 He3aKoHHO Hesexxnneo*3 Hespgoposo
HekynbTypHO Hekpacuso HesocnutaHHO Hekpacnso*5
HenopgxoaAauwan
(HeymecTHO)*4 HekrynbTypHO*3 HeapyxentobHo HekynbTypHO
HenossonutenbHo HeHopmanbHO Hekpacuso HeoxxngaHHo*2
HenpasunbHO HeoxxungaHHo HeKkynbTypHO Henopano4yHo
HenpunanyHo HenoHATHO HemHoro o6maHo HenpasuabHO
HenpuAatHo*2 HenpasuabHo HeonpasgaHHoO HenpuanyHo
HeTakTMyHO*2 HenpwuaATtHo *2 HenpasuabHo HenpuaTtHo
HeTonepaHTHO HepsHO HenpunnyHo HeTaKkTnuHo
HeyBaxkutenbHo HecpeprkaHHO HenpuatHo HeyBaxkutenbHo*4
HeyuTtnso HeTakTnyHo HecepbesHo HeymecTHO
OcKkopbutenbHo*2 HeyBaxutenbHo*2 HeyBaxkutenbHo*2 06unaHo*2
Mo-6bIanNATcKN*2 HeymecTHO*2 HeymecTHO OckopbutenbHo*3
MpeHebpeKnTeNbHO HeypaBHOBeLWEHHO HusKko Mo-cKoTCKM
MpoBOKaUNOHHO OnacHo HopmanbHo*2 Mo-cTepBATCKU
PasapakeHHo OckopbuTenbHo OckopbuTenbHo MpeHebperknTenbHo*2
Pesko *3 Mo-6b1ANATCKN Mo-geTcku Pesko
CunbHas Mo-cBUHCKM MoHATHO CamoyBepeHHO
YKacHO*2 MoxyncTtmnyHo Mo-CcBUHCKM ComHuTenbHO
Xamcko MpsmonuHertHo MpuMuUTMBHO CTpaHHO*2
3ronctuyHo*3 Pesko MpourpbIWwHO Tyno*4

CunbHO MpocTto Y6oro

CTpaHHO Pesko Xamcko*6

TvnuyHo ComHuTEeNbHO 3roucTnyHoO*2

Tyno Cnpasegnuso
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Xamcko*6 TunuyHo*2
Yepecuyp YHunBepcanbHo
YCB-wHo LWyToyHo
SroncTU4HO SroucTn4HoO
IMOUMOHANbHO AcHo
5 6 7 8
LOHC / Language LOHC / Language LOHC / Gesture LOHC / Gesture
Mpy60o*2 ArpeccusHO besy4yacTtHO besanennAaunoHHO
3abaBHo AcoumanbHo besbicxogHOCTb becnapaoHHO*2
MpOHMYHO be3pasnnyHo BmeHaemo BbicokomepHO
BbipaxkeHue CKyKn,
HeBexnnso*2 becTtakTHO npespeHms. py6o*4
Herpy6o fnyno rnyno. Hectko
He#tpanbHo*5 Mpy6o*7 Nerkas HeTepnumocTb | 3abaBHo
Hekpacuso [ep3ko Hesexxnnso*2 Msarko
HeTaKkTnyHO*2 HanneBatenbcKkun HepoBonbcTBO Harno
HeyBaxutenbHo He oyeHb BeXMBO HeliTpanbHo*4 HagmeHHO*2
HeuyTKO HeapekBaTHO Hekpacuso He no-toBapuLecku
HemHoro
npeysesnyeHHasn
HeamnatunyHo Hesexnnso*5 peakuuA. Hesexnnso*2
Hukak HeBocnuTtaHHO*3 HeobbacHMmoO Herpy6o
O6buaHo*2 HentpanbHo*2 HeockopbutenbHo HepoBosbHO
O6blyHO*2 HekoppeKTHO HenpuatHo*2 HeliTpanbHo*2
OcKkopbuTensHo Hekpacuo*3 HepaunoHanbHo Hekpacuo*3
Pe3sko HekynbTypHO*4 HeTtepnennso HekynbTypHO
CapkacTtnyHo Henopobatowe HeyBaxkutenbHo*3 Henosko
WyTnumeo HenpununuHo HopmanbHo*3 HeockopbutenbHo*2
HenpumeHnmo O6blaeHHO*2 HenoHATHO
HeTakTnuHo O6bl4HO HenpuatHo*2
HeyBaxutenbHo*3 Oxkungaemo*2 HecepbesHo
MpeHebpexuTenbHo*2 | Mo-aeTcKu. HeTakTnuHo
PasgparkutenbHo PasgparkeHHO HeyBaxuntenbHo
Pesko*4 PasgpaxutenbHo HeymecTHO*2
CpeanHe CoxaneHnue Mo-apyKeckn
YMbILWAEHHO TunnyHo*2 Mpe3putensHo
MpeHebpeKkknTenoHo*
3roucTnyHo*3 SroncTnyHoO 3
OMOLMOHANbHO PasgparkeHHo
Pe3ko*2
CnokoMHo
CTpaHHO*2
Tuxo
YMmunauntenoHo
LyTtnmeo
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9 10 11 12
HOLC / Language HOLC / Language HOLC / Gesture HOLC / Gesture
becnapgoHHO beckynbTypHO besmonsHO ArpeccuBHo*1
BepoaTtHo becTtakTHO becutenbHo BesbawweHHO
Bbi3biBatoLe BbicokomepHO BeckynbTypHO be3spasnnyHo
BbicmeunBatoLe rnyno becnapaoHHo becAavan
BbicokomepHO*5 Mpy6o*13 Bbiano BnactHo
Mpy6o*2 ExngHo BnacTtHO Bo3amyueHHO
3agesatouLe KecTko BbicokomepHO*5 fmnepTpodmpoBaHHO
3ayBanMpoOBaHHO N3peBaTenbckn*2 Mpy6o*9 rnyno*2
3aymHo N306peTatensHo Harno Mpy60*5
M3paeBaTenbCkm KpeatnsHo HaxanbHoO OebunbHas
HagmeHHO HeBexnnso*5 HeBexnmBo*6 LJemoHcTpaTnBHO
He no-apyreckn*2 HeratnsHo HeratnsHo MmnynbcneHO
Hesexnnso*3 HeiTpanbHo*2 HeiTpanbHo HeapekBaTHO*3
HeKoHCTpyKTUBHaA
HentpanbHo*4 KpUTUKa Hekpacuso*4 Hesexxnnso*3
HemHoro rpy6o*2 HekoppeKTHO HekynbTypHO*2 HeapyxentobHo
Hetepnumo Hekpacnso*2 HenpasuabHoO HekoppeKTHO
HeyBa*kntenbHo HemHoro rpy6o*3 HenpumeHnmo HeKkpacuso
O6bugHo HeobaymaHHO HenpuatHo HenornyHas
ObocHoBaHHO HenpasuabHO HeTaKkTnyHo HeobaymaHHO
O6bI4YHO HenpuaTHo HeyBaxkutenbHo*4 HeobocHoBaHHO
Moakonon HenpoayKTMeBHO HeamnaTtnyHo HeonpasgaHHoO
lNoKa3aTenbHO HeTakTMYHO*2 HopmasnbHo HenoHaTHO*2
MpeHebpexnTenbHo ™
2 HeyBaxkutenbHo*3 OckopbuTenbHo*2 HenpasunbHo*4
MpeTeHUMo3HO HeamnaTtnyHo OTBpaTUTENbHO HenpumeHutenoHo
MpuHMKatowe HeaddekTnsHo MoHATHO HepsHO
CamoyBepeHHO O6uagHo ModpurmnctnyHo HecpeprkaHHO
CHucxoamntTenbHo OcKkopbutenbHo*2 MNpeackasyemo HectaHpapTHasA
TwecnasHo MNoano Mpamo HeTtepnumo
YHU3UTEeNbHO MpeHebpexnTenbHO PasgpaxutenbHo*2 HeyBaxutenbHo
YHUUMKNTENBHO CapKacTnyHo YrKacHo HeuyTko
Xamcko YHUUNKUTENbHO OnpasgaHo
YepcTBO Xamcko*2 OckopbuTenbHo
3ronctnyHo*4 Mo-petckn*2
OMOUMOHaNbHO MNo-aypaukm
MpukonbHO
MNcuxoBaHHO
PasgparkeHHO
Pe3ko*3
Cnabo
CmewHo
CtpaHHaa™*3
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CrpemHo

YHUUMKNTENBHO
Yepecuyp
OMOUMOHaNbHO
13 14 15 16
LOLC / Language LOLC / Language LOLC / Gesture LOLC / Gesture
bespasnnyHo ArpeccuBHO be3oTBeTCTBEHHO BesoTBeTcTBEHHO*2
bectakTHO BbicmeunBatoLe bespasnnyHo bespasnuyHo*2
Bo3myuieHHO ExngHo besyyacTtHo besyyacTHO
lpy6o*6 NpOoHUYHO BecnapgoHHO Mpy6o*2
LeTtckun KnaccuyHo Bo3amyLeHHO 3abaBHO
3abaBHo NnyemepHo rnyno NHanddepeHTHO*2
M3aeBaTenbCkm Hacmewnuso lpybo HaxanbHo
MHTepecytowanca HexecTKo LpasHauwe Hesexnnso
KOHCTpYKTUBHO Hesagesatowe ExuaHo*2 HeroctenpmnmHo
KpuTuuHo HentpanbHo*7 3abaBHO HepnobpocoBecTHO
J1aKoHW4HO HemHoro exngHo N3pneBaTenbCcku He3anHTepecoBaHHO
HemHoro
He o4yeHb ecTKko HeyBaXUTeNbHO KomnpomeTtupytoule HelTtpanbHO*6
He no-gpy»xeckn HeobuaHo Harno*3 Henosko
He no-ToBapuLeckm HeockopbutenbHo*2 HaurpaHHo*2 HeockopbutenbHo
Hesexnnso*3 HopmanbHo*2 Hannesatenbckn*2 HenoHaTHO
HesocnutaHHO Mo-ToBapuLLEeCKHN Hesexxnnso*4 HeTaKkTnyHo
HelitpanbHo*5 C usgeBkoi HeBocnuTtaHHO HeyBaxutenbHo
HeKoHCTpyKTMBHaA
KpUTUKa CapKactuyHo*7 Herpy6o Heykntoxke
HekoppeKkTHO Cnerka obuagHo HepoBonbHO HeymecTHO
Hekpacuso AzBuUTeNbHO*2 HeliTpanbHo HopmanbHo*2
HeobocHoBaHHO Hekpacuso*2 Ob6blgeHHO
HeTakTnyHo HekynbTypHO ModuructnyHo*3
HeyBaxkutenbHo HemHoro HeBexxnmso | CamoyBepeHHO
HeymecTHO HenoHATHO CmewHo
HeamnatunyHo HeTakTn4HO CtpaHHO
HopmanbHO HeyBaxkutenbHo*4 SroncTMyHo
MpamonuHeitHo*2 Mo-peTckn*2
Pesko MNo-nosepckun
CapkacTtnyHo MNopurmuctnyHo
Xamcko MpeHebpexunTenbHO
AzBuTenbHo NpoBOKaUMOHHO
C nsgeBKol
C npoHueit
CamoyBsepeHHO
CapkacTnyHo
CmewHo
CtpaHHO
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TeaTpanbHO

YamBuTenoHo

YTpuposaHo

Xamcko

3ronctnyHo*2
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Appendix I. The full list of metalinguistic representations provided by Swedish

participants

1 2 3 4

HOHC / Language HOHC / Language HOHC / Gesture HOHC / Gesture
Abrupt Aggressivt*16 Aggressivt Aggressivt*3
Aggressivt*5 Arg*6 Aktivt Arrogant
Arrogant Attackerande Arrogant Barnsligt*4
Avfardande Direkt Barnsligt*2 Direkt

Daligt talamod Dominant Direkt Drygt*5
Drygt*2 Drygt Drygt*2 Elakt*3
Elak*3 Dumt Elakt*3 Fanigt
Empatilos Egoistiskt Enkel Forvanande
Hansynslost Elakt*3 Explosivt Hansynslost*2
Hart Explosivartat Forsvarande Indirekt

Icke tillmotesgaende Explosivt Hotfullt Kanslokallt
Ignorant Extremt lIsket Kaxigt

lIsket Farlig Kabbel Konstigt
Irriterande*2 Forvanande Knapp Likgiltig
Jobbig Forvirrad Konstigt*3 Lungt

Kalt Framfusigt Korkad Markligt
Kanslost Frustrerad Kort Nonchalant*3
Konfronterande Fysiskt Likgiltig Oartigt*3
Kort Galen Loj Oforsiktig
Motbjudande Hotfullt*2 Markligt Oforskamd*2
Nonchalant lIsket*3 Oartigt*3 Omoget
Normbrytande Irrationell Offensivt Onodigt*3
Oartigt*2 Irreterande Oforskamd*3 Opassande*2
Obnoxious Irriterad Omoget*2 Oskont*2
Oférskamd*3 Knapp Onodigt*3 Osvenskt
Okansligt Konstigt Oskont Otrevligt*11
Olyssnade Oartigt*2 Otrevligt*12 Overdrivet
Onddigt*2 Offensivt*2 Ovinligt Overlagsen
Oprovocerad Oforskamd*2 Respektlost Overraskande
Oskont Omogen Stoérande Passivt-aggressivt
Otrevligt*12 Onddigt*2 Taskigt Sjalviskt
Ovantad Opassande Trubbigt Stingsligt
Overdrivet Oprovocerad Tystprotest Storig
Respektlost*2 Orimligt Taskigt*2
Sjalvcentrerad*2 Otrevligt*6 Tontigt
Sjalvupptagen Overdrivet*3 Trotsades
Snasig Overreagerad(e)*2 Trotsigt
Stérande*2 Skrammande Upprérande
Taskigt*4 Skrikigt

Uppblast Tankelost

Uppdriven Taskigt
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Upprort

5 6 7 8
LOHC / Language LOHC / Language LOHC / Gesture LOHC / Gesture
Arlig Aggressivt*6 Arrogant*3 Aggressivt
Drygt*2 Attackerande Barnsligt Arrogant
Dumt Barnslig Drygt Dramatiskt
Elakt*4 Direkt*2 Dumt Drygt*5
Forminskande Drygt*2 Elakt EmpatilOst
Hotfullt Elakt*3 Enkelt Enkelt
Ironiskt Empatilost Forminskande Frustrerad
Lekfullt*2 Forminskande Forstaende Hansynslost
Likgiltig Fornedrande Ignorant lIsket
Nedlatande Forvanande Indirekt Irriterad
Neutralt Hansynslost*2 Inte bra talamod Kaxigt*3
Oanstandigt Hogfardig Irriterad Konstigt*2
Oartigt*2 Ignorant Nedlatande*2 Kort
Oforskamd Irriterad Nedvérderande*2 Markligt
Ogonéppnande Kanslokalt Neutralt*2 Nonchalant*2
Ointresserad Kaxigt Oartigt*5 Normalt*2
Okénsligt*2 Konstigt Ointresserad*5 Oartigt*4
Onodigt*2 Kort*2 Okansligt Oforskamd*2
Otrevligt*4 Nedlatande Omotiverad Omodernt
Otydligt Nonchalant Onddigt*2 Omogen
Ovanskapligt Normbrytande Otalig Onaturligt
Overlagsen Oartigt*6 Otrevligt*7 Onddigt*2
Retsamt Oforskamd*3 Otydligt Otrevligt*7
Skamtsamt*3 Ointresserad Respektlost*3 Ovinligt*2
Svart Omoget Trott*3 Overraskande
Taskigt*3 Onddigt Undergivenhet Respektldst
Véanskaplig*2 Otrevligt*6 Uttrakad Snabbt

Ovéntad Vanligt Tontigt

Overdrivet

Regelbrytare

Respektlost*2

Sjalvupptagen

Snobbigt
9 10 11 12
HOLC / Language HOLC / Language HOLC / Gesture HOLC / Gesture
Arrogant*3 Aggressivt Aggressivt*5 Aggressivt
Besserwisser Arrogant*2 Arg*2 Beslutande
Bufflig Drygt*3 Avslutande Bestamd*2
Drygt*2 Elakt*5 Avvisande Daligt talamod
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Dumt Forminskande*3 Befallande Direkt*2
Elakt*5 Fornedrande Bestamd Dominant
Extremt Forolampande Direkt Dramatiskt
Fordummande Inte serids Dominant Drygt
Forminskande*4 Konstigt Drygt*3 Elakt
Forolampande Lekfullt*2 Elakt*4 Farligt
Forvantad Nedlatande*2 Eskalerande Forsurad
Ifragasattande Nedvarderande*2 Explosivt Frustrerad
Kanslokallt Negande Forminskande*2 lIsket*2
Kritiserande Oartigt Hansynslost Irriterad
Makt Obefogat Indirekt Kanslofullt
Nedldtande Oforskamt Inte befogat Lojligt
Nedtryckande*2 Oforvantad Kanslokallt Markligt
Nedvarderande*7 Oskont Kaxigt Menande
Oartigt Otrevligt*2 Konstigt*2 Neutralt*2
Onodigt*2 Pikande Markligt Oartigt*3
Osympatiskt Positivt Nonchalant Onodigt
Otrevligt*8 Roligt*2 Oartigt*5 Oppet
Overlagsen Sarande Oklart Osdkert
Oversittande*2 Skdamtsamt Omoget Otrevligt*4
Patroniserande Taskigt*3 Onodigt*2 Ovéantad*2
Respektlost Tontigt Opassande Overdrivet*3
Sarkastiskt Véanskapligt Otrevligt*7 Overraskande
Sjalvgott Otydligt Passive-aggressive
Taskigt*3 Pubertalt Rattfardigt
Underlatande Rakt Respektlost
Uppnosigt Respektlost*2 Roligt
Verbal Snabbt Stark

Stort Stingsligt

Taskigt Trott*2

Trotsigt Tydligt

Unrealistic?
Uppgivet

13 14 15 16
LOLC / Language LOLC / Language LOLC / Gesture LOLC / Gesture
Arlig Avundsjuk Arrogant Arrogant
Direkt*2 Banalt Barnslig*4 Avslappnad*2
Drygt*3 Barnslig*2 Defensivt Drygt*2
Elakt*2 Drivande Dramatiskt Empatilost*2
Forminskande*2 Drygt*3 Drygt Hansynslost
Forolampande Elakt*4 Forlojliga Hjdlpsamt
Hart Forlojligande*3 Forvantad Icke inkluderande

Ifrdgasattande*2

Forminskande*4

Icke samarbetsvilligt

Icke
[6sningsorienterad

Inte kontrollerad

Inte snallt

Ironiskt*2

Ignoratnt
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Kanslokallt Ironiskt Konfronterade Inte omtanksamt
Kaxigt Kaxigt*2 Konstigt*2 Inte sdgande
Komisk Lekfullt*2 Kreativt Konstigt
Konstruktiv kritik Lojligt Likgiltig Lekfullt
Konstruktivt*2 Menande Nedlatande Likgiltig*3
Kritiskt Nedlatande*3 Oartigt*3 Lite elakt
Markligt kommentar Nedvarderande Offensiv Neutralt*2
Misstanksam Ointresserad Omoget*3 Nonchalant*3
Nedldtande Omognad Oppet Oartigt*3
Neutralt*2 Onddigt Otrevligt*4 Obesvarad
Oartigt*2 Opassande Overdrivet Oblygt
Oavsiktligen Oskont*2 Overspelat Oempatiskt
Offensivt Otrevligt*2 Respektlost*2 Ofdrstaende
Ohjalpsam Overdrivet Roligt Okalrt
Onodigt*2 Pubertalt Sarkastiskt*4 Onddigt
Oprodoktivt Retande Skdamtsamt Opassande
Otrevligt Sarkastiskt*2 Taskigt Oplanerad
Otydligt Skamtsamt Tydligt Oskont
Overlagsen Skuldbeldggande Otrevligt*2
Overraskande Taskigt Ovilkomnade
Pubertalt Véanskapligt Ovanligt*2
Rakt Oviénskapligt
Roligt Trott beteende
Sarkastiskt Uppgivet
Snallt Visar ointresse
Stétande

Taskigt

Tont

Uppriktig*2
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