Abstract

  This paper attempts to advance that the Appropriateness Principle (AP) other than the Cooperative Principle (CP) and the Politeness Principle (PP) should be established as the first-order principle in the actual use of language. First a goal-directed view of communication is adopted to explain the significance of pragmatic rules in the realization of language potential. Then one of the pragmatic rules, Leech’s PP and his understanding of politeness are explored to show that they fail to motivate language production in quite a few cases. Leech’s understanding is too general to include situational, social, and cultural constraints in his framework. These constraints should not be ignored in order to realize the goal of appropriateness for effective communication. Finally, AP is interpreted from the viewpoint of cognition and outlined in terms of its variables.

Preface

  In 1994,I was admitted as a student of correspondence course for BA degree to Anhui Normal University, where I was first acquainted with and indulged in linguistics through lecture notes compiled by Professor Ouyang Junlin. Since 1997 when I entered Anhui University for MA degree, I have been receiving unfailingly academic and moral support from Professor Zhu Yue, who has led me into the field of mysterious but charming linguistics, and has helped me lay a solid foundation and enhanced more enthusiasm for my future research work. The dissertation owes its present form to Professor Zhu for his detailed and critical comments. No small thanks are also due to Professors Hong Zeng-liu, Zhou Fang-zhu, Chen Zhen-fa, He Gong-jie, Hua Quan-kun, and Zhang Zu-wu from Anhui University, Dr. Heimbeck from USA, Dr. Stewart from Australian, without whose patience and encouragement I could not have finished the three-year study  successfully.
Chapter One  Goal-directed View of Communication

  Communication as a function of language arouses much discussion. So far as the nature of communication is concerned, there are various views: a form of social interaction, the exchange of information between at least two individuals through the use of verbal and non-verbal symbols, and production and comprehension processes. But communication is understood in this paper as an attainment of a set of goals in language production and interpretation. The actual use of language is investigated by examining the way that actual users use language to attain goals in real life situations, with a full recognition of actual users as discourse managers.

  In everyday language, people also use “motive”, “purpose”, or “end” to talk about others’ or their own actions. Some linguists such as Leech (1983:24,36) also propose, “Language is motivated”, and “means-ends analysis”. Gu (1999) distinguishes two super-goals: the communicative and extra-communicative goals. The communicative goal is the goal of getting the message across. The extra-communicative goal is the goal that participants hope to achieve via discourse. The communicative goal will be associated with illocutionary acts, whereas the extra-communicative  goal, with the purpose of the whole interaction. The communicative goal is a means to the attainment of the extra-communicative goal. Others distinguish subordinate goals from superordinate goals, and major goals from minor goals.

  In the linguistic communication, the attainment of goals is realized through language potential, knowledge of language as a system of choices, and social potential derived from social role, status, and so on. Conversely, the realization of language potential and social potential depends much on goals desired by interlocutors. Certain goals always correspond to certain realization of social and language potential in language forms. This correspondence is, with the passage of time, naturally mapped in man’s mind as certain rules. In other words, man applies certain rules to realize potentials for the attainment of goals.

  The commonsense meaning of the term “rule” is some principle to which an action conforms or is intended to conform. So far as linguistic activity—the actual use of language is concerned, rules fall into two kinds—constitutive rules and regulative rules. The former create the linguistic behavior while the latter regulate an already existing form of behavior. The rules of playing football and chess belong to the former because without the rules there would, indeed, be no game to play. The traffic rules should be classified as regulative ones, without which vehicles still run but with more accidents. Constitutive rules are descriptive, in the sense that they attempt to describe what actually happens, and regulative rules normative or prescriptive, laying down laws concerning what ought or ought not to happen. In order to make linguistic activity efficient there must be certain rules.

  However, the tem “rules” easily reminds people of grammar which is regarded as simply consisting of rules ever since Chomsky. In earlier versions of transformational grammar, rules were thought of as exclusively syntactic in origin and function. As far as syntax is concerned, language is rule-generated. Leech (1983:5) observes, “semantics is rule-governed; general pragmatics is rule-controlled.” Rules only make sense in semantics and syntax outside the context of the actual language use. Principles appear on the stage of pragmatics, the study of the actual language use. So constitutive rules fall into the narrow sense of rules—concerning the activity of generating well-formedness. Regulative rules correspond to principles in that they either regulate the linguistic activity or make it effective, which is the concern of this paper.

  What’s the relationship among goals, rules and principles, and the actual use of language? In the process of obtaining goals, interlocutors, to begin with, have to seek for language potential. They apply rules to produce grammatically correct speech acts, which are all in accord with interlocutors’ intention. Then social potential requires interlocutors to apply principles in the extraction of the actual use from these speech acts. The extraction is not made at random but subject to rules (governing language potential) and principles (governing social potential and hence language potential) mapped in interlocutors’ minds. The actual use from potential is the result of the composite force of rules and principles.

  The goal of politeness in linguistic communication has been prevailing in history of all cultures. Gu (1990) holds that in China “li” was first documented in the book Li Ji, where “li” was equated with demonstration of self-denigration and respect to others, especially in vertical relationship. Nowadays Chinese children are taught to “Jiang Limao” (to be polite to others in action and speech). In Western countries, politeness dates back to the 15th century; in the 17th century, a polite person was of refined courteous manners, which is shown in the Oxford Dictionary of English Etymology. “Lady first” may be most typical of politeness. In Japan honorifics are widely used. In terms of lexicon, “差し上げる”is used to denote “give something to somebody who is higher in status” instead of “ぁげる”, “give something to somebody who is equal or lower in status”. In terms of structure, “です”, “ござぃます” are often used at the end of the sentence. In this sense, politeness is universal.        
  In order to achieve the goal of politeness Leech puts forward the famous and controversial PP and its maxims as well as his other concepts of politeness to control the extraction from potential. No doubt that they can be satisfactorily applied in producing and interpreting politeness, but they still leaves much to be desired.

Chapter Two  The Object of Inquiry:

Leech’s Concept of Politeness

1.Approaches to politeness: a review

  Before Leech, there are two main approaches to politeness. Firstly Lakoff sees Grice’s rules as essentially rules of clarity, and proposes that there are two prior rules of pragmatic competence: “Be Clear” and “Be Polite”, where clarity amounts to a condensed version of the Gricean maxims, while politeness serves to avoid conflicts between participants. She proposes her own three rules of politeness:

1. formality: don’t impose/remain aloof;

2. hesitancy: give the addressee his options;

3. equality: act as though you and the addressee were     equal/make him feel good.

  Secondly, the face-saving view of politeness, proposed by Brown and Levinson (1978) is related to the folk expression “lose face”. They suggest two kinds of face. One is “negative face” or the rights to territories, freedom of action and freedom from imposition; essentially the want that your actions be not impeded by others. The other is “positive face”, the positive consistent self-image that people have and want to be appreciated and approved of by at least some other people.

2.Leech’s approach to politeness

 In this section Leech’s treatment of politeness is examined.

2.1 PP and CP

  PP is analogous to CP in that both of them consist of a set of maxims respectively. PP’s maxims require interlocutors to adopt strategies of  (a) maximizing polite beliefs and (b) minimizing impolite beliefs, also expressed in the negative imperative “Do not offend others” and in the positive imperative “Be nice to others”. These add up to “an essential asymmetry in polite behavior, in that whatever is a polite belief for the speaker tends to be an impolite belief for the hearer, and vice versa”(Leech1983:169). He further advances scales of politeness: the cost-benefit scale, the optionality scale, and the indirectness scale.

  Leech (1983:80) clarifies the relationship between PP and CP as follows:

CP in itself can not explain (i) why people are often so indirect in conveying what they mean; and (ii) what is the relation between sense and form when non-declarative types of sentence are being considered. PP can be seen not just as another principle to be added to the CP, but as a necessary complement, which rescues the CP from serious trouble.

It is widely acknowledged that PP is justified in language production and interpretation. Without it CP is not fully explanatory. CP is needed to account for the indirect relation between what people say and what they mean. But it cannot in itself explain why people are so often indirect in the way they talk. Moreover, PP helps to explain asymmetries in the acceptability of utterances. “What a marvelous dinner!” is obviously much more acceptable used in praising others rather than oneself. Also PP helps to maintain effective use of language, e.g. the indirect way of refusal “I have an examination” is more acceptable than the direct one “No”. PP to a large extent guides man’s linguistic behavior.

2.2 PP under attack

2.2.1 Conflicts between maxims

  “Minimize” and “maximize” are two key concepts in Leech’s maxims. Six “minimize”s can be summarized as decreasing favor to self, unfavor to others, and conflicts between self and others as much as possible. On the contrary, six “maximize”s can be boiled down to increasing favor to others, unfavor to self, and harmony between self and others as much as possible. But these general maxims can put interlocutors in embarrassment. If “Minimize cost to others” is obeyed, an utterance like “I didn’t give you any trouble at all” is produced. Similarly, the utterance “I didn’t get much from your lecture” is produced according to “Minimize benefit to self”. The utterance “I admire you for drinking up all the beer at your friends’ party” is made according to “Maximize praise of others”. It is obvious that the above utterances, results of obeying a certain maxim, cast away politeness completely. In the above cases of language production, PP as a regulative rule, produces unexpected results contrary to the universal politeness.

  If PP is applied in some cases, one maxim may run counter to another.

1. A: Let me help you. (a)

B: How nice of you! (b)

A: Such a heavy case is a piece of cake. (c)

B: Thanks.(d)

A’s polite offer 1(a) can be accounted for by either the Tact Maxim or the Generosity Maxim. By the Generosity Maxim, A is maximizing cost to himself. By the Tact Maxim, A is maximizing benefit to B.  In both cases, A is polite. B’s acceptance is polite in that he obeys the Approbation Maxim — maximizing praise of others — praising A’s kindness. B’s acceptance is also impolite in that he flouts the Tact Maxim — minimizing cost to others because B’s acceptance indicates A realizing his offer, thus carrying the heavy case, inevitably unfavorable to A. In Sentence 1(b) the Approbation Maxim is at odds with the Tact Maxim. Such conflicts between the maxims can also be found in Sentence 1(c). A’s suggestion that the suitcase is heavy is in accordance with the Generosity Maxim which requires A to maximize cost to himself. On the other hand A is praising or boasting his ability to carry such a heavy thing, which goes against the Modesty Maxim.

  In this case, one of A’s goals is clear, i.e. offering help in a polite way. It is safe to say that PP indeed functions in regulating A’s linguistic behavior. But A has another goal, i.e. expressing his sincere wish to offer help and not suggesting that B owes something to A which is reflected in the phrase “a piece of cake”, a task easy enough for A to be greatly willing to do. PP does not help realize this goal, but hinders its realization instead.

  He (1988:95) regards conflicts between maxims as “an important feature of PP”, and Leech (1983:110), as “pragmatic paradoxes of politeness”. However, interlocutors will meet a difficult problem: which maxim should be obeyed to produce an utterance that is the most acceptable to opponents.

2.2.2 Less concern for a third party

  Any literature on aspects of speech situations will mention participants, but the relationship among participants is only restricted to addressers and addressees. No wonder that CP requires the cooperation of the two sides and PP demands speakers’ politeness to hearers. In fact, a third party, implicit or explicit, also affects the progress of linguistic communication, or the linguistic means of achieving goals.

  Though Leech does not deny the existence of a third party, he fails to give enough weight to it. According to him, politeness concerns a relationship between two participants called self (identified with speaker (s)) and other (identified with hearer (h)), and “speakers also show politeness to third parties who may or may not be present in the speech situation” (1983:131). The label “other”, in his eyes, is attached to not only addressees but also people designated third-person pronouns. When elaborating on the factors conditioning politeness to third parties, he presents the idea that one factor is “whether the third party is felt to belong to s’s or h’s sphere of influence”. On the one hand, he identifies a third party with “other”. On the other hand, he admits the possibility of a third party belonging to either self or other. Contradiction, or at least confusion, arises. Since the identity of a third party is difficult to define, why not make it parallel to other and self?

  Leech (1983:133) believes that politeness towards an addressee is generally more important than politeness towards a third party. Most of his examples are concerned with “I” and “you”, i.e. how speakers show politeness towards hearers, not including a third party. There are a few exceptions which he only touches upon without further elaboration or clarification.

  2. A: We’ll all miss Bill and Agatha, won’t we?

        B: Well, we’ll miss Bill.

B fails to observe the Maxim of Quantity and suppresses the desired information to uphold the PP. B could have been more informative, but only at the cost of being more impolite to a third party. The third party here is the person involved in A and B’s talk but not present in the speech situation. This is one type of a third party.

  Leech has given us two factors influencing politeness to a third party: presence in the speech situation and sphere of influence, including either s’s or h’s, neither s’s nor h’s. The last point of neither s’s nor h’s sphere of influence is added to Leech’s idea by the author of the paper. The following table may illustrate the complexity of types of a third party.

Factors
s’s sphere of 

influence
h’s sphere of influence
Neither s’s nor h’s sphere of influence

Present in the speech situation
1
2
3

Not present in the speech situation
4
5
6

The interaction of the two factors produces six types of a third party. Type 1 refers to a third party present in the speech situation and under s’s sphere of influence, and so on. Most probably, Agatha in Example 2 belongs to type 5 or type 6 because the context does not provide enough information to identify Agatha’s sphere of influence.

  Here’s another example. The hostess comes back home only to find her crying baby with thoroughly wet diaper as well as the maid who is watching TV. The hostess carries her baby, saying, “You should cry loudly to remind the aunt of changing your diaper.” It is obvious that the real addressee is not the baby in the cradle but the irresponsible maid. But the hostess achieves her goal of criticizing and urging her to change the diaper quickly in an indirect way for politeness or saving face. The maid involved in communication is a third party present in the speech situation and under neither s’s or h’s sphere of influence, belonging to Type 3. It is easily imagined that the hostess will hold different attitudes if the maid is not present. Maybe she will roar, purple with anger, “Damned! I will fire her.” It makes much difference whether a third party is present or not in the speech situation. As a rule, more politeness is shown towards a third party present than absent. Type 3 receives more politeness than Type 6. Similarly, Type 1 and Type 2 receive more politeness than Type 4 and Type 5 respectively.

  The effects of utterances on people involved cannot be ignored. As the proverb goes, a careless word may reveal much to an attentive listener. For instance, an anchorwoman on a singing competition speaks high praise of one competitor, “His performance is so perfect that he is most likely to win the prize.” In a sense she does right in that she helps the audience to enjoy, and her praise is polite to the competitor. But she forgets the third party: adjudicators and other competitors. Adjudicators will feel that their rights are violated and their psychological burden is increased. Other competitors will think that equality and fairness is broken because of her prejudiced remarks. Displeasure among them shows that her brief comments are far from polite and appropriate. The more the anchorwoman maximizes praise of that competitor, the more negative her words are towards adjudicators and competitors. 

  Another important factor is sphere of influence. In Japanese the speaker refers to his family members as “つま”, “息子”, “娘” while others’ as “奥さん”, “坊ちさん”, and “ぉ さん”. The same is the case with Chinese, especially in ancient Chinese. “贱内”, “犬子”, “小女” contrast with “尊夫人”, “令郎”, “令嫒”. These address terms may well illustrate that more politeness is expressed towards a third party belonging to the h’s sphere of influence than that of s’s sphere of influence regardless of his or her presence. But a husband who dare use the address term “贱内” when his wife is present is doomed to meet his wife’s coldness or even to be forced to kneel on the scrubbing board. As for those belonging to neither s’s nor h’s sphere of influence, the use of politeness is up to the speaker but usually politeness is used because politeness shows a person’s generosity and good education. For example, when two persons are watching a singer’s performance, one of them says, “Her performance is good”. Of course the singer is neither of their sphere of influence. The other one can give a factual answer, “Yes, but she had a slip of tongue.” In this case the addressee is flexible in his choice of politeness. The addressee can obey the Agreement Maxim to show politeness to the addresser as well as give a negative view of the third party.

  So far as a third party is concerned, politeness is determined by the two factors: presence and sphere of influence at the same time. Take the above case as an example, the addressee had better not mention a slip of tongue if the singer is present on the spot or under s’s sphere of influence. The complexity of politeness towards a third party is beyond present description because it still involves social factors, which will be dealt with later. But the factor of a third patty receives little concern from Leech. The examples can reveal that impoliteness, unpleasantness, and even clash may occur without considering it.

2.2.3 Less consideration for situational and social constraints

  Another important aspect of Leech’s concept of politeness is pragmatic scales: the cost-benefit scale, the optionality scale, and the indirectness scale. 

  The cost-benefit scale “is made up of two distinct scales: cost/benefit to s and cost/benefit to h. Whatever is beneficial to s is at a cost to h, and whatever is at a cost to s is beneficial to h, especially in impositives and commissives” (Leech1983:104). But some impositives which are beneficial to h are not necessarily at a cost to s. The announcement in an airport, for instance, full of impositives beginning with “Attention, please”, reminds passengers of departure information for their convenience. Those impositives which are beneficial to passengers are not at a cost to the airport represented by the announcer but on the contrary are helpful to its smooth operation. Therefore, the cost-benefit scale sounds an absolute concept.

  The optionality scale refers to the degree of directness of speakers’ sending utterances and the amount of options in hearers’ receiving. The less optional for the hearer the utterance in favor of the hearer is, the more polite it is. The more optional for the hearer the utterance in favor of the speaker is, the more polite it is.

3. a. Would you like to have another sandwich?

b. Have another sandwich.

c. Do have another sandwich. 

d. You must have another sandwich.  

The most optional way of invitation Sentence 3a may imply that the speaker does not care whether the hearer accepts or not, and thus he is not warm or hospitable. Conversely Sentence 3d is the most polite because the extremely hospitable speaker gives the hearer no space for option. From Sentence 3a to Sentence 3d politeness increases in order. 

  Suppose a little change is made — replacing “sandwich” with “bath”, things will be different. A glance at these four utterances will show that from Sentence 3a to Sentence 3d politeness decreases in order. Sentence 3d may give the impression that the hearer always refuses to have a bath and the speaker has to give the ultimate. Certainly the propositional content of the utterance is beneficial to the hearer, but the least optional is the least polite, which is contrary to Leech’s idea. The latter case is beyond the constraint of the optionality scale, for consideration of the topic or subject-mater of linguistic communication gains the upper hand.

  The indirectness scale indicates the direct proportion between indirect speech acts and politeness in the processes of achieving goals.

4.a. Lend me your bike.

b. May I borrow your bike please?

c. I’d like to borrow your bike if you wouldn’t mind.

d. Could you possibly lend me your bike for just a moment?

e. There wouldn’t I suppose be any chance of you being able to lend me your bike for just a moment, would there?

The indirectness scale shows that Sentence 4a is the least polite while Sentence 4e is the most polite. Firstly Sentence 4a is an imperative sentence, which in Leech’s view belongs to inherently impolite speech acts. Leech (1983:83) points out, “some illocutions (e.g. orders) are inherently impolite, and others (e.g. offers) are inherently polite”. However his idea of inherently impolite acts has been overturned by his account of the optionality scale. The order “You must have another sandwich” is polite for it is in favor of the hearer. Self-contradiction arises here. As for offers, they are not always polite. Mey (1993:68) argues that the view of inherently impolite acts “assumes politeness to be an abstract quality without regard for the particular circumstances that govern their use. The social position of the speakers relative to one another may indicate different politeness values for individual cases.”

  Secondly, is Sentence 4e the most polite because it is the most indirect? It is seldom used in the actual use of language. It is the least likely to happen between intimate friends. Also will a teacher say to his students, “Could you possibly by any chance finish your work tomorrow”? Such utterances seldom occur unless the speaker wants to achieve ironical or humorous effects. Generally speaking, lending a bike is an easy task which requires hearers’ little cost. And also it is the students’ duty to finish homework on time, which requires teachers’ little politeness. Therefore, indirectness is not always in direct proportion with politeness.

  The above discussion shows that Leech’s pragmatic scales based on his PP cannot always be applied in any case. His viewpoint is too absolute to include situational factors like the subject-mater and social factors like the social position in guiding the actual use of language to achieve the goal of politeness. Intracultural misunderstanding arises if speakers act according to only the optionality scale without regard for those factors. In performing a speech act of lending a bike from your friend, Sentence 4e is not acceptable because the speaker neglects one situational factor: occasion of communication, and one social factor: participant relationship. Such politeness can be classified as overpoliteness indicating distance. “One of the functions of politeness is to create a distance between the interlocutors” (Mey1993: 70). 

  Furthermore, overpoliteness strikes the hearer as falsity.

      “I beg pardon,” said Mr. Carker, “a thousand times! But I am going down tomorrow morning to Mr. Dombey at Leamington, and if Miss Dombey can entrust me with any commission, need I say how very happy I shall be?”

                               Charles Dickens: Dombey and Son 

In order to fawn on his boss, Mr. Carker’s flattery goes to the extreme. His words sound more subservient than polite. His subservient overpoliteness suggests only false display of affection. 

  In fact, situational and social factors are far from that simple. The analysis reveals that lack of consideration for these factors in the actual use of linguistic politeness easily results in intracultural failure or misunderstanding. But Leech fails to use these factors to revise his theory. Therefore some actual use is beyond his explanation.

2.2.4 Less regard for culture influence

  In 1978 Brown and Levinson published an article titled “Universal in Language Usage: Politeness Phenomena”. The universal character of politeness is interpretable in various ways, i.e. it can be observed as a social phenomenon in all cultures,  it is resorted to by speakers of different languages as a social goal to be achieved through the use of language, and it is recognized as a norm in all societies.

  Despite the universality of the actual manifestations of politeness, the ways to realize politeness and the standards of judgement differ in different cultures. Besides, some types of linguistic action are carried out more frequently in some cultures than in others, and this seems to reflect their politeness value as perceived in the community. The selections participants make from their repertoires vary between speech communities, and these variations systematically reflect different cultural orientations. 

  Hearer-costly acts, such as refusals, are perceived as being more socially offensive by Japanese and Chinese interlocutors and thus tend to be avoided. But they seem more consistent with American interlocutors’ right to self-determination not to comply with another person’s wishes. However, refusal is considered as an inherently impolite speech act and therefore problematic for American speakers, too. They tend to mitigate refusals in various ways. 

  Gu (1990) makes a cross-cultural study of politeness in terms of self-denigration, address, and generosity, and affirms differences in the Chinese and Western cultures. Though he holds that it is more appropriate to analyze Chinese politeness in terms of PP, he still develops politeness maxims devoted to Chinese culture: the Self-denigration Maxim, the Address Maxim, the Refinement Maxim, the Agreement Maxim. His maxims are summarized on the basis of politeness features in Chinese cultures: respectfulness, modesty, attitudinal warmth and refinement, which can be traced to the origin of the notion of politeness, i.e. social order originated with Chinese philosopher and thinker Confucius. However, in the English-speaking cultures and the Western world in general, politeness has been closely related to the behavior typical of a certain social location and a certain social group. To be polite means to live up to a set of conventionalized norms of behavior.

  It has become clear that while the notion of politeness is universal, it has different origins and thus different connotations in different cultures. Different cultural values restrict the application of PP, which can be justified by Gu’s and Xu’s (1992) revision of PP.

  Difficulty and misunderstanding may arise in the application of PP in cross-cultural language production and interpretation. Firstly, conflicts among maxims often occur in the conversation of non-native and native speakers of English.

5.A (an American visitor): You did a good job.

B (a Chinese waitress): No, there are still some shortcomings. 

B’s response is a case of point of pragmatic failure. In Western cultures, those who are praised should express their gratitude to show their agreement with the praiser, which realizes the Maxim of Agreement for politeness. Native speakers will answer, “I’m glad to hear that” or “Thank you”. But in Chinese culture, those who are praised should negate others’ praise, even humiliate themselves to show their modesty, which accords with the Modesty Maxim. Since both cultures justify their users’ expression, clash is inevitable between the two maxims required by different cultures. In short, “hearer-beneficial acts such as complimenting and thanking occur more regularly in the US than in China, this reflecting both the strong positive politeness orientation and reluctance to impose on others in American culture, on the one hand, and the assumption, in China, that participants act according to their social positions and associated roles and obligations, on the other hand” (Kasper1996). 

  This difference can also be reflected in the speech acts of thanking and receiving between interlocutors of different cultures.

6.A (an American customer): Thank you.

B (a Chinese salesgirl): That’s my duty.

In Chinese’ eyes the salesgirl is absolutely correct to show their warm-heartedness while the English-speaking customer will feel unpleasant. He regards the salesgirl as indifferent and her service as reluctant. On this occasion an English-speaker gives an appropriate answer like “I’m glad to be of help” to accept thanks and show agreement. But the Chinese consider such answers as superficial and hypocritical.

  In addition, Chinese’ acts of persuading guests to eat more puzzle the Western people a lot. But such acts are manifestations of Chinese hospitality. At dinner they use “Take your time and eat more”, “Come on, taste this”, and “Eat slowly” more than once. Also these acts are in harmony with the Tact Maxim. But this harmony gives the Westerners the impression of being forced to eat. In this case “Help yourself” is used no more than twice in Western tables.

  Let’s examine a case of pragmatic failure caused by the Chinese obeying the Praise Maxim: maximize praise of others. A Chinese student says to his 50-year-old English teacher, Mrs. Brown, “You look nice and younger wearing this dress”. It is obvious that the student wants to win her delight but contrary to his wish, Mrs. Brown does not feel enjoyable at all. She thinks that the student is flattering her and mocking her aged appearance.

  The fact that pragmatic failures originate from obeying PP in cross-cultural communication surely confirms the importance of cultural factors in applying PP. Compared with these cases, it is easier to understand that violations of PP result from a lack of relevant culture-specific pragmatic knowledge.

7.A (a German student): I intend to go out with a friend tonight, so I won’t be home tomorrow morning for your breakfast, Mrs. Bennett.

 B (a London landlady): Well, you know, Anita, I bought    extra biscuits for your breakfast.

  A: Well, that doesn’t matter, because they will surely be fresh on Tuesday anyway.

     (House1993)                                                  In commenting on the pretty rude response “that doesn’t matter”, the German student explains that she intends to produce a translation equivalent of the German minimizer “das macht doch nichts” which carries a much more pacifying and consolatory overtone than the abrupt one chosen. An entirely different speech act is in fact conventionally called for in English, that is, some form of apology seems to be needed rather than a minimizer as is conventionally employed in German.

  As is said above, Leech’s view of “the more indirect, the more polite” is denied in terms of social factors. It also meets protest from cultural differences. 

  While the indirect expression of pragmatic intent is a universally available strategy, the relationship of indirectness and politeness varies cross-culturally. Failures are much more likely to occur in talk exchange between people from different cultural backgrounds, where indirectness and politeness conventions often diverge.

  Request, according to Leech, an inherently impolite act, should be expressed in a roundabout way. Here’s a Chinese student’s polite request of an English teacher to help polish his letter in English.

    I wonder if you are free or not. You see I’ve never written a  letter in English before, so I’ve probably made lots of mistakes.

This polite request abides by the Tact Maxim: minimize cost to others to flout the Quality Maxim of CP. But the puzzled teacher demands further explanation, “So what”, or “Then do you want me to do something for you”. Though native speakers of English tend to use indirect speech acts, they usually give hints for others to recognize intentions easily.

  Things that should be talked about indirectly or even be avoided in China are considered as good news in Western countries. Women’s pregnancy is seldom talked about among the Chinese in public, even privately. But an English classmate of Gu (1992) tells him in great joy, “Gu, I tell you something. I’m pregnant, would you like to touch it?” 

  Direct speech acts are not necessarily impolite. Here’s a dialogue between “I” and “ a soldier” of the same hometown:

        I: How old are you?

        Solider: Nineteen.

        I: How many years in the army?

        S: One year.

        I: How are you drafted?

        S: I followed the Red Army when they retreated towards the north.

    I: How about your family? 

    S: There are my father, mother, aunt, sisters, and brothers.

   I: Haven’t you a wife?

                   (Ru Zhijuan: Lily, English translation--mine)

Such conversation involved in direct speech acts is sure to be impolite in the West because it is rather like questioning a criminal. But in Chinese everyday life, it is far from impolite because it expresses the speakers’ warmth and intimacy.

  In some cases of cross-cultural communication, the goal of politeness is not achieved but hindered through linguistic means under the influence of PP. In others, linguistic politeness is considered acceptable in one culture but not in another. 

  2.3 Summary

  PP’s regulative force, in a word, is to mitigate dispraise, cost, disagreement and antipathy, but fails to cover some common impolite use of language in daily life. Curses, swearwords, obscene words, abusive language are impolite beyond doubt, which harm speakers’ image and cause hearers’ displeasure. Such common phenomenon is out of the range of PP’s radiation. Can PP lead interlocutors towards the goal of politeness in this sense?

  The analysis with illustration suffices to suspect PP’s regulative force. PP is too absolute to be necessarily in accordance with interlocutors’ universal psychology at any time. As a descriptive principle of language use, it is too idealized to mitigate its universality and normative effects. A close look will show the true nature of politeness, i.e. the relativity which reveals itself in various ways, such as the inconsistencies of politeness in different cultures, and the flexibility of degree of politeness influenced by situational and social factors.

  Leech (1983:8) also admits that he is dealing with absolute politeness, claiming that

(a) principles/maxims apply variably to different contexts of language use;

(b) principles/maxims apply in variable degrees, rather than in an all-or-nothing way;

(c) principles/maxims can conflict with one another;

(d) principles/maxims can be contravened without abnegation of the kind of activity they control.

However, these restrictions haven’t been included in the formulation of PP. As a result the relativity of politeness is denied in the actual application of PP, which is followed by intracultural and intercultural misunderstanding or pragmatic failures. Misunderstanding or failure, unacceptable thus inappropriate, obstacles effective communication. CP and PP cannot shoulder the task of regulating linguistic behavior for effective communication, so a more effective principle is in need. The effective communication, in my opinion, ends up with a standard: appropriateness, thus the effective principle might well be called the Appropriateness Principle (AP).

Chapter Three   The Establishing of AP

  In the actual use of language or in daily conversation, one is often criticized for not speaking properly or appropriately. Inappropriateness in linguistic behavior results in unpleasant feelings or disharmony among people. What is appropriateness? How should one speak for the sake of appropriateness? It seems that appropriateness is more abstract and elusive than politeness. In what follows, some accounts of appropriateness at home and abroad are given. Then it is justified from the perspective of cognition. Finally AP is outlined in terms of its conditioning components.

1. Accounts of appropriateness: a review

1.1 Appropriateness in communicative competence

  To speak of appropriateness, D. H. Hymes should be in the first place on the list. To expand the concept of Chomsky’s competence which has been criticized for being too narrow, Hymes (1971) proposes communicative competence, among which appropriateness is one of the four principles, i.e. “whether (and to what degree) something is appropriate (adequate, happy, successful) in relation to a context in which it is used and evaluated.” Appropriateness seems to suggest readily the required sense of relation to contextual features. In fact it examines a person’s ability to judge whether something is appropriate, i.e. whether something is suitable in a certain social context, or in other words, the ability to use correct forms of language in a specific socio-cultural context. 

  Hymes further advances sociolinguistic competence, one component of communicative competence, i.e. “competence as to when to speak, when not and as to what to talk about with whom, when, where and in what manner.” According to him, appropriateness (sociolinguistic competence) and correctness or grammaticality (linguistic competence) should be equally important. Compared with traditional grammar, its emphasis on appropriateness leads to the communicative syllabuses which have been and will be popular ever since.

  Though he has proposed a nearly complete list of contextual features, the list still needs further clarification. “Whom”, for example, is not clear because it has to involve status, race, class, and gender .For another thing, his so-called “social context” fails to give enough attention to culture, which is an important factor in realizing appropriateness of cross-cultural communication. Finally his giving equal weight to appropriateness and correctness or grammaticality is worth reconsidering, though the importance of grammaticality is essential to beginners of language learning. But more often than not grammatically correct utterances are not certainly to be appropriate, and sometimes pragmatically unacceptable.

  For example, the president of a university makes a speech in English to welcome the new American teacher.

8.Ladies and gentlemen, I’m delighted to introduce to you a very pretty girl, Miss Brown. She is a verygood teacher from the U.S.A.                                                                              

                                           (Xia1995:1)                                                   

In the West the adult females prefer to be called “lady” rather than “girl” because the latter is associated with naivety and immaturity. Moreover, the subjective judgement of appearance is unacceptable to a female guest. It is obvious that the grammatically correct utterances are not appropriate at all.

  On the contrary grammatically incorrect utterances still have communicative value in particular circumstances. Native speakers of English can understand and tolerate such grammatically incorrect utterances like “I can’t do it very good’. Grammatical correctness is important, but appropriateness is in the first place, which fits in with the view in this paper.

1.2 Appropriateness of form and of meaning

  Canale (1983) also advances sociolinguistic competence—sociocultural rules of use, which addresses the extent to which utterances are produced and understood appropriately in different sociolinguistic contexts depending on contextual factors such as status of participants, purposes of the interaction, and norms or conventions of interaction. He argues that appropriateness of utterances includes both appropriateness of meaning, concerning the extent to which particular communicative functions, attitudes and ideas are judged to be proper in a given situation, and appropriateness of form, concerning the extent to which a given meaning is represented in verbal forms that are proper in a given sociolinguistic context

  Canale’s ideas really provide insights to the concept of appropriateness. Firstly, appropriateness is defined as rules of language use. Secondly, his view of “the extent” reveals that there is no clear-cut demarcation between what is appropriate and what is not. In most cases, appropriateness can be regarded as a continuum. What is sought for is the most appropriate. Thirdly, since appropriateness is a continuum, the AP as a regulative rule can be violated with keeping the propositional content of a message intact. Finally, he makes a list, though incomplete, of contextual factors. But appropriateness of form receives priority in the paper. For one thing, the appropriateness of the actual use of language is the object in question. For another thing, whether functions, attitudes or ideas are proper or not can only be manifested in the actual use of language, i.e. form. Appropriateness of meaning may be put under the category of appropriateness of form. 

1.3 Appropriateness characterizing validating messages

  Charles (1975:96) writes:

    Messages which are interpreted as validating are usually  characterized by appropriateness, clarity and positiveness.  Messages which are appropriate are responsive both to the intent and content of  previous messages, and indicate that the speaker understands you and is attentive to and genuinely interacting with you. To be understood implies that the other person knows not only what you have said but also what you intended by the message.

As is known, successful verbal communication involves recognition of intent on most occasions. A response to “Hello, how are you” is most likely to be determined by intent not content. Sometimes content equals intent and sometimes not. Certainly the importance of content should not be ignored but intent should be given more weight to. Recognition of intent is the precondition of realizing appropriateness. Recognition and choice of appropriate use of language must be involved in man’s cognition process, which will be dealt with later.

1.4 Appropriateness and other branches of learning

  Sociolinguistics studies the relationship between variation in language use and social context. Generally speaking, variation of language can be classified in respective of their users and use, hence dialects and registers. Dialects take into account all variations arising from differences among users, namely, the space, the temporal factor, and social distance (age, sex, class, race). Registers are varieties related to use, the type of language which is selected as appropriate to a type of situation determined by three social variables, i.e. field of discourse, tenor of discourse, mode of discourse. All the variables related to users and use are summed up as social context. The choice of one variety rather than another is a question of appropriateness depending on social context. Sociolinguistics tends to study the stable association between choice of variety and a certain feature of social context, such as the fixed features of female speech, Black English, thus to study appropriateness in a static way.

  Appropriateness is also the central topic of stylistics, which studies “how to make choices from approximately similar items in the code to fit particular occasions” (Turner1973: 1). The long-period use attaches some linguistic elements arbitrarily to certain stylistic meanings. Only a thorough understanding of them can help speakers make proper choices from potentials. To stylistics, appropriateness is the proper choices of linguistic elements such as phonological, lexical, syntactic, discoursal devices to shape a style like English for science, officialese, journalistic writing, advertisement English, and literary style. Therefore, stylistics tends to study the use of appropriate linguistic elements to fit in with the fixed, static features of a certain piece.

  But in the actual use of language, interlocutors are concerned with only particular assumptions at a particular situation retrieved from the stable features of context. Those particular assumptions produce corresponding appropriate choice. Therefore, appropriateness should be examined in a flexible and dynamic way.

1.4 Study of appropriateness in China

  He Zi-ran (1988: 97) accepts appropriateness as one feature of PP. He Zhao-xiong (1989: 172) advises interlocutors not to ignore appropriateness in the use of politeness. Yu Li (1991) and Li Rui-hua (1994) argue that PP should be a sub-principle of AP. They all hold the same opinion that AP should be established as the first-order principle in language use. 

  Li’s argument arises from the meaning of “tact” in the Tact Maxim of PP. According to the Oxford Dictionary and Webster’s Third New International Dictionary of the English Language, “tact” means “ the faculty of saying or doing the right thing at the right time”, close to Leech’s “effective use of language in communication”. His examination also proves that ancient Chinese explanation of appropriateness is surprisingly similar to that of English dictionaries, and that the generality of tact is richer than that of PP. As a result, the Tact Maxim should not be a submaxim of PP, but vice versa. 

  In particular, the idea that textual rhetoric is categorized under the heading of tact is really a beneficial supplement to others’ accounts. The thesis of this paper is in accordance with Li’s view, but there is a slight difference. Leech should not be criticized in the case of homonymy because Leech’s “tact” is different from that of dictionaries. Consequently in this paper the term “appropriateness” is preferred to avoid misunderstanding or confusion.

2. Cognitive analysis of appropriateness

  CP and PP are more socially imposed while AP is more psychologically encoded and decoded. But appropriateness is far from innate in Chomsky’s sense but learned or acquired. The mind is a symbolic system: human beings need to map all their perceptions of the persons, objects and events in the real world on to internal representations. In our minds, previous utterances, extralinguistic situation and encyclopaedic knowledge have all the same status: they are internal representations. At first the internal representation may be in disorder, but man tends to generalize in dealing with the experience of the world. One way is to try to fix the correspondence between the actual use of language and related particular assumptions about the world. The process of finding the correspondence is one of the shaping of hypothesis, the evaluation of hypothesis, and the establishment of a certain correspondence.

  The shaping of hypothesis depends largely on language users’ experience, and previous knowledge. Human knowledge is highly structured: our internal representations do not merely form a list, but a complex network of sets of organized items. According to Schank and Abelson (1977: 37) there are 

    two classes of knowledge that people bring to bear during the understanding process: general knowledge and specific knowledge. General knowledge enables a person to understand and interpret another person’s actions simply because the other person is a human being with certain standard needs. Specific knowledge permits us to interpret and participate in events we have been through many times.  Specific detailed knowledge about a situation allows us to do less processing and wondering about frequently experienced events.

                                    (from Escandell-vidal 1996)

Specific knowledge provides a particular subset of the whole set of assumptions held by an individual at a particular moment used in the production of a particular utterance. The hypothesis is established in that a particular assumption about the world requires a particular utterance. 

 The hypothesis has to be tested, i.e. whether the particular utterance is really the best requirement for that particular assumption, or whether a particular utterance can realize the interlocutors’ communicative goal at a particular moment. The evaluation is subject to man’s later experience. If the particular utterance fails to satisfactorily meet the interlocutors’ goal, interlocutors have to seek for another utterance instead of the previous one. Then evaluation occurs again until the correspondence is found and fixed.

  The fixed correspondence gradually becomes a stereotyped data structure called frame, schema, script or scenario, which describes appropriate sequences of events in particular contexts. In fact, the correspondence is involved in the choice of particular contexts and utterances. What strikes interlocutors most is the appropriate correspondence and choice. Wilson says, “The aim of a theory of communication is to identify the principles underlying the speakers’ choices”. The AP underlying the speakers’ choices has to be traced back to particular contexts, specific knowledge. Specific knowledge, like human knowledge, is also highly structured: from knowledge of situation to social mental representation. 

  These two parts of knowledge shapes a frame which has its corresponding script in man’s mind. Once the script is defined, appropriate utterance is found. 

  Therefore the key of appropriateness is to define the two parts of knowledge: situational, social. In this paper, cultural knowledge is detached from social knowledge. The textual knowledge is added for it determines the appropriate arrangement of information.

3. The knowledge of situation 

  Man’s memory is so limited that man cannot store all particular situations. Man’s knowledge of situation is based on his ability of generality and abstraction. The knowledge of situation and the actual use of language turn into cognitive units in terms of features. “The mentioning of a certain concrete situation naturally reminds man of possible actual use in this situation, and vice versa” (Xiong1999: 115). Man tends to generalize and classify as well as to do componential analysis. The knowledge of situation is subject to componential analysis.

3.1 Spatial and temporal setting

  All speech events occur in time and space. Sometimes one of the defining criteria of an event is its occurring at a specific time or in a specific place. The knowledge is generated by interlocutors by virtue of being together on the same scene at the same time of the immediate talk situation.

  The appropriate use of greetings such as “Merry Christmas” requires speakers’ knowledge of the time at which they are producing the greetings. To the Chinese Christmas has not been celebrated until recently. The Chinese may learn from different sources that the Westerners often express their good wishes using “Merry Christmas” just a short time before or after Dec. 25th, not a week ago or later. The greeting is attached to a certain temporal setting. Consequently, the Chinese naturally choose an appropriate moment such as 24th to use such a greeting rather than 10th or 30th. The knowledge of temporal setting of this greeting is activated just a short time before or after Dec. 25th. 

  The knowledge of spatial setting also controls the appropriate use of language. If a daughter says to her mother and teacher in the classroom, “Mom, come on, I can’t work it out”, others will stare at her and her mother. But at home no one makes a fuss about it. The change of spatial setting also changes the relationship between interlocutors, which will be discussed later. It’s not appropriate for the daughter to produce such an utterance in the classroom.

3.2 Medium

  The media of discourse, written or oral determine choices of linguistic elements. Choices imply appropriateness. Lyons (1977: 574) writes, “Man is rooted in the frequent and longstanding association of the written medium with more formal, and the oral medium with less formal, situations in many cultures”. Man’s observation endows them with association between different features of grammar, vocabulary, and different medium of transmission. In terms of structure, oral English is characterized by looseness while written, by compactness, In terms of vocabulary, colloquialism, vogue words, current slang, verbal fillers and simple words tend to occur in oral English while literary words, learned words and big words, in written. 

  The daily conversation full of too many literary or learned words is obviously inappropriate, and even ridiculous. For example, a young female student coming back from school tells an old woman how to suck an egg. “Take an egg, and make a perforation in the base, and a corresponding one in the apex. Then apply the lips to the aperture, and by forcibly inhaling the breath the shell is entirely discharged of its contents.” But the old woman responds, “ When I was a gal they made a hole in each end and sucked.” The young girl is not required to write a research paper, so her remarks are struck as deliberate mystifying, which is difficult for the old woman to understand. She fails to realize her communicative goal. The young female’s failure results from inappropriate knowledge of medium, thus incorrect choice of script and language output. In fact, the case is also involved in the knowledge of the subject-matter.

3.3 The subject-matter

  The appropriate use of language is also concerned with one’s knowledge of subject-matter. To put it in a simple way, a speaker has to know the purpose, topic of the coming conversation. A request, for example, can be performed in various ways in English. Man’s script shows that a casual expression is used to make a requirement easy for others to fulfill such as asking the time, or borrowing a lighter; more polite expressions are produced to make one difficult for others to meet such as borrowing a typewriter or car. No matter who the addressee is or what relationship exists between the interlocutors, it is by all means inappropriate for the addresser to perform a speech act of borrowing a lighter in this way, “I hope you don’t mind my asking, but I wonder if it might be at all possible for you to lend me your lighter?” Only if it is used to express the addresser’s ironical attitude towards the addressee’s meanness, it is safe to say to be proper.

  The knowledge of subject-matter relates to the expressive function of language. This is the selection by the speaker of elements which makes the utterance appropriate to his attitude towards, or his emotional involvement in, what he is talking about. He may be ironical, enthusiastic, skeptical, reserved, scornful, sentimental, and so on. Moreover, the knowledge of subject-matter determines not only language use within one variety or language but also the selection of one variety or language rather than another in bilingual or multilingual communities. Code-switching may occur within a speech event to discuss a particular topic. Bilinguals often find it easier to discuss particular topics in one code rather than another. Suppose three students from the Chinese province of Canton sharing a flat in London. They tend to use Cantonese to discuss the ingredients of the stir-fry vegetable dish they are cooking and to speak English in discussing the chemical composition of the different ingredients. The Chinese dialect, Cantonese is switched to English or vice versa because the topic of Chinese food is appropriately discussed in Cantonese but the technical topic introduced is more easily discussed in English, the language in which they are studying. “The technical topics are firmly associated with a particular code and the topic itself can trigger a switch to the appropriate code” (Holmes1990: 45). 

3.4 Degree of Formality

  The appropriate use of language is also determined by the knowledge of formality level. Joos has postulated five degrees of formality in English, each of which is said to correlate with systematic phonological, grammatical and lexical differences. His terms for the five kinds of situation and the style of English appropriate to them are “frozen”, “formal”, “consultative”, “casual”, “intimate”. It is intuitively clear that there is a scale of formality, not only in English but probably in all languages. Code-mixing often occurs because of the incomplete knowledge of formality level. 

  Suppose a letter begins with “It was extremely gracious of you to have invited me to the reception, and I had bags of fun there”. The receiver to a large extent feels ridiculous because “extremely gracious” sounds very formal while “bags of fun” is casual. The cooccurence of these words belonging to different styles produces an inappropriate utterance because it is not stored in man’s script.

  To pedestrians a notice “Expectoration is forbidden” looks something of scholarly as well as difficult to understand, and above all inappropriate. “Please don’t split” has been a fixed schema to ask others not to spit in public.

  So the formality level is closely related to the subject-matter. In man’s mind, politics, history, religion, and technical things tend to be bound with formal style while daily topics like weather, shopping, and travelling, with informal style. But even on the same topic, the formality level also varies. Compare the forms of introduction:

9.a. Come and meet my friend Bob.

b. I don’t think you’ve met my friend Bob.

c. Allow me to introduce head of our department, Prof. Smith.

d. Shall I introduce you to our dean, Prof. Smith.

Man can easily distinguish (a, b) from (c, d) in terms of degree of formality. These language forms activate man’s script, especially knowledge of participants. The utterances (a, b) are used to introduce friends, intimates while (c, d) to introduce persons of high status. Therefore the degree of formality is also influenced by the factor of participants in a speech event.

  In most cases, it is not only one situational variable that functions independently to determine appropriate choices of linguistic elements within a variety or of a code. In fact these four variables share the same work, the work of situational knowledge. Furthermore, the cooperative work is to be realized by participants. The knowledge of participants is categorized as one part of social mental representation. 

4. Social mental representation

  In linguistic communication, the knowledge of participants and of the social environment they live in continuously penetrates into man’s brain. Then it is stored in the structure of human knowledge in the form of social representation associated with language forms. Once similar knowledge reoccurs, the corresponding language forms are activated. The completion of the activation embodies appropriateness.

4.1 The knowledge of participants

4.1.1 The knowledge of participants: participant relationship

  Language is an important marker of a person’s identity and language use is one way for speakers to display their personal and social identities. One’s identity is established in reference to that of others (the importance of a third party has been analyzed in great detail in 2.2.2). Therefore, participant relationship is in the first place of the knowledge of participants. It is worth examining participant relationship from two perspectives: the solidarity-social distance scale and the status scale. 

  The solidarity-social distance scale is reflected in the following diagram:

        Intimate            Distant

               ​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​​-----------------

   High solidarity            Low solidarity

                                            (Holmes1990: 12)

Solidarity varies with the degree of intimacy in participant relationship. As a rule in daily life, it is harder for a person to open his mouth to borrow a car from his teacher or boss than from his roommate or colleague. The reason is that the social distance between one and his teacher or boss is farther than that between one and his roommate or colleague. 

10.a. Oh, dear. May I use your car?

  b. Sir, I wonder if you could possibly lend me your car?

One’s knowledge of solidarity can associate Sentence 10a with roommate--roommate relationship, 10b with teacher-student relationship.

  Code-switching also occurs under the influence of solidarity scale. Most Shanghai natives, for instance, can speak both standard Chinese and Shanghai dialect. One of my friends, a Shanghai native, certainly speaks standard Chinese to me, a person of Anhui Province. However, when he is helping select my shoes in a Shanghai department store, he speaks Shanghai dialect to the saleswoman. My friend’s switch from Shanghai dialect to standard Chinese not only facilitates our mutual understanding, but also shows his intimacy towards me. But his switch form standard Chinese to Shanghai dialect may be a signal of group membership and solidarity, showing his intimacy towards the saleswoman. Appropriate code-switching here at least can ensure a better bargain.

  The following diagram shows the status scale.

           Superior               High status

          Subordinate             Low status    

                                                   (ibid. 13)  

Every participant shoulders a certain role institutionalized in a society and recognized by its members. “The roles are typically reciprocal: doctor-to-patient and patient-to-doctor, employer-to-employee and employee-to-employer” (Lyons 1977: 576). Role normally implies status. By social status is meant the relative social standing of the participants. Even to achieve the same communicative intention, the linguistic forms used by superiors are far different from those by subordinates.

     11. a. Mind if I smoke?    

        b. Excuse me, sir, would it be all right if I smoke?

The illocutionary force and interlocutors of these two utterances are the same: asking an employee or employer for permission to smoke by an employer or employee. However an employee is expected to use Sentence 11a while an employer, to use Sentence 11b in performing the same speech act. In the process of language production, one has to decide who is higher in status. Then he turns to the knowledge of status and corresponding script: a person of higher status can speak less politely towards his subordinate and a person of lower status should speak more politely towards his superior. So an appropriate choice results from the knowledge of status. It is generally regarded as inappropriate for an employee to use Sentence 11a unless they are very familiar with each other. If an employer speak Sentence 11b, it is felt that the utterance is inappropriate to his identity.

  Codes vary with status. Role switch is commonly associated with a code switch in multilingual communities. The switch occurs in Belgium when a government clerk deals with a query from someone she went to school with. They switch from a local variety of Flemish to French when they turn from exchanging stories about what has happened to their schoolmates to sorting out their business,. 

  In the countries such as Indonesia and India where social divisions are very clear-cut, there are caste systems determined by birth, and strict social rules govern the kind of behavior appropriate to each group. Not surprisingly these social distinctions are also reflected in speech differences. “An Indonesian student says, ‘every time you talk to a different person you have to choose exactly the right words and the right pronunciations’”(Holmes1990: 147).

4.1.2 The knowledge of participants: class

  Status differences lead to class divisions. People from different social classes speak differently in terms of pronunciation, vocabulary and grammar. “Patterns of [h]-dropping sharply divide the middle class groups from the lower class groups in Norwich. Multiple negation is much more frequent in lower class speech than in middle class speech. Upper class speakers use sitting-room rather than lounge, and refer to the lavatory rather than the toilet”(Holmes1990: 149, 160, 161).                      Class-based styles of speaking are shaped due to different experiences of the world and thus different patterns of thought. But it is strictly not the case that the lower class speakers are forbidden to speak upper class variety and vice versa. Generally speaking, the upper class would rather keep their variety, thus their status. The lower class tend to use the upper class variety, thus to improve their status if possible. A poor fellow who had made a large fortune overnight produces the utterance, “I dined here with Jimmy, my best chum, and the finest chap in the world”. He is eager to be recognized as a member of the upper class economically as well as socially. The upper class enjoy high education, using graceful words like “dine”. This upstart’s seemingly high status is overturned by his use of slang words like “chum”, “chap”. As a result, the original goal is not realized but inappropriateness occurs instead. In terms of class, one should keep his class dialect appropriate to a particular circumstance; for another, code-mixing should be avoided.

4.1.3The knowledge of participants: ethnicity/race

  The knowledge of one’s race or ethnicity mostly requires code-switching in appropriate actual use for achieving communication intention. Bargaining with Chinese retailers in the shopping centers, Chinese Singaporeans similarly often signal their ethnic background with linguistic tags, such as the expressive la, and phrases or words from their ethnic language. Their previous knowledge, later script tells them that emphasizing common ethnicity may mean they get a better bargain.

  In the US, and elsewhere, race has an impact on language use. Many (but not all) African Americans in US speak a variety of English known as Black English or Black English vernacular. Some speakers use this dialect in all of their communication. Others use it only in certain contexts, as among family members and friends, and speak standard English in other situations, as in school or at work. They may also switch from one style to the other during any speech event, depending on topic, attitude, and co-participants. Consequently, appropriate switch to a large extent depends on one aspect of their scripts: the correspondence between a certain variety and the knowledge of situation.

4.1.4 The knowledge of participants: gender

  Social norms construct and reinforce attitudes about women’s and men’s proper work roles, their participation in family and community life, modes of dress and demeanor, and their appropriate style of communicative behavior.  Their distinctive features of language use have been stored in the form of persons’ social mental representation.

  Some languages signal the sex of the speaker in their pronoun system.  In Japanese, there is a word atashi, meaning ‘I’, used only by women, and another, boku, used only by men. 

  Quite a few studies have been conducted on the female speech. Lakoff (1975:8-19) suggests that women’s speech is characterized by linguistic features such as the following:

(a) Lexical hedges, fillers, e.g. you know, sort of , you see.

(b)Precise color terms, e.g. magenta, aquamarine.

(c)Intensifiers, e.g. just, so.

(d)Hyper correct’ grammar, e.g. consistent use of standard verb forms.

(e)‘Superpolite’ forms, e.g. indirect request, euphemisms.

   (f)Avoidance of strong swear words, e.g. fudge, my goodness.

     (g)Emphatic stress, e.g. it was a BRILLIANT performance.

(h)Tag questions, e.g. she’s very nice, isn’t she?

  (i)Rising intonation on declaratives.

  (j)Empty adjectives, e.g. divine, charming, cute.

Women as a subordinate group, it is argued, must avoid offending men. And so they must speak carefully and politely.  The above linguistic features (a, e, f, h, i) are used as politeness devices. As a rule, men are forbidden to use the speech forms attached to women.

  Next, the use of empty adjectives is take as an example to illustrate appropriate use of language.

Group 1: adorable, charming, divine, lovely, sweet

Group 2: great, terrific, cool, neat

                                           (Zhu 1999:5-6)

Group 1 appears with great frequency in females’ speech. Jespersen interpreted these usages as an example of women’s tendency to exaggerate and as a sign of linguistic and cognitive superficiality.  It is inappropriate for males to use Group 1 to express their subjective feelings because men are expected to control their feelings.  Otherwise men will be titled as “sissy, immaturity, not manly”, even ‘gay’.  Men have to choose from Group 2 which is also open to women. Women are free to use adjectives and intensifiers because society allows them to display emotion freely.

  In all societies, gender distinctions are expressed through language.  Gender-appropriate styles of communicative interaction further mark the separation of women and men. 

4.1.5 The knowledge of participants: age

  People’s speech varies at different ages in terms of some features like pitch, vocabulary, pronunciation and grammar. Some patterns which are appropriate for 10 year-olds or teenagers will disappear as they grow older.  These age-graded patterns are finally represented in man’s mind.  The extensive swear word vocabulary which some teenagers use is likely to change over time.  Though they continue to know these terms, the frequency with which they use them often diminishes, especially as they begin to have children and socialize with others.  It seems possible that adult men restrict swearing largely to all-male settings, whereas women reduce their swearing in all settings as they move into adulthood.  Slang is another area of vocabulary which reflects a person’s age.  Current slang is the linguistic prerogative of young people and generally sounds odd in the mouth of an older person.  It signals membership of a particular group -- the young.

  In sum, participants are categorized in terms of status, race, gender, and age.  Since these features result in man’s choices, appropriate choices are subject to them. In some cases one feature seems to be the most influential factor in language production.  In most cases, these features modify one another to produce more complex patterns. However, the features of gender, race, age are relatively stable in comparison with status, situational factors.  In the actual use of language, the stable features are generally subservient to the dynamic features. Complex as it seems to be, man can encode and decode these features naturally and smoothly because these complex features have been conventionalized in man’s brain. 

4.2 The knowledge of social environment

  Participants, as perceivers and experiencers of the world are sure to carry the knowledge of the world in terms of its social background.  British novelist Swift has a famous saying, “ the use of proper words in proper places”.  In the paper the meaning of places is interpreted in light of social background rather than grammatical places.  Here’s an example:

12. Chen Yi was thoughtless enough to oppose to Chairman Mao.

                                                   (Qian1993: 248)

  On Jan.10th, 1972, Zhang Qian, Chen Yi’s wife, produced the above sentence to Chairman Mao at the funeral mourning over Chen Yi’s death.  As was known at that time, a man was judged according to whether he was against Chairman Mao or not.  Chen Yi once put forward some ideas contrary to Chairman Mao’s wishes.  But , on one hand Mrs Chen was the least likely to scold her husband as an anti-revolutionary because she knew her husband was a genuine revolutionary.  On the other hand, the knowledge of social environment forbade her to argue for her husband.  “Thoughtless” can mean “careless”, “not considering others’ feelings”.  She used “thoughtless” to describe her husband as if she was complaining about and regretting that Chen, a good man, committed careless mistakes, not serious enough to be an anti-revolutionary.  To her dead husband and Chairman Mao, her words are appropriate.  Suppose in China after 1978 when most wrong doings have been righted, it is far from appropriate for Mrs Chen to comment on her husband in that way.

  The knowledge of social environment, i.e. the background knowledge of a certain era, determines what man should say and what should not.  In fact there is macro-environment, i.e. cultural background.

4.3 The knowledge of cultural variation.

  Specific knowledge is specific because there are different situations with different actions, participants and properties, but also because there are different cultures.  “All cultures provide rules for appropriate communicative interaction, defining behaviors that should occur, that may occur, and that should not occur in given contexts” (Bonvillain 1997:78).  Based on the rules, speakers’ intercultural competence helps them produce appropriate utterances. Culturally determined assumptions govern the interaction in a permanent and automatic way.

  Since specific-knowledge is culture-specific, then different cultures will have different sets of organized knowledge regarding social relationships, events and situations.  Inappropriateness, thus failures in intercultural communication can be accounted for in that participants try to act out the same scene with different internalized scripts, i.e. their respective specific knowledge does not happen to contain the same text – so to speak.  For example,

13 A (American): As for the second question, I’m still in the dark.

B (Frenchman): But you don’t understand.

B’s response might be understood literally, as a statement about the other’s level of comprehension, hence possibly about his intelligence.  An American may feel insulted if thusly appraised; yet there is nothing in the French equivalent “ Mais vous ne comprenez pas” that connotes an insult, or an intention to detract from the other party’s mental or intellectual capabilities.  In fact, the Frenchman would set a misunderstanding straight, without going into any details, “If you didn’t understand what I said, the reason must be that I didn’t express myself too clearly.”  An American, in a similar situation, will say “I'm afraid I didn’t express myself too clearly.” 

  In cross-cultural communication, people have different social representation. The culturally-tinged mental representation remains relatively stable and hinders smooth communication.  Facing such situations, participants have to consider how to lessen cultural gaps, even to adapt to the target culture actively for effective communication.

5. The knowledge of text: information structure

  In the above sections appropriateness like CP and PP are studied from the viewpoint of situational, social and cultural variables, in all, as an interactive event involving speaker or writer and audience, which is closely related to Halliday’s interpersonal function of language.  From another perspective, appropriateness has been examined in the first stage of encoding: semantic representation.   After semantic representation occurs in minds, interlocutors have to find the most appropriate syntactic, phonological representation for it, i.e. how to construct the message, which coincides with Halliday’s textual function.

  The constructing of the message is the arrangement of information in terms of sequence, focus .  Sun (1999) argues, “If a piece of language is appropriate in terms of communicative value, it must take quantity and quality of information into consideration.  By quantity of information is meant that a piece of language should contain new information as well as old information.  By quality of information is meant that a piece of language should give more weight to new information than to old information.” Compare:

 14. a. Sheila’s engaged to be married, and her fiance’s an         airline pilot.

          b. Sheila’s fiance’s an airline pilot, and she’s engaged to be married.

A close look will reveal that Sentence 14a is natural, thus appropriate, (“Natural speech = Appropriate speech” (Wolfson 1997)) while Sentence 14b is not though the difference is only found in the sequence. The information contained in the second coordinate clause of Sentence 14b has been given in the first coordinate sentence, and consequently becomes redundant.  It is against the cognitive process. Lyons (1977:508) holds that “the order in which expressions occur reflects the order in which their psychological correlates pass through the mind of the sender in the cognitive process. Generally speaking, what occurs first in the sender’s mind when he formulates his communicative intention, will depend upon its psychological salience for him at that time, upon its being uppermost in his mind.  And one factor what will influence the psychological salience of particular situations is whether they already exist in the universe-of-discourse or not.”  According to cognitive process, given information usually occurs before new information.  This is referred to as the principle of end-focus.  The sequence in Sentence 14b, is contrary to the principle of end-focus. The knowledge of information structure endows interlocutors with the ability to choose the sequence or focus for achieving the communicative goal.

6.Summary

  Do humans activate the three parts of knowledge at the same time in the process of language encoding? As is told in the previous section, the knowledge of text is activated after the knowledge of situation and social mental representation.

  Lyons (1977: 607,609) writes, “Every utterance occurs in a culturally determined context-of-situation”, and “all contexts finding a place in what might be called the context-of-culture. The context-of-culture is postulated as the matrix within which distinguishable and socially significant situations occur.” Therefore, the context-of culture is not only bigger in scope than the context-of-situation, but also is given priority in cognitive process. The context-of-culture corresponds to the knowledge of social environment and culture background in the social mental representation. The knowledge of participants, though categorized as a part of social mental representation, is an overlapping component, for it is also closely related to the knowledge of situation. Within the knowledge of situation and participants, it is hard to decide which part should be first activated. But there is a general tendency that the stable features are subservient to the dynamic features. 

  In sum, the knowledge of social and cultural background is first activated, then the knowledge of situation, and the knowledge of text.

Chapter Four    Conclusion

  In the previous sections a picture of appropriateness has been sketched from the perspective of cognition.  Our social behavior (including language use) is not a matter of chaotic, unruly performance, but some kind of systematic knowledge behind it.  In the process of achieving appropriateness man automatically seeks for help from his scripts: the knowledge of situation, of social environment, of culture, of text and the corresponding required actual use of language.  Appropriateness Principle can be categorized as the following: Maxim of situation, Maxim of Social Environment, Maxim of Culture, and Maxim of Tact.  AP and its maxims share the work of achieving politeness with PP, for PP fails to work in some cases.  Appropriateness being the highest requirement for every interlocutor, AP is naturally accepted as the first-order principle.

  To behave appropriately is not a natural quality but an acquired ability. Children first become aware of the difference regarding social status of others, and only later do they acquire tactful behavior.  The fact that man feels lost when faced with a different social and cultural system strongly suggests that appropriateness is indeed a matter of knowledge.The acquisition of appropriateness implies a process: from the least appropriate, relatively inappropriate…fairly appropriate to the most appropriate, which is in accordance of the Theory of Gradation.  As a principle of guiding language production, AP is characterized by flexibility in actual application.  In addition, Godel states that within any rigidly logical mathematical system there are propositions (or questions) that cannot be proved or disposed on the basis of the axioms within that system and that, therefore, it is uncertain that the basic axioms of arithmetic will not give rise to contradictions. Any seemingly complete system needs repair and supplement.  The same is true of AP.  The partial solutions offered in this paper may be an interesting path to be followed by future investigations. 
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