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摘  要

在Brown和Levinson（1987）看来，人们作为理性个体存在时通常会有缓和面子威胁的明显趋势。然而，实际上人们有可能选择以直接和有意的方式来威胁颜面。这样一来便导致了不礼貌言语现象的产生。但是此语言现象并未得到国内外学者的足够关注。这篇论文主要聚焦在美国真人秀中的不礼貌言语的表现。面子被划分为两大类：尊敬面子和身份面子。此篇文章中最显著的身份面子和参与者的职业身份紧密相连，因而身份面子又被进一步划分为领导者角色身份面子和从属者角色身份面子。文章对不同种面子的攻击及未缓和言语的损伤程度进行了例证和分析。本文选取了风靡一时的美国真人秀《学徒》作为主要语料来源。作者建立了不礼貌重要策略，以此来分析《学徒》中的不礼貌分布框架。此文通过实证研究讨论分析了四组不礼貌策略。主要策略可能存在的模式通过数据统计加以说明阐释。随后文章介绍了作为仿礼貌存在的讽刺及作为仿非礼貌存在的善意取笑。

此外，本文总结出媒体语境下促使不礼貌言语产生的两个主要因素，包括娱乐价值和制作流程。文章得出如下几点结论：1）面子的概念同语境密切关联；相比而言，对身份面子的言语攻击多于对尊敬面子的言语攻击；而就攻击身份面子而言，对领导者角色身份面子的言语攻击明显多于对从属者角色身份面子的言语攻击；2）以听话方为导向的不礼貌模式策略使用频率时常多于以说话方为导向的不礼貌模式策略；不礼貌模式策略呈现出一定模式；3）讽刺可以作为非礼貌使用，其表象看似礼貌；善意取笑有可能是仿不礼貌现象，其旨有时并不在不礼貌。

本研究具有比较重要的理论价值和实践价值。在理论方面，此文通过探寻不同种类的面子揭示出不礼貌言语现象是一种十分重要的语言现象，并提出了新的不礼貌模型，即不礼貌模式策略。在实践方面，本文指出媒体语境中的不礼貌是值得研究的领域，可以增进人们对媒体环境下言语应用的了解和认识。此文增进了对不礼貌现象及未被充分探索的媒体语境实证研究的探索。

关键词：真人秀；不礼貌；尊敬/身份面子；不礼貌模式策略
ABSTRACT

According to Brown and Levinson (1987), people as rational beings usually have a strong tendency to mitigate face threats. However, in reality, people may opt for attacking face directly and intentionally. This gives rise to the phenomenon of impoliteness, which has not gained adequate attention from scholars home and abroad. This paper focuses on the phenomenon of impoliteness existing in reality shows. The notion of face is categorized into two major types: respectability face and identity face. The most salient type of identity is associated with the participants’ professional identity which is further divided into two major types, known as the leadership identity face and followership identity face. The attack against different types of face and the degree of severity caused by the unmitigated verbal behavior is exemplified and analyzed. Taking the well-known American reality show The Apprentice as the major source of data, the author examines the prevailing existence of impoliteness within a newly proposed theoretic model, dubbed as the Grand Strategy of Impoliteness. Drawing on the empirical data collected, the paper discusses and analyzes four pairs of the impoliteness constraints. The probable pattern existing behind the major constraints will be statistically calculated and analyzed. A brief recapture of irony as mock-politeness and banter as mock-politeness is later under discussion. 

Moreover, the paper values the role played by media context and summarizes two dominant factors inducing the maximization of impoliteness: the entertainment value and the production process. It is concluded that 1) the notion of face is highly contextualized; comparatively, the attack of identity face is more frequent than that of the respectability face; as for the attack against identity face, the frequency of attacking leadership identity face is higher than the attack against the followership identity face; 2) in Grand Strategy of Impoliteness, the hearer-oriented constraints usually outperform the speaker-oriented constraints; the constraints of impoliteness have certain patterns; and 3) irony could be used as a kind of impoliteness which achieves surface realization of politeness; banter might be a type of mock-impoliteness which does not intend to be impolite.

The present research is both theoretically and practically significant. Theoretically, it has revealed that impoliteness is an important language phenomenon by probing into the different types of face and provides a new descriptive impoliteness model known as Grand Strategy of Impoliteness. Practically, it has indicated that impoliteness in media context is a field worthwhile to study which may add people’s understanding of language usage in media environment. It adds to the understanding to the previously insufficiently studied area between impoliteness and deficiency in empirical explanation in the media setting.
Key words: reality show; impoliteness; respectability/identity face; Grand Strategy of Impoliteness
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Chapter One  Introduction
1.1 Object of the study 
     Impoliteness, according to Locher and Bousfield (2008, p. 2), is “the long neglected ‘poor cousin’ of politeness”. While politeness may have been positioned in the limelight for a long time, impoliteness has long been left in a dark spot without systematic elaboration. 
     In Brown and Levinson’s (1987) model, people as rational beings have a strong tendency to mitigate the possible face threats that certain utterances may incur. They constructed a Model Person (MP) who is endowed with two basic wants—“the want to be unimpeded and the want to be approved of in certain respects” (Brown & Levinson, 1987, p. 58). However, there are times when speakers opt for impoliteness to attack face rather than save face, as illustrated in the following extract: 

Extract 1: [Context: During a group meeting, Jack was unsatisfied with his interlocutor’s performance. In front of all of his teammates, he made the following remark.]

Jack: Everyone HATES you. You are a DISASTER. You have been TOTALLY a disaster.

     Here, Jack offends the hearer by bluntly telling the hearer that he is resented by everyone. “Hate” carrying the meaning of bitter hostility and open enmity reflects that the addressee is not liked or appreciated. Moreover, Jack highlights the dislike of the interlocutor by labeling him as a “disaster”. The informal usage of “disaster” here indicates the addressee is perceived to be an unfavorable person. Thus the competence of the addressee is not approved of. Besides, the use of “totally” as an intensifier reinforces Jack’s overtly passive belief in the hearer. According to Leech (1983, p. 135), the interlocutors ought to “avoid saying unpleasant things about others, and more particularly, about h[earer]”. Clearly, Jack’s words indicate a violation of Politeness Principle on Jack’s part, because he has purposefully produced disagreeable utterances resulting in aggravated impoliteness. 

The example above is just one of the numerous impoliteness phenomena we may encounter in our daily life and work. Contrary to Brown and Levinson’s (1987) claim that positive face wants and negative face wants are universally heeded and respected, impoliteness is by no means marginal in modern society, as this paper shall prove.

     This paper aims to explicate the phenomenon of impoliteness in the reality shows. With the rapid proliferation of programs on television, reality shows have become more and more popular as they record ordinary people in front of television cameras. The spanning scope and generic innovation have overtaken the traditional television genres, such as drama or documentary and accentuate the reality-based nature of the show by offering opportunities to ordinary people. However, the study of impoliteness phenomenon in reality show is a newly emerging topic of study which has received “relatively scant attention”, but has an inclination to increase during prime time (Glascock, 2008, p. 268). Due to the complexity of existing genres in reality shows, one of the most popular and absorbing American reality shows known as The Apprentice is selected as the representative source of data. 

     The main concern of the article lies in the further exploration of face based on Brown and Levinson’s (1987), Goffman’s (1967) and Spencer-Oatey’s (2005, 2007) analytical framework. Furthermore, it aims to propose a new analytical framework of impoliteness as opposed to Leech’s (2005) Grand Strategy of Politeness (GSP) with a view to better capture the phenomenon of impoliteness in our daily life and work. Later on, irony and banter are under discussion. Moreover, possible factors inducing the emergence of impoliteness will undergo detailed discussion. It is hoped that the phenomenon of impoliteness might be further elaborated and better understood.

1.2 Need for the study
     Two major factors necessitate the present research, ranging from the theoretical aspect to the empirical substantiation in media context. 

     Firstly, the theoretical aspect of impoliteness has been insufficiently explored. Although a handful of studies have been carried out in recent years, these studies are far from being systematic due to the over-reliance on lexical-based analysis. For instance, the impoliteness framework proposed by former researchers has been criticized for being too constrained within lexical and grammatical structure. Therefore, there is a need to construct a more elaborative theoretical framework. The current study aims to partially compensate for the deficiency of the previous theory by proposing a new theoretical framework. 

     Secondly, from a practical perspective, the study of impoliteness in media discourse is still inadequately researched. However, in reality, impolite verbal behaviors have a tendency to increase in television programs. “Once the media talked at us, now they shout at us” (Wilson, 2006, p. 18). This seems to indicate that there is a missing link between impolite language phenomena and deficiency in explanation. Therefore, this has revealed the need to conduct research from an empirical angle which may compensate for this deficiency.
1.3 Significance of the study
The significance of the study could be understood in the following two facets. 

Firstly, impoliteness is an important language phenomenon. Impolite verbal communication has become pervasive which can be easily found in daily lives, in literature, in television programs, and other settings. Therefore, it is worthwhile to put more efforts into the study of impoliteness and gain a deeper understanding of impolite language phenomenon in human communication. The re-approach of the theoretical framework of impoliteness could make positive contribution in this regard.

Secondly, impoliteness reflected in media context is an area which is worth probing into. Based on frequent observation in reality show programs, there is an accumulation of linguistic data reflecting impoliteness in human communication. One of the latest study shows that there are correlations between watching programs containing aggression (e.g. verbal and behavioral) and youngsters’ subsequent behavior (Linder & Gentile, 2009). Thus, one can never overestimate the influence of television due to its pervasiveness among numerous audiences. It will be proved that the research in the relevant field could add to the understanding of impoliteness in media context.
1.4 Structure of the thesis
     Chapter One is the introductory part. Chapter Two will start with the definition of “reality show” and some controversial factors concerning the typology of this factual program in the media. Then the focus will shift towards the definition of impoliteness by making comparison with politeness. After that, the thesis will touch upon previous research carried out so far on impoliteness home and abroad, giving special attention to the naming and the difficulty of defining the term itself. 

     The following chapter, Chapter Three, is the introduction of a different categorical perspective based on Goffman’s original notion of face, Brown and Levinson’s interpretation and the later revision proposed by Spencer-Oatey. Therefore, two different kinds of face is revealed—the respectability face and the identify face. By taking the most salient contextual environment into account, this paper argues that the latter kind of face is mainly composed of two subcategories, namely leadership identity face and followership identity face. Subsequently, a new theoretic framework named Grand Strategy of Impoliteness (GSI) which is approximately parallel but opposite to Leech’s (2005) Grand Strategy of Politeness (GSP) proposal. Four pairs of major constraints are listed out with supporting linguistic evidence. The major concern of Chapter Four is the methodology adopted in this study. Three research questions will be raised, followed by the elaboration on the details of data collection and data analysis.

     Subsequently, Chapter Five displays the dynamic aspects in the types of face and evaluates the relative weight of different types of face under certain contextual environment. Moreover, the usage of the major impoliteness constraints in reality shows will be brought under discussion, supplemented by extracts of data transcription from six episodes of The Apprentice. The possible pattern existing behind the major constraints will be statistically analyzed. Then, irony as mock-politeness and banter as mock-impoliteness are analyzed with empirical evidence. Later on, possible factors inducing the use of impoliteness from consumers’ psychological perspective and production process are to be considered. 

     The paper ends with the summary of the major findings, implications and limitation of the study, as well as directions for further research.
Chapter Two  Literature review
In this chapter, the burgeoning genre of reality shows is introduced and a tentative definition is presented in the beginning. Then, the paper attends to the realness of reality show, as well as the classification of reality shows. Later on, it briefly reviews the notion of face through reviewing the studies conducted by previous researchers and offers a succinct account of the model of politeness. Subsequently, the major focus of attention is shifted to the studies on impoliteness both at home and abroad.

2.1 Defining reality shows  

     With the advent of reality shows, a kind of new generic phenomenon of the broadcasting family emerged in the 1980s and booms in the 1990s and 2000s. However, the concept of a reality show is quite elusive and hard to be accurately defined due to its ever-evolving nature. Annette Hill (2005, p. 192) illustrates the puzzling situation in this way—“Just as you get your bearings on the latest reality format, another format steps in, and you have to change direction”. Potter et al. (1997) construct a wide scope of reality shows typology which encompasses local and national news, broadcast news magazines, talk shows, and non-fictional narrative programs. However, their model may overlook the importance of interest. So far, the definition of reality show is still perplexing numerous scholars to the extent that any comprehensive and précis definition seems impossible. 
     Kilborn’s (1994, p. 423) definition of reality show comprises the following aspects: 
(a) the recording, “on the wing,” and frequently with the help of lightweight video equipment, of events in the lives in individuals or groups, (b) the attempt to simulate such real-life events through various forms of dramatized reconstructions, and (c) the incorporation of this material, in suitable edited form, into an attractive packaged television program which can be promoted on the strength of its ‘reality’.
While this definition captures the characteristic of reality shows partially, it weighs too much on the production aspect instead of targeting on reality show itself. Compared with Kilborn’s definition, there is another kind of interpretation of reality shows which may capture their essence in a better way: “Reality TV is a kind of television program in which volunteering participants follow a set of special rules in competition under a prescribed context for an advance purpose, whereas the process has been recorded truthfully and processed artistically” (Yin, Ran & Lu, 2005, p. 6). While these two definitions both value the artistically reconstructed process of reality show, the latter emphasizes more on the competitive nature and the specific contextual environment involved. Generally speaking, terms such as “popular factual entertainment”, “factual television”, and “reality TV” basically allude to the same thing—reality show and could be used interchangeably. 
A debatable question of reality show concerns the concept of realness. It is worth mentioning that at the very beginning, the most salient selling point of the reality show is the alleged realness. Firstly, with the people in it being “real”, the reality show opens a window for the ‘ordinary people’ who may replace actresses and actors. Secondly, the scene seems to be “real” as well without the apparent intervention of script. These two leading factors have ensured the success of reality shows as a popular television genre which attracts immense attention from audiences all over the world. However, with the involvement of more complicated context and the development of technological support, the unreal side undergoes self-exposure and adds to the awareness of the audience. 

Furthermore, the form of reality shows varies to a large extent. For instance, reality shows may either use studio or ordinary settings for recording. The themes of the show may differ greatly from each other ranging from intelligence, courage, wealth, etc. Generally speaking, there are nine basic categorizations in reality show which include survival challenge (eg. Survivor), interpersonal trial (eg. Big Brother), performance shows (eg. American Idol), professional shows (eg. The Apprentice), identity-shifting shows (eg. Simple Life), intelligence shows (eg. Who Wants to be Millionaire), game shows (eg. Fear Factor), dating shows (eg. Wife Swap), and living skill shows (eg. What Not to Wear). In 2004, American Reality Television Magazine ranked the top ten hit reality shows, among which The Apprentice enjoyed a high degree of popularity and was nominated in the Emmy Award in the same year. This study chooses the professional show as exemplary case. The Apprentice is selected according to the continuous popularity within its genre as the dialogue between the interlocutors is used as the source of data for further analysis. 

Nowadays, the ripple of reality shows has spread throughout the world and become a cultural phenomenon which has brought entertainment home and enriched people’s lives. Therefore, more academic and comprehensive studies are expected to lift the curtain of its uniqueness. 

2.2 Politeness in verbal communication 

     Prior to the introduction of impoliteness, it might be beneficial to briefly recapture the essence of politeness in the first place. The notion of politeness has initiated a broad range of discussion in the pragmatics circle. Different scholars tend to have their particular perspectives when it comes to the interpretation of the term. Generally speaking, two major facets could serve to better comprehend politeness—from the conversational maxim angle and from the face-saving perspective. 

Goffman (1967) tries to use “face-work” to deal with politeness necessary for redressing face-threatening acts. By regarding the study of face-saving as something similar to the study of “traffic rules of social interaction”, Goffman seems to adopt a prescriptive attitude instead of a descriptive one. In line with Goffman’s perception of the universality of human nature, Brown and Levinson (1987) construct a Model Person who behaves rationally and possesses a “face” which is further subdivided into two kinds—positive face (the want to be liked) and negative face (the want not to be imposed upon). 

     Both Lakoff (1973) and Leech (1983, 2005) attempt to account for utterances which could not be satisfactorily explained by Grice’s Cooperative Principle. Lakoff (1973) weighs between the importance between the avoidance of offence and the attainment of clarity, believing that the latter always outweighs the former. Leech (1983, p. 82) defines politeness as forms of behavior which plays an important role in maintaining “the social equilibrium and the friendly relations”. He further proposes six maxims to substantiate his arguments, namely tact, generosity, approbation, modesty, agreement and sympathy. In 2005, Leech renews his theory and gives birth to Grand Strategy of Politeness (GSP) which helps to grasp the essence of politeness. This paper’s impoliteness model is partially constructed upon his original framework. 

     Despite these aforementioned ways, there are still some other approaches in investigating politeness, for instance, from the perspective of conversation analysis side (Fraser & Nolen, 1981) and from the conversational-contract view (Hutchby, 2008).

     By and large, what the scholars have in common is that as sensible and competent human beings, people have a strong tendency to foster interpersonal harmony, maintain social equilibrium, and diminish potential conflicts to a large extent by behaving appropriately, rationally, and politely.
2.3 Major studies of impoliteness at home and abroad
The phenomenon of impoliteness is largely marginalized compared with the abundant and extensive research on politeness done by Goffman (1967), Leech (1983), and Brown and Levinson (1987). Leech (1983, p. 105) considers conflictive interpersonal communication as a “rather marginal” linguistic phenomenon under usual circumstances. However, that claim may not hold water in certain situations where impoliteness is naturally self-revealing and easily discernable, e. g., in courtroom interaction (Lakoff, 1989; Lorenzo-Dus, 2008), in conversation between traffic wardens and car owners (Culpeper, 2005), in military discourse (Culpeper, 1996; Bousfield, 2008), in public debate (Jorgensen, 1998), in prime minister’s question time in the British House of Commons (Harris, 2001), in telephone conversations between call-takers and callers (Tracy & Tracy, 1998) and in literature (Rudanko, 2006). 
     When it comes to impoliteness, different scholars have identified different types of impoliteness. One of the most noticeable features is attributed to the various names it has. Lachenicht (1980) further develops Brown and Levinson’s (1987) politeness theory and uses “aggravating language” to refer to the impolite utterances. Rudanko (2006) delves into the extreme end in the whole spectrum of impoliteness and proposes “aggravated politeness”. Rudeness is frequently associated with impoliteness. From Kienpointner’s (2008) and Watts’s (2008) standpoint, “rudeness” is synonymous with impoliteness due to its expressive conflict nature. Despite variation in the use of names, a lot of scholars have a strong tendency to concur on the research value of impoliteness.

More important than the naming is the definition of impoliteness, which has aroused even more intense debates. Two of the central issues here are whether or not impoliteness has a direct linkage with the speaker’s intention and the hearer’s perception. Since the scholars may take sides, it is not so easy to delineate the concept of impoliteness in a simplified way. Some scholars (Limberg, 2009; Bousfield, 2008; Tracy & Tracy, 1998) strongly adhere to the intentionality of the speaker. As Bousfield (2007, p. 72) puts it, impoliteness as a communicative process of “intentionally gratuitous and conflictive verbal face-threatening acts which are purposefully delivered”. Some others tend to agree that a hearer-based approach is recommendable because the speakers’ subjective evaluation is a strong indicator of impoliteness. For instance, what Austin (1990), Locher and Watts (2005), Spencer-Oatey (2005) and Rudanko (2006) share in common is the salient role played by the interlocutors’ judgment. Under such circumstances, some scholars assimilate the two views and offer a definition with the integration of the two sides. Culpeper, Bousfield and Wichmann’s (2003, p. 1545) define impoliteness as “communicative strategies designed to attack face, and thereby cause social conflict and disharmony”. For the sake of this article, Culpeper’s (2005) revised definition is borrowed by taking the speaker’s intentionality and the hearer’s perception into consideration. 
The dynamics of social interaction seems to have foreseen the multilateral sides of impoliteness. Impoliteness is always deemed as negative. In the workplace, impoliteness may cause the escalation of “incivility spiral”. Some scholars also begin to realize the acceptable or desirable facets impoliteness reflects. For instance, in public meetings, impoliteness may be treated as “reasonable hostility”(Tracy, 2008); in some emergent phone calls, impoliteness plays a positive role (Tracy & Tracy, 1998); in courtroom, impolite utterances may actually makes contribution (Lakoff, 1989); in media discourse, impolite communication may achieve an entertaining effect (Culpeper, 2005). Thus, difference in the contextual environment may indicate the variant degree of acceptance and tolerance of impoliteness. 
Irony, defined as “saying the opposite of what you mean”, allows the speaker to convey his or her intended meaning implicitly (Brown & Levinson, 1987, p. 222). Brown and Levinson (1987, p. 71, p. 263) also claim that irony is regarded as “an off-record strategy that attends to face threat” and that serves to “avoid potential threat”. They have maintained that an ironic utterance which takes an advantage of politeness as a motive is less face-threatening than a direct one. Thus, they perceive irony as a politeness strategy instead of an impoliteness strategy. On the contrary, in Leech’s term irony is known as mock-politeness which is de facto impolite. In other words, the ironic utterance only achieves the surface realization of politeness, while carrying a quite opposite meaning which, in essence, is an utterance indicating impoliteness. 

The study of impoliteness in China is yet at a budding stage. Ding (2001) mainly focuses on reiterative bringing on the occurrence of impoliteness. That study is an initial attempt to unveil some of the linguistic patterns in reiterative in Chinese. It has made positive contribution to the study of impoliteness. Some Chinese scholars (Yang & Yu, 2007; Li, 2006) classify impoliteness into strategic verbal impoliteness and non-strategic verbal impoliteness measured by speaker’s intentionality and hearer’s interpretation. From their perspective, sometimes instead of causing social disharmony, impoliteness may offer help in accomplishing communicative goal. There is hardly any research conducted in other contexts besides ordinary interaction, which allows ample space for subsequent research. It is hoped that more contextual analysis and systematic explanation could be incorporated in future studies.
2.4 Summary

     In sum, it is found that the study of politeness is abundant, however relatively insufficient attention has been paid to the phenomenon of impoliteness. Therefore, more elaborate and intense research is expected to be carried out. It is the major attempt of this paper to present a more illustrative categorizations of face and face attacks, to reconstruct a more comprehensive theoretical framework of impoliteness, and to re-approach irony and banter. Furthermore, the previous study has touched upon diverse fields, but only a handful of researches have been conducted on impoliteness in media context. This paper aims to study impolite utterance in reality show which may assist in deepening people’s understanding of impoliteness in media environment. 

Chapter Three  Theoretical Framework
     Chapter Three discusses the theoretical framework concerning (im)politeness. Firstly, it pays special attention on the notion and types of face. Secondly, the model of politeness is briefly reviewed. Thirdly, the theoretical framework of impoliteness is proposed, together with the understanding of irony and banter.

3.1 The notion of face

In order to better understand the phenomenon of impoliteness, it is necessary to briefly consider the notion of face. In Brown and Levinson’s seminal work on politeness, face means “the public self-image that every member wants to claim for himself” (1987, p. 61). They propose there are two kinds of face: negative face (a person’s not wanting to be imposed upon) and positive face (a person wanting to be liked and appreciated). However, this definition is centered on individualism, thus is criticized for lacking consideration of group identity (Matsumoto, 1989; Mao, 1994; Gu, 1990; Spencer-Oatey, 2005). This paper will integrate individual-based aspect and group-based aspect together in analyzing the concept of face and face attack. That definition should be further distinguished from Goffman’s understanding of face. From Goffman’s perspective, face means “the positive social value a person effectively claims for himself by the line others assume he has taken during a particular contact” which “located in the flow of events” (1967, p. 5 & p. 10). As opposed to Brown and Levinson’s belief that face is an inherent attribute for a person, Goffman tends to view face as a situation-based phenomenon. Face attacks are “those activities that by their nature run contrary to the face wants of the addressee and/or the speaker” (Brown & Levinson, 1987, p. 70). This paper holds that face could exist either within a particular context or without certain contextual environment. Therefore, the paper adopts Spencer-Oatey’s point of view by identifying and distinguishing two kinds of face: the pan-situational face (which is known as the respectability face) and situated-specific face (which is namely as the identity face). Respectability face encompasses the positive, honorable qualities that a person or a group holds. Identity face corresponds with Goffman’s definition of face and belongs to a kind of situation-specific face type. A person’s social group membership is also included in this regard. 

We have a fundamental desire for people to acknowledge and uphold our social identities or roles, e.g. as group leader, valued customer, close friend. Social identity face is concerned with the value that we effectively claim for ourselves in terms of social or group roles, and is closely associated with our sense of public worth (Spencer-Oatey, 2002, p. 540).
     Similar to respectability face, a person’s identity face is also divided into individual identity and his or her collective identity. From the quotation above, it can be deduced that individuals usually identify themselves through relationships with other people; thus social role plays an important part in the shaping of a person’s identity. 

With the occurrence of impoliteness, both respectability face and identity face may encounter verbal aggression. Therefore, the face attacks against any interlocutor might be classified as either respectability face attack or identity face attack. Unlike politeness which seeks to disarm face threats, impoliteness exacerbates face threats. In Brown and Levinson’s model there is a strategy for doing face-threatening acts named bald-on-record. Here it is necessary to make further differentiation of bald on record politeness in Brown and Levinson’s model and impoliteness per se. They may both be noted for baldness or bluntness; however the bald-on-record politeness is contextually restricted to emergency situations, while bald on record impoliteness could take the responsibility to offer more insight into multi-spheres. 
3.2 Politeness

     The notion of linguistic politeness has been brought to a wide focus of attention with the politeness model proposed by Brown and Levinson. They regard face as a “basic want”. Face is something which could be enhanced, lost or maintained. Since vulnerability is a feature of face, it is usually the interlocutor’s best interest to maintain each other’s face. The face-saving view is clearly articulated which provides “the best framework within which to raise the crucial questions about politeness that must now be addressed” (Fraser, 1990, p. 219). Brown and Levinson claim that “a face-bearing rational agent will tend to utilize the FTA-minimizing strategies” (1987, p. 91). They propose five superstrategies in performing a face-threatening act, including (1) bald on record, (2) positive politeness, (3) negative politeness, (4) off record and (5) don’t do the FTAs. In their assumption, the interlocutors are expected to give face to the addressee. Much of Brown and Levinson’s (1978) study is devoted to a detailed elaboration of linguistic “output strategies” which might be used to implement the positive and negative politeness. However, there might be some conflicts between the different politeness strategies, where the cross-cultural difference in the perception of linguistic politeness may lead to miscommunication (He, 2003, p. 98). Moreover, they tend to overlook politeness in association with linguistic content, which means that the substantive meaning of an utterance usually gives way to lexical-based analysis. Leech’s (1983) approach could be added as a complement in this regard. 

Leech adopts a maxim-based approach to complement Grice’s Cooperative Principle. The Principle of Politeness proposed by Leech mainly serves to facilitate social interaction and maintain harmonious relationships. PP consists of six maxims: the Maxim of Tact, Generosity, Approbation, Modesty, Agreement, and Sympathy. In the reformulation of this model, Leech (2005, p. 14) proposes the Grand Strategy of Politeness which “place a high value on what pertains to O (O= other person [s], [mainly the addressee] or place a low value on what pertains to S (S= self, speaker)”. Four pairs of major constraints are listed as follows: place a high value on O’s want/ place a low value on S’s wants; place a high value on O’s qualities/ place a low value on S’s qualities; place a high value on O’s opinions/ place a low value on S’s opinions; and place a high value on O’s feelings/ place a low value on S’s feelings. These constraints are important manifestations of the GSP. 

3.3 Impoliteness

Social life is not “an uncluttered, orderly thing” (1967, p. 12) as Goffman has anticipated. The social interaction has evolved with complexity and diversity with the ever marching pace of human civilization. Some scholars indicate that impoliteness is much more common than has been assumed, which is revealed in American school board meetings (Tracy, 2008), in army training camp (Culpeper, 1996), in conversation between traffic wardens and car owners (Bousfielf, 2007), etc. However, the theoretic framework of politeness lacks systematic explanation of this linguistic behavior for a long time. Although Brown and Levinson (1987) formulate their theory of politeness on the notion of face attack, their study targets mainly on strategies aiming at minimizing the threat and lacks explicit analysis of impolite phenomenon. Thus, the need for a more extensive and elaborate description of the specific language issue has given rise to a wave of intense research in impoliteness. With the on-going exploration in this field, it is gradually discovered that the weightiness of politeness might have been over-glorified. Under some circumstances, impoliteness is regarded as “the normal and expectable communicative behavior” (Keinpointner, 2008, p. 244). 

Furthermore, the conceptualization of impoliteness adds perplexity to numerous researchers. This paper borrows a revised definition offered by Culpeper (2005, p. 38): “Impoliteness comes about when: (1) the speaker communicates face-attack intentionally, or (2) the hearer perceives and/or constructs behavior as intentionally face-attacking, or a combination of (1) and (2).” It is held that impoliteness ought to integrate the speaker’s intention as well as the hearer’s understanding into consideration.
Culpeper (1996, p. 355) regards impoliteness as “the parasite of politeness”, and thus constructs impoliteness superstrategies as opposed to Brown and Levinson’s model. His impoliteness model consists of bald on record impoliteness, positive impoliteness, negative impoliteness, sarcasm or mock politeness, and withhold politeness. One distinctive aspect that this model tends to be criticized is that it focused too narrowly on a particular grammatical or lexical category. Besides, it is found the categorization might be perplexing and blurring. For instance, Culpeper cites an utterance on army campus:
Speaker 1: You are despicable. 

Then he classifies this utterance into the type of bald on record impoliteness. However, the derogatory articulation, at the meantime, also smears the hearer’s positive face, which ought to belong to the category of positive impoliteness strategy. Similar problems emerge fairly constantly concerning impoliteness output strategies as well. A case in point is “exclude the other from an activity”, which is regarded as a positive impoliteness output strategy. However, to prevent someone from participating in an event might also result in imposition which may violate the hearer’s negative face want—to be unimpeded. Furthermore, some other strategies might also be quite problematic as well, like “make the other feel uncomfortable” (the phrase is too broad and too vague to comprehend. Either attacking other’s positive face or negative face by linking the unpleasant side of the hearer may have potential to make the hearer feel extremely uncomfortable). 

It could be seen that a lot of problems present themselves in Culpeper’s impoliteness model, such as possible overlapping, vagueness, and ambiguity. The internal inconsistency has a destructive force to break down the very essence of the impoliteness strategy. Culpeper et al. (2003, p. 1555) admit the deficiency of their model and hold that Leech’s (1983) politeness model “may be used to complement Brown and Levinson (1987).” 

This paper tries to find a new way to account for impoliteness in the hope of finding an alternative to replace Culpeper’s five superstrategies in analyzing impolite phenomenon. It is hoped this method might achieve a higher degree of clarity and less amount of overlapping. 

     The definition of Grand Strategy of Impoliteness (GSI) could be understood in the following sentence: in being impolite, S expresses or implies meanings which place a low value on what pertains to O (O= other person[s], [mainly the addressee]) or place a high value on what pertains to S (S= self, speaker). 

     Four pairs of major constraints are constructed against the counterparts in GSP. As the hearer-oriented is usually more powerful than the speaker-oriented approach, the paper’s focus of attention mainly lies in the former part. 

     Later on, the impolite nature of irony is under further discussion. Following Brown and Levinson’s treatment of irony as one of the face-saving strategies, some scholars (Dews & Winner, 1995) have claimed that ironic expression performs a muting function which is regarded as less offensive than its direct, literal counterpart. However, other researchers (Huang, 2004; Colston, 1997) argue that people’s perception of irony has a strong inclination to be more offensive than literal criticism. It is also within the limits of the present study to identify the (im)polite nature of ironic utterances. Subsequently, the paper takes a brief look at banter. 

Chapter Four  Methodology

This chapter discusses the methodology adopted in this research. In the beginning, three research questions are raised in order to reveal the main concerns of this paper. Under each set of question, some measures have been proposed so as to offer a hint in seeking the keys to the questions. Then the process of data collection is introduced, followed by the concise procedure of data analysis.

4.1 Research questions
     The study of impoliteness in reality shows mainly intends to seek appropriate answers for the following questions. By resolving these questions one by one, a more comprehensive understanding of impoliteness could be achieved. 

1. What types of face attack are there in reality show? 
     The notion of face is regarded as basic wants of interlocutors which seem to indicate face is a pan-situational concept which might be represented by respectability face. However, under different contextual environment, either face or face attack might vary dynamically in interaction. Therefore, it is worthwhile to conduct further study and evaluate whether the types of face could be reformulated in accordance with the specific interactional process. This may give birth to identity face which might offer a new perspective to achieve a better understanding of face-threatening acts. The distinctive features of each type of face need to be further explored. In this paper, the attacks against two kinds of face—respectability face and identity face are elaborated on. This may help to deepen the understanding of impoliteness. 

2. What Grand Strategy of Impoliteness are used in reality show? How are they distributed?
     The paper is going to raise four pairs of constraints of impoliteness strategies. By closely studying each set and providing empirical evidence found in the data, the paper will elaborate on the impolite aspects involved. Moreover, the paper will analyze the proportion taken up by each constraint, make comparison between the hearer-oriented constraints and the speaker-oriented constraints, and attempt to reveal the pattern of impoliteness in reality show. 

3. How might irony and banter correlate with politeness or impoliteness in reality shows? 

     There are constant debates concerning the politeness and impoliteness reflected in the phenomenon of irony and banter. It is well worth investigating whether irony and banter are polite or impolite in communicative interaction.
4.2 Data collection

The data of this study makes up of six, 45-minute episodes from The Apprentice (NBC). Those six episodes are randomly chosen, and later transcribed. All the transcripts have been double checked so as to maintain accuracy. First broadcast in 2004, the American show The Apprentice created by Mark Burnett hosted by Donald Trump has won immense popularity among the public. The business tycoon Donald Trump has organized a 12-week job interview program to select the most capable person to be his apprentice in one of his companies and earn $ 250,000 a year. The reality show has issued nine seasons, with the latest three seasons targeting celebrity apprentice. This paper collects linguistic data from the first season, second season, and third season. Each season selects contestants with different educational background and business skills. They gather together and live in a communal penthouse. Each week they are assigned a task and are required to select a project manager to lead the team. The winning team usually harvests great rewards and the losing team will go to the boardroom and lose one of the members fired by Trump as a punishment. The elimination process has two stages. In the first stage, all the members of the losing team are confronted. In the second stage, the losing team’s project manager and the selected members enter the boardroom where one among them will be fired eventually. This reality show is adapted and broadcast in seventeen countries worldwide. 
4.3 Data analysis

     Each of the episodes is comprised of two parts. Part one records the natural conversation happening in workplace, while part two is the detailed transcription of the interaction taking place in the boardroom. The former part mainly shows concern on impoliteness among the co-workers; the latter part would like to focus on the impolite linguistic utterances between the employer (Donald Trump particular, together with his two assistances George and Caroline) and the candidates and the verbal attacks among the candidates. Firstly, the data will be used to analyze the pan-situational and situation-specific notion of face. The face-threatening acts targeting the interlocutor’s respectability face and identity face are statistically calculated and compared in order to reveal the relative weight. Furthermore, the attacks against the subcategories of identity face, namely leadership identity face, followership identity face and undistinguished identity face, are statistically compared. Secondly, for the sake of clarity, some representative dialogues will be chosen for exemplary study in the elaboration of GSI, irony and banter. Meanwhile, a table representing the frequency of occurrence is presented in order to find some likely patterns in GSI. Thirdly, some of the linguistic data will also be cited while discussing the possible causes of impoliteness in reality show.

Chapter Five   Impoliteness in Reality Show
     This chapter is going to analyze face attack in two folds—respectability face attack and identity face attack in the first place. Then the Grand Strategy of Impoliteness is put forward and discussed in detail. Each pair of strategies is further illustrated with an extract or several extracts from The Apprentice. Afterwards, the notion of irony and banter is discussed in brevity. Last but not least, the possible factors inducing the occurrence of impoliteness are analyzed.

5.1 Face attack—Respectability/ Identity Face Attack

     Brown and Levinson (1987, p. 61-63) regard the aspects of face as “basic wants” which “must be constantly attended to in interaction”. They are in line with Goffman’s (1967) notion that face is highly vulnerable. Despite its vulnerability, impolite utterances in reality show occur on regular frequency. Some reality shows have a strong tendency to maximize the potential for face-threat. Culpeper’s (2005) analysis of impoliteness in The Weakest Link is a case in point. Similar situation could also be identified in other programs such as Dragon’s Den, The People’s Court, etc. When it comes to face threat, Spencer-Oatey’s (2005) classification of face may offer a new insight into the analysis of The Apprentice. She proposes that there are two kinds of face: respectability face and identity face, depending on the involvement of contextual environment. 

Respectability face belongs to the pan-situational concept of face. It refers to the honor, good quality that a person or a group holds. Generally speaking, it possesses the following attributes: biographical variables (e. g., age, sex), relational attributes (e. g., marriage ties), social status indicators (e. g., educational attainment, wealth), personal reputation (moral or amoral) and integrity (Ho, 1994, p. 276). However, Spencer-Oatey (2005) places emphasis mainly on identity face rather than respectability face, because she thinks it is the former one which encounters threats in particular interactions. She might have overlooked the possible face attack confronted by respectability face. In reality shows, the face-aggravating verbal behavior aiming to threaten the interlocutor’s respectability face is not uncommon. 

Extract 2: [Context: Team Magna and New Worth are assigned a task to renovate two motels with $ 20,000 budget. It was midnight. One of the team members (Speaker 1) paid a visit to his project manager (Speaker 2). In the midst of their discussion, Speaker 1 was irritated and said the following remark.]

Speaker 1: You are a SILLY little man.
The word “silly” was a negative trait ascribed to Speaker 2 by Speaker 1. To be regarded as silly indicates one is lack of wisdom or good sense. It attacked Speaker 1’s positive face in an unmitigated manner to cause open offense. In this way, one layer of Speaker 2’s respectability face was threatened. At the mean time, Speaker 1 aggravated another layer of Speaker 2’s respectability face by ridiculing Speaker 1’s height by using the word “little”. In reality, Speaker 1 was indeed much taller than Speaker 2. Speaker 1 targeted the deficiency of Speaker 2’s physical feature intentionally. Thus, it could be seen that in merely one short utterance, Speaker 1 used unredressive acts to attack two aspects of Speaker 2’s respectability face. 

     Sometimes, the respectability face might be put at risk by raising sensitive topics. By discarding safe topics in Brown and Levinson’s (1987) politeness model, interlocutors may opt for sensitive topics which have a tendency to cause controversy or conflicts. The following example will be used as an exemplary case. 

Extract 3: [Context: Versacorp, the men’s team, lost a task again. During a meeting in the boardroom, all members were having a heated discussion. In the midst of discussion, Speaker 1 suddenly asked a question concerning bank account.]

Speaker 1: Would you trust him with your bank account?

Speaker 2: Absolutely not. With me, I was born with principles. I was born with values. (.) And more so, I was born with genes. 
Speaker 1: And you don’t think he’s got those principles? 

Speaker 3: Troy, you’re (…) you’re gettin’ rough here. For you to say that you would not trust me with your bank account…is saying you think I am dishonest.
Speaker 1 intentionally mentioned the issue regarding the trust of a personal bank account—a topic which is often avoided in daily communication. By straightforwardly answering “absolutely not”, Speaker 2 threatened Speaker 3’s respectability face in an indirect way. Later, Speaker 3 felt offended and arrived at the offensive point via impolite implicature. From Speaker 3’s standpoint, Speaker 2’s utterance was a blow of Speaker 3’s personal integrity. In saying “you think I am dishonest”, Speaker 3 openly expressed his perception that his respectability face was under attack. 
     The respectability face is usually pan-situational which might be attacked by interlocutors. The intentional degrading of physical status, relational ascription, ethnic attributes, and personal reputation despite particular situational factors may lead to the purposeful attack on respectability face. 

Compared with respectability face, identify face is more vulnerable and more situation-specific. The fundamental role of language in the construction, negotiation, and establishment of identities is now widely accepted. Instead of being static, identity is a situated phenomenon that is interactionally constructed and it is thus derived from specific roles and the rights associated within a particular context. In The Apprentice, the identities of the participants are temporarily allocated and constructed explicitly. During the task time, the major social roles of participants are divided into project manager and co-workers in business settings. At the end of each episode, there will be a meeting taking place in the boardroom. The losing team is summoned by Donald Trump. Consequentially, one of the members from the losing team would be eliminated. In such a specific situation, Donald Trump is the boss and the key judge who has the final say. He has two subordinates who may offer evaluations and suggestions at times. But Trump’s role has far overshadowed his subordinates. This leads to great disparity of power between interviewers and interviewees. On this occasion, the identity of Donald Trump is analogous with hosts’ identity in other reality shows. From Blitvich’s (2009, p. 284) perspective, “impoliteness, confrontation or incivility are often associated with these hosts’ personas and their shows.” Instead of keeping a neutral standpoint, they opt to take sides and attack face. This may put their target interlocutors’ face in a vulnerable situation. The subsequent example tries to illustrate this point.

Extract 4: [Context: After a failure of task, Speaker 1 attempted to portion blame on the losing team. He severely criticized Speaker 2 by saying words as follows.]

Speaker 1: You have NO leadership, ZERO, ZERO leadership.
In this task, Speaker 1 criticized Speaker 2 intentionally. Speaker 2’s identity was mainly constructed around the project manager’s role that he desired to play. His identity face was tightly associated with the temporary formulation of the role as a leader in that specific assignment. Here, Speaker 1 fiercely attacked Speaker 2’s identity face in saying there was no leadership quality existing in Speaker 1 whatsoever. Speaker 1 explicitly withheld politeness by depreciating the leading role of Speaker 2 and revealing Speaker 2’s total lack of competence as a leader. With the use of exaggeration “no”, “zero” and emphatically repetition of “zero”, Speaker 1 exacerbated the face-threat to Speaker 2. In this situation, the identity face of Speaker 2 was purposefully attacked and debased by Speaker 1. 

While the identity of Donald Trump remains relatively stable throughout the show, the professional identities of the participants are reconstructed in each new episode. They may choose to step out and be a leader or be assigned to be a follower. This gives rise to two kinds of identity face—the leadership identity face and the followership identity face. As Bucholtz and Hall (2005, p. 591) observe that identity emerges in discourse through the temporary roles and orientations assumed by participants. Thus the role shifting created by the media environment may reshape the participants’ identify in two major categories. In The Apprentice, the most noticeable identity face is linked with the professional roles played by interlocutors in each episode. As the roles are switching from time to time, thus each participant’s identity face is not fixed but fluctuates with the transformation of contextual environment. 

As Spencer-Oatey (2007, p. 644) points out, the attributes of face “that are affectively sensitive will vary dynamically in interaction, and will not always conform to the socially sanctioned ones (or non-sanctioned ones, in the case of negatively evaluated traits).” Therefore, some attributes might be regarded as more valuable and important than some others in a certain contextual circumstance. 
This paper concurs with Spencer-Oatey’s understanding that the proportion of weight of face attributes may vary under specific context. Sometimes, the interlocutors may choose to praise other’s attribute which is comparatively more important than any others so as to achieve a better effect in politeness. At other times, the interlocutors might choose to exacerbate the face threat to attack one type of attributes carrying more weight than some other attributes in a certain context, probably intentionally, thus resulting in a more severe degree in impoliteness. 

[image: image1.emf]Chart 5.1-1: Numeric Account of Identity Face Attack

vs. Respectability Face Attack

19; 21%

73; 79%

Identity Face

Respectability Face


Chart 5.1-1: Numeric Account of Attack on Identity and Respectability Face

When balancing between respectability face and identity face, it is found the latter (especially the leadership identity face) outweighs the former. Six episodes have been chosen randomly from The Apprentice. The following chart presents the numeric account of face attack, including identity face attack and respectability face attack. Then the percentage of each type of face attack is calculated and listed below the number of each face attack. The intentional face-aggravating behavior which targets the pan-situational face is considered as the respectability face attack, while the purposeful face attacks against the face in association with professional perspective is regarded as the identity face attack. For instance, by calling someone as “an absolute lunatic bitch” is the obvious assault on other’s respectability face; by criticizing somebody as “the worst negotiator” is a direct attack against the hearer’s identity face.
Thus the consequence of attacking identity face threatens the interlocutor’s face more markedly when compared with the face attacks against respectability face. While 79% of face attack is designed to threaten the hearer’s identity face, just 21% targets on respectability face. It could be further deduced that in a general sense the net worth value of identity face far exceeds that of respectability face. Even in the case of juxtaposition when praise of one kind of face and threat of the other kind of face may seem to run in parallel structure. The overall effect may have a tendency to be either polite or impolite. Extract 5 is cited to further explain this point.

Extract 5: [Context: The teams are asked to raise money for charity at an auction. Team Protégé was beaten by team Versacorp. In the boardroom, Speaker 1 voiced out her opinion about one of her teammates.]

Speaker 1: Jessie's a good woman. When it comes to negotiations, she's just the weakest link.
In this case, Speaker 1 used both polite and impolite strategies. Firstly, Speaker 1 praised the positive attribute of Speaker 2 (Jessie) in saying Speaker 2 was “a good woman”. By attending Speaker 2’s positive respectability face want, Speaker 1 acted politely in this regard. Then Speaker 1 attacked Speaker 2’s identity face with the use of superlative degree by saying Speaker 2 was the worst person in business negotiation, which seemed to suggest Speaker 2 was regarded as a liability who dragged the team behind. Therefore, Speaker 2’s identity face was under attack for being regarded as an incompetent participant. In The Apprentice, what the employer most valued is the contestants’ performance in business environment. Thus any participant’s identity face is placed in a dominant place. As a result, Speaker 2’s later impolite intentional face attack not just offset the positive attributes of initial polite utterance, but overshadowed the positive aspect. Its negative force far exceeded the incipient positive value. 

In The Apprentice, the most dominant feature among the participants is the professional character they determine to maintain or are expected to play. Therefore, this paper targets on the most crucial face by analyzing professional identity in particular and further categorizes identity face into two kinds, namely, the leadership identity face and the followership identity face. This is because the most salient identity in The Apprentice is the professional roles played by the participants. When a person has been criticized for failing to secure a leading position, the attack of leadership identity face occurs. When a person has encountered face-threatening behaviors against one’s role as a subordinate, that person’s followership identity face is attacked. When the attack of identity face is not explicitly articulated, it may fall into the third category, which is named as undistinguished identity face. The attack of undistinguished identity face may either put interlocutor’s leadership identity face or followership identity face at risk. It could be revealed in Chart 2 that the attack of leadership identity face in The Apprentice has far exceeded the followership identity face. The attack of leadership identity face plays a dominant role accounting for 59% of the total face attack. On the contrary, the attack of followership identity face is comparatively low, which only accounts for 12% of the total amount. This might be attributed to the specific contextual environment, the television show attempts to select the participants with impressive leadership qualities. Thus the maintenance of leadership identity face is more importance than its counterpart. In return, it is the leadership identity face which is more constantly threatened and more vulnerable. 
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Chart 5. 1-2: Numeric Account of Identity Face Attack

In Chart 2, it could be further noticed that the attack of undistinguished identity face accounts for 21% of the total face attack. This indicates that sometimes the negative attributes of leaders and followers such as “unprofessional”, “the weakest link” may overlap, because the participant either as a leader or a follower may act in a not so professional way, and might be regarded as the least competent person in a team; therefore the hearer’s identity face may encounter face threat without explicit indication on which type of identity face specifically the speaker is referring to. Therefore, a certain degree of vagueness exists. 

It is worth mentioning that although this article attempts to make general distinction between respectability face and identity face, those two kinds of face could not be considered as isolated phenomena. 

5.2 Grand Strategy of Impoliteness Used in Reality Show
     Despite some early assumptions that there are some utterances which are inherently polite (for instance, offers) and some others are inherently impolite (for instance, orders) (Leech, 1983, p. 83; Brown & Levinson, 1987, p. 65), it is argued that “sentences are not inherently polite or impolite independent of the context in which they are uttered” (Fraser, 1990, p. 233). Therefore, any utterance could not be classified as polite or impolite without taking the contextual factor into consideration. Austin (1990, p. 290) holds that “the context in which the participants in a given interaction operate is what dictates the most fruitful direction of the interpretation process”. Sometimes, a seemingly impolite utterance could be regarded as polite in a certain contextual environment. Culpeper (1996, p. 351) uses an example “Go on, eat up” to argue that when the supposedly impolite utterance is used “as an order for a dinner guest to tuck in some delicacy can hardly be seen as involving a desire to cause offense on the hearer’s face”. Similar examples could be identified in The Apprentice. For instance, at the end a meeting, Donald Trump said to the candidates “out”. Under normal circumstance, “out” tends to be used as an imperative which might be considered as impolite. However, the use of “out” in that specific situation is by no means impolite. It is neither intended by speaker nor perceived by hearers as face-attacking utterance. Thus, the contextual information plays an important role in identifying either polite or impolite utterances.

Although Culpeper (1996) has already constructed a theoretical framework of impoliteness based on Brown and Levinson’s model which is briefly summarized below:

Bald on record impoliteness: to perform FTA in a direct, clear, unambiguous and concise way in circumstances where face is not irrelevant or minimized.

Positive impoliteness: to use strategies aiming to damage the addressee’s positive face wants.

Negative impoliteness: to adopt strategies to damage the hearer’s negative face wants.

Sarcasm or mock politeness: to apply strategies with the use of politeness strategies that are clearly insincere.

Withhold politeness: the absence of politeness where it would be expected.

(summarized from Culpeper, 1996, p. 356-357)

However, this model “is focused rather too narrowly on single impoliteness strategies, usually made up of particular grammatical or lexical items” (Culpeper et al., 2003, p. 1546). They suggest an alternative approach that is to use Leech’s (1983) politeness model to complement Brown and Levinson’s (1987). 

The model of impoliteness in this paper is the revision model built in contrast and in parallel with Leech’s (2005) Grand Strategy of Impoliteness, integrating revised notion of face attack in Brown and Levinson’s (1987) work. Since the seminal concept of face and face attack offer an insightful standpoint, the notion of face attack will still be used in detailed analysis. Therefore, the strategies of impoliteness will still integrate the concept of face. In 1983, Leech proposes his Principal of Politeness which is comprised of six major maxims—tact, generosity, approbation, modesty, agreement, sympathy. The major meaning of each maxim is briefly summarized below.

Tact Maxim:

Minimize cost to other; maximize benefit to other.
Generosity Maxim:

Minimize benefit to self; maximize cost to self.
Approbation Maxim:

Minimize dispraise of other; maximize praise of other.
Modesty Maxim:

Minimize praise of self; maximize dispraise of self.

Agreement Maxim:

Minimize disagreement between self and other; maximize agreement between self and other.

Sympathy Maxim:
Minimize antipathy between self and other; maximize sympathy between oneself and others (Leech, 1983, p. 132).

In 2005, Leech reshapes his model and avoids the use of maxim to discard the possible imperative force it might generate among the readers. In Grand Strategy of Politeness, the word “constraints” substitutes maxim. Furthermore, he introduces a new type of constraint--obligation. He argues apology, thanks and the responses to thanks and apologies all belong to this category. The scope of this obligation is rather limited. In failing to express thanks or apologies, a speaker may not necessarily behave impolitely. Therefore, the constraint of obligation is not within the concern of this paper. Leech further groups some of the major constraints, the most important pairs including Generosity/Tact, Approbation/Modesty, Agreement/Opinion-reticence, Sympathy/Feeling-reticence. In the following discussion on impoliteness, in order to keep away from the possible misunderstandings brought by maxim, Grand Strategy of Impoliteness follow suit. 

     The upcoming part will address Grand Strategy of Impoliteness in reality show The Apprentice. Once again, it is necessary to explain the meaning of the term in the first place. The definition of Grand Strategy of Impoliteness is offered as below: 

S articulates explicitly or implicitly in impolite sense by placing a low value on what pertains to O (O=other person[s]), usually the addressee) or placing a high value on what pertains to S (S=self, speaker).

     The opposing model based on Leech’s Grand Strategy of Politeness is grouped into four pairs which will be elaborately discussed, dealing with four aspects, including wants, qualities, opinions, and feelings. This paper mainly focuses on the hearer-oriented constraints, because the major concern of impoliteness is mainly the intentional face attack targeting on others. Leech (2005) himself has also realized the importance of hearer-oriented constraints in politeness for they are “more powerful”.

(1) Place a low value on O’s wants/ Place a high value on S’s wants

These two constraints involve the use of directives or imposition, more often than not, maximizing the imposition on the hearer so as to secure a future action, which might be arbitrary, irrational, and offensive. Leech (1983, p. 108) argues that “indirect illocutions tend to be more polite”. Thus the direct illocution conveyed straightforwardly by the speaker tends to be impolite. For instance, on one occasion, one interlocutor said to another “Shut up and stay out of my face!” The request here was direct, without leaving any possibility for further options. In this way, the speaker maximized the impositive force in order to ask the hearer to stop talking and go away immediately. 

In Leech’s (1983, p.108) discussion of tact constraint, the use of model verbs attached to indirect illocutions is the major focus point, because “they increase the degree of optionality” and “the more indirect an illocution is, the more diminished and tentative its force tends to be”. It is found in The Apprentice when a negation is attached with a model verb, it may incur impoliteness:

Extract 6: [Context: During one task, team Net Worth found they were in shortage of food. Thus some team members went to the parking lot and planned to go to the grocery store. Speaker 2 was talking to her teammates continuously. Speaker 1 was not so pleasant to hear her words.]

Speaker 1: Can’t you sit here and be quiet for FIVE MINUTES?
In this scenario, Speaker 2 really wanted to express her thoughts and shared them with her teammates. Her wish to continue talking was impeded by Speaker 1’s arbitrary imperative tone. Speaker 1 exerted the force of imposition upon Speaker 2. The addition of negation in Speaker 1’s utterance indicated the use of indirect strategy. But the indirect illocution was not aimed to mitigate the imposing force. Accompanied with raising voice and impatience, this utterance suggested aggravated anger with hearer’s behavior which led to impoliteness. However, the accession of negation would not necessarily cause impoliteness. Some indirect illocutions do not function as impositives. While discussing tact maxim, Leech (1983, p. 108) cites two utterances:

Sentence 1: Won’t you sit down?

Sentence 2: Can’t you sit down?

Although, both of these two sentences contain the negation word “not”, the indirect utterances represent divergent meanings. Sentence 1 is regarded as an offer and should be regarded as a polite request, because the implication of this utterance lies in “sitting down is to h[earer]’s benefit” (Leech, 1983, p. 108). However, the illocutionary goal of Sentence 2 is to silence the hearer, thus Sentence 2 has a strong impositive force which is categorized as impolite. As Brown and Levinson (1987, p. 134) suggest “any communicative behaviour, verbal or non-verbal, that conveys something more than or different from what it literally means”, it is necessary to dispel possible ambiguity by differentiating between what is literally meant and what is implicitly conveyed.

(2) Place a low value on O’s qualities/ Place a high value on S’s qualities

As for the former constraint, the speaker may dispraise, insult, devalue other person[s]. The quality of O might be underestimated, belittled, or even defamed. This process might be amplified by exaggerating and (over)emphasizing. In latter case, Far from being modest, this kind of strategy is used by the speaker to conduct self-praise either in implicit or explicit ways. The speaker might be quite boastful of his or her characteristic, certain skills, talents, achievement, etc. The implementation of this strategy may contain comparative or contrastive element so as to reinforce the speaker’s pride.

In The Apprentice, the verbal behavior to stain or attempt to destroy the quality of other people is frequently found in linguistic data. In reality shows on screens since the mid-1990s, face-threatening behavior is “not only commonplace but often maximized” (Lorenzo-Duz, 2009, p. 162). To attack the interlocutors’ quality may result in the loss of respectability face as well as identity face. The following example exemplifies how the hearer’s respectability face is threatened.

     Extract 7: [Context: During one task to build a miniature golf course, the project manager made a phone call and asked one of his team members (Speaker 1) to put his clown costume on and to promote marketing. On hearing this, Speaker 1 said the following sentence and maintained a poor attitude through the task.]
Speaker 1: Audrey, you are an idiot. 
This utterance violated the CP (Maxim of Quality) by saying something which is obviously untrue. In this case, Speaker 1 used an insulting word (“idiot”) to attack the hearer’s respectability face intentionally in denying the hearer possess any positive personal trait. The degrading word “idiot” intensified the relationship between the two interlocutors, which was immediately reflected in the sullen facial expression and the deliberate increase of voice volume. With such a blunt and sharp offensive name-calling, the utterance aimed at lowering the quality of hearer. Therefore, the utterance should be perceived as impolite by depreciating the hearer’s respectability face.

     Besides the verbal attack on respectability face, the identity face may encounter intense verbal aggression as well. In The Apprentice, either the hearer’s leadership identity face or followership identity face could face unmitigated challenge. From the statistical analysis concerning the frequency of face attack against two kinds of identity face, it could be seen that the threat of the leadership identity face (79%) in The Apprentice is much more common than that of the followership identity face (21%). The example below serves to account for impolite utterance targeting leadership identity face.

Extract 8: [Context: During an assignment, all the team members of Net Worth were having a discussion on whether they should do a budget or not. The team leader (Speaker 2) did not think it’s necessary. Speaker 2 was unsatisfied with Speaker 1’s performance.]

Speaker 1: You suck as a leader. (.) All of us think you SUCK as a leader—Every (.) single (.) person here.
Here, the speaker used unkind words to publicly criticize Speaker 2 without any redressive action. The use of derogatory vulgar slang “suck”, the repetition use of slang added to the harshness of the criticism. Moreover, Speaker 1 held the team as a whole (“all of us”) and every team member as a singular being all regarded Speaker 2 as an unqualified leader. The total denial of the contestants’ effort and hard-work as a leader was to a large extent unfair and biased. Thus, Speaker 2’s leadership identity face was severely trampled. Undoubtedly (as can be deduced from the sullen, unhappy face of Speaker 2), these contemptuous remarks attacked Speaker 2’ quality as a leader and made his presence as a team leader seemed worthless. All these utterances seemed to be articulated in a dramatized manner and emphatic sound. As a result, these utterances led to aggravated impoliteness by intentionally attacking the hearer’s leadership identity face. 

(3) Place a low value on O’s opinions/ Place a high value on S’s opinions
On the contrary to Leech’s (2005, p. 18) argument that “people frequently soften the force of their own opinions” in daily interaction, sometimes they may opt for a direct and hardened way to achieve their communicative goals. This might be caused by arbitrary, irrational, arrogant attitudes. The speaker might not be willing at all to hear what the others would like to say or he or she may devalue or disparage the opinions of other people. When someone prefers to place his or her opinion higher than anyone else, one may brag, glorify or overvalue the opinion of oneself and declines or rejects potentially good advice from the others. This may make the speaker opinionated. 

Extract 9: [Context: The participants were having a dinner together in their shared apartment. Speaker 1 would like to say something concerning the team’s performance, but every time she was interrupted by Speaker 2.] 

Speaker 1: I'm really pissed off (.) that you've never let me speak. And when I do, you speak over me. That really bothers me. (…) You are so rude.

Both Speaker 1 and Speaker 2 in this context had equal status as team members. Presumably, each one of them was entitled to voice out their opinion. However, Speaker 1 felt depressed because she felt her right to offer opinions was held back by Speaker 2 for a long time. On the one hand, Speaker 2 acted in an arbitrary way by not letting Speaker 1 to talk. This clearly violated Sacks et al.’s (1974) turn-allocation model. Speaker 2 never selected Speaker 1 as the next speaker. On the other hand, when Speaker 1 had the chance to talk, Speaker 2 intentionally raised her voice and hindered Speaker 1’s self-selection. Turn taking violations could also be perceived as face-threatening linguistic behavior (Leech, 1983, p. 231-232). In this case, the deliberate ignore of speaker selection and intentional violation of turn-taking on Speaker 2’ part aggravated impoliteness. Thus Speaker 1 felt quite angry towards Speaker 2 and perceived Speaker 2’s deliberate interruption as “rude”, in other words, impolite. 

In addition to that, sometimes, the intensification of disagreement may lead to impoliteness. Leech (2005, p. 18) argues while “agreement is the preferred response and disagreement is dispreferred.” This paper holds that it is not agreement or disagreement per se which should be taken sides and classified as polite or impolite. It is how people articulate their opinion that matters. The unmitigated and exaggerated disagreement has a greater tendency to cause offense and lead to impoliteness. As the following example suggests:

Extract 10: [Context: Team Apex was assigned to design a new toy which was expected to be innovative and compelling in order to arouse the kids’ interests. The team members were having a discussion on what kind of toy might be the most suitable one.] 

Speaker 1: Do you have any other idea?

Speaker 2: Yes, a lot, (.) like cars. 

Speaker 3: Vehicles. 

Speaker 4: The ultimate vehicles. Like take different parts from a tank, (.) a boat. You know what I mean, like… 

Speaker 5: Ok.

Speaker 1: NO. We are going for the football idea. That’s it. 

Speaker 2: Kids may or may not be passionate about sports.

Speaker 1: NO. We are going for the football idea.
In this scenario, all the team members were engaging in the heated discussion concerning the design of a new toy. Speaker 1 seemed to ask for others’ opinion first. He received a lot of feedbacks from his teammates. Speaker 2, Speaker 3, and Speaker 4 all actively participated in conceiving the ideal model of a new toy. Speaker 5 expressed her agreement with them. However, Speaker 1 arbitrarily turned down the newly raised thought by saying “No” and insisted on acceptance of his personal idea by the whole team. Moreover, he even tried to close off the conversation by articulating “That’s it”. In this way, he intentionally impeded the ongoing turn-taking mode in conversation. When Speaker 2 revealed concern over the practical function of Speaker 1’s idea, Speaker 1 once again replied “no” and adhered to his own opinion without considering any other alternatives. His purposeful intention to hinder turn-taking and exaggerated disagreement was perceived as rude. He placed a high value on his own opinion and disregarded others’ view which was a sign of indication to reveal impoliteness. 

(4) Place a low value on O’s feelings/ Place a high value on S’s feelings

Leech upholds that “It is polite to show others that you empathise with them” (2005, p. 19). Therefore, it could be deduced that whenever people choose not to show empathy to other people in pain or trouble, their conduct or words ought to be considered as impolite. The lack of concern or respect for other people may lead to unattentiveness, apathy or even spitefulness towards the others when they aspire to emotional support from the people around them. By placing a higher value of self upon any other people, a speaker attaches greater importance to his or her feeling instead of any other’s feeling.

Extract 11: [Context: Two teammates were walking on the street during a task. One candidate was not feeling so well. She asked her teammate to stop for a while and have a rest. Her teammate was not so happy with her suggestion.] 

Speaker 1: You whine and complain. Bitch, bitch, bitch!

Speaker 1 showed little sympathy to her teammate whose health was not in a very good condition. She revealed the lack of compassion and displayed apathy towards other’s pain by describing the expression of Speaker 2’s uncomfortable feelings as “whine and complain”. Far from being sympathizing with the hearer, Speaker 1 then used a quite offensive word “bitch” to describe Speaker 2 as a spiteful and overbearing woman which further revealed Speaker 1’s lack of care. This lack of concern for others inevitably resulted in impoliteness. 

(5) GSI in The Apprentice
The next concern of this paper is to see whether there might be any patterns existing in Grand Strategy of Impoliteness in the linguistic data. In this section, the frequency of major strategies of impoliteness is counted and analyzed. 

	GSI
	Number of occurrence/[%]

	 Place a low value on O’s wants 
	 15/[9.55%] 

	 Place a high value on S’s wants 
	 4/[2.55%] 

	 Place a low value on O’s qualities 
	 78/[49.68%] 

	 Place a high value on S’s qualities 
	 7/[4.46%] 

	 Place a low value on O’s opinions 
	 27/[17.20%] 

	 Place a high value on S’s opinion 
	 5/[3.18%] 

	 Place a low value on O’s feelings 
	 18/[11.46%] 

	 Place a high value on S’s feelings 
	 3/[1.91%] 


Table 5. 2-1: GSI in The Apprentice

As is shown by the table above, compared with the total occurrence of hearer-oriented strategies (87.90%), the occurrence of speaker-oriented strategies only account for a proportion around 12.10%. The speaker-oriented constraints, such as “place a high value on S’s wants”, “place a high value on S’s qualities”, “place a high value on S’s feelings” and “place a high value on S’s opinion”, only make up a relatively small proportion, 2.25%, 4.46%, 1.91% and 3.18% respectively. This indicates that the hear-oriented constraints belong to the primary constraints, the hearer-oriented constraints may be considered as the secondary constraints. Moreover, this table also illustrates that the most salient strategy adopted by the interlocutors is to “place a low value on O’s qualities” which takes up almost half of the overall strategies (49.68%). The second most adopted strategy is the constraint “place a low value on O’s opinions”, accounting for 17.20%. Two other constraints, “place a low value on O’s wants” and “place a low value on O’s feelings” share approximately the equal proportion. While the former one occupies 9.55%, the later holds 11.46%. 

5.3 Irony: Mock-politeness in Reality Show
Previous studies have identified irony either as a way to reveal politeness or to disclose impoliteness. This paper would like to argue that irony could be either polite or impolite, depending on the contextual factors it is associated with. The above assertions have a tendency to embrace over-generalization. After conducting a series of empirical study on irony, Kotthoff (2003, p.1400) reaches such a remark that irony “can communicate ‘bonding and biting’”. He notes that irony may bring forth positive and negative evaluation. This paper mainly discusses the impolite aspect of irony. The extract below unveils the use of irony and shows how interpersonal conflicts escalate via the repetitive use of irony.

Extract 12: [Context: During a meeting in the boardroom, Speaker 1 wanted to know how the teammates commented on each other’s performance in the task. He inquired Speaker 3’s performance from Speaker 2.]

Speaker 1: How did Heidi do?
Speaker 2: Heidi was fantastic. And I will tell you that I haven’t always been a fan of Heidi. I haven’t always thought that she was professional, nor does she have much class, or finesse.

Speaker 3: OOH! Oh, thank you.

Speaker 4: This is one of the worst compliments I’ve ever heard. 

Speaker 3: Best compliment—I have no class. 
Speaker 2 made an ironic remark on Speaker 3 in saying “Heidi was fantastic”. Speaker 2 was being ironic at Speaker 3’s expense. The seemingly positive praise of Speaker 3 was meant to be a dispraise. The falseness of the statement was reinforced with Speaker 2’s subsequent use of understatement. Expression like “haven’t always” revealed the use of negative uninformativeness which purported to convey meaning in a polite way but implicated that the opposite state of affairs was the accurate interpretation. The genuine implicature in this kind of expression tended to mean barely, or never. Therefore, what Speaker 2 truly meant was something quite similar with “I am not a fan of Heidi at all. I don’t think she is professional at all. She has no class and finesse.” On hearing Speaker 2’s comments, Speaker 3 said “thank you” as a reply. It indicated that Speaker 3 chose to continue the use of irony at a counteract strategy. Later, Speaker 3 likewise ironically reacted to Speaker 2 said it was the “best compliment”. What Speaker 3 intended to convey was that the superficial compliment should be interpreted as the worst compliment. It could be seen from the analysis above that the battle of irony was fought between the interlocutors, resulting in an escalation of impoliteness. The use of irony “promotes conflict in social relations by enabling us to bypass politeness” and thus “promotes the ‘antisocial use of language’” (Leech, 1983, p. 142). When one speaker employs verbal aggression, the target speaker may opt to store fairness under such a circumstance with further unfair manner. In workplace, the cycle of injustice may incur spiraling effect which makes the relationship between co-workers more intense and unfriendly (Andersson & Pearson, 1999).
To summarize the analysis above, we could reach a brief conclusion that irony could be offensive and impolite by exploiting politeness on the surface. Sometimes, the use of irony may induce the vicious circle of impoliteness with spiraling effect.

5.4 Banter: Mock-impoliteness in Reality Shows
     The use of banter is a kind of mock-impoliteness. The impolite element does not intend to lead to embarrassment to the hearer by saying some seemingly impolite words. For instance, in the fierce competition of pizza-selling, both teams are required to design their own pizza and sell as many as possible. One candidate who designed the recipe said to her teammates: “Hopefully, the son of bitch will sell tomorrow.” The speaker here had no intention to be impolite. Conventionally speaking, “son of a bitch” is a type of profanity which is regarded as offensive or rude. Within that context, the speaker used a taboo phrase “son of bitch”, which seemed to violate politeness in a superficial sense. However, she used the phrase to indicate the delicious pizza. Since “banter must be clearly recognizable as unserious” (Leech, 1983, p. 144), thus, the use of that phrase is not impolite in essence, but is used to achieve an entertaining atmosphere and strengthen the in-group solidarity among her teammates. Banter is politeness in the disguise of impoliteness.

5.5 Possible factors inducing the use of impoliteness
This section will explore the factors inducing impoliteness in reality shows from two perspectives by shedding light on the entertaining value and probing into the production process. 
5.5.1 Entertaining value

One of the key factors which plays an immense influential role in deciding the desirable type of reality show seeks inspiration from audiences’ psychology which “aims to maximize the entertaining value” (Huang, 2006, p. 43). The linkage between unredressive face-attack and entertainment has been studied in media context, particularly in talk shows (e.g., Hutchby, 2008), reality shows (e.g. Culpeper, 2005; Lorenzo-Dus, 2008), and political debates (e.g. Lorenzo-Dus, 2009). Culpeper (2005) has suggested four generic factors for the entertainment value of impoliteness in reality shows. First, the audience could gain an intrinsic pleasure from the face-threatening utterances. Secondly, witnessing the reveal of weakness may offer voyeuristic pleasure for the audiences. Thirdly, the audience could gain a sense of enjoyment while watching someone else in an inferior position. Fourthly, the audience is refrained from the impolite verbal attacks by watching from a safe distance. Television programs such as The Apprentice and Dragon’s Den represent the merging of entertainment formats with reality material drawn from the world of business and commerce. These programs offer a partial representation of the real and complex world. The shows may not be a faithful mirror aiming to reflect the real world. As Michele Kurland argues “Dragon’s Den and The Apprentice are about sharp elbows; it’s not really about teamwork, it’s more ruthless with people competing with each other” (qtd. from Boyle, 2008, p. 422). Therefore, the reality show may be shaped by the media environment in a subtle way which has a strong tendency to induce conflictive verbal interaction fostering the occurrence of impoliteness. There is a correlation between entertainment and impoliteness. As Mutz (2007) upholds, incivility intensifies arousal, which is closely associated with levels of attention. The competition between teams, internal disputes and conflicts among individualities is “like a sitcom which incents continuous watching from the audiences’ perspective” (Chan & Xie, 2008, p. 193). Thus, a way to make news programs more enticing and draw audiences back is to infuse into them the drama and the tension that go along with impoliteness (Mutz & Reeves, 2005, p. 13). Thus, the existence of conflict verbal attacks on reality show might be regarded as one of the driving force adding entertaining value for television production so as to gratify the desires of the consumers. 

5.5.2 Production—The invisible hand

“Ask any reality-show producer what is necessary to create a hit show and the answers are usually the same: an interesting cast and good storytelling” (Huff, 2006, p. 32). This seems to suggest that the production process should also be taken into consideration. 

The casting selection process may be biased in some way. The speechcraft is the prerequisites to initiate and upgrade a verbal combat in reality shows. What the show requires may not be real actors or actresses, but ordinary people who have the talents or capability to perform. The chance to be one of the contestants on show is relatively slim. As in the case of The Apprentice, only eighteen people could finally get the opportunity to join the show out of more than one million candidates from nationwide. The casting members are not picked out randomly. Donald Trump has participated in the selection process himself. After choosing the final eighteen candidates, he was quite satisfied with his choice by acclaiming the common characters they share “They're sharper. They're smarter. There's incredible brain power” (qtd. from Block, 2005). In other words, the contestants ought to be eloquent and competitive enough to be chosen as the casts in the reality show. 

What most of the scholars have neglected is the final step before screening the show to the general public—that is reconstructing and editing. “These shows are so formatted that dialogue can be manufactured after the fact. Editors work with writers to splice together lines in what are known as "Frankenbites" (Robin, 2005, p. 3). The expertise possessed by the so-called storytellers is the dramatizing skills. Therefore, the notion of an unscripted reality show collapses within itself evidently. Another equally important aspect at the final stage is editing. What we call less than one hour episode is a highly condensed rearranged version of the original genuine long version. The Apprentice and Survivor each shoot for almost a month and a half, turning 1,000 hours of life into about 15 hours of programming (Huang, 2006). Therefore, it offers an opportunity to remake, manipulate or even distort the real scenery, highlighting conflicts and disputes. George Ross, Donald Trump’s right-hand assistant in the reality show, made some comments after watching the edited version: “There’s so much film, and it may not come out the way you said it or meant it” (2004, p. 18). Under such kind of circumstance, the ordinary conversation could suffice neither the appetite of the editor, nor that of the viewers. There is a great likelihood that the conflictive and dramatized scenes take hold of the situation, which may become an embodiment of the seedbed of impoliteness phenomenon. Thus, the frequency of face-attacks may surge to a large extent and the maximization of impoliteness might be pursued and intensified.
Chapter Six  Conclusion
This is the conclusion chapter of the whole thesis. It starts with the summary of the research and its major findings, and then addresses the implication of the current study. Afterwards, three major aspects of the limitations of the study are revealed. The paper ends with the discussion of some possible directions for future research.

6.1 Summary of the major findings 

     This paper mainly discusses the phenomenon of impoliteness in reality show. By mainly focusing on the data collected in a representative reality show The Apprentice, it has proposed a renewed categorization of face by making a distinction between the pan-situational face (the respectability face) and the situation-specific face (the identity face). The latter type of face is further divided into leadership identity face and followership identity face. It is found that the notion of face might be highly contextualized. Comparatively, the attack of identity face is more salient than that of the respectability face. The threat against leadership identity face is more marked compared with followership identity face and undistinguished identity face.

The paper also provides a new analytical model of impoliteness opposing to Leech’s (1987) model of politeness which is known as Grand Strategy of Impoliteness. The categorization under the Grand Strategy of Impoliteness was defined and elaborated on with concrete illustrative examples. It is noticed that impoliteness is not a marginal issue but a common language phenomenon in reality show. Furthermore, the speaker-oriented impolite constraints usually give way to hearer-oriented constraints. There are some patterns existing in Grand Strategy of Impoliteness. For instance, “place a low value on O’s qualities” is the most frequently adopted constraint, accounting for almost half of all the constraints. In contrast, “place a high value on S’s feelings” takes up the smallest proportion.

Then irony as mock-politeness and banter as mock-impoliteness are discussed with brevity. Two major kinds of inducing factors are studied afterwards. The inducing factors of impoliteness are identified and exemplified, which encompass entertaining value and production process. On the one hand, viewers’ anticipation for entertainment might foster the occurrence of impoliteness caused by harsh conflictive environment; on the other hand, the production process might have a strong tendency to trigger impoliteness. 

In sum, the paper has mainly probed into the types of face, impoliteness in reality show with the assistance of newly constructed model of Grand Strategy of Impoliteness and discussed the possible inducement of impoliteness from explicit and implicit ways. 

6.2 Implications of the study

This study carries with it both theoretical and practical implications by re-examining the notion of face, constructing a new theoretical framework on impoliteness and exploring the subtle influence exerted by media through empirical study.

In a theoretical sense, the current study has explored the dynamic aspect of face. It discusses two types of face in The Apprentice—respectability face and identity face. Furthermore, it has further categorized the identity face into two major types, the leadership identity face and the followership identity face. By distinguishing the pan-situational face and the situation-specific face explicitly, the paper testifies the vulnerability through counting the frequency of face attack. Moreover, this paper has proposed a new descriptive model known as the Grand Strategy of Impoliteness. Four pairs of constraints have been defined and exemplified. The general pattern of the major constraints is revealed through the statistical analysis. Subsequently, irony and banter are discussed in brevity. The current study also probes into the possible inducing factors of impoliteness from two aspects: entertaining value and production process. 
Practically, the study of impoliteness in media discourse revealed that the phenomenon of impoliteness is not uncommon. This study attempts to make further contribution in elaborating on impolite utterance with realistic linguistic evidence. It is found that the notion of face is shaped by contextual environment. Within certain context, some attributes of face may give way to some others. In addition to that, there are some intrinsic patterns of impoliteness constraints existing in the reality show. The hearer-oriented constraints are prevailing when compared with the speaker-oriented constraints. The constraint “place a low value on O’s qualities”, accounting for almost half of the overall face-attack, is the most prominent constraint, followed by “place a low value on O’s opinions”. 

6.3 Limitations of the study

     The current study is not without limitations. Firstly, the proposal to differentiate between respectability face and identity face may not be systematic. Despite some distinctive differences, it is still difficult to draw a clear-cut line between these two types of face. Sometimes, they may overlap to a certain extent. Thus the theoretical framework needs more empirical evidence to testify its validity.

Secondly, the linguistic data was drawn from six episodes from The Apprentice. Notably, the programs are still seen in syndication. Three latest seasons are renamed as Celebrity Apprentice. Therefore, it could be seen that the reality show itself has some subtle changes. Although this kind of reality show is widespread and is a typical example chosen from the competitive type of reality show, it represents a small sample from a vast range of reality show programs. There are some other types of reality shows which may reflect a different spectrum. 

     Thirdly, the study’s operational definition of impoliteness is open to challenge. This paper largely focuses on the exemplary analysis of various strategies of impoliteness by citing extracts with contextual information. However, the impolite constraints are not exhaustive. As a result, the construction of the new model may not encompass all kinds of impolite strategies.

6.4 Directions for further research

     Additional research is needed to investigate the role played by impolite in media context. This paper would contribute in constructing a new model in analyzing impoliteness. Future researchers are expected to achieve a better understanding of impoliteness via further speech acts, implicature and media discourse. Furthermore, it is worth mentioning that the study of irony and banter in this paper is quite limited. More research needs to be conducted in order to achieve comprehensive understanding of irony and banter in (im)politeness. Last but not the least, since most of the study on either politeness or impoliteness largely center on European languages, impoliteness phenomenon in China deserves more attention from researchers.
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Appendix
The Meaning of Transcription Symbol:

(.)         Pause

TALK      Raise of voice volume
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