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OnImpolitenessand DramaDiscourse:
An Interview with Jonathan Culpeper

Marta Dynel: Did you conceive of the tremendous impact of your 1996
article onimpoliteness (Culpeper, 1996a) as you were writing it? Did you
expect anew strand of research to arise thanks to your paper?

Jonathan Culpeper: | have amixed reactionto that, and that’s partly to do
with how it came about. By chance, | happened to watch a documentary
called “Soldier Girls”. I think it must have been in 1990. | remember at the
time thinking how on earth one could analyse this kind of interaction. And
that was the beginning of the idea for a paper. But back in those days, if
you didn’t record something, there was no way you could analyse it, because
therewasnoYouTubewhereyoucouldgetdataretrospectively. ltwasjusta
fluke that myyounger sister left the tape recorder running, and so l actually
had a copy of the data. | analysed it, and a bit of that analysis wentinto
my PhD thesis, and then later became an important part of the 1996 article.
So, thatarticle owesits life toacouple of flukes. With those flukesin mind,
I’dsay I had no idea it would have the impact that it did. However, looking
back on it, I have a slightly different perspective, because it seems to me
that what is salient, what people talk about is impoliteness. You don’t have
discussions so much about someone being very polite. From that point of
view, isitisnotsuchasurprise.

MD: Fluke may be the basic reason you got interested inimpoliteness, but
your giving insight into it is a different matter, which is undeniable and is
certainly not the matter of luck but your intellect.

") This interview was recorded on 28 May, 2012, at the 6th £.6dz Symposium: New Develop-
ments in Linguistic Pragmatics, where Professor Jonathan Culpeper gave a plenary talk. The
interviewerwould liketothankProfessorPiotr Capforsuggestingthatthisinterviewbeheld
andProfessorJonathan Culpeperforkindlyacceptingtheinvitation.
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JC: (laughter) Itakethisasflattery.

MD: (laughter) This was my intention and you can treat it as such. Let me
move to the second question. Your initial classifications of impoliteness
strategies (Culpeper, 1996a; Culpeper et al., 2003) have garnered a lot of
support but they have also been challenged on similar grounds as Brown
and Levinson’s (1987) taxonomy of politeness strategies (Bousfield, 2008a;
Dynel, 2009, 2013 forth). In your recent monograph (Culpeper, 2011), you
no longer present any such taxonomy, focusing on several types of impo-
litenessrealisations (e.g.implicationalimpolitenessandtypes of offence).
Does this mean that your views have undergone a change in respect of the
initial categorisation, and youare nolonger supportive of your initial cate-
gorisation?

JC: Thank you for asking this question, because it gives me an opportu-
nity to explain what I was trying to do. | have shifted focus; | haven’t aban-
doned the old idea of pragmatic strategies. It is true that the strategies |
coined for the 1996 paper have been challenged, and largely on the same
groundsaspeople havechallenged Brownand Levinson’swork. However,
itdependsonwhichstrategies you’retalkingabout. Most of the challenges
aretodowiththesuperstrategies. Bousfield (2008a) combinespositiveand
negativepoliteness,and, insightfully, pointsoutthatthebaldon-recordcat-
egory involves face as well. But the output strategies in Bousfield are, in fact,
basically the same set as the ones I coined, except for a couple of extras. |
think that it is quite a robust set. A number of papers have come out using
it (Lorenzo-Dusetal., 2011 is an excellent example), and showing it to be
effective. In my more recent work (e.g. Culpeper, 2011), | decided it was not
particularly newsworthy to go back and do that yet again. Broadly, | was
thinking in terms of three levels. At the top, there is the conceptual orien-
tation of how a particular act of impoliteness orientates towards two cat-
egories: face or sociality rights (cf. Spencer-Oatey, 2008). Then, there are
pragmatic strategies, and finally at the bottom impoliteness formulae. As
yougodown, itbecomesmoremicro, more linguistic. Asfor the pragmatic
strategies in the middle, | did not ignore them. What I did recently was to
trytogetatthemthroughadifferent (and for me more interesting) method-
ologythanthe usual qualitative/quantitative analyses of interactional data,
namely, analysing meta-talk about strategies. For my 2011 book, | analysed
manuals on and parodies of rudeness, as these are meta-linguistic reflec-
tions of how people are thought to be impolite. These represent communi-
tiestalkingaboutstrategieswhichtheyrecogniseandwhichhaveaconven-
tional status. Lo and behold, the strategies that emerged map quite nicely



M. Dynel/ International Review of Pragmatics 5 (2013) 163-188 165

onto my 1996 set. What might have prompted your questionisthatit’strue
that, if you look at my current work, | don’t focus on strategies so much,
because, to me, they are old news, and I’d rather do new stuff! One other
thing, the cautionary note about strategies that should always be sounded
isthat, though they are interesting in all sorts of ways, they are dangerous:
identifying given strategies in a piece of data doesn’t mean that it is, there-
fore, impolite, because these strategies are always subject to the context
theyarein.

MD: You’ve mentioned that language users give their feedback on impo-
liteness formulae and the communicative patterns they consider impolite,
which is related to the problem of terminology and labels that we put on
certain concepts. A particularly vexing impoliteness strategy is sarcasm
or mock politeness, which involves pretended politeness and corresponds
towhat Leech (1983) discussesasirony (Culpeper, 1996a; Culpeperetal.,
2003). AmIrightinthinkingthatthisterminological change thatyou intro-
ducedwas determined by the fact that utterancesembraced by thisstrategy
implicitly, yet virulently, convey negative evaluation (criticism, disparage-
ment, etc.),whileironymaycarrylessvitrioliccriticismoreven,albeitonly
intermittently, carry positiveevaluation? Onthe other hand, sarcasmtends
to be used as a blanket term for various jibes and taunts, which need not
involve irony (e.g. Partington, 2006), whilst the term “irony” appears to pre-
vail in the pragmatic and cognitive literature used in reference to the phe-
nomenonyour strategy concerns. Overall, would youthen concedethatthe
strategy in question could also be called sarcasticirony (e.g. Jorgensen, 1996;
Colston, 1997)?

JC: There’s a problem with labels, as you said at the beginning. There’s a
problemwiththe label “irony”, and there’sa problemwith sarcasm. When-
ever lusetheterm “sarcasm”, lalmostalways putin brackets “mock polite-
ness” to try to pin it down. Sarcasm on its own as a lay term is used for all
sortsof stuff,so I trytodelimitit. Irony has the same kind of problem. If you
look at the literature, there’s a wide range of definitions. I initially started
thinkingintermsofLeech’s(1983) Irony Principle. He saysthat most typi-
cal casesof irony involve mock politenessand thatwas my lead for it. Irony
coversalotofthings, mostlynegative, butthere isasetof positive usages. If
youlookatRelevance Theory, itgivestheimpressionthateverythingironic
isnegative, but“everything” dependsonthe scope ofthething. lamtalking
only about the interpersonal effects. Alot of irony is for humorous effects,
not designed to make someone feel bad—the type with negative interper-
sonal effects that | am interested. That’s a more restricted scope for the
notion of negative than in at least some of the irony literature.
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MD: Sorry, if I may butt in, but how do you determine whether irony does
have a negative interpersonal effect, based just on the data. A person may
be offended but fail to let it show, while the speaker’s intention may be to
offendthehearer. Also, inmulti-party talk, the speaker may meantoamuse
onehearerand,simultaneously,disparageanother.

JC: The general question is: How do you know that anything is impolite?
Thefirstplace Iwould lookisthe hearer’sresponse. You’vegotverbal evi-
dence here. My favourite example is a discussion between my daughters,
when one ofthemsays: “Doyou knowanythingabout yoyos?”. Thisseems
perfectlyinnocent, butshe saiditwithaprosody thatwascompletelynasty,
sotheotheronesaid: “That’smean”. Sothereyouhaveit. It’snotmyevalua-
tion; she has given itto me in her response. Admittedly, in my data, you get
quite a few occasions where hearers don’t say anything that’s going to help
youunderstand howtheytookthe effects. Sometimes,andobviouslythisis
lessreliable, there are non-verbal signs that the hearers are disturbed emo-
tionally by what has just been said. There’s literature on embarrassment,
forexample.Peopletouchtheirchinsandstartlookingdown. Thishappens
quite often in my data. These non-verbal responses indicate how they are
taking what has just been said. But there are also occasions where you don’t
get even that. They are problematic, and | wouldn’t deny it. So, from my
point of view, the key component of irony in the context of impoliteness is
that someone is offended by it, and we can examine the kinds of evidence |
have mentioned. Note I said “from my point of view”, as irony has much to
do with what researchers take irony to mean. What does a lay person out
there mean by irony? | would be interested in doing further work on peo-
ple’s understandings of irony, as I’m sure that would provide useful insights.

MD: Andthisiswhyironymaybeconsidered politeorimpolite. Inthelight
of their research findings, a number of authors report that irony convey-
ing negative evaluation may be deployed to dilute criticism, that isto ren-
der it less aggressive and sometimes humorous (Dews et al., 1995; Dews and
Winner, 1995; Colston, 1997; Kumon-Nakumara et al., 1995; Jorgensen, 1996;
Pexman and Olineck, 2002), as earlier observed by politeness researchers
(Brown and Levinson, 1987; Leech, 1983). Would it be possible to conclude
that biting irony may actually be geared towards politeness effects for the
listener who is the target of criticism? I doubt that. My feeling is that re-
searchers advocate different definitions of sarcastic irony, sometimes (mis)-
takingitforcritical,albeitfriendly,ironywhichmayindeeddilutecriticism
andbegearedtowardspolitenesseffects. Wouldyousaythatthediversified
useoflabelsleadstoconvolutionsintheliterature? Researchersrefertoone
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another, not really appreciating the fact that the scope they’re referring to
andthe phenomenathey are discussing do not always overlap or may even
be totally different.

JC: Absolutely. I couldn’t agree with you more about labels, which iswhy | try
to pin positive irony down to “mock politeness” and negative irony to “mock
impoliteness”. The focus is on anarrower strip of what is going on. What |
triedtodo inmy 2011 book was exclude polite irony from my definition. |
pointed out that the kind of negative or sarcastic irony that | was interested
inwould only come aboutifthe politenessinterpretationisruled outbythe
context. Infact, inyour questionyou mention Pexmanand Olineck (2002).
I recollect that they suggest if you have a politeness signal in a context
where you obviously aren’t trying to be polite, it seems worse, because of a
mocking effect. That was exactly what | was trying to getat. Also, inmy 2011
work | don’t think | use the term “irony” as a category heading, but use it in
the contextof discussions of mixed signalsand competing interpretations.
If you want to pin down the terms or labels, I’m not so interested inthe
academicdebatesaboutwhatironyis(academicscanforeverquibbleabout
where to draw the lines), as in trying to work out what people understand
byirony,becauseatleastwe’vegotsomethingtohangitontobywayofdata.

MD: As you added off record impoliteness (i.e. impoliteness viaimplicature)
to the model (Culpeper, 2005: 44), you suggested that it should substitute
sarcasm “which can be separated out as distinct from the others, given
its ‘metastrategic’ nature”. Would you please explain why sarcasmshould
assumethissuperordinate positioninyour model ofimpoliteness?

JC: This meta-strategy is entirely driven by Leech, because that’s the way he
sees the Irony Principle (1983) working. Underneath you have the politeness
principle. Youwork out that an utterance is polite (at a first-order level, in
histerms), butalsothatitis notsincere (atasecond-order level), and there-
fore we have ironic politeness or sarcasm. Initially, I was going down that
line, and up until 2004 that’s more or less how I saw it. These days, | much
prefer talking about mixed signals. Forexample, that term accommodates
differentsignalsinoneutterance,asin“lwonderif you could possibly shut
up”. Youcan mix the contextual appropriacy of signals, sayingwhat is said
in a context where we would be expecting politeness, with what is said in
acontextwhere we would be expecting impoliteness. Within the notion of
mixed signals, you can talk about banter and other things. The underlying
theory I have inmind is Rachel Giora’s (e.g. 2003) work on salience. What
shewouldsay of mixedsignalsisthatwework out meaningsintermsofthe



168

competing salience of these signals. So that’s where | was coming from. The
meta-strategicstuffiswhat | have leftbehindafter2004.

MD: Thankyou. Thisclarifiesyour perspective onthe problematicnotions
ofironyandsarcasm,andsowecanskiptoanotherfraughtissue. Discussing
impoliteness, many researchers, including yourself, emphasise the need
to account for both the speaker’s and the hearer’s perspectives (Culpeper,
2005, 2008; Bousfield, 2007, 2008a, 2008b, 2010; Locher and Watts, 2005,
2008; Mills, 2002, 2003, 2005; Watts, 2003; Arundale, 2006; Terkourafi, 2008;
Haugh, 2003, 2004, 2005, 2007). However, there is no unanimous agreement
asto whether itis the speaker’s intention (e.g. Bousfield, 2008a, 2010) or
the hearer’s recognition thereof (e.g. Locher and Watts, 2008) that is the
sine qua non for the conceptualisation of impoliteness. How would you
resolvethe ongoingdebate onthisproblem? As | gather, youare supportive
of the speaker intention-based view of impoliteness (vis-a-vis (unintended)
rudeness), asserting thatit “is not unintentional” (Culpeper, 2005: 37) and
that “ “plausible’ intentions can be reconstructed, given adequate evidence”
(Culpeperetal., 2003: 1552). Nevertheless, inyour definition of impoliteness
(Culpeper,2005) premised ontwoconditions (thespeaker’sintentional act
and the hearer’srecognition of it), you appear to suggest that impoliteness
comes into being as long as at least one of them is met, thereby imply-
ing that impoliteness arises when “the hearer perceives and/or constructs
behaviouras intentionally face-attacking” (Culpeper, 2005: 38, cf. Bousfield,
2008a, 2008hb). Also, defining irony, you have just placed emphasis on the
significance of the hearer’s perception, ratherthan the hearer’sintention.

JC: This question is tricky, because there are several “me’s” involved. There’s
the “me” back to 2005 and there’s the “me” after. I’ll go back to the 2005
and returnto my younger self. Bousfield takes an extreme positionand it’s
always nice to have people who take an extreme position, because you can
bounce yourself off them. Certainly, on prototypical occasions, the evidence
I have collected suggests that the producer is intending to be impolite and
thetargetis perceivingitasamatter of the producer intendingto hurtthem.
You probably get both a lot of the time. But | think there are occasions
where you might have either. What | was trying to do in 2005 was say,
“Well yes, you could have the speaker intending impoliteness and it might
miss the mark, and so the hearer might never get it; and, vice versa, you
could have the hearer thinking that was intended to be impolite, butthe
speaker never intended it that way”. | was trying to accommodate both
perspectives. You asked how | would resolve the ongoing debate on this
problem. Thatisthekeypoint,howdoyouactuallygettoknowwhat’sgoing
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on. To me, the answer is you do the empirical work and you find out, as
far as you can, people’s understandings in particular impoliteness events.
Between 2005 and 2011 in my work leading up to my impoliteness book,
this is what | was trying to do, that is, to collect impoliteness events and
find out how people understood them. What emerged was that it wasn’t
always the case that someone would construe an act as both intentional
and offensive, and yet in their commentary they would describe it as rude
or impolite. It was transparent that impoliteness didn’t have to be fully
intentional, whether from a speaker or hearer perspective. Thisiswhy in
my more recent definition, I got rid of full intentionality as a necessary
condition. Theevidencewasflying inthe face of that.

MD: Thank you for thisexplanation, butif we could focus again onthe ter-
minologyandthelabels, there’sabone of contentionamongthe (im)polite-
ness researchers who claim that impoliteness cannot be conflated with
rudeness, and only one of those is intentional. If there is no intention on
the speaker’s part to cause offence, would you use the label of rudeness or
impoliteness?

JC: | admit that | got frustrated by these labels. There was a point when
I discovered that Marina Terkourafi (2008) and | had labelled particular
behaviour in completely opposite ways. | had suggested that impoliteness
involved intention and rudeness didn’t, and | based that claim on alittle
work I’d done on British National Corpus. She said that impoliteness didn’t
involveintentionandrudeness did, and she based that claimon the etymol-
ogy of “rude” and “polite” across differentlanguages. It seemsto me crazy
that we’re coming to opposite conclusions. What I’ ve done with my 2011
definition isto give a fairly broad one covering all types of “impoliteness-
related behaviour”, with some being more prototypical and some less. The
downside ofthisisthat, whilstitismoreinclusive, itisnotasprecise. Bous-
field’s (2010) more recent thinking is in tune with this, as he suggests that
some behavioursand contextsare more prototypical cases of impoliteness
andsome more marginal. Thisisagood way of pursuing the issue.

MD: Yes, but Bousfield (2010) does use the label “rudeness”. In his taxon-
omy of rudeness and impoliteness dependent on four criteria, a prototypi-
calactofsuccessfulimpolitenessisintentionally performedbythe speaker
andreceivedbythetargeted hearerinaccordance withthe speaker’sinten-
tion. However, this view may need to be extended to be applicable in the
analysis of impolite multi-party talk, beyond the classical speaker-hearer
dyad (Dynel, 2012). One may encounter amajor probleminthe case of an
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intentionally communicated act of impoliteness whose target can hear it,
and listens to it, contrary to the speaker’s intention. In other words, the
speaker believesthat the target of impolitenessisanon-participant, some-
body who cannot possibly hear the utterance. Would you consider this an
actofimpoliteness, regardless of the speaker’s lack of intentionto have the
face-threateningactberecognisedbythetarget, letalone have him/hertake
offenceatit?

JC:Whatwe’redealingwith hereisaless prototypical case, butaninterest-
ing one, because it may test some of the boundaries. | was trying to think
of a particular example of what you might have in mind. | came up with a
scenariosuchthat I’dfound an e-mail talking about me in not very pleasant
terms. It wasn’t addressed to me, but it was at the trailing end of some other
e-mail being forwarded. This is the sort of thing you’re talking about, isn’t
it? Someone produced something that was an offensive act, and | found it
offensive but they didn’t intend me to read it.

MD: Yes, or it may be the matter of synchronous oral communication. You’re
talkingtoyourcolleagueandyou’re offensive towardsanotherpersonwho,
you think, is not there, but he/she happens to be standing behind the door
and can hear youtalking.

JC: Interms of definition, this would fit my current definition of impolite-
ness, butitwouldclearly be more marginal,aless prototypical case. Would
Ihavebeen offended, yes, clearly,andtherearequiteafewtheoriesin“attri-
butiontheory” thatwould predictyouwouldbe particularly offended. Peo-
ple assume that when you’re talking to someone, they have a strategic pur-
pose inmind, butobviously if you’rereading someone talking about you to
someoneelse, youthinkthattheyaredeliveringtheir “real” thoughtsabout
you. Soifthey were negative, you probably are even more offended than if
the same things were said to you directly. Whether that would require the
label“rudeness” or “impoliteness”isanopenquestion. Whatthe lay person
would use I don’t know, and that’s something that needs to be investigated.
These marginal casesareinteresting. I’'mreminded ofapaperthatcame out
quite recently in the Journal of Pragmatics, which was to do with recycled
complaints (Perelmutter, 2010). This paper looks at events when someone
sayssomethingterriblynastytosomeoneelse, butbecauseofthe powerdif-
ferential they don’t respond to it. However, later on, they retaliate by telling
other people what a nasty thing was said—they complainabout it, notonly
getting their own back but also trying to redress their face with other peo-
ple. Inthiscase, isitimpolitenessornot? The original personis not hearing
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it. These are at the boundaries, testing where we are. | couldn't say for sure
whether the labels impolite or rude are best, but it is in the broad domain
of what I’m talking about. To return to your scenario of someone who is
ironic to someone and they take it as humorous but there’s a third party,
who is offended by it. Would that be taken as impoliteness? | suspect so,
butultimatelythat’sanempirical question.

MD: The problem of labels and intentional face attack notwithstanding,
youalsoargue thatintentionality isascalar concept (Culpeper,2011),and
thus, in its weaker versions, it may coincide with responsibility, control
or foreseeability. Thus, you state that an act may carry offensive conse-
guences which are intentional only in the sense that they are foreseeable.
One may have a query about this claim. Even if the consequences can be
envisaged, thespeakerdoesnotconceiveofthemwhileproducinganoffen-
sive utterance, which is why he/she cannot be held responsible for inten-
tional face damage, that is impoliteness, but only for unintentional face
damage, which some (e.g Bousfield, 2010) call rudeness. On the other hand,
one may endorse a view that intentions need not involve awareness and,
therefore, thatintentions manifest degrees of consciousness, ranging from
fully conscious to entirely subconscious ones (e.g. Stamp and Knapp, 1990;
Hample, 1992; Gibbs, 1999). Consequently, impoliteness may be only uncon-
sciously intentional. Wouldyou please commentonthis?

JC:We’vegotseveral thingsgoingoninthatquestion. We’vegotthenotion
of intention and the notion of intentionality. | talk about intentionality. If
youtake itasafolk concept, my main point of departure would be the work
by Malle and Knobe (1997). That’s a very useful description. They say there
arefivecomponents. Three ofthemrelatetointention, thatis: desire,aplan
of action to achieve your desire, and a decision to put the plan into action.
When you’ve got these three things, that’s intention, whilst intentionality
comes up when you also have two other components. One is skills, you’ve
actually gottobeabletodoit(soacounter-example would be the intention
to win the lottery when you obviously haven’t got the skills to do it), and
the other one that they mention is awareness, the one which is particularly
relevantto mydata. Notallimpolitenessisintentional, because sometimes
the producer ofimpolitenesswas notaware oftheimpolitenesseffectsthey
arecausing. Theygetblamed, nevertheless, fornotpredictingthoseeffects,
especially in close relationships, in which one person thinks that the other
one should have predicted the negative effects of what they were going to
do. However, there isaproblemand the problemisthat Malle and Knobe’s
data are based on North American data. That leaves a doubt in my mind
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whether that notion of intentionality would be conceived of differently
in other cultures, including whether the notion of awareness would be so
criticaltoit.

MD: Givenwhatyou’vesaidsofarinreferencetolaypeople’sjudgements,
the answer to my next question is self-explanatory, but I will ask, anyway.
What are your views on the dichotomy between the first-order approach
and the second-order approach? | would like to enquire about this, since
youdo notseem to be preoccupied with this problemin your publications,
whilst it has attracted avid scholarly interest (e.g. Locher and Bousfield,
2008; Bousfield, 2010; cf. Watts et al., 1992; Eelen, 2001; Bousfield, 2008a,
2010).

JC: 1 don't know. I'd be interested to know how you position me, because |
don't position myself.

MD: Hardtosay. If, inyour recentwork, you firsttake asyour bedrock lan-
guage users’ perspectives, this will be closer to the first-order approach,
rather than the second-orderone. Butthenyour earlier work was, I believe,
definitely more top-down in the sense of theorising and assigning new la-
bels, and so more of the second-order type, so there seems to have been a
majorchangeinyourscholarlyapproach.

JC:Indeed, whatyou’redetecting isashift. Myearlier work was very much
of the (somewhat sneeringly called) “pseudo-scientific” second-order stuff.
I did that, and was happy with it. What I did in my later work was both.
WhenI’mtalkingaboutthetoplevel,the conceptual orientationmentioned
earlier, that’s largely a matter of me, the pseudo-scientist coming in. But
what I’mtryingto do overallis integrate that with what people are actually
thinking and talking about—first-order stuff. This is one way of trying to
breakendlesscyclesofsecond-orderdiscussions—“0Ohno, I saythatirony
isthis” and “you say that irony isthat”. I’mtrying to pin the top conceptual
level down to something in real interaction. This whole debate about first
/second-orderstartsoffwithEelen’s(2001) book, whichisgreat, because it
startedarevolution, acorrectiverevolution, if you like, moving away from
the second-order classic models and thinking about them anew again. My
disappointment with the first-order discursive movement it helped fuel is
that scholars engaged in it often don’t put into action their own agenda.
Have a look at the analyses in Watts, 2003. Don’t get me wrong, this is
a great book full of ideas, but if you look at the analyses he does, they
look rather like the analyses | do, even though I’ve been tarred with the
second-order brush. In addition, one of the things that discursive scholars
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often say is that you should look at the meta-language. Do they do it? No.
For me, the methodology of choice, when you’re looking at the usage of
lexical items constituting meta-language, is corpuslinguistics. Dothey do
that? No. For me, first-order scholars put up good ideas, but do not follow
themthrough.

MD: Thisalsoshowsinoneofthe notionsthat you have recently proposed,
the notion of conventionalised impoliteness formulae, which need not be
basedonpeople’sfirst-handexperiencebutontheirknowledgeofimpolite-
nessmetadiscourse (Culpeper,2010,2011). Asyouobserve (Culpeper,2010),
taboowordswill naturallyfallintothiscategory. Indeed, language usersare
well aware that taboo words are generally disallowed, socially and legally
(Bousfield, 2010). Onthe other hand, swear words are known to foster sol-
idarity politeness in certain communities of practice and in friendly and
relaxedcommunicative contexts (e.g. Montagu, 1967; Wajnryb, 2005; Single-
ton, 2009; see Stapleton, 2010; Dynel, 2012 forth). Wouldyou then say that
taboo words should unequivocally be deemed as conventionalised impo-
litenessformulae, despitetheirsolidarity functiontheymanifestinfriendly
relationships?

JC: Thisis agreat question because it raises a number of difficulties. I re-
member hearing atalk in 2009 that Geoffrey Leech gave on politenessand
impoliteness where he mentioned taboo words as one of the areas that are
quite specific to impoliteness, and he said this is one of the areas which his
own Politeness Principle doesn’t cover. But whilst they do come under the
heading of impoliteness inalmostany definition you can possibly think of,
you get cases of taboo words that are used in a quite a friendly way. The
paperthat I love onthistopic by Nicola Daly, Janet Holmes and colleagues
(2004) is on “fuck’ used in the factory context, where it’s a solidarity marker.
Now, to address the question of whether taboo or swear words are conven-
tionalised impoliteness formulae. I’d say most certainly no, and | say this
on the basis of my empirical data. In the 100 British English reports | had,
itwas only mentioned intwo cases. In other cultureswhere l also collected
impoliteness reports, itappeared even less. | did wonder whether that was
aconsequence of myreportingmethodology ratherthananythingelse. But
that’snotmyonlyevidence,becauseit’sclearfromcorpussearchesonindi-
vidualitems. Totakeanexample, thinkofsomeonesaying“Shutup”,which
isfairlymild,andthencrankingitupto, “Shutthe fuckup!”.

MD:Everythingdependsonthefunctionofatabooword, whetheritisused
asatermof abuse or otherwise.
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JC: Absolutely. What I’m saying is that impoliteness formulae have con-
ventionalised functions and effects. Tocount as conventionalised, formu-
lae had to co-occurwithimpoliteness effects above certain thresholds (my
guide was: 50% or above in a sample of 100 corpus cases had to have evi-
dence that the target took the formula as impolite).

MD: Thank you for your explanation. Also, swearwords may display some
humorouspotential,whichisrelatedtomynextquestion.Manyresearchers
appreciate the humorous potential of impoliteness, especially in the con-
text of mass-mediated discourse (e.g. Grindstaff, 1997, 2002; Wood, 2001;
Culpeper, 2005; Bousfield, 2007, 2008a, 2008b; Harris 2001; Clayman and
Heritage, 2002; Lorenzo-Dus, 2007, 2009a, 2009b; Garcia-Pastor, 2002; Kien-
pointner, 2008, Garces-Conejos Blitvich, 2009). The notion of humour/en-
tertainment materialised by impoliteness appears to conform to the well-
entrenchedsuperioritytheoryofhumour,oneofthethreecentralapproach-
esinhumourstudies (seee.g. Berlyne, 1969; LaFave, 1972; Gruner, 1978; Zill-
mann, 1983; Martin, 2007; Ferguson and Ford, 2008). You also mention itin
your twoaccounts of the humorous capacity inimpoliteness. Inyour paper
(Culpeper, 2005), you list four criteria (“intrinsic pleasure”, “voyeuristic plea-
sure”; “theaudienceissuperior”and “the audience issafe”), whilstinyour
recent book (Culpeper, 2011), you reformulate them as five types of pleasure
(*emotional pleasure”, “aesthetic pleasure”, “voyeuristic pleasure”, “the plea-
sure of being superior”,and “the pleasure of feeling secure”). What do you
consider to be the advantages of your postulates (Culpeper, 2005, 2011) over
superiority theory?

JC: I’'ll start with a footnote. The difference between the four criteria that
came up in my 2005 paper and the types of pleasure in my recent 2011
book is that I’m trying to make them more transparent. For example, orig-
inally, I had the notion “intrinsic pleasure”, but what does that mean? Are
all these accommodated by superiority theory? | don’t think so, and that’s
why | wouldn’t just use superiority theory. Some do clearly overlap withit. |
think the key one that does is the pleasure of feeling superior (I’mthinking
about the butts of jokes and so on). There is overlap with the pleasure of
feeling secure, because you’re inthe position of security if you’re a specta-
tor on someone who is not so secure, and there isa certain pleasure in that.
By voyeuristic pleasure, | was thinking of impoliteness that exposes private
selves, and much of it does: for example, reality TV shows where they dig
the dirt on someone. People get a certain pleasure out of that (even if I’'m
not one of those!). I guess you could relate that to superiority theory too,
but other types of pleasure seem unrelated. Emotional pleasure has a cer-
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tainthrill. Peopleinpsychologywillsaythat peoplearearoused by viewing
verbal fisticuffs. | don’t think this is covered so well. And the one that is not
covered atall by superiority theory is aesthetic pleasure. A lot of impolite-
ness, believe itor not, that is there for entertainment has a certain aesthetic
quality, deploying poetic devices, etc. etc.

MD: Yes, thisistrue ifwe focus onthe hardcore formulation of superiority
theory, but there are proposals which conflate superiority and incongruity
theory and shed light on the nature of linguistic forms and their creativity,
because mere disparagement does not suffice asthe source of humour (e.g.
Zillman, 1983). Also, inthe Freudian version of superiority theory, arousal
is central. But as | was formulating the question, | came to realise that
the main difference between your proposal and superiority theory is that
superiority is focused primarily on the relationships between people, on
disaffiliation and lack of solidarity, and how the speaker and hearers who
laugh relate to the butt, who is put down, whereas your focus is on the
stimulus, onthe nature ofimpolitenessand itsinterpersonal consequences,
whichismore importantto linguists.

JC: Yes. Also, I’m suspicious of theories that are supposed to encompass
everything. What | was looking for and thinking about was all the things
that might cause pleasure. What | was trying to do was enumerate them in
abottom-upfashion.

MD: Changingthetopic, inyour polemic concerning Mills’s (2002, 2003,
2005) claims on the status of impoliteness prevalent in chosen discourses/
contexts, conceptualised as either communities of practice or the Levin-
sonian activity types (such as the army discourse, or the discourse of an
exploitative TV show), you convincingly argue that sanctioning or legiti-
mating impoliteness must be distinguished from neutralising it in context
(Culpeper, 2005, 2011). Youemphasise that neutralisation pertains to, for
instance, mock impoliteness or accidental impoliteness, by dint of which
the speaker does not mean to offend the target. This is why the alleged tar-
get will not perceive, let alone take offence at, the face attack (Culpeper,
2011). Onthe other hand, sanctioned or legitimated impoliteness is recog-
nisedasgenuinefacethreatand may giverisetothehearer’sbeinginsulted,
inasmuch asthe context cannot override the salience of impoliteness. This
happens even if such impoliteness may be viewed as being allowed, for
instance, on the grounds of institutional power structures. Would you say
that whether impoliteness can be regarded as sanctioned depends also on
the nature of the face-threatening act, namely its semantic content and the
linguistic strategy deployed?
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JC:Shortanswer:yes.Basically,whatlwasinterestedinwasthatsomepeo-
ple in the literature were conflating the terms “sanctioning” and “neutral-
ising”, yet it was quite clear to me that you could have a context in which
the use of impoliteness is sanctioned but people are still taking offence,
so it wasn’t neutralised. That is why | wanted to separate the two terms.
As regards your question, there are discussions where people argue about
whether a particular utterance could be considered slander or something
inappropriate. Eveninthe law, you haveaframework for trying towork out
specifically whether a particular word was legally allowed or not allowed.
Soyes, itdependsalso onwhatissaid.

MD: My previous question is related to an example I’ve come up with. |
waswonderinghowyourconceptualisationofimpolitenesswould capture
the following case: For the past few years, a man by the name of Jim has
had a manager who tends to produce curt orders and shows abruptness
in contacts with his employees. On the one hand, he transparently signals
his superiority but, on the other, such conduct is simply in his character.
Jim has learnt to take his manager’s off-hand manner in his stride, being
indifferenttothe latter’sbrusque utterances, whichnewemployeesdofind
offensive.

JC: If you think about my definition of impoliteness, I’d say if people are say-
ing things that they shouldn’t be saying, you don’t want them to say or even
that you don’t expect them to say, negative emotional consequences are
very likely. In the particular example you mention of the employee, Jim, who
experiencesthis, itisconceivablethatovertime, heattributesthe behaviour
to the manager’s personality. | can think of some of my colleagues (fortu-
natelyveryfew!)whoarenotparticularlynice,butafterawhileyoubeginto
understand that this is the way they are; the impoliteness behaviour arises
because of their personality rather thanasasimple reactionto you, and this
understanding reduces the impoliteness effect. As you said, | suppose some-
one coming new to the situation with a different understanding would be
quiteshocked and offended. Thereisalinkage here withattributiontheory,
which isabout how you attribute causes to particular phenomena. So, Jim
may understand it to be potential impoliteness, but isn’t offended himself
because heattributesthe cause tothe manager’s personality.

MD: Impoliteness,onthewhole, isinteresting, whichiswhytheresearchis
soample.Whatisyour perspectiveonthedeluge of submissions presenting
case studies (frequently of a very narrow scope), which hardly contribute
any conclusions significant to the methodology of the field of (im)polite-
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nesshbut,grounded onwidely known premisesandterminology, give some
insight into second-order linguistic phenomena in chosen languages and
cultures?

JC: Your question assumes that first-order is totally separate from second-
order and | don’t think that’s the case. There’s a lot of second-order stuff
that does strike a chord with the first-order approach; it can overlap, even
if itis notatotal match. Locher and Bousfield (2008: 5) talk about second
order notions informed by first order. Brown and Levinson (1987) is often
said to be a second order work, but it does correlate to a degree with first
order goings-on.

MD: Yes, but to be honest, I didn’t mean to separate those, but only suggest
that minute, if I may use the word, first-order studies are done on very
narrow phenomena and language data and then they are named according
to the second-order terminology, so that there should be some theory in
the papers. Butthey are extremely narrow in scope, restricted to the use of
a particular word in a particular culture. Would you consider such studies
relevant?

JC: Thisreminds me of the Journal of Pragmatics submissions | get which
would be, say, on one particular particle inan obscure language. Still, they
are contributing to the descriptive picture and, from that point of view,
they have a certain value. It would be better, of course, if they contribute
to the theoretical or methodological side as well. My reaction is normally
to say, “Yes, you have presented a nice description of X, can you frame
it within literature and show how you can push it one way oranother?”.
If they use a methodology that I find particularly tiresome, namely, the
discourse completion task (a method that has been used ad nauseam for
requests), for that, | will send it back and say, “Well, this methodology is
extremely limited, how about doing some follow-up interviews, or using
a complementary methodology to strengthen what you are doing?”. You
can never dismiss such studies, because they are contributing something,
but whether that is enough depends on what you’re trying to do with your
research.

MD: What do you regard as the most promising and problematic issues in
impolitenessresearchand/orprospectivedevelopmentsinthisfield?

JC: The problem I have, which shows in any talk | give, is the tension be-
tween the local and the general. The problem with making any statement
aboutimpolitenessisthat I’malways deeply aware of the limitations of my
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own data, which is why I’m often not talking with authority about impo-
liteness in general but British English impoliteness in particular. There is
a special issue coming soon in the Journal of Pragmatics on impoliteness
across Englishes. I think that kind of thing is great because by looking at
what is going on in particular pieces of the jigsaw puzzle we can see com-
mon patterns—generalisations emerge.

MD: Thank you, that was the last question on impoliteness. A different
strand of research you pursue, namely characterisation (Culpeper, 1996b,
2001), appears to have inspired ample studies on (televised) drama dis-
course, inlinewith Barthes’s (1974: 178) statement that “the character and
the discourse are each other’s accomplices”. Rightly, you emphasise the
importance of readers’ knowledge of real people in understanding charac-
ters. Also, drawing on Phelan’s (1990) work and the dichotomy between syn-
thetictypesand mimeticindividuals, youdifferentiate betweenflat charac-
tersand round characters, respectively. Would you say that the appearance
ofthe latter drastically affects the code of realism (cf. Bednarek, 2010) ofa

play?

JC: Alittle footnote: | take the categories of flat and round characters from
Forster (1987[1927]), butlreinterpretthemincognitiveterms. The code of
realismisanotionthatl’mnotveryfamiliarwith. Itwascookedupwellafter
mywork. I’'mallittle bit puzzled by it. I had a quick look at what people are
saying, andtheyaresayingthatthe author’swork “should” conformwitha
codeofrealism. ThisisratherlikesayingthatPicassoshouldbeconforming
with a more realistic view of the world around him. If I’ve understood it
correctly, | think that is a little bit crazy! So | wouldn’t put it in terms of
the “code of realism”. But there is an important question here: how does
realism tally with what’s going on in fictional works (I was particularly
interested in plays)? In reference to your specific question, my feeling is
that the appearance of round characters won’t affect the realism because
the world is also full of flat people. We have lots of occasions where our
understandings of other people in real life are very shallow and driven by
cognitivestereotypes—flatpeople, butthat’sfine, that’srealistic. Soitisin
a fictional work. It might not be a good fictional work, it might be totally
boring if it is just populated by flat characters, but it won’t necessarily be
lessrealistic.

MD: Yes, and fully developed, idiosyncratic characters contribute to the
beauty of fiction. Leaving the characters aside, regarding the ongoing debate
on the verisimilitude of fictional discourse (e.g. Spitz, 2005; Kozloff, 2000;



179

Bubel, 2006; Bednarek, 2010; Dynel, 2011a), how does, in your opinion, the
fictional discourse of contemporary drama, that is the discourse of films,
seriesandplays, correspondtoreal-lifelanguage useandidentity construc-
tion?

JC:Mylineonthishasalwaysbeenthattounderstandafictional work, let’s
sayaplay, you cannotswitchoffyourknowledge of real-life discourse. It’s
thereandithelpsyouunderstand what’s going on. Are there differencesto
do with the linguistic characteristics of the play vs. real conversation? Of
course there are. | think it is Quaglio (2009) who’s done some great com-
putational work, looking atthe kinds of differences. One of the differences
is that there are more markers of attitude in fictional works, and you can
understand why. This is because they indicate to the audience the partic-
ular attitudes of the characters. That is also true of some of the plays that
I’ve looked at from Shakespeare. There isadifference though betweenfic-
tionalandreal-lifediscourse. The keyone forme ishowyouunderstandthe
languagethatyou’rereadingorseeing. Thesedifferencesofunderstanding
relate todiscourse structure. Let’s take Mick Short’s (1981) idea of embedded
discourse, evenifitisaslightly problematic one. The playwright or script
writer conveys some message to the audience and within that message you
have the character-to-character talk. That’s the essential idea. For me, this
partly explainswhy infictional data if you get, for example, aperformance
error, someone stuttering, you would not edit it out, as you would in natu-
rally occurringdiscourse. You’dtry to read somethinginto that “error”. Let
me giveyouareal-lifeexample involvinganact. Therewasanoccasionnot
solongagowhen Iwasinthe University car park and I was backing my car
out. My wife was behind the car and | didn’t see her, so | nearly run her over.
Imagine that’s an event in a film. I suspect that the audience would say to
themselves, “Thatguyistryingtobumpoffhiswife, because hewantstoget
hermoney”, or something like that. They wanttoread more into it, because
they know it’s not just an error; it’s something that has been put there on
purpose by the scriptwriter, and this is their licence to read more into it.
Therehasbeenworkby Zwaan (1993)inparticularshowingthatpeopleare
willingtospend muchmore cognitiveeffortoncertainfictional genres, try-
ing to work out these connections and motivations. I think your question
raises a bunch of issues from how you process things to the physical, dis-
coursal bitsand pieces.

MD: In terms of the stuttering example, recipients might try to read into
it, but would you say that it does not necessarily violate the similitude of
fictional discourse? Statistically, there may many differences, as Quaglio
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(2009) and others observe, but from the perspective of a regular viewer,
meaningful stuttering and other linguistic practices will not emerge as in-
conceivable, unimaginable.

JC: Whatstrikes the viewer depends on what they have inmind. That’s the
interesting thing. Does the viewer have in mind the norm of the genre, or
the norm of what happens in their daily lives? Is it a competition between
the two, or are they going in and out at particular points? You might have
differentconclusionsatdifferentpoints,and | suspectthat’s the answer.

MD: This problem also concerns abundant impoliteness, which does not
need to strike the viewer as being unimaginable. Combining impoliteness
studieswithresearchoncinemadiscourseand dramadiscourse (Culpeper,
1998, 2001), you rightly argue that conflict and impoliteness serve as cat-
alysts of the plot, further characterisation and perform an entertainment
function. Indeed, having viewers’ entertainment in mind, script-writers
sometimes construct quirky, ostensibly “round” characters who will employ
impoliteness excessively, the etiquette and social norms regardless (cf. Dr
House). Doesthis use of impoliteness in fictional discourse seem realistic
(to avoid the notion of reality code)? Is it not the case that you look at the
person who frequently uses impoliteness and think, *Yes, a person can be
like that, but in real life we must not be so impolite.”

JC: I’mgoing to come up with a generalisation. In all the examples of fic-
tional cases I’ve looked at, there’sa strong tendency forimpoliteness to be
much more creative than you generally find it to be in ordinary life. I’ve
looked at, for example “Scent of aWoman”, afilmwith Al Pacino, where it
isveryclearlythecase. lwaslookingatyourexamplesof*“House” the other
day, thinking they are actually quite creative. The creativity is the differ-
ence. Butthatisnottosaythatimpolitenessisnotcreative ineveryday life,
becauseitis. Ithinkitisjustthe matter of density. For me, that’sthe key dif-
ference. Yougetthatcreativeaestheticaspectcrankedupinfictionalworks.

MD: You aver that the concept of the author (writer or playwright) rever-
beratesinthereader’smind,ashe/shekeepsasking: “Whatdidaplaywright
mean me to understand by one character’s utterance to another in this par-
ticular context?” (Culpeper,2001: 38). A question may arise as to whether
thisiswhatanordinary reader (notaresearcher) indeed does. Also, recog-
nisingtheauthor’spresence might correlate negativelywithderivingplea-
sure from reading and following the plot. The same may hold for the pro-
cess of filmwatching, notwithstanding the differences betweenthe cogni-
tive processes of reading and watching (e.g. the reader’s having to picture
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the characters, settings and events). One may venture to claim that, what-
everthegenreis, theviewershould, ideally, be enthralled by the plotand let
himself/herselfbeabsorbedinthecharacters’ world, beingfocusedontheir
actions and utterances, rather than consciously ponder on what (and how)
the film production crew means to convey to him/her. This will not obtain
inthe case of highbrow films and conscious interpretation of, for instance,
symbols. Whatisyour perspectiveonthis?

JC: Youciteaquestionthat I originallywrote about 15 yearsago. | looked it
up. The key is the context: | said that it’s the “basic issue”, and I still think
itis. The extent to which this is actually followed by the reader is another
issue. Attributiontheorywould predictthatbehaviourengulfsthefield. So,
basicallyyou’retakeninbytheaction, that’swhatyou’relookingat. You’re
notlookingatthe discoursal context, therole of the playwright, oranything
else. As you hint at in your question here, yes, if you’re involved in this
way, you’re not actually asking yourself about what the playwright meant.
But I think there are many cases where you are. Referring back to the car
parkexample, that’sexactlywhat’monaboutthere. You’renottakingitas
anordinary event. You’re aware, even if very dimly, that it’sa constructed
fictional event and, therefore, you’re paying more attention to it as such,
searching for plot or character motives. Another example might be when
I’mwatchingafilmwithmydaughters,whotendtogetscaredbythings,and
I step into make predictions that it’s all going to be fine. | know the genre
conventions of typical Hollywood films for children: they wouldn’t have
nasty stuff. What I’m doing is interpreting what | think the writer would
intend us to understand in a film of this genre. So, | think you’re right, if
you’reveryinvolvedinafilm, you concentrate onthe concrete specifics of
what’sgoingonyouwithoutthe contextual processingaboutwhy,butthere
are cases whenweallow ourselves to think a bit further and deeper.

MD: This brings us to an issue you’ve already mentioned: Short’s (1981)
embedding or the levels of communication (e.g. Clark, 1996; Bubel, 2008;
Dynel,2010,2011b,2011c,2011d)andthe participatory framework typical of
fictional discourse, the central problem being the role of the reader or the
viewer (Bubel, 2008; Dynel, 2011b and references therein). You subscribe
to a view that playwrights produce dramatic discourse to be rendered by
characters for audiences to “overhear” (Culpeper, 2001: 39). However, used
technically (in terms of both reading and listening), the concept of over-
hearing (cf. Goffman 1981) may seemtobe counter-intuitive, inasmuchas
readers are legitimate recipients of playwrights’ works, which comprise dia-
logues and text directed to the readers (information about the setting and
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characters). Whilst the reader might be considered an overhearer fromthe
perspective of unknowing characters, the actual participatory framework
should account for two levels of communication, in which the former is
granted a ratified status by the author (Dynel, 2011b). Could I ask for your
opiniononsuchaclaim, please?

JC: I agree, but let me expand on that. I’m sure that when Mick Short was
using the term “overhearer” and when l used it, it’s exactly what you said.
We’re thinking about the relationship between the audience and the char-
acter on stage. Unlike the early modern audience, the modern audience is
verymuchseparatefromthestageactivity, listeningintothegoings-on. But
of course the “overhearer” label doesn’t work at the top level of playwright
toaudience; you’re quite right that you need other terms and refinement of
themodel. Basically, Ithinkthat Short (1981) got partofthe picture, butnot
thewhole picture, andto have the whole, you need to come up with another
type,asyoudidinyourwork.

MD: Thankyou. Asregardsthe methodologyindramadiscourseresearch,
in your 2001 monograph devoted to characterisation primarily in drama,
you choose to discuss text, rather than performance, and thus to give little
insightintonon-verbalfeatures. Those constitute performanceanddisplay
great variability. Would you please suggest how researchers should address
thisissue if their focus of investigation is the discourse of films, series or seri-
als,andifthey have noaccesstotheirscreenplays? Characters’ non-verbal
communication constitutes a large proportion of meanings on the screen.
The problemof variability in performance may not be relevant (except for
re-makes), but variability in viewers’ perception of non-verbal messages is a
problemthat looms large. Thus, aresearcher may read too much into char-
acters’ non-verbal expression, while doing the analysisproper.

JC: As for the last problem you’ve mentioned, | think it’s the other way
around. What I’ve beeninterested inishow, inspoken communication, the
meaning is much more pinned down by the fact that you’ve got prosody
and visual signals. There’s a very interesting study that looked at e-mail
communication and the use of sarcasm without the prosodic and visual
cuesof spokeninteraction (Krugeretal., 2005). This study concluded that
you havea50% chance of correctly understandingan utterance assarcasm
(i.e. the same chance as tossing a coin!). Prosody helps in anchoring and
determining the message. You raise the problem of how you analyse film
discourse if you have no access to the screenplays. This is the bane of my
research students’ lives. They come along to me, and say that they want
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to analyse some film or TV data and they can't find the screenplay. But |
think there are things you can do with the actual film itself, even if itis
difficult. Because you’redealingwith multi-modal data, whatyouneedisa
transcriptionsystemthatwillhandlethat. Aboutayearago, inthe Journal of
Pragmatics, a paper came out looking at data from “Bridget Jones” (Desilla,
2012). Thiswasdoneinaneffectiveway,usingatime lineand columnswith
frames for the visuals and descriptions of the camera angle. What you’re
balancinghere isthe amountof detail and depthwithwhat is practical. Can
youinclude forevery utterance aprosodic visualisation? Not forall things,
as this would be impractical. The most you could do is reserve maximum
detail for particular utterances.

MD: Onthe other hand, would you see any meritindoing research on film
discourse, based ontranscriptions devoid of prosodic cues? Wouldyou say
thismayworkinanyresearchtopics?

JC: Absolutely, it depends on the topic of research. There are transcripts
available on the web, and you can analyse them. Whether you’d get the
full picture, it depends. Let’s say you’re analysing impoliteness, | always
encourage my studentsto look at the screen version to verify what’s going
on, for something may be said in a tentative way, and you don’t get that from
thescript,soyou havetodouble-checkit. Butifyou’reinterestedin, say, the
grammatical characteristics of film dialogue, the transcripts alone may well
beadequate.

MD: As co-editor of the Journal of Pragmatics, one of the most reputable lin-
guisticjournals, you must observe the constant influx of new researchtop-
ics. What, in your view, are the most promising topical strands or method-
ological orientations pursued within pragmatics?

JC:Ifllookbackonwhat’saroundatthemoment, there’saspecialissue,and
there’s going to be another one, on emancipatory pragmatics. | don’t like
the label, but I like the enterprise. The whole idea, pursued by people like
Sachiko Ide and Neal Norrick, is that a lot of pragmatics is biased towards
Western thinking. If you look elsewhere, it doesn’t match up too well. I like
theideaofrevisitingestablished notionsandtryingto pushtheminanother
direction, testingthemout. Andreas H. Jucker reminded me of the work in
variational pragmatics, afieldthathasbeengalvanised by Klaus Schneider
and Anne Barron. Fortoo long pragmatics, especially cross-cultural prag-
matics hasbeen focused onlanguagescorrelatingwith nationstates. But of
coursethere is much cultural variation within aparticular language. | have
a particular interest in the pragmatics of English English, which I’'m sure
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differsinanumber of respects from the pragmatics of other English is. Need-
less to say, one can explore varieties of German, of Spanish, and soon. A
bonus of this kind of comparative work is that you’re not comparingacross
languages, asisthecasewithmuchworkoncross-cultural pragmatics, with
all the problems that that entails. If only more papers in variational prag-
matics would be submitted to the Journal of Pragmatics! More generally,
papers that seem to have particular promise are often ones that are inter-
disciplinary. Offthetopofmyhead, hereisanexample. Thereiswork com-
ing from CA (conversation analysis), revisiting pragmatic notions. I must
admit that | don’t really see “purist” CA as having much to do with pragmat-
ics. Levinson (1983) has a lot to answer for when he put that CA chapter at
the end of his pragmatics book! Purist CA stuff is focused on structures; it
doesn’t encompass the fullness of function, let alone the role of the human
mind. Forme, itisontheborderof pragmatics. However, CAcanbebrought
tobearoncentral pragmaticissues. Taketheexampleofthe paper by Walker
etal. (2011) where they look at the notion of indirectness—or more precisely
indirect responses. Indirectness is often discussed in pragmatics, but they
turn it on its head and show how through CA you can understand it in dif-
ferentterms. There’sreal insight here. Actually, an extension of an answer
to your question is: what might one have expected to appear but hasn’t? |
would have expected more papers to have appeared in the area of clinical
pragmatics. With technologies such as MRI scans, one can gain some insight
into pragmatic mechanisms that hitherto have been poorly understood.

MD: Thankyou for thisanswer and for the wonderful discussion. I’'mtruly
honoured you’ve accepted the invitation.

JC:I’dlikesaythankyouforthewonderful questions.
MD: Andthankyoufortheinsightfulanswers.
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