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Abstract 

Notwithstanding its significance as a communicative apparatus tor social interaction, the 

general mechanism of politeness has been less clear partly because a wide variety of 

realization patterns of politeness strategies exist across cultures and languages. 

Researchers who are sensitive to the cultural and linguistic diversities of communication 

styles have claimed that politeness varies in its conceptualization and practices across 

cultures and languages, whereas linguists in pragmatics have assumed that politeness is a 

part of a universally rational communication system that operates in the same way for any 

language user. This study attempts to investigate the universal mechanism of politeness 

presumably built into any language system. At the same time, potential cross-cultural 

differences in values assigned to politeness are explored to determine what interferes with 

people's universal competence in perceiving politeness. In comparing native and non-

native speakers of English, people's judgments of politeness and other notions closely 

related to politeness were assessed for several speech act types in English. The results of 

the study strongly confirmed that native and non-native speakers of English are operating 

on a very similar inference mechanism in terms of negative politeness, and it is discussed 

that natural language users universally assess sentence politeness based on the pragmatic 

principles of negative-face concern to the hearer. However, cultural differences in the 

orientation to the positive aspect of politeness can seriously alter people's judgments of 

sentence politeness. Specifically, deference was found to be a universally important facet 

of politeness across cultures. However, while native speakers of English considered 

fnendliness to be a relatively more important aspect of politeness compared to formality, 



non-native speakers of English firom collectivistic cultiires such as Japan, China, and 

Korea perceived formality to be more important to politeness than friendliness. It was 

also found that conventionality of a sentence affected people's perception of sentence 

politeness, but not as much as perceived deference, formality, or friendliness of a 

sentence. 
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CHAPTER I 

RATIONALE AND HYPOTHESES 

Introduction 

Background and General Importance of the Study 

In the early 1970s, linguistics experienced a noteworthy shift in studying linguistic 

meaning. Several researchers from the transformational grammar tradition (e.g., Gordon 

& G. LakofF 1971; R. Lakoff, 1972,1973) realized the importance of context in the study 

of meaning and focused on language usage, which had been almost entirely excluded 

from the research foci of sentence grammar (Chomsky, 1995). Seen by traditional 

grammatical theory as a shift in attention from competence to performance (Chomsky, 

1965), these researchers saw this move as a shift in attention from grammatical 

competence to communicative competence (Hymes, 1972). This change of interest, 

combined with the growth of the speech act theory in ordinary language philosophy (e.g., 

Austin, 1962; Grice, 1975; Searle, 1960, 1975), called attention to a variety of linguistic 

phenomena that have come to be classified under the area of pragmatics. Pragmatic 

meaning is considered not to exist merely in language, but to emerge through interaction 

among language, speaker, and hearer (Thomas, 1995). Pragmatic (communicative) 

competence consists of knowledge of the rules and principles by which pragmatic 

meanings are expressed and understood. 

Politeness, as a pragmalmguistic phenomenon, has been one major concern in 

pragmatic work done in anthropology, psycholinguistics, linguistics, sociolinguistics, 

applied linguistics and communication (Kasper, 1990; Kingwell, 1993). Although the 
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definition of politeness varies across research perspectives (Thomas, 1995), the most 

common and important view for the study of communication is that politeness is the 

communicative mechanism by which the social wants of a hearer are reconciled with the 

task wants of a speaker (Dillard, Wilson, Tusing, & Kinney, 1997; Dascal, 1983). More 

specifically, politeness is conceptualized as strategic conflict avoidance where in 

pursuing their own goals speakers take into consideration the hearer's feelings so as not 

to damage or sometimes even to enhance the positive aspect of the relationship between 

them (Brown & Levinson, 1978, 1987; R. Lakoff, 1973; Scollon & Scollon, 1983). 

Therefore, it is not surprising that a number of researchers have taken up the notions of 

face and facework (Goffman. 1967) as a key to the communicative design of politeness 

(Brown & Levinson, 1978, 1987; Clark & Schunk, 1980; Scollon & Scollon, 1983; Ting-

Toomey, 1988; Lim & Bowers, 1991; M. Kim, 1995; Wilson. M. Kim. Meischke, 1991). 

An overview of linguistic politeness and current research issues 

Beginning with R. LakofTs (1973) seminal essay on politeness, research on 

linguistic politeness has undertaken to explain how pragmatic principles guide 

communicators in this sort of strategic communication process (Brown and Levinson, 

1978; Fraser, 1990, R. Lakoff, 1973,1975; Leech, 1983). Starting from Grice's (1975) 

Cooperative Principle (CP) and Conversational Maxims, pragmatic theorists have 

assumed that, all other things being equal, the communication of propositional content 

will be expressed in a maximally clezir and direct manner. There is "no deviation from 

rational efficiency without a reason" (Brown & Levinson, 1987, p.5). Politeness is seen 

as a major reason for such deviation. Where relational issues come into conflict with 
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effects of the content to be conununicated, people tend to speak indirectly, less clearly or 

otherwise non-straightforwardly. These deviations are taken to be expressions of 

politeness strategies. 

In this way, politeness theories rescue communication theories from apparent 

anomalies in the way people talk. On the face of it, the fact that people commonly speak 

unclearly, indirectly, and otherwise nonstraightforwardly stands as an empirical 

contradiction of the CP. However, politeness theories show how such nonstraightforward 

talk often generates a special kind of implicature: the speaker is trying to be polite. This 

is the reason for deviation from rational efficiency. The assumption of CP is thus 

preserved as a normative standard for communication, but Is seen to often clash with 

principles of politeness (Blum-Kulka, 1987; Brown & Levinson, 1978. 1987; M. Kim, 

1995; R. Lakoff, 1972, 1977; Leech, 1983). 

Universality claims. While details differ, politeness theories converge on a general 

assumption that the pragmatic principles or rules that people use to express and interpret 

politeness are universal. Politeness theories assume that human communication is 

universally rational, purposeftil, and goal-directed in the same way for everyone (Brown 

& Levinson, 1978,1987; Fraser, 1990; R. Lakoff, 1973; 1977; Leech, 1983; Sperber& 

Wilson, 1986). While it is recognized that the linguistic encoding of politeness strategies 

is contingent upon the properties of any linguistic system and on conventionalized norms 

of usage (Kasper, 1990, p. 198), pragmatic theories assume that the "interpersonal logic" 

of facework strategies is available to any natural language user and can be "read into" the 

linguistic design of any message. For instance, in the case of requests with an auxiliary 
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verb (such as can or will). Leach (1983) and Fraser (1973) insisted that a request is 

perceived as more polite with a past-tense (conditional) modal (e.g., "Could you do X?") 

than with a present-tense (indicative) modal (e.g., "Can you do X?") because the 

conditional mode signifies a hypothetical action by the hearer, and therefore in reply, the 

hearer can in theory give a positive reply to the question without committing themselves 

to anything in the real world (Leech, 1983, p. 121). Also, for the same propositional 

content, as a more and more indirect kind of illocution is used, the degree of politeness 

will increase, because indirect illocutions increase the degree of optionality and make its 

force diminished and tentative (Brown & Levinson, 1978, 1987; Leech, 1983). In 

addition, it is also claimed that hedges and hedged performatives universally convey 

politeness because their semantic meaning is characterized by, again, optionality (Brown 

& Levinson, 1978,1987; G. Lakoff, 1972; R. Lakoff, 1972. 1973). 

To explain those phenomena, R. Lakoff (1973) posits a set of politeness rules that 

conflict with the CP. Her politeness principle (PP) organizes three basic rules of 

politeness: Rule 1 - Don't impose; Rule II - Give Options, and Rule III - Be Friendly (p. 

298). Similarly, Leech (1983) posits a politeness principle with attendant maxims of tact, 

generosity, approbation, modesty, agreement, and sympathy (p. 132). Both R. Lakoff 

(1973) and Leech (1983) assume that the PP and these sub-rules are available to any 

natural language user. 

Clark and Schunk (1980) approach politeness from a slightly different direction. 

They assert that the literal meaning of a sentence conveys the politeness expressed by the 

indurect speech act. They too assume that the politeness of any sentence is based on 
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rational calculation of the way in which the literal meaning relates to the hearer's face. 

They contend, in the same way as Leech (1983), that the ambivalence between literal 

meaning (sense) and indirect meaning (force) can create a polite implicature: that is, 

speech acts with a certain structure will be more polite than those with some other 

structure, even though both have the same force (e.g., the utterance "Could you do X?" 

conveys a greater degree of politeness than "Can you do X?"). Presumably, this kind of 

calculation is universally available to any natural language user. 

Brown and Levinson's (1987) seminal model suggests that politeness is motivated by 

attention to two universal face wants: roughly, the want of independence, and the want of 

approval. They lay out an elaborate set of strategies by which speakers satisfy these 

wants of a hearer. Five classes of strategy identified by Brown and Levinson (1987) 

include (a) bald on record, (b) positive politeness, (c) negative politeness, (d) going off 

record, and (e) not doing the face threatening act at all. where the degree of politeness 

increases according to this order. They too assume the universal availability of these 

strategies to any natural language user. 

Thus, whatever the theory, all the theories make two common assumptions: (a) 

politeness involves going beyond maximally straightforward communication, and (b) 

politeness is based on functional principles available to any competent language user by 

virtue of their understandmg of rational principles of social interaction. 

Challenge to universality claims. Assessing this claim of universality in politeness 

principles is difficult. Although such principle-based politeness theories have been 

influential and pervasive across disciplines, the validity of their universality claim has 
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been contested by a number of researchers for a variety of reasons (Gao, 1996; Ide, 1989; 

Ide, Hori, Kawasaki, Ikuta, & Haga, 1986; M. FGm, 1995; Lim & Bowers, 1991; 

Matsumoto, 1988, 1989; Morisaki & Gudykunst, 1994; Scollon & Scollon, 1994; Ting-

Toomey, 1988; Ting-Toomey & Kurogi, 1998; Watts, 1992; Wilson et al, 1991). These 

criticisms not only challenge the claim of universal principles of politeness; they also 

illustrate the problems in assessing the claim at all. 

Some writers have challenged the idea that sentences themselves have an associated 

politeness value that is constant. That is, the perceived degree of politeness for any 

linguistic device can vary depending on its conversational and relational context and the 

intentions attributed to the speaker (Dillard et al., 1997). Fraser (1978) even asserted that 

no sentence is inherently polite or impolite, but rather it is the context of the utterance 

that determines the judgment of politeness. These authors emphasize the idea that 

utterances and not sentences are polite or impolite, and utterances always occur in social 

contexts. It does not follow from this, however, that when context is held constant 

different sentences will not be reliably associated with particular politeness judgments. 

Such a "null context" or "unmarked context" is tacitly appealed to when linguists refer to 

the politeness value of sentences without specifying a concrete context. 

Other analysts have pointed to apparent cultural diversity in the kinds of motivations 

for politeness and their relative importance among different groups of language users. It 

has been pointed out that a speech act perceived as polite or appropriate in one culture 

could be seen as impolite or inappropriate in another culture because each culture has a 

different conception of politeness. For example. Watts (1992, p. 37) argues: 
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We cannot be at all certain that an English native speaker ... understands 'politeness' 

in exactly the same way as the German native speaker understands 'Hoflichkeit' or 

the French native speaker 'politenesse' (cited in Janney and Amdt, 1993). 

It is not altogether clear why it seems that speakers of different language groups do 

have a different sense of what it means to be "polite." One reason may have to do with 

the way in which "politeness" is a kind of shorthand term for adjustment to the social 

demands of a situation. Members of different cultures may attend to somewhat different 

dimensions of the situation and attach differential importance to those dimensions. For 

instance, in a collectivistic culture (such as Japan) the power dimension associated with 

politeness may be relatively more important than the social distance dimension in 

comparison to an individualistic culture (such as the United States), and these dimensions 

may mean something different as well. The result would be that the importance and 

quality of deference and intimacy would be quite different for language users in the two 

cultures (see Ting-Toomey, 1988; Ting-Toomey & Kurogi, 1998). 

Another reason why senses of politeness might differ may be that cultures vary in the 

types of face to which they orient (Cupach & Metts, 1994). For example, in comparing a 

collectivistic culture, which is found in parts of Europe, much of Africa, Asia, and Latin 

America (Triandis, 1994), with an individualistic culture such as the United States and 

generally the English speaking countries (Hofstede, 1980), a variety of contrasts appear. 

Different emphasis on other- versus self-orientation, negative versus positive face, and 

interdependent versus independent face all combine to create a quite different 
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understanding of facework, and hence, politeness (Gudykunst, Ting-Toomey, &. Chua, 

1988; Hofstede, 1980. 1991; Matsumoto, 1989; Morisaki & Gudykunst, 1994). 

Again, however, it is not altogether clear how these arguments bear on the 

universality of politeness principles and strategic rationales. Most of the evidence for 

differing cultural conceptions of politeness is based on situational differences in message 

usage. This may reflect fimdamental differences in politeness principles and strategic 

rationales, but it may also reflect common principles and rationales applied to different 

understandings of social situations. Different groups of language users choosing different 

messages for the same situation does not necessarily show that they do not all understand 

that "Don't impose" is a basic rule of politeness (R. Lakoff, 1973) or that exaggerating 

interest, approval or sympathy is a rational strategy for claiming common ground with the 

hearer in order to express positive politeness (Brown & Levinson. 1987, p. 104). It may 

only show that different groups of language users understand social demands of the 

situation differently. 

A fmal kind of challenge to claims of universality in politeness principles and 

strategies has to do with the way in which politeness is linguistically encoded in different 

languages. There is among different languages a bewildering array of conventionalized 

means for expressing politeness. On the face of it, these would seem to suggest very 

different systems for expressing politeness. For example, Wierzbicka (1991) argues that 

differences in the way American English and Polish emphasize negative and positive 

politeness are so pronounced that ordinary ways of indirectly requesting in English would 

be incomprehensible if translated directly into Polish. Poles simply do not use the quasi-
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granunaticalized questioning strategies found in American English. Ide (1988) and 

Matsumoto (1988, 1989) point to how the complex honorific system grammaticalizes 

deference in Japanese—something altogether absent in modem English. Similarly, one 

could point to the absence in Japanese of the modal verbs (e.g.. conditional modals) that 

are a conventional vehicle for expressing politeness in American indirect requests (c.f 

Clark &Schunk, 1980). 

Again, while this line of criticism certainly may point to the importance of 

conventionalization of politeness strategies in particular languages, it does not necessarily 

support a more radical cross-cultural and cross-linguistic variability in politeness 

principles. Insisting that members of culture X and members of culture Y use different 

politeness techniques (Beal, 1994; Wierzbicka, 1991) does not necessarily demonstrate 

that these two groups are employing different principles or strategic rationales for the 

techniques they do use. Rather, it merely describes the sociolinguistic norms or 

conventionality of utterance meanings in different cultures (Thomas, 1990). This can be 

seen by recalling Pike's (1967) distinction between emic and etic approaches to language 

and culture. Any particular language may select for use only a subset of all possible 

politeness strategies, but the different subsets may still reflect the same universal 

principles, and little used or unused strategies may still be recognizable if used. If a 

strong cleiim for cultural diversity is accurate, it implies that people can recognize only 

those techniques that are conventionalized in their language. Therefore, it is still obscure 

whether or not universal principles of politeness exist, or how strategic rationales are 

related to conventionalized techniques. Although some researchers have pointed out this 
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duality (Hymes, 1972; Levinson, 1980; Walters, 1981), no research has directly tested the 

strong universality claim of politeness principles. 

Assessing Universal Competence 

In any case, these lines of criticism at least call into question the presumption of 

universality underlying contemporary theories of politeness. But they also indicate real 

difficulties in making direct comparisons of politeness strategies across languages. 

While clear assessment of universality claims is difficult, it can be made more 

manageable by narrowing attention to just the abstract communicative competence these 

theories assume. This requires distinguishing actors' knowledge of politeness principles 

and strategic rationales (competence) from the situational judgments and motivations 

involved in actual message choice (performance), and distinguishing their knowledge of 

the pragmatic requirements of facework from their knowledge of the grammatical 

requirements of the syntax and semantics of their particular language. This can be 

achieved to large degree by comparing how native and non-native speakers make 

politeness judgments of sentences in a language (in this case, English). One of the 

peculiar features of second-language education is that non-native speakers are explicitly 

taught the syntax and semantics of a language, but are rarely taught much about the 

pragmatics of that language (Blum-Kulka, House, 8c Kasper, 1989). It is widely assumed 

that people can apply their native understanding of politeness to any language once they 

acquire a basic grammatical competence. Competence with matters like politeness is 

assumed to come "naturally." In other words, the principles of politeness are assumed to 

be universally and nonproblematically applicable. 
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Comparing native and non-native speaker judgments considerably simplifies the 

problems of assessing the cross-linguistic applicability of politeness principles. First, 

problems arising fi:om comparability of grammatical structures across languages can be 

minimized. Politeness forms are rarely directly or exactly translatable from one language 

to another. Therefore, when two different language samples are compared, any 

differences in politeness judgments may result not from differences in pragmatic 

principles but simply from urmoticed differences between the sentences being judged. So 

long as non-native speakers have reached a threshold of grammatical competence, issues 

of syntax and semantics should not be a source of differences in judgments. Second, by 

focusing on sentence judgments rather than sentence choices, a variety of performance 

issues having to do with preferred usages and contexts of use can be minimized. Whether 

or not speakers would ordinarily use a particular sentence can be separated from the issue 

of whether or not they can recognize its relative politeness value if it were to be used. 

And whether differences in usage reflect different contextual assessments or different 

logics of facework can also begin to be addressed by determining the kinds of judgments 

on which politeness assessments are based. 

Hypotheses 

Perceived Degree of Politeness across Cultures 

The central purpose of this study is to test the degree of universality and diversity in 

perception of politeness. For that purpose, this study will test the core claim of 

contemporeuy politeness theories: that the principles and strategies of politeness are pan-

linguistic and pan-cultural. This will be done by comparing the politeness judgments of 
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native speakers of English with those of non-native speakers (cf. Eraser, 1978, for 

English; Walters, 1979a, 1979b, for English and Spanish). While there is no special 

reason to think that when judgments of English sentences are solicited from these two 

groups that they will result in similar absolute ratings of politeness, the relative 

judgments of politeness would be expected to be similar. Critics who profess cultural and 

linguistic relativism would expect otherwise. So, for purposes of this study, the following 

hypothesis will be tested: 

HI :  Rank  o rde r  o f  Eng l i sh  s en t ences  acco rd ing  t o  po l i t enes s  j udgmen t s  by  non-

native speakers should be significantly and positively correlated with the judgments of 

native speakers. 

Conventionality and Perceived Politeness 

The previous discussion points to one important way in which Hypothesis 1 could go 

wrong. That is, conversational implicature (Grice, 1975) of an utterance can be produced 

and interpreted by virtue of its conventionality, not through the calculation procedures 

based on the meaning of prepositional content and sentence form (Davis, 1998). 

Although it is unrealistic to assume that all pragmatic meanings (implicatures) are 

conventional, it is also dubious to suggest that all pragmatic meanings are calculated 

following only a set of pragmatic rules/principles operating on propositional content and 

sentence form. It must not be overlooked that pragmatic competence might somewhat 

rely on the conventionality of the expression. For instance, as Clark and Schunk (1980) 

showed, the more conventional a request is, the more polite the reply an addressee will 

return. This suggests that perceptions of politeness are based in part on the perceived 
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conventionality of the utterance. They argued that conventionality of an utterance signals 

a polite intent behind the use of that sentence form. Thus, a more conventional sentence 

"Can you tell me?" is perceived as more polite than a less conventional request "Are you 

able to tell me?" even if the literal meanings of the two are roughly synonymous (p. 138). 

The same line of account was suggested in Jacobs and Jackson (1983) for the 

association between conventionality of a sentence and the speaker's intention of the given 

speech act. Indirect requests that come in question form (e.g., "Can you tell me X?") 

technically contain two speech act potentials: a requests potential (i.e., the indirect 

meaning) and a question potential (i.e., the direct, or literal, meaning). To the extent that 

a question is asked in a form that is conventionally associated with the request force (i.e., 

as in "Can you tell me X?" as opposed to "Are you able to tell me X?"), the question 

potential is treated as non-serious. The request is asked this way not to gain information, 

but to express a polite intention. Thus, failure to employ a conventional form is taken to 

indicate that the "question" is serious: otherwise, it would have been asked in a 

conventional way (Jacobs & Jackson, 1983, p.289). Therefore, it really is a genuine 

question and not just a polite vehicle for the expression of a request. Thus, 

unconventional forms of indirect speech acts tend to be less polite; conventional forms 

tend to be more polite.' 

To the degree that this is so, it is unrealistic to assume non-native speaker judgments 

of politeness will closely match those of native speakers since we cannot expect non-

native speakers to have the same knowledge of conventionality of utterance possessed by 

native speakers. They pick up such knowledge only in ad hoc and incomplete ways. 
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Nevertheless, non-native speakers should have as part of their general competence 

the knowledge that conventionality of form is an indicator of politeness of intent. Thus, it 

would still be expected that perceived conventionality of the utterance meaning can 

mediate the perceived degree of politeness of the sentence. Therefore, the following can 

be predicted: Perceived politeness and perceived conventionality are associated in that 

H2: For both native and non-native speakers of English, the perceived 

conventionality of sentences will be significantly and positively correlated with the 

perceived degree of politeness. 

H3: The more deviating the perception patterns of sentence conventionality between 

native and non-native speakers of English, the more different the perception patterns of 

sentence politeness between native and non-native speakers of English. 

Dimensions of Perceived Politeness 

Relativists in the discussion above point to yet another way in which the main 

hypothesis might be disconfirmed: Members of different cultures may differ in their 

understandings of deference, formality, and friendliness and in their perceptions of the 

relative importance of these dimensions to politeness. 

Deference. This notion is generally defined as the symbolic respect and appreciation 

to other people conveyed by virtue of expressing the status and/or power difference 

between interactants (GofBnan, 1971; Fraser «& Nolen, 1981; Thomas, 1995). This may 

be relatively more important in a culture with a vertical social structure, such as Japan 

and India, than in a culture with a horizontal social structure, such as the United States 

(Nakane, 1970; Triandis, 1994). 
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Although deference and politeness are often used interchangeably, deference is a 

distinct phenomenon from politenass. Deference is described as, for instance, "that 

component of activity which fluictions as a symbolic means by which appreciation is 

regularly conveyed" (Gof&na i, 1967, p. 56) or "the respect we show to other people by 

virtue of their higher status, greater age, etc." (Thomas, 1995, p. 150), while politeness is 

a more general matter of showing consideration for others. Nevertheless, the notion of 

deference is closely connected with politeness. Deference is an act of creating "relative 

symbolic distance" (Fraser & Nolen, 1981, p. 97) between interactants. This distance 

seems to refer to the degree of status/power difference between the speaker and the 

hearer, which indeed is one of proposed factors that influence the speaker's choice of 

politeness strategy (Brown & Levinson, 1987; R. Lakoff, 1973; Scollon & Scollon, 

1983). Furthermore, the notion of deference is more concerned with the discernment 

aspect of linguistic politeness (as opposed to the volitional aspect: see Ide, 1989; Turner, 

1990). That is, especially in those cultures where the language has such systems as 

honorifics or TfV (i.e., second-person pronouns tu/vous in French; du/Sie in German, 

etc.), people are required more often to normativeiy express a certain level of deference 

than in languages without these obligatory grammatical features. Inappropriate use of 

deference (e.g., when a conveyed power difference is lower than socially agreed) can 

result in an impolite utterance in the sense that the act will threaten the hearer's right or 

autonomy in terms of their status/rights over the other (Fraser & Nolen, 1981). Therefore, 

researchers have equated deference with politeness especially when honorifics in 

Japanese are discussed. For example, in Japan, females are considered more polite than 
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males in that women use higher-level honorifics than men under the same conditions 

(Ide, 1982). 

Formality. This concept has to do with the degree impersonality of a relationship 

(Brown & Levinson, 1978, 1987; Triandis, 1994) and the degree to which a situation is 

marked as public or official in quality (Halliday, 1978; Lyonsy, 1977). Formality may be 

relatively more valued in a language with a built-in formality system, such as Japanese 

and Korean, than in a language without one, such as contemporary American English 

(Brown & Levinson, 1978, 1987; Ide, 1988; Matsumoto, 1988, 1989; Thomas, 1995). 

It seems likely that "formality ... will have principled effect on assessments of FTA 

(face threatening act), and there may well be cross-culturally valid generalizations as to 

the direction of this effect" (Brown & Levinson, 1987, p. 16). 

Similar to deference, formality is also a distinct phenomenon from politeness, 

although it, again, is closely associated with politeness in several aspects (Palmer, 1996). 

The degree in which formality is required hinges on the context of an utterance," that is, 

people are frequently required to rigorously and/or ceremoniously adhere to linguistic 

(and behavioral) rules/norms in some situations. This "context" includes the relationship 

between interactants: the presence of an audience operates in part to affect definitions of 

situational formality. 

Furthermore, formality seems to be associated with the social/psychological distance 

(cf., high social distance is considered to be opposed to intimacy, Triandis, 1994). That is, 

when people perceive (or want to convey) the high social difference between the 

interactant, they tend to choose a formal form as a politeness strategy (Brown & Oilman, 
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1960; Brown & Levinson, 1978; 1987). For instance. Brown and Levinson (1987) 

asserted diat formality can be a negative-politeness strategy in that it centers on the 

hearer's want to be unimpeded (p.70). Notwithstanding the alleged universality of its 

importance, formality is built into the grammar of some languages, but not into others. 

For instance, on the one hand, formality is grammatically obligatory in Japanese; 

sentences must always use either a marked form, desu/masu (a variation of copula/verbal-

ending that conveys formality), or an unmarked form, dalQ (a variation of copula/verbal-

ending that conveys casualness) (Shibatani, 1990). Thus, an utterance is never irrelevant 

to formality (Ide, 1989; Mastumoto, 1988). On the other hand, in English, formality is 

expressed by selecting a certain optional form (e.g., address terms) or a certain strategy 

(e.g., indirect request) (Thomas, 1995). It follows that although the inappropriate use of 

formality can result in, again, an impolite utterance in any culture, native speakers of a 

language that has the built-in formality system would be more sensitive to formality 

when accessing the appropriateness of politeness. 

Friendliness. This concept is closely related to such notions as camaraderie, rapport, 

and approbation (Brown & Levinson, 1978, 1987; Lim & Bowers, 1991; R. Lakoff, 

1973; Tannen, 1984) which may be more admired in a horizontal culture such as the 

United States (Bellah, et al, 1985; Wierzbicka, 1994) than in a vertical society. 

It is quite common for a natural language user to use language sU'ategically to show 

camaraderie as a means of establishing and/or maintaining a rapport between interactants, 

regardless of the actual attitudes or feelings of the speaker. This sort of language use 

usually counts as a politeness strategy, as R. Lakoff (1973) suggests by one of her three 
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politeness rules (i.e.. Rule 3: Be friendly). Likewise Brown and Levinson (1987) stated 

that their theory of politeness integrates "notions of polite friendliness and polite 

formality in a single schema" (p.283). Thus, the concept of friendliness directly reflects 

an aspect of politeness. 

Notably, the perceived value of friendliness also varies across cultures. For example, 

friendliness became almost compulsory as a means of assuaging the difficulties of 

interactions in some cultures (Bellah, Sullivan, Swidler. &. Tipton, 1985), and is indeed 

one of the core American values at present (Wierzbicka, 1994). On the other hand, 

although it is unclear in the past research how much value is assigned to the notion 

friendliness in Japan, several researchers have suggested that deference and/or formality 

outweigh friendliness in their communication style, especially when interactants are in an 

asymmetric relationship (Gudykimst, 1993; Triandis, 1995). Thus, friendliness, as an 

approach-based politeness strategy (Brown &. Levinson, 1978, 1987), might be less 

valued in a culture with a vertical social structure such as Japan. 

Taken together, these conceptual differences across cultures imply that the perceived 

absolute value of linguistic politeness might be affected by cultural differences in the 

notion of politeness itself. If that were the case, politeness judgments by native and non-

native speakers could be seriously different. Nevertheless, as with considerations of 

conventionality and politeness, both native and non-native speakers might still have a 

common understanding that deference, formality, and friendliness should be related to 

politeness, given a particular judgment on those dimensions. Thus, relativists must press 

their case one step further. Not only should judgments of politeness, deference, formality 
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and friendliness be different between native and non-native speakers, but the pattern of 

correlations between politeness and the other dimensions should also be non-comparable 

for native and non-native speakers. The following hypotheses tests this relationship: 

H4: The mean ratings of deference, formality, and fnendliness judgments of English 

sentences by non-native and native speakers will be significantly different. 

H5 : The correlation of politeness judgments of English sentences with deference, 

formality, or fnendliness judgments by native and non-native speakers of English will be 

significantly different. 

Hypothesis five is more specifically tested with a sub-group of non-native speakers 

(i.e., participants whose native languages are either Japanese, Chinese, and Korea). 

H5a: Non-native speakers of English who are members of such East Asian cultures 

as Japan, China, and Korea will associate politeness with deference more strongly than 

native speakers of English. 

H5b: Non-native speakers of English who are members of such East Asian cultures 

as Japan, China, and Korea will associate politeness with formality more strongly than 

native speakers of English. 

H5c: Native speakers of English will associate politeness with fnendliness more 

strongly than non-native speakers of English who are members of such East Asian 

cultures as Japan, China, and Korea. 

Speech Act Types and Perceived Politeness 

Testing these relationships across a variety of speech act types not only allows more 

secure conclusions concerning the cross-linguistic nature of politeness principles; it also 
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allows a more in-depth examination of the dynamics of politeness in different 

circumstances. It is to be expected that speech act type will influence politeness 

judgments. It is presumed that the speech act type, or illocutionarv force (Austin, 1962) 

of an utterance, cormects a linguistic form to the degree of politeness of the sentence 

because some types of speech act inherently have some impact (i.e., perlocutionary force, 

Austin, 1962) on the speaker's and/or the hearer's face wants (Brown & Levinson, 1978, 

1987; Goffman, 1967; Lim & Bowers, 1991). 

By far, the dominant speech act analyzed in the politeness literature has been 

requests (Beal, 1994; Blum-Kulka, 1987; Clark & Schunk, 1980; Fraser, 1973). Drawing 

broad conclusions about the nature of politeness based on this particular speech act may 

seriously distort our understanding of how politeness works in general or at least may fail 

to reveal nuances in the ways in which politeness is expressed in various types of speech 

act. This study will examine politeness judgments for four different classes of speech 

acts: requests, apologies, offers, and compliments. InUiitively, it seems that the politeness 

of these kinds of utterances may enter into quite different relationships with matters of 

deference, formality, and fnendliness. The importance and even the quality of each 

dimension alters with such acts. 

Requests. The negative face of the hearer is saliently at risk in any requests. Requests 

are pre-event acts (Blum-Kulka, et al., 1989): they express the speaker's expectation of 

the hearer with regards to prospective action. Thus, by definition requests are face-

threatening in that hearers can interpret requests as intrusive impingements on their 

freedom of action (Blum-Kulka, et al., 1989; Brown & Levinson, 1987). 
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Therefore, as the past literature has predicted, a speech act of requesting is polite to 

the extent that it increases the benefits, or lowers the costs, to the addressee (Clark & 

Schunk, 1980; Leech, 1983), or to the extent that it reduces the threats to the addressee's 

negative face (Brown & Levinson, 1987). Thus, because requests directly threaten the 

negative face of the hearer, expressions of deference and formality should be particularly 

important to their perceived politeness.^ 

However, apologies and offers, and to some extent compliments, present their own 

facework problems. The inherent force of an utterance in these speech act types is 

relatively complex. 

Apologies. Apologies are complex with respect to politeness because they seem 

speaker focused, amounting to an admission of some reproachable property. Thus, 

apologies threaten the positive face of a speaker even though they restore it. But 

apologies also show regard for the hearer (i.e., positive face) and simultaneously threaten 

the hearer's negative face by creating pressure for the hearer to accept the apology. 

Apologies are post-events (Blum-Kulka, House, & Kasper, 1989; Leech, 1983) in 

that, by apologizing the speaker acknowledges that a violation of a social norm has been 

committed and admits to the fact that he or she is at least partially involved in its cause. 

In this sense, on the one hand, apologies are inherently polite as they indicate the 

speaker's want to not impinge on the addressee: they can been seen as a negative 

politeness strategy by which the speaker attempts to redress a FTA they have already 

committed (Brown & Levinson, 1978,1987). On the other, apologies themselves count as 

remedial work (Goffinan, 1971) and thus are inherently speaker supportive (Aijmer, 



32 

1996; Fraser & Nolen, 1981; Gu, 1990). In this sense, an apology can be a positive-

politeness strategy addressed to the speaker themselves. Altogether, an apology, because 

of its inherently polite nature, is perceived as polite to the extent that it indicates stronger 

force of apology, but with a risk of decreasing its politeness as concerns for the speaker's 

positive face increases. Thus, it is not clear whether or how formality or friendliness 

might have a bearing on politeness in this complex situation, though deference would still 

be expected to be a salient consideration. 

Offers. While they are inherently positive face supporting for the hearer (i.e., 

positive-politeness) in that "they demonstrate the speaker's good intentions in satisfying 

the hearer's positive-face want" (Brown & Levinson, 1987, p. 125), they can also be face-

threats to the hearer's negative face in that the hearer is pressured to accept the offer 

(Aijmer, 1996). 

Thus, offers are related to requests because of their potential imposition upon the 

hearer. Therefore, offers can be polite to the extent they reduce the costs/threats to the 

addressee's negative face. At the same time, however, such an act threatens the speakers' 

own face by committing them to doing what is offered should the hearer accept the offer 

(Hancher, 1979). For these reasons, one might expect deference, formality, and 

friendliness to all be involved in this speech act type. 

Compliments. By definition compliments are a positive-politeness strategy by which 

the speaker "takes notice of aspects of the hearer's condition (noticeable changes, 

remarkable possessions, anything which looks as though the hearer would want the 

speaker to notice and approve of it)" (Brown & Levinson, 1987, p. 103). Therefore, 
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friendliness should be an important element since the point of a compliment is to express 

a kind of positive politeness. 

Similar to offers, however, compliments too are to some extent complex. 

Compliments call for acceptance or agreement of a compliment, and agreement or 

acceptance is itself impolite for many people (i.e., amounting to self-praise). Thus, 

compliments have the paradoxical consequence of threatening the hearers' face by 

inducing them to act in a disapproved manner (Brown & Levinson, 1978, 1987; 

Pomerantz, 1978).^ Despite this complexity, one would still expect the dimension of 

friendliness to be especially salient in judgments of the politeness of compliments. 

On the basis of these considerations, the following hypotheses will be tested: 

H6: The Speech act types of requests and compliments will influence people's 

perception of politeness, deference, formality, and friendliness such that: 

H6a: The associations between perceived politeness and perceived deference and 

perceived politeness and perceived formality should be the stronger within requests than 

those associations within compliments, while the association between perceived 

politeness and perceived friendliness should be stronger within compliments than the 

same relation within requests. 

H6b: Within requests, the associations between perceived politeness and perceived 

deference, and perceived politeness and perceived formality should be stronger than the 

conelation between perceived politeness and perceived friendliness. 
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H6c: Within compliments, the association between perceived politeness and 

perceived friendliness should be stronger than the correlations between perceived 

politeness and perceived deference, and perceived politeness and perceived formality. 

RQl : What will be the pattern of correlations between perceived politeness and 

perceived deference, formality, and friendliness for apologies and offers? 
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CHAPTER II 

METHOD 

The central purpose of this study is to test the universality of perceived politeness 

across native and non-native speakers of English. In addition, this study attempts to 

examine the potential differences of the associations between the concept of politeness 

and other related notions (i.e., conventionality, deference, formality, and/or friendliness) 

across two language groups. To that end, participants were presented with various 

English sentences and were asked to rate scales measuring politeness and the related 

concepts for each of the sentences. 

Participants 

A total of 232 students enrolled in undergraduate and/or graduate level courses in the 

Department of Communication, Linguistics, East Asian Studies, and English, in the 

SLAT (Second Language Acquisition and Teaching) program, and in CESL (Center of 

English as a Second Language) at the University of Arizona participated in this study. 

The native speaker (NS) group included 143 native speakers of English consisting of 77 

females (53.8%) and 66 males (46.2%). The non-native speaker (NNS) group included 89 

international students with 43 females (48.3%) and 46 males (51.7%). The following 

percentages represent the diversity of native languages spoken by respondents in the NNS 

group: Japanese (52.3%), Chinese (18.2%), Belgian (3.4%), Indonesian (3.4%), Spanish 

(3.4%), Korean (2.3%), Arabic (2.2%), Hindi (2.2%), Norwegian (2.2%), Turkish (2.2%), 

German (1.1%), Nigerian (1.1 %), Russian (1.1%), Thai (1.1 %), U zbek (1.1%), and 

Vietnamese (1.1%). All but one of the participants in the NNS group (98.9%) met two 
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conditions. First, they had a minimum TOEFL (Test of English as a Foreign Language) 

score of 500 (M = 566.95; ̂  = 39.73). Second, they had been using English for at least 

one year (M = 3.86; ̂  = 3.00; Range = 14) in their daily lives in the United States. The 

remaining participant (one person) met the TOEFL minimum, but had only been in the 

United States for six months. 

Given that a relatively large portion of the NNS group (72.8%) were those whose 

native languages and nationalities were Japanese/Japan, Chinese/China, and 

Korean/Korea, these participants were classified to form a subgroup to allow for further 

analyses in the present study. Henceforth, this subgroup will be referred to as the East 

Asian (EA) group. As a number of researchers in the intercultural communication arena 

have contended, people from east Asian countries (e.g., Japan, China, Korea, etc.) belong 

to the collectivistic cultural type and tend to have an interdependent construal of the self, 

whereas native speakers of English in the United States are classified as members of tlie 

individualistic cultural type and tend to have an independent construal of the self (Markus 

& Kitayama, 1991; Triandis, 1995). 

Procedures and Measurement 

Instructions and questionnaires were delivered to participants who completed them 

as a take-home research participation activity. Participation in the study was completely 

voluntary and anonymous. Extra credit or compensation of equal value was granted in 

exchange for participation in the study. 

Participants were randomly assigned to complete one of four questionnaire forms. 

After reading instructions, participants were asked to rate 18 items for each of 24 
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sentences. Thus, a total of 432 ratings were obtained from a single respondent. 

Participants were instructed to rate each sentence based exclusively upon the sentence 

form without reference to any particular context/situation or addressee. Some participants 

completed the questionnaire on the spot and took between 20 to 40 minutes to rate all 

sentences. 

Target sentences. Four questionnaire forms were developed. Each form contained a 

set of English sentences with the identical illocutionary force of one of the four 

distinctive speech act types (i.e., requests [Form A], apologies [Form B], compliments 

[Form C], and offers [Form D). For each speech act type, 24 sentences (8 different 

structures x 3 different prepositional contents) were developed to represent a broader 

variety of sentences in each category. Different structures for request included statements 

such as "Can I ask you what time it is?" "Could you tell me what time it is?" and "Would 

you mind telling me what time it is?" while different prepositional contents for request 

included statements such as "Could you tell me what time it is?" "Could you tell me 

where you got the soda?" and "Could you tell me when we can meet?" Appendix A 

presents the full set of target sentences. 

Dimensions of politeness. Participants' judgments of the six concepts (i.e.. 

politeness, usualness, conventionality, deference, formality, and fnendliness) were 

obtained for each sentence. A scale was developed to effectively measure participants' 

perceptions of each of the major concepts. For each of the six concepts, three particular 

items were created to reflect a more balanced representation of a single concept. 

Politeness of a sentence was assessed using three semantic-differential items: Polite -
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Impolite, Not Rude - Rude, and Socially Appropriate - Socially Inappropriate. To assess 

usualness, three items with the following sets of adjectives were used: Typical -

Atypical, Ordinary - Not Ordinary, and Common - Uncommon. Conventionality of a 

sentence form was assessed by the items: Patterned - Not Pattemed, Structured - Not 

Structured, and Standard - Not Standard. Sentence deference was measured with the 

items: Respectful - Disrespectful; Submissive - Dominant, and Humble - Not Humble. 

Formality of a sentence was assessed using the items: Formal - Informal; Elaborate - Not 

Elaborate, and Impersonal - Personal. Finally, friendliness of a sentence was assessed 

using the following items: Friendly - Unfriendly, Warm - Cold, and Close - Detached. 

In all, each target sentence was followed by a total of 18 five-points scales. 

Two special arrangements were built into the measurement procedures because 

participants were expected to have some trouble with the technical meaning behind the 

concepts of conventionality and formality. First, usualness items were added in hopes of 

contrasting this meaning from that of conventionality. Second, participants were given 

examples of how to rate sentences for usualness, conventionality, and formality. 

Appendix C presents a complete form of the survey. 

Scale Reliability 

Reliability estimates were calculated for each scale (i.e., politeness, usualness, 

conventionality, deference, formality, and friendliness) within each speech act type (i.e., 

request, apology, offer, and compliment) for both language groups (NS and NNS), using 

single item scores on all sentences rather than a mean item score of 24 sentences. For the 

politeness scale, the average alpha reliability was .93 (ranging form .89 to .98 across 



speech act types) in both the NS and NNS groups; The usualness scale had an average 

alpha of .96 (from 95 to .97) in both groups; The conventionality scale had an average 

alpha of .92 in the NS group (from .89 to .94) and of .94 in the NNS group (from .93 to 

.95); The deference scale had an average alpha of .84 (from .68 to .94) in the NS group 

and .93 (from .88 to .96) in the NNS group; The average alpha of the friendliness scale 

was .91 (from .89 to .93) in the NS group and .93 in the NNS (from .92 to .93) group; 

Finally, the formality scale had an average alpha of .74 in the NS group (from .68 to .79) 

and .89 in the NNS groups (from .85 to .93), the third item of the scale (i.e.. Personal -

Impersonal) in the NS group being the most problematic among all items. Cronbach's 

alpha revealed that the reliability of the formality scale would be substantially improved 

if the Personal - Impersonal item were deleted (i.e., changed from .76 to .89 for request; 

from .78 to .90 for apology; from .80 to .87 for offer; from .68 to .84 for compliment). 

Accordingly, this item was deleted from the formality scale and the average alpha 

reliability improved from .74 to .87 in the NS group (ranging from .84 to .90 across 

speech act types) and from .89 to .90 (from .88 to 93) in the NNS group. 
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CHAPTER III 

RESULTS 

To test the hypotheses, the mean ratings on each of the six scales was computed from 

the raw scores on the three items corresponding to each concept (note: the mean rating of 

the formality scale was computed from two items) for each target sentence within each 

speech act type. 

Perception of Linguistic Politeness across Language Groups 

The first hypothesis predicted that the ability to recognize differences in the degree 

of politeness among various sentences would be universal across native and non-native 

speakers of English. To test this hypothesis. Spearman's rank-order correlation was 

computed for the eight sentence-structures, as well as for all 24 sentences, between the 

NS and the NNS groups, and between the NS and EA groups. The mean rating of a 

sentence-structure was computed using the mean sum of ratings on the three sentences 

containing the same structure but distinctive propositional contents. 

Although the mean ratings on politeness were occasionally different between 

language groups (see Tables l.l - 1.4), correlation analyses revealed significant and 

noticeably high positive rank-order correlations of perceived politeness on the eight 

sentence-structures between the NS and NNS groups, for three of the four speech act 

types: for requests, rs=.95, p<.001; for apologies, rs=.79, p<.001 for offers, rs=1.0, 

p<.00l; for compliments, rs=.17, ns. This tendency was also observed in the comparison 

between the NS and the EA group: for requests, rs=.95,2<.001; for apologies, rs=.79, 

p<.Ol; for offers, rs=.95, p<.001; and for compliments, rs=.35 ns (see Tables 2.1 - 2.2). 
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These results lend support for the first hypothesis in that native speakers and non-

native speakers of English showed approximately the same competence in differentiating 

English sentences in terms of the degree of politeness. Reports for each suaicture and 

individual sentence can be found in Tables 7.1 - 7.2 and 8.1 - 8.4, respectively, in 

Appendix A. 

In addition, rank-order correlation analyses were conducted for conventionality, 

deference, formality, and friendliness in order to detect for differences between groups in 

their perceptions of these concepts. Results of the analyses indicated that the rank-order 

of native speakers' perceptions of each concept was significantly and positively 

correlated with the perceptions of those in the non-native speaker group, with the 

following average (i.e., across four speech act types) rank-order correlations for the eight 

sentence-structures; for conventionality, .68 (ranging from .48 to 95); for deference, .84 

(from .72 to .95); and for formality, .87 (from .79 to .95). Again, the same patterns were 

found in the comparison between NS and EA: the average r^s were, for conventionality. 

.65 (from .47 to .91); for deference, .86 (from .79 to .98); and for formality, .86 (from .78 

to .95). In contrast, the analysis revealed relatively low to no correlations of perceived 

friendliness both between NS and NNS, and between NS and EA: the average rj was .18 

(from -.10 to .48) and .16 (-.29 to .38), respectively. A summary of the analyses is shown 

in Tables 2.1 -2.4. 

Thus, both native and non-native speakers demonstrated relatively similar 

perceptions of English sentences in terms of deference, and formality, less so for 

conventionality, but little or no similarity in terms of firiendliness. More specifically. 
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participants from the EA group had entirely different perceptions of friendliness from 

native speakers of English especially regarding the negative politeness strategies (i.e., 

request and apology). 
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Table 1.1 

Mean Ratings of Perceived Politeness, Usualness, Conventionality, Deference, Formality, 

and Friendliness, and Comparison of the Mean Ratings between NS and NNS, and 

between NS and EA (for Requests) 

Requests 

Perceptions 

Politeness Usualness 
Conven
tionality Deference Formality 

Friend
liness 

NS 

M 3.26 3.23 3.24 2.98 2.80 2.96 

.36 .44 .40 .35 .36 .31 

NNS 

M 3.37 3.42 3.59 3.17 3.15 3.06 

.34 .47 .51 .28 .31 .27 

-1.11 -1.60 -3.05»* -2.20* -3.89*** -1.19 

EA 

M 3.40 3.47 3.62 3.17 3.18 3.02 

SD .35 .48 .53 .27 .32 .26 

t" -1.40 -1.84 -3.06** -2.05* -3 99*** -.75 

Note. NS = the native speaker group (N=40); NNS = the non-native speaker group 

(N=22); EA = the East Asian group (N=19). 

"Comparison between NS and NNS; ''Comparison between NS and EA. 

* p<.05. **2<.0l. p<.001. (two-tailed) 
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Table 1.2 

Mean Ratings of Perceived Politeness, Usualness, Conventionality, Deference, Formality, 

and Friendliness, and Comparison of the Mean Ratings between NS and NNS, and 

between NS and EA (for Apologies) 

Apologies 

Perceptions 

Cases Politeness Usualness 
Conven
tionality Deference Formality 

Friend
liness 

NS 

M 4.03 3.53 3.54 3.78 3.44 

.46 A1 .39 .37 .49 .46 

NNS 

M 3.91 3.76 3.76 3.63 3.46 3.34 

.31 .41 .34 .36 .41 .45 

1.20' -1.93 -2.26* 1.52 -1.01 .81 

EA 

M 3.81 3.73 3.70 3.55 3.42 3.24 

SD .25 .37 .33 .35 .42 .41 

t" 2.27*'^ -1.49 -1.49 2.17* -.62 1.46 

Note. NS = the native speaker group (N=36); NNS = the non-native speaker group 

(N=23); EA = the East Asian group (N=17). 

^Comparison between NS and NNS; ''Comparison between NS and EA; '^Equal variance 

not assumed. 

* p<.05. **p<.Ol. *** g<.001. (two-tailed) 
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Table 1.3 

Mean Ratings of Perceived Politeness, Usualness, Conventionality, Deference, Formality, 

and Friendliness, and Comparison of the Mean Ratings between NS and NNS, and 

between NS and EA (for Offers) 

Offers 

Perceptions 

Cases Politeness Usualness 
Conven
tionality Deference Formality 

Friend
liness 

NS 

M 3.77 3.30 3.35 3.26 2.98 3.58 

SD .42 .54 .40 .26 .46 .39 

NNS 

M 3.46 3.41 3.46 3.14 3.10 

.36 .38 .37 .44 .40 .37 

2.74** -.78 -.97 1.10' -.97 2.33* 

EA 

M 3.36 3.39 3.44 2.98 3.02 3.22 

.25 .32 .31 .36 .34 .25 

t" 4.15*** -.55 - .72 2.93** -.28 3.20** 

Note. NS = the native speaker group (N=33); NNS = the non-native speaker group 

(N=21); EA = the East Asian group (N=14). 

"Comparison between NS and NNS; ''Comparison between NS and EA; "^Equal variance 

not assumed. 

* 2<.05. **p<.01. *** p<.001. (two-tailed) 
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Table 1.4 

Mean Ratings of Perceived Politeness, Usualness, Conventionality, Deference, Formality, 

and Friendliness, and Comparison of the Mean Ratings between NS and NNS, and 

between NS and EA (for Compliments) 

Compliments 

Perceptions 

Cases Politeness Usualness 
Conven
tionality Deference Formality 

Friend
liness 

NS 

M 4.23 3.54 3.41 3.50 2.89 3.85 

.39 .61 .52 .35 .40 .39 

NNS 

M 3.93 3.52 3.58 3.52 3.29 3.67 

SD .54 .48 .50 .45 .54 .39 

f 2.43* .12 -1.25 -.17' -3.22** 1.68 

EA 

M 3.73 3.52 3.57 2.36 3.29 3.50 

SD .51 .39 .57 .41 .57 .32 

t" 3.71** -.16= -1.00 1.25 -2.80** 3.02** 

Note. NS = the native speaker group (N=34); NNS = the non-native speaker group 

(N=23); EA = the East Asian group (N=15). 

"Comparison between NS and NNS; ''Comparison between NS and EA; "^Equal variance 

not assumed. 

*£<.05. *• g<.01. (two-tailed) 
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Table 2.1 

Rank Order Correlations of Sentence Perceptions between NS and NNS, and between NS 

and EA (for Requests) 

Requests 

Perceptions 

Cases Politeness Usualness 
Conven
tionality Deference Formality 

Friend
liness 

NS-NNS 

8" 95*** 95*** 95*** .91** -.10 

24'' .93*** 92*** .83*** 90*** 90*** -.13 

NS-EA 

8" .95*** 93*** .91** 98*** .91** -.29 

24'' 93*** 93*** .80**» 91*** 89*** -.26 

Note. The values represent Spearman rank correlation coefficient. NS-NNS = 

Comparison between the native speaker group and the non-native speakers group; NS-EA 

= Comparison between the native speakers group and the East Asian group. 

"Cases were 8 sentence-structures; ""Cases were all 24 sentences. 

•B<.05. •»P<.01. *»*B<.001. 
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Table 2.2 

Rank Order Correlations of Sentence Perceptions between NS and NNS, and between NS 

and EA (for Apologies) 

Apologies 

Perceptions 

Cases Politeness Usualness 
Conven
tionality Deference Formality 

Friend
liness 

NS-NNS 

8'' .19* .88** .55 .79* .95*** .26 

24'' M*** .83*** .57** .88*** 94*** .33 

NS-EA 

8" .79** .71* .47 .76* 95*** .19 

24'' .87*** 12*** .44* .88*** .93*** .28 

Note. The values represent Spearman rank correlation coefficient. NS-NNS = 

Comparison between the native speaker group and the non-native speakers group; NS-EA 

= Comparison between the native speakers group and the East Asian group. 

"Cases were 8 sentence-structures; ''Cases were all 24 sentences. 

*E<05. **B<.01. 
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Table 2.3 

Rank Order Correlations of Sentence Perceptions between NS and NNS, and between NS 

and EA (for Offers) 

Offers 

Perceptions 

Cases Politeness Usualness 
Conven
tionality Deference Formality 

Friend
liness 

NS-NNS 

8" 1.0*** 95»** .74* .91** .79* .08 

24'' .88*** .86*** .64*** .83*** .82*** .25 

NS-EA 

8" .98*** .71* .91** .79* .07 

24'' .82*** 79* •* .66*** .87*** .83*** .10 

Note. The values represent Spearman rank correlation coefficient. NS-NNS = 

Comparison between the native speaker group and the non-native speakers group; NS-EA 

= Comparison between the native speakers group and the East Asian group. 

"Cases were 8 sentence-structures; ""Cases were all 24 sentences. 

*E<.05. ••B<.01. ***e<.001. 
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Table 2.4 

Rank Order Correlations of Sentence Perceptions between NS and NNS, and between NS 

and EA (for Compliments) 

Compliments 

Perceptions 

Cases Politeness 
Conven-

Usualness tionality Deference Formality 
Friend
liness 

NS-NNS 

8" .17 .83** .48 .72* .81** .48 

24" .52** .86*** .69*** .62** .88*** .31 

NS-EA 

8" .36 .83** .51 .79* .78* oo
 

24" .52** .86*** .57** .52** .78*** .30 

Note. The values represent Spearman rank correlation coefficient. NS-NNS = 

Comparison between the native speaker group and the non-native speakers group; NS-EA 

= Comparison between the native speakers group and the East Asian group. 

^Cases were 8 sentence-structures; ""Cases were all 24 sentences. 

»p<.05. **e<.01. •»*E<.001. 



51 

Relationship Between Perceived Politeness and Perceived Conventionality 

The second hypothesis predicted that people would perceive a sentence to be polite 

to the degree that the sentence is conventionalized. To test this association, Pearson 

product-moment correlations were computed for the mean ratings of the conventionality 

and politeness scales for both the NS and the NNS group within each of the four speech 

act types. Although the mean ratings of perceived conventionality were significantly 

different between the NS group and the NNS group for requests, (M=3.24 in NS; M=3.59 

in NNS), t(60)=-3.05, 2< 001, and for apologies (M=3.54 in NS; M=3.76 in NNS), 

t(57)=-2.26, p<.05, and mean ratings of perceived politeness between these two groups 

were significantly different within offers, (M=3.77 in NS; M=3.46 in NNS), t(52)=2.74, 

p<.01, and compliments, (M=4.23 in NS; M=3.93 in NNS), t(55)=2.43, p<.01 (see Tables 

1.1 - 1.4 for the complete report of mean ratings on each concepts), results of the 

correlational analysis still indicated moderate to high positive correlations between 

perceived politeness and perceived conventionality in all speech act types across 

language groups: average Pearson's r (across four speech act types) was .48 (ranging 

from .30 to .65) in NS, .52 in NNS (fi*om .44 to .61), and .52 in EA (from .45 to .57). 

Thus, support was found for hypothesis two, that people tend to perceive a message as 

polite to the extent that it is conventionalized. A summary of the relationships within 

each speech act type is presented in Tables 3.1 (for requests and apologies) and 3.2 (for 

offers and compliments). Also, the complete report for the correlations between 

perceived politeness and six related notions can be found in Tables 9.1 - 9.3 in Appendix 

A. 



It was also suggested that perceived conventionality would be a better predictor of 

perceived politeness than perceived usualness. The correlation analysis partially 

supported this prediction with the results indicating a pattern of lower associations 

between perceived politeness and perceived usualness, average r=.36 in NS (ranging 

from .25 to .48), .38 in NNS (from .20 to .52), and .37 in EA (from .23 to .44), than 

between perceived politeness and conventionality, average r=.48 in NS (.30 to .65), .52 

in NNS (from .44 to .61) and .52 in EA (from .45 to .57). Fisher's r to z transformation 

confirmed a significant difference between these two sets of correlations (i.e., perceived 

politeness and perceived conventionality, and perceived politeness and perceived 

usualness): average z_= 3.18 (ranging from -.45 to 6.65) with the average absolute value 

difference of .17 (from .02 to .32) among NS, NNS, and EA. Hence, perceived 

conventionality of a sentence was shown to be a generally better predictor of perceived 

politeness than perceived usualness across all speech acts for all language groups. A 

summary of z-test is also shown in Tables 3.1 and 3.2. 

However, hypothesis three was not clearly confirmed, which suggested that a 

possible cause of the different patterns in perceived politeness among language groups 

should be the non-native speakers' inability, or at least lower ability, to recognize 

conventionality of English sentences. First of all, in the one condition with markedly 

decreased correlations in perceived politeness (i.e., compliments), perceptions of 

conventionality by NS are not markedly less strongly correlated with those in NNS or EA 

than in other conditions (between NS and NNS, rs(conventionaiitv)=-48, ns; between NS and 

EA, rs(convention!iiity)=-51, ns,), particularly in comparison with the apology condition where 
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the correlations in perceived politeness is relatively high (between NS and NNS, 

rs(conventionaiitv>~• 55, nsj between NS and EA, rs(conventionaiity)~-47, ns). 

Second of all, the correlations of conventionality with perceived politeness were the 

lowest in the compliment condition (in NS, r=.30,2< 001; in NNS, i=.44,2<.00I; and in 

EA, r=.46,2<001). If perceptions of politeness in NNS and EA deviated from those in 

NS because perceived conventionality and usualness of NNS and EA were different from 

those of NS, those different perceptions would still have to correlate with perceived 

politeness. However, that does not appear to be the case. Therefore, it does not appear 

that differences in perceived usualness and conventionality are affecting differences in 

perceived politeness between NS and NNS/EA. 
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Table 3.1 

Correlations between Perceived Politeness and Perceived Conventionality, 

and Perceived Politeness and Perceived Usualness (for Requests and Apologies) 

Perceptions 

Group 
Conven
tionality Usualness | x |  Z 

NS .65*** 

Requests 

.48*** .25 5.51*** 

NNS .51*** 44**» .09 1.46 

EA .48*** .40*** .10 1.49 

NS .52*** 

Aooloeies 

.25*** .32 6.65*** 

NNS .53*** .34*** .24 4.01*** 

EA 45**» .40*** .19 2.77** 

Note: The values in the first two columns represent Pearson product-moment correlation 

between perceived politeness and the target perception. | X | = absolute value difference 

between two correlations; Z = obtained difference Z score between two correlations. 

NS = the native speaker group (N=957 for requests; 40 participants x 24 sentences; 

N=862 for apologies: 36 participants x 24 sentences); NNS = the non-native speakers 

group (N=527 for requests: 22 participants x 24 sentences; N=552 for apologies: 23 

participants x 24 sentences); EA = the East Asian group (N=455 for requests: 19 

participants x 24 sentences; N=408 for apologies: 17 participants x 24 sentences). 

*p<.05. **2<.0L *** p<.001. (two-tailed) 
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Table 3.2 

Correlations between Perceived Politeness and Perceived Usualness, 

and Perceived Politeness and Perceived Conventionality (for Offers and Compliments) 

Perceptions 

Group 
Conven
tionality Usualness l x |  Z  

Offers 

NS .46*** 39*** .09 1.70 

NNS .61*** 52*** .13 2.10* 

EA 44*** .18 2.26* 

NS .30*** 

Compliments 

32*** .02 -.45 

NNS 44*** .20*** .27 4.47*** 

EA 4g*** .23*** .26 3 94*** 

Note: The values in the first two columns represent Pearson product-moment correlation 

between perceived politeness and the target perception. | X | = absolute value difference 

between two correlations; Z = obtained difference Z score between two correlations. 

NS = the native speaker group (N=792 for offers: 33 participants x 24 sentences; N=816 

for compliments: 34 participants x 24 sentences); NNS = the non-native speakers group 

(N=504 for offers: 21 participants x 24 sentences; N=552 for compliments: 23 

participants x 24 sentences); EA = the East Asian group (N=336 for offers: 21 

participants x 24 sentences; N=360 for compliments: 15 participants x 24 sentences). 

*p<.05. **2*^.01. £<.001. (two-tailed) 
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Associations among Perceived Politeness and Perceived Deference, Formality, and 

Friendliness 

Even though native and non-native speakers have the capability of distinguishing the 

relative degrees of politeness among English sentences, the meaning(s) that they assign to 

the notion of politeness could be significantly different between the two language groups 

depending upon their background cultures. 

Hypotheses four were partly supported, which predicted the significant mean 

differences in judgments on deference, formality, and friendliness among language 

groups. For deference, significant mean differences were found within requests, 

apologies, and offers: within requests, both between NS (M=2.98. SD=.35) and NNS 

(M=3.17, SD=.28), t(60)=-2.20, p<.05, and between NS and EA (M=3.17). t(57)=-2.05, 

p<.05; within apologies, only between NS (M=3.78, SD=37) and EA (M=3.55. SD=.35), 

t(5l)=2.l7, b<.05; within offers, only between NS (M=3.26, SD=.26) and EA (M=2.98. 

SD=.36), t(45)=2.93, p<.Ol. For formality, mean ratings were significantly different only 

within requests and compliments: within requests, between NS (M=2.80, SD=.36) and 

NNS (M=3.15, ^=.31), t(60)=-3.89, p<.001, and between the NS and EA (M=3.18, 

SD=.32), t(57)=-3.99, p<.00l; within compliments, between die NS (M=2.89. SD=.40) 

and NNS (M=3.29, SD=.54), t(55)=-3.22, e<.01, and between NS and EA (M=3.29, 

SD=.57), t(47)=-2.80, p<.Ol. Finally, mean ratings on perceived friendliness were 

significantly different only within requests and compliments: within requests, between 

NS (M=3.58, SD= 39) and NNS (M=3.33, SD= 37), t(52)=2.33, £<.01, and between NS 

and EA (M=3.22, SD=.25), t(45)=3-20, p<.001; and within compliments, between NS 
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(M=3.85, SD=.39) and EA (M=3.50, ^=.32), t(47)=3.02, E<.001. These results were 

shown in Tables 1.1-1.4. 

Taken together, these results only suggest that the meanings of deference, formality, 

and friendliness are perceived somehow differently by native and non-native speakers of 

English. It is difficult to conclude more than that from these results, given that no clear 

systematic patterns were observed. 

Hypothesis five predicted that the pattem of correlations between perceived 

politeness, and the other dimensions (i.e., deference, formality, and friendliness) would 

be significantly different between the NS and NNS groups. Correlational analyses 

revealed an interesting pattem of results: that is, while hypothesis 5b (concerning 

formality) and 5b (concerning friendliness) were supported, hypothesis 5a (concerning 

deference) was only partly supported. 

First, as hypothesis 5b and 5c predicted, patterns of association between perceived 

politeness and formality, and perceived politeness and friendliness were significantly 

different between NS and NNS: the average r values were, for formality, .50 in NS 

(ranging from .28 to .66), .65 in NNS (from .46 to .80), and .66 in EA (from .52 to .80); 

and for friendliness, .62 in NS (from .49 to .76), .18 in NNS (from .00 to .33), and .06 in 

EA (from -.06 to . 18) (see Tables 4.1 - 4.4 for the summary). This pattem clearly 

indicates that the association between perceived politeness and perceived formality was 

significantly weaker in NS than in NNS and EA, and the association between perceived 

politeness and friendliness was significantly stronger in NS than in NNS and EA. These 
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patterns were confirmed by Fisher's r to z transformation analysis within each speech act 

type. 

By contrast, patterns of association between perceived politeness and deference were 

revealed to be less disparate between NS and NNS, and NS and EA, than predicted: the 

average r was .72 in NS (ranging from .54 to .85), .75 in NNS (from 64 to 82), and .74 in 

EA (from .60 to .83). Fisher's r to z transformation confirmed significant differences 

between the two language groups only in cases of offers, z=-4.72,2<.001 (NS-NNS), z=-

2.82,2<.01 (NS-EA), and compliments. z=-2.76, g<.01 (NS-NNS). A summary of the 

correlational analysis and Fisher's r to z transformation analysis is also presented in 

Tables 4.1 -4.4. 

In summary, hypothesis five was mainly supported, thus bringing forth evidence 

regarding cross-cultural diversities in terms of values assigned to politeness. Significant 

differences in the associations between perceived politeness and formality, and perceived 

politeness and fnendliness were found between the native and non-native speakers. 

Interestingly, however, both native and non-native speakers tended to associate deference 

with politeness when judging sentences. These relationships are further analyzed in 

relation to influences of speech act types in the following section. 
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Table 4.1 

Correlations between Perceived Politeness and the Three Related Notions (for Requests) 

Requests 

Perceptions 

Groups Deference Formality Friendliness 

_r 
NS .85*** .66*** .76*** 

NNS .82*** .80*** .00 

EA .83*** .80*** - .06 

| X |  
NS-NNS .10 -.31 1.00 

NS-EA .07 -.31 .90 

NS-NNS 1.83 -5.62*** 18.60*** 

NS-EA 1.19 -5.62*** 16.40*** 

Note. NS = the native speaker group (N=957:40 participants x 24 sentences); NNS = the 

non-native speaker group (N=527: 22 participants x 24 sentences); EA = the East Asian 

group (N=455: 19 participants x 24 sentences). | X | = absolute value difference between 

two correlations; Z = obtained difference Z score between two correlations. NS-NNS = 

comparison between NS and NNS; NS-EA = comparison between NS and EA. 

* 2<.05. ** g<.01. *** 2<.001. (two-tailed) 
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Table 4.2 

Correlations between Perceived Politeness and the Three Related Notions (for Apologies) 

Apologies 

Perceptions 

Groups Deference Formality Friendliness 

_r 
NS .76*** .56*** .49*** 

NNS .72*** .65*** .07 

EA .74*** .68*** .00 

X| 
NS-NNS .09 -.15 .47 

NS-EA .05 -.21 .54 

Z 
NS-NNS 1.62 -2.61** 8.53*** 

NS-EA .76 -3.26*** 8.90*** 

Note. NS = the native speaker group (N=862: 36 participants x 24 sentences); NNS = the 

non-native speaker group (N=552: 23 participants x 24 sentences); EA = the East Asian 

group. I XI = absolute value difference between two correlations; Z = obtained 

difference Z score between two correlations (N=408: 17 participants x 24 sentences). 

NS-NNS = comparison between NS and NNS; NS-EA = comparison between NS and 

EA. 

* 2<.05. **p<.01. *** 2<.001. (two-tailed) 
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Table 4.3 

Correlations between Perceived Politeness and the Three Related Notions (for Offers) 

Offers 

Groups Deference 

Perceptions 

Formality Friendliness 

NS 

NNS 

EA 

.71*** 

.82*** 

.79*** 

49* •• 

.67*** 

.65*** 

.70*** 

.33**» 

.18** 

NS-NNS 

NS-EA 

-.27 

-.18 

-.28 

-.23 

.52 

.68 

NS-NNS 

NS-EA 

-4.72*** 

-2.82»* 

-4.81*** 

-3.66*** 

9 18»** 

10.49*** 

Note. NS = the native speaker group (N=792: 33 participants x 24 sentences); NNS = the 

non-native speaker group (N=504: 21 participants x 24 sentences); EA = the East Asian 

group (N=336; 21 participants x 24 sentences). | X | = absolute value difference between 

two correlations; Z = obtained difference Z score between two correlations. NS-NNS = 

comparison between NS and NNS; NS-EA = comparison between NS and EA. 

*£<.05. **p<.01. *** B<.001. (two-tailed) 
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Table 4.4 

Correlations between Perceived Politeness and the Three Related Notions (for 

Compliments) 

Compliments 

Perceptions 

Groups Deference Formality Friendliness 

_r 
NS .54*** .28*** .51*** 

NNS .64*** .46*** .32*** 

EA .60*** .52*** .11* 

| x |  
NS-NNS -.15 -.21 .23 

NS-EA -.04 -.28 .45 

Z 
NS-NNS -2.76** -3.80*** 4.18*** 

NS-EA -1.40 -4.55*** 7.12*** 

Note. NS = the native speaker group (N=816: 34 participants x 24 sentences); NNS = the 

non-native speaker group (N=552: 23 participants x 24 sentences); EA = the East Asian 

group (N=360 for compliments: 15 participants x 24 sentences). ] X | = absolute value 

difference between two correlations; Z = obtained difference Z score between two 

correlations. NS-NNS = comparison between NS and NNS; NS-EA = comparison 

between NS and EA. 

* 2<.05. **p<.01. *** g<.001. (two-tailed) 
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Speech Act Types and Perceived Politeness 

Hypothesis six predicted that speech act types, especially requests and compliments, 

would influence participants' association of politeness with other notions. Hypothesis 6a 

was supported by the results of Fisher's r to z transformation, which clearly indicated that 

associations between perceived politeness and perceived deference were higher within 

requests than in compliments in all language groups, in NS, z=13.66. g<.001, in NNS, 

z=6.53, p<.001, and in EA, z=6.99, p<.001, and the associations between perceived 

politeness and perceived formality in requests were higher than those in compliments in 

all language groups, in NS, z=10.58,2<.001, in NNS, ^9.85, p<.001, and in EA. ^7.38. 

g<.001. However, the last part of hypothesis 6a, which predicted a higher association 

between perceived politeness and perceived friendliness within compliments than within 

requests, was not supported. First of all, there was were no significant associations 

observed between politeness and fiiendliness by non-native speakers within requests (i.e., 

in NNS, r=.004, ns; in EA, r=-.06, n^, and only low to moderate associations even within 

compliments (i.e., in NNS, r=.32,2<.001; in EA, r=.l 1, p<.05). Besides, the association 

between politeness and Mendliness by native speakers of English was higher within 

requests than within compliments: for requests, ^.76,2<.001; for compliments, ^.51, 

p<.001; ^9.08,2<.001. The correlations between these two concepts for compliments by 

non-native speakers of English were relatively low. Thus, the status of the notion of 

fnendliness seems less clear than expected. 

Analyses conducted to test the remaining hypotheses (and the research question 

concerning apologies and offers) revealed several contradictory, yet interesting findings. 
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First, contrary to hypothesis 6b, the association of perceived politeness and perceived 

friendliness by NS was found to be higher than the association between perceived 

politeness and perceived formality for requests, ^4.44, p<.001, for offers, ^6.58, 

g<.001, and for compliments, z=5.54, p<.00l (but slightly lower for apologies, z=2.01, 

g<.05 as predicted). Second, contrary to hypothesis 6c, the associations between 

perceived politeness and perceived formality by NNS and EA were consistently found to 

be higher than the association between perceived politeness and perceived friendliness 

for all speech act types: for requests, in NNS, z= 17.78, p<.001, in EA, ^15.61,2<.001; 

for apologies, inNS, r=l 1.68, p<.001, in EA, z=l 1.80, p<.001; for offers, in NNS, 

z=7.41,2<-001, in EA, z=7.66,2<.001; and for compliments, in NNS. ^=2.92, p<.001, in 

EA, ^6.04,2<.001. Additionally, the association between perceived politeness and 

perceived deference was always higher than the association between perceived politeness 

and formality, and perceived politeness and friendliness, regardless of the speech act type 

or language group. A summary of these analyses is shown in Tables 5.1 - 5.3. 

To further analyze the predictabilities of perceived deference, formality, and 

friendliness for perceived politeness, hierarchical regression analyses were conducted. 

According to the results above, the primary focus of the analyses was on how much 

friendliness accounts for perceived politeness in the case of NS, and how much formality 

accoimts for perceived politeness in the cases of NNS and EA. In the regression model, 

perceived politeness was included as the outcome measure, and ail six concepts (i.e., 

usualness, conventionality, deference, formality, and friendliness) were included as 

criterion variables. According to the above results, usualness and conventionality was 
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entered as the first variable (step 1) and perceived deference was entered as the second 

variable (step 2). Controlling these three variables, formality was entered third (step 3) 

and friendliness was entered last (step 4) for the NS case, to investigate how much 

fiiendliness predicts perceived politeness even after the effect of formality was taken into 

consideration. For the NNS and EA cases, friendliness was entered third (step 3) and 

formality was entered last (step 4) to determine the importance of formality over 

fnendliness. 

The results were quite striking (see Tables 6.1 - 6.3 for the complete summary of the 

regression analyses). As expected, deference constantly provided a large amount of 

accountability for perceived politeness; average R" change between step I and step 2 was 

.29 in NS (ranging from .23 to .32), .32 in NNS (firom .26 to .41), and .33 in EA (from .21 

to .46). 

For the NS case, on the one hand, friendliness still provided more accountability for 

perceived politeness than formality, though friendliness was entered after formality: 

between step 3 (i.e., formality was added into the model) and step 5 (i.e., friendliness was 

added into the model), AR^=.02,2< 001, for requests; AR^=.01, p<.05, for apologies; 

AR^=.06, p<.00l, for offers; and AR^=.09, p<.001, for compliments; whereas, between 

step 2 and step 3 (i.e., when formality was added into the model), the average AR" was 

.013 (ranging from .00 to .02). 

For the NNS and EA cases, on the other hand, formality still accounted some for 

perceived politeness even though it was entered after fnendliness; between step 3 and 4, 

for requests, AR^=.04, p<.001 in NNS, and in EA AR^=.03, £<.001; for apologies, in 



66 

NNS, AR^=.02, g<.05, and in EA, AR^=.02, e<.05; for offers, in NNS, AR"=.03, g<.00l, 

and in EA, AR^=.04, g<.001; whereas between step 2 and step 3 (i.e., when friendliness 

was added into the model): the average AR^ was .005 in NNS (ranging from .00 to .01) 

and .003 in EA (from .00 to .01). 

In sum, the impact of speech act types on the associations between participants' 

judgments of politeness and the other major concepts was minimal. That is, native 

speakers of English still associate friendliness with politeness even for the negative 

politeness strategy (i.e., requests), and non-native speakers of English associate formality 

with politeness even for the positive politeness strategy (i.e., compliment). Only in the 

case of apologies, native speakers of English judged formality to be as important as 

friendliness. Thus, while the effects of speech act types are still unclear and need to be 

investigated more thoroughly in future research, clear cultural differences were 

discovered in terms of the associations between perceived politeness and perceived 

deference, formality, and friendliness. That is, (a) deference is the most relevant notion to 

politeness across language groups, and then (b) for native speakers of English, 

friendliness is more relevant to politeness than formality, and (c) for non-native speakers 

of English (especially those in the EA group), formality is more relevant to politeness 

than friendliness. 
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Table 5.1 

Differences in Correlations between Perceived Politeness and Perceived Deference, 

Formality, and Friendliness in ^ 

NS 

r (Politeness) 

I x l  

Deference 

Request 

> Friendliness Formality 

.85* ** .16* ** .66* **  

.46 
I0.12*** 

.20 
4 

Deference 

Apology 

> Formality Friendliness 

r (Politeness) .76*** 

I XI .36 
Z 7.54*** 

.56*** 49*** 

.10 

2.01* 

Deference 

Offer 

> Friendliness > Formality 

r (Politeness) .71* 

X 
Z 

** .70 *** .49* 

.02 

.40 
.J J 

6.58*** 

Deference 

Compliment 

> Friendliness Formality 

r (Politeness) .54* 

X 
Z 

** .51*** .28*** 

.04 

.84 
.28 

5.54*** 

Note. NS = the native speaker group (N=527 for requests: 22 participants x 24 sentences; 
N=552 for apologies: 23 participants x 24 sentences; N=504 for offers: 21 participants x 
24 sentences; and N=552 for compliments: 23 participants x 24 sentences), r values 
represent correlations between perceived politeness and the target perception. | X | = 
absolute value difference between two correlations; Z = obtained difference Z score 
between two correlations. 
* 2<.05. *** £<.001. (Z = 2-tail.) 
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Table 5.2 

Differences in Correlations between Perceived Politeness and Perceived Deference, 

Formality, and Friendliness in NNS 

NNS 

Deference 

Request 

> Formality Friendliness 

r (Politeness) .82* 

X| 
Z 

.80*** .00 

.06 

.94 
1.10 

17.78*** 

Deference 

Apology 

> Formality Friendliness 

r (Politeness) .72 

X 
Z 

.65*** .07 

.13 
2.19* 

.71 
11.68*** 

Offer 

Deference Formality Friendliness 

r (Politeness) .82*** 

X 
z  

.67*** .33* 

.35 
5.48*** 

.47 
7.41*** 

r (Politeness) 

X 
Z 

Deference 

Compliment 

> Formality Friendliness 

.64*** .46**'' .32**^ 

.26 
4.32*** 

.18 
2.92** 

Note. NNS = the non-native speaker group (N=455 for requests; 19 participants x 24 
sentences; N=408 for apologies: 17 participants x 24 sentences; N=336 for offers: 14 
participants x 24 sentences; and N=360 for compliments: 15 participants x 24 sentences), 
r values represent correlations between perceived politeness and the target perception. 
^ XI = absolute value difference between two correlations; Z = obtained difference Z 
score between two correlations. 
*e<.05. •*p<.01. *»*E<.001.(Z = 2-tail.) 
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Table 5.3 

Differences in Correlations between Perceived Politeness and Perceived Deference, 

Formality, and Friendliness in ^ 

EA 

r (Politeness) 

1 x 1  

Deference 

Request 

> Formality Friendliness 

.83*** .80* *• -.06 

.09 
1.35 

1.04 
15.61 ***  

Deference 

Apology 

> Formality Friendliness 

r (Politeness) .74* 

X| 
Z 

** .68* ** .00 

.12 

1.73 
.83 

11.80*** 

r (Politeness) 

X| 
Z 

Offer 

Deference Formality Friendliness 

.65 .18*^ 

.30 
3.82*** 

.59 
1.66*** 

Deference 

Compliment 

> Formality Friendliness 

r (Politeness) .60*** 

Xl .13 
Z 1.74 

.44* . i r  

.45 
6.04*** 

Note. EA = the East Asian group (N=455 for requests: 19 participants x 24 sentences; 
N=408 for apologies: 17 participants x 24 sentences; N=336 for offers: 14 participants x 
24 sentences; and N=360 for compliments: 15 participants x 24 sentences), r values 
represent correlations between perceived politeness and the target perception. | X | = 
absolute value difference between two correlations; Z = obtained difference Z score 
between two correlations. 
*p<.05. **p<.01. *** 2<.001. (Z = 2-tail.) 
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Table 6.1a 

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analyses for Perceived Deference, Formality, and 

Friendliness Predicting Perceived Politeness in ^ (for Requests and Apologies) 

Variables 

Requests 

R^ AR-

Apologies 

R- AR' 

Step I 

Conventionality 

Usualness 

Step 2 

Conventionality 

Usualness 

Deference 

Step 3 

Conventionality 

Usualness 

Deference 

Formality 

Step 4 

Conventionality 

Usualness 

Deference 

Formality 

Friendliness 

23*** 

.14*** 

.70*»* 

.II*** 

.65*** 

.09** 

.11*** 

.14** 

.52*** 

.07*** 

.20*** 

.47*^ 

.76*** .29*** 

.76 

.78* ** 

.00** 

.02 *** 

:\<)*** -)<)*** 

.16*** 

.16** 

. 11***  

.66*** 

. 1 1  

.144** 

59*** 

.15*** 

.10** 

.13*** 

.56*** 

.15*** 

.07* 

.6V 

.62* 

.62* 

.32* 

.or 

.01-

Note: ^ = Standardized beta. NS = the native speaker group. 

N=957 (40 participants x 24 sentences) for Requests; N=862 (36 participants x 24 

sentences, 2 missing data) for apologies. 

* 2<.05, ** p<.01, *** p<.001. 
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Table 6.1b 

Sununary of Hierarchical Regression Analyses for Perceived Deference, Formality, and 

Friendliness Predicting Perceived Politeness in ^ (for Offers and Compliments) 

Variables 

Offers 

R' AR-

Compliments 

R' AR-

Step 1 

Conventionality .26*** 2\*** .14»*» 

Usualness .26*** .24*** 

Step 2 

Conventionality .57*** .10** .37*** .23*** 

Usualness 12*** .23*** 

Deference .60*** 

Step 3 

Conventionality .\3*** .59*** .02** .05 40* •• .03*** 

Usualness .\S*** .30*** 

Deference .53*** 42*** 

Formality .19*** 

Step 4 

Conventionality .65*** .06*** .08** .48*** .09*** 

Usualness .09** .22*** 

Deference .35*** .32*** 

Formality .11*** .19*** 

Friendliness .35*** .33*** 

Note: ^ = Standardized beta. NS = the native speaker group. 

N=792 (33 participants x 24 sentences) for offers; N=816 (34 participants x 24 sentences) 

for compliments. 
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Table 6.2a 

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analyses for Perceived Deference, Formality, and 

Friendliness Predicting Perceived Politeness in NNS (for Requests and Apologies) 

Variables & 
Requests 

AR-

Apologies 

R' AR-

Step I 

Conventionality 

Usualness 

.38*** .28*** .53*** 

.01 

99*** 

Step 2 

Conventionality 

Usualness 

.II** 

.06** 

.69*** 41*** .20** 

.08* 

.57*** .28*** 

Deference .74*** .60** 

Step 3 

Conventionality 

Usualness 

.09*» 

.11** 

.69*** .01*** .21*** 

.10** 

.57*** .00*** 

Deference .73*** .61*»* 

Friendliness -.09*** -.06* 

Step 4 

Conventionality 

Usualness 

.05 

.12** 

.73*** .04*** .16*** 

.12** 

.59*** .02* 

Deference .47*** 

Friendliness -.06* -.05 

Formality .36*** .21*** 

Note: ^ = Standardized beta. NNS = the native speaker group. 

N=527 (22 participants x 24 sentences) for Requests; N=552 (23 participants x 24 

sentences) for apologies. 

* p<.05, •• E<.01, B<.001. 
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Table 6.2b 

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analyses for Perceived Deference, Formality, and 

Friendliness Predicting Perceived Politeness in NNS (for Offers and Compliments) 

Variables 

Offers 

R- AR-

Compliments 

^ R- AR-

Step I 

Conventionality 

Usualness 

Step 2 

Conventionality 

Usualness 

Deference 

Step 3 

Conventionality 

Usualness 

Deference 

Friendliness 

Step 4 

Conventionality 

Usualness 

Deference 

Friendliness 

Formality 

.12*** .00 

.46»*» .41*»» 

25*** 

\2*** 72*** 31*** 

.16*** 

.69*** 

.12*** 

.15*** 

.69*** 

.02 

.09** 

.18*** 

.55*** 

.04 

.18*** 

.73*** .0!*** 

j\2*** .20*** 

.06 

.18** 

.10** 

.56*** 

.17 

.05 

.12** 

. 1 1 * *  

.07* 

.45*** 

.17*** 

.18*** 

.46*** .26*** 

.47*^ .OP 

4g*** .02*** 

Note: ^ = Standardized beta. NNS = the native speaker group. 

N=504 (21 participants x 24 sentences) for offers; N=552 (23 participants x 24 sentences) 

for compliments. 

* p<.05, •* £<.01, **• p<.001. 
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Table 6.3a 

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analyses for Perceived Deference, Formality, and 

Friendliness Predicting Perceived Politeness in EA (for Requests and Apologies) 

Variables 

Requests 

E' AR- & 
Apologies 

R' AR-

Step 1 

Conventionality 

Usualness .16** 

.24*** .51*** 

.08 

.31*** 

Step 2 

Conventionality 

Usualness 

.12** 

.04 

.70*** .46* *» .15** 

.13** 

.60*** •}()*** 

Deference .16*** .63*** 

Step 3 

Conventionality 

Usualness 

.10** 

.08* 

.70*** .00** .16** 

.16*** 

.61*** .01*** 

Deference .15*** .62*** 

Friendliness -.08»* -.09** 

Step 4 

Conventionality 

Usualness 

.06 

.l\** 

.13*** .03*** .12* 

.17*** 

.63*** .02* 

Deference .45*** .48*** 

Friendliness -.05 -.08* 

Formality .26*** .20*** 

Note: ^ = Standardized beta. NNS = the native speaker group. 

N=455 (19 participants x 24 sentences) for requests; N=408 (17 participants x 24 

sentences) for apologies. 

•e<.05,**B<.01,*»*B<.001. 
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Table 6.3b 

Summary of Hierarchical Regression Analyses for Perceived Deference, Formality, and 

Friendliness Predicting Perceived Politeness in EA (for Offers and Compliments) 

Variables 

Offers 

R- AR-

Compliments 

^ R- AR-

Step I 

Conventionality 

Usualness 

Step 2 

Conventionality 

Usualness 

Deference 

Step 3 

Conventionality 

Usualness 

Deference 

Friendliness 

Step 4 

Conventionality 

Usualness 

Deference 

Friendliness 

Formality 

.34*** 

.17** 

.09* 

.]?*** 

.69*** 

.09* 

.18*** 

.69*** 

-.02 

.06 

21*** 

.51*** 

.03 

.25* 

.67 

.67* ** 

.70* ** 

.33 

.00 

.03^ 

.46»** .21*** 

.01 

.27*** .42*** .21*** 

.02 

.27*** .42*** .00 

.02 

-.00 

.19*** .46*** .04*** 

.07* 

.35*** 

.07 

.27*** 

Note: ^ = Standardized beta. NNS = the native speaker group. 

N=336 (14 participants x 24 sentences) for offers; N=360 (15 participants x 24 sentences) 

for compliments. 
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CHAPTER IV 

DISCUSSION 

Universals in Perceived Politeness 

In spite of the fact that speakers of a second language often carry over their 

pragmalinguistic competence of the native language into their usage of the target 

language (Beal, 1994), the present study discovered that native and non-native speakers 

of English demonstrated remarkably similar perceptions of the relative politeness of 

English sentences, with the notable exception of compliments.^ That is, when they judged 

the sentences without reference to any particular context, both native and non-native 

speakers tended to perceive the same degree of politeness in a certain sentence in 

comparison to another. Thus, even though the politeness value of a given speech act 

seems to be prescribed by the given culture and hence should be seen to vary across 

cultures (M. Kim, 1995; Matsumoto, 1988, 1989; Ting-Toomey, 1988; Ting-Toomey & 

Kurogi, 1998; Wierzbicka, 1991,1994; among others), it was confirmed that people's 

judgments of the relative politeness of English sentences were fairly universal across 

language groups. 

This finding is generally consistent with previous research literature in pragmatics 

which has contended that an inference mechanism for linguistic politeness is universally 

available. As theorized in the past literature, a different sentence structure reflects a 

different degree of politeness (Frazier, 1978; Leech, 1983). This polite meaning of a 

sentence should be equally accessible to both native and non-native speakers because, as 

Clark and Schunk (1980) pointed out, politeness of a sentence is obtained "directly firom 
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the literal meanings" (p.l 13). Whether or not the target sentence can be appropriately 

used in a particular situation in a certain culture, politeness as a "sentence meaning" is 

always calculable by any language user. In that sense, linguistic politeness has universal 

qualities across cultures/languages. 

Perceived Politeness in Each Speech Act Type 

The question, then, is what aspects of politeness native and non-native speakers of 

English universally perceived. Although the primary focus of this study is not on the 

politeness principle itself, the differences among the target sentences undergo a close 

scrutiny in line with the existing politeness principle and some salient findings within 

each speech act are briefly discussed below. It seems reasonable to conclude that for 

requests, apologies, and offers, participants from all language groups universally 

recognized the relative degree of negative-politeness (Brown & Levinson, 1978, 1987) in 

each sentence through the assessment of the association between the literal meaning of 

the sentence (i.e., the semantic meaning) and the illocutionary force of a given speech act 

(i.e., request, apology, or offer). Compliments, on the other hand, provided unexpected 

results because of their unique nature as a speech act type: that is, (a) their literal 

meanings are not accessible to the language users, and (b) they are highly positive-

politeness strategies. 

Requests. It was predicted that a speech act of request is polite to the extent that it 

lowers the costs to the addressee (Clark & Schunk, 1980; Leech, 1983), or to the extent it 

reduces the threats to the addressee's negative face (Brown & Levinson. 1987). 
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Three types of requests that were consistently perceived more polite than the others 

across language groups involved "Would you mind telling me X?," "Could you tell me 

X?," and "Can you tell me X?" These three are indirect requests (Searle, 1975) in that 

preparatory conditions of a given speech act (i.e., the addressee is able/willing to tell the 

requester X) are queried in their literal meanings (Searle, 1975; Bulm-Kulka, 1987). 

Thus, this indirecmess mitigates the costs or face-threats to the addressee because a 

speaker is not assuming the likelihood of an addressee's ability/willingness to do the 

requested act (Brown & Levinson, 1978, 1987; Leech, 1983). Further, the first two types 

with subjunctive mood (i.e., "Would you mind ... ?" and "Could you ... ?" types) are 

considered, and were indeed perceived by participants, to be more polite than those with 

indicative mood (i.e.. "Do you mind ... ?" or "Can you ... ?"). This is because 

subjunctives ordinarily indicate that what is being said is conditional: Presumably the 

implicit condition is "if you please" (Brown & Levinson. 1978, 1987; Clark & Schunk, 

1980), and therefore the cost/face-threat to the addressee is further reduced. 

Moreover, "Can't you tell me X?" was perceived as much less polite (i.e.. rated sixth 

throughout language groups) than "Can you tell me X?" As predicted in the past 

literature, negativity indicates that the speaker expects a "yes" answer, supposing that the 

addressee really can do the act, which is the so-called "conductive" reading (Bolinger, 

1975; Clark & Schunk, 1980; Fraser, 1973), thus increasing the costs/face threats to the 

addressee. Partly by the same token, the "Why don't you tell me X?" type was perceived 

as less polite (i.e., seventh throughout language groups). It was ranked lower than "Can't 

you tell me X" probably because it further implicitly indicates, by the word "why," that 
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the addressee's unwillingness to do the act is illegitimate. Finally, perceived least polite 

throughout language groups was the "Hey, tell me X" type in which requestive force is 

indicated explicitly through the imperative form. By definition, imperatives increase costs 

to the addressee and threaten their negative face by restricting their behaviors. 

"Where/What/When ... ?" and "I'd like to know X" were ranked middle among 

other types (i.e., fourth or fifth throughout language groups). These two forms are also 

indirect requests in that the speaker is asking for information instead of directing the 

addressee's behavior (i.e., to "tell me") in "Where/What/When ... ?" type, and the 

speaker is expressing a preparatory condition of a given act (i.e., the speaker's want to 

have the information) in the "I'd like to know X" type. However, the indirectness in these 

types is attained by explicitly asserting a speaker-based felicity condition, while the 

indirectness in such requests as "Would you ... ?" and "Could you ... ?" are attained by 

questioning hearer-based felicity conditions (Brown & Levinson, 1978,1987; Gordon & 

G. Lakoff, 1971; Searle, 1975). Thus, asserting the speaker-based felicity conditions does 

not contribute much to reduce the costs/face-threats to the addressee. At the same time, 

however, these types are still indirect and do not increase costs/face-threats to the 

addressee as do imperatives (i.e., "Tell me X") and/or negatives (i.e., "Can't you tell me 

X"), thus being perceived as neither polite nor rude by language users. 

Apologies. Although the speech act has a somewhat complex nature, it was 

suggested that an apology, because of its inherently polite nature, is perceived to be polite 

to the extent that it indicates a stronger apologetic force, but with a risk of decreasing its 

politeness as concerns for the speaker's positive face increases. 
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Apology types perceived most polite among others were either "Please forgive me 

for X-ing" or "I apologize for X-ing," (the means and ranges of the mean ratings for these 

two types were 4.45 and .13 in NS, 4.60 and .13 in NNS, and 4.56 and .09 in EA, 

respectively), followed by "I'm so sorry for X-ing" (ranked third throughout the language 

groups with M=4.22 in NS, M=4.06 in NNS, and M=4.08 in EA). These three types are 

seen as direct speech acts of apology in that the sentences explicitly indicate an 

illocutionary force of apology (Bulm-Kulka, House, & Kasper, 1989; Searle, 1975), thus 

enhancing their nature as a negative-politeness strategy addressed to the hearer. The fact 

that both "Please forgive me for X-ing" and "I apologize for X-ing" were perceived to be 

more polite than "I'm so sorry for X-ing" can be explained in terms of the orientation of 

the speaker's concern. That is, while the first two types are seen as the hearer-based 

approach in that the speaker begs forgiveness from the hearer or the speaker explicitly 

apologizes to the hearer, the "I'm sorry" type is the speaker-based approach in that it 

merely expresses the speaker's regret/repentance for the committed act. Thus, the "I'm 

sorry ..." type might be relatively less polite than the other two because of its slight 

emphasis on tlie speaker's self-concern. 

Three variations of the "Sorry" type, namely, "Sorry for X-ing," "Sorry, I X," and 

"I'm sorry if IX" as well as an another type "Excuse me for X-ing" were perceived to be 

much less polite than the three types discussed above (i.e., ranked fourth through seventh 

in all language groups: the mean ratings of politeness for these four types ranged 3.70 -

3.99 in NS, 3.62 - 3.82 in NNS, and 3.56 - 3.68 in EA). The reason the "Sorry for X-ing" 

and "Sorry, IX" types were perceived to be relatively less polite might have to do with 
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the fact that "contraction and ellipsis serve positive-politeness ends, being markers of in-

group membership and casual informality" (Brown & Levinson, 1987, p.270). That is, 

omitting the "I'm" part from an "I'm sorry ..." phrase might contribute to making a 

given speech act a positive-politeness strategy rather than a negative one, which 

contradicts the very nature of apologies. Indeed, these two types were perceived by all 

participants to be much less formal than the full "I'm sorry for X-ing" type (i.e., the 

average of the mean formality ratings on these two types were 2.70 in NS, 2.94 in NNS, 

and 2.91 in EA, whereas the mean ratings on the full type were 3.47 in NS, 3.89 in NNS, 

and 3.90 in EA). However, "I'm sorry if IX" was also rated less polite than "I'm sorry 

for X-ing" in spite of fact that both types have the full "I'm sorry ..." structure. This was 

the case presumably because of the conditional phrase "if I X": that is, the phrase 

indicates that the speaker's admission of the offense is hypothetical, thus decreasing the 

costs/face-threats to the speaker, which decreases the politeness of a given speech act. 

Finally, it is not apparent why "Excuse me for X-ing" was perceived to be relatively less 

polite even though it is considered to have the same effect as the "Forgive me for X-ing" 

type. A reason might be the use of "please" in the latter type, which is conventionally 

used as "negative-politeness respect term" (Brown & Levinson, 1978.1987) to soften a 

FTA to the hearer. 

Perceived least polite among others was the "I didn't mean to X" type, which only 

indirectly conveys the illocutionary force of apology by "literally" indicating that the past 

event was caused by external factors over which the speaker had no control (Blum-Kulka, 

House, & Kasper, 1989). While this speech act at least avows an absence of bad 
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intentions toward the speaker, it is primarily self-directed thereby decreasing the polite 

nature of the speech act. 

Offers. Although the nature of offers too is somewhat fuzzy, it was suggested that 

offers should be polite to the extent they reduce the costs/threats to the addressee's 

negative face, and express a compensatory enhancement of the hearer's positive face. 

As expected from the discussion above, the "May I offer you X?" and "Would you 

like X?" types were perceived to be most polite among others. The "May I.. ?" type 

indicates that the hearer, instead of the speaker, has a control over the act, thus mitigating 

the negative-face threat to the hearer. The "Would you like X?" type is a typical indirect 

speech act of offer in that it indicates a felicity condition of the given speech act (i.e., the 

preparatory condition: the hearer want the speaker to perform the act [Seale, 1975]). 

Thus, this indirectness reduces the costs/face-threats to the addressee because the speaker 

is not assuming the likelihood of an addressee's desire to accept what is offered, while 

also expressing concern for the hearer's wants. 

"Let me offer you X," "Do you want X?" and "How about X?" were perceived as 

relatively less polite than those two types discussed above. "Let me offer you X" is 

somewhat face-threatening to the hearer because of its imperative form, even though it 

still indicates some mitigation of FTA in that it seeks allowance from the hearer to 

offered act. Thus, it would be more polite more polite than a more direct speech act of 

offering (i.e., "I can give you ..." type), but perceived to be less polite than a more 

indirect form (i.e., "May I offer... ?" type). "Do you want X?" and "How about X?" 

types are also indirect speech acts of offer as well as "Would you like X?" type. An 
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apparent difference, however, is the use of the subjunctive in the latter case, which makes 

the act (i.e., offer) conditional and thus reduces the costs/face-threats to the hearer. 

Besides, the "How about X?" type is seen as a typical positive-politeness strategy in that 

the structure is a contracted form of "How do you feel about X?" (Brown &, Levinson, 

1987, p.271). As discussed in the case of requests, elliptical forms are (negatively) less 

polite than their more fully expanded counterparts. Such forms impose on the hearer to 

figure out what is meant even as they express positive-politeness by presuming shared 

understanding. Thus, this type does not mitigate its potential costs/face-threats to the 

hearer as "May 1 ... ?" or "Would you .. ?" type do. 

The "I can give you X, if you want" and "Why don't you have X?" types were 

perceived to be even less polite. The "I can ..." type can imply that the speaker has some 

control over the act by indicating the speaker's ability to perform the act, and the "Why 

don't you ... ?" type will, by "why" and "negativity (i.e., don't)," implicitly indicate the 

illegitimacy of the speaker's not accepting the offer. Thus, these two types are relatively 

less polite to the extent they increase the costs/face-threats to the hearer. 

Finally, "You must have X" was perceived least polite among others. Albeit a few 

researchers have claimed that this type of offer can be polite as it implies the benefit to 

the hearer and the cost to the speaker (Leech, 1983, p.l34), it is fair to conclude that 

participants judged this type as a negative face threat to the hearer. The sentence structiu-e 

explicitly signals that the hearer does not have any control over, or right to reject, the act, 

and therefore indicating the high threats to the hearer's negative face. 
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Compliments. On the one hand, compliments are by definition a positive-politeness 

strategy by which the speaker "takes notice of aspects of the hearer's condition 

(noticeable changes, remarkable possessions, anything which looks as though the hearer 

would want the speaker to notice and approve of it)" (Brown & Levinson, 1987, p.l03). 

A possible reason for inconsistent judgments on compliments between language 

groups lies in the differences in social values assigned to compliments across cultures. 

For instance, Wierzbicka (1994) argued that a compliment script in Polish culture 

noticeably differs from a script in American culture: Poles values spontaneous 

expressions of feelings in compliments, whereas Americans see that the goal of 

compliments is to make the hearer feel better (pp. 166-167). Thus, Poles can dismiss 

praise by calling it flattery, empty, or worthless [ibid.], while Americans may dismiss 

compliments by downgrading the compliment or shifting the referent (Pomerantz, 1978). 

On a different line, Tsuda (1994) argued that compliments in Japanese culture are often 

used as a negative-politeness strategy, instead of a positive-politeness one. She pointed 

out that in ordinary conversation in Japanese culture, downgrading not only is used in 

response to a compliment, but also habitually accompanies a compliment itself: a 

compliment in that culture can function as a tool to indicate the superiority of the hearer 

to the speaker (p. 139), which amounts to a deferential negative-politeness strategy (e.g., 

humbling of one's self, one's capacities and possessions) in Brown and Levinson's 

(1978, 1987) terms. 

In sum, their highly idiomatic nature and cross-cultural differences in their assigned 

values may exemplify the unique nature of compliments in comparison to the other three 
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speech act types. That is to say, in the cases of requests, apologies, and offers, sentence 

politeness contributes to the degree to which a given speech act is appropriately (i.e., 

politely) performed, whereas in the case of compliments, the speech act itself is a strategy 

of politeness. Although apologies and offers can also be used "as" politeness strategies, 

they are still performed in a more or less polite manner. However, it is hard to imagine a 

compliment being performed in a rude manner in English: an utterance will no longer 

have the illocutionary force of a compliment when it is perceived as rude.^ Thus, the 

unexpected results (i.e., sentence politeness of compliments was not universally 

accessible across language groups) may be due to the fact that compliments in English 

are a highly conventionalized positive-politeness strategy. 

Negative-politeness as Universal Linguistic Politeness 

It would appear fi-om this study that it is the relative degree of negative-politeness 

that is universally recognizable by natural language users across cultures/languages. 

Negative-politeness is an attempt to satisfy, or redress, the hearer's negative-face which 

is defined as people's basic want to maintain claims of territory and self-determination 

(Brown & Levinson, 1978, p.70), or an attempt to decrease the costs to the hearer and/or 

the benefits to the speaker (Leech, 1983). In people's social interactions, this aspect of 

politeness (i.e., negative-politeness) may be more fundamental than the other aspect of 

politeness, that is, positive-politeness. One noticeable evidence for this is that a certain 

kind of negative-politeness has been realized in the coding systems of many languages. 

For example, address terms and/or honorifics are classic strategies of negative-politeness 

built into quite a few languages in different fashions (Brown & Gihnan, I960; Brown & 
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Levinson, 1978, 1987; Matsumoto, 1989; Shibatani, 1990). In contrast, there has been 

little evidence that positive-politeness is granunaticalized in a language system. 

Additionally, the meaning of positive-politeness varies significantly across cultures, 

as partly discussed in the case of compliments. Interestingly, equivalent terms to the 

English word face in China (i.e., "lien" and "mien-tzu") and Japan (i.e., "mentsu" and 

"taimen") are most likely to refer to this positive aspect of the face (for Chinese terms, 

Hu, 1944; Hwang, 1987; for Japanese terms, Matsumoto, 1988; Morisaki & Gudykunst. 

1994). These terms connote primarily the social and/or moral image of self which can be 

maintained, for instance, by ingroup harmony. In Lim and Bowers' (1991) terms, this 

aspect of (positive) face is described as fellowship face, in that it emphasizes 

commonalities and cooperation inside a group (p.421). In contrast. In American culture, 

the other aspect of positive face, namely approbation face, seems more valued than 

fellowship face, reflected by the way Americans tend to maximize praise by voicing 

compliments on abilities or particular accomplishments (Lim, 1990; Wierzbicka, 1994). 

In addition, the importance of this positive aspect of face surpasses the need for negative 

face in such collectivistic cultures as China and Japan (Godykunst, Ting-Toomey, & 

Chua, 1988; Ting-Toomey & Kurogi, 1998), which is not necessarily the case in an 

individualist culture such as the United States. 

Given the universals (i.e., negative-politeness) and divergences (i.e., positive-

politeness) in sentence politeness found in this study, it could be profitable to analyze the 

meaning of linguistic politeness in line with the traditional analysis of implicatures 

(Grice, 1975, Hamish, 1991, and Levinson, 2000). According to Grice (1975), 
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conversational implicatures are defined as a type of meaning that the hearer, encountering 

an utterance of a speaker, infers on the basis of principles governing conversation (i.e. the 

Cooperative Principle (CP) and its constituent maxims). Conversational implicatures are 

divided further into two species: generalized conversational implicatures (GCls) and 

particularized conversational implicatures (PCIs). While PCIs are constructed (i.e., 

inferred) from particular contextual features and are not normally carried by the literal 

meaning of the sentence, GCIs would normally be carried by any utterance of a certain 

form in the absence of particular situations. Therefore, it is reasonable to argue that the 

negative-politeness has many of the features characterized by GCIs, in that the relative 

degree of negative-politeness is universally calculable by virtue of the output of an 

inference mechanism, using the CP (especially, the manner maxim: how it was said) and 

the Politeness Principle (PP) (whv it was said in that maimer). For instance, the negative-

politeness meaning of "Could you do X?" can be obtained by recognizing the unique 

manner in which the speech act is verbalized (i.e., the use of "query the hearer's ability" 

as a request and the use of the subjunctive "could" instead of the indicative "can") and 

interpreting the reason those devices are used (i.e., an attempt to decrease the costs/face-

threats to the hearer). However, the degree of negative-politeness, as a GCI, can and 

indeed often does change once contextual iiiformation is taken into consideration in the 

evaluation of the appropriateness of the utterance. As a culture constrains ways in which 

a strategy is appropriately used (M. Kim, 1995), the degree of politeness of an utterance 

is calculated based upon those constraints in the culture, as well as the sentential 

information itself. Therefore, politeness in situations has qualities of a PCI. Thus, the 
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relative degree of negative-politeness of a sentence is universal at the GCI level, but its 

situational appropriateness will vary across cultures at the PCI level. 

Perceived Politeness and Sentence Conventionality 

The findings concerning the association between perceived politeness and perceived 

conventionality should merit discussion, even though it was only partly confirmed that 

conventionality of a sentence is one of the crucial factors that predict the degree of 

perceived politeness. 

To begin with, perceived conventionality, but much less so usualness, seems to have 

some impact on perceived politeness for both native and non-native speakers of English. 

As a conspicuous instance, a utterance of the form ''Where/What/When ... ?" was 

consistently perceived to be very fi-equently used as a request (i.e., rated most usual in all 

language groups: in NS, M=4.44, SD=.57; in NNS, M=4.10, SD=.72; and in EA, 

M=4.19, SD=.71), while it was perceived to be less polite than some other sentence types 

(i.e, in NS, ranked fourth, M=3.62, SD=62; in NNS, ranked fifth, M=3.11, SD=43: and 

in EA, ranked fifth, M=3.12, SD=.45). The same sort of associations were found in other 

places: for example, "Sorry for X-ing" was considered most usual as an apology (i.e, 

ranked first or second in all language groups) but perceived to be somewhat less polite 

(i.e, ranked fourth through sixth); "Do you want X?" was perceived to be highly usual as 

an offer (i.e., ranked first or second across groups) and yet judged less polite (i.e., ranked 

fourth or fifth). Although frequency (i.e., usualness) of a certain speech act strategy may 

well reflect the degree to which the strategy is preferred in a given culture, it will not 

heavily influence the natural language user's recognition of sentence politeness. On the 
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other hand, conventionality of a sentence should be more relevant to sentence politeness 

judgments in the sense that conventionality reflects the polite intentions of a speaker 

(Clark & Schunk, 1980; Jacobs & Jackson, 1983). In light of the analysis of 

conversational implicatures, it should be reasonable to conclude that conventionality 

should contribute to the construction of a GCI, because it is the sentence form, but not 

contextual background information, that creates the conventionality of the sentence 

(Grice, 1975; Levinson, 2000). Thus, the results of this study suggest that what is 

universal in sentence politeness is in part associated with the degree in which the hearer 

can detect the speaker's intention of a given speech act. but not as much with the extent 

in which a sentence is frequently used to perform the given speech act. 

It was also observed that the degree in which native and non-native speakers disagree 

on the relative conventionality of English sentences did not strongly influence on die 

degree to which native and non-native speakers disagree on the relative politeness of 

sentences. This was especially noticeable in compliment judgments. Participants' 

perceptions of politeness were fairly inconsistent between language groups (i.e, between 

NS and NNS, rs=.17,2=.35; between NS and EA, rs=.36, p=.19), even when there was 

moderate agreement on the relative conventionality judgments among language groups 

(i.e., between NS and NNS, rs=.48, p=.12; between NS and EA, rs=.5l, b=.09). 

Additionally, there were positive, although moderate, associations between perceived 

politeness and perceived conventionality in all language groups (i.e, in NS, r=.30, 

p<.001; in NNS, r=.44, p<.001; and in EA, ^.46, p<.001). Similar patterns were also 

observed in apologies and offers, but not in requests. It follows from these fmdings that 



90 

the politeness of a sentence is more universally available as the hearer assesses a speech 

act through, in Clark and Schunk's (1980) terms, the multiple-meaning process than 

through the idiomatic process. That is, by recognizing and comparing both the literal 

meaning and the illocutionary force of a given utterance (i.e., multiple-meaning process), 

an audience can apply the principle of politeness as an account for the gap between the 

literal meaning and the illocutionary force (Brown «& Levinson, 1978, 1987; Clark & 

Schunk, 1980; Grice, 1975; Leech, 1983; Searle, 1975; Thomas, 1995); In contrast, in 

automatically assigning a certain illocutionary force to the target utterance (i.e., idiomatic 

process), the hearer can only perceive a politeness value conventionally associated with 

the sentence (Clark & Schunk, 1980; Davis, 1998; Gibbs, 1979). Thus, the idiomatic 

process allows a hearer to perceive the politeness of a sentence only as a fi.xed value that 

might be prescribed quite differently across cultures. Therefore, the universality of 

politeness perception decreases to the extent that the multiple-meaning process is not 

available or not necessary to understanding a speech act, of which compliments are the 

most typical case. 

In sum, this fairly complicated picture suggests that the effect of sentence 

conventionality on politeness judgments is not as prominent as expected in the past 

literature. Although conventionality of a sentence is extremely significant to understand 

the illocutionary force of an utterance,^ it does not contribute much to the process in 

which natural language users recognize the relative degree of politeness of an utterance. 
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Divergences in Perceived Politeness: Assigned Meanings to Politeness 

The final aspect that deserves attention is the findings concerning participants' 

judgments on the other related notions to politeness (i.e., deference, formality, and 

friendliness). In spite of the overall evidence that native and non-native speakers of 

English demonstrate the similar linguistic competence in judging politeness of a sentence, 

the meanings that they assign to the concept of politeness are in some aspects 

significantly different across cultures, and this may well account for divergences in 

politeness phenomena across cultures (M. Kim, 1995; Ting-Toomey, 1988, Ting-Toomey 

& Kurogi, 1998). 

Literatures which explicitly or implicitly admit universals in politeness suggest that 

linguistic politeness operates with a set of pragmatic principles. These principles are 

claimed to be based on such driving forces as consideration for "the addressee's feeling" 

(R. Lakoff, 1973), "cost/benefit scale; optionality scale" (Leech, 1983), "negative- and 

positive-face" (Brown & Levinson, 1978, 1987), or "conversational contract" (Fraser, 

1990), and therefore the universal nature of linguistic politeness, shown in the literatiu-es 

and in this study, is considered to be heavily dependent on the universality in those 

principles. Despite the alleged universality of those principles regarding politeness, 

however, some of the motives underlying those principles can and indeed do vary 

enormously across cultures (Thomas, 1995; Yamanashi, 1986). For instance, as Leech 

himself mentioned, one of his maxims of politeness, the modesty maxim, is more 

powerful in Japan, and even in Great Britain, than in the United States (Leech, 1983; 

Thomas, 1995). Thus, the cross-cultural divergences of perceived politeness of 
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compliments observed in the present study is presumably well explained by virtue of the 

difference in fundamental politeness orientations in the target cultures. Some 

explanations are provided in the following sections regarding the impact of cultural 

difference on the perception of politeness. 

Formality and Friendliness 

As predicted, native and non-native speakers of English associated politeness with 

formality, and with friendliness, in significantly different maimers. Noticeably, non-

native speakers tended to equate the concept of formality with politeness, whereas native 

speakers of English were more inclined to associate friendliness with the concept of 

politeness in almost all the cases. Given that the majority of non-native speakers were 

from the EA group, the observed difference could be explained by virtue of the cultural 

difference in "what counts as polite," rather than the difference in their competence to 

recognize linguistic politeness. 

As discussed earlier, the required degree of formality depends upon the context in 

which an utterance occurs including the degree of impersonality of relationship, or social 

distance, between the participants (Brown & Levinson, 1978, 1987; Triandis, 1994). An 

acknowledgement of this social distance in an interaction is crucial to any language user, 

partly because it allows one to recognize whether a person is part of an in-group or an 

out-group (U. Kim. 1994; Triandis, 1995). The importance of this in-group/out-group 

differentiation is important and can be explained by the general importance of territorial 

behaviors both in terms of social and biological senses (Goffinan, 1967; Burgoon, Buller, 

and Woodall, 1996). Thus, a natural language user tends to use a negative-politeness 
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strategy for those who belong to an out-group in order not to impinge on their 

psychological territory (Brown & Levinson, 1978,1987). Now, a salient cross-cultural 

difference arises in the ways people categorize a certain group that is neither in-group nor 

clearly out-group. That is, collectivists are inclined to see such ambiguous groups as out-

group, whereas individualists tend to view them as quasi-ingroups (Triandis, 1995, p.9). 

Accordingly, collectivists tend to have few but intimate relationships, and individualists 

have many relationships of low intimacy (Triandis, 1995, p.l 10). 

It follows from the above discussion that members of collectivistic cultures such as 

Japan, China, and Korea tend to have more opportunities to encounter an interaction with 

out-group members than do members of individualistic societies such as the United State, 

even though the absolute social distance could be the same between the interactants. 

Therefore, being polite means being formal more often to collectivists than to 

individualists, thus the association between politeness and formality being perceived 

more strongly by collectivists (i.e., the EA group) than by individualists (i.e., the NS 

group). 

By contrast, fnendliness, traditionally listed as a rule of politeness (i.e., "be 

fnendly," R. Lakoff, 1973) or an approach-based strategy of politeness (Brown & 

Levinson, 1978, 1987), bears greater value for native speakers of English than for non-

native speakers from collectivistic cultures, which will naturally follow from the 

argimient about formality. Since individualists tend to see an ambiguous group as a quasi-

ingroup (Triandis, 1995), a wider range of their communication situations will fall in the 

encounters with an (quasi-) in-group than with collectivists. Thus, fnendliness, as a 
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positive-politeness strategy, is more favorable for native speakers of English to the extent 

that they must interact with in-group members. 

Deference. Noticeably, the results of the current study indicated the central value of 

deference in perceived politeness across cultures. Opposed to the prediction, it was 

specifically found that participants in both the native and non-native speaker groups 

similarly equated deference with perceived politeness. 

The concept of deference has been defmed in prior research literature as a 

"component of activity which functions as a symbolic means by which appreciation is 

regularly conveyed" (Goffman, 1971, p. 56) or, more specifically, as "the respect we 

show to other people by virtue of their higher status, greater age, etc." (Thomas, 1995, 

p. 150). Thus, while the required degree of formality and fnendliness are closely related to 

the social distance between the interactants, deference is required to the e.xtent in which 

the symbolic distance of the interactants is great in terms of their status/power difference 

(Brown & Levinson, 1987; Fraser & Nolen, 1981; R. Lakoff, 1973; Scollon & Scollon, 

1983). In the sense that it attempts to avoid possible direats to the hearer's self-image 

based on that status/power difference (i.e., the hearer's status/power is higher than that of 

the speaker), deference is seen as a negative-politeness strategy similar to formality. 

A few accoimts can be proposed for this imiversal centrality of deference in 

perceived politeness across cultures'. First, symbolic distance of the status/power 

difference, to which deference is significantly related, may be superordinate to social 

distance, with which formality and friendliness are closely connected, in terms of their 

importance in the calculus procedure of determining the required degree of politeness. 
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That is, while a value of social distance will not prescribe a person's perception of 

status/power difference between interactants in any way, the status/power difference can 

influence one's perception of the social distance. Empirically, a person is more likely to 

perceive a larger social distance as the status/power difference become greater, while it 

does not appear to be the case that a person perceives a greater status/power difference as 

the social distance becomes larger. Thus, deference might be the first concern in 

expressing politeness because the status/power distance is accessed first in people's 

heuristic processing of contextual information. Another possible reason is that the 

status/power difference may be not as arbitrary as social distance. The direction in which 

a language user recognizes the status/power difference might be quite universal across 

cultures. Therefore, contrary to the cases of formality and friendliness, a linguistic 

apparatus of deference should be universally available to any language user.'° 

Consequently, the picture drawn here has a strong implication for the cross-cultural 

phenomenon of politeness. That is, in tandem with showing some kind of respect to the 

hearer, '"being cordial" to others is what conveys politeness for native speakers of English 

in the U.S., whereas "being formal/proper" is what relays politeness for non-native 

speakers of English from collectivistic cultures. In a related vein, differences in the 

meanings assigned to politeness are also reflected in the use of certain speech act types in 

conveying politeness to others. For instance, compliments are often regarded as a strategy 

of positive-politeness (Brown & Levinson, 1978) directed at people's competence face 

(Lim & Bowers, 1991). However, the use of the compliment as a speech act type differs 

among native and non-native speakers of English, as non-native speakers firom 
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collectivist cultures typically do not judge compliments in the same way as native 

speakers of English. This may suggest that certain types of facework (i.e., approbation, 

Lim & Bowers, 1991) do not bear as much politeness value in collectivistic cultures as 

they do in individualistic cultures. Hence, the notion of face-orientation could potentially 

intervene in people's perceptions of politeness, and thus, may manifest differences in the 

ways in which people use the various speech act types as strategies of politeness. 

Concluding Remarks 

As Goffman (1967) and Brown and Levinson (1978,1987) suggested, people's face 

wants are presumably universal, and so is the general notion of politeness when defined 

as strategies to maintain and/or save one's own and/or the other's face. The current study 

attempted to link two seemingly incompatible paradigms in the study of politeness ~ the 

universalism and the relativism of politeness phenomena — confirming that the 

fundamental competence of linguistic politeness, especially negative-politeness, is 

universal across cultures, whereas the meanings people assign to politeness vary across 

cultures. The integration of these two perspectives provides a basis for future 

investigations of actual communication phenomena involving politeness issues. 

In short, the politeness of an utterance should be judged by natural language users in 

the following steps: (a) Politeness principles help generate politeness implicatures as a 

type of generalized conversational implicature; (b) The politeness implicatures obtained 

firom a sentence are then assigned a meaning (i.e., a combination of deference, formality', 

and/or fiiendliness) in the way a given culture prescribes; and (c) Culturally specified 

constraints/contracts determine which expression is appropriate. As Clark and Schunk 



(1980) contended, the principles of "linguistic" politeness can be studied independently 

of appropriateness and, accordingly, people's knowledge/competence of politeness can 

be seen to be divided into two distinctive aspects: linguistic, or pragmatic, competence 

and communicative, or socio-linguistic, competence. The present research has provided a 

framework in which the universality of politeness (i.e., pragmatic competence of 

politeness) can be a basis for the investigation of cross-cultural divergences in terms of 

actual communicative behaviors (i.e., communicative competence of politeness). It has 

claimed the universality in natural language users' competence to recognized the degree 

of negative-politeness in English sentences, and some cross-cultural divergences in the 

ways in which natural language users assign meanings/values to the politeness depicted 

from a sentence. Pursuit of this line of investigation and further analyses of cross-cultural 

phenomenon of politeness based on the fundamental universality/divergence across 

cultiu-es should be a profitable avenue for future research. 
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Footnotes 

' The distinction between direct and indirect speech acts can be mapped onto a Horn 

Scale (see Levinson, 2000), with the direct speech act being the weak form (in terms of 

politeness) relative to the strong, indirect form. It is well known that when two statements 

can be ordered on same semantic scale, the weaker one usually implicates that the 

stronger one is not the case (Levinson, 2000; Matsumoto, 1995). Therefore, use of a 

direct speech act (i.e., unconventional form) can imply that a more indirect form of the 

given speech act (i.e., conventional form) was not intended by the speaker. 

" This sort of relationship between language and situation is referred to as register, 

that is, systematic linguistic variation in relation to social context (Halliday, 1978; Lyons, 

1977). 

^ It should be pointed out that friendliness is distinguished from the notion of 

friendship, which is associated with an exclusive personal bond between two people (e.g., 

like a flight attendant, who is expected not to form exclusive personal bonds with 

individual passengers but to be fnendly toward passengers in general: Wierzbicka, 1994, 

p. 186). 

Friendliness too should be important in requesting, but simply as a counter 

balancing strategy. By reducing social distance, the need for direct polite 

countermeasures is reduced. 

^ It should be an irrelevant issue here that a compliment may be used to indicate the 

speaker's negative attitude to the hearer, for instance, through irony (for irony, see Leech, 

1983; Sperber& Wilson, 1981). 
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^ This research has several limitations, including one that is seen as a reason for the 

unexpected results for compliments. The problem for this study is a potential restriction 

of range in the assessment of politeness values, especially in the NS sample. For instance, 

it might be the case all sentences of compliments looked polite to the native speakers of 

English. 

Another problem is that since the all non-native speakers who participated in this 

study had been using English at least for one year in daily situations, their perception of 

politeness, and of other notions, could possibly reflect their knowledge of conventional 

meanings they had "acquired" in actual usage. Even when an instruction was given to the 

participants not to refer to any possible contexts where those target sentences can be 

used, it is still doubtful that the survey was successful in obtaining participants' 

uncontaminated perceptions about sentences that were not influenced by their knowledge 

of actual usage of those sentences. A method to avoid acute infection of usage knowledge 

should be seriously considered in the future research projects. 

Finally, the distribution of the non-native speakers group was seriously biased in that 

the large portion (72.8%) of participants consisted of those who were from particular East 

Asian countries (i.e., Japan, China, and Korea), and, therefore, the validity of 

generalizations put forward in the present study are somewhat suspicious when they are 

concerned with non-native speakers of English in general. On the other hand, however, 

they might be even better representatives of non-native speakers of English given that the 

native languages of those participants (i.e., Japanese, Chinese, and Korean) are not 

descended from the Indo-European family, which English belongs to. Indeed, they might 
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possibly reflect a largely different set of language competences and practices from those 

whose native languages belong to the same family as English (i.e., sub-families of Indo-

European language such as Romance [Spanish], German [German], Bait-Slavic 

[Russian], etc.). 

' Although it is often the case that recipients respond to a compliment with 

disagreement (e.g., rejecting the compliment, downgrading the praise, shifting the 

referent, etc., Pomerantz, 1978), such disagreement with a compliment is seen as a 

dispreferred move in ordinary conversation (Atkinson & Heritage, 1984; Levinson, 

1983). Indeed, it has been reported that such dispreferred activities are usually performed 

with delay, and are variously softened and made indirect (Atkinson & Heritage, 1984; 

Pomerantz, 1984). It has been not so clear how these aspects influence on politeness 

perception. 

^ As mentioned, compliments are the typical case. Besides, an illocutionary force of 

request is much weaker in "Are you able to .. ?" than in "Can you .. ?" because of 

different degrees of conventionality. 

' However, since different cultures prescribe different sets of conversational 

constraints/contracts (Eraser & Nolen, 1981; M. Kim, 1995), a linguistically deferent 

expression can be inappropriate (i.e., impolite) in a certain culture/situation. The issue of 

appropriateness, or the effects of contextual information on perceived politeness, is not 

the primary focus of this present study. 

As one negative reason, it could be appropriate to even interpret the statistical 

results (i.e., the association between perceived deference and perceived politeness was 



higher than either the association between perceived formality and perceived politeness 

or between perceived friendliness and perceived politeness) as a merely categorical 

difference (i.e., deference vs. formality and friendliness) rather than a directional one 

(i.e., deference is more valued than either formality or friendliness). 
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Appendix A 

Table 7.1 

Mean Ratings and Rank Orders of Perceived Politeness for 8 Sentence Structures (for 

Requests and Apologies) 

Requests 

Sentence structures M(SD) Rank M(SD) ^ank M(SD) Rank 

NS NNS EA 

6. Would you mind telling me wherc/what/when X ? 4.51 (.39) 1 4.46 (.51) 2 4.50 (.50) 2 

2. Could you tell me where/what/when X'? 4.38 (.45) 2 4.53 (.37) 1 4.51 (.38) 1 

8. Can you tell me where/what/when X ? 4.22 (.51) 3 4.06 (.53) 3 4.08 (.55) 3 

1. Where/What/When X ? 3.62 (.62) 4 3.11 (.43) 5 3.12 (.45) 5 

4. I'd like to know where/what/when X . 2.98 (.90) 5 3.86 (.74) 4 3.98 (.71) 4 

5. Can't you tell me where/what/when X ? 2.24 (.80) 6 2.69 (.78) 6 2.68 (.82) 6 

3. Why don't you tell me where/what/when X ? 2.21 (.70) 7 2.23 (.92) 7 2.30 (.96) 7 

7. Hey. tell me where/what/when X . 1.93 (.58) 8 2.03 (.69) 8 2.08 (.73) 8 

Rank order correlation (r,)" .95'•• .95"* 

ADoloev 

Sentence Structures M(SD) Rank M(SD) Rank M(SD) Rank 

NS NNS EA 

I. Please forgive me for X-ing. 4.81 (.32) 1 4.48 (.50) 2 4.43 (.54) 1 

3. I apologize for X-ing. 4.58 (.57) 2 4.50 (.45) 1 4.42 (.46) 2 

4. I'm so sorry for X-ing. 4.39 (.74) 3 4.43 (.50) 3 4.37 (.56) 3 

2. Sorry for X-ing. 3.99 (.63) 4 3.72 (.69) 6 3.59 (.64) 6 

6. Sorry, 1 X/Xed. 3.86 (.63) 5 3.62 (.65) 7 3.56 (.69) 7 

8. I'm sorry if I X/Xed. 3.75 (.68) 6 3.82 (.61) 4 3.67 (.61) 5 

7. E.\cuse me for X-ing. 3.70(1.06) 7 3.75 (.48) 5 3.68 (.39) 4 

5. I didn't mean to X. 3.15 (.82) 8 2.95 (.90) 8 2.73 (.81) 8 

Rank order correlation (r,)* .79'" .79" 

Note. NS = tlie native speaker group; NNS = the non-native speaker group, EA = the East 

Asian group. For request, N = 40 (NS); N = 22 (NNS); N = 19 (EA). For apology, N = 36 

(NS); N = 23 (NNS); N = 17 (EA). 5 is most polite, and 1 is least polite. 

"Rank order correlations are between NS and the target group. 

**2<.01. ***£<.001 
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Appendix A (continued) 

Table 7.2 

Mean Ratings and Rank Orders of Perceived Politeness for 8 Sentence Structures (for 

Offers and Compliments) 

Offer 

Sentence structures M(SD) Rank M(SD) lank M(SD) Rank 

NS NNS EA 

8. May I offer you some X? 4.71 (.36) 1 4.52 (.46) 1 4.44 (.52) 1 

6. Would you like some X? 4.59 (.35) 2 4.50 (.41) 2 4.40 (.40) 2 

2. Let me offer you some X. 3.99 (.71) 3 3.53 (.76) 3 3.38 (.67) 3 

I. Do you want X ? 3.92 (.61) 4 3.37 (.65) 4 3.13 (.55) 5 

7. How about some X. 3.70 (.64) 5 3.29 (.43) 5 3.20 (.40) 4 

3. I can give you some X, if you want. 3.65 (.70) 6 3.20 (.72) 6 2.99 (.62) 7 

5. Why don't you have some X. 3.22 (.92) 7 3.07 (.63) 7 3.06 (.58) 6 

4. You must have some X. 2.36 (.79) 8 2.24 (.88) 8 2.26 (.74) 8 

Rank order correlation (r,)' l.OO*" .95* •• 

ComDliment 

Sentence Structures M(SD) Rank M(SD) lank M(SD) Rank 

NS NNS EA 

3. 1 just have to say what a nice X. 4.39 (.55) 1 3.86(1.01) 6 3.75(1.08) 5 

2. What a nice X! 4.38 (.46) 2 3.85 (.72) 7 3.65 (.53) 6 

8. 1 really love that X. 4.34 (.91) 3 4.26 (.66) 1 4.07 (.66) 1 

6. You V<d a nice X. 4.30 (.44) 4 4.06 (.64) 2 3.79 (.55) 3 

7. You [look nice/did well /made a nice suggestion] with X. 4.26 (.55) 5 4.02 (.65) 3 3.77 (.61) 4 

1. I like that X. 4.25 (.41) 6 3.93 (.53) 4 3.86 (.50) 2 

4. X looks/sounded/is nice. 4.16 (.53) 7 3.87 (.75) 5 3.57 (.66) 7 

5. Nice X! 3.73 (.80) 8 3.58 (.58) 8 3.40 (.42) 8 

Rank order correlation (r,)' .17 .36 

Note. NS = the native speaker group; NNS = the non-native speaker group, EA = the East 

Asian group. For offer. N = 33 (NS); N = 21 (NNS); N = 14 (EA). For compliment, N = 

34 (NS); N = 23 (NNS); N = 15 (EA). 5 is most polite, and 1 is least polite. 

"Rank order correlations are between NS and the target group. 

e<.ooi 
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Appendix A (continued) 

Table 8.1 

Mean Ratings and Rank Orders of Perceived Politeness for 24 Sentences (for Requests) 

Requests 

Target sentences M(SD) Rank M (SD) Rank M(SD) Rank 

NS NNS EA 

11. Would you mind telling me what time it is? 4.93 (.20) 1 4.42 (.79) 5 4.54 (.60) 2 

14. Could you tell me what time it is? 4.45 (.56) 2 4.50 (.46) 4 4.47 (.45) 5 

12. Could you tell me where you got that soda? 4.41 (.57) 3 4.56 (.56) 1 4.49 (.57) 4 

1. Would you mind telling me where you got that soda? 4.39 (.63) 4 4.41 (.67) 6 4.40 (.64) 6 

4. Can you tell me when we can meet? 4.33 (.64) 5 4.15 (.62) 7 4.19 (.66) 7 

8. Could you tell me when we can meet? 4.28 (.69) 6 4.53 (.47) 3 4.56 (.46) 1 

20. Can you tell me what time it is? 4.22 (.61) 7 4.15 (.54) 8 4.12 (.55) 9 

23. Would you mind telling me when we can meet? 4.21 (.95) 8 4.56 (.57) 2 4.54 (.58) 3 

6. Can you tell me where you got that soda? 4.11 (.62) 9 3.81 (.73) 10 3.87 (.71) II 

2. When can we meet? 3.89 (.84) 10 3.32 (.60) 13 3.26 (.62) 13 

10. What time is it? 3.60 (.79) 11 3.02 (.65) 14 3.12(.61) 14 

18. I'd like to know when we can meet. 3.41(1.09) 12 4.08 (.60» 9 4.12 (.62) 8 

17. Where did you get that soda? 3.37 (.81) 13 3.00 (.86) 15 2.98 (.86) 15 

13. I'd like to know where you got that soda. 2.80(1.07) 14 3.80 (.86) 11 3.98 (.76) 10 

15. I'd like to know what time it is. 2.74(1.15) 15 3.71(1.07) 12 3.84(1.04) 12 

5. Why don't you tell me when we can meet? 2.73 (.99) 16 2.42(1.08) 19 2.56(1.09) 19 

21. Can't you tell me v-here you got that soda? 2.40(1.10) 17 2.70(1.06) 17 2.68(1.05) 16 

24. Can't you tell me when we can meet? 2.20 (.88) 18 2.67 (.80) 18 2.68 (.82) 17 

7. Can't you tell me what time it is? 2.13 (.98) 19 2.7(1.07) 16 2.67(1.14) 18 

3. Hey, tell me what time it is. 2.01 (.65) 20 2.02 (.71) 22 2.07 (.74) 22 

22. Why don't you tell me where you got that soda? 2.00 (.79) 21 2.29(1.05) 20 2.32(1.06) 20 

19. Hey. tell me when we can meet 1.96 (.80) 22 1.98 (.86) 24 2.04 (.90) 24 

16. Why don't you tell me what time it is? 1.87 (.70) 23 1.98(1.02) 23 2.04(1.07) 23 

9. Hey, tell me where you got that soda. 1.82 (.76) 24 2.08 (.78) 21 2.12 (.82) 21 

Rank order correlation (r,)* .93*" .93»" 

Note. NS = the native speaker group; NNS = the non-native speaker group, EA = the East 

Asian group. N = 40 (NS); N = 22 (NNS); N = 19 (EA). 5 is most polite, and 1 is least 

polite. 

"Rank order correlations are between NS and the target group. 

2<.001 
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Appendix A (continued) 

Table 8.2 

Mean Ratings and Rank Orders of Perceived Politeness for 24 Sentences (for Apologies) 

Apologies 

Target sentences M(SD) Rank M(SD) Rank M(SD) Rank 

NS NNS EA 

6 Please forgive me for bothering you. 4.82 (.32) 1 4.65 (.49) 1 4.59 (.55) 2 

18. Please forgive me for being late. 4.81 (.34) 2 4.36 (.64) 9 4.33 (.60) 6 

17. Please forgive me for not calling you. 4.79 (.44) 3 4.43 (.68) 6 4.37 (.78) 5 

19. 1 apologize for being late. 4.66 (.55) 4 4.43 (.51) 7 4.29 (.51) 8 

9. I apologize for not calling you. 4.58 (.79) 5 4.64 (.44) 2 4.65 (.46) 1 

16. 1 apologize for bothering you. 4.49 (.81) 6 4.43 (.66) 5 4.31 (.70) 7 

15. I'm so sorry for bothering you. 4.47 (.76) 7 4.36 (.59) 8 4.22 (.61) 9 

5. I'm so sorry for not calling you. 4.39 (.85) 8 4.45 (.57) 4 4.47 (.64) 3 

7. I'm so sorry for being late. 4.31 (.83) 9 4.49 (.58) 3 4.41 (.64) T 

3. Sorry for not calling you. 4.30 (.70) 10 3.86 (.97) 13 3.71 (.98) 15 

8. I'm sorry if I bothered you. 4.19 (.77) 11 4.07 (.67) 10 3.96 (.70) 10 

1. Sorry, 1 bothered you. 4.02 (.95) 12 3.75 (.89) 15 3.80 (.85) 12 

14. Sorry for bothering you. 3.87 (.88) 13 3.70 (.78) 16 3.65 (.66) 16 

A. Sorry. I'm late. 3.80 (.84) 14 3.64 (.91) 17 3.51 (.86) 17 

24. Sorry for being late. 3.80 (.82) 15 3.59 (.82) 1 O t u i n /  nn\ 
\ . : ' l  

to 

10. Sorry, 1 didn't call you. 3.78 (.80) 16 3.46 (.93) 20 3.37 (.99) 20 

12. E.xcuse me for bothering you. 3.76(1.32) 17 3.99 (.62) 11 3.86 (.62) II 

20. E.xcuse me for being late. 3.75(1.14) 18 3.43 (.65) 21 3.39 (.54) 19 

22. I'm sorry if you were waiting for my call. 3.69(1.02) 19 3.88 (.82) 12 3.75 (.83) 14 

2. E.xcuse me for not calling you. 3.58(1.20) 20 3.84 (.72) 14 3.78 (.67) i3 

21. I didn't mean to bother you. 3.51(1.02) 21 3.14 (.88) 22 2.98 (.77) 22 

13. I'm sorry if I'm late. 3.37 (.95) 22 3.49 (.96) 19 3.31 (.89) 21 

11. 1 didn't mean to be late. 2.99 (.97) 23 2.83(1.09) 24 2.45 (.96) 24 

23. I didn't mean not to call you. 2.95(1.05) 24 2.88(1.06) 23 2.75 (.94) 23 

Rank order correlation (r,)' .86"* .87*" 

Note. NS = the native speaker group; NNS = the non-native speaker group, EA = the East 

Asian group. N = 36 (NS); N = 23 (NNS); N = 17 (EA). 5 is most polite, and I is least 

polite. 

"Rank order correlations are between NS and the target group. 

*** E<.00l 
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Appendix A (continued) 

Table 8.3 

Mean Ratings and Rank Orders of Perceived Politeness for 24 Sentences (for Offers) 

Offers 

Target sentences M(SD) Rank M(SD) Rank M(SD) Rank 

NS fJNS EA 

7. May 1 offer you some company? 4.83 (.31) 1 4.38 (.73) 5 4.26 (.85) 5 

14. Would you like me to keep you company? 4.75 (.43) 2 4.29 (.61) 6 4.1 (.61) 6 

15. May I offer you some cookies? 4.75 (.41) 3 4.52 (.47) 
• y  
J 4.48 (.48) 3 

18. May 1 offer you a ride? 4.57 (.60) 4 4.65 (.44) 2 4.57 (.48) 2 

2. Would you like some cookies? 4.56 (.62) 5 4.70 (.38) 1 4.69 (.38) 1 

19. Would you like to ride with me? 4.47 (.46) 6 4.52 (.53) 4 4.40 (.57) 4 

4. Do you want me to keep you company? 4.23 (.79) 7 3.37 (.84) 13 3.19 (.77) 13 

22. Let me otTer you a ride. 4.19 (.83) 8 3.63 (.82) 7 3.52 (.81) 7 

3. How about I keep you company? 4.06 (.80) 9 3.13 (.74) 18 3.00 (.52) 18 

13. Let me otTer you some cookies. 3.97 (.79) 10 3.56 (.77) 8 3.38 (.64) 8 

5. Do you want some cookies? 3.92 (.88) 11 3.35 (.76) 14 3.10 (.63) 15 

1. 1 can give you a ride, if you want. 3.89 (.74) 12 3.38 (.87) 11 3.05 (.76) 16 

10. Let me otTer you some company. 3.80 (.93) 13 3.40 (.92) 10 3.24 (.89) 11 

17. Do you want to ride with me? 3.60 (.77) 14 3.38 (.81) 12 3.12 (.62) 14 

24. How about some cookies. 3.60 (.96) 15 3.51 (.54) 9 3.38 (.50) 9 

6. t can keep you company. 3.57 (.85) 16 3.21 (.80) 16 3.02 (.61) 17 

11. 1 can give you some cookies, if you want. 3.49(1.11) 17 3.02 (.84) 20 2.90 (.83) 20 

8. How about riding with me? 3.44 (.80) 18 3.22 (.63) 15 3.21 (.50) 12 

16. Why don't you let me keep you company? 3.32(1.05) 19 2.98 (.81) 21 2.88 (.83) 21 

20. Why don't you have some cookies? 3.19(1.12) 20 3.21 (.74) 17 3.33 (.72) 10 

9. Why don't you ride with me? 3.13(1.17) 21 3.02 (.81) 19 2.95 (.74) 19 

12. You must let me keep you company. 2.57 (.87) 22 2.30(1.00) 22 2.19 (.99) 24 

23. You must have some cookies. 2.44(1.09) 23 2.29 (.93) 23 2.29 (.78) 23 

21. You must ride with me. 2.07(1.03) 24 2.13(1.01) 24 2.31 (.87) 22 

Rank order correlation (i^)' .88*** .82"* 

Note. NS = the native speaker group; NNS = the non-native speaker group, EA = the East 

Asian group. N = 33 (NS); N = 21 (NNS); N = 14 (EA). 5 is most polite, and 1 is least 

polite. 

"Rank order correlations are between NS and the target group. 

E<.001 
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Appendix A (continued) 

Table 8.4 

Mean Ratings and Rank Orders of Perceived Politeness for 24 Sentences (for Compliments) 

Compliments 

Target sentences M(SD) Rank M(SD) Rank M(SD) 1 [lank 

NS NNS EA 

22. 1 just have to say what a nice book you suggested. 4.50 (.59) 1 3.77(1.23) 19 3.69 (.70) 16 

3. You made a nice presentation. 4.46 (.44) 2 4.23 (.71) 3 3.96 (.70) 5 

13. What a nice presentation. 4.43 (.50) 3 3.97 (.75) 12 3.71 (.67) 13 

15. I liked that book you suggested. 4.42 (.51) 4 4.07 (.67) 7 4.02 (.65) 3 

5. I just have to say what a nice presentation you made. 4.41 (.74) 5 4.00(1.22) 11 3.87(1.15) 7 

7. What a nice haircut! 4.37 (.65) 6 3.72 (.86) 20 3.62 (.64) 19 

18. Your haircut looks nice. 4.37 (.56) 7 4.07 (.80) 8 3.73 (.75) 12 

23. 1 really loved that presentation. 4.35 (.96) 8 4.20 (.73) 4 4.04 (.69) 2 

20. 1 really love that haircut. 4.34 (.89) 9 4.26 (.72) 2 4.00 (.70) 4 

10. What a nice book you suggested. 4.33 (.69) 10 3.84 (.83) 16 3.62 (.64) 20 

14. You look nice with that haircut. 4.33 (.86) 11 4.09 (.87) 5 3.78 (.86) 11 

6. You suggested a nice book. 4.32 (.52) 12 4.07 (.75) 6 3.80 (.72) 9 

12. You made a nice suggestion with that book. 4.32 (.78) 13 4.04 (.76) 10 3.82 (.72) 8 

21. 1 really loved that book you suggested. 4.32 (.97) 14 4.30 (.70) 1 4.18 (.70) 1 

24. 1 like that haircut. 4.30 (.56) 15 3.81 (.62) 17 3.64 (.58) 17 

1. The book you suggested was nice. 4.29 (.74) 16 4.06 (.76) 9 3.78 (.73) 10 

16. 1 just have to say what a nice haircut you got. 4.26 (.70) 17 3.80(1.16) 18 3.69(1.26) 15 

17. You did well with that presentation. 4.12 (.80) 18 3.93 (.82) 13 3.71 (.83) 14 

4. You got a nice haircut 4.11 ( 80) 19 3.87 (.66) 15 3.62 (.43) 18 

11. [ liked that presentation. 4.03 (.64) 20 3.91 (.58) 14 3.91 (.60) 6 

19. Nice presentation! 3.97 (.91) 21 3.72 (.71) 21 3.58 (.58) 21 

9. Your presentation sounded nice. 3.81 (.88) 22 3.48(1.13) 24 3.20(1.10) 24 

2. Nice haircut! 3.77 (.99) 23 3.55 (.71) 22 3.36 (.65) 22 

8. Nice book! 3.44(1.11) 24 3.48 (.64) 23 3.27 (.42) 23 

Rank order correlation (r,)* .52" .52" 

Note. NS = the native speaker group; NNS = the non-native speaker group, EA = the East 

Asian group. N = 34 (NS); N = 23 (NNS); N = 15 (EA). 5 is most polite, and 1 is least 

polite. 

''Rank order correlations are between NS and the target group. 

** E<.01 
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Appendix A (continued) 

Table 9.1a. 

Correlations of Perceived Politeness and Perceived Usualness. Conventionality. 

Deference. Formality, and Friendliness in NS (for Requests and Apologies). 

Requests 

Politeness 
Conven-

Usualness tionality Deference Formality 
Friend
liness 

Politeness - .48*** .65*** .85*** .66*** .76*** 

Usualness .45*** .37*** .18*** .44*** 

Conventionality - .63*** .63*** .53'** 

Deference - .73*** .77*** 

Formality - .58*** 

Friendliness -

Applogies 

Politeness 
Conven-

Usualness tionality Deference Formality 
Friend
liness 

Politeness - .25*** .52*** .76*** .56*** 

Usualness .18*** .16*** -.09** .33*** 

Conventionality - .51*** .56*** .31*** 

Deference .62»** .55*** 

Formality - .28*** 

Friendliness 

Note. N=957 (40 participants x 24 sentences) for Requests; N=862 (36 participants x 24 

sentences) for apologies. In the parenthesis are partial correlation values. 

••£<.01,*»»p<.001. 
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Appendix A (continued) 

Table 9.1b 

Correlations of Perceived Politeness and Perceived Usualness. Conventionality, 

Deference, Formality, and Friendliness in NS (for Offers and Compliments). 

Offers 

Politeness 
Conven-

Usualness tionality Deference Formality 
Friend
liness 

Politeness - .39*** .45*** 

Usualness .36*** .31*** .01 

Conventionality - .35*** .46*»* 

Deference -

Fomiality - .39*** 

Friendliness -

Compliments 

Politeness 
Conven-

Usualness tionality Deference Formality 
Friend-
Liness 

Politeness - .32»** .30**» .2^*** 

Usualness .31*** .10** -.22*** .26*** 

Conventionality - 23*** .23*** .07* 

Deference - .34*** .35*** 

Formality - .04 

Friendliness -

Note. N=792 (33 participants x 24 sentences) for offers; N=816 (34 participants x 24 

sentences) for compliments. In the parenthesis are partial correlation values. 

• E<.05, e< OU *** £<.001. 
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Appendix A (continued) 

Table 9.2a. 

Correlations of Perceived Politeness and Perceived Usualness. Conventionality, 

Deference. Formality, and Friendliness in NNS (for Requests and Apologies). 

Requests 

Politeness 
Conven-

Usualness tionality Deference Formalit>' 
Friend
liness 

Politeness - 44#'»# .51*** .82*** .80*** .00 

Usualness .65*** .42*** .33*** 34»*» 

Conventionality - 49*#* .47*** .12** 

Deference - .85*** .07 

Formality - -.05 

Friendliness -

ApDloeies 

Politeness 
Conven-

Usualness tionality Deference Formality 
Friend-
Liness 

Politeness - .53*** .72*** .65*** .07 

Usualness .63*** .18*** 27*** 

Conventionality - .46*** .20*** 

Deference .75*** .10* 

Formality - .02 

Friendliness 

Note. N=527 (22 participants x 24 sentences) for Requests; N=552 (23 participants x 24 

sentences) for apologies. In the parenthesis are partial correlation values. 

» E<.05, ** B<.01, ••• E<.001. 
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Appendix A (continued) 

Table 9.2b. 

Correlations of Perceived Politeness and Perceived Usualness, Conventionality, 

Deference, Formality, and Friendliness in NNS (for Offers and Compliments). 

Offers 

Politeness 
Conven-

Usualness tionality Deference Formality 
Friend
liness 

Politeness - .82*** .67*** .33*** 

Usualness .43*** .20*** 43*** 

Conventionality - .58*** .46*** .30*** 

Deference - .30*** 

Formality - .07 

Friendliness -

Compliments 

Politeness 
Conven-

Usualness tionality Deference Formality 
Friend
liness 

Politeness - .20*** .64*** .46*** .32*** 

Usualness .33*** .07 -.11* 44*** 

Conventionality - .41*** .41*** .30*** 

Deference _ .58*** .24*** 

Formality - -.08 

Friendliness 

Note. N=504 (21 participants x 24 sentences) for offers; N=552 (23 participants x 24 

sentences) for compliments. In the parenthesis are partial correlation values. 

2<.05, e< 001. 
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Appendix A (continued) 

Table 9.3a. 

Correlations of Perceived Politeness and Perceived Usualness, Conventionality. 

Deference, Formality, and Friendliness in EA (for Requests and Apologies). 

Requests 

Politeness 
Conven-

Usualness tionality Deference Formality 
Friend
liness 

Politeness - .40*»* .48*»* .82*** .iO*** -.06 

Usualness .64* 37*** 27*** .33*** 

Conventionality - .43*** .08 

Deference - .85»** -.02 

Formality - -.13** 

Friendliness -

Apologies 

Politeness 
Conven-

Usualness tionality Deference Formality 
Friend
liness 

Politeness - .74*** .68*»^ .00 

Usualness .64»** .27*** 22*** .30*** 

Conventionality - .51*** .50*** .22*** 

Deference _ .79*** .02 

Formality - -.01 

Friendliness 

Note. N=455 (19 participants x 24 sentences) for requests: N=408 (17 participants x 24 

sentences) for apologies. In the parenthesis are partial correlation values. 

**£<.01, •**£<.001. 
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Appendix A (continued) 

Table 9.3b 

Correlations of Perceived Politeness and Perceived Usualness. Conventionality, 

Deference, Formality, and Friendliness in EA (for Offers and Compliments). 

Offers 

Politeness 
Conven-

Usualness tionality Deference Formality 
Friend
liness 

Politeness - .44*** .57*** .79*** .65*** .18** 

Usualness .51*** 32*** .07 44*** 

Conventionality - 55*** .41*** .18** 

Deference - .73*** .15** 

Formality - -.13* 

Friendliness -

Compliments 

Politeness 
Conven-

Usualness tionality Deference Formality 
Friend
liness 

Politeness - .23*** .46*** .60*** .52*** . 1 1 *  

Usualness .48*** .16** -.08 .58*** 

Conventionality - .38*** .33*** 29* •* 

Deference .60*** .05 

Fonnality - -.25*** 

Friendliness 

Note. N=336 (14 participants x 24 sentences, 3 missing data) for offers; N=360 (15 

participants x 24 sentences) for compliments. In the parenthesis are partial correlation 

values. 

*2<.05,»*E<.01,**»E<.001. 
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Target Sentences within Each Speech Act Type 

[Request] 

FProposition AT 
1. Where did you get that soda? 
2. Could you tell me where you got that soda? 
3. Why don't you tell me where you got that soda? 
4. I'd like to know where you got that soda. 
5. You'd better tell me where you got that soda. 
6. Would you mind telling me where you got that soda? 
7. Hey, tell me where you got that soda. 
8. Can I ask you where you got that soda? 

[Proposition B1 
1. What time is it? 
2. Could you tell me what time it is? 
3. Why don't you tell me what time it is? 
4. I'd like to know what time it is. 
5. You'd better tell me what time it is. 
6. Would you mind telling me what time it is? 
7. Hey, tell me what time it is. 
8. Can I ask you what time it is? 

[Proposition C1 
1. When can we meet? 
2. Could you tell me when we can meet? 
3. Why don't you tell me when we can meet? 
4. I'd like to know when we can meet. 
5. You'd better tell me when we can meet. 
6. Would you mind telling me when we can meet? 
7. Hey, tell me when we can meet. 
8. Can I ask you when we can meet? 
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Target Sentences within Each Speech Act Type 

[Apology] 

[Proposition A1 
1. Please forgive me for being late. 
2. Sorry for being late. 
3. I apologize for being late. 
4. I'm so sorry for being late. 
5. I didn't mean to be late. 
6. Sorry, I'm late. 
7. Excuse me for being late. 
8. I'm sorry if I'm late. 

[Proposition B] 
1. Please forgive me for bothering you. 
2. Sorry for bothering you. 
3. I apologize for bothering you. 
4. I'm so sorry for bothering you. 
5. I didn't mean to bother you. 
6. Sorry, I bothered you. 
7. Excuse me for bothering you. 
8. I'm sorry if I bothered you. 

[Proposition C1 
1. Please forgive me for not calling you. 
2. Sorry for not calling you. 
3. I apologize for not calling you. 
4. I'm so sorry for not calling you. 
5. I didn't mean not to call you. 
6. Sorry, I didn't call you. 
7. Excuse me for not calling you. 
8. I'm sorry if you were waiting for my call. 
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Appendix B(continued) 

Target Sentences within Each Speech Act Type 

[Offer] 

[Proposition A1 
1. Have some cooicies. 
2. Let me offer you some cookies. 
3. I can give you some cookies, if you want. 
4. You must have some cookies. 
5. Why don't you have some cookies? 
6. Would you like some cookies? 
7. How about some cookies? 
8. May I offer you some cookies? 

[Proposition B1 
1. Ride with me. 
2. Let me offer you a ride. 
3. I can give you a ride, if you want. 
4. You must ride with me. 
5. Why don't you ride with me? 
6. Would you like to ride with me? 
7. How about riding with me? 
8. May I offer you a ride? 

[Proposition CI 
1. Do you want me to keep company? 
2. Let me offer you some company. 
3. 1 can keep you company. 
4. You must let me keep you company. 
5. Why don't you let me keep you company? 
6. Would you like me to keep you company? 
7. How about 1 keep you company? 
8. May I offer you some company? 
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Appendix B(continued) 

Target Sentences within Each Speech Act Type 

[COMPLIMENT] 

IProposition A1 
1. I like that haircut. 
2. What a nice haircut! 
3. I just have to say what a nice haircut you got. 
4. Your haircut looks nice. 
5. Nice haircut! 
6. You got a nice haircut. 
7. You look nice with that haircut. 
8. I really love that haircut. 

[Proposition B] 
1. I liked that presentation. 
2. What a nice presentation. 
3. I just have to say what a nice presentation you made. 
4. Your presentation sounded nice. 
5. Nice presentation! 
6. You made a nice presentation. 
7. You did well with that presentation. 
8. I really loved that presentation. 

[Proposition CI 
1. I liked that book you suggested. 
2. What a nice book you suggested. 
3. I just have to say what a nice book you suggested. 
4. The book you suggested was nice. 
5. Nice book! 
6. You suggested a nice book. 
7. You made a nice suggestion with that book. 
8. I really loved that book you suggested. 
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A survey form (Form A: Request) 

University of Arizona 
Department of Communication 

Language Survey 

This is a study of different ways of making a request in English. In this survey are a series of 
sentences, each followed by a set of scales. Please read the instruction carefully before 
answering the questions, and complete the full set of questions. 

You may ask questions at any time and you are free to withdraw from the project at any time 
without causing bad feelings. Your participation in this project may be ended by the 
investigator for reasons that would be explained. New information developed during the 
course of this study which may affect your willingness to continue in this research project 
will be given to you as it becomes available. 

YOUR RESPONSE AND INFORMATION WILL REMAIN COMPLETELY 
ANONYMOUS. 

Please fill in the information below: 

Gender: Male / Female 

Age; 

Last four digits of your student ID#: 

Major: (Freshman, Sophomore, Junior. Senior, 
Graduate) 

Is English your first (or native) language? Yes / No 

IfNo, 

What language do you usually speak at home? 

How long have you been in the United States? year(s) 

In what country do you have your citizenship? 

What is your TOEFL score? 
Score Date 
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Appendix C (continued) 

Directions: 
1) On the following pages are a series of sentences that have been designed to reflect 
different ways in which people might make a REQUEST in English. Each sentence is 
followed by six sets of scales. We are interested in your perceptions of these sentences. 
Please read each sentence and each scale, then circle the number from 1 to 5 that best reflects 
your perception about the sentence. We are interested in your immediate impressions, so you 
need not spend too much time thinking about each scale. But please try to give your honest 
judgment. 
2) Six sets of scales include POLITENESS (polite/impolite, rude/not rude, and socially 
appropriate/socially inappropriate), USUALNESS (typical/atypical, ordinary/not ordinary, 
and common/uncommon), CONVENTIONALITY (patterned/not patterned, structured/not 
structured, and standard/not standard), DEFERENCE (respectful/disrespectful, 
submissive/dominant, and humble/not humble), FORMALITY (formal/informal, 
elaborate/not elaborate, and impersonal/personal), and FRIENDLINESS (friendly/unfriendly, 
warm/cold, and close/detached). 

Most of the scales have ordinary meanings that can be easily applied to the sentences. 
However, there are three sets of scales that should be explained: USUALNESS, 
CONVENTIONALITY, and FORMALITY. Please read carefully the following examples to 
understand the meanings of these scales. 

a) The following three scales (USUALNESS) are designed to get at how often a 
sentence is used by people: 

Typical / Atypical 
Ordinary / Not ordinary 
Common / Uncommon 

For example, "May I suggest that you sample the caviar?" is not a commonly 
used expression to give advice (though it might be used in a particular situation). It 
is atypical, not ordinary, and uncommon. In contrast, "I'd get that one if I were 
you" is a common way to give advice. It is typical, ordinary, and common. 

b) The following three scales (CONVENTIONALITY) are designed to get at how 
conventional the form of a sentence is: 

Patterned / Not patterned 
Structured / Not structured 
Standard / Not standard 

For example, "May I suggest that you sample the caviar?" is a highly 
conventionalized form of advice (though not a very commonly used form). The 
sentence is patterned, structured, and standard. In contrast, "John tried the caviar 
and liked it" is not a very conventional way to give advice. As a piece of advice, 
the sentence is not patterned, not structured, and not standard. 



120 

Appendix C (continued) 

c) The following three scales (FORMALITY) are designed to get at the formality of a 
sentence: 

Formal / Informal 
Elaborate / Not elaborate 
Impersonal / Personal 

For example, "Get that one, why don't you?" is not a very formal way of giving 
advice (though a commonly used form). It is informal, not elaborate, and personal. 
On the other hand, "Ordinarily people are pleased with that one" is a highly 
formal sentence. This way of giving advice is very formal, elaborate, and 
impersonal. 

If you have any questions, please ask your instructor. If you do not have any questions, 
PLEASE TURN THE PAGE AND BEGIN 
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(REQUEST) 
The following are various types of requests for some information (what time, where the hearer has 

got the soda, and when to meet). Please rate each sentence for all following scales. 

I. Would vou mind telling me where vou 20t that soda? 

(POLITENESS) 
Impolite 1 2 3 4 5_ Polite 

Very Somewhat Neither Somewhat Very 

Rude 1 •) 3 4 5 Polite 
Very Somewhat Neither Somewhat Very 

Socially I •) 3 4 5 Polite 

Inappropriate Very Somewhat Neither Somewhat Very 

(USUALNESS) 
Atypical I 2 3 4 5 Polite 

(USUALNESS) 
Atypical 

Very Somewhat Neither Somewhat Very 

Not ordinary I 3 4 5 Polite Not ordinary 
Very Somewhat Neither Somewhat Very 

Uncommon 1 1 3 4 5 Polite 
Very Somewhat Neither Somewhat Very 

(CONVENTIONALITY) 
Not patterned I 1 3 4 5 Polite 

(CONVENTIONALITY) 
Not patterned 

Very Somewhat Neither Somewhat Very 

Not structured 1 •) 3 4 5 Polite 
Very Somewhat Neither Somewhat Very 

Not standard 1 -) 3 4 5 Polite 
Very Somewhat Neither Somewhat Very 

(DEFERENCE) 
Disrespectful I •) 3 4 5 Polite 

(DEFERENCE) 
Disrespectful 

Very Somewhat Neither Somewhat Very 

Dominant 1 1 3 4 5 Polite 
Very Somewhat Neither Somewhat Very 

Impolite 1 •) 3 4 5 Polite Impolite 
Very Somewhat Neither Somewhat Very 

(FORMALITY] 
Impolite I •> 3 4 5 Polite 

(FORMALITY] 
Impolite 

Very Somewhat Neither Somewhat Very 

Impolite 1 t 3 4 5 Polite Impolite 
Very Somewhat Neither Somewhat Very 

Impolite 1 f 3 4 5 Polite Impolite 
Very Somewhat Neither Somewhat Very 

(FRIENDLINESS) 
Impolite I •) 3 4 5 Polite 

(FRIENDLINESS) 
Impolite 

Very Somewhat Neither Somewhat Very 

Impolite I •> 3 4 5 Polite Impolite 
Very Somewhat Neither Somewhat Very 

Impolite I 3 4 5 Polite 
Very Somewhat Neither Somewhat Very 
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