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ABSTRACT

The research reported in this thesis is basically applied in
purpose. However the theoretical significance of
interactional sociolinquistics is explored by showing that it
is based on a philosophy of science which differs
fundamentally from the versions of positivism which have
informed linquistics over the vears. The research methods
consistent with this methodoloay are also outlined. The
applied significance of the sub-field is demonstrated more
generally at first. by examining its contribution to the
understanding of the relationship between lanquage and
context. Thereafter the contribution to the understanding of
this relationship is explored in more specific terms by
examining the role of contextual information in the form of
culturally-specific interactional stvles in the accomplishing
of prejudice and negative cultural .stereotvDes in
intercultural communication in South Africa. The siqgqnificance
of this explanation is explored further by showing how such
an interactional account fits into a more comprehensive
explanation of the causes of discrimination in South Africa.
one that includes. also. structural explanations, and
explanations in terms of the psvchology of individuals. This
prepares the way for a consideration of the opossible
contribution of interactional sociolinquistics to solutions

to the oproblem of discrimination both in South Africa and

elsewhere.



1.2 LINGUISTICS, SOCIOLINGUISTICS AND INTERACTIONAL

SOCIOLINGUISTICS

1.1 INTRODUCTION

As can be inferred from the title of the thesis
(INTERACTIONAL SOCIOLINGUISTICS: INSIGHTS AND APPLICATIONS),
the research reported on here 1is more applied and less
theoretical in purpose. My primary concern is not to add to
existing knowledge about the nature of the phenomenon of

language in general, or about particular languages. Rather it

is to show what the emerging field of interactional
sociolinguistics has to contribute to the better
understanding of how social context enters into the
interpretation of meaning in conversational settings
(particularly intercul tural encounters) , and of the

relationship between language and such features of the wider
social context as prejudice, stereotyping, discrimination,
and inequalities in the distribution of power in societies.
In this thesis I report, in particular, on research which
investigates these relationships as they are manifested in
South African society, and then suggest how insights from
this source can contribute to the solution of the problems of

discrimination in that society.

However , it is important to note that the work of



interactional sociolinguists and, in particular, their

investigations of intercul tural miscommunication has also

impor tant theoretical implications, some of which are
examined in the early chapters of this thesis. Tannen
(1984:189) , for example, arques that the study of

intercultural communication is a paradigm example of the
inseparabilitv of linquistic theory and application”. She
points out that apart from its enormous applied significance,
it contributes to linguistic theory by providing a discourse
analog to the starred (ungrammatical) sentence in linguistic
argumentation. By examining interaction in which there is a
mismatch in the participants’ discourse conventidns and

expectations about how to show what is meant. it is possible

to see more clearly the semantic processes which are harder

to observe in communication between people who share
backgrounds (intracultural communication). Michaels and Reir
(1981:181) make much the same point in explaining that

"interethnic encounters often provide the clearest picture of
the unconscious,. systematic nature of conversational
processes. highlighting the interactional work that generally

goes unnoticed in smooth exchanges'.

Moreover . it is onlv within the context of a linguistics
which is stripped of its social significamnce that
investigations of the relationship between languaqge and
context could be thought of as not contributing to the major
goal of theoretical linguistics. namelvy to add to our

knowledge about language or about particular languages. As I



explain in this, the first chapter of the thesis, such a
linguistics had its genesis in positivistic methodology in
terms of which all properties of language which apparently
could not be investigated by means of methods modelled on
those of the natural sciences were considered ocutside the
domain of linguistics. These included all aspects of language
study which require a social explanation such as the
relationship between language and social context. As a means

of highlighting the theoretical significance of interactional

sociolinguistics, I attempt to show that the distinctive
methodology {chapter 1) and methods (chapter 3) associated
with interactional sociolinguistics not only allow the

relationship between language and context to be seen as a
central (theoretical as well as applied) concern of
linguistics rather than a fringe one, but greatly facilitate

the investigation of this relationship.

In this chapter, then, I focus on the methodology of
interactional sociolinguistics and the philosophy of science
which informs it. (See page 10%9) for the distinction between

methods and methodalogy) . I argue that the major

distinguishing feature of interactional sociolinguistics is
that it represents a break with positivistic thinking that
has dominated linguistic research ever since attempts were

made to establish the legitimacy o+ linguistics as a science

by abandoning the methods of conjecture and speculative

thinking (which <characterize traditional grammar) in favour

of methods which are empirical and objective i.e. which



involve findings being based on verifiable data obtained from
observation or experiment and the rejection of
folk-linguistic notions informed by social, cultural or
nationalistic prejudices and of impressionistic descriptive

terms which cannot be clearly defined.

To demonstrate the uniqueness of the interactional
sociolinguistic approach to language study, I compare it with
approaches informed by positivist thinking. After explaining
the nature of the positivist philosophy of science, I provide
a brief, schematic, historical survey of the positivist
tradition 1in linguistics, including early sociolinguistics,
pointing out, at the same time, how this tradition has
inhibited the 1investigation of the relationship between
language and features of the social context. I also outline
the ontological (assumptions about what exists) and
epistemological (assumptions about how one can know)
foundations of the humanistic philosophy of science which
informs the methodology of interactional sociolinguistics,
and explain why this methodology facilitates the
investigation of the relationship between language and

context. I conclude the chapter by providing a brief overview

of the remaining chapters of the thesis.

1.2 THE POSITIVIST PHILOSOPHY OF SCIENCE

The positivist philosophy of science includes a wide range of



di fferent proposals made by different individuals or groups
at different times. However, ignoring the differences, it is
possible to identify certain basic ontological and
epistemological assumptions which these perspectives share.
Important ontological assumptions are that human behaviour,
like natural behaviour, is subject to natural laws, and that
it is determined in the sense that every event has a cause.
Associated with these assumptions are the epistemological
assumptions that the task of the social scientist is to
provide causal explanations of human behaviour which reveal
the laws by which it is governed, and that this is to be
accomplished, as with the natural sciences, by systematic
ohservation and/or measurement. Accordingly, positivists tend
to ignore or idealize-out factors which are not directly
observahbhle, or objectively definable or quantifiable, and
admit as acceptable data, only knowledge which has its source
in empiricist methods developed within natural sciences, or
rationalist methods developed within mathematics and the

study of logic.

Generally speaking, positivists have tended to emphasize
sensory experience as the primary source of scientific

knowledge i.e. to be empiricist in orientation. Indeed,

according to the earliest versions of positivism, laws or
(more accurately speaking) generalizations stating the
causal relationships between phenomena, are to be arrived at
by

a. theoretically wuncontrolled observation of a particular



case or cases suggestive of such causal relationships, and

b. inductive reasoning which 1involves the researcher
inferring that what is known to be true in particular cases
is generalizable to all other cases which resemble the

observed cases 1n certain specifiable respects.

The most influential formulation of this empiricist version
of positivism is that provided by the logical positivists,
whose goal was to produce "a single system of unified
science, in which the whole body of positive knowledge would
be represented, ultimately, as a set of precisely formulated
propositions” ({Lyons 19B1:41). As Lyons explains, central to
this proposal are two principles formulated by the logical
positivists, namely, the verification and reductionist
principles. According to the verification principle " no
statement was meaningful unless it could be verified by
observation or standard scientific methods applied to data
provided by observation"” (1981:41) ., The reductionist
principle expressed their view that some sciences are in some
sense more basic than others (e.g. that physics is more basic
than biology and the latter more basic than linguistics) and
that "in the grand synthesis of unified science the concepts
and propositions of the less basic sciences were to be
reduced to (i.e. reinterpreted in terms of ) the concepts and
propositions of the more basic scienceg"” (Lyons 1981:42), As
I explain below, the application of these principles
(particularly reductionism) has been a significant

characteristic of the positivist tradition in linguistics.



However . empiricist versions of positivism have tended to be
superseded by hypo-deductive. rationalist. interpretations of
science. Advocates of such interpretations araue that causal
generalizations based on evidence aathered in the pbast and
present., can predicate future probabilities. but not
certainties. Accordingly. thev conclude that such
generalizations cannot be considered as havina the status of
universal laws. For this agoal to be accomplished. so thev
arque. a model of scientific explanation 1involving "a
marriaage of an empirical interpretation with the certainties
of deductive loaic” (Huahes 1980:35@) is required. Deductive
loaic provides certainty. thev claim., because in logic the
validity of an argument depends not on the verified truth

of the content of propositions but on their deductive

consequences. A deductive argument is valid if the statements

in the premise imply the conclusion. For example. the
statement "He opened the door" mav be false but it implies
the statement "The door was closed". This means that no new

observational information is needed for one to know for

certain that if the premises are true the conclusions are

true and vice versa.

In the hypo-deductive m;del. the search for universal laws
beains not with observation but with premises in the form of
hyvpothetical law statements. Implications which mavy be tested
by observation are then deduced from these premises.

The next

step involves comparing these implications with empirical



observation. I1¢ observational evidence contradicts the
implications, the hypothesised law statements are rejected or
modified, but i+ it is consistent with it, then it can be
inductively inferred that the hypothetical law statements are

confirmed as probable.

The fact that a researcher working within the hypo-deductive
model is wultimately dependent on inductive reasoning to

establish the truth of a law statement (as distinct from

its locgical conseguences., which are arrived at by

deduction) suggests that, despite references to
“cerpainties”, hypo-deductive interpretations, like more
narrowly empiricist interpretations, offer essentially
probabilistic explanations. As Polkinghorne (1983: 100)
observes, “laws cannot be verified through testing deduced
inferences; all that can be obtained are degrees of
confirmation. The ‘problem of induction’ leaves the

deductively-tied network hovering about the instances of
reality without offering any surety that the network actually
describes genuine relationships”. Thus, while researchers, by
using increasingly sophisticated statistical methods, have

been able to make stronger claims about the pracbability of

generalizations induced from a sample of observations, they
have not been able to establish the certainty of law
statements. It is worthwhile to note, as an aside, the
obvious attractiveness of such qQquantitative methods to social
scientists seeking to account for social phenomena

objectively and precisely in ways that resemble what natural



scientists do.

However , it should be apparent from the description provided
above, that where the hypo-deductive interpretations do
differ very markedly from the empiricist interpretations, is
in respect of the status accorded to theory. Clearly the
hypo—-deductive interpretations of science require some
relaxation of the verification principle, according to which
any statement which is not directly verifiable is dismissed
as non-scientific, such that science may include in addition
to empirical propositions and logical rules, the language of
theory. It is for this reason that, just as narrowly
empiricist interpretations of science tended to discourage
theory development in the social sciences, so hypo-deductive
interpretations tended to encourage it. As Polkinghorne
(1983:77) explains, " it is the aim of the deductive system
of science to generate theories which consist of unified
deductively related networks of laws in which lesser laws are
deduced from more general laws". Of particular relevance to
linguistics, it encouraged the heuristic use of hypothetical
models. These are representations of the phenomenon the
researcher is investigating, and, as Bell (1976::42)
explains, "are simplified and idealized, since they include
only what are thought to be the relevant properties of the
system being modelled". Highly abstract, symbolic models tend

to be preferred to those in which the relationships between

the elements in the model and the reality they represent are

easily grasped , because the former allow "easy manipulation
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of the variables and hence rapid revision of the models
themselves and of the theories wunderlying them” (Bell

1976:43) .

1.3 POSITIVISM IN LINGUISTICS

Historically, the first evidence of the influence of
positivist thinking is to found in the research of the
nineteenth century Neogrammarians. Like the traditional
grammar ians, they focused on the phenomenon of linguistic
change but, whereas the traditional grammarians tended to be
prescriptive, the Neogrammarians tended to be descriptive in
their approach. Their concern was with the facts of change,
which they attempted to collect, sbrt and analyse
objectively, in an attempt to provide a causal explanation of

the phenomena of language.

In tune with positivistic thinking, the Neogrammarians made
the ontological assumption that languages are entities which
can be described objectively, akin to the phenomena which are
the object of study of the natural sciences. Noting that
historical lingquistic change 1is seldom a consequence of
conscious decision—-making on the part of  users, they
concluded that languages have, in some sense, a life of their
own. Noting, fur ther, that there are resemblances between
languages, and that some ‘'"newer" languages (e.g. Romance

languages) have appparently evolved from "older" languages
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(Latin), they concluded that languages are natural organisms
like plants and animals, and group in "family trees"” Jjust as
biological species do. Influenced by Darwinian accounts of
the origin of species, they hypothesized that each of the
various language "families" sprang from some common source
(proto-language) and that change, as with natural species,

can be accounted for in terms of the struggle for survival.

Further modelling their inquiry on that of the "more basic"
science of biology, they worked from the epistemological
assumptions that linguistic change is systematic, in the
sense that it is governed by "laws" which applied uniformly
to all examples, and that these "laws" or generalizations are
to be arrived at by inductive methods. They attempted to
explain languages by establishing the nature of the genetic
relationships amongst the world’'s languages and determining
the laws of derivation of phonological forms of "daughter™
languages from the putative phonological proto-forms of
"parent" languages i.e. to understand the phenomenon of
language one needs to establish what changes have taken

place in it over the years.

A number of factors, subsequently, contributed to declining
confidence in this genetic explanation of language. One such
was doubts about the scientific status of the sound "laws"
which, according to some critics of a positivist persuasion,
need to apply universally to be worthy of the name i.e. to be

independent of particular times and places. Sampson (1980:28)
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points out that Grimm’'s Law, for example, applied to Jjust the
Germanic dialect of Indo-European in a particular century,
and not to all languages at all times. Moreover, despite
progress made by the Neogr ammar ians in formulating
supplementary generalizations to account for whole classes of
apparent exceptions to their laws, there remained many facts

which their laws could not explain.

A more telling factor was that the Neogrammarians were
unable to demonstrate unambiguously that sound change
proceeds regularly in a particular direction. As Sampson
(1980:26) explains, if one gives up this idea, 1t becomes
difficult to apply to language Darwin’'s concepts of '"natural
selection” and "struggle for survival" because "it is central
to the evolutionary view of biology that the replacement of
old species by new is not merely a process of random changes
(even if the individual mutations on which evolution depends
are random), but rather is a movement from lower to higher".
This failure to demonstrate directionality of change,
therefore, represented a direct challenge to the fundamental
ontological and epistemological assumptions of the
Neogrammar ians that languages are organisms and that

linguistics can be assimilated to biology.

In hindsight one could <criticise the critics for their

assumption that laws in the social sciences are the

equivalent of laws in the natural sciences. August Cluver

(personal communication) points out that the Neogrammarians
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described regularities that had alreadv taken place. and that
the "laws" of the social sciences are tied up with a mvriad
of pre—-conditions. which means that thev are valid onlv for a
short time when these pre-conditions hold. Bv contrast the
laws of physics. for examnle. bhave predictive value i.e.
applyvy universallv. Such an assumbtion is., however. consistent
the positivist assumption that a single svstem of unified

science is a realistic goal.

Be that as it mav., linquists came to prefer an explanation
which. though different. is no less positivistic in nature.
This _is the structuralist explanation first outlined by
Saussure. according to which an understanding of lanquage is
to be accomplished. not by noting the changes that have taken
place in what is conceived of as a biological organism. but
bvy demonstratinag that "all the forms and meanings are

interrelated at a particular point in time in a particular

lanquage—-svstem" (LLvons 1981:218). In response to the
question of whether. if lanquages are., indeed. not akin to
orqgqanisms it were possible. in anvy legitimate sense, to

regard them as "thinas'" that could be studied scientifically
using methods developed within the natural sciences. Saussure
made use of the notion of ‘"social facts". which the
sociologist Durkheim had done most to articulate. Durkheim
arqued that the phenomena which the sociologists studvy differ
from those which are the object of studvy of the natural

sciences in that thev are not directlvy accessible to sensorvy

observation. but that thev are just as real because thev have
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concrete effects. Sampson (198@) provides an amusing example
to illustrate this point. He asks the reader to suppose that
all his trousers were at the cleaners and that the one he was
wear ing was ripped in pieces by the dog. He states that his
reader will not be surprised to learn that he would
absolutely resist the obvious and simplest solution to wear
his wife's dress. Although the "rules" prescribing
distinctive dress for the two sexes cannot be directly
observed, and may not even be part of the conscious awareness
of those who obey them, they nevertheless clearly have
tangible effects. Durkheim's argument, according to Sampson,
gives Saussure the answer to the ontological problem of what
sort of phenomenon language is. " 'French’ is not a thing in
the same sense as a chair or a table; but, if there is a
category of "things’ which includes 1legal systems and
structures of convention, then languages surely fit squarely

into that category too" (1980:45).

The language facts which are the subject matter of
linguistics, according to Saussure, are, however, not those
that can be directly observed. Such facts, he says, belong to
the domain of "parole"(speaking) which, he claims, cannot be
studied scientifically because, being the possession of
individual speakers, it is too heterogeneous. Instead,
linguistics is concerned with establishing the facts of the
non-physical language system, "langue" (language), which is
the common possession of the members of the

language

community.
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It is important to note. since it is further evidence of the
influence of positivistic thinking on linguistics. the high
deaqree of idealization involved in Saussure’'s limitation of
the scope of linquistics to lanque. As noted above., it is
common practice within the natural sciences to reduce the
scope of inquiry to only what, according to the investigator,
can be accounted for in an objective and rigorous way.
Saussure makes it clear that, in idealizing out the facts of
historical (diachronic) chanage and of parole (speaking). both
of which he claims lack essential systematic character
(19539:95). he is followina tried and tested models of
inquirv. As he puts it., "in static linquistics, as in most
sciences. no course of reasoning 1is possible without the

usual simplification of data"(1959:102).

Sianificantlv, though various 1linquistic schools differ in
the abstractness of their conception of the language system,
most linquists since Saussure have tended to follow his lead
in constructing models "not of actual language behaviour, but
of the svstem of reqularities which underlie that behaviour”
(Lvons 1979:37). They have attempted to separate out from
"raw lanquage data" that part which |is unambiguously
linquistic. bv means of idealization procedures. These
include the bprocedure of reqularization. in which slips of
the tonque. mispronunciations. hesitations, pauses etc. are
discounted: the procedure of standardization, in which

svystematic variation between utterances (which is the
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consequence of lectal differences), code—-switching and so on
are discounted; and the decontextualization procedure, in
which sentences as isolated linguistic objects are abstracted
from their verbal and situational context. Since the effects
of 1idealization are particularly pertinent to the argument 1
develop in this chapter about how the positivist tradition in
linguistics 1inhibited the investigation of the relationship
between language and context, I will focus on them in
examining the two remaining schools included in this brief

survey.

According to Bell (1976:20) , Saussure left an important
epistemological problem unresclved. It was not clear how
langue could be investigated empirically since, being housed
in the collective consciousness of the speech community, it
(unlike parole) was not available to direct observation by
the senses. As Bell observes, two different solutions to this
problem have been tried by linguists belonging to the two
remaining schools to be surveyed, namely, induction in the
case of American structuralism, which was most clearly

articulated by Bloomfield, and deduction in the case of

generative linguistics.

As Sampson (1988:63) comments, "Bloomfield was not merely

passively influenced by logical positivism but (after a

flirtation in his twenties with very different views) became

an active proponent of positivist ideas as they applied to

the study of human behaviour, including language". Consistent
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with the reductionist principle, he saw linguistics as a
branch of psychology and, more specifically, the branch of
psychology known as behaviourism. Such psychologists tended
to reject introspection as a methodological procedure, on the
grounds that the findings of investigations wusing this
procedure cannot be empirically verified. They also rejected
explanations in terms of such non-observable factors as the

mind.

Following the lead of the behaviourists, the structuralists
limited the scope of their inquiry to those aspects of
language which are objective, observable and verifiable. A
sample of the speech of a representative or of
representatives of a speech community (what the behaviourists
referred to as observable inputs and outputs) either on tape
or transcribed constituted their data. These data were then
analysed using inductive classificatory procedures which, it
was claimed, avoided both reliance on non-observables (such
as the meanings of items) in attempting to decide into which
categories they belonged, and the imposition of preconceived
categorizations on the structure of the language being
studied. The avoidance of the imposition of preconceived
categorizations, incidentally, is consistent with the
structuralists’ ontological assumption that each language has
a unique relational structure. These procedures involved the
segmenting of the data at the phonemic, morphemic and
syntactic levels of linguistic organization, into

progressively smaller units. As Bell (1981:93) observes, "the
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parallel with physics is very clear: physical objects "cut®
into smaller and smaller pieces until the ultimate - the atom

- is reached'.

As was the case with Saussurean linguistics, structuralists
in the Bloomfieldian tradition employed a high degree of
idealization. As Bell (1981:94) points out, although the data
are '"real” in the sense of being derived from actual speech,
not only is the data base extremely narrow, but such typical
features of situated language use as pause phenomena,
overlapping speech and so on are edited out. Perhaps most
significant, since it 1led to the neglect in lingquistics of
what is the central concern of this thesis, namely how
context enters into the interpretation of meaning, is the
exclusion of semantics from the scope of scientific
linguistic inquiry. Following the lead of the behaviourists
in attending only to observables, Bloomfield reduced the
study of meaning to showing "what stimuli evoke given
utterances as responses, and what behavioural responses are
evoked by given spoken stimuli® (Sampson 1980:68). To
account, in these terms, for a speaker's uttering of a word
like "apple” when not currently being stimulated by the
perception of an apple, Bloomfield Claimed that he was
responding " to some obscure internal stimuli of a type which
was associated at some time in (his) past with the stimuli of
an apple” (Bloomfield 1933:143) ., He concluded that since
current levels of scientific knowledge did not provide an

adequate basis for laying bare such obscure internal stimuli,



19

a scientific account of linguistic meaning was in practice
impossible. As Coulthard explains, this conclusion led to the
view that "it was no concern of linguists to explain how
identical utterances can have different functions 1in
different situations, nor how listeners correctly decode the

intended message"” (1977:2).

Bloomfieldian structuralism, therefore, clearly reflects the
more narrowly empiricist versions of positiviem referred to
earlier in the chapter (p 5) which tended to inhibit the
development of theory by dismissing statements such as those
belonging to the language of theory because they are not
directly verifiable. As Sampson (1980:74) observes,
structuralists thought of general linguistics as technique
rather than theorvy. By contrast, generative linguistics

reflects the hypo-deductive interpretation of science.

As noted above., in the hypo—-deductive interpretation, the
starting point of scientific investigation is not data, but
theory. As Pit Corder (1973:84) explains, "in the case of
linguistics, this would mean that we start out with some
notions about what the language is and what to select as data
and what to lock for in those data'". Notions f(or assumptions)
which inform the practices of generativist linguists include
the ontological assumption that

language universals exist

(i.e. that the relational structure of each language is not

unique) and the epistemological assumption that the way to

establish what the phenomenon of language is, is to construct



20

a universal grammar whose principles will define what any
language is. Accordingly, what Chomsky develops is a theory
of syntactic universals. Adopting a mathematical model, he
proposes that a language should be treated as a sub-set of
the infinite number of possible sequences or '"strings" of the
items in the dictionary of the language. The task of the
linguist he sees as that of constructing a grammar (a set of
rules for jJoining the vocabulary items) which will generate
(predict/specify precisely) the grammatical strings. In such
a way he will be able to make explicit the syntactic
properties of the language in guestion. More important, if he
is able to show that the types of rules in the grammar are
also necessary for the grammar of any language, he can claim
that he has discovered some of the universal properties of

language.

Chomsky 's assumption ~about the existence of universals is
related to a further assumption, namely, that the reason that
there are such universals is that human beings are
genetically endowed with a specific language faculty which
determines such universal features, and makes possible the

acquistion of one’'s native language in a remakably short

time. As Downes explains (1984:16), Chomsky ' 's answer to the
question "What is language?", is a theory which describes
people’'s tacit {unconscious) knowledge of the linguistic

system of their native language (their competence) in terms

of this innate, species-specific language faculty.
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Reference to a language faculty, makes it clear that Chomsky
does not share Bloomfield’'s behaviouristic orientation,
including the rejection of explanations in terms of such
non-observables as the mind. This 1is evident also in the
generativist’'s assumption that the introspection of native
speakers is a legitimate source of data. He attempts to
deduce the language system from his own 1internalized
knowledge. As Bell (1981:1@1) explains, the generativist
"needs data in the physical sense of texts, only as a check
against his description. He begins by building a hypothesis
of how language wor ks and checks it initially by
introspection, since, he would argue, as a native speaker, he
already bhas complete mastery of the system he is seeking to

describe”.

Another characteristic of the hypo—-deductive version of
positivism, is the use of highly abstract, formal models.
Formal, here, refers to the goal of generative analysis to

specify the rules of grammar in a precise and rigorous way,

preferably in logical or mathematical terms. Although it is
probably true that all linguistic descriptions are based on
some sor t of model, in many cases the models are implicit

ones which even the linguists who produced the descriptions

might not have been consciously aware of. Such is the case

with the Bloomfieldian structuralists, who tended to claim

that their descriptions were data- rather than theory- (or

model) driven. The generativist, however, makes explicit use

of formal models, as a means not only of ensuring necessary
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scientific rigour, but also of advancing knowledge. Brown
(1984:32) explains that formal models encourage objectivity
"because they require the investigator to be particularly
explicit about the nature of the initial assumptions in terms
of which the model is built, and they force him to be precise
in formulating the operations the model performs and the
factors that affect performance. Explicitness of this kind",
he adds, "is particularly important when dealing with one of
our own abilities". Moreover. in this paradigm, theoretical
advances are made by showing the superiority of one
linguistic model over another in accounting for the facts of
a particular language or of language in general. This
procedure allows for the rejection of less satisfactory
models in favour of more satisfactory ones, and for the
improvement of models so that the inadequacies revealed by

the comparison are eliminated.

Finally, and most significantly, generativist linguistics,
like Bloomfieldian and Saussurean linguistics before it, is
characterized by a high degree of idealization. This Chomsky
(1965: 3) makes explicit when he states that " linguistic
theory is concerned primarily with an ideal speaker—-listener,
in a completely homogeneous speech-community, who knows its
language perfectly and is unaffected by such grammatically
irrelevant conditions as memory limitations, distractions,
shifts of attention and interest, and errors (random or
characteristic) in applying his knowledge of the language in

actual per formance". The distinction he makes between
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caompetence and perfaormance echoes the distinction made by

Saussure between langue and parcle. It is worth noting,

however, that whereas for Saussure the language system, which
is the first and central concern of the linguist, is the
common possession of the language community, for Chomsky it
is the perfect knowledge of an ideal speaker-listener in a
homogeneous speech community. This suggests that competence
is even more of an abstraction than langue. One of the
conseaquences of this limitation of the scope of linguistics
to the 1ideal speaker/hearer’'s knowledge of the abstract
language system is that, as was the case with Saugsurean and
Bloomfiendian linguistics, any consideration of the role of

context in the interpretation of meaning is excluded.

Before summing up this brief, schematic survey of the
positivist tradition in linguistics, it is important to note
that in selecting from the full range of linquistic schools,
generalizing about such schools and focusing on evidence of
positivistic thinking, 1 bave obscured often significant
details between scholars within schools, and presented an
exaggerated picture of commonality in thinking between
schools. A significant omission, which I shall remedy by
mentioning it now, is that some schools, such as the London
school, have always accepted lower levels of idealization. As
Coul thard (1977:3) notes, Firth, the founder of this school
urged linguists to study the total verbal process in its
context of situation, while Halliday (1978:352) , probably the

most notable scholar working in this field, argues that it is
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necessary "to impose as low a degree of idealization on the
facts as is compatible with systematic inquiry". Then too,
there have always been groups of scholars who have not been
swept up by the various epistemological and ontological
revolutions in the discipline. Thus, for example,
historically speaking, there has always been a group of
scholars who have not accepted Saussure’'s argument that
language change (historical langquage variation) and
contemporaneous language variation lack the essential
systematic character which make scientific study possible,
and have qutained the tradition of diachronic linguistics,
star ted by the Neo—-grammarians, to the present date. It was
these scholars who realized that historical and
contemporaneous variation are two sides of the same coin in
the sense that some contemporary varieties, or forms within
them, are "older" and some "vounger'. Historical linguistics
spawned dialectology, which meant that when some linguists in
1960s and 1970s became dissatisfied with the constraints of
the Chomskyan definition of the domain of linguistics and
began investigating aspects of language which require
reference to social factors. they were able to build on the

findings and methods of what was an early form of

sociolinguistics.

Despite these limitations, this survey does, I trust, show

how strong the influence of positivistic thinking has been in
the discipline. As 1 have noted, the most significant

consequence of this influence from the point of view of the
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research reported on in this thesis. has been the exclusion
of any consideration of the role of contextual information in
the production and interpretation of utterances, a
ncomplication” which is avoided by idealizing the object of
study to exclude evervything except isolated and
decontextualized sentences. (I distinguish here, as
elsewhere., between sentences, which are abstract theoretical
entities defined within a theory of grammar, and utterances,
which are activities performed by speakers in actual contexts

of use.)

The limitations of linguistics which confines itself to
decontextualized sentences can be demonstrated by examining
the following exchange (adapted from one supplied by
Widdowson 1984:203 ):

A: Wnat are thev daing?

B: Working at their tabies.
In accordance with the procedure of decontextualization, the
sentence fragment underlying B's utterance could be made less
dependent on context by being converted to a full sentence as
follows:

Thev are norking at their tables.
However . it is apparent that, even with this change. a
knowledge of the linguistic signs and their rules for
permissable combination ( i.e. linquistic competence in the
Chomskyan sense) would not be sufficient for interpretation,
and that an appeal would have to be made to various kinds of

contextual information (about which more information is given
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in chapter 2 ). For one thing, without contextual information
a hearer would not have access to the referent of "they", or
be able to establish what kind of table is being referred to.
As Widdowson (1984:204) tellingly observes, there is nothing
in the semantics (the sentence meaning), "in the symbolic
signification of these expressions that prevents us from
calling up images of children setting out place-mats and
cutlery, or of waiters calculating their tips or their tax
returns, or of elither group taking part in a carpentry
competition, or working part-time as croupiers in a gambling

casino'.

It was considerations such as these, and a restlessness
amongst linguists about the narrow definition of scope of
linguistics given by Chomsky, which some felt reduced
linguistics to "an abstract methodological exercise in
formalization which has no ultimate validation by reference
to actual behaviour" (Widdowson 1979:114). that contributed
to the development of sociolinguistics. This Downes (1984:15)
defines as "that branch of linguistics which studies just
those properties of language and languages which require

reference to social, including contextual, factors in their

explanation".

While all sociolinguists argue for a wider definition of the
scope of linguistics, some see themselves less as challenging

the bractices of what, to distinguish it from

sociolinguistics, I shall call core linguistics, than as
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building on progress made in core linguistics in accounting
for the linguistic system, something they see as a necessary
prelude to examining how this system engages with social
contexts. Others reject the practices of core linguistics on
the grounds that they distort the true nature of language by
excluding, as they do, most socially relevant properties of
language. As Hudson (1980@0:3) expresses this, they argue that

since language "is ( obviously) social behaviour, to study it
without reference to society would be like studying courtship
behaviour without relating the behaviour of one partner to
another"”. For such scholars sociolinguistics is linguistics

in the sense that it represents an alternative way of doing
linguistics. However , in the section which follows, I shall
argue that, in so far as it is no less positivist in
orientation, the socioclinguistics of even the latter group
does not represent as fundamental a departure from approaches
traditionally employed in linguistics as is often supposed. I
shall also argue that, because early socioclinguistics was
positivistic in orientation, it is only with the advent of

interactional sociolinguistics that linguists have begun to

account adequately for the role of context in the production

and interpretation of utterances.
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1:4 POSITIVISM IN SOCIOLINGUISTICS AND THE HUMANISTIC

ALTERNATIVE

A number of scholars have used the macro/micro distinction to
distinquish sub-fields within the field of sociolinguistics.
For Fishman (1971) the distinction relates to whether the
concern is bprincipallv linguistic or sociological. For him.
the aqreater the linguistic orientation the more likely it is
to involve micro—-level analysis,. and the qgreater the
csocioloqical orientation the more likely it is to involve
macro-level analvysis. For Bell (1976) the distinction hinges
on the ophilosophic question of the nature of individuality.
Whereas the micro-sociolinquist emphasizes differences
between individuals. and focuses on interaction rather than
qroup membership. the macro-sociolinguist sees the individual
as a point of intersection between a number of quantifiable
variables. He tries to account for linquistic diversity in
society in terms of such contextual categories as age, Ssex,

culture. occupation. levels of education. ethnic groun,

income and so on.

The distinction I dr aw between sub-fields within
sociolinquistics. while overlapping with those of Fishman and
Bell. relates less to disciplinary allegiance and notions of
individualitv. and more to differences in the philosophies of
science which inform the sub-fields. The first sub-field is
informed by positivistic thinking and includes all studies

which. in terms of the Fishman and Bell definitions., belong



to macro-sociolinquistics and also cer tain
micro-sociolinguistic studies (see for example studies of
pragmatic failure discussed in chapter 3 in which strategies
to realize 1individual speech acts are correlated with
cultural/langquage identity). The second sub-field., which, to
distinquish it from micro sociolinquistic studies informed by
positivistic thinking, I term interactional sociolinguistics,

is informed by a humanistic philosophy of science.

Early modern sociolinqgquistics. which dates from Labov's
famous studvy of Martha's Vinevard (carried out in 1961),
represents., as i have noted above. a challenge to traditional
wavs of doina linquistics and. in particular a widening of
the scope of what linquists see as legitimate data. It does
not, however. represent a challenge to the fundamental
positivistic assumptions that human and social phenomena are
just as real and "law—governed"” as the material phenomena
which are the concern o? the natural sciences. and that the
facts of human and social phenomena have to be objectively

discovered by methods developed within the natural sciences
or mathematics. What these wearly sociolinquists did was
merely to substitute for one positivistic interpretation of
science. namely the hypo-deductive approach to scientific
explanation (referred to on pages 7-10 and 19-23). the
equally positivistic explanation favoured in sociology at the
time. namely. the probabilistic explanation (referred to on

pages 8-9).
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Early sociolinguistic studies, and most subsequent studies
which, according to the Fishman and Bell definitions, fall
within the realm of macro-sociolinguistics, involve the

combination of traditional structural analysis o+f language
with methods developed within sociology, with the objective
of showing how linguistic variables relate to measurable
social variables in the macro context of the wider society.
This is evident, for example, in Bright's (1975:11)
definition of the task of the sociolinguist, namely, "to show
the systematic covariance of linguistic structure and social
structure - and perhaps even to show a causal relationship in
one direction or the other". Macro-sociolinguists do relax
traditional idealization procedures to the extent that they
admit as acceptable, non-standardized data. They also attempt
to show relationships between variables at different levels
of linguistic organization (phonological, morphological,
svntactic, semantic) and factors in the social context (for
example class. gender, occupation) which constrain their use.
However ., it 1is clear that the quantitative methods emploved
involve a high level of abstraction. The variable rules
Proposed by macro-sociolinguists (see for example Labov 1972)
are statistical abstractions which attempt to show how one
set of facts (the rules of the grammar) relate to another set
of facts (the social characteristics of groups). The
particular linguistic features which sociolinguists count are
abstracted from their wverbal and situational contexts,

while

the factors in the wider social context are analyst's

categories rather than the information speakers and hearers
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draw on in making sense of one another 's utterances.

Consistent with positivistic thinking, macro-sociolinguistics
attempts to provide causal explanations; that is, answers to
WHY questions. Causes and effects tend tb be conceptualized
in terms of an input-output model. The causes or independent
variables are input factors, and the effects are the output
or dependent variables. The task of explanation is fufilled
by providing measures of the strength of the relationship
between independent and dependent variables.
Macro-sociolinguistic studies thus provide useful information

about general trends in behaviour.

More recently. in research which reflects a further widening
of what linguists consider legitimate data for linguistic
studyv, some macro-sociolinguists have tried to carry
explantion fur ther by 'going beyond showing relationships
between variables in the macro social context and the
characteristic linguistic features of lects. to showing,
again by statistical means, the relationships between the use
of these features and the social consequences for the user.

Thus, for example, 0 'Barr and Aitkins (1980) show that the

use of features of what thev call "power less language"
(features identi fied previously by R.Lakoff (1973) as
characteristic of women’'s speech) correlate strongly with

negative evaluations of the users as witnesses in courtrooms.

Such studies suggest that the variety of language used

affects an individual ‘s ability to be heard, and that the use
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of "power less language" not only reflects the power lessness
of the user but actually reinforces it. However, as Gumperz
1982:28 observes, what they do not explain is why and how
these varieties became stigmatized in the first place, and
why stigmatized practices persist despite such changes in the
macro context (structural changes) as universal education and
mass communication. Another way of expressing these
limitations is that macro studies do not provide insight into
what goes on in the "black box" between input and output
factors. Without an wunderstanding of the processes at work
within this box, it is possible to measure the strength of
the correlation between input and output factors, but not
explain it. Not unrelated is the limitation of probabilistic
explanations highlighted by Hudson (1980:147). He observes
that while statistical techmigues can suggest a causal
connection between two factors, they can never provide proof
of such. He substantiates this argument by pointing out that
it would be easy to find a statistical connection between the
ability to do mathematical operations and height, but that
this does not mean that the latter is the cause of the
former. Instead both are a part of the general process of
growing up. This, again, suggests that the task of
explanation can only be complete when the findings of macro
studies are verified (or not) by micro studies which identify
the 1interactional mechanisms in terms of which the variables

in the macro studies can be said to work.

It is, then, to deal with questions not answered by macro
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studies and to understand more fully the relationship between
language and context, that sociolinguists have turned
increasingly to the study of the micro contexts of
conversational interactions. As I explain in chapter 2, many
scholars have assumed that the relationship between language
and micro contexts could be investigated using much the same
methods as are employed by sociolinguists who investigated
the relatioship between language and the macro context of the
wider society, thus continuing the positivist tradition 1in
linguists. Others again, whom I refer to as interactional
sociolinguists, came to the conclusion that to adequately
investigate such uniquely human accomplishments as
conversation, - quite different methods are needed.
Interactional sociolinguistics, therefore, represents a muct
stronger challenge to methods traditionally employed in
linguistics in that it rejects the positivistic assumption
that linguistic inquiry should be modelled on methods
developed within the natural sciences and mathematics. In
common with other approaches informed by humanistic
interpretations of science, interactional sociolinguistics is
informed by the basic ontological assumption that human
beings are fundamentally different from the phenomena which
are the object of study of the natural sciences. Following
the lead of Weber , they see social action rather than

social facts as their subqect matter. They see human

beings. not as being acted wupon by social facts, but as
actively creating through negotiation with other social

actors, the social reality in which they live. Applied to
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conversation, which is the object of their study, they see
the social context of discourse as something which is created
by the participants as the interactions unfold, and,
therefore, as dynamic rather than pre—-existing, fixed and
perceived by the participants in the same way. Moreover, they
see interactional meaning as not so much inhering in
specifiable features of the verbal and non-verbal behaviours
of the participants, as interpretable in terms of the
developing context. Since. according to interactional
sociolinguists, the context is not necessarily perceived by
the participants in the same way, and since the meaning of

signs is potentially ambiguous, the participants are obliged

to engage in considerable negotiative work in making
themselves understood and achieving their communicative
goals.

Accordingly, interactional sociolinguists have little use for
methods modelled >n the natural sciences which abstract
"facts" in the form of rules or statistical measures. Such
methods, they claim, analyse out those features which make
conversation a distinctly human accompl ishment {that is
features which reflect its dynamic, open-ended,
context-dependent nature) and impose an analyst's or
observer 's perspective. Since., in their view, social reality
is constantly in the process of being created, rather than
merely historically given, they focus not on the facts, or on
causes and effects, but on the process of reality

construction. In other words, their focus is not on input and
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output factors, but on the "black box" in between, with the
object of contributing not answers to WHY gquestions, but to
HOW questions. Thus, for example, interactional
sociolinguists are not content to demonstrate that the
features of ‘“powerless language” correlate with negative
ratings of the users as witnesses. Instead they attempt to
show how such a situation came about, and why it often
persists after the social, economic or political status of
the users has improved. To develop this point further,
whereas macro-sociolinguists attempt to establish that such
contextual factors as the social value placed on various
language codes, accents and styles determine both what is
said and how it is interpreted and evaluated, interactional
sociolinguists try to identify the interactional mechanisms
by means of which such socio-cultural knowledge enters into
the interpretation of intent and evaluation of motive and

abilty as the interaction unfolds.

They argue that this is to be accomplished by means of
analyses which differ considerably from those sociolinguistic
studies informed by positivistic thinking. As the methods of
interactional sociolinguistics are outlined in detail in
chapter 3, I shall refer here only to a few of the the most
distinctive features of these analyses. One such is that an
attempt is made to analyse the interactions from the
perspectives of the participants., rather than impose an
observer's or analyst's point of view. Then too, instead of

abstracting gquantifiable "facts® from a large number of
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studies. interactional sociolinguists attempt detailed,
fine—gqrained qualitative analyses of a few interactions.
Perhaps most significant of all. in analysing, interactional
sociolinguists tend to emphasize the contribution of context

to the interpretation of meaning, which is why interactional

sociolinquistics has. potentially, so much to offer to the
understandinag of the relationship between language and
context.

1.5 SUMMARY AND OVERVIEW OF REMAINING CHAPTERS

In this chapter. then. I bave explored the theoretical
significance of interactional sociolinguistics by identifying
the distinctive nature of the methodology of interactional
sociolinquistics and showing that it is based on a philosophy
of science which differs fundamentally from the var ious
versions of Dositivi;m which. over the years, have informed
linquistics, including most sociolinguistics. I have
explained why this positivist tradition has inhibited the
investigation of the relationship between language and social

context, and why interactional sociolinquistics has more to

offer in this respect.

In chapter 2 I pursue the theme of the contribution of
interactional sociolinguistics to the understanding of the
relationship between lanquage and context by comparing

interactional sociolinguistic studies of that relationship

with studies which, to various degrees, are influenced by
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positivistic thinking. In the process 1 attempt to show why
the former is able to contribute more fruitfully to our
understanding of how socio-cultural information enters into
the interpretation of intent, and evaluation of motives and
abilities than the latter. This chapter also serves as a
survey of relevant literature. and reveals the source of many
of the notions which figure prominently in interactional

sociolinquistics.

In chapter 3 I outline the methods used by interactional
sociolinquists qenerally, and in the research reported on 1in
this thesis: methods which are consistent with the
methodologqy outlined in chapter 1. I also discuss the
limitations of these methods. To further illustrate the
contribution of interactional sociolinquistics to the
understanding of the relationship between language and
context, I compare inperactional studies of the relationship
be}ween language and power, with studies informed by
positivistic principles. I present evidence which suggests
that the latter mislead in suggesting that the interpretation
of such discourse phenomena as interruption and topic control
are forced by the presence in the talk of certain structural
features (e.q. svntactic or prosodic features), and that
those who have power in the wider societv also dominate in
the micro contexts of conversations bv interrupting and
controlling the topic. 1 argue that interactional

sociolingquistics suggests an alternative explanation of the

relationship between what takes place at micro and macro
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levels of social life. According to this explanation,
inequalities in the distribution of power are created and
reinforced because. in the context of unsuccessful
intercultural communication, members of subordinate groups
interacting with members of superordinate groups find it

difficult to negotiate access to power.

In chapter 4, the first of two chapters in which
intercultural miscommunication in South Africa is examined, 1
report on the analvses of three post-examination interviews
involving a South African English (S.A. English) speaking
academic and one Zulu-English speaking and two S.A. English
speaking post—-graduate students. These analvses contribute
fur ther to the overall theme of the contribution of
interactional sociolinguistics to the understanding of the
relationship between language and context by suggesting that
differences in sociOfcultural. contextual knowledge in the
form of interactional stvyles contribute to misinterpretation
of intent and mis judgement of motives and abilities, and
suggest, fur ther, what these differences are. They also
suggest how negative stereotypes of cultural groups are

generated in intercultural encounters.

In chapter S 1 report on the analvses of interviews between

S.A. Enalish speaking clients and Afrikaans-English bankers
which, again, suggest what sorts of differences in
culturally-preferred interactional stvles contribute to

miscommunication.
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Chapter & examines exblanations offered for prejudice.
discrimination. and inequality in South Africa and the
limitations of these. focusina particularly on the
limitations of interactional explanations as perceived by
those who emphasize the role of large-scale.
historically-given structural forces. and who tend to look
for evidence to suppor t their arguments to
positivisticallv-orientated research. I araque that all these
explanations have their limitations. that not anv on its own
is likely to give an adeaquate explanation. and that it is
more productive to make use of the findings of all three
approaches. and to attempt to integrate them. To illustrate
this. I sketch an explanation which shows how. in South
Africa. the negative conseguences of intercul tural
communication (as revealed by interactional studies) combine
with larger structural forces {which are the concern of
macro-studies) and with individual sources of oprejudice
(which are the concern of studies of the psvchology of
individuals) to achieve a negative self- reinforcing cvcle of
discrimination. I also arque that such an explanation
suaqgests that the most effective solution to the problem of
discrimination will be one which takes into account the

structural. individual and interactional sources of

discrimination rather than or -, one.

Finally. in chapter 7. proposals are made for courses based

on interactional sociolingquistics which have as their goal



40

the reducina of discrimination by improving the aquality of
intercultural communication. Such courses. I suggest. will be
effective where structural reform has occured. and where the

individuals involved are less. or have been assisted to be

less prejudice-prone.
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2. @ THE INTERACTIONAL SOCIOLINGUISTS® TREATMENT OF CONTEXT

2.1 INTRODUCTION

As a first step in exploring the potential of interactional
sociolinguistice to make a major contribution to a better
understanding of the relationship between language and social
context, I argue in chapter 1 that interactional
sociolinguistics is able to make this contribution
principally because 1t is 1informed by a methodology which
represents a major break with positivistic thinking. While
acknowledging that a number of sociolinguistic studies which
are informed by Dositiyistic thinking do address the issue of
the relationship between language and context, I argue that,
because of the inherent limitations of positivistic
methodology, the account given in them needs to be

supplemented by interactional sociolinguistic studies.

In this chapter I explore further the unigue contribution of

interactional sociolinguistics to the understanding of the

relationship between lanquage and context., by comparing

interactional sociolingquistic studies of the relationship

with studies which are informed by positivistic thinking.
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The group of studies which are most obviously influenced by
positivistic thinking, are those belonging to what has come
to be referred to as macro—-sociolinguistics., and which . as 1
explained in chapter 1 (see pages 29-31), use quantitative
methods to correlate variation in language with such features
(variables) of large scale (macro-cosmic) social settings as
class. gender , ethnicity, and so on. Interactional
sociolinguistic studies differ from these studies not only in
respect of methodology and methods (see page 108 for the
distinction between these terms). but also in respect of the
scale of the context that they are concerned with. Whereas
macro-sociolinguists are concerned with the relationship
between language and large-scale social structure,
interactional sociolinguists are concerned with the
relationship between language and context in the sense of
small-scale {(micro—-cosmic) conversational settings: with how
participants’ interorgtations of intent, and evaluation of
ability and motive. at any stage of a conversation, depend on
the speech setting, the meanings of the other parts of the

conversation, and the backgrounds of the participants.

However . not all studies of micro—-contexts can be accurately
labelled as interactional sociolinguistic studies, since.
al though directly or indirectly most bhave influenced
interactional sociolinguistics, many are clearly informed by
positivistic thinking. Moreover , a neat cateqorization of
studies into those that are informed by a positivistic

interpretation of science and those informed by the
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humanistic interpretation of science outlined in chapter 1,
would be a gross oversimplification, since even within what
have become fairly clearly defined approaches to the study of
micro-settings, such as ethnomethodology or speech act

theorvy,. one finds studies of both kinds. It is, incidently a

tvypical analytic strategy of positivists +to cateqorize
reality into two (idealized) opposing categories e.g.
synchrony/diachrony; competence/per formances deep
structure/sur face structure and so on. The humanistic

alternative view is that reality is a continuum and that our
cateqorizatiqn of it is relatively arbitrary, and may.
therefore. constitute a distortion of that reality. (I am
indebted to August Cluver -personal communication- for this

insight.)

In the review which follows, I order these various approaches
so as to reflect what I see as a continuum between, at the
one pole, approaches that are strongly influenced by
positivistic thinking, and. at the other pole, those that are
little, or not at all influenced by positivistic thinking. No
attempt is made to give an exhaustive account all approaches
te the studv of micro contexts, the ones selected being those
that have contributed directly or indirectly to interactional
sociolinquistics. A significant omission in thisg respect is
the ethnomethodological approach. As noted on page 121, in
arguing for an alternative to Positivistic approaches, the
ethnomethodologists made an early and significant

contribution to interactional sociolinguistics. This approach
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is not reviewed only because the contribution of
ethnomethodologists is dealt with at some length in chapter
3. In the review I sketch some of the distinctive features of
these different approaches, and highlight those features
which are of particular relevance to the analyses of
intercultural encounters reported on in chapters 4 and 5. I
then attempt to sum up what this survey reveals of why
interactional sociolinquistics 1is able to contribute more
fruitfully to the understanding of the relationship between
language and context than positivistically informed studies
of micro—settinqs. and what unique insights are offered by

interactional sociolingquistics.

2.2 DIFFERENT APPROACHES TO THE STUDY OF MICROD-CONTEXTS

2.2.1 ANALYSIS OF SPEECH EVENTS

An approach to the study of micro-settings which, I argue, is
strongly influenced by positivist thinking, is that concerned
with the analysis of speech events. It has its home in
anthropology. or , more specifically. the "mew ethnography"
(ethnoscience, ethnosemantics) in which cultures are viewed
as systems of knowledge. An adequate ethnography in these
terms is a cultural "grammar” which will "properly specify
what it is that a stranger to a society will have to know in
order appropriately to perform any role in any scene staged

by the society” (Frake 1972:87).
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Scholars such as Hymes have recognized that an important part
of this knowledaqge is how to communicate appropriately, and
that knowledge of how to communicate extends bevond the
grammatical (linquistic) competence that linguists following
the lead of Chomskvy bhave focussed on, namely the knowledge
that underlies the ability to produce and understand anv and
all the sentences of a languaqge. As a first step towards the
goal of characterizing this knowledge, Hymes (1974:34) calls
for taxonomies of speakina and descriptions of ways of
speaking in a wide range of speech communities. The latter he
sees as serving the dual purpose of supporting and testing
the adeqguacy of the taxonomies and of supplementing the data
of traditional qgrammatical description by specifving the
socio—-cultural,. contextual knowledqge that members of a
culture reguire in order to be able to contribute

appropriately to particular communication events.

To wunderstand what Hymes means by communication or speech
events. it is necessary to examine the relationship which he
sees as existina between the notions of speech situation,
speech events and speech acts. Speech situations. according
to Hvmes. are contexts of situation such as ceremonies.
fights. hunts. meals. and so on. which may comprise both
verbal and non-verbal events. As Downes (1984:256&) helpfully
observes. such a situation is more abstract than the actual

phvsical setting; it "is a recurring institution in a

societv. a "form of life’', in which actions are intelliqible
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and meaningful'". A speech event, such as an interview, a
lecture or an argument is also a social institution, but one
which constrains the interpretation of the verbal actions of

the participants only. As Hymes (1972a:52) expresses this,

the term is "restricted to activities, or aspects of
activities, that are directly governed by rules or norms for
the use of speech"”. To complete the account of the

hierarchical relationship between situation, event and act,
he explains that speech events consist of one or more speech
acts. Thus at a party (speech situation) a conversation
{(speech event) may take place in which a joke (speech act) is

told.

As a means of formulating rules of speaking which will
characterize the contextual knowledge a speaker requires in
order to choose appropriate language for specific speech
events in a culturei Hymes proposes a taxonomy of general
(what mavy eventually be shown to be universal) contextual
features or variables. For mnemonic convenience, he groups
these variables under the headings that begin with the
letters of the term SPEAKING. To brieflv summarize., these
are:

Setting and Scene. Setting refers to the concrete physical

cCircumstances in which a speech act takes place (i.e. the

time and place) while scene refers to the abstract
psychological situationg to the recurring social
institutions such as "a date" or "a seminar" referred to

above.
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Participants. Other information relevant to the appropriate

per formance and interpretation of a speech act, is to whom
the act is addressed, and who utters it, and what
communication roles are assigned to each within the
particular culture.

Ends refer to two aspects of purpose, namelv. the
conventionally recognised and expected outcomes of an
exchange of speech acts. as well as the personal goals that
the participants seek to accomplish in it. Thus, for example,
the expected outcome of a medical consultation 1is a
diagnosis. put within it doctor, patient and any other
participant will have different personal goals.

Act sequence refers to the form and content of the message:

to the topics and "ways of speaking” (e.q. marked rhythm. use
of specialist vocabulary and so on) which are conventional in
certain speech events (e.g. a cocktail party, a lecture, an
interview and so on).

ey refers to the tone. manner or spirit in which the act

is done i.e. whether mocking, serious, precise, pedantic and

SO On.,

Instrumentalities refers to the channels (whether spoken,
written. read aloud. chanted, sung and so on) and to forms or
varieties (language, dialect, register) chosen.

Norms of interaction and interpretation. Norms of

interaction refer to conventional wavys of interacting in
specific events. such as norms for turn taking, loudness and

so on. Norms of interpretation refer to the interpretation

that would normaly be expected for the speech event taking
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place.
Genres refer to utterances which can be clearly
distinguished from “unmarked" casual speech by the high

frequency of characteristic formal markers. such as one finds

in a poem. advertisement, sermon, proverb and so on.

As is evident from this brief summary, Hymes, in attempting
to find a solution to the problem of accounting for the
relationship between language and context in a descriptively

adequate way (i.e. by means of methods which are empirical

and objective), adopts what, despite the lower level of
idealization of data. is still a tvypically positivistic
solution. From the 1infinitely large range of contextual
features which may be relevant, he abstracts out those

features which are putatively general (universal?); features
which enter into the specification of communicative
competence. Contextual features not captured by the grid of

RNis taxonomy, such as those which are negotiated by the
participants as they interact (see 2.2.5) are presumably

matters of communicative performance and ,thereby, excluded

from his description. Moreover. no attempt is made to include
the participants’ perspectives (see page 35). The features he
identifies are analyst's categories and represent information
participants might draw on in making sense of one another's
utterances rather than what they da draw on in ac&ual

situations of use. This is acknowledged by Hymes{1974:65) who

arques as follows:

Ultimately the functions served in speech must be
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derived directly from the purposes and needs of human
persons engaged in social action, and are what they are
: talking to seduce, to stay awake. to avoid a war. The
formal analysis of speaking is a means to the
understanding of human purposes and needs, and their
satisfaction;: it is an indispensable means, but only a

means, and not that understanding itsel f.

The positivistic orientation is evident also in the
resemblance between the accounts of the relationship between
language and micro contexts provided by ethnographers of
speaking and the probabalistic explanations of t he
relationship between language and macro contexts offered by
macrosociolinguists (see pages 29-31) a resemblance
commented on by Gumperz (1982a:155):
They tend to see speech events as bounded units,
functioning somewhat like miniature social systems
where norms and values constitute independent
variables, separate from language proper. The task of
sociolinguistic analysis in this view. is to specify
the interrelationship of such variables in events
characteristic of particular social groups...The
principal goal is to show how social norms affect the

use and distribution of communicative resources, not

deal with interpretation.

Another way of putting this is that the analysis of speech

events, like other positivistically orientated research is

concerned with facts rather than action (see page 34).
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Ethnographers of speaking attempt to specify WHAT contextual
information is relevant to the formulation of rules of
speaking. These rules explain WHY utterances take on the
value of (are interpreted as) certain speech acts which
together constitute the speech event in question. They do
not, however . attempt to answer HOW questions i.e. thevy do
not attempt to identify the interactional mechanisms by means
of which contextual information enters into interpretation as
the interaction wunfolds in real time. Thevy do not deal with
the aquestion of how participants are able to recognize what
speech event is involved and whén a boundary between one

speech event and another has been reached. Context is

presented as historically—-given rather than as
interactionally-constituted. and as static rather than
dynamic.

2.2.2 ANALYSIS OF SPEECH ACTS

An  approach to the study of micro-settings which does deal
directly with interpretation, but which., nevertheless, tends
to be almost eaually positivistic in orientation. is the

analysis of speech acts carried out by philosophers,

lingquists and others working within the area of pragmatics.

Speech act theory had its origins in the philosophic writings

of Wittgenstein and Austin who qguestioned the assumption

widely held by linguists and natural language philosophers
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that the basic function of language 1is to convey
propositional meaning i.e. "the context—-independent,
invariant meaninqg expressed in a sentence" (Brown and Yule

1983:107) which corresponds to what one has to know about the
world to know whether what is expressed by the proposition is
true or false. Thev arque that the meaning of an utterance
often derives from 1its use; from what it does. From this

kernal idea has developed the notion of speech act.

Austin (1962) suggests that in producing an utterance a
speaker is simultaneouslv performing three acts:
(a) a locutionarvy act which 1is the act of saving
something: of producing a meaningful utterance:
(b? an illocutionary act which bhas to do with the
intent of the speaker e.g. a directive where the
intention or illocutionary point is to get the hearer
to do something:
(a) a perlocutionary act which is the act performed
when the wutterance affects the behaviour. beliefs,
feelings, attitudes of the hearer. The effects mav be
intentional or unintentional. Thus a hearer may supply
the nperlocutionary uptake (the intended effect) of a
directive (the 1illocutionarvy act) by doing what the
speaker wants him to do. but he mav instead ignore the

directive or do or sav something qQuite different.

As Downes (1984:309-310) explains, the "concepts of

illocutionary and perlocutionary force Jointly describe two
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related parts of the overall intentionality of verbal
action". However . in accounting for how speech acts are
interpreted, speech act theorists have tended to focus on

illocutionarvy acts.

Searle (1969.1976) proposes a taxonomy of speech act tvpes
and specifies rules for the performance of these acts. which
take the form of a set of conditions which are necessary and
sufficient for particular acts to be performed by an
utterance. These correspond to the rules of speaking Hymes

(see paage 46) refers to. The conditions which have to be
satisfied in the context 1if an utterance is to count, for
example. as a request, are that the speaker sincerelyvy wants
the hearer to perform the intended perlocutionary act
(sincerity condition): that the hearer is able to perform
that act and that s/he would not do it in the normal course
of events (breparatory conditions): that the act must be a
future act of the hearer (propositional content condition):
and that the utterance counts as an attempt to get the hearer

to perform that act (essential condition). Take. for example,

the utterance:

Please close the door,

A hearer who. quided by such explicit linguistic cues to
illocutionary force as the politeness form and the imperative
mood . suspects that the speaker intends a reguest. would be
able to accomplish the task of interpretation by checking the

context to see whether. in it, the conditions for the act
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are met. Thus. for example. if the hearer is unable to carry
out the perlocutonary act because the door is already closed
(preparatory condition), all the necessary conditions cannot
be said to have been met for the utterance to count as a

request.

What this account does not explain is how the hearer would be
able to interpret the utterance "Please close the door" if
the linguistic form (politeness form and mood) was not a
reliable quide to its illocutionary force. Scholars working
in this fie}d have recognized that there is freguently not
a one—to-one relationship between linguistic form and
illocutionary force of utterances. To take the example of
grammatical mood. while one of the most explicit ways for
speakers to signal that their utterances are directives, is
to use the imperative mood (e.g. "Close vour desks'"), it is
possible for them. alsp. to use interrogative and declarative
moods (e.qg. "Could vyou close vour desks?":; "Your desks are
still open."). By the same token, a particular mood can be
used in the performance of a wide range of speech act types.

For example, the declarative mood can be used in the

per formance of:

declaratives (speech acts which bring about changes in the

wor ld through their successful execution) e.q "I resign.":

representatives (speech acts which express how things are)

€.g9. "It's raining ouside.":

directives (speech acts whose illocutionary point is to get

pecple to do something) e.g."Your desks are still Closed.":
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commissives (speech acts whose illocutionary point is to

cemmit  the speaker to some future act) e.g. "1 will do my

homework."s: and sO oONn.

In attempting to answer the guestion of how a hearer is able
to interpret what was intended by the speaker when the
linguistic form of the utterance does not signal
unambiguously its illocutionary force. Searle (1975) argues
that many utterances have two kinds of illocutionary force.

He gives as an example the utterance:

! have to study for an exam.

This wutterance contains the illocutionary force indicator
(declarative mood) of a statement., but which. as a response
to the utterance: "Let's go to the movies tonight." may mean
not Jjust a statement. but also a refusal. Such cases where
one 1illocutionary ac£ is per formed indirectly by way of
per forming another, he refers to as indirect speech acts.
Searle argues, fur ther, that the starting point for the
interpretation of indirect speech acts is the literal meaning
of the utterance as signalled by explicit, formal
illocutionary indicators such as mood. In the manner outlined
above. the hearer can check the context to see whether in it
the conditions for the act to count as a guestion are met.
Finally. to explain how the bhearer moves +from the
interpretation of the direct speech act to the

interpretation

of the indirect speech act. Searle makes use of the notion of
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the co—-operative principle and its maxims expounded by Grice

(1975).

Grice explains that conversation 1is possible because
participants are able to assume of one another that they are
obeying the co-operative principle which he expresses as
follows: "Make vyour conversational contribution such as is
required, at the stage at which it occurs, by the accepted
purpose or direction of the talk exchange in which you are
engaged"” (1975:45). He also lists four maxims which according
to Brown and VYule (1983:101) wunderlie the efficient and
effective use of language and Jointly express the
co-operative principle. These are:

QUANTITY: don't provide more or less information than is
required for the current purposes of the exchange.

QUALITY: make vour contribution on that is true.

RELATION: make vour contributions relevant.

MANNER: be clear (brief., orderly and unambiquous).

As Downes (1984:318) paraphrases the explanation provided by
Grice: "when we engage in a conversation with someone, we can
assume that thev are co-operating to sustain our joint

activity: more specifically., that thev are trvying to follow

these maxims".

To pursue this explanation fur ther, we can examine the

following example provided by Grice (1975:51):

A: 1 as cut of oetrol,
B: There is a caraoe arcund the corner.
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On the assumption that B is behaving consistently with the
maxim of relation, A is able to interpret B's utterance as
inferring that the garage is open and has petrol to sell.
Such an inference he terms a conversational implicature,

which can be defined as an inference generated in the
conversation in order to preserve the assumption that

participants are obeying the maxims".

Grice notes. also. (and this is where his explanation ties up
with that of Searle) that speakers sometimes deliberately
violate or "exploit” maxims in order to signal what Searle
refers to as indirect speech acts. Grice (1975:52) supplies,
as an example of exploiting the maxim of guantity, the
following referee report on an applicant, who is the writer's
pupil, for a philosophy job: "Dear Sir, Mr X's command of
English is excellent and his attendance at tutorials has been
regular”. He explains that the relevant conversational
implicature is arrived at by moving through a number of steps
in a reasoning process. The reader reasons as follows:

The writer cannot be opting out, since if he wished to

be uncooperative, why write at all? He cannot be

unable, through ‘iqnorance. to say more. since the man

is his pupil: moreover, he knows more information than

this 1is wanted. He must, therefore, be wishing to

impart information that he is reluctant to write down.

This supposition is tenable onlvy on the assumption that

he thinks Mr X is no good at philosophy. This, then. is

what he is implicating.
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As with Searle, the starting point for the interpretation is

the literal meaning of the utterance.

In similar vein, Searle (1975:63) explains that a hearer
would assume in relation to the "] have to study for an
exam. " utterance {see page 54), that the speaker is
exploiting the maxim of relevance. A relevant response to an
invitation is an acceptance, a rejection, a counterproposal
or further discussion, and since the speaker’'s literal
meaning is not one of those, the hearer would infer that the
speaker 's primary illocutionary point is different from his
literal one. Further inferential work would allow him to go
from this step to the conclusion that the illocutionary point

of the utterance is a rejection of the proposal.

Of particular relevance to the research reported on in this
thesis, is research which focuses on the issue of
universality in the realization of speech acts; which
attempts to determine the deqree to which rules that govern
the use of language in context vary from culture to culture
and langquage to language. Because differences in such
pragmatic rules are seen as a source of miscommunication in
intercul tural communication, this research is sometimes

referred to as studies of pragmatic failure (see for example

Thomas 1984).

Probably the most ambitious of these studies (one that is

still in progress) is the Cross—-Cultural Speech Act
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Realization Project (CCSARP) . Blum—Kulke & Olshstain
(1984:196) sum up the goals of this project as follows:
The goals of the project are to compare across
languages the realization patterns of two speech acts
-requests and apologies- and to establish the
similarities and differences between native and
non-native speakers’ realization patterns in these two
acts in each of the languages studied within the
project.
For each of eight languaqes and varieties data have been
collected from 200 native and 200 non-native speakers
{comprizing équal numbers of male and female second and third
vear university students) by means of what they term a
discourse completion test. This consists of a number of
incomplete discourse sequences. Each consists of a
description of the particular context including the setting,
the specification of the relative social distance between the
participants and their status relative to one another, and an
incomplete dialogue. In each case, the informants are
required to complete the dialogue. thus supplvying the speech

act aimed at in the given context.

Thereafter the responses are coded according to a coding
scheme. the dimensions of which are. putatively, univefsal.
In the case of requests, for example, each reponse sequence
is first analvsed into three segments: a) address term(s); b)
head act: adjunct(s) to the head act e.g. Pardon me (address

term) , but could vou give me a lift (head act), if you're



39

going my way, as I just missed the bus and there isn’'t
another one for an hour (adjuncts to the head act). Then each
segment 1is coded in terms of the choice(s) made from the
options available for the realization of that segment of the
speech act. For example, it is hypothesized that,
universally, lanquage users intending to request are able to
choose from a finite set of nine conventional strategies
which are realized in linguistically fixed ways. These range
along a continuum between the poles of most direct and most
indirect strategies. Since all requests are face threatening,
interfering as they do with the freedom of the hearer (see
2.2.3. on the analysis of politeness behaviours), the speaker
is able to minimize the imposition involved in the act by
choosing an indirect rather than direct strategy, as does the
speaker in the example above in choosing a strategy which
refers to preparatory conditions (ability or willingness, the
possibility of the act being performed:"could vou"). Amongst
the options open to speakers in the adjuncts to the head act
segment, is the use. again in the example above. of the
category of "cost minimizer" (if vyou're going my way) in
which the speaker attempts to minimize the sense of
imposition by indicating consideration of the "cost" to the
hearer involved in compliance with the request, and the

category of ‘"grounder" fas I've just missed) in which the

speaker indicates the reason for the request.

The researchers are hopeful that their analysis, when

complete, will be very revealing about the degree and nature
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of intercultural variance 1in speech act realization. For
example. in the case -of requests, the distribution of reauest
strategy types for the situations described in the test
should enable the researchers to determine general cultural
preferences for directness/indirectness. Then too, by
comparing choice of strategies cross—linguistically within
identically defined contexts, it should be possible to see
how such social factors as power and distance differentially
constrain the choice of strategies by native speakers of each
lanquage group. It is such differences which they see as

sources of second language user 's pragmatic failures.

This brief overview of the contribution of certain scholars
to speech act analysis is sufficiently representative to
permit some generalizations about the extent to which speech
act analvsis reflects a positivist orientation.
Significantly. Downes. (1984:340) distinquishes speech act
analysis from macro-sociolinguistics by explaining that
whereas the latter provides a causal explanation, the former
provides a teleoclogical explanation of the relationship
betweeen language and context. Such explanations differ from
causal ones in that, whereas in the former we say "This
happened, because that had occured", in the latter we say

"This happened in crder that that should occur” (von Wright

cited by Downes 1984:341).In other words., the explanation of
actions are in terms of the agent’'s intention or goal in
acting. Downes explains, further. that the connection between

the mental state (intention, goal) of the actor and the act
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is not causal but inferential. The analyst constructs an

explanation by reconstructing the agent’'s reasoning.

Insofar as teleological explanations readily accommodate the
subjective and intentional 1in human social behaviour. they
have been presented as alternatives to explanations modelled
on those developed in the natural sciences. However, an
examination of the methods employved by speech act theorists

reveals that they are considerably influenced by positivistic

thinking. ODf particular significance is the high degree of
idealization evident in their work. Searle not only
acknowledges this by arguing "that an adequate study of

speech acts is a study of langue" (1969:17) but defends
this way of proceeding by wusing the classic positivist
argument that precedent 1is to be found for this in the
natural sciences:
This method, one of constructing idealized models, is
analogous to the sort of theory construction that goes
on in most sciences, e.qg., the construction of economic
models, or accounts of the solar system which treat
planets as points. Without abstraction and idealization

there is no svstemization. (Searle 1969:56)

Such idealization is evident, also, in the emphasis in speech
act theory on illocutionary rather than perlocutionary acts.
By largely ignoring perlocutionary acts, speech act theorists
greatly decrease the complexity of the task of explanation,

because, whereas "the act the speaker intended to perform
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ought to be decidable on the assumption that speakers usually
want their hearers to understand the ‘point’ of what they
say" (Downes 1984:31@), the perlocutionary effects of the act
are unpredictable. In the bprocess. however . they give a
distorted idea of how interpretation is accomplished. Theyvy
give the fallacious impréssion that speakers compose messages
independantly of hearers. and that these messages are decoded
in such a way that speaker s intended meaning is recovered
without transformation or modification of the hearer. What is
ignored is that. because speakers and hearers are not alwavs
mutually aware of the relevant contextual factors, or

perceive them in the same way, actual perlocutionary effect

is often quite different from intended effect. As Franck

(1981:227) explains, "the analysis of ‘real life”
communication shows - even if cases of misunderstanding or
partial misunderstandinag are exc luded - that the

interactional meaning of the contributions to conversation is

to some extent subject to mutual negotiation’.

Further evidence of idealization is the preference for
decontextualized, often self-constructed data., rather than
extended real-life discourse. This. too., has the effect of
reducing the complexity of the task of explanation. As
Michaels and Reier (1981:179) point out, it means that speech
act theorists are not obliged to explain such complexities as
how it is possible for participants (in terms of the

cooperative oprinciple) to be mutually aware of the goals and

directions of the conversation despite the fact that these
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vary not merely from conversation to conversation, but from
moment to moment within a single conversation. Mutual
awareness and consensus about goals and direction of the
conversation are presented as somehow pre-existing rather

than in the process of being negotiated.

This is evident, for example, in the method of data

collection employed in the Cross-Cultural Study of Speech Act

Realization Patterns (CCSARP) outlined above. The
discourse-completion test employed, by its wvery nature,
cannot capture the effects of the participants’ often

differing and usually constantly changing perceptions of the
context. Nor can it capture the decisive effect that prosody
and non-verbal behaviour can have on how acts are realized.
Not least, it cannot capture the cumulative effect of
mismatches in culture-specific discourse conventions over
time on the guality of communication. Thus a difference that,
at the beginning of an intercultural encounter, may occasion
merely slight puzzlement and be a spur to further negotiation
of meaning, may be, after a prolonged period of mutually
stressful interactional "stumbling", the source of major
pragmatic failure. Indeed the CCSARP study is more concerned
with competence than performance data. It attempts to
establish what informants feel to be the norm rather than
what they actually say in real contexts of use. While it may
reasonably be assumed that there is a relationship between

perceived norms and actual behaviour, perceived norms may or

may not coincide with actual behaviour in particular
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situations.

Idealization is also evident in the way speech act theorists,
while acknowledging the role of contextual information in
interpretation, present it as something of marginal
importance which is appealed to retrospectively, and then
only when something has "gone wrong', as in the case of
indirectness or vagueness. Utterances with vagque, implicit or
indexical (dependant on context for full explication)
meanings are seen as exceptions rather than the rule, and use
iz made of such devices as maxims to show that their

interpretation derives from their literal, explicit meanings.

The hypothesis that the interpretation of indirect acts
derives from the literal meanings of utterances has been
challenged by a number of scholars. Levinson (1981:481), for
example, offers the following sentence as a counter-example
to the «claim that indirect sentences retain their literal

illocutionary force:

Mav [ remind vou that vour account is gverdue.

As he explains, this sentence "cannot possibly function as a
request for permission to remind, since reminding is done in
uttering the sentence without such permission being granted.

Dore and McDermott (1982) , using an interactional

sociolinguistic approach to utterance interpretation, are

able to show how a particular utterance in a classroom
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exchange comes to take on the meaning for the participants of
a hedged denial of its literal meaning. Relevant contextual
information is that the utterance is made by Rosa. a pupil
who is far behind her peers in learning to read; that she
frequently uses various ploys to hide her performance, such
as looking away at turn-relevant moments, calling out for a
turn at wrong times or using wrong words to secure a turn:
and that the teacher and other pupils frequently cooperate
with these ploys by, for example, offering help, asking
easier questions and arranging conditions under which Rosa’'s
contributions are useful. The utterance in guestion, "I could
read it". was made by Rosa at a time when another pupil had
started to read. and when the group as a whole was faced with
confusion about what they were doing together. By attending
to Rosa’'s utterance.-but not responding to it, and moving on
to listening to the reader., the rest of the group complete
the negotiation of the context, in terms of which Rosa’'s
utterance 1is interpreted by the participants as having the
value of a confirmation that someone has started to read.
Clearly what facilitates interpretation here, is not the
literal meaning of the utterance, but such contextual factors
as the attention of the participants to the on—-going action,

and their shared knowledge of the usual seguence of events

and social roles in these events.

The npotion that utterances with vague, implicit, indirect or

indexical meanings are exceptions has also been challenged.

Gumperz (1980:119) argues that "we must assume that all
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interpretations of communicative 1intent are ultimately
indirect"”, and that the 1interpretation of even the most
simple. apparently transparent utterance has to be sensitive
to context. Franck (1981:232), too, argues that the analysis
of natural interactive language use reveals that vagueness is
an essential quality of linguistic expression, and

indexicality is the rule, not the exception'.

Further evidence of positivistic thinking is that, as with
the analysis of speech events (see 2.2.1), the analysis of
speech acts offers an analyst’'s rather than a participant’'s
perspective. Speech act theory 1is concerned with the
potential meaning of utterances and does not specify the
actual interpretations to which the participant’'s are

orientated.
2.2.3 ANALYSIS OF FOLITENESS BEHAVIDURS 1IN MICRDO SETTINGS

Research which draws heavily on speech act theory, but which
is, nevertheless, less positivistic in orientation, is that
concerned with the potential face threat of acts of
communication and the politeness strategies which allow
speakers to produce these acts with lesser or greater risk of
face loss. By face, here, is meant the image of him/herself a
person projects and seeks to maintain in public. Thus, for
example, the act of rejecting an invitation may threaten the
face of the person who did the inviting, but the extent of

the threat will depend on whether a high risk strategy, such
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as where the refusal is stated baldly ( No, I don't want to
go.) or a lower risk strategy is used (Gosh, that would be

great, but I really have to...).

Scholars such as R. Lakoff (19733 1979)., Brown and Levinson
{1978). and Scollon and 5Scollon (1982: 19B3) specify the
range of politeness strategies (styles, modes) available to
speakers, and how these are realized linquistically. They
also identify the contextual factors which constrain the
choice of one strateqy rather than another in any exchange
i.e. which determine which of the strategies is appropriate
in any particular context. Of particular significance to the
analyses reported on in chapters 4 and 35, tﬁev attempt to
identify what is universal and what culture—-specific about

face and politeness behaviours.

Whereas speech act theorists tend to see utterances with
implicit, indexical meanings as exceptions, these scholars
see them as the rule. They recognize that participants in
interactions are usually as concerned with producing
utterances which are in keeping with the relationships with
their interlocutors, as with communicating information
clearly and unambiguously. In other words., in addition to
ideational content., their messages signal their definition of
that aspect of the context concerned with Sgcial roles,
including respective rights and obligations. This corresponds

to the contextual variable in Hymes ' 's taxonomy termed

"participants" (see page 46).
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They explain that speakers are constantly concerned with
reconciling the basic need, on the one hand, to express their
own individuality (get the +floor, get their own agenda
attended to, protect themselves from being imposed upon by
other people’'s ideas or actions) and, on the other hand, the
egually basic need to be an accepted, appreciated member of a
social group. The need to show that one is an individual
distinguishable from the group, they term need for negative
face, while the need to belong to the social world., need for
positive face. The reconciling of individual and social needs
is difficult to achieve. For example, a person who is overly
concerned with his negative face needs may impose his own
will or point of view, but at the expense of his acceptance
and appreciation by the group (at the expense of his positive
face) e.g. he may find that his jokes are not laughed at, or
that the topic he raises 1is not built upon by the other
participants. By the same token, a person overly concerned
with his positive face needs may gain acceptance but find
himself being imposed upon (losing negative face) e.g.
constantly getting interrupted, having people meddle in his
private a+ffairs, challenging his way of thinking or doing
things. and so on). As this example shows, what makes the
task of reconciling negative and positive face needs
especially difficult +for a participant, is that s/he has to

achieve this, by playing off his/her own needs against those

of the other participants. In other words, freedom of action

and acceptance cannot be unilaterally accomplished, and
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depend on the cooperation of others who also have face needs.
That face loss does not occur more often, can be ascribed to
the politeness systems, the rules and strategies of which

these scholars seek to describe.

Building on insights provided by speech event and speech act
analysis, Lakoff (1973) postulates that there are two sets of
pragmatic rules (or rules for appropriate use) which
interlocutors adhere to when communicating, in addition to
the syntactic or semantic rules which 1linquists have
principally concerned themselves with, namely:

A. Clarity (or conversational) rules

B. Politeness rules

Set A. she says correspond to Grice' s conversational maxims,
and argues that the reason these maxims are more often
honour ed in the breach than the observance {(the reason
speakers appear to hide their intentions) is that in most
conversational situations it 1is considered preferable to
avoid offence (to strengthen social relationships) than
achieve clarity; that when there is a clash between A rules
and B rules., B take preference. The second set of rules she
describes as follows:

1. Don’t impose. This rule is seen in operation in requests
for permission before asking personal questions (May‘I ask
how much vou paid for..?), use of passives (Dinner is served)
or impersonal expressions (the authorial ‘we’), and the use
of technical terms for taboo subjects like sex, elimination

or economic difficulties (copulation, defecation and
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disadvantage).

2. Give options. This rule is seen in operation in the use of
"hedges" (sort of, kind of, roughly) in which the hearer is
left with the option of not interpreting what is said as a
taboo topic. and expressions such as: "It's time to leave
isn‘t it?" where the speaker is not uncertain but chooses not
to assert him/herself for fear of offending the hearer.

I, Make vour addressee feel good/ wanted/ like a friend. This
rule 1is seen in operation in the use of expressions which
make the addressee feel a more active participant, such as
"like", ”y’knowf. "l mean", the giving of compliments and the

use of simple forms of unmentionable words.

Lackoff explains, further. that clarity or conversational
rules (set A) can be seen as a sub-case of the first of the
politeness rules since, in - communicating as <clearly as
possible, one 1is avoiding imposing on one’'s addressee. This
suggests that all utterances, and not just some, have a

politeness dimension i.e. are more or less face threatening.

Continuing her investigation of politeness phenomena, Lakoff

(1979) distinguishes four modes of presentation of self

(faces) or interactional styles. These modes and their

inter-relationships she presents schematically as follows:



71

-DISTANEEN
CLARITY / / CAMARADERIE

Each mode of presentinag self names the kind of relationship
between the participants which is signalled by the speaker in
choosina the forms (lexical. svntactic) associated with the
mode or stvle. The orderinag of the modes in the diagram is to
be interpreted as a continuum which "represents, from left to
right. an increasing awareness of the addressee’'s presence as
explicitly manifested by the speaker" (Lakoff 1979:63). The
connecting lines indicate that. in addition to beinag used in

isolation. these strategqies can be used in combination.

In adopting the clarity mode. speakers focus on the

messaqe . rather than the relationships with their
interlocutors. It is the stvle of classrocom lectures and news
broadcasts. and is consistent with Gricean maxims. She
observes. interestingly. that <clarity 1is often seen as an
ideal stvle bv manv in North American culture, as is evident

from the many letters to the press deploring the inability of

people to write or speak clearly.

In adoptinag the distance mode speakers focus on the

relationship with their interlocutors and signal that this is

a remote one. The forms associated with this mode are
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technical terminology. formal polite language and
pedantically correct grammar and diction. It is the stvle of

politicians. bureaucrats or academics delivering papers.

In adopting the deference mode speakers again focus on

relationships. in this case bv adhering to the first two of
the politeness rules of Lakoff' s earlier paper: don’'t impose
- qgive options. The speaker implies that the interpretation
and outcome of the interaction is in the hands of the hearer.
Forms associated with this stvle include hedges: '"He's prettv
ruthless I auess". where the speaker defers to a pbossible

different obinion by hedaina his emphatic assertion with the
tentative "1 quess". Lakoff (1979:65) explains why the use of
this mode often leads to friction between the participants.
While deference seems to offer choice., it in fact retains
power . as is evident from the speaker s ability to offer
freedom. Thus the hearer often feels trapped since the
alternatives of overt offer and covert injunction appear

eaually risky.

Whereas deference is related to the first two of the

politeness rules of the earlier paper , camaraderie is

related to the third. namelv: make vour addressee feel qgood/
wanted/ like a friend. A difference in this paper. however,
is that she i1ncludes. as a means of conveving this stvle. all
direct expressions and not just those which convey goodwill,

As Lakoff (1979:65) expresses this, "camaraderie,

necessitating as 1t does direct confrontation, is the
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modality least in accord with what we usually think of as
‘politeness . For camaraderie explicitly acknowledges that a
relationship exists and is important, whether one of

friendliness or of hostilitv.

0f particular significance to the research reported on in
chapters 4 and 3. Lakoff uses this model to investigate
differences between what she terms women and men’'s ideal
stvles in American culture and. in the process, shows how
differences in the "taroetted" stvles of different cultural
or sub-cul tural groups can lead to the misinterpretation of
intentions and attitudes. the misevaluation of abilities, and
to the emeraence and maintenance of negative stereotypes of
these aroups. She explains (197%9:6%) that each "culture has
implicitlvy in its collective mind a concept of how a good
human beina should behave: a taraget for its members to aim at
and judge themselves and others bv'". Thus, for example.
traditionallyv. deference 1is viewed bv Japanese and by
American women as a taraget strategv. while distance/clarity
is viewed as the ideal by American males. When a person knows
that a particular strategv is the target for a cultural group

he can interpret it as conveving conventicnal deference,

camaraderie or distance. but if he is not aware of this he

can onlv infer real deference. camaraderie or distance.

Conventional interpretation is not available to people who do

not belong to the group and. thus. misinterpretation from

this source often occurs in intercultural communication i.e.

cutsiders tend to assume that the deference., camaraderie and
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so on. is what is actually felt. An example (not provided by
Lakoff) is the irritation experienced by foreign visitors to
the W. U.S.A. when Americans, after treating them (as they
perceive 1it) almost like intimate friends at first meeting,
make little attempt to follow uD the "friendship". Lakoff¥
explains that American men often mistake conventional
deference in women for real deference 1i.e. reallv being
principallv concerned with what other people want. and havinag
their own choice of what to think and do heavilv dependent on
the opinion of others. She suagests that stereotvpes of women
as 1illoaical., fickle or deceitful are a conseauence of women
failinag to behave in a manner consistent with the

misperception.

Lakoff outlines three further sources of misinterpretat:-

and friction. She points out that, within a agrounp.
participants behave in a way consistent with the idealized
target up to a certain point in a relationship. and then drop
conventionalized behaviour and start behaving as thev really
feel. This is signalled in many cultures by the choice of
address terms. What leads to misinternretation is that
different cultures differ in how long thev take to drop
convention. For example. Ahericans tend to start first naming
on veryv short acquaintance. whereas manvy other cultures take
much lonaer. Such differences contribute to stereotvpes of

Americans as brash and of members of the other cultures as

cold and alocof.
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Misinterpretation occurs, also, where the range of situations
for which two or more styles seen as ideal in one culture,
are covered by one in another culture. She gives as an
example, the differences between American and Germanic
culture where the range of situations covered partly by
distance and partly by camaraderie styles in American culture
are covered conventionally only by distance in Germanic
culture. She hypothesizes that this difference occurs because
there is greater movement in American culture than in German.
and provides evidence which suggests that the targetted stvyle
for American men has been shifting in recent years from
distance/clarity to camaraderie. The idea that the grammar of
culturally-specific interaction stvles, like linqguistic
grammar, must shift and that they are always in motion is an
important one, and one that I return to in subsequent

chapters.

A third source of misinterpretation is differences between
cultures as to how particular acts are classified. She gives
as an example the refusing of second helpings at meals. In
one culture this may be classified as appropriate
conventional deference, allowing the host to do the urging,
while 1in another it mavy be considered distancing behaviour

i.e. as signalling an unwillingness to be involved with the

Brown and Levinson's (1978) account of the role of politeness

behaviours is similar. They explain that it is the balancing
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of the desire to maintain face oneself. against the need to
preserve the face of others, which provides motivation for a
range of strategies for the presentation of self. These they
represent diagramatically as follows:

Circumstances determining

cheice of strateav:

Lesser

1 L.without redres
Estimatiaon

ive action. 3aldiv

m

Qry recerd Z. oocitive scliteness
af risy
Dc the FTA with redrescive action
af tace
&, off recars 3. nenative sslizzness
L)

l

Denst do the FTA

cn

" Breater
Brown and Levinson explain that speakers estimate the
seriousness oOr weightiness (the dearee of potential face

loss) of each act in their culture. The more an act threatens
either the speaker or the hearer ‘s face. the higher—-numbered
the strategy a speaker is likely to choose. Thus if the risk
were very areat, he would probablvy choose not to encode it at
all (strategy 5). If the desire to communicate a verv risky
act i1s agreat. he would probablyvy choose, instead. to go
off-record (strateqy 4). that is. communicate indirectly e.q.
"It would be great if I could afford to give the wife a
Christmas present this vear", which could be an indirect
reauest for a loan. Since intention in indirect acts is
ambiquous, the speaker avoids responsibility for the
potentially threatening action and gains credit for being

tactful and non-cocercive. Where risk is a little less severe.
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he would probablv go on record and attempt to counteract the
potential face damage by means of negative politeness
(stateqy 3} e.q. "1 JUST want to ask you if I can borrow a
LITTLE sugar" where the emphasized words convey that the
speaker respects the negative face wants of the hearer and

seeks to impose on him minimallv. With still less risk the

speaker would probably choose, instead. to redress (or
counteract) potential face damage by means of positive
politeness (strateqy 2) e.g. "Come here HONEY" where the use

of the in-group address form softens the imperative by

signalling that the speaker 's actions cannot be interpreted

as threatening the hearer’'s face because. by virtue of
co—membership, the speaker shares the hearer 's wants values
and goals. Finally, where risk of face loss is small or

non—-existent, the speaker would probably choose to do the act
baldly, without any redressive action (strategy 1), An
example is the warning : "Watch out!" which is appropriate in
circumstances in which, because of the urgent need to
communicate with maximum efficiency, speaker and hearer

recognize that face redress is unnecessarv.

These lowest numbered strategies (baldlv without redressive
action and positive politeness) correspond to Lakoff's
clarity and camaraderie styles. and are grouped under the
heading of solidarity politeness by Scollon and Scollon

(1982 & 1983). They also claim (1983:170). interestingly,

that volubility 1is a further solidarity strategy since the

willingness to test and negotiate their view of the world,
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which ospeakers display in being voluble. is an expression of

the desire for positive face.

The other strateqgies listed by Brown and Levinson (negative
politeness: off-record/indirectness: and not performing the
act). which correspond to Lakoff’'s distance and deference
stvles are agrouped bv Scollon and Scollon under the heading

of deference paoliteness. This grouping includes strateqgyvy S,

not performing the face threateninag act, which, by contrast
with wvolubility, reveals an unwillinaness on the part of

speakers to test and negotiate their view of the world.

Brown and Levinson arague that which of these strategies is
chosen depends on the speaker 's moment to moment calculation
cf the dearee of risk (weightiness) 1nvolved in per forming
the act 1n question (Wx). This the speaker does by taking
into account three cgntextual factors. and the relationship
between them. namelv: social distance between the speaker and
the hearer (D): relative power of the speaker and the hearer
(P> and the rankina (Rx) of the degree of imposition of the
particular act in that culture. These factors, they claim,
subsume all other relevant contextual factors e.qg.
occupation, status. age and so on. Thev express thé
relationship between the factors as follows:
Wx = P + D + Rx
This formula helps explain why speakers choose higher

numbered strategies (deference po. teness) as the seriousness

of potential face loss increases. The speaker is likely to
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take fewer risks with people in authority (high P rating),
with stranagers (high D rating), and where the imposition is
thought to be great in that culture (high R rating). He would
not adopt a higher numbered strateqy than necessary. however ,
because redressive action reduces the clarity of the message.
and because that would signal to the hearer that the act is
more of a threat than it is: that the distance. power and/or

imposition are greater than they are.

Brown and Levinson also provide insight into the possibile
sources of miscommunication in intercultural communication.
They argue that the distinctive ethos or interactional stvyle
of a cultural or sub-cultural group. whether friendly and
back-slappina, formal and deferential. showy or distant and
suspicious. is a reflection of the kinds of relationships
that predominate in that group. The particular power (P) and
distance (D) ratings consistent with these relationships
determine the general level of risk (Wx) and. therefore. the

kind of politeness which is preferred.

Thev identifyv three distinctive patterns of politeness
strategies asscciated with the social dyads that predominate
in different cultural groups (what Scollon and Scollon (1983)

term global politeness systems). These politeness svstems,

Br own and Levinson (1978B:256) claim, contribute to the
"predominant interactional stvles, which consititute a
crucial part of cultural ethos"., In cultures in which status

differences are not emphasized (i.e. where the predominant
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dvad is not characterized bv hiagh power (P) relations / where
relations are svmmetrical) speakers and hearers tend to use
similar politeness strateqies irrespective of who is the
superior in status., the particular strategies preferred
depending upon whether value is placed on distance or not.

Thus . for example, in the western U.S5.A., where people tend

to emphasize the closeness of relationships (-D), speakers
and hearers conventionally tend to prefer solidarity
politeness. This sort of politeness system is represented

araphically in the followina diagram adapted from Brown and

Levinson:

coeaker * hparer

Ltab 1 -F-C SOLIDARITY
TRATEr 4 sDeaner
In the U.K. where maintenance of distance is more highlyv
valued {(+D) . spbeakers and hearers tend to prefer deference

politeness:

coeaker —» EaTET
Dval 21 -P+p DEFERENCE
NEarsr soRavEr

In cultures where status differences tend to be emphasised

(+P) i.e. where relations are asvmmetrical. the more bpower ful

of the conversationalists tends to use solidaritv politeness

speaking "downwards", and the less power ful. deferential

politeness "upwards'":
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coeaker
DYAD It nearer e—__ SOLIDARITY

P40 DEFERENEE—-_____~_§‘___§-_hearer
speaker

Where participants share assumptions about P and D values
(where they operate within the same qglobal politeness svstem
/ have the same interactional stvles) communication tends to
be unproblematic. However . where they emplov different
interactional stvles. confusion often ensues. Scollon and
Scollon (1981:185) illustrate this by examining three cases
of miscommunication. One such is where the one participant
(speaker 1) assumes that symmetrical., close (-P -D) relations
exist and that. therefore. reciprocal solidarity politeness
is appropriate. and the other (speaker 2) assumes that
asvmetrical. either close or distant relations exist. and
that deference politeness up and solidarity politeness down
are appropriate. In those circumstances speaker 1's
solidarity politeness would be heard by speaker 2 as exerting
power over him, and he would tend to respond with deference
politeness. This. speaker 1 would tend to perceive as an

insult to the closeness he has assumed.

Brown and Levinson stress that their account of global
politeness systems is only a crude characterization of the
interactional stvles of different cultures. and point out

that a number of variables (and not Just predominant dvadic
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relations) contribute to the distinctive affective quality of
different stvles. For example, thev point to differences in
the kinds of acts that are thought to be particularly face
threatening in different cultures: criticisms in a shame
culture: compliments in a society where envy is strong:
apologies in a pride culture and offers in a debt-sensitive
culture. Such differences can also be a source of
miscommunication e.g. an apology which is acceptable as
deference politeness 1in one culture mav be more risky in a
pride culture than imposing without redress (i.e. baldly).
Another variable concerns the size of the set of persons for
whom a speaker feels the need to receive positive face.
Differences between groups in South Africa in this respect
and the consequences of such differences for intercultural
communication are referred to in chaoters 4 & 5. A further
variable mentioned by Scollon and Scollon (1983:176) in their
discussion of the Brown and Levinson model., is deqree of
flexibility in social relationships. They see Americans as
tendina to express symmetrical solidarity relations (=P -D )
in a wide range of contexts: family, lectures, public
face-to-face encounters. while the British as tending to
Express asvymmetrical relationships in family contexts. but
symmetrical deference relations in public face-to-face
encounters and symmetrical solidarity in public performances
such as a lecture. Such differences are. for example, the
source of negative stereotvpes that Americans and British

have of one anothers’' family relationsg: the British tend to

see American children as precocious and parents weak. while
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American perceptions of the British are of dominating parents

and submissive but potentially rebellious children.

To sum up this approach it is evident that. in some wavys, the
account of the relationship between language and context
given by these researchers resembles the positivistically
orientated accounts of speech event and speech act analvsts
surveved above. Context is presented as a set of
extra-linquistic variables (power , distance and so on)

separate from language. fixed and pbre-existing.

However . where their account does differ from those given byv
speech event and speech act analvsts is, firstlv. that
context is not presented as something of marginal importance
appealed to only retrospectively. They suggest that all
speech acts. and not just some. have a politeness dimension.
and that context constrains the speakers’ choice of
politeness strategies. Then, too., they present context as
something which is dynamic rather thanm static. Not only do
they see cultural groups and even individuals as differing in
their assumptions about the power and distance values. but
contexts defined in these terms are presented as changing
over time. [t follows that in many, if not most interactions,
participants will not perceive the contexts in exactlvy the
same wav, and that a mutually acceptable definition of the
aspect of context concerned with social roles and respective
rights and obligations will need to be neqotiated as the

interaction unfolds i.e. context rather than merely
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pre-existinqg as a backdrop to conversational interaction. is

created through the process of communication.

However the notion of contexts being cooperatively created bv
the participants 1is not made explicit in their accounts.
Also. although contexts and the targetted interactional
stvles associated with them are said to change with time. no
attempt is made to explain how this change comes about. The
notion that participants create contexts through the process
of communication provides a possible answer. As participants
interact they not only re-create contexts that reflect the
social dvads that historicaalv predominate in their culture.
but alsoc create contexts which reflect the contexts which are
becominaq increasinaly valued in that culture. In the process

thev reinforce the familiaritv of these new contexts and the

interactional stvles associated with them. This fur ther
assures the participants of their proprietyv. As the
ethnomethodologists would put it, the participants

reflexivelvy create the new contexts and establish what the

appropriate stvles are.

The limitations of their view of the relationship between
lanquage and context have as their source. once again, the

idealization emploved in their research. The creative,

neagotiative work of the participants is not evident in their

data because thev tend to limit their attention to individual

speech acts. An exception is the research of Scollon and

Scollon who examine extended discourse rather than merelyv
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single speech acts. Brown and Levinson ({1978:238) do
acknowledge that "conversational understanding is achieved by
reconstruction of levels of intent beyond and above and
integrative of those that lie behind particular utterances or
sentences". and that "conseguently some strateqies for face
threatening act handling are describable only in terms of
sequences of acts or utterances. strung together as outputs
of hierarchical plans" but, other than provide a few
illustrative examples, they do not attempt to build this

insiaght into their theorv.

2.2.4 ANALYSIS OF THE ROLE OF SCHEMATA

Another area of research concerned with the relationship
between lanquage and context which is less positivistically
orientated than. for example. speech event and act analyses,
is that to do with the role of structures of expectation or

schemata in interpretation.

The notion was first introduced by the psychologist Bartlett
(1932) to explain his finding that adult’'s memory for
narratives was characterized by inventions of new details.,
temporal transformations, selective omissions and so on,
instead of the verbatim recall which would have been
consistent with the then current notion of memorv as the
storaage of previously perceived stimuli. Bartlett
nvpothesized that memory pblavs a constructive,

dvnamic role.

He arqgued that a hearer’'s or reader’'s memory DpDrovides



86

structures of expectation or schemata. and that imncoming
information is interpreted in terms of what is already known
and therefore expected. New information is integqrated with

existing knmowledge. thus changing and adding to schemata.

Currently there 1is considerable interest in this notion, cor
in notions very similar to this one (e.g. plans. frames,
scenes. Scripts) in a wide range of disciplines including
linguistics (Fillmore 1975. 1976. 1977: Chafe 1977a & b):
Tannen 1979: vVan Dijk 1977: Widdowson 1983), anthropology
(Bateson 1972; Frake 1977). artificial intelligence (Shanks
and Ableson 1977: Bobrow and Norman 1975 Minsky 1973).
Although the accounts given by these researchers differ in
many ways, as also do their research methods. as Tannen
({1979:138) observes. "all these complex terms and approaches
amount to the simple concept of what Ross (1975) calls
‘structures of expectation’, that is. that. based on one‘s
experience of the world in a given culture (or combination of
cultures). one organizes knowledge about the world and uses
this knowledge to predict interpretations and relationships

regarding new information. events. and experiences."

As it is bevond the scope of this survey to examine how this
concept is treated in all these disciplines. I shall focus on

how it is handled in linguistics, dealinag. in particular,

with the contributions of Fillmore and Widdowson.

Scenes and frames are kev notions in preliminanry
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proposals Fillmore (1973, 1976, 1977) makes for an
alternative theorv to interpretative or truth-conditional
semantics. the semantic theorv associated with generativist
linquistics. Fillmore's thesis is that as peobple learn a
lanquage they come to associate certain scenes with certain
linquistic frames. He uses the term scene to refer to "not

only visual scenes but also familiar kinds of interpersonal
transactions. standard scenarios defined by the culture.
institutional structures. enactive experiences. body image"
(i.e. what bodies can do: qallop. crawl, frown and so on)":
and . in general, anvy kind of coherent segment of human
beliefs. actions experiences or imaginings” (19275:124). He

uses frame to refer "to any svstem of linauistic choices -

the easiest cases being collections of words, but also
including choices of grammatical rules or grammatical
categories-— that can get associated with oprototyvpical
instances of scenes” (1975:124) . In his 1976 npaper he

explains that anv lanquage has both cognitive or conceptual
frames and interactional frames. He subpplies as an example of
a cognitive frame a semantic domain connected with a
commercial event. Such a frame has the form of a scenario
which embraces certain conventional roles (buver. seller,

qoods) . certain conventional sub-events and so on. As an

example of an interactional frame he refers to a areeting

frame which specifies, for example, whether . in the
particular language, the sociallv superior or inferior
initiates the greeting. and what contextual conditions
constrain choice of topics and expressions from the
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restricted permissable set. He explains, further. that once
associations between scenes and frames have been established.
scenes and frames activate one another. Also frames are
associated in memorvy with other frames because thev share
linquistic material, and scenes are associated with other
scenes because of similarities in the entities that consitute
them or because thev tend to co-occur in certain contexts.
Such associations facilitate interpretation as follows:

The first part of the text creates or “activates’ a

kind of schematic or outline scene. with many positions

left blank, so to speak: later parts of the text fill

in the blanks (or some of them. anvway),., introduce new

scenes. combine scenes throuagh links of historv or

causation or reasoning. and so on. In other words., a
person. in interpreting a text. mentally creates a
partially specified world: as he continues with the

text. the details of this world get filled in: and in
the process. expectations get set up which later on are

fulfilled or thwarted. and so on. (Fillmore 1975:125).

In his 1977 paper he illustrates the role of scenes and
frames in the interpretative process by examining what is

involved in attempting to determine the thematic coherence of

the followina two texts:

U nad trounie witn tne car vastarzay, THe Zarburetar was 1irty,
? o

D hag troabie witn e car vacterday, The ach-tray was 2iriv,

He explains that the first text is easy to interpret because
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it 1is possible to create a larger scene by linking the car
and carburetor scenes. and to access an interactional scene
in terms of which the second sentence is understood as an
explanation of the message given in the second. The
difficulty of establishing the thematic coherence of the
second text can be explained in terms of the difficultv of
accessina or creating a larger scene in which the car and

ashtrav scenes are linked purposefully to one another.

It is evident that this account of the relationship between
language and context is, in many wavys. different from
positivisticallvy orientated accounts given earlier in this
chapter. For example. unlike the features captured in Hymes's
arid (see pages 45-47). which are analvst’'s categories and
represent knowledae octentiallv available to participants.

scenes and frames are participants’ cateaories and reoresent
knowledae that thev actuallv make use of while interacting.

Then too. whereas speech act theorists present contextual
information as something of marginal importance which is
appealed to only retrospectivelyv,. and then only when
somethina has "gone wrong”. Fillmore (1976:24) argues that
"the bprocess of interpreting an utterance mav depend. more
than we are used to thinking.,. on our perception of the
context in which the utterance is Produced and our memories
of the contexts for earlier experiences with the utterance or
its constituent parts', Moreover . he suggests that during the
process of interpretation of all utterances f(and not just

those that are indirect or vaague). contextual information ig
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appealed to prospectivelv as well as retrospectivelv.

However . Fillmore does not explicitly emphasize the dvnamic
nature of schemata. Also. possibly because he tends to
concern himself more with the interpretation of written texts

than spoken interaction. his account of their role in

communication is an intranersonal rather than an
interactional one (concerned with how an individual.
unilaterally. interprets rather than how participants,
together. neqotiate meaning in interactions). Then too. he

does not consider the consequences for communication when the
experiential backgrounds of the participants are very
different. As a conseqguence. he invites confusion with
positivistic accounts of context as something pre-existinag,
perceived bv the participants in much the same wav. and
static i.e. not subject to negotiation in the course of
interactions and not modified as a consequence of the

availabilitv of new information or experience.

The dvnamic. interactive nature of schemata which is implicit
in Fillmore's account is made explicit in Widdowson ' 's
account, as also are the consequences for communication in

Circumstances where schematic knowledae is not shared.

There is a fairly close correspondence between the
explanations of schemata brovided bv Widdowson and Fillmore.

Widdowson defines schemata as "stereotvpic images which we

map on to actualitv in order to make sense of it. and provide
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it with a coherent pattern® (1983:34). He explains that these
imaages (which he elswhere refers to as coanitive
patterns/structures/constructs) are derived from instances of
past experience. and that. in communication, thev are used bv
participants not only to nprocess incomina information
retrospectivelv bv relating it to familiar patterns. but also
prospectively to pregdict what is still to come. Like
Fillmore, he distinaquishes between two cateqories of
schemata:

a. the cateagorv of frames of reference which correspond

to Fillmore’'s coanitive frames. which are derived from

the participant’'s experience with objects. events and

actions. and are, therefore. relevant to the

propositional content of discourse 1i.e. to what is

beinq said:

b. the cateaorv of rhetorical routines which correspond

to Fillmore’'s interactional frames, which are derived

from the participant’'s experience of sequences of

speech acts in wvarious speech events,. and are.

therefore. relevant to the illocutionarv activity of

discourse i.e. to what is beinag done.

However Widdowson avoids the misconcention that schemata are
static mental sets bv pointina out that the use of schemata
in interpretation usuallv involves some neaotiation that
often results in modification of the schemata themselves. He

acknowledaes that. when the schematic wor lds of the

participants overlap to a considerable degree. it is pDpossible
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is the proform copy of "our hero” in the first sentence) one
would be unable toc make sense of it without being able to
access a frame of reference which corresponds sufficiently to
that triggered by the title: "Columbus discovers America”.
Only then can interpretative procedures be engaged to
establish that the three sisters are Columbus’'s three ships,
that the peaks and valleys are the waves of the sea and so

on.

The second kind of interpretative procedures he refers to are
routine procedures. These servea to project participants’
rhetorical routines by bringing them into focus, and to bring
differing routines sufficiently into correspondence for the
participants to be able ta interpret the illeocuticnary
intents of single speech acts ard of the larger routine or
macro-act that these acts in combination realize. He
illustrates the working of these pnrccedures by referring to

the following exchange

Here B's firet utterance apparently activates a conventional
invitation routine. Working on the assumpticn that A has

access to thizs rcoutine, she 15 able to interpret his

=

utterance as an invitation rather than as the provisicon of
gratuitous information. Because their mutual kncwledge about

such routines includes the infarmation that it is

conventicnal to respond to an invitation with an acceptance
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or a refusal. and that if the latter is obted for a
justification is customarv. it is possible for her response

to be interpreted as both a refusal and an excuse.

In this example., as with the example given of the working of
frame procedures. the brocedures opberate covertly i.e. thevy
are mental opberations. However Widdowson points out that thev
may also be realized overtly through interaction between the
participants. Thus. for example. the exchanae between A and B
might. instead. have unfolded as follows:

A: [ have twe tickets for tne theatre toniant

By Geod for vou. What zre veuw gsing to see?

4: Measure for Measure.
B: Interecting clav. Hooe vou enjov it

Since B. in this exchange. has apparently not accessed the
rhetorical routine which would allow her to interpret A's
purpose as to accomplish a invitation sequence. A might
attempt to negotiate a return to that purpose as follows:
Prook are vou free tonight?
;1 am not sure, Hhv?

Ai Well, [ owould like to invite vou to come to the theatrz with ze,

By well, actuallv, av oxasination is toacrrom.

&nd & on,

0f particular significance to the research reported on in
chapters 4 and S, Widdowson (1983:45) points out that
procedural neqgotiation 'can be quite protracted on occasions.
as intentions miss their mark. directions go astravy. and the
necessary schemata are not enaaged”. and that this occurs

very freguently in intercultural communication because the

schemata of the participants are often verv different. What
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frequently happens is that one or other participant will
decide that the interpretative effort is too agreat and break
off the conversation. usually drawing negative conclusions

about the other 's intelliaence or integritv.

Of sianificance. also, is the relationship which he sees
between schemata and the politeness behaviours outlined in
the bprevious section. Widdowson. like Fillmore (1976:26).
sees participants’ sets of interrelated schemata as their
on-doina models of the world. The implications of this are
that interpretative procedures are potentiallyv
face—-threatenina ‘ because thev attempt to achieve a
converaence of schematic worlds i.e. because participants
are likelv to perceive attempts to chanae their models of the
world as impositions. It 1is for this reason. accordina to
Widdowson. that manvy of "~ the interpretative oprocedures
participants use "are directed at ensurina that what is said
is not onlv accessible but also acceptable to others”
(1983:47) i.e. the procedures attempt not onlv to affect the
converaence of schemata but, also. simultaneouslv. offset the

sense of imposition. For reasons noted above. this second

function of interpretative procedures is especially
problematic in intercultural communication. which helps
explain whv. in such communication. there is a hiagh risk of

miscommunication.

To conclude this survev I turn to an approach to the studv of

micro-settinas which is least influenced bv pbositivistic
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thinkinag. which I shall refer to as analvsis of

interactionally constituted contexts.

2.2.5 ANALYSIS OF INTERACTIONALLY CONSTITUTED CONTEXTS

Scholars whose work is reviewed under this headina. see
context. rather than as something alreadv aiven. constant and
appealed to only retrospectively in instances of "trouble".
as somethina which is created through the process of
interaction itself. Such a view of context has important
implications for the overall opurpose of this thesis. It
suqaests not onlv that the role of context in interpretation
is of central rather than marainal importance. but., also. as
Cook-Gumperz and Gumperz (1978:11) peoint out. that "in order
to studv bhow context enters into speakers’' and listeners’
Jjudaements and performances in social situations. we have to
focus upon how context 1is realized as part of the

interaction",

Important contributions to the notion of interactionallyv
constituted contexts have been made by McDermott and
associates. A central strand in their araqument is that the
competence opeople require in order to function as competent
members of a culture (includinag communicative competence) is
more usefullv conceived of as what people do toagether. rather
than what is in people’'s heads. Referrina to the ontological

assumption of "new ethnoagraohv”. namelv. that cultures are
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systems of knowledge (see page 44 above), McDermott and Roth
(1978:333) argue as follows:
Goodenough's famous definition of ethnography as the
description of what native speakers have to know in
order to act in culturally appropriate ways was never
meant to call for an analysis of the internal workings
of native minds. The rhetoric was mentalistic, but the
methods and problems tackled consistently pointed to a
concern for knowledge as public displays for which
natives hold each other accountable.
They observe, fur ther, that knowledge in the head is not
directly available for analysis, and argue that an adequate
description of knowledqge is to be accomplished by

establishing not what goes on in heads but between heads.

Significantly. with this focus, the analvtic task becomes one
of examining the details of interaction to discover how
participants set up environments or contexts for the
displayving of knowledge, in terms of which they are perceived
of as competent or incompetent. As Dore and McDermott observe
elsewhere, by context they do not have in mind "a stable
surround or environment that exists before, after and
independent of an utterace. much like a soup bowl in relation
to 1its contents. An interactional stand expresses a quite
different perspective according to which behaviour is its own

context, the bowl and the sSoup consituting each

other" (1982:377).
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The view of interactionally consitituted contexts for the
display of competence (in classrooms. tests and examinations.
job or credit facilitv interviews and so on) has led
McDermott and associates to challenae exblanations of failure
in individualistic. mentalistic terms. Throuah close
examination of verbal and non-verbal behaviours 1in classrooms
they demonstrate that success or failure of certain children
makina slow proaress in readina. depends not on the

complexity of the task. but on how all members of the
particular readina aroup arranae conditions under which the
behaviour of poor achievers is either noticed or ianored.
interpreted as wuseful or as evidence of incompetence. Thev
show. also. that bhow these conditions are arranged is a
conseauence of pressures put on the aroup. Thus they found,
in the case of one of the poor readers. Adam. that whether he
would hide his performances with the co-operation of the
others {(who would offer helpn. easier auestions and so on) or
have his readina difficulties exposed to public scrutinv,
depended on how competitive the adults encouraged the
children to be. McDermott and Hood araque on the basis of
these studies that it is essential that "we mave bewvond the
bias that the bhenomenon of interest lies behind the eves of
the individual and that we should instead beain with the
proposition that successful and unsuccessful moments in the
classroom. and their patternina over time into individual
bioaraphies of aifted and disabled children. are the

oraanized accomplishment of manv persons. anvy one of whom is

spotlighted at a time for particular kinds of intelliqence
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displav" (1981:24).

The notions that contexts and the evaluation of participant’'s
motives and abilities are 1interactionally accomplished is
enlaraed upon. also. by Erickson and associates. Erickson and
Shultz (1981). for example. point out that the competence for
creatina contexts 1includes the abilitv to assess not only
what the context is. but also. when it is. Thev explain that
the contexts are embedded in time and are not onlyvy
continuallvy beinag adiusted from moment to moment as the
participants necotiate what activity thev are enagaged in. and
what the social relationship between them is. but continuallyv
chanaina. It is. therefore. usuallv not possible for a
participant to determine the exact moment when a context has
changed. A participant is able to establish when a context is
bv perceivina that somethinma new is hapbpening and inferring
expectations about what will occur then. He then monitors
subsequent events which either confirm or discomfirm these
expectations. In other words. the competence involved in
determinina when a context is, includes the prospective and

retrospective interpretative procedures referred to above in

the discussion of the role of schemata.

Also. buildinag upon the work of a group of kinesicists who

refer to themselves as context analvsts, Erickson and

associates have hiahlighted the important role of timing in

the creation of contexts. Thev show that participants

oraanize their verbal and non-verbal behaviours (proxemic
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configurations. postures. patterns of lookina. gestures) in
co—operative. reciprocal. rhvthmicallv co-ordinated wavs to
inform one another what the context is in terms of which thev
can understand what thev are doina together. This
conversational svynchronv is somewhat like the behaviour of
ballroom dancina partners of long-standing who., confident in
the mutual knowledage of the basic seauence of dance steps.
and of the signals by which thevy inform one another of
changes in direction or tempo. move in smooth harmonv. As
Erickson explains. this rhvthmic patterning in the
svnchronous verbal and non—-verbal behaviour of the
participants enables them to judae the occurence in real time
of sianificant "next moments”. information which thev must
have 1if thev are to accomplish the process of conversational
inferencina. For example. in Enalish. tonal nuclei and other
accented svllables tend to occur at evenly spaced intervals
across time and at points when the speaker is introducing new
informational content (1.e. what is not part of the
participant’'s shared. or alreadv neagotiated and. therefore
"old" informational content). This enables speakers to signal
and listeners to anticipate when sianificant next moments
\
will orobably occur. such as when new information is likely
to occur. when turn chanae is appropriate. or where an answer

to a previouslvy asked question is likelv to be given.

Erickson (1978) shows how crucial this timing is to the

process of conversatiocnal inferencina and. therefore., to the

interpretation of intent and evaluation of abilitv, bv
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analvsina interaction in a screenina test involving an adult
tester. the testee. a kinderaarden child. Angie. and Rita.
another child who has just completed the test. Rita breaks
into the interaction between tester and testee and throws
their mutual timina off. As a conseaquence. when Anaie
supplies the correct answer twice. but at interactionallyv
"wrona® times (i.e. not in exactlv the correct rhvthmic
slots) . this 1is not heard bv the tester. When Anaie infers
from the apparent non-acceptance of the answer. and the
tester ‘s recvclina of the prompt for an answer. that her
answer was incorrect. and supplies the wrona answer at the
"riaoht" time (conversatiocnal svnchrony havinag. in the

meantime been re—-established). this is heard bv the tester.

O+ particular siani ficance to the research reported on 1in

chapters 4 & S. the notion of conversational svnchronv. ar.

mor e accuratelv. its antithesis. asvnchronyv. has been
particularly useful in explainina whyvy miscommunication is
freguent 1n 1ntercultural communication. As a areat number of
studies have shown (Erickson 1275, 1976. 1978: Gumperz 1982a,
1982b: Pride 1985). intercultural communication is freauently
characterized bv a series of asvchronous. uncomfortable.
stressful moments in which the participants look. sound and
}eel clumsv. and often miss one another ‘s signals because

thevy occur at unexpected moments. Erickson, for example.

found that because of differences in the wavs of listenina of

white counsellors and black students in two junicr colleages

in the U.S.A.. the counsellors frequently incorrectly
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e-xpectatiaons chanrel infercnces by bringing intes foous
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certain interpretative options and interactional moves, the
participants cannot rely on them fully to interpret what they
are doing together and what the meaning of their discourse
is. (This recalls Widdowson s observation about not usually
being able to "switch on to automatic pilot".) To move from
expectations to moment to moment inferences and moves, the
participants have to read conversational or , as Gumperz

frequently refers to them, contextualization cues.

Contextualization cues include a range of linguistic,
paralinguistic and non—-verbal phenomena (code-switches,
prosody, formulaic expressions, lexical and syntactic
choices, routines for opening, sustaining and closing

conversations, address terms, nodding, eye—gaze and so on)
which are associated, as a consequence of previous
co—-occurence in the participants’ experience, with
propositional content and particular speech activities. These
cues contribute to the contextualization process (to the
process of interactionally constituting, ratifying, modifying
and changing the context) by enabling the participants to
signal to one another what the relevant schema is, and,
therefore, what activity they see themselves as engaging in
together, and how what is being uttered relates to the
developing theme (by signalling such things as what is given
information, and what is new information, what

is the main

part of the message and what is subsidiary, contrasting
emphasis and so on). Gumperz, Kaltman and O‘'Connor (1981:6)

illustrate the role of contextualization cues by using
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the following example:

Nal
—

Moy -
nars

Saa

The contextualization cue provided by the intonation contour
(together with other <cues such as appropriate gestures and
directicons of gaze) signals that the activity the
participants are engaged 1In is an introcduction. on the basis
of which hearers are able o interpret the message as a
cocherent whole (tc trace i1ts thematic develcpment) by filling

in information not explicitly expressed i.e.

Gumper:z (1982a:121) explains that the signalling value of

contextual cues depends on the participants’ tacit awareness

of their meaningfulnecs, and that, unlike the meaning of
words, are seldom discussed out of context. This has
important implicaticns for the conseauences of
miscommunication from this scurce, It means that when a

particpant does nct perceive a contextualization cue, or
interprets it in an unexpected wavy , the differ=nce in
interpretation tends tc be perceived in attitudinal rather

than communication terms  i.e. instead <f diaancsing the

problem as a mismatch in their discourse conventicons, they

tend to s . s i
=¥cic) the cther pDerson as rude, unco—-cperative,

difficult, unfriendly and zo on,
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Of particular relevance to the research reported on in
chapters 4 and S, Gumperz and associates have bproduced
evidence of culturallv-specific. svstematic differences in
interpretative schemata and contextualization cues. and have
shown these to be important sources of miscommunication in
intercul tural communication. Thev have also addressed the
aguestion of why such differences should exist. barticularly
in cases where participants are competent speakers of the
same lanquaage and share similar arammatical intuitions. The
answer thevy supplv is that such discourse conventions "are
acauired as a function of a speaker 's lona term interactive
historv as a member of a particular linaquistic community and
particular network of associations. Where these networks
differ. as amona different ethnic or <social qgroups.
conversational cueina conventions and discourse schemata
differ as well” (Michaels * and Reir 1981:181). Where such
discourse conventions are not shared. participants find it
difficult to establish what it is that thev are doina
toaether. and to co-ordinate their behaviour in reciprocal.
co-operative wavs e.a. thevy tend to interrupt one another and
to fail to produce utterances which the other participant(s)
consider coherent contributions to the tobnic or theme.
Because. as noted above. this asvchrony tends to be
interpreted in attitudinal terms. the participbants. tend to

perceive one anothers’ intentions, attitudes. motives and

abilities in verv neaative terms.
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2.3 SUMMARY

As a means of further exploring the unique contribution of
interactional sociolimquistics to the understanding of the
relationship between lanquage and context. this chapter.
then. provides a survev of approaches to the study of the
relationship between language and small-scale conversational
contexts. ordered such that it represents a continuum ranaing
from approaches areatly influenced byv positivism to those

little influenced by it, It focuses on differences between

approaches informed bv positivistic thinkina and
interactional approaches informed by humanistic
interpretations ot science. and hiqblights aspects of
particular relevance to the analyses of intercul tural
encounters reported on in chapters 4 and 95. It also
contributes. fur ther . to an understandina of why

interactional sociclinquistics is able to contribute more
fruitfully to the understandina of the relationship between
lanquaae and context than positivisticallv-orientated

approaches. and provides evidence of unigue insights into

this relationship.

Perhaps the most valuable unique insight bprovided by
interactional sociolinauistics is that contexts for
interaction. rather than independent of discourse. are

interacticonally constituted. Insofar as this insight suaagests

that, in order to aget an understandina of how context enters

inte the interpretation of intent and evaluation of motive.
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attitude and abilitv. one has to studv the processes of
contextualization (i.e. the discourse itself). it provides a
very power ful arqument for the studvy of context beina
considered a central rather than fringe concern of
linquistics. It suggests that the boundary between linguistic
and extralingquistic (contextual) phenomena is fuzzv rather
than clear-cut (which is the picture given by positivistic

accounts of contexts in terms of sets of social norms and

values). It. moreover . provides as empirical data for the
investiagation of the relationshinp between lanquaae and
context. discourse itself. data that limquists by virtue of

their trainmnina are well eaquipped to analvse.

Allied to the notion of interactionallv-constituted contexts
is the insight that the role of context in interpretation is
a mor e substantive one than is suqgested bv
postivisticallv-orientated studies. The latter suggest that
meaninag inheres chieflv in specifiable lexical. syntactic and
even discoursal features of interactions. and that context is
consulted onlvy in cases of indirectness or ambiquity. By
contrast, interactional sociolinquists suagest that these
features merelv cue contextual presuppositions. and that. in
terms of the context which is realized as part of the
contextualization process. all utterances and not just

those that are "troublesome" are interpreted. This

contribution is examined more fully in chapter 3.

Another important related insiaght is that contexts do not
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merely pre-exist as backdrops to conversational interactions.
but have to be neaotiated throuah interaction. This does not
mean that all contexts are unique. By incorporatina notions
of interpretative schemata in their theorv. interactional
sociolingquists provide an explanation of the role of memories
of previous contexts. Thev. however , emphasize that the
expectations aenerated by such memories merelv bprovide
auidelines or channels for the prospective and retrospective
inferencina processes throuah which. in real time. contexts

are constituted.

Fur ther important insiahts are that contexts are continually

beina adjusted from moment to moment. and continually
chanaina as the 1interactions wunfold. and that timing
(svnchonv) is of crucial importance in the accomplishment of
this task.

However . most important. from the point of view of the
research reported on in this thesis. are the insights

provided about the role of contextual (social and cultural)
knowledae in the interpretation of intercul tural
communication. One such. is that the Drocess of
contextualization is difficult to accomolish in intercul tural
encounters because mismatches in the schematic knowledae and
contextualization conventions participants rely on in
internretina, make it difficult for them to establish what

speech activity thev are enaaaed in. and to build coherently

upon on one another 's contributions. Other important insights
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are that asvchrony tends to be perceived of in attitudinal
terms, and that it tends to be interpreted in this wav
because the meaninas of discourse conventions are. for the
most opart. implicit 1i.e. because the participants are only
tacitlv aware of their meaninafulness. It is on such

insiaohts. in particular. that the analvses reported on in

chapters 4 and S build.
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3.0 METHODS USED BY INTERACTIONAL SOCIOLINGUISTS AND WHAT
THEY REVEAL ABOUT THE RELATIONSHIF BETWEEN LANGUAGE

AND POWER

3.1 INTRODUCTION

In this thesis I make a distinction between methads which

are techniques for Qgathering and processing data, and

methodolzgy the task of which is to "describe and analvyse

these methods. throwing light on the limitations and
resources, clarifving the presuppositions and consequences,
relating their potentialities to the twilight zone at the
frontiers of knowledge"” (Kaplan 1964:23). The methodology of
interactional sociolimquistics is the subject matter of
chapter 1. while in chapter 2 I show what studies informed by
this methodoloayv contribute uniquely to the understanding of
how socio-cultural, contextual information enters into the

interpretative process.

In this chapter, I outlinme the methods employed by
interactional sociolinguists germerally. and in the research
repor ted on in chapters 4 and 5, and discuss their
limitations. Also, to further illustrate the unigue

contribution of interactional sociolinquistics to anm adequate

understanding of the relationship between language and



context, I compare interactional studies of the relationship
between language and the contextual feature of power, 1in
which interactional sociolinquistic methods have been used.
with studies in which positivistic methods have been used. 1
focus on two linguistic phenomena which, putatively, have
much to do with the exercise of power 1n conversation.

namely. interruptions and topic controcl.

I also present evidence which suagests that positivistically
aorientated soclaclinquistic studies tend toe mislead in
suqgestinag too direct a relationshin, on the one hand,
between cues in the form of structural reqularities in the
participants’ utterances and the interpretations of the
discourse phenomena of interruption and control of topic,.
and. on the other ., between these discourse phenomena and the
exercise of power. I use Interacticnal scciclinguistic
studies to  show  that participants rely more heavily on
contextual information thanm cn structural cues in determining
whether thev have been interrupted or not. and who controls
the topic. I bresent evidence from these studies to show that
who contraols the topic and who interrupts is not alwavs a
measure of who wields power in an interaction. and that thcse
who have power in the wider society (macroc level of social
life) do not necessarilv displav this domination at tre micro

level of conversational interaction through inmterruption and

topic control.

Finally. to anticipate a topic I develop more fullvy in



chapter 6. I present an alternative account of the
relationship between what takes oplace at micro and macro
levels of social life to that suggested by studies in which
pcsitivist methods have been used. This alternative account
builds on the findings of interactional studies. It suggests
that what takes place in interactions does affect the
distribution of power in the wider society. but not in the
wavs suagested by studies in which positivistic methods have

been used.

3.2 METHOLS EMFLOYED IN  INTERACTIONAL SCCIOLIMGUISTIC

FESEARCH AND THETIR LIMITATIONS

Interacticnal scciolinauists attempt tc callect authentic

interactional data in natural situations. This task 1s
fraught with difficulties. For example. people often have
negative feelinas about what thev consider a kind of
eavesdropping. This is particularly true in the case of

interactions that are usually of most interest to the

resear chers, namelvy, those where one or more of the
participants has something impor tant to lose or Qain
dependinaqg on how the interacticon unfolds. Pesearchers,
therefare. often experience great difficulty 1n getting
permission to collect data in situations 1N which, for
example. cne participant. bv virtue of his/her institutional
role. has much more power than the cthers e.qg. doctor -

patient. SUDEervisor - wor ker , law enforcement officer -



accused. interviewer - job applicant and so  on. Such
encounters. because they involve a more powerful person
determining whether or not a less powerful person is to aet
access to pcwer in the form of a greater share of resources,
rights and resposibilities. freedom of action and so on. are

cometimes referred to as agate—-keepinc encounters (see

Erickson and Shultz 1981) . Researchers usually have more
success 1in gainina permission when thev are one of the
participants. though this raises doubts about the objectivity

of their interpretations. This is something I discuss below.

An alternative drocedure for securing suitable data is to set
up simulated encounters (see. for example. the research
reported on in chapter S). The advantaae of this arrangement
is that researchers can, to some extent. control the
variables and therefore ensure that thev secure examples of
the features which interest them e.q. they can prescribe to
the participants the nature of their previcus interactional
historvy. the topic and perhaps even their communicative
goals. Of course, in the process. thev partly eliminate the
unpredictable, open-ended nature of the interactiomn. which is
an essential characteristic of natural conversation. This
distortion can be reduced. to some extent. by ensuring that
the ©prescribed roles are ones that the participants actually
take on in real life. and that the communicative gcals are
ones they do freauentlyvy set themselves. What helps, also. is
if it is onlv goals and roles that are prescribed. and not

the ocoutcome or the manner in which this outcome is to be

=
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accomplished. Then. too. use can be made of the opinions of
the participants and of informed non-participants. about how
authentic the interaction is. This provides a mechanism for

excluding data not felt to be authentic.

Another difficulty associated with the collection of
authentic data is that manv people do not behave naturally

when they know that someone is eavesdropping. using recording

equibment. Fortunatelv, after the conversation has gone on
for a few minutes. most Dpeoble tend to forget about such
eavesdrcopinag (especially when it takes the form of

relatively unobtrusive sound reccrding. such as tock place in
the project reported cocn in chapter 4). Tannen (1984:34) finds
internal evidence in her data to support this generalization
in the form of surprised comments such as "Are you still
taping?" However. this raises the ethical problem of whether
one really has the informed consent of the participants if
they have forgotten that they are being c¢bserved. As a

solution. she sugaests obtaining consent after. rather than

before an interaction.

In gathering this data. interactional sociolinguists also
attempt to provide for "retrievability of data" (Mehan 1978).
Thevy use film, video or sound tape to preserve the
interactions in as close to their original form as possible,
partly to provide an  external memorvy which will allow for
repeated close examinations of the multi-levelled behaviours

of the participants, and partly to allow for cther



interpretations of the same data by the researcher himself or
by those who find the interpretation given unconvincing.

Tannen (1984: 34) acknowledges that such recording leads to
distortion of the sort we become aware of when we examine
snapshots of ourselves, hear a tape of our voice or see a
videotape of ourselves for the first time. For this reason
she suggests that the analvst should acknowledge that such
reccordings are each but one possible view of the reality of
the 1interaction. She explains, by analogy. that "had the
photograph been snapped a second later. the nose might have
looked shorter and the cheeks less hollow, though thevy would
be. nonetheless. the same nose and cheeks composing the same

face'.

Further distortion stems from the fact that any recorded
interaction. however lona. is plucked from the context of its
time sequence. What occurred before. and how it has
influenced the interpretations of the participants, is to
some extent obscured. Moreover , the conversation is made
permanent whereas., as Tannen (1984:35) points ocut, "the very
essence of talk is that it disappears as soon as it is

uttered and can be imper fectly reconstructed but not

retrieved".

Distortion stemming from decontextualization is of course

greater in the case of sound recordina than video or film

because of the loss of the other channels. However Tannen

(1984:36) claims that thisg is not too serious, because



information conveved in the other channels freaquently
reinforces the messages communicated verbally rather than

conveys different information.

The interactional sociolinquists’ analvses of the data, once
collected. take the form of what they term "exhaustive data
treatment” (Mehan 1978:37). As far as possible they attempt
to be data-driven rather than hypothesis-driven in the sense
that, at least initiallv, they view all aspects of the
interaction as potentially significant.They do this rather
than select out those aspects which support their hypotheses,
SO making it impossible to search for evidence to support
alternative interpretations. They tend. therefore. to
plavback the entire recording a number of times to become
mor e familiar with it, and to get a sense of what sections
they wish to analvze closely. Tannen (1984:38) states that
for her purposes what she refers to as an ”EDisode”. bounded
bv change of topic or activity, is the most useful unit. This
allows her to observe how the participants set about pursuing
their communicative qgoals, and what the effects of their

interactive work are.

Thereafter. the chosen episodes are transcribed. Such
transcription is essential if a close—-grained analysis of the
recordings is toc be made. However . both the isolation of
certain episodes and the transcription process are further
steps away from the original interaction. Tannen

(ms:4)

points out that when we look at a transcript we see more and



less than actually took place. We see more., because the
"inherent indeterminancy” of speech., the hedging, slurring
and ambiguity. is lost. We see less because much of the

source of meaninag is not the actual words spoken. Although
interactional sociolinquists make use of transcripntion
conventions to indicate variocus proscdic and paralinquistic
features. other features such as accent. pitch and amplitude
are filtered ocut. To ensure that the 1nteraction the analyst
(or any other informant) re-creates in his head as he reads
the transcript., matches the original. it is essential that he

retreshes his memory by plaving-back the recording from time

to time.

Finallv, interactional soclolinguists attempt to “obtain
converagence between the researchers’ and participants’
perspectives” (Mehan 1979:37) . Gumperz and associates (see
Gumper z 1982 a & by, for example. attempt to elicit the
participants’ interpretations of what 1s aoing on in a
transcribed episode. to deduce what socio—cultural
expectations and assumptions (schemata) the participants

relied on in determining what was meant at any point in the
interview. and tc establish empirically what linguistic,
prosodic or paralinguistic signs were perceived of as salient
by the participants. Thev first trv to elicit from
independent listeners. some of whom share and some who do not
share the sccio-cultural backgrounds of the participants., an
interpretation of what is going on generallv. for example.

what was ultimately intended., what went right or wrong and so



on. Thereafter thev test their hypotheses about the
participants’ overall purposes, the illocutionary value of
particular utterances, and the interpretation of the

participants by asking aquestions which oblige the listeners
to relate their Judgments to the details of what thev have
heard. Listeners’ answers are followed up with elicitation
techniques toc vield hypotheses about what features of the
messaqge form (or as Gumperz expresses it, what
“contextualization cues") are actually bprocessed by the

participants and what. in each case, the paradigmatic range

of alternatives 15, in terms of which the participants’
interpretations are made. These elicitation techniques
include aquestions such as., "What is there about the way that
participant speaks that makes vou think...?" "Can you repeat
it in the wav he said it?" "Is it possible that he merely
wanted to ask a question?" "How would he have said it if
he..." "How did the answerer interpret what A said?" "How

can vou tell that he interpreted it in that way?"

McDermott, Gospodinof f and Aron (1978) suggest that
researchers can ensure that their interpretations of what is
geing on  converae with participants:® interporetations, by
notina the different ways in which the participants attempt
to make clear to one another what they are doing. These wavs
include explicit statements of what is required. such as
complaints by a participant that he has not been given a
turn, and postures taken up Jointly to indicate the task in

hand. What is particularly significant is the behaviour of
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the participants in the absence of expected behaviour. In
these circumstances participants usually struggle to get the
interaction "back on track"., often calling on non-conforming
participants to conform, and formulating explicitly what has

to be done.

Tannen (1984) has areat faith in what she calls "the aha
factor'. 14 the analyst’'s interpretation is correct (i.e.
corresponds to that of the participant) the listeners on
hear inq it will exclaim in their heads "Aha!", recognizing
that it has made explicit something that thevy intuitively

csenced. and thereby verifv the analyst’'s interpretation.

The obhjective of convergence between analvst and
participants’ perceptions is., in some wavs. easier to achieve
when the analvst is one of the participants. and in some wavs
more difficult. While such analysts have special insight into
at least one participant’'s view o<f what they were doing
together. what his/her assumptions and communicative goals
were. what signs he/she processed. and what his/her feelings
were abaout the outcome., it is difficult for such a person to
be completely ob jective about his/her own and other
participants’ behavicurs. However . provided the ‘alvysts
honestlv acknowledge the possibility of bias, so that critics
can be alert to 1t, and provided thevy check their
interpretations against those of the other participants and
cutside observers in the usual wav ., this danger of

subjectivity can be minimized. In addition. Tannen (1984:33)



warns against the deception involved in referring toc oneself
in data in the third person, and advocates drawina the
reader 's attention " to the dangers and benefits of the
researcher 's involvement in the interaction by using first
person forms of reference. My own view is that, since first
person forms are still used sparingly in academic discourse,
thevy mav be seen by many readers as marked forms used by the
writer to signal that the subjective element in the research
is toco great for the findings to be taken sericusly. As a
conseaquence. althouah 1 have been scrupulous about informing
readers where in the data I am one of the participants, in
the analyses of these data I have referred to myself in the

third person.

Before leavinag this account of the methods of interactional
socioclinquistics, 1 need to add that interactional
sociclinaquists are aware that their methods as also the
methods of other research perspectives. has inherent
limitations. Because of these limitations some (e.a. Erickson
19735) use a combinaticn of quantitative and qualitative
methods ., while most, if not actually emploving methods
asscciated wilth other research perspectives, including those
informed by positivist principles. make use of findinas of

researchers usinQ them. Thus. for example. Chick and Claude

{ms) report on the use of participant observation methods and

aquesticnnaires to obtain ethnoarabohic informaticn which will

adequately contextualize the Cclassroom interactional data
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that they analyze for evidence of culturally-specific
interactional stvles. They point out that, even where
informants are available for consultation, researchers need
access to ethnographic information. For example, South

African English speaking analvysts., if they do not know how
Zulu adults and children conventionally interact, may
interpret the behaviours of Zulu teachers and pupils in terms
of their own expectations and assumptions., fail to understand
what teachers and pupils are doing together. and misperceive
the strategies bv means of which they accomplish this.
Interactional sociolingquists also make use of the findings of
positivisticallvy-informed, large-scale quantitative studies
to helop resolve the problem that. because they studvy few
subjects in a limited number of settings, thev are uncertain
as to how generalizable their findings are. They are able to
make claims for generalizability where their findings are

consistent with those of large-scale guantitative studies.

3.3 LANGUAGE AND FOWEFR

Thus far I have identified some of the limitations of the
1

methods emploved in interactional sociolinguistic research
and suggested that. because of these limitations thevy need to
be supplemented by those of other (including positivist)

research perspectives. I return, now, to my original theme

which is, essentially. to show the other side of the coin,

namely, why the interactional sociolinquistic research

methods are reauired to supplement positivistic methods. To
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give the argument some flesh. I focus on the exercise of
power through language and. more gpecificallyv, on the
linguistic phenomena of interruption and topic control,
compar ing the results of interactional sociolinquistic

research with those of research in the positivist mould.

Most of the earlv sociolinguistic studies relevant to
interruntion and topic control have been done bv
ethnomethodoloqgists, who have been very much in the vanguard

of critics of positivistic approaches to the social sciences.
Because thev bhelieve that "social realitv is not a "fact' but
an ongoing accomplishment, the often precarious result of
routine activities and tacit understandings of social actors®
(Giglioli 1972:12) thev argue that the bprincipal task of the
sociolocaist is to identifvy and describe the mechanisms by
which this is done. Indeed ethnomethodolcoqy refers ta the
study of the mechanisms (methcdology used bv men (ethnics))

to accomplish human social bpractices.

In keepina with their scepticism about facts., a kev notion

in their studies of conversation is indexicality. This

refers to the context or situational -dependent nature of

conversational meaning. As Morris (1977:40) explains., "rules
or norms, or terms or exnlanations are seen by
ethnomethodologists as having indexicality: thev have

meaning in a particular situaticn but this meaning may not be
the same in another."” Accordinglv, although the ordered set

of rules postulated by Sacks. Scheqgloff and Jefferson (1978)
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to account for the orderliness of conversation f(one speaker
at a time with a minimum of gap and over lap between any two
turns) are reminiscent of such positivistic approaches to the
study of language as transformational generative grahmar. the

authors claim that these rules are "context-sensitive" and

that "turn size and turn order are locally managed (i.e.
turn—-by-turnj, party administered (i.e. by the participants)
and interactionally controlled (i.e. any feature being
multilaterally shaped)” (1978:42).

In the circumstances. it is ironical that many

ethnomethodologists and other sociolinguists who have studied
the ophenomena of interruptions and topic control with a view
to showing bow they reflect and assert power differences
between participants, tend to leave indexicality behind.
Instead of examining the participant’'s reliance on contextual
information in determining whether an interruption has
occurred or who controls the tobic, thev have tended to
assume that there are direct relationships between certain
obser ved linguistic (or paralinguistic, prosodic or
non-verbal) features, and the interpretation of such micro-
or interactional phenomena as interrupting and contralling
the tonic,. and between the latter and such indices of the
wider (macro) social context as power., Fur thermore.
consistent wilth the positivistic paradigm, thevy assume that
the existence of these relationshibps can be established
throuah cquantitative measures. Thev also tend. as Tannen (ms)

points out. to be hypothesis- rather than data-driven in the
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sense that thev begin with assumptions about who does and
does not have power., and interpret the use of certain
linguistic features in support of these assumptions. In these
wavs thev impose an analvst’'s perspective rather than seek a

convergence between analvsts’' and participants’ perspectives.

A case in point is Zimmerman and West 's (1973) study which,
adapting relevant aspects of the Sacks et al. turn-taking
model . focuses on instances of simultaneous speech and
silences in conversation. Following Schegloff (1973)., they
distinguish between overlans. which are not violations of

the rules of the turn-taking model, in that the second
speaker begins to speak at or near a possible
"transition-relevant place” in the first speaker 's utterance.

and interruptions. which are violations. in that thev occur

at a point which cannot be construed as a "possible
completion point" for the first speaker ‘s turn. "Possible
completion points"” or "transition-relevant places" are.
according to the model, identified by the participants by
means of svntactic (and or intonaticnal) analysis, and
correspond to the end of single words, phrases. clauses and
sentences. Aagregating data from 31 diverse conversations,
Zimmerman and West find that whereas in same-sex
conversations both overlaps and interruptions seem to be
eaually divided between speakers, in cross-sex conversations
nearly all interruptions and overlaps are by men (98% and
107 respectively). They also find that whereas silence is

distributed more or less equally in same-sex conversations,
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women are more silent than men in cross-sex conversations.
Investigating the patterns of silence further, they find that
627 of women’'s aggregated silence in Cross—sex conversations
followed one of 3 tvpes of events:

a) a delayed "minimal response" e.g. "um bmn", "uh huh™,
“"yeh by a man (minimum responses, when correctly
timed. are instances of simultaneous transmission but
are not considered interruptions because they
function as indicators that the listener is carefully
attending to what the speaker is savying);

b) an overlap by a manj

c) an interruption by a man.

On the basis of these findings, Zimmerman and West conclude
that. at‘least in their data. men deny women =2gual status in
conversation by interrupting them and so preventing them from
fully utilizing the turns, and by not providing support to
them in the development of their topics through appropriately

timed "minimal responses'.

In this way they suggest that the relationship between
observable structural reqgularities (simultaneous speech at or
not at a syntactic or prosodic boundary: absence or presence
of a minimal response, back-channel cues) and the discourse
phenomena of interruption and topic control is direct. In
other words, the participants are required to merely
recognize rather than interpret. Similarly, they suggest that

the relationships hetween these micro-phenomena and power. &
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macro—phenomenon, are direct and wunproblematic. They see
"interruptions and topic control as male displays of power -
a power based in the larger social order but reinforced and
expressed in face-to—-face interaction with women” (Maltz and

Borker 1982:192).

Bennett (1981:173) . who adopts an interactional
sociolinguistics perspective. challenges the assumption made

bv ethnocaraphers that the interpretations "of such discourse

entities as "interruptions’. “turn construction units’ and
"transition-relevant places’ are determined by structures
which can be observed to actually occur as physical

manifestations in the talk itself. particularly prosodic and

syntactic structures.” Usinaga qgualitative methods involving
the elicitation of participants’ and other observers’
reactions, and the close examination of specific

interactions, she is. able to demonstrate that specific
constructions are understood in contradictoryv wavys in

different interactions:

N / W. itz osurorising 5 zee ow auch of it is more interrelated than oestlz arzuns Sere
ara willing tz adeit, @ mean tnere’s a Bi3 genial fram a-... v know where thev're coparatag an?
tie 30 oifferzet thinls. and we're doing taic ang there's 3 v EnoW
At ITErATE AL I Latuun

£: tha, w2ab vl Ih0osz the zart goau went,

By Ang vau chisze anz iant,

She points out that whereas an analvst using Schegloff’'s

definition might consider that B had been interrupted. since

C comes in at what is not a possible completion point, B



not only felt that C had not interrupted him, but also that C

had contributed ca—-operatively to the development of his

topic. By contrast, in the following exchange, the instances
of simultaneous speech which resemble that in the first
exchange both syntactically and prosodically, were

interpreted by informants as interrupticons. They saw C as

attempting to get the floor but without success. because A
manages to keep going without pause or change in rhythm and

does not respond to what C has to say.

A thay have ctmolaints, The white

;
comAun:ty hac camplaints  the Nerth Peazh
T Thes'reonon zraolaints, thev'rs net complaints

Ar o comeunity hes coaclalntz. The stranont zslonv sub in the Aarztr dehourv tac zomclaints, The fac

that tnare are comolaints froa different coatunitisc deesnt mean tnar we Nave sage ying of

of 7
. k! - - vrYepma
irregancilantiz condiict bhat muszt erugt o viclence.

Bennett does not deny that observed structural reqularities
are part of the information required for determining, for
example, that one has an instance of interruption, but argues
that this interpretation is not conveyed or “forced’ by these
observed ohenomena but arises out of the assumptions and
expectations (i.e. schemata) which the participants bring to

the interaction and which evolve in the course of it. Some of

these assumptions and expectations, she suggests., are very

general and possibly universal. Such a general assumption

might be that participants ought to be polite and therefore
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not threaten one another 's faces by denving them the option
of a fair share 1in the control of the topic. Other
assumptions, she suggests, are culturally-specific. For
example, Bennett suggests that in the following exchange, the
perception that B was less fluent and well educated than M,
and the cultural assumption about the appropriate treatment
of underdogs, contributed to the interpretation that M's

"Sent by whom” is rude:

Mro Naw M 90what is vaur vioow!!

1187 = T e - = e - fehelimas e lem = 4+h- apm= e m e
Boo WellV] za- mers.. /D have tersfs lizt of five hunores jobs/inat weradoent to the arsafin dunters

e Zent oty ownon!
A third factor affecting interpretations, according to
Bennett, is familiarity with particular rhetorical patterns,

including the bprosodic and syntactic signs (what Gumper:z
terms contextualization cues) referred to by the

ethnomethodologists in outlining their turn-taking model.

Participants" heavy reliance on contextual information (in

the form of schemata) which they bring to the interaction to

determine, for example. whether an overlap constitutes an
interruption or not. often shows up dramatically in
interactional sociolinguistic studies of intercul tural
miscommunication. For example. in the studv reported on in

chaonter 4. I present evidence which suggests that the extent

to which the interpretative schemata participants bring to an
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guided in the interpretation by a quite different schema.

This is evident in the following exchange:

cm euyr bzpwmz mzemce
- .

-

In lines 72 and 74. Bongan: is sudderly more vocluble than at
anvy previcus point in the interview, possibly because George
faor the first time,. appears to he conforming to Ris
{Bongani <} expectations «f the activity., namely, tc provide
his view of the strengths and wearnesses of particular
anzwers. Gecrge, however ., instead <f building on thisg
contributicon. breaks into  it. thus preventing Bongani from

developing this theme or topic further.

There is further evidence here that -Gecrge and Ecngani

interoret the simultaneocus speech in lines 74 and 7% quite

'

differentlyv. Rongani will probably have experienced Beorge’'s
behavigur as face-threatening, denying him, as it dces. an
equal role. or at Ieast a share in negotiating the direction

o f talk. Gecrge shows that he is aware that breaking in may

be perceived of as rude by using the politeness strategies of

apclogizing and then asking permission. thus attempting to

alleviate the sense of imposition., Significantly, though, he

does this o©only when Bongani struggles to hold the flcor,



which suggests that George did not perceive his first attemot
to break in as an interruption. Possibly because Bongani's
contribution is irrelevant to the theme that George believes
Bongani has implicitly agreed to develop. George apparently
does not see breaking in as a denial of Bongani 's rights,
particularly as the pause which follows "per formance" is long
enough, in terms of S.A.E. norms, to suggest that Bongani has

possibly completed his turn.

This analvsis suggests. not only that the questicn of what
constitutes an interruntion is less one of recognition than
of interpnretation in the light of socic-cultural contextual

information, but also that such outcomes as interruptions are

interactionally accomplished or . negotiated by all
participants. and not wunilaterally accomplished by cne.
Tannen {ms al)) makes a similar observation about topic
control. She points ocut that while it is commonly assumed

that the Dperson who controls the topic is the person who
controls the interaction (i.e. wields power). the determining
of who controls the topic is no more straightforward than
determining whether an interruption has taken place or not.
She found in her data (Tannen 1984) that one could not just
assume that the person who raised the topic controlled it,
because a topic did not beccme a topic just because it was

raised: it had first to be built upocn by other participants.

This brings me to my final pPoint, which is that just as

interactional sociolinquistics shows that it is misleading to
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assume too direct a relationship between structural
regularities and interactional phenomena such as interruption
and topic control, it shows. also., that it is misleading to
assume too direct a relationship between the latter and
power. Tannen (ms al., for example, points out that
"continuing to focus on someone else’'s topic mavy give them
power . but it may be seen to reflect the power of the
attention—-giver" and that while one can point to utterances
where the ability to obstruct by i1nterrupting grows out of
people being powerful, one can also point to instances where
those who interrupt are those who lack power. She
substantiates this by referring to Varenne's study (cited 1in
Tannen m.s.) in which, whenever the husband and wife start
developing a conversation., the children interrupt them. For
the weak participants in this interaction, interruption
constitutes a last resort bid for attention.

Clearly, if sociolinguistics is to account adeguately for the
link between the macro and micro levels of social life and
show how differences in the language used by different groups
(gender, ethnic, racial) relates to their differential access
to power in the wider societv, it will need to go bevond
making the assumption that whoever has power in the real
world will display this domination through such discourse

Dhenomena as interruption and topic control., and seek to

substantiate this assumption by means of counts of certain

linquistic devices.

Interactional socioclinguistics suggests an alternative
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explanation of the relationship between the micro and macro

levels of social life in terms of the Qquality of
communication between people who belong to different
sociolinguistic sub—cul tures or cultures. As T explain in
chapter 2, because people who belong to these different

groups are Qgquided in their interpretations by different
schemata (expectations and assumptions) and tend to perceive
different features of the surface message form as salient (as
contextualization cues), they often find it difficult to
establish and maintain conversational co-operation.
Consequently. their interactions are often uncomfortably
asvnchronous and misinterpretation and misevaluation is
frequent. In chapter 6 I attempt to explain the relationship
between asynchronous interactions between members of dominant
and dominated qroups (micro level cf social life) and the
structural features of the wider South African societvy (macro
level of social dife) e.g. social stratification,
distribution of power. The essence of this explanation is
that intercultural miscommunication in countless asymmetrical
encounters (such as the gatekeeping encounters) contributes
massively to the maintenance of a negative self-reinforcing
cycle of discrimination and inequalityv. It is in such
interactions that members of dominated groups often fail to
negotiate access to power with gatekeepers who usually belong
to dominant groups i.e. fail to negotiate a greater share of

resources., freedom of action, rights and responsibilities and

SO OnNn.
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On a more positive note, I also claim in chapter 6 that, just
as miscommunication between individuals from different groups
can contribute to a negative self-reinforcing cycle of
discrimination and inequality, so successful, synchronous
interactions can break into this cvcle. In the context of
synchronous interactions, interpretation of motives and
explanations. of ability are usually accurate. and these tend
to erode negative sterectvpes and discrimination. In savying
this, I am in no wav suggesting that improvement in

communication is a substitute for structural reform. However,

I am arguing that. Just as historically-given structural
factors, in informing the interpretative frames of reference
of the participants, strongly influence the outcomes of

interactions at the micro level. so the outcomes of milliocns
of such interactions affects. el ther negatively or
positivelv, what takes place at a macro level. Indeed the
survival of discrimination in societies in which statutory
discriminatory laws have been removed, suggests that it may
be naive to believe that discriminmation in South Africa can

be eliminated by structural reform alone.

What this account suggests is that, although it is misleading

tc suggest too direct a relationship between structural

regularities and discourse phenomena such as interruption and

topic control, and between the latter and the exercise of

power in the wider society, what takes place in the

micro-settings of conversational interactions, does affect

the distribution of power at the macro level of social life.
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Z.4 SUMMARY

This chapter provides an acccount of the methods employed in
interactional sociolinguistics. Fur thermore, building on
arguments provided in earlier chapters as to why an
interactional perspective is essential if the goal of an
adequate account of the relationship between language and
context is to be achieved, a comparison is made between
interéctional studies of the relationship between language
and the contextual feature of power and studies of this
relationship in which positivistic methods have been used.
This comparison reveals that the latter impose an analyst’'s

perspective and mislead by suggesting that interpretations of

such interactional phenomena as interruption and topic
control are "forced" by the presence of certain structural
regularities, and that those who have power in the macro

context of the widEﬁ society display this daominance in the
micro—-contexts of everyday conversations by means of such
interactional mechanisms as topic control anmd interruption.
The methods associated with interactional studies, which
attempt a convergence between analysts’' and participants’
perspectives, suggest that what crucially determines whether
these structural regularities are perceived of as salient or
not. and what interpretation is given to them, is the
schemata which participants bring to the interacticns and

that are neqgotiated in the course of them. They also 3ugQgest



that while who interrupts and who controls the topic is not
always a reliable guide as to who has power or as to how one
sets about gaining it, what takes place in conversations does
affect the distribution of power in the wider society. Of
particular importance to the research reported on in chapters
4 and 95, is the difficulty of accomplishing an accurate
interpretation of intent and evaluation of attitude, motive
and ability 1in intercultural encounters, and how this
adversely affects the life chances (the access to power) of
individuals, and the relationships between members of

different cultural groups.



4.0 SOURCES AND CONSERUENCES OF ASYNCHRONY IN SOUTH

AERICAN ENGLISH — ZULU ENGLISH INTERACTION

4.1 INTFRODUCTION

The accounts of the methcdology (chapter 1) and methods

(chapter 3) . of interactional sociolinguists, and of the
unique contribution of this emerging field to the
understanding of the relationship between language and
context (chapter 2) provide a necessary background to the

analyses of interactional data reported on in this chapter

and chapter 5.

In this chapter, I report on a project involving the sound
recording and analyses of comparable intra—- and intercultural
encounters involving native speakers of English and Zulu.
Consistent with the major goal of the research reported on 1n
this thesis. namely ta show what interactional
sociolinguistics has to contribute to a better understanding
of the relationship between context amd language. I focus on
how contextual information in the form of culturally-specific
schemata and contextualization conventions (including
politeness conventions) contribute to asymchrony (see chapter

2) and to the misinterpretation of intent and misjudgement of



attitude and ability. To further develop discussion about the
relationship between what takes place in the micro contexts
of evervyday interactions and features of the large scale or
macro context. I focus. also. on how negative stereotypes of
cultural and racial groups (features of the wider society)
are generated in micro contexts, or. when alreadv existing.

confirmed or reinforced.

.2 WHAT IS MEANT RBY INTERCULTURAL COMMUNICATION

Befcre providing background information about the project
reported on in this chapter. I wish to clarify what I mean by

intercul tural communiication. It is particularly necessaryv

in the South African situation to define what one means by
this term as manyvy people are Justifiably suspicious of
explanations in terms of culture. and therefore also 1In
terms of what takes place in intercultural communication.
Amongst other reasons. this 1s because culture is soc often

equated with traditicnal culture onlv. because cultures are

conceived of as static rather than dvnamic. because the
cultures of indigenous people have often been labelled as
primitive, and because cultural differences have been
exaagerated in order to provide a rationale for enforced
segreqation and discrimination. Indeed. because of the
advantages to the dominant group of such labelling. there
have been attempts on the part of authorities to

"re-tribalize” indegenous peoples i.e. refuse to accept
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evidence of the evolving and merging of cultures.

Proscer (1978:6) defines culture as the "traditions. customs,
norms, beliefs. values, and thought patternings which arg
passed down from generation to generation”. This definition
overlaps with what I mean by culture to the extent that it
convevys that it is covert rather than overt behaviour (easily
visible 1like dress or artifacts) that is of interest, and
emphasizes the historical dimension i.e. that culture is
transmitted. However. 1t does not convey how the culture is

transmitted i.e. it does not highlight the close relationship
between communication (and particularly language) and
cul ture. As I understand it. not only are spoken and written
discourse the primary means of transmitting culture. but

knowledae of langquage (the meanings of words and sentences
and discourse conventions such as how to open a conversation
or obtain a turn to speak) are important parts of the
cultural content traasmitted. It also fails to highlight

the fact that individuals who share similar cultural
backagrocunds perceive themselves. and are perceived of bv
others. as a aqgroup. This is  why Judgements about the

behavicurs of individuals tend to be generalized to the aroup

as a whole.

A definition which corresponds more closely with the sense in
which I use the term in this thesis is that supplied by

Tannen (ms):

Culture is evervthing vou have ever learned about how
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to communicate and how vou think about things - which
comes down to the same thing. You learn all this in
previous and on-going interaction - by talking to
others. ohserving how thevy talk to vou, and observing
how others react to vour ways of talking.

What needs to be added. is that such is the diversityvy of

cultures in large urban setttinas. that many people are bi-

or even multi-cultural. Alsc, in keeping with the
interactional sociolinguistic notion that schemata for
contexts {cultural expectations and assumptions) are
interactiocnallv constituted. culture 1is constantlv 1n the

process of being confirmed and changed by the members of the
group as thev interact with one another and with members of

other graouns.

To turn to the notion of intercultural communication. the
gist of most definiticns 1is that it is communication between
1individuals whose caommunicative backagrounds are significantly
different. Such definitions. however , beg the question of
just how different these backagrounds have to be for that
difference to be significant. Tannen s response (1984:194) is
that "to the extent that neo two pecole have eractly the same
communicative backaround. to that extent, all communicaticon
s cross—culturai.” However , it 1s peossible to distinguish
between eEnoounters in which the narticipants’ communicative
backgarounds correspond closelv, and ones in which they are

very different. Thus, when I refer, in this thesis, to

intercultural communication. I mean interaction which may be
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viewed as taking up a position close to the pole of greatest
di fference along a continuum ranging from greatest to least

di fference in communicative backaround.

4.3 BACKGROUND TO THE STUDY

There is muc h anecdotal evidence that intercultural
communication in South Africa. particularly between whites
and blacks, tends to be relativelvy unsuccessful. For example,
compensatory educational programmes for blacks in tertiary

education or in business and industry invariably include a

communication compoanent. This. of course, not only sugogests
that there is widespread recognition that there is a
communication problem. but also that the problem has been
diagncsed as havina. as its scurce, communicative

inadequacies cf blacks.

My reading of interactional socicolinquistics suggests an
alternative diagnosis in terms of which miscommunication is
mutually accomplished by all participants. rather than
unilaterally accomplished by one. It also suggests that
intercultural encounters tend to be more asvnchronous than
intracultural onmes, and that major sources of such asynchrony

are dlfferences in culturally-specific schemata and

contextualization cues by means of which the participants

identify these schemata.



141

In order to investigate whether. indeed, culturally-specific
schemata and contextualization cues are sources of asynchrony
in interactions between Zulus wusing English (Zulu English
speakers) and native English speaking South African whites
(S.A. English speakers). and what the consequences of this
asvnchrony are. I made sound recordings of post-examination
interviews involving a 5S.A. English speaking academic
(Gecrae? and twelve postgraduate students. including S.A.

English., Indian English and Zulu English speakers.

The students who are all mature. experienced English-language
teachers (either teaching Enqlish as a first or second
lanquaqge) had recently completed two three—-hour papers at the
end of the first vear of a two-year, part-time honours course
in applied linguistics for language tesaching. A month prior
to the examination. they had been infoarmed in general terms
what topics would be examined. though they did not see the
final wording of thé auestions until they were 1n the
examination room. After the papers had been marked, the
students were informed bv post whether thev had pbassed or
failed. At the first class meeting of the next vear. they
were invited to make appointments to discuss their papers
with the course co-ordinator. George. Thev were told that the
examiners felt that manv students did not do well in the
examination,. not because they did not have the necessary
ability or had not prepared well, but because they were
apparently wunsure of the examiners’ expectations. They were

told. fur ther. that, when they met, the discussion would
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forus on the extent to which expectations were shared.

Other relevant background information is that most of the
teaching in the course was through seminar discussion., and
that the people responsible for teaching the course often
felt dissatisfied with the aquality of discussion. As they
expressed it,. they felt that they were being constantly
pressured by the group to adopt less egalitarian leadership
roles than thev were comfortable with. The Zulus and Asians

apparentlv found it difficult to use the first names of those

responsible for teaching the course, though they were
frequently invited toe do so,. and despite the fact that
differences in the use of address terms in different

lanquages and cultures were examined in the sociolinguistics
component of the course. Moreover. the Zulu English speaking
students seldom offered wunsolicited contributions, and
invitations by name to contribute were sometimes followed by
what the S.A. Engliéh speakers perceived as embarrassing
pauses. The Zulu English speakers seldom developed an
extended line of argument partly because, so it seemed to
those responsible for teaching the course. the S.A. English

speaking students took over at the first opportunity.

Since a possible alternative explanation for what took place
in the intercul tural encounters studied below is that the

cc—-ordinator is prejudiced against students of colour, it is

important to note that enrolment by blacks in this course is

highly valued bv the staff responsible for teaching it. Quite
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apart from the conviction that universities should have the
right to admit whoever has matriculated. irrespective of
colour. race or creed. they are motivated bv the recognition
that such participation gives them access to information

necessary for research such as that reported on here,

initially two of the recorded interviews were chosen for
closer analvysis: one with a female ©SA. English speaking
student. Jane. that George felt intuitively was the most
successful interaction. and the other with a male Zulu
English speaker. Bongani. that George felt was probablvy the
least success+ful. (The names used here. as elsewhere. are
fictiticus to protect the anconvmity of the participants.) The
object of this part of the analvsis was to establish: 1)
whether there was greater evidence cof asynchrony in the
interaction between George and Bongani than in that between
George and Jane (which could account for George's feelings
about the relative success of each) and. if so, 11) whether
the relative asvnchrony of the interviews could be accounted
for in terms of differences or similarities in schemata and

contextualization cues.

However, since an examinaticon of all the interviews suggested

that differences in communicative backagrounds was not the

only factor affecting the relative success of the interviews,

a third interview was chosen for close analvsis. This was one

in which the cultural backgrounds of the participants were

very similar., but which George experienced as verv stressful
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and judged almost as unsuccessful as the interview with
Bongani. The interview in this case was with Peter. a male
S.A. English speaker. The object of the analysis of this
interview was, again, to account for asynchronv, but., this
time, in a situation where differences in socio-cultural
background could not be hypothesized as the cause. As will be
explained more fullvy below. what emerged from the analvsis is
that it was problems relating to strategies emploved by the
participants in trving tc save face that contributed greatly
tc the asvnchrony of the interacticon between George and
Peter. This prompted further examination of the other two
interviews to see whether face consideraticons also needed to
be brouaht into the explanation of the very different

outcomes of these two interviews.

4.4 METHODS OF DATA COLLECTION ANMD ANALYSIS

The methods of data collection and analysis used are those
outlined in chapter 3. Te ensure a high level of
authenticity, the interviews selected for study were those
that would have taken place even if there had been no need to
collect suitable data. Then too, although the participants

were aware that thevy were being taped. a small, unobtrusive

tape-recorder was used, and the information that the

interviews were to be used for research as well as

pedagecqical burobocses was given. and consent obtained, only

after the interviews had been completed.
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While, aon the basis of mv reading, I did hypothesize that
culturally-specific schemata and contextualization cues were
sources of asynchrony 1in the interviews, in my analvsis. I
was data- rafher than hypothesis—-driven (see page 113). in
the sense that. initially, I viewed all parts of all the
interviews as potentially significant, and played the entire
interviews. or large sections of them to mvself and
independent informants. thus avoiding selecting just those
parts which supported mv hypotheses. This open-ended approach
ccntributed to the finding that the effect of face
considerations needs to be added to any account of the
sources of | asvnchrony in intercultural communication,
something that interacticnal sociolinquists (other than

Scollen and Scollen) have not tended to focus on. To ensure

that readers can icok for evidence cf alternative
interpretations., substantial porticons of the interviews (and
not just thonse e«tracts selected for clocser analvsis) have

been transcribed and included in appendix A.

Futhermore, in the analvsis. I attempted to achieve a
caonvergence between my interpretation and those of the
participants themselves. bv using methods modelled on those
used by Gumperz and associates (see b 116) and bv following
McDermott in notina what participants do in the absence cf

expected behavior (see p 117).



146

4.5 DIFFERENCES IN SCHEMATA AND CONTEXTUALIZATION CUES AS

SOURCES OF ASYNCHREONY

In the case of the George - Jane and George - Bongani
interviews, then, the methods described above were used to
test hypotheses about

1. the relative asvnchrony of the interviews;:

2. the interoretative schemata the participants relied on in
determining what was meant at amnv point in the interviews (as
noted above schemata. because thev are based on participants’
experience of similar situations 1in their culture or
subcul ture, constrain  their interporetations by causing them
to predict the likelv manner in which the interaction will
unfold. and selectively perceive which permutations of
behaviours at particular stages in the interaction constitute

contextualization cues):

3. what features of the message form were perceived as
salient, and what are possible systematic differences in
the contextualization cues S.A. English and Zulu-English

speakers relv on in making sense of what is going on in

conversations.

All the listeners (who comprised both male and female; staff
and students: Zulu-Ernglish and S.A, English-speaking) were in
agreement that the interview between George and Jane was more
successful than that between George and Bongani. They felt

that there were nc uncomfortable moments (see page 180@) in



the George - Jane interview, that George and Jane understood
one another and probably ended the interview with an enhanced
opinion of one another and with a sense that their goals
(agendas) héd been achieved. By contrast. the George -
Bongani interview was described as very stressful, with the
participants freauently misinterpreting one another, with
little progress being made with the agenda of either partvy,
and with both oparties bprobahbly arriving at the end of the
interview with a poorer opinion of one another. For example.
when asked what Bongani orobably thought of George by the end
of the interview,. one  Zulu informant responded, "Son of a

bitch!”

There is also evidence that the difference in levels of
asynchrony of these two 1nterviews can be accounted for. in
Dart.uin terms of culture-specific schemata or frames. Geocrge
and Jane apparently have access to a schema in which the
participants review the preparation of examinations
retrospectivelyv, analvtically and evaluatively. To refer
again to a sequence examined in chapter 3. Jane signals that
she shares George’'s assumptions and expectations about what
activity (see Gumperz 1982a:131. 166) thev are engaged in, by
2nqaagilng in the targeted (or expected) behaviour without the

preamble or prompts provided bv George in the other two

interviews selected for closer study.
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contr ibutions 1into an overall theme which fits the activity

that they have implicitly agreed upon. Further evidence of

the matching of expectations and the high degree of
conversational synchrony is George’'s observation (lines
58-60):
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and the way in lines 66 and 67 George and Jane "duet" (Falk

1279 in completing A's utterance:
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This overlan. rather than interrupting the smcoth flow of the

conversation, actually contributes to the synchrony because

the participants Jointly make the same point. This

incidently, is further evidence for the claim made in chapter

2 that participants rely more on contextual information than

on structural regularities or irregularities {such as

overlapping speech) to determine whether or not they have
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been interrupted.

By contrast. Bongani does not appear to have access to this

schema. Evidence of his assumptions and expectations about

the activity appears only in lines 149-33.
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More importamt, since even in intracultural encounters common
themes have to be negotiated and expectations adjusted,
George and Bongani make little progress in achieving the
conversational coocperation which would facilitate this
negotiation. They fail to conform to one anocther’'s
expectations, to build on one another 's signals, and to
develop a consistent. coherent theme. tc such an extent, that
George feels constraired to attempt to renegotiate what they
are doing together as late as lines 149-64. Continuing from

line 153 above. the interaction proceeds as follows:

=y

1 0n

= 4 G

nAvR
PRERR}

= -4 b2

oToLeriy

This lack of progress can be partly accounted for in terms of
svstematic differences in contextualization cues the S5.A.
English speaker and the Zulu-English speaker relvy on. As was

explained in chapter 2 contextualization cues are
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"constellations of surface features of message form" which
are "the means by which speakers signal and listeners
interpret what the activity is. how semantic content is to be
understood and how each sentence relates to what precedes or

follows" (Gumperz 1982a:131).

Though Bongani's responses in lines 7-27 (see Appendix A) are
not very informative, they are apparently synchronous and
appropriate enough to assure George that agreement has been
reached as to what they are doing together, for George
proceeds to signal (line 44) the first discourse task (see
Gumperz 1982a:208) consistent with that activity, namely that
of comparing Bongani’'s assessment of his performance on

specific questions with the examiners’' assessment.
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There is considerable evidence in this extract that Bongani

s uncertain of what George wants them to do tcocgether. For

example, there is Bongani’'s hedged, tentative response in

line 44. Then, too, there isg the way he interprets
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"happiest”, which George uses to signal again the
culture-specific interpretative schema (see page 147), as
"least difficult.” Perhaps  most interesting is his

interpretation of George’'s utterance in line 38B. Possibly
because Bongani has responded tentatively (lines 56-57),
George asks him to reconsider his judgment of which question
was more difficult. Bongani however interprets this as a
request to reconsider whether both questions were difficult

or not.

An important contributing factor to Bongani's interpretation

is his apparent failure to "read" the implicit cue provided

by the accentuation of "equally" (line 358). George’'s
utterance here is marked as a single tone group or
information wunit with the nucleus placement - a rise fall
pitch movement - on "equallv":

oaaillosiffiIuie
In terms of the contextualization conventions of S.A.
English. by contrastively accentuating “equally," George

signals that 1t 1is this part of his message that he would
like Bongani to build on. After listening carefully to the
sequence 54-38 and then being asked whether, in 58, George
was guerving the information that Bongani found the questions
difficult to answer, or that Bongani found the questions
equally difficult, S.A. English informants, without

exception, opted for the latter interpretation. Significantly
Brazil, Coul thard and Johns (1980:56) note that in British

English a fall-rise tone (or major pitch movement) marks the
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information expressed in the wutterance as doubly new, as
having the meaning the equivalent of something like "That
alters my world view". It apparently has the same signalling
value in S.A. English, for George uses it to signal that he

is surprized (or fascinated) to learn that Bongani found the

questions equally difficult (something he had not
anticipated). This meaning Bongani also fails to '"read'.
As Gumper 2 (1982a) and Gumperz. Aulakh, and Kaltman (1982)

have shown for American English, the ability of participants
to effect smooth turn change or build on one anocther ¢
contributicns in dewvelcpina an argument or theme depends
crucially on shared assumpticns or expectations about how
prosodic cues such as :tone aQrcuping. accent placement, and
paralinguistic choices (e.qQ. . locudness and rate of speech)
interact with lexical and svntactic choices to signal. for
example. speaker transition points and relationships among
different parts of thé interaction. Smooth interactions also
depend <n participants’ assumptions/expectations about the
balance <f the siagnalling load carried by choices at the
var ious levels {(syntactic, lexical., prosodic?. Bongani ‘s
response tc DbGeorge’'s utterance in line 58 is but one of a
number of instances that suggest that George and Bongani do
not share such expectations. Given that the prosody of Zulu,
a tone lanquage. is very different from that of English, and
that tfew adults master the prosody of a second language. it

should not be surprising ta find that there are systematic

differences between S.A. English and Zulu-Enalish in this
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respect. Pending further investigation, 1 hypothesize that

1. the signalling load carried at the prosodic level is less
in Zulu-English than in S.A. English:

2. Zulu-English speakers do not relvy on prosodic cues to
carry out such discourse functions as those outlined above
for American English (whereas S.A. English speakers do).
Support for such a hypothesis comes. also, from Lanham (1984)
who points out that research to date suggests that syntax and
the lexicen play the major role in expressing discourse
functions in southern Bantu languages., and who suggests that
this is the source of a certain cateqgory of "errors" which
characterize a form of South African Black English (SABE). On
the basis of his analysis of data obtained by means of the
oral reading of texts by "tvypical speakers" of this form of
SABE . Lanham (1984:223) finds " that prosodic distinctions
and their placement in the SABE" of his subjects "do not

serve discourse functions’.

To continue with the analysis. the failure to build upon one
another 's signals is evident in the seguence from lines 66-76

which was examined in chapter 3.

£a. & C1WowellolEh me letoge give this nfarsation
47, 7 VOAP TUSETION D OWEE £ VEF 1T INEWEr 1T UF LBrOS WRETEat
48, Jaur ezt
59,
79.
T
72 SECPGC vIL Jzzeszl 27 3
7% BONGAN f SEE LNB r23II ALK 41T IuZItion ! Y,
_____ " I weTZ LUl i < 1
74, azut cerfarmance L, laliacuan (BANGANT cant: o cozal '
1c - i )
o BEORGE:|  do woe wan vou zaow vou zoevs zhout,.. sorrs
7h



Bongani apparently interprets the information supplied by
George as an indirect, implicit reauest to explain his poor
per formance in question one rather than to consider why his
assessment of his performance did not match that of the

examiner.

Of course, poor progress in achieving conversational
cooperation and negotiating a common theme is as much a
failure of George to conform to the expectations of Bongani
and build on his signals as the reverse. As noted in chapter
3, a plausible explanation for Bongani’'s greater volubility
here than elsewhere in the interview, is that he sees George
for the first time as conforming to his {Bongani 's)
expectations of the activity. namely for George to provicde
details of the strengths and weaknesses of particular
answers. Because George does not share these expectations, he
fails to see the relevance of what Bongani says, and breaks
into his contribution rather than helps to develop it
fur ther. As was argued in chapter 3, the participants’ sense
of interruption derives not directly from observed structural
regularities (see Bennet 1981), such as speech overlapping at
what is not a possible completion point, but from their
interpretations in terms of assumptions and expectations
which they bring to the interaction and which evolve in the
course of it. It is likely. therefore. that whereas Bongani

will prcbably have experienced this as a rude interruption,

George’'s perceptions will have been very different. (See

pages 129-130 for a fuller discussion.)
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This again points to the possibility of systematic
differences between Zulu English and S.A. English in the
signalling load carried via prosodic cues and in the sort of
information signalled prosodically. There is anecdotal
evidence that Zulu-English speakers, on average, speak more
slowly than S.A. English speakers (or are perceved by both
groups to do so), that pauses of relatively short duration do
not function as turn exchange signals in Zulu English, and
that Zulu English speakers are generally more tolerant of
extended monclogue than S.A. English speakers are. Such

characteristics of Zulu English may be related to the

survival of a strong oral tradition, since Zulus have a
relatively short histery of literacv, and to targeted
behaviour within that culture. As one Zulu 1nformant
explained. wha* 15 highly wvalued within his culture is

behaviour which oroceeds at a steadv. measured, dignified

pace. A person who speaks fast or wlthout greeting is

perceived by Zulus as rude. By contrast. targeted discourse
behaviour within &.A. English culture is that which is
consistent with Gricean maxims (see Grice 1975). that is,

brief and to the point.

Such differences could account for the limited contributions

of Zulu English speakers in the honours seminar meetings

described above, and for the more general perceptions by Zulu

English speakers that they are often interrupted by S.A.

Enalish speakers, and by S.A. English speakers that Zulu
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English speakers are poor contributors. The results on two
items of a questionnaire that I conducted with S.A. English
and Bantu English wundergraduates (most of whom were Zulus)
are very revealing (see appendix B for further details).
Asked to choose from four different generalizations about
turn exchange behaviour when interacting with the other
group, 5@ percent of S5.A. English speakers chose the
generalization that Zulu English speakers fail to take the
p
oppor tunity to speak when given a turn, while 39 percent
chose the generalization that Bantu English speakers fail to
produce a whole coherent idea. By contrast, 69 percent of
Bantu Enqglish speakers chose the generalization that S.A.
English =peakers interrupt them before they have completed
their point. Asked to choose from three descriptions of the
behaviour of members of their cwn group when meeting for the
first time at a social gathering, 6@ percent of the S.A.
English speakers chose the description that they would be
uncamfortable with evea short silences. while only 15 percent

of Bantu English speakers chose this option.

Returning to the analysis once more., it is significant to
note that Bongani seems unsure as to how to interpret
George’'s request (lines B4-B6) and then gives a reply which
ls consistent with the theme he tried unsuccessfully to

develcop in lines 72-73. namelvy the explanation of hisg poor

per formance.
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George apparently considers this reply insufficiently related
to his own theme/agenda tc build on it, which he does by
signalling that Bongani should continue by using. in
conjunction with other cues, a fall rise tone (major pitch

movement) :

Significantly., Brazil, Cculthard and Jobns(198@:31) ncte that
in British English. a fail-rise twne {what they term
referring tone), that has as its general function tc marbk the

proprozitions expressed in the tone unit as part of the

shared. already negcoctiated common background of the
participants at a particular moment in the on-going
interaction, may also be used to signal solidarity. The cue

would appear to have the same function in S.A. English.
However , once again, it 1s evident that George and Bongani's
expectations in respect of prosodic cues are not shared, for
Bongani apparently interprets GBearge’'s "yes" not as meaning
"continue." but as a sort of pre-closure, meaning

"l see.”

A similar problem arises when George, in line 91, attempts to
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comntinue with the development of a theme which Bongani has

apparently attempted to close.

9, GEQRBE: ves
2, BONGANI:
30 BEORGE:| vou mean you ... Vol

u
Lpow Whatl the reading wee

= 3140’ have the readingl... ar vou Zudn't
BONGANT: {etarts t¢ soeak!

a7, PONGANT: #ac sir

Partly because he is beginning to reply subsequent to
"reading," (line 92) and partly because he does not share
Gecorge’'s prosodic conventions. Bongani sees George as
recycling his interpretation of what Bongani said in lines
86-66, rather than querying which of two alternative
interpretations is correcti This demonstrates the unfortunate
consequences of asynchrony in intercultural communication.
Because the second alternative comes "at the wrong time"” (cf.
Erickson 1278) . namely when he has already started to speak
himesel f, and because Zulu English speakers apparently do not
wse accent placement to signal contrastiveness, Bongani

misses the significance of the accentuation of "know."

George decides (probably incorrectly) that Bongani s reply
relates to the second altermnative but has so little success
in pursuing this sub-theme that he feels obliged once again

(line 11@) to recycle his task initiation of lime B4 %:zn?

Bongani ‘s response:
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Suqqeéts that he is just as unsure of what George is trying
to get them to do together as he was at the beginning, while
George (line 149) is still guessing about Bongani's

assumptions and expectations

tig, {earry Lo

52, be firing o these suserions odon t smow if vou supectad B2 ot L
Thus far, 1 have presented evidence which suggests that the
relative asvnchrony of the George - Bongani encounter in
comparison with the George - Jane encounter can be accounted
for in terms of differences in culturally-specific

interpretative schemata and contextualization conventions. As
I explained earlier, 1 had hypothesized before starting to
analyze that no further explanation would be required, but
was obliged to reconsider this after analyzing the George -

Peter encounter, to which I now turn.

4.4 FACE THREATENING BEHAVIOUR AS SOURCES OF ASYNCHRONY

Since mismatch of culturally-specific schemata or
contextualization conventions cannot be posited in the case
of the George - Peter encounter, I was initially at a loss as
to what was responsible for the asynchrony. A clue was
provided by a Zulu informant who commented that Bomngani
cseemed to be devious. Further questioning revealed that what

he meant was that Bongani was trying, at any cost, to save

face. Looking at all three encounters in terms of potential

face loss, I reccgnized, for the first time, that the George
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- Bongani and George - Peter encounters were potentially more
face threatening than the BGecrge - Jane encounter because,
whereas Jane had fared very well in the examination, Bongani
and Peter had fared poorly. When persons have Jjust
experienced loss of face. acts which in other circumstances
are not particularly risky become, for them, face-threatening
acts. Thus close examinaticon of the George - Peter encounter
reveals that the asvnchrony is a function ncot of different
contextualization cues and/or mismatch of culture-specific
schemata. but of different "readings" by George and Peter of
how face threateninq the activity George signals he wants

them to engage in together, really is.

The key to understanding this, is the insight provided by
studies of Dpoliteness behaviours reported on in chapter 3.
This ig, namely, that participants. in interactionally
constituting contexts for their talk. signal to one another,
not merely what is happening (the activity), but also who

each is at each moment in the unfolding of the interaction:
what, for example, their relative status is and hence what

are their communicative rights and obligations (including

rights to the floor) and how close or distant their
relaticnship is. In the George - Peter enccunter, as in the
Gecrge - Bongani and George - Jane encounters. Gecrge

consistently uses what are lower numbered strategies in Brown
and Levinscn’'s diagram on page 76 { what correspond to
Lakeff's clarity and camraderie styles cr modes of presenting

self and what Scollcon and Scollon refer to as solidarity
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politeness) , apparently to signal his view of that part of
the context concerned with the relaticnship between the
participants. This is, namely, the relatiacnship asscciated
with the symmetrical solidarity politeness system (-pocwer .,
-distance) described by Brown and lLevinson (see chapter 2.
page 8@ . Such a relaticrnship is consistent with the
democratic stvle of teaching used in the course. However,
this view of their relationship and rights and obligations

FPeter {lines 37-67) appears to challenge. and in the process

threatens Gecrge's face.

internal evidence that Gecrge experiences FPeter s behaviour
here as face- threatening is his metacomment in lines &8-70,
which alsec suggests that George sees the interactional
trouble they are experiencing as having toc do with Peter ‘s
view of their relationship. However, cleoser 2xamination of
not only this extract but of cther parts <f the tramscript
suggests an alternative explanaticn. Putting aside for the
moment  their definition of the relaticnship between them,

there are other reascons for Gecrge experiencing Petsr "=

behaviour in this exchange as face threatening. For ocne
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thing, Peter challenges 0George’'s assumption that what they
should be doing together is retrospectively reviewing the
preparation of the examination in which he fared so poorly.

by attempting to short-circuit this activity (lines &4-67).

Then too, he denies George the floor by means of the
strategies aof increasing vclume and speed (line 57) and of
putting words in George ' s mouth (lines 64-67). Perhaps most
important, if Peter were attempting to redefine that part of

the caontevt concerred with their relationship, he would have
used politeness strategies which signal such a relaticnshic.
However he i%_consistently voluble and shows a preference for
low-numbered, particularly oald-cn-record. solidarity
strategies S similar strategies to those used by Gecrge
and consistent with a symmetrical solidarity pnliteness
system. To return to the questiocn <f their views of the
relationshinp 5etween them. what Peter appears to be doing in
this extract is not s much challenging George' s assumptions
about power and distance valuess,., as implving that Gecrge, in
insisting that they bpainstakingly work through a process
which Peter finds very face threatening. is being
unsymoathetic i.e. behaving in a way not cansistent with the
relationship thev both assume to be i1deal. The idea that
sclidarity behaviour includes direct expressions not onlv of

gocdwill but alsc hostility, 1z commented on in chapter 3

(see pages 72-73).

In the 1light of what I had observed in the Gecrge - ‘eter

encounter . I re-examined the George - Bongani encounter and
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discaovered that face considerations played an important role

in that interaction as well.

Whereas Peter consistently uses what are low—-numbered

strategies in Brown and Levinson's diagram on page 72

{solidarity politeness), going on-record usually without any
redressive action, Bongani tends to wuse high-numbered
strategles (which correspond to Lakoff's distance and

deference styvles and which Scollon and Scellon refer to as
deference politeness) including not performing the face
threatening act i.e. being taciturn. These strategies are

consistent with those used by the less power ful particpant in

the asymmetrical politeness svstem (+power , +distance!
described by Brown and Levinscon {see page B0). A clear
evample 15 his use of the acdress term ;Sir” (line 23), a
defer=sntial, high-numbered strategy which contrasts with the

absence of any addres; term earlier in the interaction, and
which represents an attempt to deal with what is becoming an
ever more stressful encounter by signalling that he does not
wish tc challenge George in any way. Then too, Bongani's
failure to claim the floor, and to resist attempts by George
to take it from nim, may be seen as going off-record or
avoiding per farming tace- threatening acte i.e. being
taciturn (strategies 4 &« S in Brown and Levirson's diagram on
page 785) . Irconically, while deference strategies, and
particularly taciturnity are intended to avoid imposition of
negotiating c<cnes view of the world !‘see page 78), Bongani 's

deference challenges George' s view of the part of the context
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concerned with their relationship, by disputing the values he

assigns to distance and power.

We see, then. that an impoartant source of asynchrony in both
the George -~ Bongani and George - Peter encounters is
behaviacur which participants experience as face-threatening.
However an importamt difference is that whereas George and

FPeter seem to share assumpticns about the nature of that part

of the context concerned with relationships, and about
appropriate methods o f presenting sel f (politeness
strategies) in such a ¢ontext, George and Bongari's

assumptions are very different.

4.7 CULTURALLY-SFECIFIC IMTERACTIONAL STYLES AS SCURCES 0OF

ASYNCHREDONY

No  doubt a number of explamaticons can be offered for Bongani
consistently opting for deference strategies in circumstances

where Jane and even Peter (also a male student who had not

fared well in the examination) consistently opt for
solidarity strategies. Included amcongst these might be
explanations in terms of the personalities of the
participants, including their attitudes to pecple of

differert socic-cultural backgraounds frcom their own, and
their past interactive experience and relationships. Without
denving the pbcossiblity that such factorsg might have plaved a

rcle, I want to suggest that Bongani behaves as he does

Dartly because this behaviocur is consistent with what is
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viewed as a desirable interactional style in his culture and,
therefore, a style that he has been socialized into. I want
to suggest, further, that this style tends to be preferred
because it offers its users certain (especially short-term)
henefits, but that 1ts wuse in intercultural communication
contributes to asynchrony and to the generation of negative

cultural stereotypes.

Before developing this argument further, I wish to stress
that by style, here, I dc not mean a distinct code with its
own phonolagical or grammatical rules, or even a variety
distinguishable bv means of statistical counts of key items.
Style in either of those senses is an analyst’'s categary.
What I have in mind, is a participants’ category i.e.
predispositions tc behave communicatively in certain ways
rather thanm cothers, and therefore the tendency to see certain

features of the sur face form of messages (markers of style)

rather than others as having sigralling value. Such
predispositions are not Jjust a product of previous
interactive experience, but renegotiated in the course of

gach interaction i.e. style in this sense is dynamic rather

than static.

As was noted in chapter 2, Brown and Levinson argue {(page 7%}
that patterns of politeness strategies associated with the

sorts of social relationships (dyads) which predominate in

particular cul tural groups contribute tc distinctive

interactional styles which constitute a crucial part of the
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cultural ethos o f that group. These styles, as Lakoff
explains, beccme a target for the members of the group to aim
at and to judge themselves and others by, since they
represent that group’'s notion of how a good person should
behave. I hypothesize that an important characteristic <cf the
targeted interactional style of Zulu English speakers is the
pattern of politeness behaviours associated with the third
pcliteness system identified by Brown and Levinson i.e.
solidaritv politeness and, therefore., volubility used by the
more pcower ful participant speaking "down' and deference
politeness used hy the less power ful participant speaking

"Up s

Other distinctive features of this style 1 hypothesize are
the sets of schemata and contextualization cues Zulu English

speakers make use of in interacting, some of which are

identified above.

Evidence that what is represented in this diagram is the
oredominant  tvpe of social relaticnship amongst at least one
Zulu  community comes from ethnoqraphic findings repocrted cn

by Chick and Claude (198%). They point out that s*udies of

. ) . .
family relationships in the Valley of a Thousand Hi1lls area

- ~ - " - = .
a Jensely sopulated peri—-urbar area of FwaZuluw, reveal! that

= Ll e - e i
asvmmetrics relaticnshins between parents and children are
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typical, and that the asymmetry is particularly marked in the

case of fathers and children. They report, further, that
according to Zulu informants, such relationships extend
beyond the family as well, and are true certainly of the

relationships between male adults and children in general.

Thus it is regarded as acceptable for adults to ask any

child, including those who are strangers, to run errands for
them, and for an adult to chastise a child who is not his
SwWn . Significantly, Chick and Claude also find evidence of
the "leakage" of the interaction stvle associated with such

relationships into the Zulu Ernglish interaction of classrooms
in the area. Such interaction i1s characterized by teachers’
volubility and puplls’ individual taciturnity (most of the

pupill ‘s centributions taking the form of group chorusing).

Since., as the Gecrge -~ Bongari encounter illustrates., the
consequences of usinq deference strategies are nct always
favourable, it is worth speculating about why deference
behaviour should have become, for Zulu English., the targeted
behaviaur of persons takina on <subordinate roles in
interactions., and why it apparently continues to be such even
in urban areas where there iz mcre opportunity for
interaction with members of groups who use different styles.

One reascon could be their status as a dominated groun in

[0y]

cuth African scciety cver many vears., As Brown and Levinsaon

argue, the different global pclitenecs systems are created as

a consequence of the different wavs groups typically treat
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the factors D, P and W (see page 79). When the lowly status
of a group persists over a long period of time, deferential
behavicur associated with the less power ful participant in an
asymmetrical politeness system can becocme & conventionalized,

targeted communication style.

Related to this reason is amother, namelv, that deference
politeness brings short-term benefits to people in relatively
power less opositicons in societv. The high-numbered, deference
strategies appear teo be survival strategies adopted
ccnsistently by members of dominated groups in  their
interacticns with members of dominant groups. It helps ensure
that they do not seem to he challenging the authority of the
more power ful persons they are interacting with, nor tc be
toz familiar. Even when interacting w:ifhin their own grcup.
deference strategies seem to offer benefits. Chick and Claude
show that a teacher and pupils in a classrocm in the Valley
of a Thousand Hills area co-ordinate their verbal and
non-verbal behavicurs in accomplishing the chorusing
seguences sc typlcal of classroom interactizn in this area,
in a remakably synchronous way. They hypothesize that this is
possible because they are able te draw on their shared
implicit kncowledge of the conventions associated with their

culturallv-preferred interactional style. Significantly, they

show, fur ther., that this stvle serves 1mpor tant social
functions. They peoint out that universally the potential for
face loss in classrcoms is great, but that this is

particularly so where relationships are asvmmetrical. This is
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because, in such circumstances, impositions tend to be
treated very seriously. Chick and Claude show that the
chorusing behaviour referred to earlier, enables the pupils
to participate in ways that are not likely to cccasion face
loss. At the early stage of the lesson they analyse., pupils’
opportunity to talk is reduced to group chorusing, which, for
the most part, takes the form of confirmative responses.
responses which are merely repeating information on the
chalkbcarad, or informaticn which has been re-cycled a number
of times by the teacher. The individual pupil s need tc save
face 1s accomplished by the repetition of information which
reduces the chances of being wrong in public, and by allowing
him tao participate (to feel that he belorngs) but within the

safety of the group.

Defererce could have become targeted zZcnventicnal behaviour
for Zulu English Sogakers in subordinate roles for another
reasonr: anecdotal evidence suggests that for them, despite
the erosion of kinship ties. particularly in urban areas, the
set cf perscons they want to be similar teo and liked by (as
ooposed to the set they want merelv to admire a special trait
or ability they have) is larger than it is for S.A. English
speakers (see Brown & Levinson 1978:24%). The first set for
S.A. English speakers usually includes only immediate family,

close friends, and a select group of colleagues., whereas for

Zulu English speakers, it usually includes kinship or peer
group. This means that competitive, baldly on-record,
solidarity strategies are more risky for Zulu Enmglish
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speakers than for whites, which could account for stereotypes
of 7ulu Enalish speakers as unwilling to inncvate or to take

riske and responsibilities. Significantly, 292 percent of S.A.

English speaker respondents to the aquestionnaire (see
Appendix B) described Zulu English speakers’ behaviour as
"modest and respectful” whenever the latter were asked by

somesne in authority about their (the Zulu English speakers ')
knowledge, abilities, or achievements: 28 percent described

them as "rather unsure >f themszelves. Only 4 percent chocse

the resoonse that the 2ulu English speakers were “rather

Loaztful or coctv. and only 3 percent that they were

"“confident and purposeful.”

Another reasan for deference becoming targeted behaviour
could be the heavy weighting in terms <f potential face lces
given to certain activities by Zulu speakers (see Brown %
Levinson 1978:249). For example. Gowlett (197%:7) has pointed
out that. rather than risk the potential face loss of a
confrontation with an emplover, many blacks leave without
notice, thus sacrificing their jobs. The aquervying of
supericrs’ instructions, according to Gowlett, is similarly
face threatening, which could acccocunt for the tendercy for
blacks tc interpret as bect they can instructions they do not
fully under stand, rather than ask for clarification.
Seventy-nine percent of S5.A. English speakers who completed
the aqguesticonnaire referred to above chose the optiorn that
Bantu speakers "give the impression that thev understand when

they don't.” in preference to the option that they tend "to



171

be so concerned with the facts that they often fail to sense

what vou mean” or the option that they "say so if they don't
understand what vou mean or want."” Misunderstanding of
intentions and motives from this source may underlie

sterectypes of black employees as irresponsible and as

lacking in initiative, self confidence, and openness.

Thus far I have attempted to explain why the deference
behavicur associated with what I have identified as the
distirctive interactional style of Zulu English speakers in
subcardinate roles has been preferred., and have pointed to a
number <f benefits it offers 1ts users. To conclude 1 want to
suggest that a stvle which serves Zulu English speakers well
in some circumstances., often creates prablems for them when

interactirg with S.A. English speakers.

Despite the fact that George and BRongani ' s communicative

backgrounds overlan far less than do those of George and

Peter. the encounter between the latter pailr is no less
SYNchronous than that between the former. However ,
significantly, the cutcomes of these encounters are very

different. The asvnchrony in both encounters is stressful for
the participants, but the degree <f miscommunication is far
greater in the Gecrge - Bongani encounter than in the George

- Peter encounter. Whereas at a late stage in their interview

Bongani is still uncertain as to what it is that Gecrge wants

them *o do tocgether, Peter is clear at a very early stage of

their interview what Gecrge’'s intenticns are. The asynchrony
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in the latter stems not from uncertainty about the activity,
but from Peter's disputing as to whether this is something
that George should put him through. Perhaps most important,
is the effect of these enccunters on George ' 's evaluation of
their attitudes and abilties. While, as a consequence of the
interview, George judges Peter as over-sensitive. he does not

see Rim as less able than he is. By contrast, his interview

with Bangani leads Gecrcge o perceive him, probab iy
erronecusly, as having few ideas <f his own angd as being
unlikely to bBe able ta take initiative for his ocwn learning.

On its own the interaction between George and Bongani i3 not
very significant except for the participants. However, it is
possible to see that a number of such unsatisfacteory
encounters can, over time. contribute to bicgraphies of
students fand in work situaticons of emplcyees) as less
competent than they are. Judgement=s which can "leak" 1into
more formal evaluation procedures. Still more important,
negative evaluations of individuals when they recur over a

number of interactions tend toc be generalized to the group as

a whole, and where such generalizaticns are already a part of

a nerscn’'s cultural knowledge., they tend to be confirmec. In

this wav, I suggest., negative cultural stereotvpes are

gererated and confirmed.

My experience suggests that there are a number of situaticns

(many of them gatekeeping situaticns - see page 111) suchH as

Job interviews and university seminars and tutcrials in which
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the targeted style for S.A. Ernglish speakers is symmetrical
salidarity behavicur (that which is consistent with the first
sf the dyads illustrated by Brown and Levinson - sees page
80 . In csuch situations S.A. English speakers who hold most
of the positions of power tend to expect the less power ful
participants (the student or job interviewees) to "exhibit®
or "dieplay” {see Scollon and Scollon 198D i.e. to be
voluble and to ri1sk sharing their schematic worlds. Zulu

Fnglish zceakers., however, tend to assume that it is the more

power ful participant who shcould be vcluble, and that
defererce is appropriate behaviour from less power ful
participarte. What potentially compcunds the confusion is

that the solidaraity behavicur consistent with the symmetrical
gnlidarity pocliteness system preferred by S.A. English
=peakers 1n these situaticns ig often :1ndistinguishable from
that asscciated with the more power ful participant in the
asymmetrical system Dfeferred by Zulu Engliz=h speakers. Thus
sclidarity behaviour by S.A. English cpeakers is sometimes
cerceived of by Zulu English speakers in terms of their own
pattern, 3% power play e.g. banter or teasing is freguently
miz:interpreted. By the same toker, when Zulu English speakers
show ceference where S.A. English gspeakers are expecting
s>lidarity. they are often perceived as =ilent. withdrawn and
insQfFiciently assertive. Since, in tryving to repair such

situations, S.A. English speakers usually cpt for further

solidarity and Zulu English speakers for furtrer deference,

the asynchroncus effect is often cumulative.



This account suggests a partial explanation for the
perceptions (stereotypes?) of white supervisors in the Durban
area of their black employees (see Griessel and Schlemmer

1985:10) that

- they find it difficult to give instructions to
whites:

- thev behave towards whites in a deferential way (i.e.
like children):
they do not relate on a person-to-person level to
whitgs:

- they lack a sense of humcur:

- they do nat mix socially:

- they do not questian supericrs. It often becomes
clear that hlack employee= do not understand
instructions, yet they hardly ever query instructions

or give feedback in the communication process.

Before <closing, ] need to add that I recognize that this

account of culturally-specific styles is a gross
oversimplification. Clearly it will always be possible to
nDoint to a particular Zulu English speaker whose

interactiocnal style does not ceorrespond to that described as
typicai for the group. Even if acne were to ignore the
possibility that there is movement in what a particular group
considers an ideal stvle at any ane time (and here one needs

to allow for the pcssibility that the pace of movement is

greater 1N wrban than in rural areas) the style of any one
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individual is likely toc be more or less typical. This is the
source of generalizations abcout individuals as, for example,
extroverted or introverted. Such judgements are clearly made
in terms of the targeted behavicur of a particular cultural
group, So that a person who in terms of conventions of a
particular culture is viewed as extroverted may in terms of
the very different conventions of another be perceived of as
introver ted. Ancther source o f inconsistency is that
targetted styles are wusually not considered appropriate in
all contexts or situations. Thus a speaker who behaves in an
apprcpriately deferential manner in a wide range of
situations when interacting with members of his own cultural
Qroup . may find it "natural” and caomfortable to “display” in

different situationsz and be rewarded hy his group for doing

SC. Ancther scurce of incansistency iz that, as l.akoff
cobeerves (see page 732) communication styles are
conventicnalized behaviour and that in the context of

long-starding relationships participants come to feel that it
s safe to drop this conventicnalized behavicur and behave as
they really feel. Inconsistency from this source, incidently
is a further source c¢f miscommunicaticn. S.A. English
speakers sometimes do not recognicze that the deference
displaved by Zulu English speakers is in fact conventicnal
oir Custcmary rather than what 135 really felt. When, then,
Zulus refuse to be "treated as doormats.," as their
deferential behaviosur appears to invite,

cr submit

resentfully to {4, thev are perceived as unreliable, fickle,

inconsistent, or even illcgical.
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4.8 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

The focus cf this chapter is on what the analvses of
interactional data following methods developed by
interactional socioclinguists reveals about the sources and
consequences of miscommunication in  Zulu English - S.A.
English encounters. This adds to cur understanding cf the
relaticonship between language and context by revealing how

socio-cultural information enters into the interpretatiocon.

The fine-grained analyses of two intracultural encounters and

one intercul tural encounters reveals that intracultural
communication may be as asynchroncus as intercul tural
communication, Thevy also show, however. that the socurces of
such asvynchrony, in each case., are very different, as also

are the consequences Qf the asynchrcocny. There is evidence in
this data that culturally-specific schemata. systematic
differences in contextualization cues and different preferred
modes for presenting self {(politeness behavicurs) are major
SoUrces of asynchrony in 1ntercultural communication. Such
differences. I hypnothesize, characterize culturally-preferred
interactional stvies, =1e] that asynchrcny 1in intercultural
encounters may be explained in terms of mis—-matches cf
interactional styles. There is alsc evidence that in the
intracultural encounters the participants, to a marked

extent, shar ed assumptions about preferred interacticnal

styles in the . interview situaticn, so that conflict rather
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than a mismatch of stvles needs to be pbosited as the source
of asvchronv. Another wav of expressing this difference, is
that whereas asvnchronyv in one of the intracultural
encounters (that between Georae and Peter) is not accompanied
by significant miscommunication. miscommunication is marked
in the intercultural encounter. as a conseauence of which the
Zulu Enaglish student is judged as less competent thanm he is.
It is suggested that where such negative evaluations of
individuals recur over a number encounters. they tend to be
aeneralized to the cultural group as a whole. In this wav
negative cultural stereotvpes. features of the wider macro
context. are interactionallvy aenerated in the micro contexts

of evervdav conversational exchanaes.

Of course, because they are based on the findings of the
analvsis of a limited data sample. these conclusions need to
be seen as tentative only. In order to further test the

adequacy of the explanation of the sources and consequences

of asvnchronv in intercultural communication, it is
necessaryv. I suaqgest. to analvse not merely further Zulu
Enalish - S.A. Enalish encounters. but also. for reasons
outlined in chapter 5 (see page 224)., encounters between

members of these qgroubps and members of other qQroups. With

this in mind. I carried out a further case studv. this time

involvinag Afrikaans Enalish - S.A. English encounters. 1

report on this research in chapter S.

N.B. I an Georoe in the interviews.
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5.0 SOURCES AND CONSEBUENCES OF ASYNCHRONY IN AFRIKAANS

ENGLISH — S.A. ENGLISH INTERACTION

5.1 INTRODUCTION

To fur ther examine the contribution of interactional
sociolinguistics to the understanding of the relationship
between language and context I report, in this chapter, on a
project involving the video recording and analyses of a
number of intercul tural encounters bhbetween, in this case,
native speakers of Afrikaans (Afrikaans English speakers) and

of English (S.A. English speakers).

In chapter 4 an explanation of this relationship is offered
in terms of how So;io—cultural information in the fofm of
culturally—-specific interactional styles contributes to
asynchrony in intercul tural encounters, in the context of
which participants are misinterpreted and misevaluated, and
negative cultural stereotypes generated. The main purpose of
the research reported on in this chapter is to investigate
whether this explanation holds also for Afrikaans English -

S.A. English interaction. In other words, the purpose is to

test the assumption that in such encounters, also,
culturally—-specific interactional styles contribute to
asynchrony, which results in misinterpretation,

misevaluation, and the generation of negative cultural
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stereotvpes. A secondary purpose is to establish what some of
the distinctive features of such putative stvles are i.e.
what schemata and contextualization cues do the two aqroubps
rely on in establishing what activity thev are enaaged in.
and in establishing the coherence of their talk. and what
wavs of presenting self ({politeness strategies) do thev
prefer in constituting that part of the context concerned

with relationships.

S.2 BACKGROUND TO THE STUDY

The opportunity to collect data which would enable me to
investigate whether culturallv-specific interactional stvles
were sources of asychrony in interactions between Afrikaans
English and S.A. Enalish speakers. and. if so. what the
nature of these stvle; is, was provided by English language
courses which. together with two colleaques. I designed and

conducted for an Afrikaans banking organization.

Before designinag the course we were informed that the bank
was attemptinmag to expand from its base in predominantly
Afrikaans—-speaking areas of the country, into
Enalish-speaking ones. Proaress towards a greater share of
the Enalish-speaking market was slower than the bank desired.
and its training department had identified as one of the

inhibitinag factors the poor quality of interaction between

managers and senior personnel. and Enaglish-speaking clients.
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This they saw as caused by what they perceived as the
bankers’ inadequate knowledge of the English language, and
expressed the view that a language laboratory programme might

be a suitable solution.

From the beginning we were sceptical about both the diagnosis
and suggested solution. Though the training department had
more information about their personnel than we had access to,
we found it difficult to perceive them in deficit terms. For
one thing, they are people who have completed at least ten

years of study of English at school; who probably have had

considerable exposure to English television, and who
possibily, for various periods of time, have lived in
predominantly English—-speaking communities. They are also

people who have risen to relatively high positions in their
profession and therefore can be assumed to be more than
reasonably competent .in the communicative aspects of their
jobs, at least when interacting with Afrikaans-speaking
clients. We therefore guessed that they would have a high
level of linguistic competence in both English and Afrikaans,
and that they would be pragmatically competent in terms of
the socio—-cultural norms of the Afrikaans community, if not
those of the English community. Evidence from their
performance in written and spoken tasks during the course and

the post—-course evaluations suggested that we had guessed

accurately.

Perhaps most important, we were dissuaded from a deficit view
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of the needs of these bankers by our reading in interactional
sociolinguistics. Interactional sociolinguistics, as was

noted in chapter two, presents a view of communicative

competence (which embraces both 1linguistic and pragmatic
competence) as less what is in individual heads (i.e.
knowledge) or even what an individual displays in
interaction, and more what is mutually accomplished by all
the participants 1in an interaction. What this means in the
particular circumstances of these bankers, is that

culpability for unsuccessful interactions between the bankers
and S.A. English-speaking clients would need to be ascribed

to both parties, and not to the bankers alone.

5.3 METHODS OF DATA COLLECTION AND THE LIMITATIONS OF THE

DATA COLLECTED

From our point of view as course designers, and from my point
of view as researcher, data collection would, ideally, have
taken the form of video recordings of interactions between
the bankers and their S.A. English speaking clients in their
actual working situations, and completed early enough for the
findings of the analyses of the data to have informed the
Course design. Because we did not have the resources (time
and money) for such a procedure, we chose the option of video
recording simulated banker-client interviews which were

scheduled early in the Courses. Each course was a week in

duration.
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As is noted in the discussion of methods of data collection
in chapter 3 (see page 112), what is questionable about
simulated interactions as sources of data. is how authentic
the data collected in this manner really are. To try to
ensure that the interviews were as close to those experienced
in their work situation as possible, the bankers were
encouraged to bring to the interview anything that would make

the situation more like it would be at work. Then too,

although the roles were prescribed (those of banker and
client) the topics for discussion, the goals of the
participants, and the manner in which those goals were to be

arrived at were left very open-ended. The bankers were told

that prospective clients would be coming with genuine
requests for information concerning overdrafts, opening
accounts, investment possibilities and so on, and that they

were to treat the clients’ requests as authentic ones, and

give the type of advice/information that they would normally

give, and make the judgements they would normally make. The
"clients" were asked to choose what was a real life problem
for them, in relation to which they would welcome the

advice/information/services supplied by a banker.

Evidence that some of the bankers felt that their interview
lacked authenticity came from their claim that. in the real
situation, they would have per formed better. Then, too, it
needs to be acknowledged that the simulated interviews
differ from what takes place in the work situation in a

number of ways. For one thing, the very open-endedness ocf the
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simulated interviews, which was intended to contribute to the
goal of authenticity, ironically, introduced an artificial
note. It was not possible to match up the clients with
bankers who were experienced in dealing with their
particular problems, something which would usually take place
in the work situation. Some of the bankers, therefore, were
placed 1in the situation of having to deal with a matter they
were insufficiently well informed about. Related to this, is
the fact that some of the bankers were obliged to grapple
with problems without the aid of props such as tables,
prescribed forms and so on, which are available in their work
situation. Another difference which may have contributed to
the participants not behaving entirely naturally, was the
recording process 1itself. The video-recording necessitated
the presence of not merely a more obtrusive recording device
than was the case with the sound recordings for the project
reported on in chapter 4, but the presence, also, of a
projectionist. Interestingly, though, although we had
anticipated that the bankers would complain that this
inter fered with their per formance, almost unanimously they

stated that after a couple of minutes they forgot about the

recording.

The most significant difference, in my view, is that the
consequences for the participants of the outcome of the
interview were different from what they would be in a real
Situation. Although the clients were asked to bring real

problems to the interviews. for the most part, they were not
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anticipating that these problems would be solved in the
interviews i.e. it did not really matter to them if they did
not get the services, facilities, advice they were looking
for, and this would probably have made them more tolerant of
what they perceived of as incompetence, rudeness, and so on,
than they would have been in the real situation. By the same
token, the bankers knew that they did not have to suffer the
consegquences of unwise generosity, or of losing a valuable

client.

On the other hand. the similarities are probably greater than
the differences. Although the conseguences of the outcomes of
simulated and real interviews would probably be different,
what would probably have made the simulated interviews as
potentially stressful as real interviews, at least for the
bankers, is the knowledge that their performances would
subsequently be obseryed and judged by their peers. Internal
evidence of the authenticity of many o+f the interactions also
came in the form of comments like: "I mean..., is your bank
genuinely able to provide that facility?" The fact that some
of the "clients" subsequently went on to do business with the
bank provided external evidence of authenticity. The opinions
of non-participants about how authentic the interviews were,
were also elicited, which meant that data which were

considered dubiously authentic could be excluded.

In  sum, although it is reasonable to have doubts about the

authenticity of all the data, and while portions of some
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interviews are clearly inauthentic, I believe that there are
grounds for arguing that there is sufficient similarity
between them and real interviews, for at least tentative
generalizations about how the participants behave
interactionally in real situations, to be based on the data
collected (or at least that part judged authentic by

observers).

In all, 32 interviews were recorded. Although the client, in
each rcase, was a fluent English speaker, it was not possible
to get sufficient numbers of native born S.A. Enrnglish
speakers. Thus. for the purposes of research, only the 18
interviews that 1involved native born S.A. English speakers
(or, in one case, an English speaker who, although born out
of South Africa had lived in the country from a very early
age) were considered. Without exception the clients were

university personell, either academics or administrative

staf+f.

3.4 METHODS OF DATA ANALYSIS

The presence of the bankers on campus for the purposes of the
courses, and the fact that the recordings were used for
teaching Purposes., provided excellent opportunities for
eliciting these participants’ interpretations of what took
place in the interviews, thus helping to ensure a convergence

between analyst’'s and participants’ viewpoints. Inhibiting
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factors, in this respect, were the limited time available and
the +fact that, for this and other reasons, the analysis of
the interviews had to be done initially in a group context.
As the description of the methods in chapter 3 shows. the
close—grained sociolinguistic analysié of interactions is a
very time—-consuming process in which analyst and informant
have to view and review the recordings a great number of
times. and in which the analyst has to elicit from the
informant interpretations, judgements and other information
about progressively finer details of the discourse. Since the
learning needs of the bankers had to be given priority over
my research needs, it was not possible to schedule sessions
with individual informants during the courses. Then too,
although it is possible to elicit the interpretations of a
group of informants at the same time. my experience is that,
where informants are also the particpants in the interactions
being examined, they-often find it difficult to be as frank
and open about their interpretations in a group context,

particularly when that group includes their peers.

For this reason, the methods of analysis employed while the
courses were in progress were limited to eliciting the
participants’ perceptions of how succesful the interviews had
been. of whether they had achieved their goals or not, of the
general level of synchrony/asynchrony, and of how the
interviews affected their views of the other participant’'s
attitudes, motives and abilities. Closer analvsis was left

until a later date. Thus. immediately after the conclusion of
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the interviews, clients and bankers were asked to complete
written guestionnaires designed to elicit such general
perceptions (see appendix C for further details). The
following day the bankers were given the opportunity to view
the recording of the interview they were involved in, and, in
order to see whether or not their perceptions changed or not
when thevy were observers. they were asked to complete the
guestionnaire again. In the final session of the course, the
bankers were given the opportunity to view the interviews
involving all the bankers on their course (between 7 and 10
in all), and, at the conclusion of each, asked about their
general perceptions of each. Thereafter they were informed
about the participants’ own perceptions of the interviews,
and, to carry the analysis one stage further, were asked to
suggest, by referring to the details of the interaction, what
could account for such perceptions. However, because of the
limited time availablg (which meant that it was not possible
to replay the portions referred to, to check on the accuracy
of recall and on the plausibility of the explanations) and
the fact that, at that stage, transcripts were not available,

what could be achieved by this means was limited.

At a later stage certain of the interviews were selected for
transcription and closer analysis using the same methods as
those used in the project reported on in chapter 4, and using
as informants the clients and independent viewers who share

the socio-cultural backgrounds of either the bankers or the

clients,
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5.5 CULTURALLY-SPECIFIC STYLES AS SOURCES OF ASYNCHRONY

Since the main purpose of this study was to test the
assumption that a mismatch 1in interactional stvles can
account in part for asynchrony in Afrikaans English - S.A.
English interactions. it was necessary, as a first stage in
the analvsis, to identify instances of asynchrony. Since
interactional sociolinguistic accounts of interruption (see
chapter 3) lead me to believe that measures of asynchrony are
to be arrived more accurately by finding out how participants
experience interactions, than by counting instances of
structural irregularities (such as overlapping speech at what
is not a "possible completion point'™), I turned to the
guestionnaires for gquidance. The participants’' responses to
the direct gquestion .about how stressful they found the
interviews, and more indirect questions relating to their
evaluation of the other participants and to the outcome of
the interview (e.q. whether they would welcome or avoid
future contact) were wused to provide a rough and ready
measure of the level of asvnchrony, on the basis of which the

6 "most asvnchronous” interviews were selected for closer

analysis.

Before outlining some of the more significant findings which

emer ged from the analyses, I wish to emphasize that I did

not assume that a mis-match of styles would be responsible
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for all asychrony experienced. The analysis of the George -

Peter encounter reported in chapter 4 shows very clearly
that sources of asynchrony can be other thamn cultural. 1 was
also aware that a potential source of discomfort for some of
the bankers and, therefore, also for their clients might be
an inadequate knowledge of English grammar and lexis, which,
though not without cultural content, is possibly more
accurately classified as linguistic than as cultural. The
assumption 1 attempted to test is that a mismatch of
culturally-specific 1interactional styles is the source of at

least some of the asynchrony experienced.

An interview which appears to provide some support for this
assumption is one involving an academic., Mark, who in the
interview, is introduced to the banker by title. Professor,
and surname, and one of the bankers. Kallie, who, again, is
introduced by title,'Mister. and surname. Only a portion of
this interview is examined here, though, to contextualize
this, and to allow the reader to search for an alternative
interpretation to that offered here. a description is given

of the part of the interview which precedes it.

The 1interview opens with informal discussion initiated by
Kallie about the academic’'s disciplinary affiliation. and the
bank’'s interest in doing business in the Durban area. Kallie
then asks Mark how he can help him, and Mark talks at some

length about the source of funds he wishes to invest. and the

fact that, and reasons why, he wants advice on how best to
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invest the sum on a short term and then later on a long term
basis. Kallie advises fixed interest investments with the
bank. Mar k queries the wisdom of this. suggesting that the
tax may be punitive. He asks whether the share market would
not be a better alternative, and is warned against it on the
grounds that a layman would be out of his depth. Mark then
suggests wunit trusts, and is told that that, too, is
inadvisable because of its link with the stock exchange. The

interview continues:

121, MARK: [s that not sate

122, KALLIE: | no it 1s safe but a I think vou have
123, more flexibility if vou stav with|the more funcleari..
124, MARK: |1 mean are vou not a a is

125, vour bank into the share the share aarket at all I aean are
126, vou not advicino me to to aveid that because {smiling) that's
127. no business far vour bank

128. YALLIE (smiling}:| no certainly 1'd like

129. to keeo vour business with avself

138, MARK: | va
131, KALLIE: | so I must bring vou

32, back into a fized interest investment with curselves

133, HARK: I I sea..,
134, but | (guickening uo) mean are vou thinking orincinaily

133, of vour interest or av interest in this [tunclear)...

124, KALLIE {smilino}: | no cbviously

{37, the client’s interest is oaramount so 1 must give

138, vou the best oackage which 1 believe i5 a.......

Quite apart from the participants’ own reports on the general
level of asynchrony of the interview as a whole. namely that
thev found this interview stressful at times (item 1 in the
Questionnaire) , there is some internal evidence of
asvnchrony. In this extract there are two instances of
overlapping speech (lines 123 & 124 and 135 & 136) which
would probably have been experienced as interruptions i.e.

competitive, tace-threatening behaviour. Further evidence

that the participants failed to co-ordinate their behaviour
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svnchronously, and in a way which matched up with their
expectations. is Mark's subsequent observation that Kallie's
responses to his queries "came too aquickly", which he

interpreted as superficial slickness.

An examination of the politeness strategies employed by the
participants and the contextualization cues by which these
are signalled and interpreted. give some hint as to the
source of the asvnchronv. In lines 124-127 and 134-135 Mark
challenges the soundness of Kallie's advice, which is
face—-threatening behaviour. That he is aware of the potential
for face-loss and attempts to off-set this, is evident from
his action of smiling (and here we see the advantage of video
over sound recording as a source of data). an expression of
solidarity, and his choice of interrogative form, an
indirect, deference strateqgy. Although Kallie seems to
interpret the signifjcance of the cue, smiling, accurately,
for he responds to it by smiling himself, he apparently fails
to see the cue of the interrogative form as salient. Brown
and Levinson (1978:253) explain that "the fact that indirect
acts are highly conventionalized in English means that in
most circumstances using an indirect act implicates that the
speaker is trving to respect the hearer 's negative face." If
Kallie's behaviour here 1is tvpical, and the other data
suggests that it is. then one of the culturallv-distinctive
characteristics of Affikaans English is that, in it,
indirectness (Brown and Levinson's off-record strateqgy) is

not a conventionalised means of expressing politeness. To
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return to this extract, the interrogative form serves as a
face-saving strategy by leaving Kallie the face-saving option
o+f interpreting the utterance as & question rather than an
accusation. the swspeech act which ©S.A. English—-speaking
informants felt Mark intended to imply. The options open to
someone accused. are to admit guilt or deny it, and at tace
value Kallie seems to accebt guilt (lines 12B-129)

128, KALLIE (smiling): no certainly I'd like

129, to keeo vour business with avself

and then. when pressed further., deny it (lines 136-139).

136, KALLIE (seiling): no chvicusly

137, the client's interest is parascunt so | must give

138, you tne best cackage which 1 believe is a......
Significantly though. in both cases. he does so while smiling
(solidarity behaviour) which means that either he is showing
a callous disregard of the face—-threat involved in
accusations. denials .and inconsistency of responses to
repeated accusations., or he feels that less loss of face is
involved than most S.A. English-speaking informants,
including Mark, feel there 1is. The latter of these two
interpretations is supported by Kallie's written observations
about the interview after viewing the recording for the first
time. Clearly be did not consider either his or Mark's
behaviour as offensive. Asked to reflect on his own behaviour
and that of Mark he observed: "I allowed the client to feel
comfortable and that he was in charge of the conversation
i.e. to freely challenge me" and "The client did not become

agitated when 1 disagreed with his views and ultimately
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accepted my views'". The second observation is at odds with
Mark ‘s observation after the interview that he was completely
unconvinced by Kallie's argument, and that he was offended by
what he perceived as an attempt to force him into an
investment which was in the bank 's interest rather than his
own . as also 1is his reponse in the questionnaire (item 2)

that he would not consult Kallie again.

The role of politeness behaviours in the miscommunication

here suggests what may be partly responsible for the
asvnchrony of this extract. the differences in the
interpretations of the participants. and Mark’'s negative
evaluation: a mismatch in their perceptions of the

relationship between them. and an inability to negotiate that
part of the context concerned with a mutually acceptable
definition of that relationship. because thev do not share
preferences for particular kinds of politeness behaviours,

and do not alwavs recognize the cues which signal such

behaviours.

In chapter 4 {(page 173) I hypothesized that the targeted
stvle for S.A. English speakers in a number of key situations
is svmmetrical solidarity behaviour. What the interviews
involving the bankers reveal is that, in those situations at
least, S.A. English speakers display a mixture of solidarity
and deference politeness, and that the deference strategy

of indirectness is particularly favoured. This is something

that is brought 1into sharp focus by its apparently being
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dispreferred by Afrikaans Enalish speakers. Such a mis—match

could account for the negative cultural stereotvpes of S.A.

Enalish speakers referred to by one Afrikaans English
informant. namely "that thevy don 't sav what thev mean" and
that in conversation "hulle loop met ‘'n draai" (literallv -

they walk an indirect route”). What the apparent mixture of
styles suggests. is that the interactional ethos of the S.A.
Enaglish speakina aroub is in a state of transition. with a
movement from a preference for svmmetrical deference
politeness which. accordina to Brown and Levinson is targeted
behaviour in the U.K. to a opreference. in at least some
situations. for symmetrical solidaritvy bpoliteness which,
accordina to the same source. is preferred in the western

U.S.A.. To represent this diaarammatically. the movement is

from
cpeakpf——-——— - — — ——— = hearer
-P+D . DEFERENCE
hearer « ——- speaker
'tA:l
speaker — hearer
-p-D SOLIDARITY
hearer « spealker
The interviews suaqaqest. further, that. by contrast. the

targeted politeness svstem for Afrikaans Ernalish speakers. at

least when communicatina with stranaers. is similar to that

preferred bv Zulu Enalish speakers. namely solidarityv

behaviour on the part of the participant who has higher

status. and deference on the part of the less power ful
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participant. This can be represented as follows:

speaker i
hearer SOLIDARITY

v-\\\’
+P+] DEFERENEE-________‘__‘§-—:earer
peaker

=

However. while in most of the interviews the bankers seem to
behave in a manner consistent with such a putative
interactional stvle. they do not in all. Prompted by what I
observed in these exceptions, and by the findings of certain
sociolinguistic studies (about which more below), I
hyvpothesize that the preferred stvle when communicating

within the group, which would usually be in the medium of

Afrikaans rather than English, is one in which status
differences are emphasized but in which distance 1is
minimized. In this politeness svstem, higher status

participants. as in the other preferred svystem, express
solidarity politeness {though. as I explain below, choosing
"softer” forms of solidarity such as “terms of endearment')
and the lower status participants a mixture of solidaritvy and
deference politeness. This can be represented

diagrammatically as follows:

speaker
hearer :D‘B‘wuwm\‘
+P-1 EF/S0b—~—_______~§_§§‘-‘-:earer
cpeaker

Support for the notion that S.A. English and Afrikaans
English speakers, typically or conventionally treat the

factors of power and distance differently, comes from a

number of sources. Odendal (1976) provides evidence that the
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Afrikaans community emphasizes status differences more than
the English speakinq community does (And here we need to
remind ourselves that, according to Brown and Levinson
(1978:255). in commmunities where power or status differences
tend to be emphasized there is the tendencvy for superiors to
use solidarity., and particularly bald-on-record strategies.
when speaking to subordinates and for the latter to use
deference politeness in response). He notes that,. bv
comparison with American English norms (described bv Ervin
Tripp 1972). there is within the Afrikaans-speaking community
a wider range of status- marked situations where "status is
clearly specified, speech style is riqidly prescribed., and
the form of address of each person is derived from his social
identitvy” (Ervin Tripp 72:227). Ways in which status
differences and specificallvy deference to persons of high
status is signalled. is the honorific "u". an option which is
not available 1in English, except in conservative religious
discourse 1i.e. "thee" and "thou'". Another wav of showing
deference is the use of what Odendal refers to as ”svdeliﬁqse
aanspreekwyse" (lateral address forms), namelv. the use of
family and formal titles, sometimes repeated in the same
utterance. in referrina to the speaker. where. in English,
the second person "vou" would be used e.q.

"Goeie more com. xan ex oca helo?" (Gocd morning uncle. can 1 helo uncle?)

*Kan buurman vir av se,....?" ilan vou tell me neighbour...)

"Meneer kan maar vir Beneer se seun <ok vra, {5ir can alse ask sir's son)

Bv contrast, it would sound very archaic to an Engqlish hearer

to be addressed;
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*Excuse ae neignbour.....”
It is interestinag. though, toc note some instances of
"gydelingse vorme" in English in such hierarchical

organizations as schools and the army:
*Sir. can 1 ask sir a favour?”
or even

"Mr weadmaster. sir. 1 would like to .....°

In the banker - <client interview 1 found evidence which
suggests that these conventionalized wavs of treatina the
factor of Dpower in Afrikaans influence the wavs in which
Afrikaans speakers use English. However. it is not onlv 1n
terms of the wav thev treat the factor of power that S.A.
English and Afrikaans English speakers differ. What
apparently contributes as much to the distinctive Afrikaans
interactional stvle. is how distance is treated. It would
appear that in many situations Afrikaaners emphasize distance
much less than English speakers do when speaking. This could
account for the extension of kinship terms such as "“ocom"
(uncle) and "tannie" (auntie) well bevond those with whom the
speaker has blood ties. It is. incidentallv. interesting to
note the leakage of Afrikaner norms in this respect into the
English—-speaking community where. for example, the terms

"uncle” and “auntie" are widelv used bv children addressing

adults who are close familv friends.
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As noted above. what seems crucial in determining whether
this demphasizing of distance affects the choice of
politeness strategies (whether the first or second of the
stvles illustrated above is chosen) is the identification of
the hear er as either "in—-group” or "out—group". Where
subordinate hearers are perceived of as not belonging to the
group (as being strangers rather than "volk")., bald-on-record
strategies seem to be preferred. Where subordinate hearers
are perceived of as in-group., solidarity is signalled not
baldlv. but softened bv teasing. joking and what Wolfson and
Manes (198@) refer to as "terms of endearment’. Such

strategies belong to a sub-categorvy of what Brown and

Levinson (1978) term "solidarity politeness". What
distinguishes this sub—-cateqgory is that all strategies
involve the mechanism of claiming common ground. An example
of "terms of endearment® is the wide use of diminutives:
"kindjie" (little child): "miggie" (little female cousin):
"neefie” (little male cousin): "liefie” (little love).

Steenkamp (ms) observes. perceptivelv. that these diminutives

are wavs of re—-inforcing the power co-efficient but in such
a way that the concomitant element of protectiveness is
uppermost e.q. I (Mamma) am big and powerful - vou (kindjie)

are small and vulnerable - I undertake to look after vou."

Terms of endearment such as "dear" or "sweetie" are also used

by English speakers speaking "downwards”. but apparently less

frequently. especially by men. Since "softened" forms of

solidarity politeness are highlv conventionalized in

Afrikaans. their use implicates that the speaker is trving to
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respect the hearer 's need to be accepted and appreciated i.e.
to belona. Below 1 present evidence which suqggest that
higher -status Afrikaans English speakers sometimes use this
form of solidaritv behaviour when interacting with strangers
i.e. they treat them as if thev were members of the in-group
even thouah thev are not. This is consistent with the second
hvpbothesized Afrikaans Enalish interactional stvle described

above (see page 186&6).

Solidarity forms of the in-aroup varietv are apparently also
used more often by Afrikaaners in addressing equals (e.g. ou
man {old man): ou kerel (old bov): ou bul (old bull): ou kat
{old cat)) and even when speakinag "upwards'" (e.q. prof.. dok.
(doc.) en doom. (rev.)). 'This suggests that, in in-group
interactions, Afrikaans speakers addressing superiors use a
mixture of deference and solidarity politeness. which is also
consistent with second hvpothesized Afrikaans Enalish stvile
described above. Bv contrast. "old man" and "old bov" are

considered British public school and used. usually. onlv for

parodyvy purposes, while ‘"prof." is rarelvy used bv junior
col leaques (c.f. Odendal 76:111) and '"rev." seldom if ever
used.

)

Evidence that lower-status individuals behave in accordance
with the perception of a +POWER/-DEFERENCE relationship
within the Afrikaans communitv is supplied by Steenkamp (ms).
In her mother — children (2 airls aged 7 and 10)

interactional data she found that in everv instance where a
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child addresses her mother . she uses. instead of the

appropriate second person form ."Jvy (you) or "jou (your) ,
the third person "Mamma". thus according status (+power) to
her i.e. a deference strateqy. Significantly. though. she
does not find any evidence in her data of the extreme
deference strateqy of taciturnity which the research reported
on in chapter 4 suggested is preferred by lower status Zulu
English speakers. Significantly, also, not once is another
highly conventionalized means of conferring status used .
namely the honorific "u"., probably because., according to
Steenkamp. the distance implied in its use is too great for
the relationship involved. The de-emphasising of distance may
also explain the volubility of the children in her data. She
also points to an instance in her data where the mother
exploits the signalling value of the contextualization cue
"Mamma" in her culture. In the relevant extract the mother
gives the same instruction three times. the first two times
using "ek" (I) but the third time using "Mamma". In this way
she reminds the children that the context they are in is one
characterized by a +POWER/-DISTANCE relationship {or as
Steenkamp puts it. the mother offsets the face loss involved
in not havina an instruction carried out by "pulling rank”
and indirectly demanding deference) but. at the same time,
reminds them of the close-knit nature of their relationship
and of the obligations associated with such a relationship.
However . no instances of in-qroup solidarity behaviour from
lower-status Afrikaans Enqlish speakers are evident in the

banker-client data. This could possibly be because
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lower-status individuals fear that higher-status individuals
from another group will be offended if they are treated as if
they were members of an in—-group when they are not. Further
investigation 1is necessary to see whether this aspect of the
second hypothesized Afrikaans English style needs to be

revised.

To show what this account of the culturallv-specific
interactional stvles of the two aroups can contribute to an
understanding of the sources of asvnchrony, it is necessary
to examine the Mark - Kallie encounter further. According to
Afrikaans informants, Kallie would have perceived Mark. who
is older and better educated than himself. as the superior.
and as "out-group'. He would. therefore. probablv have
expected Mark to use pbredominantly bald-on-record strategies.
Instead we note that even where Mark feels himself imposed
upon {his neagative face threatened) he adopts such
deferential strategies as the use of the interrogative form
in accusing. and such neutral feedback as "I see" (line 13).
By this response he apparently means "I hear you but am not
convinced", but the banker probablvy interoreted it as
acceptance. Kallie's consistent failure to interpret the
meanings implicit in the deferential (off-record/indirect)
politeness emploved by Mark. could account for Kallie's
perception that, despite some asvnchronous phases. the

interview had been a mutually satisfactorvy one.

Mark s perception of the relationship between them was quite
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absence of expected behaviour. 1 suggest that what Mark 1is

implying in what he says in lines 124-127

124, MARK: 1 mean are vou not 3 a is
125, your bank into the share market at all [ mean are
126, you not advisino se to avoid that because (smilina) that’s

127, nG susinese for vour bank

and 134-135

134, put 1 {guickening ugi mean are vou thinking orincioalily

133, af vour interest or av interest in this

is that Kallie is not conforming to his expectation that he
would abbpear (even if only hypocritically) to pbut Mark's
interests before those of the bank. One possible explanation
of why Kallie failed to meet Mark s expectations. is that he
is incompetent. However. such an exblanation is at odds with
the unanimous positive evaluation Kallie received from his
peers. when, at the end of the course, they viewed the
recordings. This points to another pbossible explanation in
terms of culturally-specitic schemata. I hypothesize that
Mark 's expectations described in the previous bparagraph.,
reflect culturallv—-specific schemata. One such schema
includes the expectation that an investment advisor is
expected to suggest a number of possible investment opbtions,
and together with the client work out the advantages and
disadvantages of each in terms of the client’'s specific
circumstances and needs. This is a schema which Kallie

apparently does not have access to. Another such schema



204

includes expectations about how Dpeoble establish their
credibilityv. In the light of what takes place in a number of
the interviews (including the one between Mark and Kallie)
and a comparison between business correspondence eminating
from Afrikaans orientated and English orientated banking
institutions (see Adendorff. Chick and Seneque 1985), I
hypothesize that Afrikaans English speakers tend to trvy to
establish their credibility by being emphatic and

consistent (and therefore assume that this will be convincing
to others). while S.A. Enalish speakers tend to do so by
presenting themselves as empathetic. This might also

explain why Kallie does not suggest a number of different
investment options. why his responses to Mark’'s suggestions
is to brieflv point out one or two negative features of them,
why he does not compare different options. why he does not
attempt to relate the various options to Mark’'s particular
circumstances and needs, and. above all. why he does not

shift his position at all in response to Mark’'s qQueries and

arquments. This analvysis suggests a partial explanation for
the negative cultural stereotvpes of Afrikaans English
speakers as conservative. authoritarian. inflexible and

dogmatic.

Fur ther Ievidence of the validity of the assumption that a
mis-match of culturallv-specific interactional stvles is the
source of asvnchrony. and that the distinguishing features of

these stvles are as described. comes from an interview

between Bob. who is in his early thirties. and Johan, a
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banker in his late forties:

BOB: va no 1've ... just oot some auestions about a um a oortfelic ['a
peaber of statf 1n the universitv and [ never ceea to find encuph acnev
to te able to save and (speedina up) I'm just getting a little
concerrned about it sc what I ... what ['d like tc aet from vou is a
come advice on organizing mv investaent partfolic at the aoment !
don’t have cne ... 1 don't I don’t manage tc put aside anv mcnev at

all to save so what [ am lookino at is all the different
possibilities that are open to ge
JOHAN:| 5o at this stage vou've agot na
5avings account n¢ nothino_at all
BUB:|noth1nu at all

;OCD\IONU&LMPJ»—

1.

12, JOHAN: {50 vou work

13, on & current account on & creditor basis

14, BOB:|ves ... an I am putting in a
13. voluntary contribution intc av because that's subsidized av the

15, goverament ... s¢ ... I'a paving an extra R28® intc av into av bond
{7. which will pav off the bond in 7 vears so ... in a sense 1 would regard
18, that as an investment ..,

19. JOHAN: rstarts to speak) :

20, « DOB:| otner than that I'm I'm not éavinu anvthing
21, JOHAN: are vou having & tudaet everv acnth de vou work on & budoet

72, BBB:|n0 nat
24,

29, jus werk on 3 menth ta month basistjfintinues.)

26, JOHAN; Fa I think that 1t is
7. verv much ispertant ospeciallv f'r 1 | oresume if vou vou are marrieo
28, BOG; YE5 va <

29, JUHAN:'VGur wife does the oudget I believe ... and a ... the test
J4. thina 15 to do is te have a budoet everv month

21, BOB;| va

32, JOHAN: an to see what amount vou can save

23, BOR: riaht

4. JOHAN: |and ... ooen &

39 savings account w w W with a with an ascunt that 1s RS0 1s the new

36, amount at the moment and a save ev every sonth sion a stoo order froa
37, the current account

18. BUB:lva

39. JOHAN:| to to the savinos account ever acnth and when
40, Wnen when it's accrued to about 3 anh at least abaut R199 R0 or

41, something

42, BOB:| &

4z, JOHAN:| just out thet intc fixed deposit

14, BDB:| va

43, JOHAN:| far abcut a vear
46, or twe vears

47, BOR:| m

48. JOHAR: | where vou vour rates are 14 14,5 at the scaent
49, BOB: ya

3. JOHAN: and then ! would also advise a vou can 0- vou income tay

al. vour income tax orablems

92 BOR{m

83, JOHAN: [anv 1ncome tax oroblems
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BOB: »
JOHAN: lthere's annuity
56, BOB:| va

wnoh
-

on

57. JOHAN: {1nwer volume) dealina kind of vou know a substantial asount to annuity
58, for 18 vears (voluse rises ) that is alsc tax free
<9, BOB:| rioht
50. JOHAN: | they deduct it
6l. from vour income tax
62, —___Eag?l!gg_L;. do vou think its 2 aced or a bad thing
b3. that ['s outtina R288 into mv bond do vou think it would be{fﬁ%&
55, JOHAN: [T T T think
86. it'c actually it's I won't sav it is unwise but actuallv it 18
§7. vES a vou can take that R788 and put that in an annuity paxisug is
8. "~ B0B: [va
89, JOHAN: 75@ per annum vou can deduct that agnthlv from or vearlv froa vour
9. income %3y ... DECAUSE because ... vour vour bond is secure
71, BOB:'n
72, JOHAN: vou got aat 2 insurance on_the bond
13, BOB:{riaht
74, JOHAN:| when vou pass
79, aWay
76, W&L
17, JOMAN:| that orcoerty 15 paid_for
78. BOB:| ves
79, JOHAN:| so actually its its worth
80. aore to vour wife ang an vour kids to have that house paid with a
a1, bigoer ond than a lesser amount still owed to the band
82. BOB: ah tninkina adout the vou know tax free subsigy vou know because
a3. I'a paving as eutra R280 cer month intc mv bond dut R16R or no corry
84, 2148 aooroximately R148 is subsidized
3, " JOHAN; [ {ncd!}
86, BOB:| s [ get R14@ tax free
a7. as an allowance fros Eﬁf central aovernsent
8. JOHAN:| ah ves | see ve va va
89. BOB: [sc the onlv
9. real deduction ihave fros mv salarv is R6B
91, JOHAN: [i5 a actuaily a sixtv rand
92. YBS viaras no I 1 would alsn also a good investaent if there's income
97, tax oroblems if there anv orobless is this ... & a post office
94 certificates
5, BOB: I see
9, JOHAN: | & & month 9.5 percent also alse income tax
97. free thats paid after & mcnths vou can draw as and so forth vou aet
98. interast everv b sontns so | ! would advise to ogen a savinas account
99, vou aust have that '
As with the Mark - Kallie encounter. the guestionnaire

revealed a mismatch in the perceptions of the participants as

to how svnchronous and how satisfactory the outcome of this

interview was. with the S.A. English speaking client, once
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again. being less satisfied than the Afrikaans English
banker. Johan reported that he experienced the interview as
comfortable., that he felt that there was some chance that Bob
would do business with the bank again. and that he believed
.that Bob was reasonablv satisfied with the services he had
provided. As he put it, "I told him how he should invest his
monthlv surplus funds. I believe he received the message" and
"The client was reasonable. in need of advice and acceptable”
(accepting?). By contrast. Bob reported that he found the
interview stressful at times., and that bhe would not do
business with the bank again, and criticized the banker for
not 1initiating enough and for being too reliant on himself

for ideas.

Part of the explanation for this mismatch of perceptions. 1
suqgest. relates to culturally-specific schemata. Bob
apparently relies on much the same schematic knowledge as
Mar k in the first interview: knowledge that Johan, like
Kallie in his interview with Mark, does not seem to have
access to. In lines 1-8 we get some idea of what Bob's
overall goals are for the interview, and what his
expectations and assumptions are about the activity they are
to engage in. I suggest that "advice on organizing my
investment portfolio" is intended to serve as a
contextualization cue which will activate in the mind of the
hearer much the same schema as is signalled by Mark in the
first interview analvsed i.e. one in which the expectation is

that the participants will engage in a bproblem-solving
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exercise in which the advantages and disadvantages of various
investment opportunities are examined together with the
circumstances. needs and goals of the client, and decisions
made about how to invest available funds in an investment
package (portfolio’ which will best assist the client to

catisfy his needs and reach his goals.

Either the cue "advice on oraanizing mv investment portfolio”
is not salient for Johan. or he does not have access to the
schema described. for. rather than engage in the expected
behaviour . he builds on what is apparently merely a
subordinate theme for Bob. namelv the fact that he has no
funds presently available for investment because he is using
surplus funds to accelerate his bond repayment. Accordingly
Johan proceeds to aqgive Bob advice on how to save (lines
29-48). Bob's comment after viewing this part of the tape.
was that., here. Johan fails to answer the central guestion.
What becomes apparent as the interaction unfolds. at least to
S.A. English observers. is that Bob would like the
accelerated repavments of the bond to be considered as one of
a number of obtions. in arriving at the best investment
packaaoe. with possiblv the amount used for this purpose being
reduced. or this option being abandoned altogether in favour
of an investment better sui ted to Bob’'s needs, goals and
circumstances. However . when Bob attempts to make this point
(lines 14-20), Johan does not build on this contribution.

probably because he does not see it as very relevant to the

activity he assumes thev have agreed to engage in. namely,
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one in which Johan provides advice on how to save and Bob
checks to see that he has understood adequately. After
listening at some length to such advice Bob (lines 62-63)
attempts. as he sees it,. to get the discussion "back on
track" by asking Johan to evaluate the accelerated bond
repayment as an investment. This time Johan does build on
Bob's contribution. but not in the manner in which the schema
described above would 1lead Bob to anticipate. Johan does
compare accelerated bond rapavments as an investment with an
annuity investment, and presents reasons for preferring the
latter. However , he does <so without establishing, for
example. how much of the additional R200 repavment is coming
out of Bob's own pocket. what size the bond is. what size sum
the annuity would be on maturity. how inflation might affect
both tvpes of investment. what Bob’'s immediate and long term
needs are and so on. That Bob anticipated such behaviour is
evident from his observation that Johan "threw out the
suqgestions in a vacuum" and his subsequent supplving of some
of this information himself without the prompting of Johan
(lines B82-9@). a sequence in which he also implicitly calls
on Johan to reconsider his evaluation in the light of this

fur ther information. Johan signals explicitly that he

understands what Bob savs here:
88, JOHAN: ah ves [ see ve va anrd

91, JOHAN: 15 a actually R6B rand ves

However . probably because such an interpretation is

inconsistent with the schema he has accessed. and because he

starts coming in before Bob has finished speaking (see lines
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87-88):

87. ac an allewante from the central government

g8. JOHAN: ah ves 1 see ve va va

Johan apparently fails to interpret Bob's utterance as an
invitation to reconsider. This is apparent from the fact that
rather than do so. he suggests another investment (Post
Office savings certificates). Thus. as much as five minutes
after the start of the interview. the participants show
little evidence of having constituted a mutually acceptable
definition of what activity it is that thevy are engaged in,
such that thev «can make better sense of their individual

moves in that activitv.

The fact that Jobhan does not shift his position about what is
Bob 's best course of action. in response to further
information supplied by Bob (which, as 1 have explained. can
be seen as an implicit invitation to reconsider his
evaluation of the accelerated repavment of bond arrangement)
suqgests that we have here further evidence of a mis-match of
culturallv-specific schemata. again of the sort observed in
the Mark - Kallie encounter. These are schemata which include
the expectations. on the part of S.A. English speakers. that
credibility is established bv being empathetic. and on the
part of Afrikaans English speakers. that this is established
by being emphatic. Evidence that Bob expected Jéhan to be
empathetic comes from his complaints that Johan “was not

concerned with saving me monevy" and that "he was reeling of+
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suggestions that were in a vacuum without contextualizing

them into my situation and mv problem."”

Significantly. the consequences of the mis-match of schemata
were not merely that certain negative cultural stereotvpes
were confimed {about which more below) but also. that Bob
judged Johan as incompetent as a banker. In Bob’'s words.
Johan is "not a banker who has internalized banking policy to
the extent that he could solve my problem."” As I understand
it. what Bob means here 1is that Johan does not know
sufficient about the workinas of the subsidized housing loan
scheme to be able to advise Bob adeauatelv. And. indeed. part
of the explanation of the wunsatisfactorv outcome of this
interview could be that Johan was not adegquatelv informed.
However . much of the information that he required in order to
be able to advise Bob could only be obtained in the context
of the interview. What the above analysis suggests, is that
the reasons for Johan not securing this information before
making his recommendations have at least as much to do with
predispositions to be emphatic rather than empathetic. and
Johan's perception of the activitvy thevy were engaged in. as

with Johan ' s competence as a banker.

As with the first interview. there is also evidence that a
further source of the asvnchrony and of the mis—-match of
perceptions of how successful the interview was. was a

difference in the participants’ perceptions of what their

relationship was, what politeness behaviours were
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appropriate. and a failure to negotiate in the interaction a
mutually acceptable definition of that part of the context
concerned with the relationship between the participants.
Accordina to Afrikaans English informants. Johan. who is
significantly older than Bob. would have considered Bob
junior to him in status and out-group. In terms of the first
of the putative culturallv-specific stvles described above.
he would. therefore, have regarded appropriate politeness
from himself as solidarity (and predominantly bald-on-record)
strategies and from Bob deference strategies (though not
taciturnity). By contrast. Bob reported that he saw himself
as senior in status. which means that. in terms of the
putative S5.A. Enqglish interactional style described above, he
would have regarded appropriate politeness behaviour as a
mixture of solidarity and deference strategies from both
participants. At least two reasons for Bob’'s very different
perceptions and expectations suggest themselves. One is that,
as noted above. status differences tend to be emphasized less
in the S.A. English speaking community than in the Afrikaans
English speaking community. Another is that age differences,
as one of the factors which enter into judgements about
status. seem to weigh less heavily with S.A. English speakers

than with Afrikaans English speakers.

An examination of the transcript reveals that Bob and Johan
do behave, for the most part. in ways consistent with the
perceptions the relationships between them and the putative

culturallv-specific stvles described above. From Bob's
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perspective. appropriate deference behaviour from Johan would
have 1involved inviting Bob to explain his circumstances and
needs and giving him ample oppor tunity to do so., while
appropriate solidarity behaviour from Johan would have
involved him béinq sufficiently empathetic. Instead Johan
displavs what he sees as appropriate (bald~on-record)
solidarity behaviour: shortly after the start of the
interview he starts suggesting a solution (line 29):

S~
29. JOHAN: viur wife does the budaet [ believe ... and a ... the pest
it ta do is to ...
before. as Bob sees it, he has established what the problem
is, thus threatening Bob's negative and positive faces (see
page 67). Of particular significance in this regard 1is the
way. here, rather than inguire how the household finances are
handled in Bob's home. Johan states what his assumptions
about this are. This he does using a falling tone on the
tonic syllable *“bud" in the word "budget". rather than a
rising tone which, in terms of Afrikaans English norms (as
also S.A. English norms) would have signalled that he was
reauesting confirmation of his assumptions rather than merely
statina them. This is an interpretation confirmed by the
Judgements of Afrikaans English informants that they did not
perceive Johan as asking a question here. and the observation
that in line 21 he uses a rising tone on the same syllable on
two occasions, apparently to invite confirmation of an
assumbtion. Of significance. also, is Johan's response (lines
63-66) to Bob’'s inguiry (lines 62-&3) as to whether he has

acted wiselvy or not in accelerating his bond repayment. In



the S.A. English speaking community (as also, presumably,
many other communities) it is very face-threatening to tell
someone they have acted foolishly., or to be told that one has
acted foolishly even if one has invited such an evaluation.
Johan seems to recognize the potential for face-loss. for he
hesitates. seems to be opting for the deference strategy of
euphemism:

I won't sav 1t'c unwice
but finallv opts for the bald-on-record strategy:

put actually 1t 15
A possible explanation for this choice is that he could not
think of a suitable euphemism, but equally plausible is that,
after careful consideration. he decided that bald-on-record

was the most appropriate choice of strategy.

To explain why, although Bob's feelings about the interaction
were so negative. Johan’'s were generally positive, we need to
examine the politeness strategies used bv Bob. Significantlyv,
when Johan threatens Bob’'s face by imposing his perception of
the arranagements for household financial management in Bob's
home. Bob responds by using the extreme deference strateqy of
not doinag anvthing i.e. being taciturn. The offence
experienced bvy Bob is. thus. not signalled overtlvy. and can
only be inferred. something that Johan. given his assumption
that bald-on-record behaviour on his part is appropriate,.
would be unlikelvy to do. In lines 82-84 Bob feels constrained
to perform a face-threatening act himself. namelvy a challenge

to the argument against accelerated bond repayments supplied
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by Johan. Significantly. again. he employs here a mixture of
solidarity and deference strateqgies. In addition to the
solidaritvy strategy of appearing to assume that his hearer’'s
knowledge is the same as his own (you know) , he employs the
off-record. deference strateagy in which the face—-threatening
chal lenge is left implicit (zh thinkina abcut...) . Since

Kallie did not +feel constrained by what Bob said here to
defend his position. he apparently did not interpret this as
a challenge. In the short term, therefore. the effects of
this misinterpretation were positive. However. in the long
term, misinterpretations which lead to erroneous positive
evaluations (such as those of Kallie and Johan) are
potentially as harmful for future relations between the
participants as misinterpretations which lead to negative
evaluations {such as those of Mark and Bob). There is the
danger that when. subseguent to what Afrikaans English
Sspeakers perceive to be relatively successful interactions.
S.A. Enaglish speakers avoid future contact or behave
hostilelyv in encounters. Afrikaans English speakers will

perceive them as cold. inconsistent. unreliable and SO on.

To sum up the discussion thus far. there is evidence in the
two interviews analysed to suggest that the assumption that
the asynchrony in Afrikaans English - S.A. English
encounters can be explained in part in terms of a mis—-match

of culturallv-specific interactional stvles, is valid. In

addition. the analyses are suqggestive of how. in such

asvnchronous encounters. negative cultural stereotvpes of
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S.A. English speakers as "not saying what they mean"”, "being
cold and aloof", "unreliable and inconsistent", and of
Afrikaans English speakers as conservative, authoritarian,

dogmatic and inflexible, are generated and reinforced.

Something not examined in the above analyses (and, indeed
something which is difficult to establish empirically since
negative stereotvpes _are seldom directly stated in

intercultural encounters that are being recorded, and because

informants are notoriously reticent about their own
prejudices, i that some of the schemata which informed the
participants’ interpretations included these negative

stereotvpes and prejudices. Such a possibility is suggested
by Bob's refreshinglv honest observation about the source of
his negative evaluation of Johan:
I think there's this over-riding animosity between
English-speaking South Africans and Afrikaners. I mean
I can't ignore that as much as my Christian perspective
tries to suppress it. So there is an initial suspicion
that this person represents the dominant Afrikaner
ideology. not necessarily. but this is the kind of mode
I would tend to switch into and when the person has
proved himself otherwise then I would accommodate him
within the bodv of friends I can relate to on a more
personal basis.
Revealina. also. is his observation that in the encounter his

negative stereotypes were confirmed:

As he spoke there were minor clues that somehow seemed
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S.A. English speakers as "mot saving what they mean". "being
cold and aloof". "unreliable and inconsistent". and of
Afrikaans English speakers as conservative, authoritarian,

dogmatic and inflexible. are generated and reinforced.

Something not examined in the above analyses (and, indeed
something which is difficult to establish empirically since
negative stereotvpes are seldom directly stated in
intercultural encounters that are beina recorded., and because
informants are notoriously reticent about their own
prejudices. is that some of the schemata which informed the
participants’ interpretations included these negative
stereotyvpes and prejudices. Such a possibility is suggested
by Bob's refreshingly honest observation about the source of
his negative evaluation of Johan:

I think there’'s this over-riding animosity between

English-speaking South Africans and Afrikaners. I mean

I can't ignore that as much as my Christian perspective

tries to suppress it. So there is an initial suspicion

that this person represents the dominant Afrikaner

ideoclogy. not necessarily. but this is the kind of mode

I would tend to switch into and when the bperson has

proved himself otherwise then 1 would accommodate him

within the body of friends I can relate to on a more

personal basis.

Revealing. also., is his observation that in the encounter his
negative stereotvypes were confirmed:

As he spoke there were minor clues that somehow seemed



to confirm that this man was in fact part of a fairly
simplistic. narrow. Afrikaner nationalist ideoloqy. and

so my inmitial S5.A. prejudices were now confirmed.
So too. is his claim that in the course of the interaction
the stereotvpes can be eroded (i.e. that the schemata of
which they are a part are dvnamic rather than fixed):

Despite this 1 would accept bhis advice if he could

demonstrate his credibility to me.

To conclude, I wish to examine part of a third interview.
This is one which, to judqe by their reponses to the
questionnaire. the participants. Mary, a woman in her middle
forties. and Klaas. a man of about the same age. both
perceived as synchronous:

MARY: afterncan I'a Marv Mountain

KLAAS: | Klaas van der Berg ... coae 1n Mary
MARY: van ger Berg 'slowlv and dziiteratelvy

oo (N e L) e

. KLAAS: van der Bern Marv Mountain ... va it'c amazing the hern in Afrikaans
and|{se1ling!the mountain
. HARY: {sailinglthe acuntain| van der Berg
(LAAS:|va Mary vou'r locai

g, NARY:

9, £LAAS:

12, now lona vou've deen in Durban

19 MARY:[af ['ve been in Durzan ... a ... nearly

12 all av adult life(l lived in 'Taoti for about 4 vears

) KLAAS: |nearly all vour adult life in Tetl I see aarried
4, MARY: divarced

{5, FLAAS: [ ch diverced how recantly

15, RARY:|no iono time ase 14 vears agg

17, ELAAS: oh 14 vears age '

18. V3§

19, KLAAS: |1 see you form. ex husband what was he doing

20. MARY: an ... B ...owell he was d:2ing a number of things he was a2

21, shztograwner he hzc his zwn chetography business

?2- KLAAS: ! see kids

24, KLAAS:| none
23, MARY: nE

26. ¥LAAS: |ves &ng vour aresend stcucation

27, HARY:II'n 3 lecturer at the university



28. KLAAS: oh lecturer at the Universitv of Natal

29, MARY: [ves
0. KLAAS:| now whe where do vau

o1, ctay now
22 MARY: well this is what 1've come to cee vou about..........

Cues to the significance of this interview came from a number
of different sources. One was the evidence that the sex of
the client seemed to be relevant to the relative svynchrony of
the encounters. Of the 18 interviews examined. 12 were
categorized as clearly synchronous, and 8 of these involved
female clients. By contrast. of the 6 interviews categorized
as clearly asynchronous, only 1 involved a female client.
Another cue was provided bv expressions of surprise by S5.A,
English speakers that Klaas had secured details of Mary s
personal life without causing offence. As one of Marv's
colleaques observed "he was able to get out of Mary in a
counle of minutes what after 12 vears I would be hesitant to
ask about.” To express this differently. S.A. English
speakers noted that in a very short period of time Klaas
performed a number of potentially face-threatening acts
without apparently causing offence. A third cue was provided
by Afrikaans English informants who described Klaas's
behaviour as paternal, Expressing a somewhat similar
perception of this role. one of these informants., when asked
if Klaas’'s behaviour is reminiscent of any tvpical situation
in her community,. observed that it reminded her

of an

encounter between a dominee (minister of religion) and one of

his female parishioners.
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What these cues suggest. is that the politeness behaviours of
the bankers when interacting with the female clients was
significantlyv different from that displaved by them in

interacting with the male clients. A detailed examination of

these behaviours in the Klaas - Mary encounter show that, at
least in this interview. this 1is the case. According to
Afrikaans Enaglish informants. Klaas would have perceived
himself as senior in status. As age differences. which

apparently weighed heavily in the other encounters analysed,
were not significant in this interview. sex would appear to
be a determininag factor. Since according to Brown and
Levinson the factors of power and distance subsume all other
relevant contextual factors such as age and sex. one might
anticipate that Klaas would consider appropriate behaviour on

his part +to be that displaved by Johan in the second

interview examined i.e. solidarity and predominantly
bald-on-record strategies as it were "downwards". What one
finds is. that. althouqﬁ he does display solidarity
behaviour, this 1is solidarity behaviour of a very different

kind. Instead of bald-on-record usage he expresses what Brown
and Levinson term positive politeness., and. indeed only one

of three sub—-cateqories of such positive politeness

identified by them. As noted above, this sub-category

includes politeness strategies which involve the mechanism of
claiminag common arcound with the hearer "by indicating that

speaker and hear er both belong to some set of persons who

share specific wants. including goals and values" (Brown and

Levinson 1978:108).
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Insofar as the entire extract represents small talk, it can
be seen as asserting common ground. It signals Klaas's
general interest in Mary and indicates that he is interested
in her as a person and not merely as a client. Of course, as
is usually the case. this small talk is not irrelevant to the
business at hand. for 1t accomplishes the important task of
establishing identities, contextual information which will
make the subseguent task of negotiating the business so much
easier. Another example of asserting common ground is Klaas's
suqgestion in lines 4 and S that they have the same family
name: clearlv a <claim to common in-group membership. Klaas
also claims common ground by stressing his agreement with
Mary by repeating all or part of what she says. Then too
Klaas freguentlvy emplovs the strategies of elipsis and
contraction e.qg. "vou'r local” (line 7) instead o+ something
like "do vyou live 1in the area": "how long vou’'ve lived in

Durban” instead of something like "how long have vou lived in

Durban': “"marriedg"” (lime 13) instead of something like "are
vou married": "kids" (line 21) instead of something like "do
vou have children". Such strategies assert common ground by

implving the existence of shared backaround which will make

the elipsis comprehensible.

The analvsis of this extract. therefore. provides support for
the hvpothesis outlined above (pages 121-200) that Afrikaans

English speakers orientate towards two different

interactional stvles, distinquished chiefly by how distance



221

is treated (especially by higher status individuals). It also
provides support for the further hypothesis (see page 197)
that higher status Afrikaans English speakers sometimes treat
outsiders as if they are members of the in—-group even if they
are not, by making their behaviour consistent with that of a
higher status individual in the diagrams on page 195 i.e.
displaving the "softer" in—-group forms of solidarity
behaviour (positive strategies which assert common ground).
In the data the bankers display this behaviour only when
interacting with women. which suggests that they opt for the
second of the putative styles only when interacting with
outsiders they perceive of as relatively vulnerable. Further
research is required to establish what other groups are
judged as similarly wvulnerable (children? the aged?). The
data suggests that male S.aA. English speakers, although

relatively powerless, are not judged as "vulnerable” in this

sense.

It is worth noting that in suggesting that afrikaans English
speakers sometimes accord in—group status to members of
vulnerable groups, I am not implying that they are motivated
by generositvy. any more than I am implying that in opting for
the +First of the putative interactional styles they are
motivated bv a spirit of exclusivity. Indeed a more cynical
interpretation of Klaas's behaviour in this interview was
provided by an Afrikaans English informant who suggested that
he mavy have been taught to behave in this way in a training

Course i.e. that it is a Ploy to win the confidence
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of lower status individuals. The strategies preferred by
different groups are conventionalized behaviour and,
presumablv, serve the purposes of those with altruistic and
celfish motives eagually well. The danger which I attempt to
highlight in this thesis is that, because this
conventionalized behaviour is culture-specific, and because
people tend to interpret others’ behaviour in terms of their
own norms. behaviour that may be motivated by altruistic

motives mav be perceived as selfish and vice versa.

The choice by the bankers of the second rather than first
putative interactional style can help explain why the Klaas -
Mary encounter and most of the other encounters involving
women clients were perceived of as relatively asynchronous by
the «clients. It is flattering to be treated as if one "is
part of the family"”. A person treated in this way is often
more generous than usual in her interpretation of the other
participant’'s subseguent behaviour e.q. she may conclude that
when he apparently threatens her negative face by invading

her privacy. he does not intend offense.

In suggesting that Klaas's choice of the second rather than
the first putative interactional stvle contributed to the
synchrony of the encounter, I am not implving that synchrony
can be accomplished by one participant wunilaterally. To
account for the synchrony in this encounter it would be
necessary {as with the synchronous

encounters analysed

previously) to analvse the behaviours of both participants.
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However . since my overall purpose is to account for
asynchrony rather than synchronv, and since my immediate
purpose in examining the Klaas - Mary encounter is to provide

suppor t for the hypothesis that the interactional ethos of
Afrikaans English speakers is more accurately characterized
as involving an orientation to two rather than one
interactional stvle, it 1is not necessary to examine Marv's

behaviour.

Nor , for that matter. am I implying that the choice of the
second style would always contribute to synchrony. Although
this . was not revealed by the data. I believe that there is
almost as much potential for misinterpretation when in
Afrikaans English - G.A. English encounters, Afrikaans
English speakers opt for the second rather than the first of
the stvles. This potential was suggested by one of the
informants who argued that if Mary had been a feminist, she
would have found Klaas's behaviour offensive. In other words,
the informant was arguing that the assumption of +power in
their relationship, which was implied by Klaas's choice of
stvyle, was potentially offensive, since it would probably not
match up with Maryv's reading of the relationship. Also
potentially offeqsive. I suggest. is the assumption of
-distance. While., as I noted above, it can be flattering to
be treated as an honorary member of a group. where much more
is perceived to be stake, such as where one’'s rights,

viewpoint or freedoms seem to be threatened. or when one's

past interactive experience with members of that group has
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been negative. such behaviour can be perceived as offensively

presumptuous and familiar.

5.6 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

This chapter., then. contributes further to an understanding
of the relationship between langquage and context by testing
the adequacy of the explanation provided in chapter 4 of how
socio-cul tural information enters into the interpretation of
intent and evaluation of attitude and ability. and showing
that it holds true also for Afrikaans English - S.A. English

encounters.

The fine—-grained analyses of parts of two Afrikaans English -
S.A. English encounters which the participants perceived as
asynchronous provided evidence in support of the assumption

that the asvnchrony in these encounters can be explained. in

part, in terms of a mis—-match of culturally-preferred
interactional stvles. They also revealed some of the
characteristics of these stvles. They incidentally,

highlighted the wvalue, when attempting to characterize the
interactional ethos of a group, of collecting and analysing
data that includes interactions between members of that

qroup and more than one other group. because the analvses of

the Afrikaans English - S.A. English encounters revealed a

characteristic of the S.A. English style (preference for

indirectness) not revealed by the analyses of the Zulu
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English - S.A. English encounters.

The analysis of a further encounter, judged by the
participants as synchronous, suggested the existence of two
rather than one preferred Afrikaans English style. It also
suggested that an important determining factor in the choice
between these two stvyles 1is. apparently, the sex of one’'s
interlocutor {though further investigation may reveal that a
more reliable predictor is some measure of 'vulnerability").
This reveals that it 1is not possible to adequately
characterize the interactional ethos of different groups i+
one follows the lead of Brown and Levinson in assuming that
the factors of power and distance subsume all other relevant
contextual factors. The possibilitvy that other factors. such
as age and sex, independently constrain the choice of

strategies. needs to be examined in future research.

The analvses also provided support for the assumption that
manv of the negative cultural stereotypes of S.A. English and
Afrikaans Enqlish speaking groups, features of the wider
macro social context, are interactionally generated in the
micro contexts of evervdav conversational interactions. The
implication of this <finding is that there is an intimate
relationshiop between what takes place in these two contexts.

It is to the nature of this relationship that I turn in

chapter 6 where, in addition, I examine the claim that.

amongst other inadequacies, the greatest weakness of the

explanations offered by interactional sociolinguists of how
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inequalities in the distribution of power, negative

stereotypes, prejudice and discrimination are accomplished

and maintained, is that they ignore the role of historical,

structural factors external to micro settings.

N.B. I am Mark in the first encounter analvsed.



6.0 EXPLANATIONS OF PREJUDICE AND DISCRIMINATION IN SOUTH

AFRICA

6.1 INTRODUCTION

Prejudice and discrimination especiallv on arounds of race.
and the unequal distribution of power amongst the various
ethnic aroupns in South Africa 1is currently receivina
wor ld-wide attention. Instances of such prejudice.
discrimination and ineaquality are not difficult to document.
More problematic is the task of specifvina the causes. In
attemptina to do so. researchers in a number of social
sciences have offered mostly macr o or structural

explanations.

As Karabel and Halsev (1977) point out. verv different macro
explanations have been of fered by social scientists
representative of as widelvy diverse schools of thought as
structural functionalism and neo—-Marxist and neo-Weberian
conflict theorv. Whereas structural functionalism presents a
picture of the wider societvy as basicallv stable. and reqgards
inequalities as dvsfunctions that such measures as
educational proarammes can redress. conflict theory presents

a ©picture of society as unstable and marked bv conflict

between superordinate groups trving to monopolize power and
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subordinate groups trving to gain access to it. that only
radical structural chanage can redress. Despite these
differences. macr o explanations have at least two
characteristics 1in common. Their explanations are given in
terms of historicallv—given. structural features of the wider
society or macro context e.g. social class., economic svstem.
occupational structure and so on. Also. thevy look for
evidence in suppor t of their . theses to
positivisticallv-orientated research which 1involves, more
often than not. gquantitative analvses of data from official

statistics and. frequentlv. large-scale surveys.

An  example of such research is a macrosociological project
reported on bv Schlemmer (1977) which attempts to identify
the various factors that have contributed to the formation of
race attitudes in Southern Africa. past and present. He
presents a historical review of the oriqins of discrimination
and the results of a survev of present-day race attitudes
based on acceptance or rejection responses of ninetyv

carefullv worded statements in an interview situation. He

concludes:

The results mirror the consequences of South Africa’'s
historical development in which ethnicity. nationalism,

material interests and status concern have been

articulated into a complex and self-reinforcing

process., which in turn has produced a general "culture

of racism" in which the original parameters of the
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constituent factors have become obscured {(Schlemmer

1977:80).
Bv contrast, the explanation I provide in this thesis is a
micro one. in terms of which prejudice. discrimination and

inequality are 1interactionally accomplished. In chapter 3,
for example. 1 present evidence which suggests that, although
positivisticallv-orientated micro studies probablv mislead in
suggesting too direct a relationship between structural
reqularities {or irreqularities) in language use and such
discourse phenomena as interruption and topic control. and
between the latter and the exercise of power in the wider
society. what takes place in micro settings of conversational
interactions does affect such features of the macro context
as the distribution of power and therefore the creation and
maintenance of inequalitvy. The interactional sociolinaguistic
account of the relationship between features of micro and
macro contexts is developed more fully in chapters 4 and 5,
in which I present evidence which suggests that the guality
of communication in intercultural encounters (how synchroncus
the interactions are) crucially determines how the
participants interpret one another 's intentions and evaluate

one another 's motives and abilities. It suggests. further.

that. particularly where such encounters are gatekeeping
ones. miscommunication inhibits the chances of members of
dominated qgroups for advancement (limits their access to

power) and leads to the generation and confirmation of

negative cultural stereotvpes.



230

Macro studies and micro studies (and especiallv those
informed bv humanistic interpretations of science) are often
presented in social science literature as irreconcilable. and
much energy has been expended bv the advocates of each in
pointing out the limitations of the other. However .
increasingly. scholars (e.qg. Collins 1975: McDermott and Roth
1978: Akinasso 1981: Simpson and Yinger 1985) have begun to
argue that explanations given bv each are necessarily partial
and that neither. on its own. is likely to give an adequate
explanation of prejudice. discrimination and ineqguality. Thev
have "also begun to arque that while it may be heuristic to
use one approach or the other, ultimately it would be more
productive to achieve a linkage between the two i.e. arrive
at an explanation which draws on insights from both

approaches and attempts to integrate them.

Thus. for example. advocates of such linkage have arqued that
helpful as macro studies such as that of Schlemmer are. thev
can be regarded as partial explanations only. since. to
borrow a metaphor from information processina. thev deal only
with input factors (e.q. ethnicity. nationalism, material
interests) and output (e.q. racism). What thevy do not deal
with is the "black box" in between, the mechanisms or
processes in terms of which the input factors work to display
and perpetuate the ‘"culture of racism" which he refers to.
What

I attempt to show in this thesis is that such processes

are located not in recorded history or responses to
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gquestionnaires. but in evervday interactions. I also arqgue
that to 1identifv such processes. micro approaches are
required i.e. approaches which focus on micro contexts. which
are informed by humanistic views of science. and which employv
gualitative. interpretative methods. The advantage of linkage
would be that micro studies would be able to verify (or not)
the findinas of macro studies by identifving the detailed
interactional mechanisms in terms of which the variables
identified in the macro studies can be said to work. or. in

other words. by showina what is going on in the black box.

In this chapter 1 provide further arguments in favour of such
linkage. Thus far I have araued that such linkage is reaquired
so that the limitations of macro studies can be off-set bv
interactional micro studies. In what follows I focus on the
complementary argument, namely. the limitations of the micro
approach which a linkage with macro studies can help off-set.
Finallv, to illustrate that such linkage is productive, 1
offer an explanation of how in South Africa the larger.
structural. historicallv—given forces (which are the concern
of macro studies) combine with individual sources of
prejudice and discrimination (the concern of micro studies of
the psvcholoay of individuals) and the results of
intercultural encounters to achieve a vicious. negative cvcle
of discrimination. In this wav I provide some flesh to the
bare bones of the notion of a "compblex and

internally

self-reinforcinag process"” which Schlemmer writes of.
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6.2 THE LIMITATIONS OF INTERACTIONAL SOCIOLINGUISTIC

ACCOUNTS
Karabel and Halsev (1977) are critical of what thev call
ultra-relativism which thevy claim is involved in

interactional sociological accounts of competence (see pages
?5-98) and particularly attempts to denvy the objective
reality of measures of cognitive capacity. skills or
knowledge based on 1 Q. readina and other measurement
techniaues characteristic of positivisticallv-orientated
educational psvcholoavy (see for example Cicourel et al 1974).
Commentina on what thevy see as the ideological impetus
behind this ultra-relativism. they claim that these scholars,
because thevy cannot eliminate aqlaring ineaqualities in the
real world. denv the verv existence of such inequalities:
"what would seem to be racial and class differences in the
distribution of knowledqge are, instead. figments of
positivistic imagination” (1977:56). While Karabel and Halsey
trivialize the arqument of these scholars by paraphrasing it
as "the well-worn idea that the social setting in which a
test takes place influences student performance” (1977:55).
thev do helpfullvy observe that ultra-relativism can easilv
deaenerate into sentimental eqalitarianism which does neither

social science nor the dominated aroups thevy wish to defend

any qQood.

A related criticism is that interactional sociolinquistics
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presents too benign a picture or. worse still that it is an
attempt at a cover—-up for either or both unjust societies and
prejudiced individuals. Since the focus of attention is on
differences in culturallv-specific interactional stvles,
rather than on the personalities of individuals or on the
vested interests of the aqroups to which the participants
belonqg. the picture which tends to emerge 1is of
well-disposed. co-operative people who unwittingly
misinterpret and misevaluate one another. To some extent this
characterization is a parody rather than a true
representation for. as the analyses reported on in chapter 5
show. ’ interactional sociolinquists do allow for the
possibility that historicallv—given aqroup prejudices and the
personalities of individuals contribute to interpretations
and evaluation (see pages 215-217). However the fact that
such matters are not stressed by them means that the

explanation they offer is a partial one.

The areatest weakness of interactional sociolinquists. as
advocates of macro approaches see it. is their failure to ask
Structufal as well as interactional qQuestions i.e. their
ignorinag of the role of factors external to the microcosmic
settinag they are analvsing. which, as advocates of macro
approaches see it. Qgenerate the processes being studied.

Karabel and Halsev (1977:58). for example. criticise studies

of classroom interaction for their neglect of structural

factors:

Teachers and children do not come together in a
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historical vacuums the weight of precedent conditions

the outcome of "negotiation" over meaning at evervy

turn. I¥f empirical work is confined to observation of

classroom interaction. it mav miss the process by which

political and economic power sets sharp bounds to what

is neqotiable.
Again. certainly in relation to more recent interactional
sociolinaquistic research, this criticism represents an
overstatement. The prominence aiven to the notion of schemata
in their explanations shows clearlv that interactional
sociolingquists see interpretations as constrained by what has
occured in the past and by the participants’ perceptions of
constraints imposed bv factors in the wider social context.
However . it is true that agreater emphasis is given in their

accounts to the creation of meanings anew in every encounter.

Ogbu (1981) is critical of the neaglect of structural factors
in the explanations given by interactional sociolinquists of
the hiah school failure rate of subordinate groups. In a
studv of schoolina in Stockton. California. he demonstrates
that the structural factors of low economic and social
position of children from a black neiahbourhood agenerates
what he terms an ethnoecoloav for whites that leads them to
offer blacks an 1inferior education and to treat them in
classrooms in such a wav that high failure rate is

facilitated. It generates an ethnoecology for blacks that

produces disillusionment and lack of perseverence towards

schoolwork, survival tactics which require knowledge not
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compatible with that reauired for school success. and that
results in mistrust of and conflict with schools. While not
denying that microcosmic studies have a role in explaining
how interaction acts as the immediate cause of a particular
child's failure to read, he argues that it is essential also
to study how these classroom events are built up by forces

eminating from outside microcosmic settings.

Another related criticism advanced particularly by conflict
theorists is that the effect 1if not the intention of the
interactional sociolinguists’ neglect of structural factors.
is avoidance of confrontation with the status aquo. The
critics claim that interactional sociolinquists criticise not
so much the existing socio—-political order. as the view of
social reality presented by positivistically-orientated
research, and the methods employed in it. The conseguence,
according to the «critics. is that data and insights from

microcosmic studies can be used as a basis for remedial work

only. and "cannot lead to anvy significant social change that
would eliminate the need for such remedial effort in
subseaquent generations of minoritv—-group children" {Ogbu

1981:11) . While I would want to take issue with the
implication in Ogbu’'s statement that structural change on its
own would be sufficient to eliminate the need for what he

terms "remedial effort"”., his criticism does. 1 believe, serve

as a useful reminder that interventionist programmes based on

insights from interactional sociolinguistic studies are

unlikely to succeed in overcoming prejudice and
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discrimination in circumstances where political. economic and

demoaraphic factors are unfavourable.

Finallv there 1is the "so what?" criticism referred to in
chapter 3. Interactional sociolinauists use circumscribed
settinas. few subjects and limited data. and are. therefore.
often accused of spendina an absurd amount of time
documentina what everbody alreadvy knows, and what is so
context specific as to be not ageneralizable to other
situations. As I have attempted to demonstrate in chapters 4
and 9S. interactional sociolinguists are obliged to look to
the " findings of studies 1in other research traditions,
includina positivisticallv-orientated macro studies. to

strengthen their case for generalizabilitvy of their findinas.

6.3 NEGATIVE SYSTEM OF FREJUDICE AND DISCRIMINATION

Thouah counter —arauments can and have been offered to
criticisms levelled aacainst interactional sociolinguistic
explantions of prejudice. discrimination and inequalitvy, as

also to criticisms of macro approaches and approaches that

focus on the characteristics of individuals. the overwhelming

impression that emerges from an examination of the arquments

and counter—-arauments is that all these explanations are

partial. and that an adeauate explanation can only be

achieved by drawina on the findings of all three approaches

across a number of disciplinaryv boundaries. and attempting to
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integrate them. In what follows 1 attempt to show how

productive such a linkage could be.

HISTORICAL FACTORS (1

IDEQLOGY OF SEPARATION (2)

LEGAL SYSTEM (3)

PHYSICAL AND SOCI0-ECONOMIC
DISTANCING {4)

DISCRIMINATIDN (9) IGNORANCE OF
I INTERACTIONAL STYLES
DF QTHER GROUPS ()
STEREOTYPES (1@)

MISINTERPRETATION ASYNCHRONOUS INDIVIDUAL
OF MOTIVES AND < INTERCULTURAL +—— NEEDS AND
ABILITIES (8) ENCOUNTERS (6) ANXIETIES (7}
Macro studies reveal that historicallv-aiven structural

forces (1 in the diaaram above) such as material interests.
nationalism and ethnicitvy have contributed to an ideoloqgv of
separation (2) which has been translated into the structures
o+ South African societv throuah the legal svetem of
apartheid (3). This ensures that the various ethnic aroups
are distanced from one another not onlv phvsicallv (separate
schools. residential areas. recreational facilities) but in

terms of socio—-economic status and power (4).

One consequence of this chain of events. and this is where

the explanation provided by interactional sociolinguistics
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can make its contribution. is that few people have the
oppor tunity to establish long-lasting personal relationships
with members of other racial groups which, according to
Gumperz (1982a:20%9) are necessaryv 1f thev are to learn enough
about one another 's communication conventions and backgrounds
to communicate effectively interculturally and/or be willing
to take time out to negotiate the meaning of what their
backaround knowledage (sociocultural and linquistic) does not
permit them to wunderstand initially (5). This means that
intercul tural encounters between members of different

cultural Qroups are frequently characterized by asvnchrony

(6).
O+ course. noct all intercultural encounters are egually
asvynchronous. and presumably one of the factors contributing

to the levels of synchrony or asvnchronv is the personalities
of the participants. This is where explanations of prejudice
and discrimination in terms of individual needs and anxieties
(7) can make a contribution. Such explanations provide
insiohts into why some individuals are more prejudice-prone
than others, and therefore more likelv to contribute to the

asvnchrony of intercul tural encounters bv displaving

hostility.

As the analvses reported on in chapters 4 and S show.

asvnchrony in intercultural encounters freguently results in

misinterpretation of motives and abilities (8). Such

communication failure often has serious consequences for
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aroups who do not enjov power in South Africa (e.g. Zulus and
other black groups) since their abilitv to improve their lot
depends on successful communication with members of dominant
groups (e.g. S.A. English and Afrikaans speakers) who control
most of the gatekeeping positions (examiners. bureaucrats.
emplovment officers. educational and career counsellors,
social workers, magistrates and so on) and who determine who
is aqoing to get the greater or lesser share of resources and
opportunities available in the societv. In this wav,
asvnchronyv arising from a mismatch of culture-specific
interactional stvles contributes directly to discrimination
(9) " and the reinforcement of the 1inequitvy in the

socio—economic svstem (4).

However . this is not the whole picture. Repeated
miscommunication of this kind aenerates, over time. negative
cultural stereotvpes of groups (10). These further reduce the
effectiveness of communication by becomina a part of the
schemata which participants access in intercul tural
encounters. and predisposing them to selectivelv perceive
whatever reinforces the stereotvpes and ignore what does not.
As Simpson and VYinaer (1985:99) observe. the effect of
stereotvpes on interaction is that it "is. in part. not among
individuals as thevy are but among individuals as they are

thouaht to be."

Once generated. the stereotvpes are passed on from generation

to aeneration without the need for the reinforcement of
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repeated communication failure. thus becoming. potentiallyv.
sources as well as conseauences of asvnchronvy (6). Moreover.
by providina a rationalization for discrimination (2). they
reinforce the ideoloay of separation (2) and so contribute
to the forces which searegate peoples (4) and keep them

ignorant of one anothers’ stvles of interacting (5).

This completes the explanation of the vicious cvcle of
discrimination in which the primarvy sources are often
influenced and reinforced by their conseaquences. It is this
feedback characteristic of the cycle of events which makes
the cvcle so difficult to arrest (what Simpson and Yinger
1985: 105 refer to as "conservative touaghness'" ) and in which
even people who feel goodwill towards other aroups often find
themselves admittina., reluctantly. that negative stereotypes

are apparently confirmed within their experience.

6.4 CONCILUSION

In this chapter. therefore. I arque that a more adequate
explanation of prejudice. discrimination and inequalitvy in

South Africa can onlv be achieved by drawing on and

intearatinag insights from structural, individual and

interactional approaches across a wide ranage of disciplines.

Furthermore. to illustrate the potential productiveness o+

such a linkage. 1 sketch. in somewhat crude terms, what such

an explanation might look like.
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Before <closing. it is important to note that even if this
explanation were considerably refined and elaborated it would
still be partial i.e. it is an idealization. For one thing.
it inevitably excludes some relevant factors. Then too. for
simplicity sake. I have represented the cvcle as if it were
closed. and operated in a vacuum. I+f this were a complete
explanation then the onlvy change one could expect would be a
steadvy increase in prejudice., discrimination and ineguality.
Many trends in the current South African situation. including
the areater use of violence as a means of retaining power,
sugqgest that 1is the direction in which that society is
moving. However the explanation fails to account for such
phenomena as the movement awav from discrimnation represented
by the desearation of a number of public facilities (hotels.
theatres, cinemas. parks. beaches) . the scrapping of the

Mixed Marriages Act and the phasing out of job reservation.

Such evidence of movement awav from discrimination suagests
that the vicious cvcle is an open one which operates in the
context of a larger pattern which includes a positive system
obposed to discrimination with which it interacts. Such a
positive system. 1 see as involving, like the negative cycle
of discrimination. structural. interactional and individual
elements. Simpson and VYinger (1983) explain that on the
individual level people are not only dominated by competitive
aggressive impulses but also by Co-operative, altruistic

impulses, and that power ful religious and political
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ideologies consolidate the latter into norms and values that
stress co-operativeness and helpfulness and which become
embodied in institutions. Thus. in contemporary South Africa.
we have alongside structural supports for apartheid.
structural supports for eaualitv in the form of organizations
such as the Black Sash. the Urban Foundation., the South
African Institute for Race Relations. Women for Peaceful
Chanage. SACHED (South African Community for Higher
Education). Domestic Workers and Emplovers Project, various
trade unions. opposition parliamentary and
extra-parliamentary political organizations operating with
relatively little interference from the state or underground.
and various other oraanizations (too numerous to mention)
concerned with improvina aroup relations and reducing
discrimination in such areas as education. housing. Jjob
opportunities and justice. Not least important., 1 suggest is
the aquality of intercultural communication. Just as in the
context of countless asvnchronous intercultural encounters
participants misinterpnret and misevaluate one another and
negative cultural stereotvpes are generated. so in
svynchronous encounters participants tend to interpret and
evaluate accuratelvy and negative stereotvpbes are either not

aenerated. or where alreadv present are eroded.

Finallv I want to turn attention from the causes of

prejudice. discrimination and inequalitv to solutions. which

is the subject matter of the final chabpter of this thesis.

What the above explanation suagests is that solutions need to
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have as their aoal the strenathenina of the positive cvcle of
equality such that its influence on the negative cvcle of
discrimination is qreater than the influence in the reverse
direction. It would seem that in South Africa the cvcle of
equality does not have the "conservative toughness" that
characterizes the cvcle of discrimination. and indeed many
arque that bprejudice and discrimination are so embedded in
the South African situation that onlyv revolutionary change
can produce results. Whether or not that on its own. since it
addresses only the structural elements in the cvcle. would
solve the problem is disputable. What I hvpothesize on the
basis of the explanation above is that proarammes with the
areatest chance of success will be those which take into
account all of the elements 1in the «cvcle (structural.
individual and 1interactional) and not just one. If this

hvpothesis is valid. proarammes designed to change prejudiced

peoble. or to improve the aquality of intercul tural
communication are unlikelvy to succeed where structural
circumstances are not conducive. By the same token,
structural chanae, whether brought about by legislative

action or revolution, is unlikely to eliminate prejudice and
discrimination (as experience in more "open'" societies as the
U.K. and U.S.A. has shown) unless attention is simultaneously

aiven to elimimnatinag individual and interactional sources of

prejudice.

As a means of showina what sort of programme designed to

improve the aualitvy of intercul tural communication can
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accompany structural reform. I outline. in chapter 7
suqagestions for the svlilabus. methods and materials and
evaluation of a course for Zulu Enalish speakers who are
seekina white collar jobs in S.A. Enalish dominated business
and 1industry that has recently been released from the

restrictions imposed bvy job reservation legislation.
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7.0 IMPROVING THE GUALITY OF INTERCULTURAL COMMUNICATION

AS A MEANS OF REDUCING DISCRIMINATION IN SOUTH AFRICA

7.1 INTRODUCTION

In chapter 7 I araue that an adeauate explanation of
prejudice. discrimination and inegualitv in South Africa. or
for that matter. of movements awav from discrimination.
cannot be accomplished bv focusina exclusivelv on what 1
identifv as the three major sources. namelv structural
factors. needs and emotions of individuals. and the outcomes
of countless intercultural encounters. I araque that. instead.
insights from abpproaches which focus on all three major
sources need to be ianrDorated and integrated. In an attempt
to show how productive such a manner of proceeding could be.
I sketch an explanation that shows structural. individual and
interactional elements feedina 1into and reinforcina one
another. I arque., further that such an explanation suaaests
that the solution to the problem of discrimination (the

measures intended to support the positive cvecle of eaquality)

which has most chance of success. is one that focuses on more

than one of the three sources identified.

To bpursue this last araqument further. I outline. in this

chapter. proposals for the desian of courses based on
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interactional sociolinguistic research. These courses have as
their aqoal the improvement of the qualitv of intercultural
communication in a situation in which recent structural
change has made it possible for members of subordinate agroups
to again access to opportunities and resources that hitherto,
because of discrimination. were not available to them. An
interactional sociolinquistic perspective suggests that this
qoal cannot be accomplished by raisinag the level of
competencvy of the members of the subordinate aroups alone.
However . to be realistic. it is likelvy to be thevy. rather
than the aqatekeepers. who will most readilv recoanize the
need for such improvement and who will be motivated to
attempt it. For these reasons I identify them as the primarvy
target aroup of learners. thouah the the proposals include

many suagestions for informal learning bv the acatekeepers.

The specific situation I address is that encountered bv Zulu
matriculants (or those who have passed the examinations at
the end of twelve vears of schoolina but not at a high enouah
level to gain admission to a universityv) seeking white collar
jobs in business and industry in the Natal - KwaZulu area.
Traditionally, for various reasons related to the structural
features of the societv. includina aquality of education.
discriminatorv leaislation and demoqraphic factors. such jobs
have been monobolized bv S.A. English speakers. However,

recently., various structural chanages including the relaxation

of job reservation. pressures from sources in and out of the
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country on companies to adopt non—-discriminatory emplovment
practices. insufficient numbers of suitable S.A.Enaglish job
candidates and Sso on. have opened up opportunities in this
area for Zulus (or more accurately Zulu English speakers.
since competence in Enaglish is a prereaquisite for emplovment)
and members of other black agroups. Despite this movement., it
is a situation in which manv of the structural supports for
discrimination still exist. and in which much residual
prejudice 1is present. as the negative stereotvpes that white
supervisors in the Durban area of Natal have of black
emplovees reported on by Griessel and Schlemmer ( see page
174) reveal. Perhaps most sianificant from the point of view
of this thesis. is that it is a situation in which there is
considerable potential for this prejudice to be reinforced or
re-agenerated in Zulu-Enalish - S.A. Enalish encounters. manvy

of which will be natekeeping encounters.

It is customaryv in applied linquistics (see for example Munbyv
1978) for the process of lanquaage Course design to begin with
an analyvysis of the needs of the target qroup of students and
of the oraganizationt(s) in which thev will be operating,
including a detailed specification of the knowledge and
abilities (the communicative competence or competencies the
students will need to have) in order to communicate

effectively in the taraet situation. and a detailed

specification of the knowledage and abilities thev have before

startinag the course. Puttina aside for the moment the fact

that an interactional sociolinmgquistic perspective suagests
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that a needs analvsis and the svllabus based on it is more
usefully seen as somethina which is neqotiated with students
and aqatekeepers before and durinag courses. about which more
later. it is bevond the scope of this part of the thesis to
attempt such a detailed needs analysis. However. I suagest
that a aqood starting point for anvone attempting such
analyvsis 1is the research reported on in this thesis. This is
because interactional sociolinquistics can add considerably
to a course designer’'s understandina of what. in general
terms., it is to be communicativelvy competent. and because the
analyses reported on in chapter 4 provide some indication of
the likelvy competencies of the Zulu Enalish speaking students

and the gatekeepers before the start of the course.

In the section which follows this introduction. I attempt to
sum up what the research reported on in this thesis reveals
about the nature of communicative competence in general.
Thereafter I outline suaaestions for svllabus design.
methodoloay and materials construction and procedures for
evaluation for the proposed courses. In the process. 1 refer
to the anticipated competencies of the taraget group as
suagested by the analvses reported in chapter 4. and to the
competencies which a lavman's conception of the demands of
white collar jobs in business and industrvy suqgest thevy will
need to acaouire. I also refer to the learning which the S.A.
Enalish speaking gatekeepers will need to accomplish,

In this last section I draw heavily., though not exclusivelyv,.
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on suaaestions made by some of my graduate students. who, in
a project. were required to demonstrate an understanding of
what interactional sociolinguistics can contribute to the
theorv and practice of communicative language teaching by
makina proposals for a course which would eauip Zulu work
seekers to compete more effectivelv for white collar jobs in

The Natal KwaZulu area.

Significantlv. what the briefing for this project suaagests is
that. apart from their possible contribution to the agoal of
overcomina discrimination. the bproposals for course design
are also of more aeneral applied linguistic interest. As
Strevens (1977:12-36) explains, innovation and change 1in
approaches to lanquaage teaching/learning are usually a
consequence of one or both of two developments. The first is
a chanqge in the sociolinguistic circumstances of a community:
in how that community in general. or pressure groups within
it. view different lanaquages. and how they perceive their
lanquaage learnina needs. This change in the sociolinquistic
circumstances is. in turmn. usuallv a consequence of social,
economic and political changes within the community. The
second development. is advances within various relevant
academic discibplines. which not only point to inadeaquacies
within existina practice. but orovide a basis for responding
rationally to the challenges and problems of meetina these
needs. As noted above. there bhave been some sianificant

structural changes. Amongst other consequences. these have

produced a chanae in the sociolinguistic circumstances of the
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communitv in the form of a rapid growth in the perceived need
on the part of the dominated groups in the Natal/KwaZulu
area. as also in many other parts of the country. to learn to
communicate effectively in English. This learning 1s seen by
them as one means of securing a fairer share of
opportunities and resources and. in particular., those that
become available as a conseguence of change. At the same
time. there has been the arowina awareness that such learning
mav benefit dominant groups also. by facilitating better
intercultural communication and therefore better inter—-aroup
relations, and by eauippina members of subordinate groups to
cope effectivelv in positions hitherto monopolized bv members
of dominant qgroubs. Since. viewed from the perspective of
both aroups. the need is for Enalish as a social tool. there
has been a concomitant demand for an approach to languaqge
teachina/learnina which will make it possible for learners to
reach the aoal of communicative competence. Though there is
greater understanding todayvy of that goal. and greater clarity
about the nature of the svllabuses, methodology and
evaluation relevant to that goal than there was in the '70s.
there is still much to learn. It is here. as 1 attempt to

show in this chapter. that interactional sociolinguistics has

an important contribution to make.

However . the potential interest in such a contribution

extends bevond the boundaries of South Africa. As Gumperz and

Cook Gumperz (see Gumperz 1982 b) explain. in the urbanized

reaions of the world the rapid bureaucratization of public
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institutions (such as social welfare and health services.
educational and industrial institutions., union oraganizations
and so on) and their areater impingement on the lives of
ordinarvy people places a higher premium on the ablitv to
communicate effectivelv interculturallvy than was the case
previouslyv. To demonstrate the rationalitv of the decision
makina involved in such matters as job selection. negotiation
about service conditions., welfare and so forth. individuals
are increasingly reaquired to perform complex verbal tasks.
Thus increasinagly "the abilitv to manage or adapt to diverse
communicative situations has become essential and the abilitvy
to 1interact with opeople with whom one has had no personal
acauaintance 1is crucial to acguirinag even a small measure of
personal and social control” (Gumperz 1982 b:4). What makes
this task so much more demanding is the world-wide trend
towards areater ethnic diversity in urban settinas. which
means that most encoun?ers are intercultural ones. It follows
that innovations in lanaquage teachinag which mav facilitate
more effective intercultural communication and help erode

prejudice and discrimination are of verv wide interest.

7.2 WHAT INTERACTIONAL SOCIOLINGUISTICS CONTRIBUTES TO THE

NOTION OF COMMUNICATIVE COMFETENCE

The notion of communicative competence (see for example Hvmes

1972) was introduced initiallyv to highlight the limitations

of Chomskv's notion of linguistic competence: the nature of
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the speaker s tacit knowledge of the rules of the grammar of
his language. Scholars who used the term communicative
competence were concerned to point out that linguistic
competence represents only a part of the knowledge which
underlies the ability to communicate effectively and
appropriately. They did not. however, challenge the
mentalistic and individualistic conception of competence.
Thus early descriptions of communicative competence which
provided a rationale for innovations in lanquage teaching
that came to be termed communicative approaches., also tended

to be mentalistic and individualistic.

One of the more important contributions of interactional
sociolingquistics to the understanding of communicative
competence. therefore. is the notion that it is not only
something that 1is 1in people’'s heads: that it 1is also
something which is intgractionallv accomplished. Argquing that
what goes on in heads is not available for analysis, they
focus instead on interactional data. They also attempt to
describe communicative competence, not from the perspective
of the the analyst, but from that of the participant.
Accordinglv, their interest is not in product (the analyst's
rules) but in process (the interpretative procedures by means
of which participants negotiate meaning). While some scholars
do possiblv overstate the case against a cognitive view of
competence. thus becoming guilty of the ultra-relativism that

Karabel and Halsev comment on (see pages 232-233). most

interactional sociolinquists do not claim that the cognitive
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communicative competence has both a cognitive and a
bebavioural dimension: "One., it is the competence necessary
for effective interaction. Two. it is the competence that is
available in the 1interaction between participants” (Mehan

1972: 130> .

Another important contribution of interactional
sociolinquistics to the understanding of the notion of
communicative competence is that it includes the ability to
create. touether with other participants, the contexts for
talk. The contextual information which the participants draw
on to infer the social and functional meanings of one
another ‘s utterances and to trace the coherence in the talk
is seen., not as available outside the communication process,
but as part of what needs to be communicated during the

interaction if communication is to be successful.

Interactional sociolinquists explain that an important aspect
of anv context for talk is the activity the participants are
accomplishinag together., and demonstrate that in neqotiating
what this activity is, thev rely on a sharing of relevant
interpretative schemata. They have also shown that many of
these schemata are culturallv-specific. It follows that an
important aspect of communicative competence is a knowledge
of the schemata

not onlv of one’'s own socio-cultural qgroup

but also of members of other groups in society with which one

converses.
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Another aspect of contexts for talk which participants are
obliged to neagotiate 1is the nature of the relationship(s)
between them. and interactional sociolinquists have shown
that >to accomplish this successfully, participants need to
have access to a wide ranae of politeness strategies. and.
because there are cultural differences in this area. to have
an awareness of the patterns of preference in the use of
strateqies. not onlv of their own aroup. but of other groubps

in societv.

Interactional sociolingquists also show that the abilitvy to
create contexts includes. not onlv a knowledage of relevant
schemata and of politeness svstems. but also of the
contextualization cues which the participants use to signal
to one another what the relevant schemata are. and what
relationship is beinq assumed. Since thev reveal that there
are systematic differences in the contextualization
conventions emploved bv different cultural aroups., what has
to be added to the notion of communicative competence is a
knowledae of and abilitv to sianal and interpret the

contextualization conventions of not merelv one’'s own aroup

but of others.

A fur ther important contribution is the interactional

sociolinquist’'s recoanition that communicative competence

includes the capability not merelvy to signal and recognize

the cues to the context. but also the capacity for
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negotiatina that context (see Widdowson 1983 for the
distinction he makes between capability and capacity). Such
capacity includes the ability to use interpretative
oprocedures to modifv and allian the participants’ schemata so
éhat thev match up sufficiently to one another for
understandina to be reached and to fill in or express overtly
the propositional and illocutionary 1links between the

different parts of the discourse.

Finallv. without makinag anv claims that what is contained in
this section represents an exhaustive list of what
interactional sociolinquists have contributed to our

understandina of the notion of communicative competence. they
demonstrate that communicative competence includes the
abilitvy to co-operate with others in the achievement of
conversational svnchronv which enables speakers to sianal and
listeners to anticiogte when siagnificant next moments will
occur. such as when new information is to be conveved. when a

turn chanae is appropriate. when a change of topbic is

possible and so on.

7.3 COURSE DESIGN FROFOSALS

As far as svllabus desian is concerned. perhabps the most

useful idea prompted bv insiahts provided by interactional

sociolinquists is that of a svllabus as somethinag which

should be interactionallv accomplished. What is meant by this
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is not merelvy that a syllabus should not be unilaterally
decided upon by the course designers, but also that it should
be constantly re-negotiated with the learners in response to
their changing or evolving needs. The idea of evolving needs
was prompted by an observation made by Richterich and
Chancerel (1978) that a learner s needs mavy change while a
course 1is 1n progress because of such circumstances as a
change in his or her financial position. a modification of

objectives because of lack of progress and so on.

The idea of learners being involved in the on—going planning
of the courses they are enrolled for is. of course. not new.
Breen (1984:50) . for example, arques that "a ‘good”
pre—-desianed svllabus is one which is positively amenable to
alternative interpretations and open to reconstruction
throuah interaction in the classroom”. while Allwright (1981)
recommends learners’ participation 1in decision-making as a
means of developinag learner independence (about which more
below). However ., such involvement 1is seen as particularly
relevant to the needs of the taraget aroup, for two reasons.
The first 1is that. in view of the neaative stereotyvpes of
white supervisors of black emplovees as lackinag appropriate
assertiveness (see pages 174-175) the Zulu Job seekers should
be agiven everv opportunity to develop behaviours which would
be at odds with these stereotvpes. and that this could begin
with the neqgotiatina of the svllabus. The second is the

recoanition that in the course of such negotiation it might

be possible to encourage open. frank discussion about the
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prejudice and discrimination which they experience. This
could be therapeutic because. not only would thev have their
feelings recognized. but thev could be led to see that while
much discrimination has 1ts source in the laraer structural
forces of the societyv and in the personalities of
individuals. some. at least. is interactionally accomplished.
This would be reassuring in the sense that thev would see it
as somethina thev have potentially some deagree of control

over.

An  allied notion which 1is equally useful. is that the
svllabus should attend not onlv to the product of learning.
but also the process. As Boustred (ms) expresses it. "we need
to establish not only the content - what is going to be
learnt. but also what the learnina/teaching process will be
like - how we see students proaressinag towards their tarqet."
Once again. the idea.of a process svllabus is not a new one
(see. for example Breen 1984). but it is seen as particularly
relevant in a situation where what has to be learnt. as the

characterization of communicative competence given above

shows . is so complex, covert and context-bound., that it
cannot be tauaht as a bodv of knowledae in anvy

straightforward wav. Gumperz and Roberts (198@:3) present the

case for learning instead of teachina as follows:

.+« the conventions of lanquaage use operate within such

a areat range of situations and have to take into

account So manv variables. There is no neat eaquation

between a tvpe of interaction and the conventions which
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an individual might use. Every piece of good
communication depends upon the response and feedback
which participants elicit from each other in the course
of the conversation itself and so every speaker has to
develop his own strateqgies for interpreting and

responding appropriately.

Amongst process aims listed by Boustred, which give some idea
of how she envisaages the teaching/learning process, are the

followinag:

- to recoanize the skills and knowledge the students bring
to the course. and to build on and develop these skills

and this knowledge:

— to value the beliefs and attitudes of the students while
alerting them to the attitudes and expectations of t-e

macro—-culture in which they hope to functiong

- to provide means for continuous feedback from students

about their needs and learning experiences:

- to be sensitive to changing needs and flexible in

responding to them;

- to keep in mind that a supportive atmosphere., while
necessary in the learning process, is not always going to

be found in the work situation and hence the need to wean
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them from the former.

Some applied linquists have araued that a process svllabus
precludes an externally prepared svllabus of content based on
what a needs analvysis has revealed is the taraet competence.
Johnson (1983:55) . for example. araques that there is a built
in conflict between the notions that a teacher prescribes
what is to be tauaht and that a student is able to choose

what is to be tauaht. Breen (1983:64). too. argues that in

terms of a process model a "svllabus of content - in the
conventional sense - would have to be agenerated by and durina
the learnina - teachina process.'" However. whether one sees a

svllabus »primarily as a means towards the achievement of
somethinag (the taraet competence). or the selection and
oraqanization of that somethina. it is apparent that course
implementors and. as the course develops. the students. need
to have a clear idea of what the taraet behaviour is. This is
where a characterization of the taraet communicative
competence necessary in terms of schemata. politeness

conventions. contextualization cues and so forth would be so

valuable.

Another useful notion is that, since interactional
sociolinauistics reveals that communicative incompetence is
as much what is displaved by participants. as what resides in
peonle’'s heads. and therefore somethina for which all

participants must share culpabilitv. a svllabus must provide

for the raisinag of the level of competence of all
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participants. and not merelv the Zulu job seekers. This could
be accomplished bv involvina "gatekeepers" as much as
possible in the trainina process. particularlyvy in authentic.
task-orientated activities. to be referred to later. and
usinag post-task evaluative discussions to raise their level
of awareness of their own contribution to asvnchronous

interactions.

Proposals for methods and materials are characterized bv an
emphasis on learner-centred. task-orientated activities and
on opportunities for interaction with S.A. English speakers.
All of these features are. of course. already orthodox
practice in communicative lanauage teachina methodoloav. but
the South African context and insiahts from interactional

sociolinquistics aives them additional sianificance.

Learner—-centredness. for example. is seen as appropriate for
a number of reasons. One reason is that. as noted earlier.
the taraet competence cannot be tauaht but onlvy learnt. Then
too learner-centredness is seen as a wav of develonina
learner independence considered vital in this situation. In
the work situation white collar workers are required to
perform a verv wide ranae of complex verbal tasks and. since
it is wunlikelv that all the necessarv learhinq can be
accomplished durinma a course. it is essential that the
learninag brocess should continue

after thev have taken up

their positions. Such learnina is difficult to accomplish

because it has to take place. for the most part. in the
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context of intercultural encounters with S.A. English
speakers which may be asvnchronous. This means that they need
to bhave acaquired the necessarv learner independence durina
the course. Such independence will allow them to recoagnize
the opportunies provided by intercultural encounters of
negotiating an accurate mutual understandina of motives and
intentions and an evaluation of abilities. It will also
enable them to resist the temptation to break off

asvnchronous encounters and proaressively avoid more and more

of such encounters. Such avoidance behaviour. while offerinag
short term benefits. reduces the chances of Zulu Enaglish
speakers ever learninag the relevant schemata. preferred

politeness system and contextualization conventions of S.A.

Enalish speakers.

To build learner independence. Pelser (ms). followina ideas
sugaested by Littlewood (1981). bproposes a series of role
plav/simulation exercises which proaressivelvy become more and
more like the sort of authentic communicative tasks the job
seekers will have to complete in the work situation. and in
which choice of what to sav and how to sav it is aoverned
less bv the teacher’'s pedaagoagical bplan. and more by the
communicative needs of the students as they emerge in the
interaction. Thus. Pelser proposes., as the first stage. that
students experience face to face telephonic role-plavs usinag
cue cards which agive descriptions of roles and the responses
that have to be made. Thev are reauired to areet a member of

the public. find out who he or she is. and what his or her
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business is. and state who he or she is. At the second staage

they are aqiven a role description onlv., and are reaquired to

use their own words. At the third stage they could have the

same task but this time interact not with fellow students.

but with native speakers. A similar three stage progression

is followed with other activities such as providing
information. dealinag with requests and dealing with
misunderstandinas. This list of activities represents a

proaression of areater and areater risk—-takina alona another
dimension. namelv that of potential face loss. Dependinag on
the bproaress made by students. areater stress could be added
to any activitv bv. for example. introducimg a "difficult"”

client.

A sianificant feature of Pelser’'s proposals 1is that. as
another wavy of buildina learner independence. the school
leavers are encouraaed to raise their level of awareness of
communicative processes that operate laragely at a
subconscious level. For example. after the first stage of
the +first activitv. thev are encouraaced to explore why thevy
found the telephonic interaction more difficult than the face
to face encounter. Then. too. thev are invited to analvze
and evaluate videotaped third staqe. "authentic”,
interaction. This would bprovide an ideal opportunity for
discussinag culture-specific communicative

stvles.

discrimination. and strateaies that members of dominated

aroups can adopt to avoid being misunderstood and mis judaged

in intercultural encounters.
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Not surprisinalv. data analvsis for pedagoaical rather than

research purposes is favoured bv the few interactional

sociolinauists who have involved themselves with
applications. and bv those who have collaborated with
interactional sociolinguists in the desian of courses.
Gumperz and Roberts (1280 for example. workina from the
premise that people. for reasons outlined above. cannot be

taught to communicate effectivelv interculturallv. araue

that what thev can do is learn:

a) how to analvse their own lanaquage behaviour:

b) how their Enalish differs svstematicallv from
Fnalish spoken bv different cultural aroups:

c) to recoanize what mav aqo wrona in intercultural
communication:

d) to talk with the other participant(s) about what has
qone wronag when there has been communication
failure.

Accordinalv. the basic method wused in their course is the
analvsis of audio taped material (prepared role plavs. real
life recordinas and <class-initiated role plavs) involvinag
three situations identified as those in which confusion or
irritation is 1likelvy to occur i.e. situations in which
someone has made a mistake and one has to sort it out:
situations in which one has to neaotiate over a problem: and
situations in which one has to explain. Sianificantlv.

because thev identifv as important aspects of the necessarv
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learning to 1learn to recoagnize how one’'s Enalish differs
svstematically from that of other aroups. and to learn to
talk to the other person when communication failure occurs.
thevy provide,. in their course. for joint sessions for
gatekeepers and workers in addition to separate sessions for

each.

In similar vein Erickson (197%9) dismisses direct teachina of.
for example. culturallv-distinct contextualization cues.
araguina that such behaviour changes are too mechanical and
too cateqorical to be effective. More effective, he suaaests.
is to aget the participants to focus not on specific features
of the surface messaage form. but on the processes of
interpretation as thev are occuring. thouah he does
acknowledae that this may be difficult to sustain for anv
lenath of time. A more realistic goal. he suaggests. is to
develop the capacity for retrospectivelvy analvsinag what is
happenina when one intuitively recoanizes that something bhas
aone wrona i.e. to learn to substitute this scanning for what
he terms the "knee-jerk reaction of conversational
inference". He suaggests that practice in intercul tural
communication combined with the self-developed capacity for
retrospective scannina mav result in participants learning to
chanae their patterns of communication in the direction of

areater cultural converaence with those with whom they

interact.

In a more recent paper Erickson (1985) aqain rejects the
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notion of direct teachina. pointina out that "quick-fix"
solutions such as aivina one of the parties aroubp-specific
per formance lessons (e.q. units on how to listen with Black
Amer icans) are not only likelv to fail. but to lend so-called
"scientific" support for existina stereotvbes. Instead he
develobs the 1idea of retrospectivelvy scannina further,
pointina out that this learnina represents the refinina of a
capacitv that participants alreadv possess as pbart of their
total communicative competence. rather than the acauirinag of
a new capacitv. He sugaests that the insiaht that
interactional trouble is interactionally rather than
unlilaterally accomplished 1is. in itself. a liberating one.
allowina participants to avoid unhelpful repair strategies
which arise from either blamina the other participant or
oneself. He araues that to develop more helpful strateaies.
participants need to learn to look behaviourallv (focusing on
features of the behaviour such as prosodic features) and
dialecticallyv (focusina on the process of mutually steerina
the conversation) at the relations between the participants.
He araues that while this does not remove all the stress of
communication "trouble". it does make it safer to deal with
it as it beains. and that "within the experience of talking
with culturallv differina people one can learn about others’
culturally differina and idiosvncratically differina wavs of

listeninag and speakina. and one can learn how to accommodate

as an interlocutor with a wider ranae of interactional stvles

than one has been able to handle previouslv" (Erickson

1985:314) . He also observes, helpfully, that. in such
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situations. repair strategies that seem to work best are
direct rather than indirect ones e.q. "I'm sorry but I'm not

sure if vou understood what I just said.”

Returning to the project reports of my graduate students,
perhaps the most useful proposals came from those who were
concerned with evaluation.

They noted that a course which has as 1its target
communicative competence as defined by interactional
sociolinguists, and which is itself dvynamic, open—-ended and
learner-centred. challenges traditional notions about:

1. how important testinag is:

2. who does the evaluation:

3. who or what is to be evaluated:

4. when the testing is to be done:

5. what sorts of tests are required:

6. how valid and reliable assessment of the target competence

is to be accomplished.

To respond very briefly to all but the last two of the issues

raised. in a dvnamic. eveolvina course. testing would clearly
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assume areat impor tance. since it would bprovide vital
feedback which would be the basis for decisions about how to
modifv the course. This response suagaests a response to the
fourth issue listed. namely that who or what should be tested
in such a course 1is not merely the students., but all
participants in the proaramme, and the course itsel+f. It
follows also that the students should be heavily involved in
the assessment of the course. the tutors and of their own
per formance. Such involvement would be invaluable in helping
them to develop both apbpropriate assertiveness. and the
learner independence which would enable them to continue
learning after the course had been completed. Finallv. it is
apparent that the traditional pattern of pre- and
post-testina would be inadequate and that evaluation would

need to be an on—-goina. continuous process.

To respond more fully to the penultimate issue listed. there

was consensus that what was required was tests which were

praamatically valid i.e. natural acts of communicative
behaviour in realistic settinags. To the description of
praamatically wvalid tests aiven by Johns Lewis (1981) .

Griffiths (ms) added the notion that these tests should be
‘whole-task" tests. thus buildina on the task-orientated
activities outlined in the observations on methods and
materials. Thev would thus reflect the social and functional
aspects of communication as found in the work situation. and
involve interaction with S.A. Enalish speakers. This would

mean that they would also involve stress. As Griffiths
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explains (ms) "we also have pragmatically valid reasons for
introducing the element of stress. It enters 1into the
everyday life of our students and to leave it out would
render our tests unrealistic. The unusual., the unpredictable
and unpleasant are very much features of the social scene and
our students must be prepared to cope with them." Another
important reauirement. according to Allen (ms) is that the
tests should be fully integrated 1into the course. Such
integration is evident in Griffiths’ proposals for
orientation activities which are enjovable, meaningful
activities in their own right but are also used by the course
personnel for assessment. It is also evident in her proposal
for evaluating job seeker’'s behaviour before an interview
activity. The job seekers are required to bpresent
themselves, one at a time, in alphabetic order, the first to
appear within a specified time limit. say five minutes. A
video system is left in action to record how the organization
activity is accompl ished and to "reveal aspects of
assertiveness. confidence and co-operation in Jjointly

accomplishing a fairly simple and natural functional task.'

Finallv. to turn to the issue of how one arrives at a valid
and reliable assessment of the target competence, the
students found it useful to elaborate on the suggession for
assessment bands which Margaret Mever. Michael Crampton and I
prepared at the prompting of Brendan Carroll at the SAALA
Communicative Lanquage Testing Workshop which took place in

Cape Town in 1983. These bands are criterion referenced in
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the sense that thev displav. in a relatively explicit wav.
characteristics of the targeted competence. The insights
into the nature of communicative competence provided by
interactional sociolinguistics are evident in the followinag

proposals by Griffiths:

ASSESSHENT BANDS

9, Bicultural. pbility te nepotiate at anv ievel. Svapathetic. tactful. canfident,
independant, avan under stressful conditions.

8. verv little strese in neactiatino reles vet need for some assistance 1f svacarony is to
5e maintained. Has accass to relevant schemata. Reveals a wide range of structures, No
apetructive intrusicn from first lanouape.

n

7. Greater linauistic anz social subtlety, Still come difficulty at intercerssnal ievel,
Unable t¢ accese &1l the relevant schemata, Role-relationshios nat cften
aisinterareted.

b, Levelcoment <f theme not comoletely coherent. fBracoc iscues presented explicitly, Has
an awarenscs af relevant cchemata but not cosoletz knowledoe of the constraints an

interoretation imposed bv thea,

S Uncertaintv  and lack of confidence lead to aveidance strategies. Attempts to negotiate
when Gorscsed. Unwillinoness o initiate, deveicd anc sustain interacticn desoite
awarenesc of contextual demands.

4, Able to custain cenversation for short geriods onlv. Constant Brezkdown and need te
reneastiate. Limited accesc te relevant schemata, Lisited interoretative abilitv. Able
snlv Yo avoid using thoce strateaies which are affensive to the other oarticipant.

A

Marked interforence at svntactic, lexical. shonclceaical leveis, Misinteroretation.
Intercuitural miczunderctandino ic marked. Second languane comoetence i1c superficial,

AR Unagle to co-osperate in thematic develooment. Extensive first lanquaoe interfsrence.
Mictimina, aisupderstanding. Sweecr troken. uncertzin. often at sinaie woera/broien
shrase level.

1. Comnlete aisunderctanding at all levels. Communication not cossihle.

The above hands seem to solit neatlv inta 7 distinct divisions:

A: bands !-3 reoresentino oross communicative incomcetence. R: bands 4-6 reoresenting a trancitory
comoetance and C: banas 7-9 reoresenting comoetence for social survival.



7.4 CONCLUSION TO THE CHAPTER AND THE THESIS

This chapter and the thesis ends with proposals for the
desiagn of courses which have as their aoal the improvement of
the qualitvy of intercultural communication. and which draw on
insiahts bprovided by interactional sociolinauistics. While I
am not optimistic about the chances of such measures
succeedina where structural circumstances are unfavourable.
and where the aatekeepers concerned are verv prejudiced
againsts subordinate aroups. I argue that structural chanae
and intervention in the form of therapvy for prejudiced
individuals have equally poor chances of success unless
accompanied by measures which focus on interactional sources
of discrimination and equalityv. Such proposals have
sianificance not merely for the situation examined. namely
business and industrvy in the Natal/KwaZulu area. but also for
South Africa as a whole. and. since the ability to
communicate effectively determines the life chances of
individuals 1in urbanized areas in most countries. throuahout
the world. For this reason it is not unreasonable to expect
that many if not most of the innovations in communicative

approaches to the teachina of languages in the next decade

will come from this source.

In terms of the thesis as a whole. this Chapter represents

the most applied aspect of the research reported in it.

which. as was noted in the introduction. is basically applied

in purpose, Puttinag aside the theoretical significance of
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interactional sociolinquistics which. althouah considerable.
is dealt with directlv onlv in chapter one of this thesis.
the applied sianificance of the sub-field is demonstrated
more qenerally at first by examining its contribution to the
understandinag of the relationship between language and
context. Thereafter the contribution to the understandinag of
this relationship 1is explored in more specific terms byv
examinina the role of contextual information in the form of
culturallv-specific interactional stvles in the accomplishing
of prejudice and neqative cultural stereotvpes in
intercultural communication in South Africa. The siagnificance
of this explanation is explored further by showinag how such
an interactional account fits into a more comprehensive
explanation of the causes of discrimination in South Africa.
one that includes. also, structural explanations and
explanations in terms of the bsvcholoav of individuals. This
Drepares the wav for a consideration of the possible
contribution of interactional sociolinquistics to solutions

to the problem of discrimination both in South Africa and

elsewhere.

Thouah this is the conclusion to the thesis. I am verv

conscious that the research reported on in it is far from

complete. For one thina. the verv sketchv proposals outlined

in this cChapter require elaboration. Thev also need to be

tried out and revised in the light of thisg exper ience. More

important. Droposals are required for measures which will

ensure that gatekeepers learn to communicate interculturally
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more effectivelyv.

Then too. although the insights provided bv interactional
sociolinquistics to date is considerable. so much more
empirical work is reaquired. Indeed so narrow is the empirical
base for the findinas about interactional stvles in South
Africa that csome mav reaard application as premature. To
discover to what extent the characterization of intercultural
styles supplied here is accurate. there is the need. not only
for data collection and analvsis of Zulu Enalish - S.A,
English and Afrikaans Enalish - S.A. Enalish encounters in a
wide range of situations. but also of encounters beween these
aroups and other Enalish speakina gqroups in South Africa such
as Sotho Enalish. Indian Enalish, "Coloured" English and so
on. As noted earlier. interaction with members of different
aroups often highliahts aspects of interactional stvles which
do not come into focus in the analvses of encounters between

members of two aroups onlv. Potentially as interesting would

be the analvses of similar encounters. but where, for
example, Afrikaans or Zulu rather than Enalish were the
medium. Such research could help establish the extent to

which interactional stvles remain constant across lanquaqe
boundaries. Insiahts from such research could feed into
fur ther applications. of course, since so manv of the
applications involve the close examination of interactional
data. there is no need to see the relation between research
and application as a wuni-directional one. If some the

proposals made in the final chapter are implemented on a
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larae scale. many useful insiahts may emerqge from

applications.
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AFFENDIX A

ENCOUNTER GEORGE-BONGANI

7 GEORGE: the best wav of doing this ... 1 can't show vou the

8. gaoer ... right

9. BONGANI: | ve
10, GEORGE: | ua ... because that's ua would be
11, aoainst university regulatiens
12, BONGANI: |_ves

13, GEORGE: | but what 1

14, thought | would do

15, BONGANI: _ve

16. GEORGE: | ic to trv and find out what
17, You thouoht were vour good and vour bad pagers and then

18. sep how it ties up with what we think ... cos 1 think what's
19, isportant is that
20. BONGANI: [ vab

21, GEORGE: | vou ... what vour expectations
22. are are the same as our expectations

1. ' BW
24, GEDRGE: |50 this

23, will help vou where vou thought vou'd orepared well csay ...
26. and and knew what vou were doina and we didn't agree vou'll
27, he able to see

28, BONGANI: | vah
29, . GEDRGE: | alright ... =r can we turn to paper twe

0. d2 vou |have a copy of paper two here

3l BONGANI: |va ve Ve pager two {unclear)

12, GEORGE: | alright let's um let me
13, trv and pake use of er ¢f ... av ... cuection paper ... there's

34, gaoer ... paoer <ne rather okav ... let's put it there then we both
I3, can have a look at it ... um ... vou ancwered ouesticns 2 ... ua
36. that's Hallidav erm ouestion 3 ... !'m sorry no 1'm wrona {not clear)
27 guestion | the Chomsky guestion

3 BONGANI: | v

9. GEORGE: | ouestian 2 the Hallidav
40. puestion

. M

2. BEORGE: | and guesticns & which wac the tense guestion

J.  DBONBANI: Bs

44,  GEORGE: alrioht new eerhaps vou can tell me which of thoze er vou
43, theuaht ... vou did best in ... which vou were hagppiest about
45,  BONGANI: I 1's not sure dut
47, BEORGE: | ves

48. BONGANI: | I think it nuaber 5
49, GEORGE: | nuaber 5
8.  BONGANI: (not clear!
al. GEORGE: [[alrioht ... that that's right that that was the
32, auestion that we thought was vour best auestion.
e

BONGANI: | »



=<c

LR GEDREE:l siright ... ers

33. and then which of the twg thera
o6. BONGANI:| 1 ... I think cne ang two are
37, which wes eaualiv difficult

A
58. BECEGE:| eoually difficult

59, BONGANI: [vah
50. GEORSE: | and

&1, BONBANI: ang Aot actually di¢ficult ut [ think er not orecarad

52, theroushly of aay acoroach IR ancwering wac nat gulte ... accordino o
82, eypactsd standard

£4. - GEDRGE: | &r in the case 3f which cne both ot thea

55,  DONGANI: I think hoth

hb, GEORGE:| alrioht ... now well et e isi me give this inforaation
&7, er your gueshian ! owas 3 vary had answer in our tres whereas

58, your auesticn 2

&, BOMGAND:

78, GEREZ: pass wou zassed Jusstion S

1. BONGANI: | vah
72, GEQREE: 70U zassed auesticn 2 but failed aquesticon ! rather pacly

7%, HCNDANI: an [ I see :he reazin AW With guestisn ! 1 think { zaid something

74, shout 2 cerfaraance ... [ thou wough (BONGAN! -antinues to spesk - unclear:
73, GEDFGE:| 42 you vah veu know vou sooke about .. sorry
75, zan Dozut in there

77, BONGANT:

78, Br® YOU ZNOW YOU SDOKE a0GUL er your

79. crecaratin

30, BONGANT:

81, GEORGE: DOasY vay vou regaaber

8z, WE 33v2 vou the autl fere

8z,

a4, 7iu oW zet zncut L.,
95, orecaring that ouectis

3¢&, BONGANT: L D ... 1 .., lfunclear) v zroslem was

7. GEORGE: |wnat 4id vou 3¢ BONGA N.:| er

a3, reating material to fover the tooic
g9, GEQRGE: | ves
98. SONGANI: _ve:
91. GEDRBE: | vou m2an wou ... vou
92, cion’ have the reading |... or wou didn't know what the rzading wac
BONGANT: fstarts to speai?
9, BONGan!: yeg sir
74, GEWPBE I what wist reading 710 vew use in fact ... :n in srecar:inn
93, for that cne A
98, BONGANI:| ... 1 1 thisk ! fzunz some oordion in tne notec
97. ang nne[tﬁ-
78, GEDREE: |fram *he =aminar
9, BONGANIY w3 va fram tne seainars zir
1pa. GEGRGE c
t@1.  DBONGAN!:
102,
182, BONBANI:(1 1 thouaht it was nct encugh far the auest:ien
184, GEDRGE: l why wnyv 414 vou -hoosa Hha t st 120 Zhep rather than thz otner
185, GUESTIIN L., 910 viu hew many of ‘he suectiane 2id SO0 asiual

LB orecars



146,

BONGANT: | 1 1 orenarad thase tpree

GEQORRE; { thoee thrse ... wae

BONGANT: qut 3 (glisht causa)
BEQRSE:| 1'm interested in kncwinc aow vou szt atout
your grecaration
BONGAND: |_ve
GEORGE: | what what vau
peczuse . think this is the imgzriant

fait vou needas it 23

thina ta zort cut what did
BONGANL: | ve

tr d¢ in arger to orenars for that suestion ... =av

GEORGE: you feal vl nescet

E5 0
BONGANIJ wupclear! vaa ‘zoftiv!
BE ? go van did vou feel that um vou should
irog 52MINArS ..,
BONGANT: | ... v vE vES 27 some nart
of the juestian but ! U thought 1 zasuid nave used the Chomsky
185

A
D
—

<
]
=
z
kY
—~
'
=
=r
e
=¥
(52
Bel
e
-

GEORGE:

which Cnomsnly ©i2 voo think vou wouls ez
BONGAND: | th the

GE: | whizh wng ... TRE TAE e oy Lyons
OONGANT:  |funzlear!

When wh wh
SEQRGE: | %ow late ! mesn fiausi!

BONGANI:| [ 3a mean

GEORGE: it
EONGANI:
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W82
i VR
144,
166,
147,
158,
QAQ

=27

JEQRGE:  how zan vou learn
BONGANI: [n2
BEQRGE: er next time to 43 1t

zragerly

BoNGeaNT: | freading sloup! o what ewtent subceguent gevalicoments
within generative theery {unciear)
GEORGE: | ves waich 15 the Gart 3f the
guesticn that veu felt vou coulon’t [ deal with

BONGANI: [ er ... the last gar?

C
C
C

ENCOUNTER GEORGE-JANE

N T
P = T +'~ B

~d o~ LN B LA

T T

A o

ad

28,

o
g
w

crzzp ziariz e Articulate mammal i oo they didn T nave b

Articulate mammal

GEORGE:
JANE:

vaom very much absut anvining it ali and tnie lot here have act
i cnathing

RN
FRS RIS RN

GEORGE: [=zz have thev aat it I mean
J8NE: whit

1ther Ligane or AGIAs
GEQRGE:

F
i montns o oarner three monthe

frustrating
JANE: | ap and then inev cvercater wWhen one goesn i nees

T

w2il [ ve not yet Nad tho overcater vat .., loal

JANE:

GEORGE:

GEQRGE:

YErY stringlv that D'z done aucn petter
o iz serond pac |er tpan §ohag on the
GEDPRE: | ve

Wlich 2202 pe
telv that you are sovisusly leckina for different
t r I4n

nas hetzus it zescera stoape 1ooou ¢! ohad
ne facis &t te il
o
g3y




49. GEORBE: va

49, JANE: | 1 act zort of vaguelv

ae. tanic stricken at the fact that [ 2idn’t have fazte 3t 1nneﬂ.a te
al. recall

a2, GEORGE:

al. YANE:| § couldnt just sav fine U've got a ressonably
34, structured anorcach and so on ! owaz verv auch feeling fa- thinac
3. and artizulating thinge that ! hadn't fcrmulated sefore

34, BEORGE:

57, JANE:| and left it feelino amenseiv dizsatefiad

58, BEORBE: | nu wall !'s
9. aiaz y3u re agsroach it "“a thzt aoint of view because thet's
50, per2 or iszs the 2ituztion 1 owante: tooout weow in

JANE: | mm

0l J

42, what 1've dape with the ather zansciz i3 4o sav o tham well vey t2i!

&3. pe W i

ha,

<. 7l
b, zzn ¢inz vour sxoectatisne are _TCHETE:FT_=r: natcnan aurs

47, TARE: | @atching vours

ENCOUNTER GEORGE-FETER

I, HECEGE: what o thouont we alant 3n L., s toosart o4 L., ewolore assume-

4, t1ane ... abcub what wnat are the reguiresents of 2 of an sssav tinic

<. zay ther worgs um wou bzl ae whet vow think te cemands of 2
b zarticular fioic ara of @ zartizular guastion ... 203 then T *eil vou

7, what Y

8.

3. d ind decauss [ thiny tnlz i3 mOre or igec

ie, What's what uhat shall we szv goes wrang whers zecole don't cef us
1, the marks that they think thev cught to nave act i [ tneir
12, PETERS (un:iear’
14, af work ig not neceszarily translatabie inte the aarks 1t's cften
1o, that they's straininc at what 1o mot recuirzo (lawgntsr o owsizz)
. “nan what ic reogirze

-

i

SoMR In Some fzzaz you'li e

19, that what vCU assume is ‘HE riont thine iz whet w
20, riant Tnipz ot ociRer cizaziages iiowiil pe 3uite zi

~d,

27, oraate te the situatiin i not some o
E ki 1

28, ih
25
e,

T

i 13 rezdl hew Zap language tescher 3

..

Lis

] ﬁlc pugil 5' awzrenses
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e Joy
iz o tals and their abiitdy to razpond uarﬂnrlate to *ha different
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20

situatizns um which
PETER:

tn gitferent =ituations

GEQRBE: | tn different

crtuaticne which of these two 2erts of the topic would wou sav ua

tells vou wnat vou actually have to do in tne escav

the cacond oart | (cantinues)
GEDRGE:| the secend the seceng part
FETER:
" GECORGE:
sav the functicn of 3 !{soesding up) because vou oftan get a sort
rusric like thie don't you

tne 2s3ay 13 ch/icusiv iz %
linguietic study un which b

parhacs gaclhie @akins apoligations of & situatian in rzlation to

well weil

rew ghat would vou

of

a examination ar some-

1 of the firct nart of
3 ig t¢ 1e to geint to tpe um the area of

tanouage <eecm1no va the functicn of this is just o &9 higniioht
area of 2 2 the z of tne thecrsticians who funcloar, iow volume?

1

the aorticat TIpIreazing wil
thic 1n thiz =scav um znséersa that ouestisn end
ot raterepce

_,

vaw T odan't thine
L

tns eesav in relation to a what ns can ds to his pun
his gucils’ awareness of situatizn that's what the ssciticn ig
t1Ruas)

tspguase t2 situztion ©othink this would leao towards

7

i

rely 1n tnat frage

vow're 35ind to zay 1 didnt aztuallv um ancwer
1l

v
19
achievelliian tnan ! lag fcontinues)

PETEF:|_nu s 1 f am awa r2 of what 73U (continues)

RECRGE:

is rzailv In is t: 338 as um ac the fun

nct
parte o4 the czsav 3 1p other noric what :1n5:rs;nts zoeg it

Wer ZNess ua

Ty know 13 um vou kasw don't dentt aske mz acro



'
0%,

3 um i hed zome diffizulty with the ecsay § wes noing %o 38y wod
anticipated &2 when vou saild that vou salg vou'd een Mazhiaveliilan
sut um the thing ic that um what [ czidg was that ! fag come J1ffizulty
with the 2e3av ip *ansion hehween these twe thinos

SEQRGE: | ves

start teacher cannct develcp hic suoils™ awarznesz until ne
1 ’S

BETEM zn therefare

SEQRGEL:

thet the noont 29 your sscay

PETER: I custed Blezsfisis o
BEORGE:  yes zut | mean
PETER: i
GEQRGE: & voU SEE if yau nad sz0d that if viu o omade the:
PETERS custed Brumfii znd lohncan vee
SEQRGE: vour esy aiint

woras rf viu nac said um

faom L, this of ua

that thet was vour vour aalor
whith vou dJevelooed [thet would o

OETEF: |va vz that w
GEDRGE: thet point
PETEﬁ?}_ﬁi {zentinues unciear.

SEORGE: [ now of vau'd gone thzt wesld vou fsv T7at vou nas
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AFFENDIX E

The questionnaires reproduced below were devised at an earlyv
stage of the research reported on in this thesis in order to
test the hvpothesis that the source of some negative cultural
stereotvbes was differences in wavs of speakina. and to
discover what these stereotvpes were. In a pilot study the
questionnaires were completed individually bv 72 native
speakers of Enalish (907 of whom were S.A. Enalish speakers)
and 42 native speakers of a Bantu lanauage (637 of whom were
native speakers of Zuluw). All the respondents were
underaraduates. The percentaaes aiven on paaes 156 & 170 are
part of the results from this pilot studv. The studv was not
pursued further. pbartlv because subseauent reading suaaested
that a more effective means of investigatina such phenomena
was the fine—arained aqualitative analvsis of authentic
interactions. and partly because of the neaqgative reactions of
the respondents to the exercise. Thev complained that the
questionnaires obliaed them to make ageneralizations that thev
were uncomfortable about makina. and araued that individuals
within ethnic aroups behaved differentlv. and that context

affected the wavs in which thev behaved. Also some
respondents were suspicious about the motives behind the
exercise. fear ina that its purpose was to emphasize

differences.

3 be comgieted by zoeaverc ot Handu ianguagas:

et of the atems cail for observatisns about vour cwn ethnic/lanouaze arcus inative speakere of Banty

lanouages) or about the atner etnnic/languace aroun {native sceakers of Enalish). You will 52 askag what
“vou" or “they® do. Unless wou are zcecifically asked for vour gerccnal resganse in WRITR Cise Svon®

wili w2 rag:talizzc) ‘trv ac far as oossible ic ancwer for vaur arcus. Try nat to Be influenceg By tne

fect that =ither come of vour sersonal respances are not tvoical o vour aroup. of that Yl know & feW
individuale bzloncing bt the other oroup whose behavicur is not tvoical of their sroup, 14 ail tns

zlternative :newers nrovided are wnacczotable. orovias vour amn. [f. 3 vour E4DBr1Eencs, apewers 3pnly oo

of the other arcun iz insutficient to 3nswer anv guestion. ar if vou fesi Y00 SEYVE MY CORNSClaus thowiedge

it a wav of communicatine of ¢our cwn orcun. write *uncertain® ar *l dan 't know'. [f vou fael that vour
snewers would  differ depencing on cituatizn or zentext. then coecify the contest/s:tuation in WRich you
wou'ld arve a oartizular answer. (Mitn asst answers merelv a tick will ga raauired, You mav ficv gere than

GRE ANSWET, )

',

dhich Bentu languase do QU ecese? ..

. Indicatz whetner VOU arz 3 man or a woman
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if YOUR esperience af communic
Englisn-soeaking  ethnic  groun

Indicate the level of egucatic
interethnically,

OriRary of lesc

secondary
naet-matric

Haye YOU snoent mast of vour i:fe:

in towne or citieg®
in tne countrys

indicats the vears af scnociing oo

Mother @-:
PP 4 -7

dieeres g -td

vieees HORoUre degree

atino interethmicailv ic mainlv with sceakers of a particular

(e.q.

n reszched

mt 12728 oV

. Bachelorz Jecree ir esuiv,

or 2auiv,

How many vears »f schooling have vou cuccess

Hhen communicating with tnes, do YOU mainiv:

usz thelr lapouacgs?

use vour janguags?
elternate?

use Fanakain?

uce some other language?

When Rantu and Enalisa cceaking strangere msot sallaliy wie is ass t

Bantu zpesker
Enolich speaker

When Santu and Enalich soezking strangerc interact, are the Engiish

Inéians. WUhites. Caloureds) then name that arcus

bv mocst of tne gecple with whea vou comaunicate

104iF garents

ratner

fuily comoieted? ouvuiin,

£ @3zt fikelv o start taluing?

Z0eakers:



282

very talkative? Creeies
reasanablv talkative? Ciriens
rather withdrawn ang Sifficult te oet to kpow? Cereeas

11, When Bantu soeakers receive a gift or favour de thev tend teo:

exorecs stronoer feelings of aratitude than thev actually feel” A
eioress less than thev feel? P
paoress what thev actually feel? i

2. When Enalish soeakers are 3sked ov someone 1n aetherity fe,a. teacher. emolovaent atfer! agcnut
their knowisdoe, abilitiec or acnievements 3o they itend to oe:

rather Scastful or cocky? Ceaeren
rather unzure of theaselyee? Ceviees
madest and resgestful” Cerinas
cordident and ourceseful? R

12, When Enalish spezkers are oratsed or what tnev are 321n5 ts adamireda. 4o thev tend fo:

EuCreces genuine aleasurs? Crerees
olav 2aoWn tneir abiltties ar achievements? Vieiaas
return the ccaplipent” Ciriaaa

14, When vou interact With Enolish soeakers 4o vcu fing tnat tpey:

azve few ideas of their own?
1onare vour ideas and sre capcarned onlv with thatr cwn?
intreduce 13eas upreistes o the topic

15, What d: Bantu soeakers consider te ge the most i1moartant functisn of Coamunlcatian”

te convey infarmation

ta zstadlish or maintain relaticns with other 1acnlz
g3th are scually crimary

16. When Enalish seeakers are acied to give syglapatimng ar inforaaticn are thav frazuesatly ;

inaCrurate akoyt their factz”

rather slow to 3at to the point?
rether curt or ahrugt in their responcag?



17. when talking to sucericrs do Rantu cpeakers tenc to talk:

loudlv? IEEREER
abcut the same volume as thev do to eguais? i
saftlv? revanes

18, When Bantu sceakers aeet tor the firct tiae at socizl satherings. do thev tend 1o

cav very [ittie? e
talk about as such as tney do when with friencs and intimates? Cieeens
feel uncomfortabie with even snort ziienzes? Cavaeas
9. when zchked ov ccgecne for genaral npforamatisn or girschiens. co Rantu coeabars thipk:
that their aain task i= t¢ eive nim ths answer he wants %o near” e
that their main tasy iz to give acturate facts? PP

20. What d» Bantu zoearers moct admirs in @ lzader” (e.a. manager. adainistrator. orincical):

"

wirilinaness to take rare of fallowers veniees
sl aguence Civaaaa
willinenese to listen %¢ fcliowers’ ideas or arievances i
saif-contidence

2. Ahen Interacting witn Ennid

wn
oy
un
oy
m
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.
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Lok vou In the eye?
LoCkodeWn or teoone side
loey you in the eve oniv cccasionallv and at unexcected times?
ctare vou down?

iz, When taiiing to stranoers 4o Bantu soeakers tenz to talk:
fougly?
about the sams voluse at they do t7 geaale they kpow well?
softiv?

. ) : - . .
23, dhen comaunicating with oeonle whne are well knawn teo thea., do Bantu soeakarc tend fo go:

very talketiye?
about as talkative ac thev are with strangerc?
camtortebie with oven i-ng silencec?



24, When Bantu soeakers are oratced. af wnat thev 4o ic admirec. do they tend to:

syorecs aenuine pleasure? Ceraeen
play dewn their abiiities ar achievements? Ceriras
trv to return the comoliment? N
srecent themselves in the best light? Ciirees

i~J

% ¢ the rhoice were offered them, would most Bantu soeakers choase a t=acher who was:

xnowledaeable and elcouent? vaeeans
skiliez at aetting students rto disdiav their knowledae and abilitias Cienras

15, when interacting with Enaiisy coeakers 4o vy t1nd that they frequentiv:

Interrupt vou just as vou are agcut te soeak” Cirenas
Fail to tabe the opportunity to speak when vou aive thea i turn? crraans
Interrugt vou hefare vou have cosgletza vour eaint? Careans
faii %o arzduce a whole ccherent iiga? i

ra
=l

7. Wher 1nteracting with Enalish soeakere 4o sou find that they tend to:

give the imcression that thev uncerstand wnen thev z:n’t? reraaa
bz sn concerned witn the facts tnat thev ottzn fail 1o s2ase
what thev reallv want?

say zo if thev don't unserstand what vou aean ar want?

varaaa

28, When cosmunicating with intimates do Bantu cceakers tend to oe:

unccafortable wnen tnere are even short silences?
samfartable with even icno silences”

29, Has your evaerience of aiving Enalish soeakers gifts or gning thea favours madz vou feel tnat

they do not wnow the meanring of aratituge?
thev are usually able to eysress aratitude sincereiv?
they are dverlv effucive in their thanke?

1ra s
[EEER NN

zhilities or ztmevements, oo tnev teng 1oy

. Wwhen PBantu soeakers are asked Dv & teacher. ich interviewer or esoicver agcut tneir knawlsdge,

epphastize thair cirenaths ang oiav down ar <git thelr weaknesses?
underolay their sirengths o7 emghasize strancths k weaknessac egualivi. ...,
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How do moc® Baptu cpeakers like o he angresced by comeone wnc nas nilgher status than theaselves
3 cross next te the alternative they woula oe

{p,a. amolaver. tecturer’, Tick vour choice and aark

most uncoRfortabie with lembarrassed. insulted):

Title - last name fe.0. Mrs Tashabalalal
Firct nage {e.o0. Sighe!
Title {e.a. Sir. Madan!
Lact nase {e.a. Mkize!

i

imnlv 'nat thev nave a ciccer reldtionshis

apriegiie for 1msosine”

than thev

nave’?

Rantu sceskers ask acauaintances for 3 hin favour, 4o thev tend ta:

lapiv or tell thea thet tnev will return the faveur at some

tutura date?

cay that it would net Ge unrzaszonanlie $or tnee to refuce’

[f Bantu soaakers acy friapas far a cia faveur. do they tend to:

BACNasize the ciisepecs ot <helr relationsnic?

]
202ic0i2e for 1mTosing”
iagly or tell fhem that they wili return
some future agea’
zav that 1t

At the conclusians of conversations wiin fnglich scoaverc 4o YOU aost

she favour ==

they are etiil waiting for YOU foo sav amore”

vou have heen disaissed?

thev letd viu before YOU had really finisheg?
tiev make 1t J1fficult for vou to disengage voursels”

the conversation hac gesn satisfactariiy
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int or arisvansz

s2ek an trsorunity te fel)l nie spout it

wiit for nim te ratee tne cubiz:i?
wint 2% it apd wart f
USE £omenng 5159 3

1
i
aveig copfraontabion st sll -osto?

ar b vy fobiom un the

cancivdes?

aga1ast i =y

e ]
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vleted by speakerc ¢t Snolich!

=]
s
m
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Mast of the items cail for observationz about vour cwn ethnic/lanauene arcuc {native soeakers af Enzlizn
ar about the other ethaic/languaoe aroun (netlve soeakers of Bantu fanousges. You will be aszked what
“you' or  “thev® de. Unless vou are sgec:fizally asied far yeur cerecnal response {in which case 'vou'
wili be rcaoitalizedi trv as far 4as ncesible %2 answer fer wour arout. Trv not o pe influenz

act that either some of vour cerscnal recpoonces are nobt tvolcai of veur orcup or that vou know & few
Individuals belonoing to the nother oroun whace behavicur 15 nob tveical of their araum, If all the
zlternative answerc aravided are unaccentable. orevide vouw own. [f 2pswers in your experience adGiv 4o
sub-ethnic arouo oniv fe.o. Yhosa, Iulu. Yenda) indizate that. If vou fzel vour esperience of the ather
zroun 15 incufficient to apswer any auestion, or if vou f2el vod feve ne copscticus knowledee af & owav of
commeuniceting of vour oWn eroud, write “uncertain® or I dan't xnow®, [f vou feel that veour answer
weuld differ decending an situation or —ontext, then specifv the context/situation in which vou weul
glve & partizular answer. (With most answers merslv a tick will 28 reauired. You mav tick aare tnan one
ANSWET. )

I1J
(%]
-
-r
=
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m

il

H Give further detaiis =t YOUR ethnic hacysrzund :z.2, 1ndicate whether Colcoured. ingilan. Whits!

= Indicate wrether YOU 2rz 3 Bah o 3 WOBEN cvvvnrvrrneenns

I T YOUR oucerienze of copmonicating anteretﬂn:callv 18 wiftR sgezer
tanouaaze fe.a. Iulu. Xhasa, Tcwana) then nzle THAT LARTUGTE vvvsrvrrnensn.s

m
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—
m
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4, Indicate the levei of aducation reeched 5v 323t o thne namnla wWitn Wwncs 30 Coemunicate
interetaniczil

{frlﬂErV Or BSE v
secondary terae
nrst-matric

=, Have YOU soent most of wour life:

In tawne or rities?
in the cauntrv?

Pisaaas

2, indlcate the vears

Mather Ceieaas g - Either
Cerieas i -7 - o
teeanaa g -1z o

veeesas Bathelors dearse or eguivaisns
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vivess. donours denrze or eoulvalent Cevenan

~d

. How many vaare of schoeling have vau suctessfully cembleted? Lo,

8. when comaunicatina with them. do Y0U mainlv:

use their languans? Ciaras
USE vour .enouace? Cereaas
alternate? Ceiians
gep Fapakzaic? seiaens
use some other languaine’? Ciarens T 1 TS R A

9, When Banu and Enolich speaking stranoers meet scciailv, who is mest likely to start taiiina®

Bantu spoakerce? e
Erelich speakerc? e

19, When Bantu and Fnglish cgeakina strangars intarect, arz the Banftu =peagerc:

yery tzlkatiye?

raasonably talwative? .
rather withOrawn ang diffizuit to 2ot 1o &noWw’ i

m

15h copavars ratelve 2 gift or favour 4o thev tend teo

—

1., waen £n3a

tranger feelinos of aratitude than inev acfuszily fegl”
¢ than they feei?

stracc what thev actually feel?

11

12, When Bantu soezkers are asked bv somecne 1n autherity {e.o. zearner, exnlovaent aéficer; ancut
their enomladae, abiiities aor achievements co thev tend to be:

ratner acastful or cocky? veres
rather unsure ¢¢ themselves? -
godest ang respectful?
canficent and ourposeful?

13, When Bantu coeakers are craised or what they are doing is admired. go thev tapd ta:

24CTESE Jenulne sleassure?
aiav dawn their abilitizs or achievesents?
return the zomciisent”



14, When vou interact with Bantu cpeakers do vou find trat thev:

have few ideas of their own® e
jonare vour ideac and are concerned anty with their own? .
intraduce ideas unrslated to the tosic? Ciienas

NS What do Enplich soeakers consider to be the aest iapertant function of ccamunicatien?
+g convey informstion e
+c setablizh or maintain rziaticns with other nexgle ceenas
Sath are sgually primary v

16, When Bantu coeskers are zskeg %o zrve sxnlanations ar inforaation are theyv freguently:
ipaccuratz ajout their facts” R
rather zicw to get o the soant Ceriaee
rather cur® 3r 3crunt in BReir fEEainSEE” Cereaen

17, When talkins oo sucericrs 3o Enpiich coeavers tend 4 talkl
toudiv? A
sbout the came voluge ac thew 36 toieguaic’ e
saftiv”

18, when Frpiich cpeakers seet for the #iret time at zzzizl aatherinos. o they tand tos

overy littie?

¢ zbout 23 musn 23 they do owhen with friencs ang intisatse?
feez uncomfartagie with sven chart citences?

1 —ekpr Ay =z~
19, When zckez b« z:xmecne for aeneral information or diectione. GC Enclish cpesawers ining:

taat thelr @ain task is to give nia tne answer he wants tc hear”
that their mzin tack 13 ©o mive zccurate ‘facts”

20. What Fnglizh speavers acst aomire @ inag
hat do Enalish spearers acst aomire in 2 ieager? (o,g. manager. adainistrator. ariacizals
wiiliropess t3 teke zare of folicwers
el::Len:e o
" v

1aness to iicter to o dollowerz’ izeac Ir grievances
git-confidence

—
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Lo

a7

24,

Lo

A

when interacting witn Bantu copeakers

vau in the ava?
iook down or o
leak vou 1n the

stare veu down?

lack
ane sife?

Ynen talkina ta strangers

very talkative®
anout ac talikative as the
comfortatle with zwen ion

When Enaiish cceakars are oraices,
EiCresc genuine gieasure?
oplavy down thewr abilitize

try to return fhe comglia
presant theaseives in the

if the choice were affered them, wo

knowledaeablz and elaguen

ckilled at getting studen?

When interactinn wiih Bantu soeakers 3o vou find that thev fraguenti.:

:nterruct vou just as vou
fail tc take tpe cogoriun

ipterrynt viuw before vou have comcle
$2il %5 groduce 3 whale conhersnt igea?

When interactinp with

dc Enalish sgeaxers

soowou Hing that thev tend tm

tapg to talke

thevy oo to gesnle thev know well?

eve only accasionally ang at unexpected t1mes:

RN
-

are weit ynown to them. 1o Enalish speakere tens to o=t

of what thev are aoing

1t z3mireg, do thev fend to:

ar achlevements? i
ent?
pest [ight’?

uld mcst Enoilch cceakers choose
t?
te %o dispiay tREIT KNowWlE00B 306

are azcut £o speaw?
11Vt speak when vou o1ve them :

pletes veur soint’
-

Bantu coezyers do vau find that tnev tend tos

give the impreszizn that they understand when they don't?

a

wgacher Whi was:

turn”



28,

27

30,

Edal
Y

—ia

)

pe so cancerned with the facts that thev often fail to cenze what

yaou really want?

cav sa 14 thev don't undercand what wou seap or want?

When -omaunicating with intimates

10 Enalish soeakere tend to ze:

anconfortatle when there are even short silences?
comfortatle with =ven lana silences®

Hae wour experieace ~f 2iving Bantu cgeakers siftc or doino them favoure azge vou feel that

thev 4o not tnow the meanino of gratitude”
‘ney are usuadlv able to euoress arztitude singerzlv?
they are averlv effusive in their thanks?

When Enclich soeakers
apilities ar achievement

moone

emphezize th

h
underplav their ctrengt

How 30 me:st Znoilzn sceaver
themseives f{z2,0. esglove
thev wouls 88 mast uncomts

Tt Enolish zpeakers ask acouainta

iaclv that thev have 3
asalagize far iamposing?

1egly or tell thea that *nev will return the favour at scpe

t 2 ans
ie dith fopharrascef, incultedd:

u
, 4o thavy tenss to:

glr =ztrenothe ang aiavy ZoWn of oEit their weaknzocet”
el

ns or emchazize strenGtns % weaknesses egually?

grert, Tigy veur chiolca ans

MroSaithl Ciraaas Coevaas

nces tar a 213 tavour, a2z thev tap

sav that 1t would not o unreascnabie for them to reofuze?

It Erolizn speakerc ask #riencs for a cio faysur. 40 they teng to

eschasize the closepess
sbelcaize for imposing”
imoiv ar teil them tnat

af their relatianshig?

zicear relatiznghia thar they aave”

tnev will rewurn the favour at szpe futurg dare”
sav that 1t woula nat be unreasonaale for thea Yo refucs?

‘o be agoresces Sy ZoMECHS WRO hat hianer ztatuc thap
gary a Zross nest oo the alternativ

in



4
4. At the conclusions of conversations witn Bantu soeakers do YOU most often feel that:
thev are still wairtino for YOU to sav more? e
vou have pepn lismlcsed? veraras
tney lefr you befare YOU had reaily finished Ceevaas
“hey make 1t difficult far weu to dicennage vaurself? Cirenes
the rapversation has been zatisfactoriiy conciudeg? veraras

o5, When Enclich coeakers have a complaint <r orievanCs zgainst a2 zunericr (e.a, lecturer, eaplover:
g thav:

nint? P

(223222322 3
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ROLE PLAY

AFFENDIX C

EVALUATION GUESTIONNAIRES

Client = Evaiuaticn

i zuperienced this interview as

e
uY

He

La I CF e

very comfortanie
romfortahie
strecsful at times
yery ctrecsful

3 result ot thmis interyvies
there 1 a gacd chance thet © will cecsme s custoger
thers 15 some chance that [ will necome & custoger

[ will definitelv nct concult thic person agaln

e result of this iaterviow I saw him/ner ac

fal7 1 upgarstood his/her aessage

:1t the time
rost o4 the time
very iittle =f the time

/gne appears tg Do

an excellent cosmunicator

clear tut ieft ae feslino uncaaforsagle
vieasant but rather confusing

both confusing and difficult to nieasa

c/her oEnaviur was

tveical of that chown 5v manv Afrikeans folk :nat | have get
tndistinauisnable froa that of mest Englizh-cneating Scuth Africans
tyoizal of nerther Enalizh- nor Afrikzans-speaking falk



7 Interaction such as thic would tend to confire/disconfira the aeneral iaprecsisn that
Atrikaans gecole tend to be

(232212222223

Ranker 's Evatuation

1. 1 aseerisnzed thiz intervisw as

Jery capfortabie
. Comfartable
. streczful st tiges

vary stressful

o m

(=R

2. As 3 result of the interviex

a. There is a good chencs that nefshe will became & custoamer

k. there 1c some Zhante that hesshe w11l gecome i cusiomer

. Dwill zlearlv nct gz nya‘ner agzmn
o 83 2 v2zult of inle irterview naszie te ligelv toosarc2ive me ac

a.  mere comoetont than ] oam

. cimoetent as I realiv am
I, :ess comiatent than | ae

i, Ddelt T ounderstond hiziner aessage
i, 31! the tipe

7, most of tne time
€. very Littie of the time

5. In the interview [ was able %o copmunicate

I tha
<t of what 1 needed v say
€. aniv those thinas that ! was adle 5 say

s, The orespective client apnears fr %e
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an excellent comaunicatar
clear but not easv to piease
olezsant but rather confusing

[l B = g+ 1

The client s behavicur wac

. tvpical of that shown by mv other Epclish sceakino clients
indistinguishable from that of aost of av Afrikaans soeakinag clients
7. typical of neither most Enolizh coeakina or Afrikaans soeakinp cilents

T o

[nteracticn such as this would confira/discanfirm the general igoression that £nglish
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