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ABSTRACT
THE NEGOTIATION OF SUPPORT:
ENCODING OF FACE-THREATENING ACTS
AT CHURCH BUSINESS MEETINGS
By

Bethyl Ann Pearson

This paper examines how people in a particular
collaborative setting use language to negotiate support for
their opinions. Two kinds of linguistic realizations are
analyzed: (1) face-threatening speech acts which either
direct people to do things or express disagreement and (2)
features of negative and positive politeness which
optionally co-occur with the face-threatening speech acts
and mitigate their force.

The conversation of four similar administrative and
programming meetings within three United Methodist churches
were tape-recorded, transcribed and coded for FTA's and
politeness features. The coded categories were then
assigned to appropriate speaker role: minister, chair or
group member. Only churches whose ministers had been judged
by superordinates, peers and subordinates to be effective
communicators were selected for observation.

Given that the main discourse goal of all speakers in

the settings examined is to negotiate support, two related



Bethyl Ann Pearson
findings are reported: (1) linguistic choices are role-
dependent, with ministers displaying the greatest effort to
negotiate, followed by chairs, then by group members, as
measured in quality and quantity of FTA's and politeness
features and (2) within each of the shared leadership roles
of minister and chair, a "style of negotiating support"
varies, but the ministers pattern more closely together than
chairs.

The ministers set the most inclusive parameters for a
support-negotiating style of language. This style
demonstrates both power and accommodation. Power is
evidenced in type and density of FTA as well as in a large
repertoire of politeness features, especially two features
of positive politeness--lexical style-shifting and, in some
cases, humor. Accommodation to speakers of lower status is
evident in FTA-type and in both deferential and solidarity-
promoting features. Positive politeness, or using features
which promote solidarity, is argued to be the more
influential strategy in the negotiation and may also have
certain cultural dependencies.

In 1light of the results of the analysis, this study
claims that a model of discourse must consider discourse
goal, individual role and status, situation, and culture
each as partial determinants of linguistic choice, with
discourse goal as primary. In this way we can further
explore the potential influence of social forces on the

shaping of language use.
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CHAPTER ONE

BACKGROUND TO THE ANALYSIS OF DISCOURSE

1.1 Introduction

This study has two general, related purposes. The first
is to identify a set of linguistic features which speakers
in collaborative social settings use to get people to follow
directives or to agree with certain of the speaker's
opinions. These features also work to preserve or even
ameliorate the social relationship between speaker and
listener. In particular, this study will present an
analysis of features which mitigate the force of two kinds
of "face-threatening acts" that characteristically occur in
the social situations examined. They are giving directives
and disagreeing. The linguistic realizations of the acts
themselves also figure in the analysis.

The second goal of this investigation is to test
certain predictions about the use of support-negotiating
features. This study will argue that the kinds of features
which occur and their frequency of occurrence is dependent
upon two major factors, in addition to the overall discourse
goal of negotiating support: (a) static social features of

role and status and (b) individual social identity.
3



Brown and Levinson's (hereafter B & L) (1978)
politeness model and attention to "face maintenance" will
provide the basis for this identification of politeness
features and speech act types. Both B & L's (1978) model of
politeness and Scotton's (1983) markedness model will
provide the framework for the study of discourse goal and
role dependencies in the use of these features, including
speech acts.

Identifying features is primarily a descriptive
procedure. However, by arguing that these features serve
social functions, I make a theoretical statement in claiming
to account for the existence of certain structures, e.g.,
hedges, in language. Furthermore, feature analysis is a
prerequisite to a discussion of "language style". This
paper considers various definitions of style and
demonstrates how style-switching, as a strategy of
positive politeness, promotes solidarity and works to
achieve support. More generally, this paper argues for the
existence of a "support-promoting style" of language based
upon the aggregate of features, speech acts, and strategies
of negotiation identified in this analysis. People who use
this "support-promoting style" are termed "negotiators of
support“.1

The social setting chosen for this investigation is a

set of programming and administrative meetings held at three



United Methodist churches in Michigan. The meetings are
managed by a chairperson, but the minister also attends and
participates. Typically, people at the meetings work
together to reach decisions about how the church may
continue or improve its functioning as a social and
religious institution. Inherent to this process 1is the
performance of a certain number of face-threatening speech
acts by speakers in three social roles, minister, chair or
group member. These acts fall into three basic categories:
(1) directives, (2) disagreements, and (3) directive/
disagreements.

The discourse goal of the majority of speakers is to
seek or negotiate support for their face-threatening acts
and in that way contribute to the group's overall successful
operation. Based on B & L (1978), I generally hypothesized
that in order to gain such support, all speakers would have
to follow certain strategies which address attention to the
needs and wants of other group participants. These are the
two strategies of negative and positive politeness, which
may be briefly described as deferential or (traditionally)
polite behavior on the negative side and familiar, friendly,
even joking behavior on the positive. Stated differently,
negative politeness is generally distancing behavior while

positive politeness displays closeness.
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I also hypothesized variation in the language of
participants in the meetings as a function of both role and
status and of individual identity. First, in terms of role
and status, I hypothesized that the greater the motivation
of the speaker to negotiate support, the more politeness
would be evident in his/her speech. Speakers of a higher
status were judged to be more motivated and were therefore
expected to put forth more effort in the negotiation by
using more politeness. Politeness was to be measured in
greater numbers of non-coercive FTA-types, fewer numbers of
very coercive FTA-types, and in higher frequencies of
politeness features.

This greater effort was also predicted to manifest
itself in other ways. I predicted a greater variety of
politeness feature types, higher percentages of positive
politeness, and specifically, more downward style shifts, in
the speech of higher status speakers. Positive politeness
was hypothesized to be particularly important in achieving
support because it evokes especially favorable emotional
responses, especially when issued from superiors to
subordinates.

Second, although ministers were expected to pattern
similarly and chairs were expected to display their own
patterns of usage, I still expected variation among chairs
and among ministers in: (a) the realization of politeness

features, both in types and in frequency of occurrence, and
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(b) the amount of politeness, especially positive
politeness. This variation was expected because, as
suggested in Owsley and Scotton (1982:6), static situational
features only partially explain code choice. An individual
speaker's code choice is generally a negotiation of
identity, a process which will vary from one talk exchange
to another. Therefore, different speakers would be likely
to have different styles of negotiating support.

In order to test these hypotheses, I tape-recorded
naturally-occurring conversation of a set of twelve meetings
at four United Methodist Churches. I transcribed and coded
the data for face-threatening acts and co-occurring features
of politeness for all speakers.

The results of the analysis generally supported all
hypotheses, although some exceptions were noted.

Two primary, simultaneous effects of the role and
status-linked variations in the negotiation of support are
hypothesized: ministers demonstrate both (a) power and (b)
accommodation (with deference and solidarity) to speakers of
lower status. As a result, respect, warmth and mutual
support among all conversational participants is
strengthened and the group is able to function effectively.
Linguists should be interested in studying such variations
and their effects in order to test to what extent and how
language use may be shaped by social forces.

This investigation consists of six chapters. Chapter

One will examine five related streams of research which



have contributed to discourse analysis. In Chapter Two, I
link certain features of the social setting to a theoretical
framework of "politeness" (B & L, 1978) and "negotiation"
(Scotton, 1983). In this way, I will explain how the
hypotheses of this study were generated and also define the
terms central to the analysis. In Chapter Three, I describe
the methods of data collection and coding. Chapter Four
presents the results of the analysis. In Chapter Five, 1
discuss the implications of my findings. Finally, in
Chapter Six I restate the major conclusions of this study

and suggest avenues for future research.

1.2 The Linguistic Tradition

Although Chomsky (1957, 1965) had clearly separated the
study of syntax from both meaning and use, by the early
70's, many linguists came to believe that they were
inseparable. This new recognition led to attempts to
incorporate into certain streams of transformational-
generative grammar the meaning and use aspects of language.
At the same time two independent influences on the study of
discourse developed: (1) textgrammar and (2) philosophy of
language.

The influence of the philosophy of language is more
relevant to the models upon which the present study relies

than that of the textgrammarians. However, reference will



later be made to certain aspects of the special approach to
textual analysis of Halliday and Hasan. Therefore, Halliday

and Hasan (1976) are given some attention here.

1.2.1 Text-Grammarians

Van Dijk (1972, 1977) is representative of the
textlinguists. The textlinguists attempt to extend the
principles typical of linguistics beyond the sentence. For
example, morphological and snytactic features in written
texts are found to mark discourse phenomena such as topic
shift.

As long as textlinguistics dealt with the more
traditional emphases of linguistics, applications of
linguistic principles to discourse were appropriate. But
when linguistics began to extend its interest to pragmatics
and to spoken conversation, textlinguistics proved less
adequate. According to Edmondson (1981), when Van Dijk
(1979) tried to incorporate pragmatic elements in his work,
he failed. As Edmondson (1981:16) has noted:

as a concern with pragmatic issues has developed

in textlinguistics as an additional or additive

concern, conversational discourse is to be

handled in a textgrammar inside a theoretical
framework for linguistic data which is different

in kind.... extension of the textgrammar to

dialogic data is both inefficient and
psychologically implausible.

To use a specific example, Edmondson (1981:17) argues that
Van Dijk's proposed system of "pragmatic connectives" has no

empirical base when one examines the use of the connectives



"and" and "but". Van Dijk interprets "and" as "addition" or
"continuation", while "but" is viewed as a "protest" against
the speech act of the previous speaker. However, Edmondson
(1981:17) gives data which challenge these conceptions.
.(i) Let's all go to the pictures tomorrow night
(ii) John won't want to go
a\\ But
(iii)/ b) And he won't want to stay here either!
e)a=
Edmondson argues that although (iii) b has an element of
"addition" and (iii) a an element of "protest", (ii) may
also be interpreted as a "protest", while (iii) ¢ may have
either interpretation. Edmondson (1981:18) specifies
further plausible interpretations, concluding that "an
attempt to interpret speech act sequences as a function of
"pragmatic connectives" is misguided in principle".

Edmondson's final response is that interactional,
speech-act based models of discourse can and should replace
textlinguistics. Variations on this approach are discussed
below.

Halliday and Hasan (1976) take a more original approach
than the traditional textlinguists. Their analysis of text
is based on semantic cohesion. They delineate five
categories of cohesion types which operate within sentences,

between sentences or across large segments of discourse.



Their model may be extended to an analysis of conversational
data, as will be shown.

Following are examples of the five cohesion types:

(1) substitution (Halliday and Hasan 1976:89)

nominal: My axe 1is too blunt. I must get a
sharper one.

verbal: You think Joan already knows? =-- I think
everybody does.

In the examples "one" and "does" are both substitutes.
A substitute item has the same structural function as that
for which it substitutes.

(2) ellipsis, reference, and lexical cohesion (Halliday
and Hasan, 1976:4)

Time flies =-- You can't; they fly too quickly.

In this example, "you can't" is an elliptical form
whose full form would be "you can't time flies". "They" is
a reference item which refers to "flies". "Fly" represents
lexical repetition of "flies", a type of lexical cohesion.
The humorous interpretation results from an initial
assumption that the first sentence is a complete text.

(3) Conjunction is less clearly definable than other
types of cohesion. It is "a specification of the way in
which what is to follow is systematically connected to what
has gone before" (Halliday and Hasan, 1976:227). For
example, in "They fought a battle. Previously, it had

snowed", the time relation, which is partially realized in



the word "previously", is the only explicit form of
connection.

The present study will discuss lexical cohesion as a
feature of positive politeness. Lexical cohesion "consists
in selecting the same lexical item twice or selecting two
that are closely related" (Halliday and Hasan, 1976:12).
The repetition of a previous speaker's lexical choice
represents special attention to that speaker, i.e., it
indicates a desire on the second speaker's part to move
closer to or converge with the first speaker's ideas, for
example. This convergence may also be viewed as
accommodation, in the sense of Giles and his associates
(1975,; 1979) ..

This is not the first time that lexical cohesion has
been applied to the anslysis of conversational data.
Sinclair and Coulthard (1975) argue that a speaker's lexical
repetition of a previous speaker's vocabulary signals
willingness to negotiate in his/her terms. However, if a
speaker uses a synonym or a paraphrase of a previous
speaker's lexical choice, it represents an unwillingness to
negotiate in his/her terms. Lexical repetition may thus be
one indicator of the structure of discourse.

This study will also make reference to semantic
cohesion as it relates to the evoking of humor. This

treatment, however, will not be a formal one.
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1.2.2 Philosophy of Language

The rising interest in the inseparability of syntax and
meaning after the 70's also allowed a closer relationship
between philosophers of language and linguists to evolve.
This was manifested in at least two new elements, each of
which became influential in the study of discourse. First,
linguists began to pay attention to the notion of "speech
act", which was introduced by Austin (1962) and developed by
Searle (1969) and many others into Speech Act theory.
Secondly, Grice (1975) introduced "conversational
implicature". Conversational implicature refers to the
relation between the content of a sentence and the
conditions wunder which it can be used to perform a given
speech act. This is explained in 1.2.2.2 below. Linguists
began to view sentences, if not conversation, as subject to
different rules than could be captured by the strict
formalism of a grammar isolated from use.

1.2.2.1 Speech-Act Theory. Because the "face~-

threatening acts" examined in the present study are types of
speech acts, a characterization of this term and a
discussion of how Speech Act theory fits into discourse
analysis is particularly relevant. (See 2.1.3 for
definitions of speech acts used in the present analysis).
Austin (1962) observed that speakers use some sentences
to perform certain acts, rather than to report on states of

affairs. He identified "explicit" and "implicit"
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performative verbs. According to Brown and Yule (1983) an
example of an explicit performative verb is the verb
"christen". An example of an implicit performative verb,
(if we imagine a specific occasion of wuse), is in the
utterance "Out!". The latter example is implicit because no
performative verb is present; however, the speaker performs
an act of dismissal.

After implicit performatives were recognized, it then
became possible to extend the notion of performance to the
uttering of any sentence. The "illocutionary force" of an
utterance was viewed as central, although the force could be
realized in varying direct, indirect, literal or nonliteral
ways. For example, the sentence "My mouth is parched" has
both a direct, literal and an indirect, nonliteral
interpretation. On a direct and literal interpretation, the
speaker is reporting how dry his/her mouth is. On an
indirect and nonliteral interpretation, he/she is requesting
a drink. In the second reading, the speaker is also
indicating that the hearer is to do something. This is
referred to as "perlocutionary intent".

Searle (1975b:59) distinguished between indirect and
direct speech acts, and noted that:

The simplest cases of meaning are those in - which

the speaker utters a sentence and means exactly

and literally what he says. In such cases the

speaker intends to produce a certain

illocutionary effect in the hearer, and he
intends to produce this effect by getting the

hearer to recognize his intention to produce it,
and he intends to get the hearer to recognize
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this intention in virtue of the hearer's

knowledge of the rules that govern the utterance

of the sentence.

But there is a second class of cases "in which the
speaker utters a sentence, means what he says, but also
means something more" (Searle 1975b:59). 1In such cases, the
indirect, nonliteral interpretation, Searle argues, is the
normal interpretation. Therefore, a speaker may say "Could
you lend me a dollar?" and literally be making a request for
information. Nonetheless, the hearer will correctly first
interpret it as a request for a dollar.

Many taxomonies of illocutionary acts have been
proposed, such as Vendler (1972), Fraser (1973), McCawley
(1973), and Schiffer (1972). One of the more recent ones,
which builds on that of Searle, 1is that of Bach and Harnish
(1984:40), who designate six main categories: effectives,
verdictives, constatives, directives, commissives, and
acknowledgements, each further subcategorized in principled
ways. The proliferation of classifications by different
speech act theorists, however, attests to one of the basic
weaknesses of the theory. It also points to the
difficulties involved in applying Speech Act theory to the
analysis of discourse.

The primary interest of the theory for the discourse
analyst is that it could provide an account of how some
apparently formally unconnected utterances go together in

conversational discourse to form a coherent sequence. But,
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as Levinson (1980:20) notes: "If one looks even cursorily
at a transcribed record of a conversation, it becomes
immediately clear that we do not know how to assign speech
acts in a non-arbitrary way." For example, the question
"Would you like another drink?" may be viewed as both a
question and an offer (Levinson, 1981:476). Corder (in
press) quoted in Holmes (1983:92) even more pointedly says
that "attempts to devise a universal and comprehensive set
of [speech act] categories are at the stage of what has been
called botanizing--the pretheoretical or natural history
stage in the development of a science...we are still
concerned with "ethnography of speaking"."

In spite of its "primitive state", however, Speech-Act
theory has much in its favor. Most importantly, it places
emphasis on language use as doing something intrinsically,
rather than extrinsically conveying information only.

Out of Speech Act theory, numerous speech act models of
discourse have been proposed. Although these models vary
greatly in the sequencing rule terminology each proposes as
well as in domain of interest, they have at least one
essential property in common. Levinson (1981:473) aptly
characterizes this property as the proposition that
"conversations cohere or are held together not at the level
of what is said, but at the level of what is done by what is
said, by virtue of rules governing the sequencing of speech

acts."” The value of such models for the analysis of



15

discourse is thus in their pointing beyond the referential
message to the social message language potentially encodes.

Representative among speech-act models of discourse are
Sinclair and Coulthard (1975) who deal primarily with
classroom discourse and Labov and Fanshel (1977) who analyze
therapeutic discourse. Each has made significant
contributions to the understanding of discourse in their
respective domains, in spite of several weaknesses.

Sinclair and Coulthard (1975) identify categories of
speech acts in classroom discourse. Their analysis relates
three major “"transaction" types at the highest 1level of
analysis--"informing," "electing" and "directing"--to
twenty-two speech acts at the lowest 1level of analysis.
Examples of speech acts are "nominate", "evaluate" and
"prompt". These acts are defined by their function in the
discourse. Sinclair and Coulthard's classification, unlike
those of speech-act theorists, 1is based on natural data and
"claims to describe a spoken text exhaustively" (Coulthard
3977:28) .

Labov and Fanshel (1977:30) take a slightly different
approach. They distinguish between speech acts and
interactional acts. For them, conversation is not a chain
of speech acts, but rather "a matrix of utterances and
actions bound together by a web of understandings and
reactions". They emphasize the interpersonal motivation

behind interactional consequences. Challenges, defenses and
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retreats, for example, rather than a series of requests and
assertions, bring about coherence in conversation. These
acts. have to do with the status of participants in the
conversation, their rights and obligations. Therefore,
social attributes and personal goals together determine how
speakers attempt to elicit certain interactional responses
by their listeners. The following is a sample block of
"representations” or "interactional acts" from their much
larger table (1977:61). From left to right A and B columns
represent the most typical sequences of acts, that is, A
speaks, B speaks, A speaks:

D-events (Disputable)

A B A
Assert Deny Contradict
Give Evaluation Agree Support
Give Interpretation Support
Give Orientation Give Reinterpretation

Looking specifically at "give evaluation" in column A,
we note that Labov and Fanshel (1977:63) describe this act
in more personal terms than most speech-act treatments
would: "After presenting a series of events representing
something that actually happened, the speaker will then give
an evaluation of the significance of these events in
emotional or socially evaluated terms."

It remains problematic, however, to what extent the

proliferation of categories characteristic of each speech
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act model in its particular domain can be generalized to
conversation as a whole. As Sinclair and Coulthard (1975:6)
acknowledge about their own model, "the system...is now able
to cope with most teacher/pupil interaction inside the
classroom. What it cannot handle, and was not designed to
handle, is pupil/pupil interaction in project work,
discussion groups, or the playground."™ So even within the
school setting, the model is not sufficient. However,
Burton (1981) has attempted to refine Sinclair and
Coulthard's (1975) coding scheme to make it applicable to
casual conversation and mother-child discourse as well as
other types of teacher-pupil talk. As for Labov and
Fanshel, Edmondson's (1981:58) severe criticism of their ad
hoc labeling and overlapping of sequencing categories
implies that the difficulties in extending this model to
other conversation would be very great.

As argued by Levinson (1981), the problems with speech-
act models include not only the fact that assignment of
speech acts is arbitrary, but other considerations as well.
First, more than one speech act may be assigned to one
utterance. For example, A's initial utterance in the
following exchange is both a question and a pre-invitation
(in the terminology of Atkinson and Drew) (1979).

A. What are you doing tonight?

B. Nothing, Why?

A. I was thinking of going to a movie, wanna come?
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Secondly, one utterance may have more than one
perlocutionary intent, may, indeed, have limitless
perlécutionary intents or “"chains of motives" (Levinson
1981:477) . To use Levinson's (1981:477) example, a certain
individual is not enjoying a party he has gone to with his
companion Mildred, and wishes to leave. He suggests that
they both leave by saying "It's getting late, Mildred".
Mildred may in turn reply with any of the following
utterances:

A. It's only 11:15, darling.

B. But I'm having such a good time.

C. Do you want to go?

D. Aren't you enjoying yourself dear?

Only the first response (A) seems to respond directly to
what is said, Levinson argues. The B response is addressed
to the speaker's desire that they both go, C to the
speaker's wish that he go, and D to the speaker's wultimate
motive in saying "It's getting late".

Finally, it is hard, if not impossible, to find ill-
formed sequences in actual discourse which violate
sequencing rules. If there were such ill-formed sequences,
we could test the validity of such rules in the same way
that we use ill-formed grammatical strinqs to test
grammatical rules. There are no ill-formed sequences of
speech events because conversational participants

overwhelmingly assume that every utterance can be



19

interpreted if only they do enough inferential work.
Levinson (1983:292) cites a conversational example from
Sacks (1968, April 17). In isolation the exchange is

bizarre, but in actual conversation, very natural:

A. I have a fourteen year old son

B. Well that's all right

A. I also have a dog

B. Oh I'm sorry

In the above example, A is raising a series of possible
disqualifications for apartment rental with the landlord B.
Levinson thus argues that the predictability of ill-formed
sequences as a basis for sequencing rules is questionable.
In normal conversation there can be no violations of
sequencing rules. This belief 1is predicted by Grice's
theory of implicature, discussed below.

A speech act view of discourse is insufficient, then,
in explaining discourse sequencing. However, its emphasis
on how speakers can use language to do things, as well as to
convey information, iS an important insight. This insight is
consistent with the sociolinguistic model of discourse on
which the present study is based, a model which pays
attention to status differentials in conversational
negotiations.

1.2.2.2 Grice's "Cooperative Principle". As Brown and

Yule (1983:26) put it, "'Doing discourse analysis' certainly

involves 'doing syntax and semantics', but it consists of
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'doing pragmatics'." In other words, an analysis of
discourse must include attention to certain contextual
features. Grice (1975) made this clear when he introduced
his 1linguistic-pragmatic Cooperative Principle. Although
his major contribution was explanation of generalized
implicatures through which quantifiers make specific
interpretations possible (e.g., by saying "Some of the
students passed" a speaker implicatesthat not all of the
students passed) he also demonstrated that the discourse
analyst would have to be concerned with the relationship
between the sentence or utterance and its particular
occasion of wuse, not only with the relationship between
sentences or propositions. Language was beginning to be
viewed in context, however local that context might be.

Speakers, according to Grice (1975), follow a principle
and several associated maxims. Grice applies these mainly
to two-part exchanges. The Cooperative Principle which all
conversational participants are expected to observe is
stated as: "Make your 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" (Grice 1975:45). To maintain the Cooperative
Principle one must follow four maxims of quantity, quality,
and relation and manner, most of which characterize the
content of information contributed to the conversation.
Understanding of these maxims gives participants the ability

to recognize an utterance which in some way violates one or
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more of the maxims, to arrive at "conversational
implicature". A speaker may, for example, flout the maxim
of Quantity by saying less than is actually meant: A
student asks a professor for a recommendation for a
philosophy job. The professor writes a testimonial about
the candidate as follows: "Dear Sir, Mr. X's command of
English 1is excellent, and his attendance at tutorials has
been regular, Yours, etc."™ (Grice 1975:52). The professor
is implicating that X is no good at philosophy. The
recipient of the 1letter will be able to work out the
implicature, that is, to infer the professor's intent.

In this way, Grice illustrates the importance of the
maxims for understanding short, two-part exchanges. But
conversation can also consist of a series of exchanges
which, added up, index a speaker's overall conversational
goal. At 1issue in the present study is how 1linguistic
choices preserve or maintain human relationships across a
series of exchanges. Dealing with such exchanges, Scotton
(1983), in her model of markedness, emphasizes how speakers
use code choices to negotiate relationships. Here she
proposes a negotiation principle which incorporates and
extends Grice's principle and maxims. According to Scotton
(1983) her maxims account for (conscious or unconscious)
linguistic choices by speakers who want to preserve or
change their relationship with their interlocutors. This
model will be introduced in section 1.4 and fully discussed

in relationship to the present study in Chapter Two.
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1.3 The Sociolinguistic Tradition

A much clearer break from Chomskyan linguistics than
had occurred in the marriage of philosophy and linguistics
came about under the influence of two ethnographers from
anthropology--Gumperz and Hymes (1972).

The pragmatic considerations of Grice and others (e.g.,
Davison 1975; Sadock 1974) related language to context in
new ways. But concern for context took on larger dimensions
after the work of Hymes (1964; 1972). Language, which had
been viewed primarily as a means of conveying information,
was acknowledged to have a social purpose as well. *T0
recognize that language comes organized in terms of use is
to recognize that language has more ,than a referential
function, more than a single kind of meaning" (Hymes
1972:xx11) . Picking up on this notion, researchers brought
attention to sociolinguistics as a discipline in its own
right. Early studies relied on relatively static features
of the interaction to determine linguistic choice. Later
studies acknowledged, in addition, the effect of the dynamic
character of language in use. Both ends of this spectrum
are related to discourse analysis, according to the model of

analysis developed here.

1.3.1 sSituated Language Use
Hymes (1964:22) delineates a static set of ethnographic

features of context which comprise the communicative event.
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Together, these features limit the range of interpretations
a linguistic form can have when uttered in a specific
context. At the same time, these features support the
interpretation a speaker intends a linguistic form to have.
So, to use a very static example, in a sportscast, we, as an
unseen and unseeing audience, expect an announcer to report
ongoing activity and to use particular vocabulary shared by
sports fans. Specifically, both certain tense usages and
technical jargon are characteristic of the sportscast, and
we interpret such linguistic choices by reference to the
entire event. Although the participants, e.g., senders and
receivers, addressors and addressees, and the like, are the
most important features, other features also exert an
influence on linguistic choice. These are: various
channels through which contact is being maintained, e.g.,
speech, writing, signing, the codes shared by participants,
e.g., language, dialect, style, the settings in time and
place as well as physical space between interactants, the
forms of messages e.g., chat, sermon, debate, topics and
comments or what the message is about, and the events
themselves, e.g., a sermon viewed additionally as part of
the larger church service. This emphasis on context as it
affects choice and interpretation of linguistic forms led to
Hymes' (1972) insightful coining of the term "communicative
competence" to refer to the native speaker's ability, within

his/her speech community, to interpret and produce language
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appropriate to situations. wWhat linguistic forms are
appropriate to what situations is recognized and learned as
part of the stock of common knowledge created in an ongoing
way by society, specifically by the speech community.
"Communicative competence" became an underpinning of most
later work in the tradition.

Sociolinguistics as a discipline maintained a focus on
static correlations between speaker and situation, or more
narrowly, between speaker and social group membership in the
early work of such people as Labov (1966:1972) and Fishman
(1972) . Their studies provided valuable insight into the
mechanisms of language change and did much toward defining
the boundaries of speech communities. They demonstrated
that social meaning, e.g., age, socioeconomic status, sex,
can be indexed by the presence, absence, or varying
frequency of a single linguistic variable, be it
phonological, syntactic, or lexical. Ervin-Tripp (1976) as
well, in a study of American English directives, relied on
such correlations. She found that the social features of
the context in which a directive is uttered, including the
rank, age, sex, familiarity and role of the speakers and
features of the setting, 1limit the type of directive. At
the same time hearers also use the information ‘encoded in
the choice of directive, including stylistic features, to
interpret the speaker's view of his or her relationship to

the hearer.
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To 1illustrate, the following directives wuttered by
technicians in a particular university medical laboratory
illustrate different styles of address directed to
physicians. The speaker chooses the style of directive
according to the perception of his/her social relationship
with the doctor. This measurement is in terms of status and
formality. The first example illustrates a high status
differential and formality. The second illustrates a low
status differential and informality.

(a) Oh, by the way, Doctor, could you leave that chart
when you're through?

(b) Hey, Len, shoot the chart to me, willya? (Ervin-
Tripp 1976:32).

Directives are thus social indicators and their
interpretation depends in part on the rules governing social
relationships.

Since a primary focus of the present study is on
directives, Ervin-Tripp's classification will be exemplified
in Chapter Two. A general description of the directives of
the present study 1is also given there. Chapter Three
outlines the specific, defining features of the directives
in the social setting examined in the present study. These

are based, in part, on those of Ervin-Tripp (1976).

1.3.2 Interactional Language Use
Although Ervin-Tripp's (1976) classification revealed

correlations between certain static features, e.g., status,
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and linguistic choice, it neglected the more fluid
determinants that later researchers began to explore.

A dynamic view of code choice and interpretation is
evidenced in the work of the "interactional sociolinguists",
especially (1) Gumperz (1982), Erickson (1982), Erickson and
Shultz (1981; 1982) and (2) Scotton (1983; 1984). The
former are practically oriented, dealing primarily with
topics in cross-cultural communication and in education.
Scotton, having devoted much attention to code-switching,
between languages, dialects and styles (Scotton 1976;
Scotton and Ury 1977), offers a comprehensive theoretical
explanation of linguistic variance in a "markedness model"
(Scotton 1983). Both agree, however, that there is an
interlocking of social norms and individual intent in face-
to-face interaction such that individuals negotiate both
social and individual identity.

More particularly, a major portion of the work of
Gumperz, Erickson and Shultz seeks to explain the causes of
interethnic miscommunication wusing the general American
English speech community and its norms, i.e., speakers'
communicative competence, as the baseline of comparison. The
explanation rests on a finely-tuned analysis of both
linguistic and non-linguistic features.

The tendency in most linguistic-based analyses of
conversation has been to exclude the phonological and

prosodic level of linguistic variance. However, these
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researchers pay special attention to phonological, prosodic,
and paralinguistic variance. They also study features of
non-verbal behavior, such as proxemics, (observing when
speakers move farther away from or closer to each other),
gaze and rhythm. By including study of non-verbal behavior,
they are linked to the context analysts out of anthropology,
such as Kendon (1982), Birdwhistell (1952) and Scheflen
(1964), who also analyze the study of physical cues such as
gaze or head movements. Gumperz (1982) and Erickson
(1982) link the use of physical features to social features,
such as ethnic group membership. They argue that
misjudgments about speaker intent often arise when the
"notions of normality" (Gumperz 1982:132) for the use of
both verbal and non-verbal features differ between
interactants from different speech communities.

For the interactional sociolinguists of the first
group, then, conversation is an ongoing, moment-by-moment,
structured event that operates on many simultaneous levels
of varying degrees of abstraction. Kinesic cues as well as
interruptions, topic shifts, floor management and the like,
in addition to linguistic and paralinguistic variances, all
guide participants in their creation of conversation. These
operate, however, through the higher-order, governing
"social norms which specify participant roles, rights and
duties" (Gumperz 1982:165). They thus view conversation as

determined by both "macro" and "micro" forces.
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One of the main values of this work is in its
descriptively accurate account of the linguistic and non-
linguistic bases of interethnic misunderstandings in the
school setting (Erickson 1976; 1979; Gumperz 1982) and in
doctor-patient interviews (Erickson and Rittenberg 1985).
Gumperz (1982:147) gives an example of a classroom situation
in which the conversation is disrupted. Although he does
not indicate whether the interactants are black or white,
presumably the teacher is white, the student, black. "In a
taped elementary school classroom session, the teacher told
a student to read. The student responded, 'I don't wanna
read'." When the exchange was played to a group of whites,
they interpreted the child's statement as refusal. When it
was played to a group of blacks, they interpreted the
statement as indicating the child wanted encouragement. The
latter interpretation was based on the child's rising
intonation. Furthermore, the blacks noted that if the child
had intended to refuse, he would have stressed "want".
Gumperz concludes that these two intonation contours seem to
form a contrast set for blacks, but not for whites.
Therefore, miscommunication between members of the two
groups is likely to occur.

Erickson and Rittenberg (1985) argue that in their work
with foreign medical graduates, the graduates often have
different norms for topic control than Americans who

practice medicine in the United States. For example, the
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foreign graduates, who do not have the same sense as
Americans of what constitutes appropriate language use,
i.e., communicative competence, tend to avoid giving
patients opportunities to voice their concerns. They also
typically close off patients rather abruptly once the
patients have begun to tell their story. This is often
perceived by patients as arrogance on the part of the
physician.

Descriptions such as these have also contributed much
toward a definition of styles of English associated with
particular ethnic groups. Such studies heighten awareness
of interethnic linguistic differences and give students of
discourse information on the range of possible
conversational strategies.

The present study will not deal formally with
paralinguistic or kinesic features of conversational
structure. However, Chapter Five will discuss some notable
occurrences of certain of these features which fall under
marked strategies of positive politeness that evoke humor.

Scotton (1983), takes a more theoretical approach to
the analysis of discourse in that she attempts to explain
code variation. She argues that the linguistic code choices
which conversational participants make, whether choices
between (1) styles or (2) between dialects within a single
language or (3) between languages, reflect the speaker's

rational intent, either conscious or subconscious. Speakers
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want to index a particular social identity and establish a
particular relationship of rights and obligations (a rights-
and—bbliqations set, hereafter RO set) with hearers.

As Scotton (1983:115) notes, "while code choices are
always situated, they are not a function of situation, but
of negotiation". As negotiations, all linguistic choices
require reciprocity from the addressee(s). Therefore, the
construction of any speech event is an ultimately
cooperative enterprise (Scotton, forthcoming). The RO set
represents a set of social features which speakers choose
from the many salient features characteristic of both
participants and settings for a particular conversation.
Features of participants include occupational status, age,
and social group membership, for example. Features of the
setting include those which Hymes (1964) delineated, e.g.,
topic, channel, code.

Speakers convey social meaning (and shape the
interaction) by using either marked or unmarked strategies.
Using an unmarked choice means the speaker wishes to
maintain the expected relationship, while using a marked
choice 1is an attempt to change the expected relationship.
People are able to interpret both marked and unmarked
strategies because they can measure the strategies against
what they know to have occurred in similar encounters.

So, for Scotton, (1986:3) norms do not determine

choices. Rather, norms determine the relative markedness of
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a linguistic choice for a particular conversation. What the
norms do is provide a "grammar of interactional
consequences". Speakers are free to make choices, but how
their choices will be interpreted is not free.

More specifically, the reason that hearers are able to
interpret the intended meaning of code choices, that is, of
what RO set a particular code choice is the negotiation, is
because they possess tacit knowledge of speech community
norms and communicative competence (Hymes 1972).
Specifically, for Scotton (1983:115), this knowledge entails
a natural theory of markedness such that "community norms
designate specific 1linguistic choices as the unmarked
realization of a specific set of rights and obligations
holding between a speaker and addressee". Therefore, if a
speaker makes a marked linguistic choice, an addressee |is
able to infer the intended negotiation of a new RO set much
in the same way that Grice suggests hearers arrive at
conversational implicature.

In fact, Scotton argues for a negotiation principle

patterned on Grice's Cooperative Principle, but not designed
to replace his. She expands it in two ways. First, she
views linguistic register, not only content, as a
determinant of implicature. Second, she views speakers as
signaling intent to maintain or change a relationship

through code choice, an issue which did not concern Grice.
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Scotton (1983:117) explains negotiation as a process
with four possible objectives: to establish for the first
time an RO set, or to affirm, readjust, or alter radically a
previously negotiated RO set. As noted above, the ability
of hearers to interpret a speaker's negotiative goals
depends on their communicative competence. In other words,
they know what the unmarked expression of an RO set is
because they have social experience which indicates what
code choices have been used in the majority of similar
exchanges. Such exchanges Scotton labels "conventionalized."
Of course, there are also exchanges for which there is no
general societal agreement, as to what 1is marked or
unmarked. These are called "nonconventionalized". But even
in these exchanges, hearers eventually assign 1linguistic
code choices to the negotiation of a particular RO set.

Certain maxims follow from the negotiation principle.
Conversational participants use these maxims to arrive at
the intended RO set speakers wish to encode. The two which
are relevant to the present study may be stated as follows:

(1) the "unmarked-choice maxim": "Make the unmarked
code choice when you wish to establish or affirm the
unmarked RO set associated with a conventionalized exchange"
(Scotton 1983:120) .

(2) the "deference maxim": “Show deference in your
code choice to those from whom you desire something"

(Scotton 1983:123).
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Three other maxims are the "virtuosity maxim", the
"exploratory-choice maxim" and "the multiple-identities
maxim".2

In addition, speakers may "flout the maxim" or violate
a maxim's use. In "flouting the maxim", speakers may make
marked choices 1in cases other than those covered by the
deference or virtuosity maxims. Then two implications
arise: the speaker is disidentifying himself/herself with
the unmarked RO set and is, therefore, negotiating the
establishment of a different RO set as unmarked (1983:127).
These choices usually provoke affective responses such as
humor, warmth or insult.

The present study is concerned with a particular type
of conventionalized exchange in which certain unmarked and
marked code choices occur. Special reference will be made
to the above maxims and flouting of the maxim in following
chapters. It will be demonstrated that Scotton's markedness
model can explain the occurrence and interpretation of
particular code choices in the settings examined.

This study will identify a "support-promoting style" of
language as a combination of code choices which realize
certain RO sets. It will also discuss "style-switching" as
a strategy of support-negotiation. Therefore, the next
section is devoted to a survey of various designations of

style.
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1.3.2.1 Style. "Style" is the general term preferred
by American linguists for sub-dialectal variation, although
"register" and "code" have been used as well for the same
phenomenon. "Register" and "code" arose among British
linguists (e.g., Halliday and Hasan 1976; Bernstein 1958)
who associate "register" and "code" with situation.
"Register" also appears among some American linguists who
are concerned with linguistic features of specific tasks
(e.g., Ferguson's 1983 "register of sports announcer talk".)

Joos (1961; 1959) is the best-known classification for
American English, however, and his treatment of style is
highlighted here as a preliminary to the specific feature
designations of Chapter Three.

Joos 1identifies -five styles along a continuum of
formality. Although specific defining features of each
style are scarce, the following observations are noted:

(1) intimate: marked by extraction and jargon; "Both
are stable, once the intimate group (normally a pair) has
been formed" (Joos 1961:30).

(2) casual: marked by ellipsis, slang and certain
code-labels, e.g., Come on!; background information is
assumed.

(3) consultative: marked by participation cues which
indicate the listener's attention, e.g., that's right, yes I
know, as well as items which protect fluency, e.g., the all-

purpose noun thing. Background information is supplied;
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"the norm for conversations between strangers" (Joos
1959:110) .

(4) formal: marked by the absence of the features of
participation of consultative style; "restricted to the
imparting of information, a rather anti-social act" (Joos
3959:112) .

(5) frozen: in written form; "for people who are to
remain strangers" (Joos 1961:41).

In addition to Joos' familiar account, other treatments
of style also exist. Labov (1972) offers what he says is a
more empirical classification. He measures style in terms
of how much attention is paid to an utterance. In data
collected in interview situations, he names four styles:
careful, reading, word list and casual speech. His evidence
consists primarily of frequency distributions of five
phonological variables in New York City English.

But as Bell (1984:148) counters, "empirical foundation
for the attention variable is notably lacking". 1In a review
of literature on the use of attention as a main correlative
of style shift, he convincingly lays Labov's argument to
rest. A particularly persuasive example is in research Bell
(1977) conducted on news language in New Zealand, reported
in Bell (1984). He found that there were considerable style
differences among news recorded by the same newscasters on
different news stations. In other words, the newscasters

paid the same amounts of attention to their reading in a
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"reading style", as Labov would characterize it, but they
produced consistently different styles when reading news for
the different stations.

Bell (1984) accounts for this variation in a new model
of style. This model looks to the audience as the major
determinant of a speaker's style. In this model Bell is
less concerned with defining a continuum of styles than
other studies are. His model is explained below.

Other studies treat variation in style, as measured in
lexicon, syntax and phonology, 1in specific domains only,
such as the interethnic studies of Gumperz (1982) and
Erickson and Shultz (1981) and Ervin-Tripp's study of
directives, mentioned above.

The main difficulty in defining different styles 1is
summarized by Zwicky (1981:78), who defines formal, neutral,
casual and intimate styles along the lines of Joos (1961):
"No matter how you name your levels, they are not really
separate categories, and they overlap in unexpected ways. A
very large segment of our vocabulary is neutral in feeling
and can be used appropriately in any style"

However, in spite of this "fuzziness", 2Zwicky (1981),
Scotton (1985) and Bell (1984) argue that we deliberately
change styles and deliberately mix styles. More
importantly, these stylistic shifts or “clashes" (Zwicky
1981:79) are highly observable. Silva and Zwicky (1975)

even propose a system where degrees of discord between
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styles 1in one utterance could be measured by assigning
numerical values to formal and casual elements. However
problematic a fine numerical analysis of this sort might
prove, 2Zwicky (1981:80) argues that "it 1is possible to
assign discord values to sentences that present stylistic
clashes, precisely because the sense of clash illuminates
the difference between the elements that characterize
various styles." For example, clashes are evident in the
following sentences. The underlined items of casual speech
"clash" with the preceding consultative style (2Zwicky
1981:82).

(a) What is going down?

(b) Speaking as a psychiatrist, I would diagnose him as

nuttier than a fruitcake.

Code choices are made to index social meaning.
Speakers select the style that will best accomplish their
conversational goal. As Zwicky (1981:80) observes: "The
appropriate style for anything a speaker says--any speech
act--always depends on the interaction of the setting, the
participants involved, and the speaker's intention. of
these, the speaker's intention 1is generally the most
important element.... In some cases a speaker may use
language that seems inappropriate to the setting of the
conversation and to his role in it, yet which fulfills his
intentions perfectly". Here 1is an example to 1illustrate

this point. When a professor wanted to get the attention of
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the class, she intentionally said "if you are pissed off at

your roommate" as opposed to "if you are angry with your
roommate". She effectively accomplished her aim: every
head in the undergraduate class came up. It therefore seems
very. likely that the assignment of a given expression to a
particular style is relative to the factors of the setting,
the participants and the speaker's intention.

Bell (1984) attributes variation in style to one major
factor, the audience. Style, he argues, 1is essentially
speakers' response to their audience. He calls his

framework audience design. Audience design assumes that

"persons respond mainly to other persons, that speakers take
most account of hearers in designing their talk" (Bell
1984:159), 1i.e., speakers design their style for their
audience.

He finds major support for his model in the work on
"accommodation" by Giles and his associates. The
accommodation model hypothesizes that speakers accommodate
their speech style to their addressee(s) in order to win
approval (Giles and Powesland 1975; Giles and Smith 1979).
The most usual form of accommodation is "convergence", by
which a speaker shifts style to become more 1like the
addressee. However, speakers may also either maintain their
style of speech or diverge rather than converge. Reasons

for "maintenance®” or "divergence®” are suggested in social
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psychological theory (Giles 1980), although such discussion
is beyond the scope of the present analysis.3

There are reformulations of accommodation theory by
other researchers who point up exceptions to simple
convergence or divergence. For example, Thakerar, Giles and
Cheshire (1982) suggest that a speaker may subjectively
converge, but objectively diverge from the addressee. Also,
Giles and Smith (1979) find that speakers can converge too
much. In such a case addressees interpret convergence as
patronization. However, the basic insight of the theory is
unchallenged. Most evidence points to the fact that
speakers accommodate their style to the audience.

Bell (1984) finds additional support for his model in
studies which report consistent shifts in the style of
speakers toward their addressees. These studies are more
linguistically-oriented than the accommodation studies
within social psychology. The latter have traditionally
used limited linguistic parameters such as speech rate and
utterance length to measure accommodation. But more recent
studies quantify shifts according to linguistic variables,
e.g., phonological and syntactic features.

Some of these studies (Douglas-Cowie 1978; Thelander
1982; Russell 1982) compare speakers' 1language when
addressees are strangers to language speakers use when the
addressees are peers of some sort. They find that speakers

produce consistent shifts across a number of 1linguistic
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variables. More standard variants are used with strangers.
Another study (Coupland 1981), cited in Bell (1984), reports
clear accommodation in a travel agent's speech according to
the occupational status of her clients.

‘Bell (1984) therefore argues that choice of style is
primarily speakers' response to their audience, a type of
accommodation, or “responsive shift". However, he also
acknowledges "initiative style shift". Bell (1984:184)
views responsive and 1initiative shift as part of a
continuum, rather than a dichotomy. But in initiative shift
the speaker redefines the relationship between the speaker
and the addressee. This view is consistent with Scotton
(1983; forthcoming) who argues that speakers have freedom to
make relatively marked or unmarked choices, depending upon
the RO set they wish to be in effect for the conversation.
Bell further notes that initiative style shifts are not
predictable, but they are interpretable. Speakers interpret
style shift by comparing the shift against the norm. This
view, of course, echoes Scotton (in press) who argues that
how 1linguistic choices are interpreted is a function of
norms.

Gumperz (1982) illustrates how initiative style shift
is used strategically by a black minister. He analyzes the
dramatic interchange between minister and audience in a
black worship service during the preaching of a typical
sermon. The minister uses certain features of rhythm,

pause, intonation and dialect-switching to systematically
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shift among three styles. The shifts mark stages in the
sermon: (1) declamatory style, wused to announce the theme
of the sermon, (2) expository style, and (3) folk style.
The minister switches between expository and folk style
throughout the sermon. Informants who heard a tape of the
service consistently identified the down-shifted sections as
"talking black". They believed that the reason the minister
shifted styles was in order to personalize his message and
increase audience involvement. Here is further evidence
that people perceive style shift. It is also evidence that
hearers interpret style-switching as a strategy that
speakers use to obtain certain goals.

According to Bell (1984) initiative shifts are compared
to the style a speaker normally uses to a particular kind of
addressee. Therefore, the style wusually addressed to
intimates can create intimacy with a stranger and the
language wusually addressed to strangers can distance an
intimate. He 1labels these two kinds of shifts convergent
and divergent respectively. Both may be used by speakers to
persuade their addressees. Although Bell (1984:185) notes
that there is little hard evidence on initiative shift, he
does suggest a pattern. This pattern is important for the
present study. "A speaker can persuade intimate addressees
by shifting to the style or language one would normally
address to strangers. With strangers the reverse tactic
achieves the same effect: Speakers can persuade a stranger

by shifting to the style normally reserved for intimates.
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Such shifts appear to be powerful just because they treat
addressees as if they were someone else."

Scotton (1985) also discusses style-shifting as a
powerful strategy. 1In a study of TV interviewing, she finds
that the interviewers do much more style-shifting than their
interviewees. Her conclusion is that style-shifting may be
a marked choice speakers use to enhance their power over
their addressees. Specifically, style-shifting increases a
speaker's power in three ways: (a) by increasing
uncertainty about the speaker's aims,thereby "throwing off"
the addressee; (b) by establishing multiple identities for
the speaker by displaying a range of styles, thereby
presenting an intimidating and hence powerful image; and (c)
by assuming the role of a superior by initiating the use of
socially-significant variants encoding solidarity.

The normal style for TV interviews 1is consultative
style because, according to the classification of Joos
(1961), this style 1is the style used between strangers.
Style shifts may be either upward to a more formal style, or
downward to a more casual style. Shifts upward imply more
social distance than would be unmarked for the situation;
shifts downward imply more intimacy than would be usual. An
example of an upward shift is in Jane Pauley's use of
disengage:

Pauley (talking about embarrassing moments for

teenagers)... how do you disengage the straw from
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the coke you've been drinking from your nose?
(Jane Pauley 9/21/81) (Scotton 1985:112)
Downward shifts are exemplified in Phil Donahue's
comments to one of his guests (they are underlined):
Donahue: Ah why-why is it-why is it important to
beat up a guy who's handcuffed? Wh-I don't
understand the--sociological explanation for that

kind of behavior.

Interviewee: Ahm, I believe that the--that they
did not recognize it as brutality (2 second
pause) That it's just their way of doing their
job...

Donahue: And 1if you don't get the upper hand

"right now, buddy"...

Interviewee: That's right.

Donahue: This guy is gonna take you (Phil

Donahue 5/24/81 (Scotton 1985:111)

The present paper treats initiative downward style-
switches as invoking solidarity, a strategy of positive
politeness. These terms are defined in Chapter Two. This
paper also argues that such switches are ambiguously
powerful, especially when initiated by superiors, i.e., the
ministers in this study.

Taken to its natural end, initiative style shifts, Bell
(1984) argues, become predictable if they are frequently

used. Overuse thus may establish a new institutionalized
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norm: a responsive shift. In the present study, the
initiative, marked shifts under investigation will be
treated as nominations for temporarily unmarked choices, as
suggested by Scotton (1985). However, it may also be
possible to view such choices as becoming, at some time in
the history of similar, repeated communicative events,
permanently unmarked for similar speakers in similar social
settings.

1.3.2.2 Powerful and Polite Language Styles. One of

the stated goals of this study is to define certain features
of a "support-negotiating style" of language use. I will
argue that "stategies of politeness" and their 1linguistic
realizations aptly characterize main features of this style
within the parameters of this study.4 These features are
based mainly on designations within the model of B & L
(1978) . (See Section 1.5 below and Chapter Two).

However, the features to be identified in this study
are also based on features of "polite" styles defined in
other studies. Therefore, a brief background treatment of
the findings of such studies is in order.

"Politeness"™ was given prominence in Lakoff's (1973a)
discussion of "minding yourp's and gq's". Here she lists
three rules of politeness as "Don't impose*, "Give options"
and "Make the addressee feel good by being friendly".
Lakoff (1973b) provides a polemic discussion of politeness,

a traditional stereotypic characteristic of women's speech,
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in her treatment of the differences between male and female
speech. Here she identifies certain structural features
which contribute to the evaluation of women as not only
"polite", but also "powerless". These features include
tags, certain adjectives and particles, and rising
intonation in declarative answers to questions. (These are
discussed in greater detail in Chapter Two).

A main insight of subsequent studies is that "powerless
speech” 1is not a function of gender, but rather of social
position. Erickson, Lind, Johnson, and O'Barr (1978), and
Bradac, Hemphill and Tardy (1981), for example, expanded on
the features defined in Lakoff's (1973Db) study. In
courtroom studies, they compared evaluations of witnesses in
"powerful" vs. "powerless" speech styles. Features which
tended to co-occur with frequency in the speech of low-power
witnesses, both male and female, and which thus defined

"powerless speech" were intensifiers, e.g., so, very,

hedges, e.g., kinda, 1 think, especially formal grammar,

e.g., complete sentences as opposed to one-word replies

hesitation forms, e.g., uh, well, gestures, questioning

forms, e.g., please, thank you. "Powerful style", on the
other hand, was negatively characterized by an absence of
these features.

Recent attention to guestions of "power" and
"politeness"” has taken two directions, one with more

interest in "politeness', the other in "power". Brown and
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Levinson (1978) offer a universal theory of politeness,
universal because they establish a taxonomy of politeness
strategies which cross several cultures (B & L 1978; (This
theory 1is discussed 1in 1.5 below). Owsley and Scotton
(1982; 1984) and Scotton (1985), working within Scotton's
(1983) markedness model, supply a more comprehensive
definition of "powerful language" than earlier studies have
done. In an analysis of the 1language of six TV
interviewers, they describe more than forty interactional
and turn-specific features which together "negotiate the
position of 'taking charge' in a talk exchange" (Owsley and
Scotton 1982:1). Among these features is "style-shifting",
which is also a feature of "support-negotiating language".
The politéness features of this study are derived
mainly from Brown and Levinson (1978). However, they are
also structurally similar to certain features of both
"polite"” and "powerful" styles. This similarity will be

discussed in later chapters.

1.4 The Ethnomethodologists

Perhaps the most controversial approach to the study of
discourse 1is found in the work of a group of sociologists
who broke dramatically from mainstream American sociology in
the 70's (Sacks, Schegloff, and Jefferson 1978; Schegloff
1968; Jefferson 1972). What is viewed as their strength by

some 1is also their weakness, according to many. This
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controversy concerns both their goals and the methods they
use to achieve them.

.These researchers are most commonly labeled
conversation analysts because their data consist of tape-
recordings and transcripts of naturally-occurring
conversation. Their goal is finding the recurrent patterns
that participants use in making sense of interaction.
According to Levinson (1983:295), a main advantage of this
approach 1is thought to be an avoidance of premature
theorizing and intuition-based-only analysis. This is the
case because they analyze the data before they theorize
about what patterns may occur. Certainly, much of the
complexity of spoken conversation is evident only in written
transcriptions, such things as: false starts, hesitation,
self-corrections, overlapping utterances, and so on. Thus,
transcribed conversation makes features which participants
themselves may not consciously observe open to analysis. 1In
this way, the ethnomethodologists demonstrate that the
structure of conversation 1is at once abstract and also
concrete. It 1is abstract because many of its structural
features are not explicitly obvious. It 1is concrete
because very fine, unconscious details, such as timing
between turns, follow consistent patterns.

The ethnomethodologists have been criticized for the
methods they employ in transcribing the recorded data.

Stubbs (1983:228) points out two such criticisms. In the
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first place, "the presentation of spoken interaction in the
form of a close transcription has an estrangement effect"”
because "listeners listen selectively to conversation" and
do not hear many things such as false starts and overlaps.
Rather, he sugqgests, coherence is achieved through
interpretation. Transcriptions, therefore, may be
perceptually wunreal: "A very general danger of discourse
analysis is that it focuses unwarranted attention on details
of interaction which had no reality for the
conversationalists at the time" (Stubb 1983:229). Secondly,
the conventions of transcription used in much published work
of the ethnomethodologists have been developed to show such
features as simultaneous utterances, stressed syllables, and
voice quality. However, phonological features are treated
subjectively. No objective measures of stress, intonation
or voice quality are employed (Stubbs 1983:229).

Apart from questions of transcribing methods, another
concern 1is that the conversation analysts pay little
attention to the nature of the context. They exclude such
factors as role relationships, (e.g., whether the
participants are friends or distant acquaintances), social
group membership, formality of the situation, and the like.
These, of course, are important traditional considerations
for those working within sociolinguistic theory.

The major claim of the ethnomethodologists is that

conversation is a locally organized system. Local



49

organization refers to organization according to turns, both
by turn order and by turn size. Conversation is a "party-
administered" system (Sacks et al 1978:41) of turn-
allocation and management. This system is outlined in Sacks
et al (1974) and often cited in other places.S The turn-
taking system inherent to the social settings of this study
will be noted, but not emphasized because turn-taking is
largely conventionalized, with speakers being recognized by
the chairperson in order to speak. A conventionalized
system 1is quite unlike the systems of natural conversation
which the model of Sacks et al (1974) 1is designed to
explain.

Although the turn-taking rules of their system have
been heavily criticized recently,6 there has nonetheless
been continued research interest in local management devices
(Atkinson and Heritage 1984). In particular, there is one
structural claim of the ethnomethodologists which has led to
a related, but new area of research. The claim is that
there 1is a set of utterance-types called adjacency pair
first parts that speakers use to select a succeeding
speaker, i.e., to allocate turns. Examples of adjacency
pairs are as follows:

(1) question-answer
first part (a) What time is it?

second part (b) Five o'clock.
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(2) Offer-acceptance
first part (a) Would you like some more coffee?
secoﬁd part (b) Why, yes, I think I would.

As originally conceived, adjacency pairs met several
criteria; they had to be (1) adjacent, (2) produced by
different speakers, (3) ordered as a first part and a second
part and (4) structured so that a certain first part
requires a certain second, e.g., an offer requires
acceptance or rejection (Levinson 1983:303).

It was eventually noted, however, that the original
concept of adjacency was too narrow. For example,
"insertion sequences" allowed the embedding of a gquestion-
answer pair inside another. In the following exchange the
answer to the first question 1is the fourth turn. In

between, in turns two and three, is a second adacency-pair.

1 A: May I have a bottle of wine? (Q 1)
2 B: Are you twenty-one? (Q 2)
3 A: No (A 2)
4 B: No (A 1)

In order to account for this exception and yet preserve
the notion of adjacency, Schegloff (1968) replaced.
"adjacency" with "conditional relevance". ~Conditional
relevance states that the occurrence of a first-pair part
makes the occurrence of second-pair part expectable. It

does not require strict adjacency.
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Yet even this modification does not account for a
second problem. Some first-pair parts have unique seconds,
but there are several possible second-pair parts for some
first-pair parts. For example, a question may have several
responses, e.g., protesting ignorance, re-routing (like
"Better ask John"), or refusal to answer.7

This problem, however, has been partially addressed in
the recent work of such people as Pomerantz (1984). Her
claim is that there is a ‘"preference organization" in
conversation. 1In preference organization there is a ranking
in the second-pair options such that some are "preferred",
others "dispreferred". Preference 1is not intended to
reference personal, subjective or psychological desires.
Rather it is a structural concept that has been compared to
markedness in 1linguistic theory (Levinson 1983:307).
Preferred seconds are unmarked, i.e., they are structurally
simpler than dispreferred seconds. Dispreferred seconds are
marked by many features such as delays, e.g., pause,
prefaces, e.g., uh, accounts, i.e., why the dispreferred act

is being done, and declination components, e.g., indirect or

mitigated forms.

Preference organization has a place in this study
because this study looks at "disagreements", a dispreferred
second. However, this paper will argue that the
psychological as well as the structural implications of

"preference" are necessary. This study counts certain
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features (which are a structural part of a disagreement for
preference theorists) as mitigations on the force of the
speech act, e.g., I agree, but we shouldn't do that.

Therefore, it 1is not enough to say that disagreement is
marked structurally. We need to note what socio-
psychological purpose the marking achieves, i.e., how it
pays attention to the needs and wants of other
conversational participants. This is more fully discussed

in Chapter Two.

1.5 The Anthropological Linguists

B &L (1978), arque that a general condition of most
conversation 1is "face-preservation". The present study
argues that "face-preservation" is a special strategy in the
negotiation of support. This argument will be fully outlined
in Chapter Two after a presentation of B & L's model.

"Face", according to B & L, stems both from Goffman
(1967) and from the English folk-term which links "face" to
"embarrassment®™ or "losing face".8 For Goffman (1967:5)
"face may be defined as the positive social value a person
effectively claims for himself by the line others assume he
has taken during a particular contact. Face is an image of
self delineated in terms of approved social attributes..."
It is "self-respect"”, which has a counterpart in

"considerateness". "Just as the member of any group is
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expected to have self-respect, so also he is expected to
sustain a standard of considerateness: he is expected to
go to certain lengths to save the feelings and the face of
others present..." (Goffman 1967:10). The result of this
two-sided image is that "the person tends to conduct himself
during an encounter so as to maintain both his own face and
the face of other participants" (Goffman 1967:11).

In a devriative notion, B & L (1978:67) propose two
components of face, two universal "face wants"
characteristic of every adult member of a society: (1)
negative face want: the desire that our actions be unimpeded
by others and (2) positive face want: the desire that our
wants be desirable to at least some others. From these two
wants, two aspects of face-preserving behavior are defined
in the use of two politeness strategies. We use these
strategies either to (a) avoid imposing on others through
"self-effacement, formality and restraint" (B & L 1978:75) ==

negative politeness, or to (b) "anoint" the face of others

through treating them as "members of an in-group, a friend,
a person whose wants and personality traits are known and

liked (B & L 1978:75)~---positive politeness.

Through a rational manipulation of the two basic
politeness strategies, conversational participants maintain
a "balance principle": "if a breach of face respect occurs,
this constitutes a kind of debt that must be made up by

positive reparation if the original level of face respect is
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to be maintained" (B & L 1978:241). The focus of the
monograph 1is the "breach of face respect" that potentially
occurs in the commission of certain "face-threatening acts"
(hereafter FTA's) which arise in the course of ordinary
intéraction, e.g., suggesting, criticizing, requesting.

Central to the model is a set of strategies which
actors employ to minimize the threat of a particular act.
In choosing what type of strategy to use in the commission
of an FTA the relative weighting of three wants is
necessary: (1) the want to communicate the content of the
FTA, (2) the want to be efficient or urgent, and (3) the
want to maintain the hearer's face. Unless (2) is greater
than (3), speakers will want to minimize the threat of their
FTA's (B & L 1978:73).

Circumstances determining choice of strategy are
illustrated below (See Figure 1). Estimation of risk of face
loss increases with the numbers.

These strategies may be explicated in the following
way. From the left of Figure 1, speakers may first choose
to do or not do the FTA. If they choose to commit it, they
may then make it either off record or on record. Off record
acts are those which are done in such a way as to be subject
to more than one interpretation. These are characterized by
indirect strategies such as hinting or vagueness, e.g.,
"Sure is cold in here", meaning "Close the window". 1f

FTA's are performed on record, only one clear interpretation
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Figure 1: Determinants of Strategies for Performing FTA's
(B & L 1978:65)
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is possible. On record FTA's may be performed either
baldly or with redressive action. Committing an act baldly
means doing it in a direct, clear way, e.g., "Do it"!
Usually, an FTA will be bald in circumstances of urgency, or
when the acts are inherently in the hearer's interest, e.g.,
"Do sit down", or where the speaker is vastly more powerful
than the addressee. However, FTA's may also be bald between
familiar equals, as pointed out by Ervin-Tripp (1976).
Redressive action is action that attempts to counteract the
potential face damage of the FTA by the use of negative or
positive politeness. Acts that are performed with
redressive action thus pay special attention to the hearer's
face wants.

This politeness model also argues that conversational
participants consider certain socio-psychological factors in
assessing the seriousness of an FTA. These are social
distance between speaker and hearer, relative power that the
hearer has over the speaker, and the ranking of impositions
in the particular culture. The higher the summative weight
of these factors, the higher-numbered the strategy chosen to
perform an FTA.

To argue, as B & L do, that all conversation is
motivated by the desire to preserve human rglationships
through attention to face, however, may be to downplay other
intentional determinants of linguistic choice.
Specifically, each individual, within certain social

parameters, has his/her agenda or conversational goals.
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These may or may not include face maintenance. Even if they
do, the preservation of face may be a secondary force.

At the same time, however, their model successfully
accounts for many linguistic choices, both in English and in
languages across several cultures. This generalizability
points to a very important principle which is the main
attraction of their work. They note the number of
similarities across the structures of several languages for
those linguistic features which serve the social function of
face redress. This is a convincing argument for the fact
that social pressures are determinants of language
structure.

The present study examines the features of negative and
positive politeness which occur in the commission of certain
FTA's to be defined in Chapter Two. However, this paper
argues that conversational participants use politeness
strategies not only in order to maintain face, but to work
toward another, higher-level individual goal, the
negotiation of support.

Focus on this type of higher-level consideration is in
line with Levinson (1981:487). In his search for adequate
models to replace the speech-act models of discourse which

he has highly criticized, he speculates:

...my own hunch is that the correct approach [to
the analysis of discourse] is to be found within
some general theory about the nature of
interpersonal interaction. For interaction,
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verbal and otherwise, is based on an interlocking
of goals or objectives... Crucial to such a
theory would be the ability of interactants to
reconstruct the hierarchical plans or goals of
other interactants. Then the multiplicity of
acts (or perlocutionary intents) that can be
achieved by a single utterance, the indefinite
nature of utterance units, the context-
sensitivity of act (or goal) assignment, and the
strategy-based rather than rule-based nature of
sequencing constraints, the nature of topic, can
all be given some natural characterization along
these lines.

He further notes that in the analysis of conversation "it
does not 1look as if we can make [a] basic methodological
banishment of motives, goals and intents" (Levinson
1981:488).

The present study also argues that conversation 1is
structured on many levels, the most important being that of
goal or intent. With Scotton (1983), I will argue that we
are able to interpret even a lower-level phonological code
choice as a speaker's negotiation of a higher meaning
because we operate within a general theory of markedness.9
Our sense of what is the norm for particular conversational
exchanges gives us both interpretive and productive
capabilities. These capabilities allow us to communicate
what we intend and to interpret what others intend. That is

why the speakers in the data of this study are able to

negotiate support successfully.
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Chapter One Endnotes

1

The "negotiation of support"™ may be 1likened to
persuasion. However, persuasion has taken on negative
connotations as a result of its treatment in speech
communication literature. Therefore, the word is avoided
here. As Diez (1983:16) notes, "Persuasion studies began to
get 'bad press' 1in the 60's, with people responding
negatively to connotations of 'manipulation'." For a review
of this literature see Miller, G.R. and Burgoon, M. (1978).

2

The "virtuosity maxim" states: "Make an otherwise
marked choice whenever the linguistic ability of either
speaker or addressee makes the unmarked choice for the
unmarked RO set in a conventionalized exchange infelicitous"
(Scotton 1983:125). This situation is typical of exchanges
between native and non-native speakers of a particular
language. Following this maxim gives rise to "foreigner
talk", for example, a marked, but necessary code choice.

The "exploratory-choice maxim"™ states: "Make an
exploratory choice as a candidate for an unmarked choice in
a nonconventionalized exchange" (Scotton 1983:125).

The "multiple-identities maxim" states: "Optionally
make more than an exploratory choice as metaphors for
multiple RO sets, thereby implicating multiple identities
for oneself" (Scotton 1983:126). 1In addition to implicating
more than one identity for the speaker, following this maxim
also offers hearers options in selecting the RO set they
wish to be salient. This is also typical of
nonconventionalized exchanges.

3

According to Giles and Smith (1979) non-convergence
may act as a powerful symbol whereby members of an ethnic
group may display their intention of maintaining their
identity and cultural distinctiveness. He cites an example
of this in the Arab nations' issuing an o0il communique to
the world not in English, but in Arabic.

In situations when group membership is a salient issue,
speech divergence may be an important strategy for making
oneself psychologically and favorably distinct from outgroup
members. Giles (1977b) examined divergence in a 1language
laboratory setting where people who valued their national
group membership and its language highly were learning
Welsh. During one of their weekly sessions, Welshmen were
asked to help in a survey concerned with second language
learning techniques. The questions in the survey were
verbally presented to them in their individual booths by an
English (RP-sounding) speaker who at one point arrogantly
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challenged the students' reasons for learning what he called
a "dying language which had a dismal future". Divergence
ensued: the informants significantly broadened their Welsh
accents to him in reply.

4

I am focusing only on linguistic features. This means
the exclusion of interactional features such as features of
turn-taking, e.g., timing or pause, which could also be
counted in various ways as features of politeness.

S

Rules governing turn construction from Sacks et al
(1978:13) 2

1. At initial turn-constructional unit's initial

transition-relevance place:

(a). If the turn-so-far is so constructed as to
involve the use of "current speaker selects
next" technique, then the party so selected
has rights, and is obliged, to take next
turn to speak, and no others have such
rights or obligations, transfer occurring at
that place.

(b) If the turn-so-far is so constructed as not
to involve the use of a "current speaker
selects next" technique, self-selection for
next speakership may, but need not, be
instituted, with first starter acquiring
rights to a turn, transfer occurring at that
place.

(c) If the turn-so-far is so constructed as not
to involve the use of a "current speaker
selects next" technique, then current
speaker may, but need not, continue, unless
another self-selects.

2. If, at initial turn-constructional unit's 1initial
transition-relevance place, neither 1(a) nor 1(b)
has operated, and, following the provision of 1(c),
current speaker has continued, then the Rule-set
(1)-(c) reapplies at next transition-relevance
place, and recursively at each next transition-
relevance place, until transfer is affected.
6
Edmondson (1981:39) argues that their rules are far
too subject to interpretation, that, in fact, "the proposed
rules say little more than

--=-if I give you the turn, you must take it,

-=-=-if I show willingness to relingquish my turn, you
speak,

--=-if you don't, 1'll carry on."
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This weakness could be remedied, he suggests, by
specification of presently unclear terminology. Until that
is accomplished, however, many agree with Coulthard
(1977:92) that "the analytic methodology and categories of
Sacks et al (1974) remain so informal and imprecise that
they are difficult for others to use in any practical way."

7

See also Longacre, Robert (1983), "A Framework for
Discourse Analysis" in The Grammar of Discourse, New York:
Plenum Press, pp. 269-336 for related discussion. Here
Longacre illustrates the concept of hierarchy and levels as
they operate in discourse. For him, discourse within
discourse 1is the rule rather than the exception. In this
way, the same structural item may fulfill purposes on
several 1levels simultaneously. In Chapter Two ("Repartee")
he also discusses the matter of one question having several
responses.

8

Owen (1983) explains that Goffman (1967) adopted
"face" from the Asian concept of "losing face".

9

The general notion of markedness is in line with that
of ethnographers of communication. They adopted the concept
of marked and unmarked language forms first developed within
the Prague School of Linguistics. According to Saville-
Troike (1982:71) this distinction between marked and
unmarked may be applied to all aspects of communicative
behavior for more general descriptive and explanatory
purposes than was originally intended. The basic conception,
she argues, 1is that behavior can be distinguished as marked
or unmarked according to certain component features, that
the unmarked is more neutral, more normal or more expected.
It 1is acknowledged that some linguists are uncomfortable,
however, with this extension of the original, overt
linguistic marking on which the present notion is based.




CHAPTER TWO
FORMULATION OF HYPOTHESES FOR THIS STUDY:
SOCIAL SETTING AND THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

This study aims to extend research done within and
related to the politeness model of B & L (1978). I will
argue that because B & L's focus is both local and static,
it 1is insufficient by itself to explain 1linguistic code
choices throughout a communicative event. However, when B &
L's model is linked with Scotton's (1983) markedness model,
which allows more flexibility in how speakers attempt to
realize their discourse goals, explanation is possible.

In this chapter I will briefly define the discourse
goal of “"working to gain others' support", and then
characterize the social setting which was chosen for this
investigation. After laying that necessary groundwork, I
will give the hypotheses of this study, and discuss how they
were formulated, in 1light of previous research and the

constraints of the social setting.

2.1 The Negotiation of Support

The "negotiation of support" is derived from an
integration of B & L's model of negative and positive

62
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politeness and Scotton's (1983) markedness model. The
negotiation of support refers to a particular conversational
or communicative goal of a speaker. Speakers who are
negotiating support work to influence the behavior of their
addressees to act in accordance with the speakers' desires.
In the present study there are two types of behaviors which
speakers wish their addresseés to exhibit: following a
directive which the speaker has issued, or changing his/her
opinion on a particular issue to agree with the speaker.

However, these behavioral outcomes on the part of the
addressee(s) are secondary to the focus of this study.
Rather, this study aims to analyze the linguistic
realizations of strategies speakers employ to negotiate,
i.e., work to achieve, (as opposed to overtly demanding),
these behavioral outcomes. The linguistic realizations of
these strategies thus represent negotiations or effort
expended toward the end of compliance on the part of the
listener. A detailed discussion of whether compliance,
i.e., support, is in fact achieved as a result of the
negotiation, however, goes beyond the boundaries of this
study.

It 1is hypothesized that in performing directives and
disagreements, when speakers are negotiating the support of
their interlocutors, they will wuse two complementary
strategies: (1) negative politeness, and (2) positive

politeness. These strategies convert into a general
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strategy: When you want the willing support of others,
don't impose; treat others as your equal. Negative
politeness is realized in special types of features, e.g.,
mitigated 1language features, deferential features, and
hesifation features. Positive politeness is realized in
features which promote solidarity. They include, for
example, first names, contractions, and downward lexical
style shifts. Both types of politeness are characterized
broadly below and in detail in Chapter Three.

In addition to using politenesss features, speakers
negotiating support exercise options in the types of face-
threatening acts they will use, from relatively non-coercive
to relatively coercive types. This study will focus
primarily on directives, which occur in both non-coercive
and coercive forms and with the greatest frequency of all
FTA-types. Disagreements and disagreement/directives, more
assertive types of FTA, will also receive some attention.
The range of types and sub-types of FTA's which characterize
the negotiation of support will be detailed in Chapter

Three.

2.2 Social Setting

The predictions made here about the linguistic choices
of speakers who are negotiating support arise, 1in part,
from certain features of the social setting. In this

section, I examine those features.
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Support-negotiating language may be found in any
conversational exchange, but it 1is more likely in some
conversations than in others. It is not likely to occur
where all speakers are of equal status and few issues which
require decision-making arise, such as ordinary, casual
conversation between friends. It is more likely to occur in
conversations where there are power asymmetries, either
subvert or overt. In such cases, either the speaker in the
subordinate position may want to influence his/her superior,
or the superior may want to influence the subordinate
without using powerful, direct language. Exchanges between
boss and employee or professor and student typify
conversation with overt power asymmetries between the
speakers. For this study, however, I chose a conversational
situation in which power asymmetries are not overt. I
observed how support was negotiated in meetings conducted
within the structure of the United Methodist Church (UMC).
I wanted to compare how the minister (superior), chair (of
intermediate rank) and group members (subordinates), would
negotiate support.

The reason why differences in power among speakers in
this situation are not overt is, in part, a function of
three constraints, the first, occupational, the second,
philosophical-religious and the third, cultural. In the
UMC, meetings are generally conducted through a'special kind

1
of shared leadership between the minister of the church and
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a chairperson who either volunteers for or submits
voluntarily to nomination and election to the position by
representatives of the congregation.  General responsibility
for the conduct of the meeting falls on the chair, but the
minister 1is in a position of greater power and prestige.
He/she2 is powerful in the sense that he is the appointed
leader of the church. By virtue of this position, he |is
chiefly responsible for the church's overall management and
well=-being. In addition, he has the occupational prestige
still generally accorded to ministers in mainstream
religious denominations in American society.

In general, in order to keep his finger on the pulse of
the church, the minister is expected to attend as many
meetings as time will allow. At the meetings, he should
ensure that‘ each group is functioning to the best of its
ability. Therefore, it 1is wup to the minister to steer
groups away from potentially disastrous decisions as well as
to promote decisions which are 1in the church's best
interests.

However, this steering is done under certain
occupational constraints. First, ministers are generally
trained in seminary to avoid overt supervision. Rather,
they are taught to promote the groups' self-governing and
are encouraged to useaindirect strategies such as asking

questions, for example. Furthermore, although the minister

is responsible for directing the overall functioning of the
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church, he must exercise power cautiously because his
success in his job depends upon the personal and economic
support of the church members. In certain extreme cases,
although the UMC operates on an appointive system, if a
congregation is extremely dissatisfied with a minister, they
can ask to have him appointed to another church. This
factor suggests another possible reason why ministers may
negotiate support. Even though the minister is inherently
powerful, he may feel the need to negotiate support because
he cannot universally rely on his superior power being
acknowledged by all group participants. That is, others
may not see the minister's power as a basis for their
agreement with him, considering that they, as church
members, constitute the religious organization and without
their existence, the minister has no purpose.

Another constraint under which not only the minister,
but all church members as well, operate, is the built-in
philosophical-religious tenet that Christians, (however
differently each person may define the term "Christian®),
should conduct themselves in a manner consistent with
Christian doctrine. Christian behavior entails the belief
that all people are equal in the sight of God. The
implication 1is that no one person should be more powerful
than any other.

However, interpretation of this rule is not uniformly

clear. Especially for Christians in powerful positions,
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e.g., ministers, this rule may be an admonishment to avoid
imposing on others, i.e., to use negative politeness. On
the other hand, the rule may also admonish all Christians to
be solidary or to display a certain camaraderie by virtue of
their common belief, i.e., to use positive politeness. This
probable natural tension between not wanting to impose and
wanting to display friendliness is precisely what B & L
(1978) capture in their two face-wants. The general use of
the two strategies of politeness thus may be a function of
both occupational and philosophical factors.

A final constraint is cultural and reflects a general
American norm. It, too, may be a partial determinant of
linguistic choice. Erickson and Rittenberg (1985:1)
describe it as follows:

[There] 1is an American normative concern for

maintaining at least the appearance of equality

and cordiality in encounters that, in fact, are

characterized by considerable asymmetry in terms

of power and rank. The distinctive American

discomfort over superordination, and the

attendant concern for equality, has been noted

from at least the time of de Tocqueville, who

visited the United States in the 1820's. (See

also Good 1979).

This cultural constraint may partially explain why
ministers choose to negotiate support rather than to
demonstrate power overtly. Both this constraint and the
philosophical-religious constraint are real. But it is

difficult to measure how strong these constraints are or in

what manner they are interpreted by individuals. 1 did try,
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however, to minimize the effect of the remaining constraint,
the occupational constraint of the potential power which
parishioners see themselves as having over the minister.
Only churches in which the ministers seemed to be very
secure and effective in their jobs were chosen for study.
Effectiveness was validated by the most objective measures
available. Each minister has been awarded an honorary
doctorate for excellence in his career. The fact that each
has been appointed to a large, metropolitan church attests
to the bishop's confidence in his ability. In addition,
each has been evaluated by his superordinates, peers, and
subordinates as an "effective communicator". Reports are
submitted annually to each local geographical district by
each church's Pastor-Parish Relations Committee. In the
report, each minister is rated for a number of capabilities.
One category is "effective communicator”. Each of the
ministers of the study has been consistently highly
evaluated in that category. I hoped that because the
ministers had experienced continued success in their chosen
career, they would therefore feel minimal personal threat or
threat to their 3jobs from their parishioners. As a
consequence, I expected that they would feel relatively free
to disagree with and give directives to their parishioners.
I also hoped that for the same reasons they would feel

minimal threat from being tape-recorded.
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Focusing on occupational factors, we note that
effectiveness in the ministry entails the ability to
negotiate support for one's opinions so the church may be
well-managed. Ministers have a greater vested interest,
i.e., more to gain, by achieving agreement than do other
church members. Therefore, they may be willing to invest
more effort in a variety of ways in order to produce the
outcomes they desire. 1 predicted that, by virtue of their
occupation, ministers would show more effort in the
negotiation and 1less confrontation by using more and a
greater variety of linguistic choices which realize the
negotiation of support than would either chairs or committee
members.

Occupational reasons are also possibly 1linked to
personal motivations, however. It should be acknowledged
that certain people may choose to enter the ministry Jjust
because they are naturally better at or more interested in
subtle managerial skills and the preservation of positive
human relationships. Both factors may also contribute to
why ministers negotiate support instead of using overt power
and why they would be more motivated to negotiate support
than either chairs or ordinary group members.

The chairpersons of this study have not been assessed
as to effectiveness, nor does their position as chairs
depend upon their successful functioning in the group.

Rather, they volunteered for or voluntarily accepted the
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office. They are likely to have less motivation to negotiate
support than the ministers since their position of
leadership is rather incidental to their occupational roles.
However, relative to other committee members, chairpersons
do have reason to negotiate support. That is, because they
are 1in leadership roles which they accepted or even chose,
they should want their ability to carry out these roles
validated by being able to maintain a supportive atmosphere.

The other people present at the meetings are not in
leadership positions. They have less motivation than either
the ministers or the chairs to negotiate support. However,
they, too, chose to participate in the group and must want
to achieve the same goals as the minister and the chair in
terms of improving the functioning of the church. They,
too, then, are negotiators of support.
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