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INTRODUCTION

It is clear that people are social beings and they communicate with each
other every day, every hour and every minute. Even if they do not say a world and
use only body language they still send some messages to others and want to
receive some feedback as well. People are always willing to exchange ideas,
express their feeling and receive information from others. People do not always
express their intentions in a straightforward and clear way. Of course it is much
simpler for the speaker and for the hearer to use only direct ways of rendering
information and direct communicative strategies as it is easier to produce and to
understand such utterances. However, people cannot say everything what they
would like to say using simple words and keeping good relationships with others
as sometimes it can hurt others.

The problem of indirectness in communication has been under consideration
of linguists and psycholinguists only during the last few decades. Austin (1962),
Searle (1975), Green (1996), Smith (1991), Verschueren (1985), Cutting (2002)
and others have been investigating indirect speech acts and strategies in order to
define and to classify them.

A great deal of modern linguistic research is focused on the facts of verbal
communication taking into account the whole spectrum of internal and external
factors. A broad interpretation of the discourse as a dynamic linguistic space means
that along with the utterance there is perception; meaning implies knowledge,
something “hidden” is added to the said. This predetermines the novelty of this
linguistic research, which focuses on defining the role and rules of functioning of
indirect strategies in discourse, and understanding indirect ways of communication
in Modern English.

The object of this Paper is indirect strategies in Modern English dialogical

discourse.
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The subject of this Paper is functional peculiarities of indirect strategies:
their communicative-pragmatic features; prerequisites, processes and consequences
of their implementation in dialogic discourse.

The main aim of this Paper is to find out the main discourse and pragmatic
functions of indirect strategies in modern dialogical discourse on the material of
the Modern English serials and to find the differences between indirect strategies
in other cultures. To achieve the aim, the following objectives should be fulfilled:

1)  to define the notion of dialogical discourse;

2)  toinvestigate the main features of communication and conversation;

3)  to study the principles of communication and to investigate which
ones are violated in indirect strategies;

4)  to study speech acts and define the notion of the indirect speech act;

5) to present a functional classification of indirect strategies and to
determine the reasons and purposes of their usage;

6)  to study the material of Modern English serials to find out the main
discourse and pragmatic functions of indirect strategies in Modern English dialogic
discourse;

7)  to investigate the differences between indirect speech strategies in
different countries and cultures.

The following basic methods and techniques were used to solve the tasks
during the research: linguistic observation and description — for the selection of
linguistic facts and identification of natural signs of indirect strategies, describing
them, characterizing their place in language and determining their functional
peculiarities. Intentional method is used in order to reveal and analyse the
speaker’s intention in using indirect strategies. Methods of pragmatic interpretation
of discourse, conversational, contextual as well as situational and speech act
analyses are also applied in the Paper.

Theoretical significance of the Paper is manifested by the fact that its
results may deepen our understanding of the pragmatic peculiarities and functions

of non-literal discourses; expand the possibility of describing indirect speech acts,
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outline ways of interpreting the indirect strategies in Modern English dialogical
discourse.

Practical value of the Paper is the ability to apply its results to additions of
the relevant sections of the theory of language communication, theoretical and
practical grammars (pragmatics of discourse), stylistics, and the results may be
used in the preparation of manuals, and methodological development analysis and
translation of texts of different genres. The results of the Paper may help to
improve the practical teaching of the language by offering a better understanding
of various speech situations often related to social realities.

Materials for the investigation are abstracts from Modern English TV-
episodes which present the examples of indirect strategies use in Modern English
dialogical discourse. Also Czech and Korean TV serials were used to compare the
use of indirect strategies in different languages.

Structurally the Paper consists of introduction, 3 chapters, conclusions to
each chapter, general conclusions, resume, the list of references and the list of
illustration materials.

Chapter One is concerned with the notion of discourse and dialogue,
theoretical description of the main features of communication. It also deals with
basic principles of communication.

Chapter Two is devoted to the analysis of speech acts, their description.
Indirect speech acts were defined and described by us. Possible violations of
maxims of conversation connected to the use of indirect strategies were also
investigated.

Chapter Three deals with the classification of indirect strategies. Their
communicative aims were investigated as well as the reasons for their occurrence
were pointed out. Also, functioning of indirect strategies in different language

cultures was dealt with in this Chapter.



CHAPTER 1. BASIC FEATURES OF DIALOGIC DISCOURSE

1.1. The notion of dialogic discourse and its types

Before defining the notion “dialogical discourse™ it is important to dwell on
the study of the etymology of the concept of “discourse”. This term comes from
the French “discours” — speech, in Latin “discursus” — to wander, branch, sprawl,
and spin. A prominent linguist E. Benveniste (1971) was one of the first to give the
word discourse, which in the French linguistic tradition meant “speech in general,
text”, a terminological definition, designating it “speech attributed to those who
speak”. Subsequently, the concept of discourse was extended to all kinds of
pragmatically oriented speech, which differs in its goals.

The term “discourse” is used in various meanings enabling scientists to
assert the “blur” of its conceptual boundaries. In particular, the concept of
discourse is associated with all forms of communication in society (communicative
discourse, linguistic, verbal, non-verbal, modern discursive practices, discourse of
silence), communication within separate channels (visual, auditory, tactile),
manifestation of rules of communication, ways of communication the pragmatic
purpose of the speakers (etiquette, abusive, didactic) (Rodman, 1992).

Discourse is also defined as the bearer of different types of information in
communication: rational (rationalism, objective, subjective, truths, lies); spiritual
faith, worldview, impulses, etc. (spiritual, sacred, religious, philosophical,
metaphysical, Christian, Protestant, Orthodox, mythological, mythical, apocalyptic,
and symbolic).

Some scholars identify the discourse with the subject of research in various
sciences (sociological, political science, philology of culture, cultural, modernism,
postmodernism), ethno-cultural features of communication (intercultural,
multilingual, foreign culture), cultural and historical features of communication
(discourse of the New Age, Renaissance). The social status, age, and gender
characteristics of the communication participants are also identified with the types

of discourse (political, power, Soviet, youth, feminist, labor, radical, etc).
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The concept of discourse is often associated with the types and forms of
speech, the principles of constructing a message, its rhetoric (monologic,
dialogical, narrative, rhetorical, ironic, etc.), the characteristics of speech of an
individual and groups of people (personal, unique, collectivist, authoritarian).
Discourse is also considered as a functional style, a kind of speech (oral, written,
scientific, fiction, business, literary), a kind of functional style, its implementation
in various spheres of communication (legal, judicial, newspaper, radio discourse,
cinema, theatrical) public relations, advertising, festive), as a genre of fiction
(prose, lyric, dramatic).

In linguistics, the conceptual range of the term “discourse” is also broad. In
his linguistic writings, T. van Dijk presents discourse as a “blurred” category (Dijk,
1981). Other scholars point to its polysemy, even seeing homonymous differences
of individual meanings, since this category is used in different sciences with
different meanings.

The blurry of the term “discourse” is caused by two reasons: the history of
becoming when the semantic “memory” of the tokens contains the signs of its
previous uses, and a certain uncertainty of the place of the concept of “discourse”
in the system of existing categories and modes of expression of language.

The eminent Dutch scientist T. van Dijk proposes to distinguish between
two definitions of discourse. The linguist defines discourse broadly as a
communicative event that occurs between the speaker, the listener (observer, etc.)
in the process of communicative action in a particular temporal, spatial, and other
context. This communicative action can be spoken, written, have verbal and non-
verbal components. Typical examples are daily conversation with a friend, a
doctor-patient dialogue, reading a newspaper (Dijk, 1981).

In the narrower sense, discourse is understood as a text or conversation. As a
rule, scholars only identify the verbal component of a communicative action and
refer to it further as “text” or “conversation”. In this sense, the term discourse
means the completed “product” of communicative action, or its continuing, written

or spoken result, which is interpreted by the recipients
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According to Dijk, discourse is also a practical, social and cultural
phenomenon. Language users engaging is discourse accomplish social acts and
participate in social interaction, typically so in conversation and other forms of
dialogue. Such interaction is in turn embedded in various social and cultural
contexts, such as informal gathering with friends or professional, institutional
encounters such as parliamentary debates (Dijk 1997:2).

Despite the considerable amount of interpretations and, accordingly,
approaches to the concept of “discourse”, they can be generalized to the following
definition. Discourse is a type of communicative activity which is interactive and
has different forms of expression (oral, written, paralinguistic). It occurs in a
specific channel of communication, regulated by participants’ strategies and
tactics. It is a complex synthesis of cognitive, linguistic and extra linguistic (social,
mental, psychological, etc.) factors that are determined by a specific e subject of
communication (Batsevych 2010:13).

An analysis of approaches to the definition of the concept of discourse
allows us to conclude that discourse is a written or verbal product of
communicative action. Such interpretation of discourse makes it possible to view
dialogue as a coherent semantic structure, possessing all the basic properties of
discourse.

The broad semantic content of the term “discourse” has led to the need for
the use of attribute refiners. The identification of discourse with text by some
scholars makes it possible to distinguish between dialogic and monologic
discourses, since if the text is dialogical (at the formal level), then the discourse
will be dialogical.

A more narrow understanding of the dialogue is connected to direct spoken
communication of two or more persons who are dependent on:

o different extra linguistic factors;

o speech form which defines is it a conversation of two or more persons;
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o type of speech which is characterized by situationality (depending on
the conditions of conversation), contextuality (conditioned by previous
statements), spontaneity and low organization (unplanned character);

o functional variety of language which is occurs in the process of direct
communication between the interlocutors and consists of sequential alternation of
stimulating and responding cues;

e exchange of phrases of two or more people, in a broad sense such answer as

gesture or silence is counted as a cue as well (Pocheptsov 2000:146-147).

At the functional level, dialogue is delivered as the primordial power of
language. The principle of the dialogical nature of language was formulated by
V.von Humboldt: “In the first modern word of the language there is an
unchanging dualism, and it itself uses the module of conditioned withdrawal and
needs it” (Stubbs 2002:138).

Investigating the notion of dialogue, one of the disputed issues is the
statement of the number of participants. In this matter, we bring up the point of
view of Susov (2009), who is not inclined to use the term polylogue. Firstly, in the
word dialogue the component “dia” does not mean “two” or “double” in any way.
Rather, the reciprocity of actions and the exchange of acts of speech are
emphasized. Secondly, participation in the dialogue of more than two subjects of
speech implies, in normal conditions, that this communicative action is divided
into several fragments which follow one another and each of them consist of one
speaker and one or more hearer.

By definition of Susov, dialogue is the basic, primary form of linguistic
communication, where is a change in communicative roles and there is an
exchange of speech moves of communicators, minimal holistic formation is a pair
of adjacent moves like greeting and the act of greeting in response, invitation and
its acceptation or rejection etc. One of the moves can be non-verbal, for example
the answer for a request is its fulfillment, the wordless transmission of what is
being asked (Susov 2009:64).



11

According to Bakhtin, all units of speech communication-expression — are
interconnected with dialogical relation, in which dialogical nature can be
intentional and unintentional (Bakhtin 1986:488). In addition, speech activity is a
contemporary participant in speech communication, so a dialogue is included to
the communication of the communicative nature of language as a public
representative. In other words, speech activity is a process that deals with the
temporal growth of monitoring, the process of speaking and producing; using any
conditions “as a language” (Guillaume 1984:166).

The characteristics of the dialogue which were stated above and the
peculiarities of its structure are related to the functions of this form of language
interaction.

T. Kolokoltseva defines a dialogue as a communicative interaction of two or
more subjects, the material expression of which is the creation of a specific
discourse consisting of a series of consecutive, interdependent statements. One of
subjects can have a semi-modal character which means that it can be represented
by a group of persons (Kolokoltseva 2001:15-16).

Today, a number of studies of dialogical discourse are known. Dialogical
discourse is understood as the result of the joint communication activity of two or
more individuals, which includes, in addition to the actual speech process, a set of
extra linguistic features that provide adequate understanding of the message
(Orekhova 2000:144).

Let us consider the classification and typology of dialogic discourses offered
by scholar-linguists which is based on sociolinguistic, psycholinguistic,

communicative-pragmatic, thematic features.

Communicative- o informative dialogue;
pragmatic features . prescriptive dialogue;
o exchange of ideas for decision-making or

clarification of truth;
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dialogue aimed at establishing or regulating

interpersonal relations;

vain dialogue;
emotional dialogue;
artistic dialogue;
intellectual dialogue;
dialogue-interview;

single-purpose dialogue.

Sociolinguistic

features

informative dialogue;

prescriptive dialogue;

exchange of ideas for decision-making or

clarification of truth;

dialogue aimed at establishing or regulating

interpersonal relations;

vain dialogue;

emotional dialogue;

artistic dialogue;

intellectual dialogue;
dialogue-interview;

single-purpose dialogue;

dialogue of equals (homogeneous);

dialogue  between  subordinate

supervisor (heterogeneous);

regulated (ceremonial) dialogue.

and

Psycholinguistic

features

dialogue dispute (dissonant);
dialog-confidential explanation;
dialog-emotional conflict (quarrel);

dialogue-unison;




13

o dialogue-monologue (self-expression).

Thematic o monothematic dialogue;
features . polithematic dialogue;

o family dialogue;

o state  dialogue: military, diplomatic,
investigative and judicial, financial, administrative,

educational, scientific (cognitive), business, ritual.

Modal- o question- responsive;
communicative ) emotionally-responsive;
features . non-question- responsive;

. prompt- responsive;

o narrative- responsive.

Table 1 Classification of dialogical discourses in accordance with
communicative-pragmatic, sociolinguistic, psycholinguistic, thematic, modal-
communicative features

The task for sociology is observing different types of dialogue, identifying
causes and effects, and describing the transformation of dialogue. As early as 1901,
T. Gard (Orekhova 2000) put forward a socialized typology of dialogical
discourses. He proposed to distinguish the following:

1) a dialogue between the subordinate and the supervisor as the opposed to
the dialogue of equals,

2) a dialogue as a struggle and a dialogue as an exchange,

3) a regulated dialogue (for example, ceremonial) as opposed to unregulated.

T. Gard’s ideas are developed by linguists of today by the scheme:
“dominance-cooperation-conflict”. Each concept in this triad shows a particular
hierarchy of communicators. Firstly, let us consider “dominance”. The questions
arise from one speaker, and another submits to him in this regard. Then,

“cooperation” is divided into two types: homogeneous and heterogeneous.



14

Homogeneous cooperation is possible with equal social roles of the interlocutors.
The topic is introduced first by one communicator, then by another. Heterogeneous
cooperation is characterized by unequal roles of the interlocutors. In the absence of
dominance or cooperation in communication the conflict may arise (Orekhova
2000:144).

A. Soloviova defines the types of dialogues taking into account the
specificity of the psychological cooperation of interlocutors, the ratio of logical
and expressive moments. The classification includes such dialogical discourses:
dialogue-dispute, dialogue-confidential explanation, dialogue-emotional conflict
(quarrel): dialogue-unison (Kolokoltseva 2001:26-21, 103-110).

Sukhych proposes a communicative-pragmatic classification of dialogical
discourses, depending on the macro intentions of communicants. He distinguishes
four basic types of dialogue:

1) Affiliate (expressive macrointention);

2) Dialogue-interview (heuristic macro intention) ;

3) Interpretative - (coordinative macro intention);

4) Instrumental (regulative macro intention) (Kolokoltseva 2001:25, 14-15).

T. Kolokoltseva offers a systematic classification of dialogical discourses
that belong to different functional spheres.

By features of creation we may differentiate such dialogues as primary
(natural) and secondary (reproduced by artistic or other means); by the form of
implementation: oral and written, by the type of communication two dialogues are
contrasted personal (spoken, professional, scientific, business sphere) and public
(sphere of mass communication), by the parameter formality dialogic discourses
can be informal or formal; by the goal orientation dialogues can be single-purpose
(for example, calls to the help desk) and multi-purpose (most discourses),
monothematic (with a fixed theme) and poly-thematic (thematically unlimited) are
contrasted on the discussed topic; taking into account the peculiarities of the
communicative interaction the dialogues are divided into harmonious, cooperative,

dialogues-unison (if the rules of effective speech interaction are adhered) and non-
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harmonious/dialogue-dissonances (if violation of the rules of effective speech
interaction occurs) (Kolokoltseva 2001:28-29).

As discourse is mostly intentional, controlled, purposeful human activity
(Dijk 1997:8) while speaking people say only whose words which were on their
mind. It means that people do not speak or write just to exercise themselves. All
our actions are meaningful and have a purpose. Depending on the purpose of the
dialogue we may want to share some ideas, influence others in some way.
Dialogical discourse embraces all these peculiarities not only of language but also

of extra lingual issues which occur.

1.2. General characteristics of communication in terms of pragmatics

Communication is a complex process that requires many skills. Since the
dawn of time, people used additional means of communication and transmission of
information as it is almost impossible to communicate using only words. People
pay a lot of attention to gestures, facial expressions, symbols. Many of ancient
means of communication still exist. For example, the indigenous population of
Africa uses the language of whistles, the signals of drums, gongs, etc. The
“language of flowers”, common in the East, is also a means of transmitting
information that in some situations is not allowed to be expressed in words. Traffic
signs, lights, signaling flags, etc. — all these are means of transmitting information
that complement the main means of human communication — language.

There are different ways to define “communication”. According to the
World Book Dictionary (1980:420) communication is “a giving of information or
news by speaking or writing”. William Rice-Johnson (2006) states that “A
communication takes place when one individual, a sender, displays, transmits or
otherwise directs a set of symbols to another individual, a receiver, with the aim of
changing something, either something the receiver is doing (or not doing) or
changing his or her world view”.

Communication refers generally to the process by which information is

received by an organism or organisms. At its most basic level, communication
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involves the sending and receiving information. “In communication theory this
process is stated in the form of a simple model: A (message source) to N (noise
interference) to B (receiver)” (Findlay 1988:33). “This message is transformed
ultimately into a series of neural impulses that are sent to the muscles responsible
for the actual production of speech which follows immediately” (Cairns 1976:17-
18).

Verbal communication is a type of communicational activity when words
are used. Its peculiarity lies in the fact that its form and content are aimed at
another person who is included into the communicative process. Verbal
communication can be directed at a person or a certain group (or even not have a
specific addressee), but in any case it has a dialogue character and is a constant
communicative act.

The act of verbal communication is a dialogue that consists of speaking and
listening. The ability to speak is a long-standing subject of research. There is a
special science — rhetoric which studies speaking. In addition, if a person is silent
during the dialogue, it does not mean that he is listening. Listening is an active
process that requires attention. However, specifying, evaluating or analyzing
information during a dialogue, a person usually pays more attention to his talking
than to what he is told. This is especially true in the situations of conflict
communication.

In connection with the problems for the designation of communicative roles,
it is advisable to choose the terms “speaker” and “addressee”, which reflect the
orientation of the discursive action. It corresponds to the system of communicative
priorities and does not contradict the concept of coexistence of communication
models in discourse. The speaker is the maker of the utterance, the performer of
the speech act, the bearer of communicative intention, who has the desire to
convey, a certain propositional attitude to another communicant — the addressee.
The addressee is a person or group of persons to whom the message is addressed.
Taking into account personal parameters and communicative functions Pocheptsov

identifies such modifications of the addressee as: quasi-addressee — inanimate
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object, otherworld force, etc.; the recipient of a message which is not assigned to
him; the indirect addressee is the listener to whom the statement is actually
intended (Pocheptsov 2000:217).

Communication theorists typically describe interference in a variety of ways.
“When discussing communication for human beings, for example, interference can
be caused by actual noise or by ideological/psychological noise” (Findlay 1988:
37). “It means that the listener, B, must decode A’S message by converting the
sounds into a semantic representation” (Cairns 1976:17-18). However B has his or
her own biases which influence the process of decoding the message.

The speaker’s message is encoded in the form of a “phonetic representation
of an utterance by means of the system of linguistic rules” with which the speaker
IS equipped. This encoding then becomes “a signal to the speaker’s articulatory
organs, and he vocalizes an utterance of the proper phonetic shape.” This is, in
turn, picked up by the hearer’s auditory organs. The speech sounds that stimulate
these organs are then converted into a neural signal from which a phonetic
representation equivalent to the one into which the speaker encoded his message is
obtained. This representation is decoded into a representation of the same message
that the speaker originally chose to convey by the hearer’s equivalent system of
linguistic rules (Katz 1966:103-104). The hearer also gets the motive for an
utterance; there is an exchange of remarks, what means that feedback is provided.
In other words, the sender and the recipient change places, but the scheme of the
communicative act remains the same. Thus, speech communication is a
communication of people, understood in the broad sense of the word not only as a
conversation, but as any interaction for the purpose of exchanging information
(reading, writing, etc.). In accordance with this, communication is carried out in
the process of speech activity of a person using verbal and non-verbal means.

“For human communicators the process of communication is viewed as a
complex set of interactions transacted across a wide spectrum of cultural and

situational contexts” (Findlay 1988:39).
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An act of linguistic communication is successful if the attitude which the
speaker expresses is identified by the hearer by means of recognizing the reflexive
intention to express it. Of course, recognizing that there is such intention is not to
identify the expressed specific attitude, it is to identify what is said, we can call it
mutual contextual beliefs.

The emphasis on the interactive and practical nature of discourse is naturally
associated with a focus on language use as spoken interaction. Most work on
discourse as action focuses on conversation and dialogue, that is, on talk (Dijk
1997:4). One crucial difference between written and spoken discourse is that the
first one takes place in face-to-face encounters between language users engaged in
immediate interaction organized by changes of turns. That is, in talk speakers
generally react to what the previous speakers has said or done. Cooperation in
conversation is managed by all participants through turn-talking. In most cultures,
generally speaking, only one person speaks at a time: speakers take turns, first one
talking and then another (Cutting 2002:29).

The analysis of the action may depend on the perspective we take, namely
that of the speaker or that of the recipient. For the speaker, awareness,
consciousness, intentionality and purposes may be associated with a “real” action.
For the recipient what really matters is what is said and its social consequences,
that is, what is being heard and interpreted as an intentional action. That is more or
less in the same way as language users assign meanings to discourses, they ascribe
intentions to other people. That is why the most social discourse analysis focuses
less on the speakers, and even less on their non-observable intentions, than on how
discursive doings can be reasonably heard or interpreted that is inferred as actions
from what is actually said, shown or displayed (Dijk 1997:9).

The classification of types of communication based on the level or context in
which it is carried out is generally accepted. According to this criterion, the
following types of communication are most often distinguished: mass, group and

interpersonal.
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Mass communication is the process of transmitting information through the
use of technical means (print, cinema, television, etc.), using various kinds of
professional techniques to influence large groups of people. The goal of the
expected impact is to solve political or economic problems, as well as to
disseminate educational ideas related, for example, to the desire to convey moral
standards and values to every person.

Group communication is a type of communication process in which
communication takes place between a small number of people (from 3 to 30
people) of a certain social group (territorial, professional, religious, etc.) or
organization (enterprise, institution, company, bank, etc.) in order to carry out
interdependent actions and solve joint problems. The totality of communication
interactions can contribute to the dynamism of the structure, the cohesion of the
group, its responsiveness, or, conversely, lead to the emergence and increase of
conflict tension between the members of this group, and to encourage intra-group
conflict.

The term “interpersonal communication” means the process of exchanging
messages and their interpretation by two or more individuals who come into
contact with each other. Also the communicants influence each other. Interpersonal
communication is characterized by a number of features that make up its
specificity as a type of communication.

The inevitability of interpersonal communication is explained by the very
conditions of human being — a person as a social being could not exist without
communication, which is his most important need.

The linguists discovered regularities in language use. This patterning occurs
at “all levels of communication: societal, group and individual” (Saville-Troike
2003:11).

When those patterns occurs in pair they are known as ‘adjacency pairs’
(Cutting 2002:30). Ways of speaking pattern according to different factors such as
categories of talk, attitudes and conceptions about language and speakers.

“Communication also patterns according to particular roles and groups within a
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society, such as sex, age, social status, and occupation” (Saville-Troike 2003:11).
When a person says something the hearer will have a certain response and their
number is limited. For instance such patterns are common: question-answer, offer-
accept, blame-deny, greeting-greeting. The first part may have two responses:
preferable and not preferable, for example acceptation and refusal.

Communication is not the same all the time. There are various messages and
if we compare all of them we can consider the words we normally use to
distinguish these various kinds of messages — tell, ask, order, question, claim,
believe, hope, etc. — and go from there to both the meaning and the form
(Householder 1971:80).

The functions of communication are directly related to the participants’
purposes and needs. These include such categories of functions as “expressive
(conveying feelings or emotions), directive (requesting or demanding), referential
(true or false propositional content), poetic (aesthetic), phatic (empathy and
solidarity), and meta linguistic (reference to language itself)” (Saville-Troike 2003:
13).

For communication to operate in society language is used; at the same time
communication is the main function of language. There are some more functions
and all of them are connected with communication.

Communicative function means that language is the most important means
of human communication, for instance, language is used for transmitting from one
person to another any message for one purpose or another. Communicating with
each other, people convey their thoughts, feelings and emotional experiences, act
on each other, and achieve common understanding. Language gives them the
opportunity to understand each other and establish joint work in all spheres of
human activity, being one of the forces that ensure the existence and development
of human society.

The communicative function of language plays a leading role. But language

can fulfill this function due to the fact that it is subordinate to the system of human
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thinking. Therefore, the exchange of information, knowledge, and experience are
possible.

From this follows the second main function of language — cognitive that
means that language is the most important means of obtaining new knowledge
about reality. Cognitive function connects language with human mental activity.

Actual function is about creating and maintaining contact between the
interlocutors (greeting, exchange of remarks about the weather, etc.).
Communication takes place for the sake of communication and is mainly aimed at
establishing or maintaining contact.

Often, language analysts also distinguish the function of influencing other
people, for example, an order, a request, a conviction, an inducement to perform
some action. In these cases, speech may not carry any information: it conveys the
willful act of the speaker.

Communicative competence involves knowing not only the language code
but also what to say to whom, and how to say it appropriately in any given
situation. Further, “it involves the social and cultural knowledge speakers are
presumed to have which enables them to use and interpret linguistic forms”
(Saville-Troike 2003:18).

An act of linguistic communication is successful if the expressed attitude of
the speaker is identified by the hearer by means of recognizing the reflexive
intention to express it. Of course, recognizing that there is som intention is not to
identify the specific attitude expressed — it is identified on the basis of what is said,
together with what we call mutual contextual beliefs.

The degree of the effectiveness of interpersonal communication is
determined by the results of the updating of two main socially significant functions
— iInteraction and impact. These results depend on three basic conditions that
determine the nature of verbal communication:

a) type of communicative personalities;

b) perception of semantic and evaluative information;

c) targeted influence on each other.
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For the effectiveness of interpersonal communication, the most optimal
options for these conditions are:

a) compatibility of partners as communicative personalities;

b) adequate perception of semantic and evaluative information;

¢) impact through persuasion.

The compatibility of partners as communicative personalities implies
compatibility in all three parameters. The presence of communication needs, even
with a difference in communication settings, helps to establish contact, which is
important for the initial stage of communication. Both verbal and non-verbal
means can serve as a signal for contact. It is very important that their actualization
be consistent with accepted social norms of speech behavior. This greatly
facilitates speech interaction.

In the context of interpersonal communication, perception is primarily a
complex process of receiving and processing semantic and evaluative information,
a necessary condition for updating interpersonal communication. The effectiveness
of interpersonal communication depends on the degree of adequacy of semantic
perception, because this is associated with the correct interpretation of information,
the communicative attitude of the partner and the prediction of subsequent stages
of communication.

Based on the foregoing, we can conclude that communication has a complex
multi-tiered structure and appears in various stylistic varieties: various styles and
genres, colloquial and literary language, dialects and sociolects, etc. All speech
characteristics and other components of the communicative act contribute to its
successful or unsuccessful implementation. Speaking with others, from the vast
field of possible means of verbal communication, those means are chosen that
seem most suitable for expressing thoughts in a given situation. This is a socially

significant choice.
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1.3. Basic principles of communication

The study of communication is characterized by an attempt to apply the
most diverse theories to establish the essence and patterns of dialogic
communication: the general theory of games, the theory of the language game of
Wittgenstein (2010:83), the theory of speech acts by Austin (1962:126), Searle
(1985:104), a theory of dialogue game. The study of communication was carried
out from the standpoint of philosophy, ethics, morality, cognitive psychology,
linguistics. Such an interdisciplinary approach to dialogue naturally brought
positive results, but, on the other hand, prevented the development of a unified
methodological approach and led researchers away from the urgent tasks of
studying the fundamental question of the principles of verbal communication,
which is largely determined by the principles of communicatively pragmatic
constitution of dialogue.

Grice (1991) proceeds from the fact that there are a number of rules,
maxims, assumptions that maintain the course of speech communication. These
maxims arise on the basis of fundamental rational considerations and can be
formulated as guidelines for the effective and efficient use of language in
communication for cooperative purposes. Grice names four fundamental “maxims”
of communication or principles as such guidelines, which underlie the effective
and cooperative use of the language and form the general principle of Cooperation.
“Make your contribution such as is required, at the stage at which it occurs, by the
accepted purpose of the talk exchange in which yon are engaged” (Grice 1991:47).
For instance, when a person refuses to answer a question, he or she violates
maxims of conversation. “The cooperative principle states that a speaker’s
contribution to the discourse should be as informative as is required — neither more
nor less” (Rodman 1992:158).

Subprinciples (maxims), following the philosopher I. Kant (2006), are called
the categories of Quantity, Quality, Relation and Manner. These maxims establish

what participants in verbal communication should do in order to conduct a
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dialogue as efficiently, rationally as possible and, in cooperation, they should be
expressed sincerely, relevantly and clearly, while transmitting enough information.

In natural communication, the Principle of Cooperation always interacts
with the speaker’s speech tactics, types of speech behavior: the speaker can act as
an “aggressor”, a constructive interlocutor or passively assent.

Maxim of quality, on the one hand, requires the author not to say what he
does not consider true, but on the other hand, it allows the recipient to believe in
the truth of the received information.

Maxim of quantity includes two tendencies. Implicative tendency means that
we move towards language saving and language redundancy (explicative
tendency). The explicative tendency is associated with unpreparedness, spontaneity
of dialogical speech; verbalization of excess elements and cues carries an
emotional expressive load. On the other hand, the implicative tendency is driven
by language savings. The laconicism of dialogical remarks is natural and is
explained by the situation of communication, presupposition, clearly expressed
communicative attitude of the speaker.

Maxim of relation requires the speaker’s speech be fit into the context, and
the recipient, accordingly, expects that this expression is consistent with the
context, has something to do with it. “The requirement to be relevant allow the
various sentence meanings to be sensibly connected into discourse meaning, much
as rules of sentence grammar allow word meanings to be sensibly and
grammatically connected into sentence meaning” (Rodman 1992: 158). The
anticipation principle is associated with the postulates of relation and quantity
based on a person’s ability in some way to predict the development of a
communication situation. It manifests itself, in particular, in over-informative
answers, in the case when the responder anticipates that the first question will be
followed by more specific questions.

Maxim of Manner instructs the author to build his speech activity in such a
way that it is understandable, “transparent” to the recipient, proceeds from the fact

that it is meaningful and consistent.
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What Grice suggests may sound like a perfect conversation, but no one talks
this way all the time. As a matter of fact, Grice (1991) willingly admits that people
should not literally follow these maxims in communication. Speakers are only
guided by these principles in most normal dialogues so that the participants in the
communication process realize that this orientation is necessary, even if
communication supposedly goes against these principles.

Grice noted (1991: 49) that a maxim can fail to be observed in several
different ways. A maxim may be just ignored, or quietly violated in which case
hearers will be misled. Telling a lie, for instance, is a quiet violation of the first
maxim of Quality.

Green stated that “speakers value the maxim of Quality much more highly
than the other maxims — violating it amounts to a moral offense, whereas violating
the others is at worst inconsiderate or rude” (Green 1996:92).

According to Grice (1991), his maxims are not arbitrary conventions,
because they describe rational strategies for cooperative information exchange. In
accordance with this, they should also regulate aspects of non-linguistic behavior
of speakers. If a speaker cannot honor one maxim without ignoring the other one
the hear may be misled. In this situation the speaker should state explicitly or
implicitly that one of the maxims is not abided.

One of the famous language analysts engaged in pragmatic research Mey
(1993:54), gives in his monograph an interesting dialogue that took place between
his wife and the doorman in a disco:

“D.: I need to see your ID, it’s the rule.”

“J.: But I left it back at the hotel.”
“D.: Sorry ma’am, then | can’t let you in.”

“J.: But I'm twenty — nine and the mother of four.”

“D..: Yes, and I'm the pope’s grandfather and have six kids.”

As you can see, the maxim of the quantity is clearly violated in the dialogue.
The wife’s answer regarding her age and an original reaction of the watchman

indicate that the reactions of the wife and the watchman are not literally answers to
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questions. But despite the violation of one of the maxims on the semantic level, the
reactions can be considered as cooperative ones.

In these cases, the corresponding assumptions arise called by Grice
“implicatures” (Grice 1991:59). By this, Grice wants to say that at the syntactic
level, communicants do not always follow these maxims, but what is said is often
interpreted so that it corresponds to maxim at some level. He distinguish
conversational implicatures, which must be capable of being worked out, even if
they are short-circuited and grasped intuitively, and conventional implicatures,
which can only be grasped intuitively (Green 1996: 98). Conventional implicatures
also differ from conversational ones in that the first does not depend crucially on
assuming the speaker to be observing the Cooperative Principle.

Paul Grice (1991:45) “identified three types of general conversational
implicature:

1. The speaker deliberately flouts a conversational maxim to convey an
additional meaning not expressed literally.

2. The speaker’s desire to fulfill two conflicting maxims results in his or her
flouting one maxim to invoke the other.

3. The speaker invokes a maxim as a basis for interpreting the utterance.”

From a linguistic point of view, interest in maxims is justified by the fact
that the implicatures say more than is expressed in the content of the formulated
statements. Implicatures are not semantic inferences, but conclusions that are based
either on the content of what was said, or on some special rules of the cooperative
nature of normal inter-human interaction (Grice 1991:59).

The second important feature of implicature is that it is not separable. This
means that implicature is attached not to the linguistic form, but to the semantic
content of the related information.

The third important distinguishing feature of the implicatures is their
predictability. This means that for the alleged implicature, one can formulate an
argument that shows how a communicant makes the corresponding inference so

that the cooperation rule works.
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Another feature is that “implications are non-conventional, which means that
they are not part of the conventional meaning of linguistic expressions” (Grice
1991:59).

We expect every utterance in a discourse to be relevant to some participant’s
goal which is at least mutually accessible, if not truly shared. Speakers assume that
other speakers do what they do, say what they say, on purpose, intentionally, and
for a reason (Brown& Levinson 2011:63). In other words, they assume that speech
behavior, and indeed, all types of behavior that is not involuntary is goal-directed.
The speaker knows the maxims for efficiently achieving goals, especially through
speech. A person’s behavior will be interpreted as conforming to the maxims, even
if it appears not to, because of the assumption of rationality.

Giving a general assessment of the concept of principles for organizing the
dialogue of Grice, we note that although they are oriented and designed to analyze
the implementation of the language, these maxims are more philosophical and
ethical in nature. They do not fully meet the challenges of conversational analysis.
It is important to note that they are dialectically controversial. In real
communication we often resort to not direct and accurate answers to questions and
reactions to what has been said, so that Grice’s implications with their
distinguishing features help to decipher those meanings that are not expressed on

the surface level.
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Conclusions to Chapter One

Communication is perhaps the most important tool of human activity. People
use it in every sphere of their lives: to study, to share information, to express
feelings, to relate to others, etc. Although communication is an extremely complex
notion and it can be ambiguous, the most essential and leading goal in
communicating is understanding. Ineffective or misunderstood communication
may lead to communication failures and accordingly may give rise to problems or
embarrassment within communication process. Moreover, it possesses a number of
parameters and elements.

In this Chapter we have tried to study the notion of dialogic discourse. It is
used in different meanings and we consider dialogic discourse as a communicative
event that occurs between the speaker, the hearer in a particular temporal, spatial,
and other context. This communicative action can be spoken, written, have verbal
and non-verbal components.

Investigating the notion of dialogue we figured out that there are various
classifications of dialogues which take into account communicative-pragmatic,
sociolinguistic, psycholinguistic, thematic and modal-communicative features.

The notion of communication is also a disputed topic and it refers generally
to the process by which information is received by an individual or individuals.
The basic model of communication is: “A” (message source) to “N” (noise
interference) to “B” (receiver). “A” wants to exchange an idea so he or she uses
words to send this information. After that this message goes through interference
that can be caused by actual noise or by ideological/psychological noise. Also, a
wide spectrum of cultural and situational contexts may have some effect on
perceiving information. So B receives this information influenced by his or her
biases and B has to decode this message which means that the obtained
information may differ from the sent message.

There are a number of rules, maxims, assumptions that maintain the course
of speech communication. These maxims can be formulated as guidelines for the

effective and efficient use of language in communication for cooperative purposes.



29

Grice names four fundamental “maxims”: Quantity, Quality, Relation and Manner
which underlie the effective and cooperative use of the language and form the
general principle of Cooperation. Each speaker expects these Maxims to be
followed; however it is impossible to follow all of them. When a remark violates a
Maxim, the hearer will seek to construct a sequence of inferences which make it
relevant to some assumed goal. This exploitation of the maxims by which

utterances are used to convey more than they literally denote is called implicature.
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CHAPTER 2. SPEECH ACTS IN DIALOGIC DISCOURSE

2.1. Speech acts theory

There are a fairly large number of approaches to the study of speech, speech
activity. The most common of these is the study of speech in terms of the theory of
speech acts.

The main feature of the theory of speech acts, which attracted linguists who
were no longer satisfied with a simple statement that language is a means, an
instrument, an instrument of communication. Linguists began to search for an
answer to the question about what is the mechanism of using the language to
achieve the diverse goals that arise in the course of social interaction of people.

In the twentieth century, it became quite widespread. The theory of speech
acts considers primarily the functions of speech activity. Oxford School spokesman
J. Austin synthesized action theory and speech theory. The utterances that drew
Austin’s attention are more likely actions, and they are not just a description of a
certain situation or a message about something. He called them performatives, and
the corresponding verbs — a performative verb (from lat. performo — act).

A classic example of performatives is the formulas for declaring war,
testaments, oaths, apologies, condolences, invitations and congratulations,
concluding deals and agreements.

A speech act is an action that is carried out using speech. It consists of
several components (locutionary act, perlocutionary act, illocutionary act). The
theory of speech acts proposed an original model of the communicative situation:
along with the traditional components of communication - the speaker, the listener,
the very action of speaking, it identifies the conditions, purpose and result of
speech acts. The purpose of the speech act (illocutionary component) has become a
new and the main object of study.

There are some differences in J. Austin’s and J. Searle’s approaches towards
some aspects. Searle disagreed with the distinction Austin made between

locutionary, illocutionary and perlocutionary acts.
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J. Searle claims that performing an illocutionary act belongs to that forms of
behaviour which are governed by a set of rules: “To perform illocutionary acts is to
engage in a rule-governed form of behaviour”. Such actions as asking a question or
assertion of something are regulated by certain rules as well as, for example,
football play. He distinguished two kinds of such rules: (1) regulative and (2)
constitutive

The first set of rules regulates those forms of behaviour that are already in
use. For example, etiquette rules regulate interpersonal relationships but
interpersonal relationships had existed before these rules appeared. To these rules
we can also refer traffic rules and regulations, dieting, and so on. Regulative rules
usually have imperative form.

Constitutive rules, in their turn, cannot be separated from the activity. Thus,
they do not only regulate the activity, but also create or predetermine it. For
example, we cannot play football without rules which determine this new form of
behavior. One can drive a car without knowing the traffic rules but one cannot
drive without knowing how to start a motor. So, the activity is logically dependent
on these rules (Searle 1971:40).

One of the most important issues in the theory of speech acts is related to the
definition of criteria that separate speech acts from constatives (verbs that describe
an action). The main sign of a speech act is the presence of an illocutionary target.
One and the same sentence can express different communicative intentions
(illocutionary goals) of the speaker, and these intentions describe the
corresponding verbs of speech. Thus, “the main feature of a speech act is focus,
what means that each speech act has a specific purpose” (Searle 1976:253).

In this regard, the concept of “speech context” becomes important. The same
sentence can be pronounced in different contexts, and its content will depend on
them and accordingly it will have different illocutionary goals. The communicants
and pronunciation time will also differ. According to J. Searle (1976) and

Vanderwecken (1990), the declaration context consists of 5 elements: the speaker,
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the listener, the time, place and characteristics of all these elements. These
additional features are called the pronunciation world (Searle 1985:242).

The second sign of a speech act is associated with the concept of “speech”.
If a verb is not the verb in its first meaning but denotes certain acts of behavior that
can be interpreted both as speech and non-speech (to give hope, to force), then it is
not a speech act. In addition, if the verb is used in speech in a figurative sense or
refers to inner speech, feeling, actions, then it is also not considered a speech act.

Another sign of a speech act is related to the fact that it always denotes an
action, a single act. It is important that the speech act can be carried out with the
help of one statement. In the language, however, there are such verbs that cannot
denote single acts (talk, talk, etc.). Such verbs describe the situation of the
exchange of speech acts between participants in communication.

In the theory of speech acts, a speech act is often understood only as
performative (verbs with the help of which a speech act is performed).
Performatives, being a kind of speech acts, have become the object of attention of
many researchers.

In the classical interpretation, a speech act is performative if it is at the same
time a certain action, something produced by the speaker at the time of
pronouncing the utterance. One of the first signs of performative is called a formal
sign. All scientists agree that the meaning of performance is acquired by the verb
in a certain form, namely in the form of the first person of the present, active voice
of the indicative mood. The second sign of performativity is their social
conditioning. It is noted that performatives are based on social conventions,
therefore, pronouncing them, the speaker assumes certain obligations.

A sentence “I’ll explain again” is not performative, as the speaker does not
create a new social situation. For example, “l swear ” is an oath situation for this
particular person, and I explain in the example just explaining the speaker’s
actions. Performative verbs must necessarily be based on some socially significant
action, otherwise the statement does not reach the performative state, and stays

only metatext. Such statements do not just affect the listener, but change the state
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of the world. In other words, performativities must be effective in the outside
world (“I declare you husband and wife ”) or, they must comply with some socially
legalized generally accepted procedure.

The third feature of performativity includes (Austin, 1962) the
inapplicability of the criterion of truth to them. We can distinguish one more
(fourth) sign of speech acts: success / failure.

The main conditions for success are usually considered the following.
Performative utterances are important precisely from the point of view of their
utterance, because the utterance of words can be the most important event in the
implementation of an act (for example, betting). But sometimes this is not enough.
“It is necessary that the circumstances in which the necessary words are
pronounced correspond in one way or another, and in many situations it is also
necessary that the speaker himself or other persons carry out some other “physical”
or “mental” actions or even pronounce some kind of some words” (Austin
1962:28).

For example, if a performative is pronounced by an actor on the stage, then
the real consequences of this act will be incompatible with the utterance of the
same performative in life. Performative statements become “empty”, insufficient if
certain conditions are not met during their implementation. On the stage, in the
works of literature, the performative ceases to be a speech act, because it was not
uttered in a situation of real dialogue.

According to Searle, in order to find out whether the communicative act was
successful, “we only need to know what illocutionary goals the speaker intends to
achieve and actually achieves in this world (the world of pronunciation), by what
methods of achievement and with what intensity the prepositional acts are
performed, which at the same time presuppositions are made and by what
psychological states and with what intensity they are expressed in this world”
(Searle 1985:245).

Still, there are some further complications: J. Austin noted that there are

some performative utterances which could be verbalized by using non-
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performative utterances, for instance: “Yes.” — “I agree that you are right”.
Therefore, Austin clarifies his definition of performative utterances, mentioning
that they can be divided into those containing performative verbs (explicit
performatives) and those which do not have them but they might be replaced by a
“primitive utterance” (with an explicit performative verb) (Austin 1962:62-68).
Moreover, he also investigates what indicators (the so-called primitive devices) are
usually used in implicit performatives and lists six of them: mood, prosody,
adverbs (or adverbial phrases), connecting particles, accompaniments of the
utterance, and the context of the utterance (Austin 1962:73-77).

Austin considers that the illocutionary act is performed mostly in
performative utterances and he tries to categorize them according to the effect of
the illocutionary verbs found in their explicit form. So, he distinguishes five main
classes:

Verdictives denote an exercise of judgment: estimate, value, etc.

Exercitives denote an assertion of influence or exercising of power: order,
advise, warn, etc.

Commissives denote assuming of an obligation or declaring of an intention:
bet, promise, etc.

Behabitives denote the adopting of an attitude: welcome, greet, thank, etc.

Expositives denote “the clarifying of reasons, arguments and
communications”: ask, illustrate, accept, etc (Austin 1962:163).

There are several classifications of speech acts. One of them was proposed
by G. Potcheptsov (2001:204). This classification includes “six basic speech acts:
constatives, promissives, menacives, performatives, directives and questions”.
Another classification of speech acts was introduced by John Searle. His speech act
classification has had a great impact on linguistics. It includes “five major classes
of speech acts: declarations, representatives, expressives, directives and
commissives”.

J. Searle (1985) introduces the division into illocutionary and propositional

components of speech act. It is obvious that some utterances do not have this
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propositional component, for example exclamations such as “Vow!”, “Yeah!”,
“Hurrah!” etc.

In addition, J. Searle (1985) claims that we may distinguish the propositional
indicator from the illocutionary force indicator. In most of the cases, it can be
assumed that the sentence has two elements (which are not necessarily separate):
an element which indicates the propositional content (proposition-indicating
device) and an element which indicates function (function-indicating device). In
the sentence “l promise that | will finish my project” these devices are separate
from each other, while in the sentence “I promise to finish my project”
proposition-indicating component is not separate from function-indicating device.
Function-indicating device points out the way one should perceive the proposition
or which illocutionary act performs the speaker while uttering the sentence.

All of these signs determine the range of verbs related to speech acts.
However, despite this, a single classification of speech acts still does not exist.
Some researchers generally refuse any classification of performativities and
believe that there are as many types of illocutionary utterances as there are
different utterances (and even the same utterances, but under different conditions).
Other researchers, however, offer their classifications of speech acts, which are
based on a variety of signs and criteria. Most of them agree that the main thing for
a speech act is the speaker’s intention, illocutionary goal. It is this component that
becomes the main criterion for creating a typology of speech acts. The
differentiation of such typologies allows us to describe in sufficient detail all types
of speech acts.

The theory of speech acts received an interesting development in the works
of Grice (1991), who developed the mechanism of speech implication. According
to Grice, the information transmitted in a speech act is divided into two parts. What
is really being said, what is said is the logical content of the utterance. For the rest
of the information that can be extracted by the listener from a particular statement,
Grice proposed the term “implicature” so as not to confuse this concept with

implication in a logical sense. The implicatures themselves are divided into two
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varieties: 1) conventional and 2) conversational or communicative implicatures.
Conventional implications, not much different from what is commonly called
presuppositions, are closely related to what is said (in the strict sense) in the
sentence

According to Akmajian (1995) speech acts in general and illocutionary acts
in particular can be performed in a variety of ways:

—a literal act if the speaker means what he or she says;

— a non-literal act if the speaker does not mean what his words mean
literally;

— an indirect act if a speaker perform that act by means of performing
another speech act;

—adirect act if it is not performed by means of performing any other act.

Many illocutionary acts can be successfully performed but still fail in
communication. The speaker may state something but fail to communicate to the
hearer for a variety of reasons: the hearer may be asleep, he may not know the
language, he may not know what the words mean. For the illocutionary act to be
successful in communicating the hearer must recognize the speaker’s illocutionary
intent — the hearer must identify what it is that the speaker is attempting to do
(state, order, promise).

Let us consider the performance of literal direct acts. For example, “I have a
toothache”, used to report a toothache; and “What time is it?” used to ask
someone the time. These sorts of acts are the simplest foe a hearer to identify
because they involve the minimal amount of interference. With literal and direct
acts, knowing the language takes the hearer most of the way toward recognizing
what the speaker is up to.

In case with non-literal direct acts the hearer must infer that the speaker does
not mean what his words mean literally, as well as infer what the speaker does
mean. Typical example can be I’d never have guessed, used to indicate that

something is obvious; A pig wouldn’t eat this food, used to condemn the food.
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David Crystal (1992:29) insists on the fact that “speech act theory is a theory
where the effect of an utterance is analyzed in relationship to the speaker and
hearer’s behavior”. Speech act theory attempts to explain how speakers use
language to accomplish intended actions and how hearers infer intended meaning

form what is said.

2.2. Indirect speech acts

People use indirect speech acts much more often than they might think they
do. For example, when somebody asks “Can you open the window? ” the speaker
IS not actually interested whether you can do it, his intention is to request you to
open the window. In this case the utterance has two meanings: a literal meaning “I
ask you whether you can open the window” and an indirect meaning “I request you
to open the window” which is the main one, so the real meaning is different from
the literal one. In a nutshell, what is meant is not determined by what is said.

Imagine a situation when two people are sitting at a table. Person A says,
“Fishing is out of the question.” Person B responds, “What about next week? ”. It
seems to be a simple exchange on the surface, but when we look closer on what is
being said we can see that the meaning is implied and not explicit. The statement
“Fishing is out of the question” implies that there were plans to go fishing in the
immediate future. The response made by person B (“What about next week? ") is
not merely a straightforward question created for the potential for fishing the
following week; it may also function to keep options open in ongoing discourse. In
this conversation there are explicitly stated messages being sent through the
statements; however, flexibility in communication is maintained through
negotiating statements or questions (“What about next week? ). This exchange,
therefore, is not a closed two-way exchange. It represents an ongoing
communicative exchange between the two communicators and will most likely be
negotiated through continuing discourse (Findlay 1988:43).

The first mentioning of this phenomenon can be found in J. Austin’s “How

to Do Things with Words”, he describes it as follows: “one performative utterance
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can be used as indirect means to perform another act” (Austin 1962:7). He also
concludes that the addressee decodes the implied meaning of the utterance on the
basis of the common sense knowledge.

Grice’s theory of meaning (1991) stresses that what the speaker says does
not necessarily encode his or her communicative intention explicitly. Thus when a
person says “the door is open” he or she may invite the hearer in or the speaker
may be asking to close the door. The choice between these two meanings depends
on the context and the situation where the utterance is applied.

Still, it is J. Searle who is known for introducing the theory of indirect
speech acts. At the end of his article on classification of speech acts he states that
“we tell people how things are, we try to get them to do things, we commit
ourselves to doing things, we express our feelings and attitudes and we bring
changes through our utterances...often we do more than one of these in the same
utterance” (Searle 1975:369). Thus, Searle assumes that there might be several
illocutionary forces within the same utterance.

Understanding the motives behind the utterances is often crucial for a
successful communication. When people speak indirectly, they expect their
audience not to take them as meaning what they say but as meaning something
else. Violation of the maxims of conversation can function to indicate that the
speaker is meaning something other than what he or she says. The relationship
between the surface form of an utterance and its underlying purpose isn’t always
straightforward as Searle shows in his famous example:

“Can you pass the salt?”

This sentence is interrogative and so it expresses a question. Usually, the
speaker’s goal in asking a question is to get an answer. But the sentence plausibly
has a different purpose: it is a request, where the speaker’s goal is for the
interpreter to pass the salt. This is an indirect speech act, which Searle (1975:370)
defines to be “an utterance in which one speech act is performed indirectly by

performing another”. With this utterance, requesting the hearer to pass the salt is
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performed indirectly by performing another communicative act — asking about the
hearer’s ability to pass the salt.

He argues that there are such speech acts which are performed through
another kind of speech acts and which are known as indirect speech acts.

“The baby is sleeping.”

“It would be nice of you if you closed the window. ”

“Can you close the window?”

“Are you still here?”

None of the utterances can be literally characterized as an assertion or a
question because they all express request, therefore, presenting a challenge to
J. Austin’s “form and function” theory.

J. Searle’s theory is based on the so-called conventionality thesis. According
to this theory, certain illocutionary acts count as the performance of other acts by
convention. There is main objection which stated connection between usage and
psychological states — which provides an explanation for the distribution of post-
sentential please. Searle stated that the communicative value of any utterance is
calculated by an inference process and the implicit message which is
conventionally implicated.

J. Searle assumed that indirect speech acts work because they are related to
the structure of the corresponding direct speech acts; moreover, they are connected
to a certain felicity condition of the speech act. For example, “Could you open the
window? ” addresses preparatory conditions, “Are you still here?” addresses the
propositional content conditions, etc. The utterances that do not address any
felicity condition, therefore, cannot be understood as an indirect speech act.

Gordon and Lakoff (1975), however, argue against this approach prioritizing
conventions to the point of likening ISAs to idiomatic structures, learned as such
by language users without spending time in inferencing their contextual meanings.

Gazdar (1981) and Levinson also argued that there is no literal forces that
help to recognize indirect speech acts as far as any sentence has not a conventional

force which can be elicited from its surface syntactic structure.



40

Another scholar, Sadok (1974), puts forward another theory of indirect
speech acts — ambiguity thesis which presupposes that utterances may have
additional meanings and therefore the standardized use of such utterances is not
indirect, and thus, does not have to be extracted from the “direct form”.

Within indirect communication one illocutionary act is not performed by the
way of the semantic content of the utterance but rather by means of the textually —
relevant illocutions of the utterance (Culpeper, 2005).

Geis (1995) offers the following way of differentiation between direct and
indirect speech acts which is based on the relations between the function and the
structure of an utterance. When the relations are direct then the speech act is direct;
and on the contrary, when the relations are indirect the utterance is considered
indirect.

Herbert Clark (1979) in his article “Responding to Indirect Speech Acts”
provides six properties of indirect speech acts:

e Multiplicity of meanings. It presupposes that while direct speech acts have only
one meaning (or illocutionary force), indirect speech acts always have several
meanings or illocutionary forces. For example, in uttering “It’s cold out there”
as a direct speech act a speaker simply asserts that it is cold out there, while in
uttering “You will do the task tomorrow.” in the context or in certain
circumstances a speaker may order the hearer to do the task tomorrow or ask
whether he will do it (in this case intonation plays a significant role) or even
insist. Often such ambiguity is exploited for different reasons, for example, for
ironic or humorous effect:

“A: I’ll cook a dinner for you tomorrow.”

“B: Is that a threat or a promise?”

e Logical priority of meanings. It follows from the previous property that an
indirect speech act has multiple meanings but these meanings are not equally
significant: some of them are logically prior. For example, in uttering “Could

you close the door?” a speaker requests the hearer to close the door by asking
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whether he can do it. Thus, these two meanings form a chain of meanings in
which the first one is prior to the second one.

Rationality. According to a number of scholars such as Gordon and Lakoff
(1995), Morgan (1977), Searle (1975) and others, two meanings of the indirect
speech act are logically interconnected on the rational basis. When a speaker
utters “It is cold in the room” intending to request the hearer to close the
window, there must be some shared knowledge for the hearer to understand the
implied meaning. Moreover, the speaker should observe the principles of
cooperative conversation (for example, this utterance must be relevant to the
situation) and follow certain conventions about the use of sentences in indirect
speech acts.

Conventionality. As it was mentioned, in order to perform an indirect speech
act successfully, one should mind certain conventions about which sentences
are used for certain indirect speech acts. For example, it is particular for English
language that the speaker questions the ability of the hearer to do something in
order to indirectly request him to do it. This property, however, is widely
criticized by a number of scholars, for example, Levinson (1983) and Gazdar
(1981:74-75) contradicted this assumption using the sentence such as: “May [
remind you that you are going fo be late?”. So, if we followed the idea of the
conventionality, the sentence would be interpreted as a request for permission
to remind, but Levinson claims that it cannot be a request as far as the speaker
performs a request without the hearer’s permission to do it.

Politeness. One of the main reasons of using indirect speech acts instead of
direct speech acts is the matter of politeness, as it helps to soften the categorical
meaning of the utterance.

Purposefulness. Most of what is being said is intended to have a certain effect
(perlocutionary effect) on the listener. That is why, every speech act is
purposeful. The intentions that the speaker has are called illocutionary

intentions. The intentions of the speaker can be both manifested and latent, the
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former in their turn can be subdivided into evident and inferable. (Pocheptsov
2000) The illocutionary intentions of indirect speech acts are considered to be
inferable.

Still the question stays: how does the addressee recognize the intention of
the speaker? Mey (1993) summarizes two ways of solving the question assumed by
J. Searle: philosophical-semantic and another one based on pragmatic sense.
According to the philosophical-semantic reasoning indirect speech act is viewed as
a combination of two acts (primary and secondary). Searle suggests 10-stepp
pyramid in order to describe how an addressee elicits the “right” meaning from an
utterance.

The second approach consists in the assumption that the sentence meaning
and the meaning intended by a speaker may differ and an utterance can be
performed literally as well as non-literally: “Strictly speaking whenever we talk
about what the metaphorical meaning of a word, expression, or sentence is, we are
talking about what a speaker might utter it to mean, in a way that departs from
what the word, expressions or sentence actually means”.

According to P. Grice and J. Searle, the implicit meaning of an utterance can
always be inferred from its literal meaning. That is why an appropriate
understanding of the illocutionary act involves backgrounding the direct act and
foregrounding the indirect act. But according to the relevance theory developed by
Sperber and Wilson (1996:113), the process of interpretation of indirect speech
acts does not at all differ from the process of interpretation of direct speech acts.
Furthermore, it is literal utterances that are often marked and sound less natural
than utterances with an indirect meaning.

D. Schiffrin notes that the hearers are able to interpret indirect speech acts by
relying upon their knowledge of speech acts, along with general principles of
cooperative conversation, mutually shared factual information, and a general
ability to draw inferences (Schiffrin 1994:59).

Yet another solution was offered by the scholar Jerrold Sadok (1974:197).
According to his theory, “indirect speech acts are expressions based on an
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idiomatic meaning added to their literal meaning”. Of course, these are not some
specific idioms, but rather schemes. For example, “Can you + verb?” is

recognized as idiomatic for commands or requests.
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Conclusions to Chapter Two

In this Chapter we have tried to give as full an account of the theory of
speech acts as it will be necessary for the further discussion. We have given a
review of some crucial theories of speech acts, mainly the theories elaborated by
John Austin (1962) and John R. Searle (1969, 1979).

The foundation of speech act theory was laid by John L. Austin, and this
idea was discussed widely across different disciplines, including both linguistics
and philosophy. In general, speech acts are acts of communication. To
communicate is to express a certain attitude, and the type of speech act being
performed corresponds to the type of the attitude being expressed.

Indirect speech acts remain the most disputable issue within the Theory, as
far as it is not clear enough why people tend to use them despite the fact that they
are complicated both to produce and to interpret, and how people are able to infer
the meaning from the indirect speech acts and react adequately.

We have investigated and outlined the main theories and approaches to the
problem of indirect speech acts as presented in the works by J. Searle (1975), D.
Gordon and G. Lakoff (1975), M. Geis (1995), H. Clark (1979) and others. We
have also described the main features and characteristics of indirect speech acts
and provided the main approaches towards the issue of recognition of the implied
meaning of the speech act. Basically, when people use one speech act while

delivering another one, it is called an indirect speech act.
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CHAPTER 3. FUNCTIONING OF INDIRECT STRATEGIES IN
DIALOGIC DISCOURSE

3.1. Reasons for using indirect strategies

3.1.1. Politeness in interaction

Politeness became a subdiscipline of pragmatics and sociolinguistics in
Western Europe and North America in the late 1960s and early 1970s (Watts 2003:
53). Before, linguists, who were concerned with politeness phenomena in
language, had little or no theoretical basis before the speech act theory appeared in
the 1960s. An important contributor to politeness research was Erving Goffman
and his notions of face and facework. Face, as he explained in his work
“Interaction Ritual” (Goffman 1967:5), “may be defined as the positive social
value 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-albeit an image that others may share as when a person
makes a good showing for his profession or religion by making a goof showing for
himself.” Goffman maintained that facework is the actions which are done by the
face-holder to make anything he is doing consistent with face. Goffman’s concepts
of “face” and “ritual-order’ with “the human individual as a sacred object” were
adapted to politeness theory in the 1970s.

There are several different views of politeness as shown by Shahroki and
Bidabidi (2013). According to Fraser, politeness is a social norm which “assumes
that each society has a particular set of social norms consisting of more or less
explicit rules that prescribe a certain behaviour, a state of affairs, or a way of
thinking in a context” (Shahrokhi & Bidabadi 2013:19). This kind of politeness
helps society to communicate smoothly, however, it does not provide linguistic
cues of how one is supposed to talk or behave if he or she did not grow up in that
environment. A more linguistic approach towards politeness was Grice’s
Cooperative Principle, which includes four maxims, namely of quantity (saying as

much is needed and not more), quality (saying what is true), relevance (saying
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what is relevant) and manner (saying it in an orderly manner) (Shahrokhi &
Bidabadi 2013:20). Leech was another linguist who relied on Grice’s CP while
creating his own Politeness Principle where “absolute politeness” (minimizing
impoliteness and maximizing politeness) and “relative politeness” (politeness
which belongs to a particular culture or language community) were important.
However, Leech’s PP and his maxims were criticized for being too broad, too
theoretical to be implemented in any active language, although the maxims could
be used to explain various expressions of politeness (Shahrokhi & Bidabadi 2013:
22).

In course of the history of politeness phenomenon there were numerous
theories concerning this concept. Politeness was perceived as social norm, was
viewed in terms of Cooperation Principle, Face-saving strategy, was regarded as
ethic and pragmatic-linguistic category as well as discourse category and was
associated with tact.

The social norm view supposed that speech act can be regarded to as polite if
it meets ethical norms. This approach did not receive broad recognition because it
connected politeness to the speech style: the more formal situation, the higher
degree of politeness.

Another approach to politeness phenomenon in terms of the conversational
maxims was suggested by P. Grice (1991), R.Lakoff (1973, 2005) and J .Leech
(1983). In his book “Logic and Conversation” Grice tried to formulate four
maxims of communication which should be obtained by the interlocutors. He
claimed that speakers are interested in effectiveness of the communication and
therefore, they have to speak cooperatively, mutually accept one another,
collaborate with each other and contribute to success of the conversation. These
maxims differ considerably from grammatical rules: while violation of
grammatical rules can prove poor knowledge of the language, violation of the
maxims may imply some intention of the speaker.

The cooperative principle included four Maxims: Maxim of Quantity,

Maxim of Quality, Maxim of Relation and Maxim of Manner. Each of them
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consists of more specific maxims. Grice’s principles form a fundamental part of
any understanding of conversation as a cooperative activity. P. Grice, however,
suggested that his set of maxims of conversation is not complete. He assumed that
besides above-mentioned maxims there can be some of ethical, moral, social
character, such as “be polite” (1975:47).

American linguist R. Lakoff (1973) tried to apply Grice’s maxims to the
politeness phenomenon. She was one of the first linguists who assumed that
pragmatic rules are as important as grammatical and considered politeness as one
of the essential features of the felicitous communication (1973: 296). R. Lakoff
suggests that there are two major rules, so-called “Maxims of pragmatic
competence”, which aim at minimizing conflict in a n interaction. These rules are
as follows:

be clear,

be polite.

According to R. Lakoff, Grice’s maxims can be accumulated to the first rule
(“be clear”). More than that, she notes that if people obeyed all the maxims,
conversation would be totally formal and boring, thus, these rules are violated
sometimes. The second rule (“be polite”) includes some more specific rules:

do not impose;

give options;

make others feel good.

It should be noted that according to R. Lakoff, these two rules are sometimes
incompatible. If the aim of the speaker is to deliver some information, the main
attention is given to clarity. But if the speaker considers the status of the hearer, the
relations, the situation, then he lays greater emphasis on politeness. She assumed
that the main aim of the speaker is to make others feel comfortable and both rules
are aimed at this goal, but the means are different (1973:303). According to the
linguist the category of politeness is universal and is applied in every culture in the

same way. This assumption gave rise to some criticism.
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This theory was further developed by another famous linguist Geoffrey
Leech (1983). He supported the idea that politeness is an important pragmatic
factor which regulates human communication. He investigated politeness in terms
of Interpersonal Rhetoric and noted that Politeness Principle supports social
equality and trust friendly relationships (1983:82).

G. Leech’s theory is built on six main maxims:

Tact Maxim is aimed at minimizing costs to the speaker and maximizing
benefits to the hearer;

Generosity Maxim consists in maximizing the benefits for the hearer and
minimizing benefits for the speaker;

Approbation Maxim lies in maximizing approval of the audience;

Modesty Maxim aims at minimizing praise of self;

Agreement Maxim aims at minimizing disagreement with the audience and
maximizing agreement;

Tact and Generosity Maxims are usually applied to directive speech acts
which can be softened through the use of indirect speech acts.

There are, in addition, three minor principles:

the banter Principle: this principle allows people to be polite while being
superficially rude;

the irony Principle allows to be impolite while being superficially polite;

the pollyanna Principle gives an opportunity to avoid drawing attention to
things “which are not mentioned in polite society”.

Still the most widespread Politeness Theory was developed by the linguists
P. Brown and S. Levinson in 1978. They defined politeness as a complicated
socio-cultural phenomenon, a component of communicative consciousness of the

members of any society.

3.1.2. Face saving phenomenon
Brown and Levinson indicate that their notion of “face” is based on

Goffman’s concept of face and on the English folk term and idiom “to lose face”,



49

which means to be embarrassed or humiliated. The scholars claim that “in general,
people cooperate (and assume each other’s cooperation) in maintaining face in
interaction, such cooperation being based on the mutual vulnerability of face”
(Brown & Levinson 2011:61). For them “face” is a set of wants, not a set of values
and norms imposed by members of society. It is of two types: negative and
positive. The negative face refers to the want of every “competent adult member”
that his actions be unimpeded and not distracted by others, whereas the positive
face is about having a consistent and, of course, positive image about oneself and
desiring approval from others (Brown and Levinson, 2011).

Both positive and negative faces can be threatened by face threatening acts
theory (FTAS), which express verbal or non-verbal communication and one “act”
can consist of several speech acts (Brown & Levinson 2011). FTAs uttered by the
speaker (S) can threaten the hearer’s (H) negative face, for example orders and
requests (1); suggestions, advice (2); threats, warnings, dares (3); offers (4);
promises (5); compliments, expressions of envy or admiration (6); expression of
strong (negative) emotions toward H, such as hatred, anger, lust (7) (Brown &
Levinson 2011:65):

(1)  “Bring me the phone, please.”

)

(2)  “Don’t waste your time and money on this scheme.’
()  “If I hear you one more time, you'll be sent to your room.”
(4)  “Would you like a cup of tea?”
(5) “I won't tell anyone.”
6)  “What a beautiful dress, | wish | had one.”
(7)  “l wish you were dead.”
(Pretty Little Liars, seasons 1, 2)

The acts which damage H’s positive face are expressions of disapproval,
criticism, contempt or ridicule, complains and reprimands, accusations, insults (8);
contradictions or disagreements, challenges (9); expressions of violent emotions
(10); irreverence, mention of taboo topics, including those that are in inappropriate

in the context (11); bringing of bad news about H, or good news (boasting) about S
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(12); raising of emotional or divisive topics, such as religion, politics, etc. (13);

blatant non-cooperation in an activity (14); use of address terms and other status-

marked identifications in initial encounters (this might be seen as face enhancing
act) (15) (Brown and Levinson 2011):

(8)
9)
(10)
(11)

(12)
(13)
(14)

“You’re wrong on this one, you fool.”

“Well, I've heard a completely different story.”

“You seem so angry, you could punch a wall.”

“Spencer: | believe abortions should be legal and accessible.”
“Mother: You mustn’t talk like that in front of your sister!”

“The results are in and, unfortunately, you have a serious infection. ”
“I've got a pay rise!”

“Ms. Smith, how can I help you?”

“I'm Mrs. Smith.”

(Pretty Little Liars, seasons 1,2).

FTAs can also threaten S’s face. The ones that offend S’s negative face are

expressions of thanks (16); acceptance of H’s thanks or apology (17); excuses (18);

acceptance of offers (19); responses to H’s faux pas (20) (Brown & Levinson

2011: 67):
(15)
(16)

(17)
(18)
(19)
(20)

“Thank you for helping me.”

“Mona: You hurt my feelings. ”

“Hanna: I'm sorry.”

“Mona: Apology accepted.”

“I didn’t have time for this because I was working.”

s

“I can’t refuse this chance, thank you for the offer.’
“You shouldn’t eat with your mouth open.”
“I will help you... But only this time.”

(Pretty Little Liars, seasons 1,2).

The ones that offend S’s positive face are apologies (21); acceptance of a

compliment (22); breakdown of physical control over body (expelling gas

accidentally), bodily leakage, stumbling or falling down, etc.; self-humiliation,
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shuffling or cowering, acting stupid, self-contradicting; confessions, admissions of
guilt or responsibility (23); emotion leakage, non-control of laughter or tears
(Brown and Levinson 2011: 68):
(21) “I'msorry.”
(22)  “Sean: You look nice today.”
“Hanna: Thank you.”
(23)  “It’s my fault you didn’t have a chance.”
(Pretty Little Liars, seasons 1, 2).

Face is something that can be lost, maintained or enhanced, and must be
always attended to the conversation. There are certain speech acts which can
threaten face and lead to breakdown of communication: “acts by their nature run
contrary to the face wants of their hearer and/or the speaker” (2011:127). So, FTA
can threaten the speaker’s face as well as hearer’s face. Moreover, there are two
types of FTAs: negative and positive. The acts that threaten the positive-face want
deal with lack of appreciation or approval for one’s feelings, desires, actions, etc.
The positive FTAs towards the speaker’s face indicate that one has lost control
over the situation (apologies, confessions, etc.). The FTAs that threaten the
hearer’s negative face obstruct the hearer’s freedom of action and from imposition.
If this act threatens the speaker’s face they pose an offence to one’s face
(expressing thanks, excuses, unwilling promises, etc.) (2011:65-68).

In the course of interaction each interlocutor is interested in saving his own
face and the face of his partner. For this reason, a number of different
communicative strategies are used. P. Brown and R. Levinson differentiated four
strategies: Bald On-Record strategy, Positive Politeness strategies, Negative
Politeness strategies and Off-Record strategy. Each of these strategies is more
polite than the previous one. Apart from that, linguists note that one can perform
no act and maintain no goal. They call this strategy “Don’t Do the FTA” that is
used in such cases when the risk of losing face is extremely high. This approach is
considered to be the most polite as far as the speaker does not threaten face at all,

thus, the risk is absent.
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If the speaker wants to do the FTA with the highest efficiency, he uses Bald
On-Record strategy which is the most straightforward way of performing the act
and it provides little effort to soften threats to the hearer’s face. The speaker does
not consider whether the act will hurt the hearer’s (or speaker’s) face. Let us
consider some examples:

“l saw you with Toby yesterday.. What were you talking about? Are you
friends? ”

“What? No, he is Alison’s killer! How can | be with someone like him?”

(Pretty little liars, season 1).

This is a conversation between Emily and her friend Spencer. The girls think
that Toby Kkilled their friend because all the people in their town think this way.
They are receiving frightening messages, they think that he is the one who is
bulling them. Emily is a friendly girl and she could not reject Toby’s request and
now she blames herself for being so careless. Spenser is not sure that they should
blame Toby because they have no evidence. Emily is determined about Toby’s
character and uses bald-on record strategy in order to express her feelings towards
this “mean guy”.

Positive Politeness is used in the case when the speaker and the hearer are
from the same social class, when their status is similar. Wardhaugh (2006) notes
that Positive Politeness presupposes that the speaker treats others as friends and
allies, does not impose on them and does not threaten their face. It includes
offering friendship, making compliments and informal language use. Positive
politeness presupposes attention to hearer’s interests, needs and wants, solidarity,
including both hearer and speaker in activity, offers and promises.

“I'm so upset that I couldn’t join you yesterday. | hope Mona is not mad at
me as | really wanted to become friends with her. Your friends are my friends,
remember?”’

(Pretty little liars, season 1).

“He looks like homeless criminal. I don’t think that he is the right person for

you, Hanna.”
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“You re mistaken, he just got into complicated situation.. He cant live with
his foster parents... and he needs money so that’s why he started his business.”

“But it’s illegal!”

“He didn’t robe or kill anybody... He is helping others. Caleb is really nice
and I like him.”

(Pretty little liars, season 2).

This conversation occurs between Hanna and Spenser at school. Spenser
does not like a new guy and she does not want her friends to have something in
common with him. However, Hanna fells for Caleb and Spenser is trying to bring
her round. Hanna tries to explain to her friend that she misunderstood Caleb using
Positive Politeness strategy. Although she uses direct speech, her manner is still
quite soft and friendly, she does not criticize Spencer severely and makes all the
participants feel comfortable.

Negative Politeness strategies are used in the conversation between people
from different social states, for example, between the boss and his subordinates. It
helps to stress and maintain social distance between the interlocutors. Negative
Politeness includes such actions as deference, apologizing and indirectness. It
presupposes formality in language use, indirectness (conventional), using hedges
and questions, minimum of disposition, using obviating structures (passive,
nominalization), using “we” instead of “I”. As it was mentioned above, these
strategies are more polite than the previous and the speaker uses a variety of
strategies in order to avoid any threats to the face (Wardhaugh, 2006). Let us
consider the following examples:

“I'm not sure what you think, Ashley, but I'm sure girls should visit
sociologist. | think they are lying all they time. They don 't know where the truth
iS.”

“Do you think it should get that far? I trust my daughter...”
(Pretty little liars, season 1).
This conversation occurs among the girls’ parents. They think that Spenser,

Hanna, Emily and Aria are lying and they need help. Spencer’s mother thinks that
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the situation is very serious and girls need help. But she still softens her words by a
phrase “I’'m not sure what you think . She is trying to be polite and obeys social
etiquette.

“Just a second.. I'll take my jacket and we can go...”

“Think maybe we got our wires crossed about tonight. My idea was that this
would be a good time for me to catch up with Hanna.”

(Pretty little liars, season 1).

This conversation takes place at Hanna’s house. Her parents were divorced a
couple of years ago, and her father moved to another city. Because of a car
accident which Hanna caused he came to Rosewood. He invited his daughter for
dinner but her mother thought that they would go all together. Ashley is ready to
leave the house with Hanna but Tom stops her using indirect speech act “Think
maybe we got our wires crossed about tonight. My idea was that this would be a
good time for me to catch up with Hanna ”. He manages to save Ashley’s face and
his own face by softening his rejection.

Off-Record (indirect) strategies presuppose that the speaker does not impose
on the hearer, thus, face is not threatened directly. Off-Record utterances are
ambiguous or indirect; therefore, they often require the hearer to interpret or to
decode the meaning of what has been said. The main purpose of using such a
strategy is to take some pressure off. According to P. Brown and R. Levinson, the
off-record strategy is “a natural extension of negative politeness (in adding an
additional element of avoidance), analogous to Radcliffe-Brown’s “avoidance”
relation as the relationship of extreme respect” (Brown & Levinson 2011:21).
Thomas Holtgraves (2001) notes that the key characteristic of off-record politeness
is ambiguity as far as there is more than one way of interpretation of the speech
act. Thus, the hearer should take some pains in order to decode the message of the
utterance.

Although off-record indirectness proceeds from Negative Politeness, it
encodes a degree of politeness beyond that afforded by negatively polite

(conventionally indirect) speech acts. Let us consider the following two examples:
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“You know, | think we 're ready for some family time here... So, uh, Maya?”

(Pretty little liars, season 1).

This is a conversation between Maya (Emily’s girlfriend) and Emily’s
mother. Her husband came after long time and she wants her family to spend some
time together. She does not like Emily’s friend but she tries to stay polite in order
not to argue with her daughter. She tries to make Maya leave their house using
indirect speech act without hurting girl’s face directly. Moreover, this utterance is
less categorical and obtrusive; it also contributes to success of the speech act and
helps to avoid some negative consequences.

A number of linguists suggest that politeness is one of the main reasons of
extensive use of indirect speech acts. They are considered to be more polite and
less threatening than direct speech acts. J. Leech notes that “politeness in language
increases with the use of indirectness, because indirectness can help lessen the
feeling of being forced or imposed on” (Lakoff 2005:178). Indirectness gives the
hearer an opportunity to choose. Some linguists claim that politeness is not the
reason but means of gaining some goals. Thus, politeness helps to save the hearer’s

and/or the listener’s reputation and face.

3.2. Function peculiarities of indirect strategies in dialogues

3.2.1. Rejecting strategy

One of the motifs for the use of indirect speech acts is the desire to evade a
speaker’s question or not to give a direct answer. Sometimes indirect speech act
can also help to ignore the question without flouting the Cooperative Principle.
Often when one wants to ignore the interlocutor’s requests or offers, disagree or
express his own opinion, one should be very careful in case one wants to avoid
rudeness, conflicts or communicative failures. Therefore, people tend not to give
direct, explicit rejections or denials, but to show reasons or excuses for it instead
and therefore, they succeed in maintaining good relationships with the others

without apologizing.
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In order to ignore somebody’s speech moves, different indirect tactics can be
applied. One of the ways to reject something is to state the reason of rejection. Let
us consider the following examples:

“Are you okay with veggie burgers?”

“Actually I said | 'd have dinner at Spenser’s”

(Pretty little liars, season 1).

Aria’s mother is cooking dinner and she is wondering whether Aria would
like to eat vegetables burgers. Aria does not want to have dinner with her family
because her parents are arguing because of her father’s love affair. She declines the
request indirectly stating the reason “Actually | said | 'd have dinner at Spenser’s .

“Why don 't we continue this over coffee? ”

“I have a boyfriend now. ”

(Pretty little liars, season 1).

The example presents a conversation between Wren Kim (Melissa’s ex-
fianc¢) and Spencer. He came to her house to apologize for the whole situation
including Melissa’s betraying and having an affair with Spenser. He figured out
recently that he really likes Spenser but she is not alone now. In order to decline
the request she states the reasons for him to leave.

The same situation can be observed in the following example:

“Can I take you home?”

“You know, | kind of promised them...”

“Look.. I know Sean took off. And | was thinking that since you guys were
now over...”

“Lucas, it’s really really sweet of you to offer, but Emily’s kind of... She
needs me right now. And, uhm, | already told Spenser 1°d go with them, so...”

(Pretty little liars, season 1).

This conversation happens after dance party. Hanna was dancing with Lucas
the whole evening as “A” made her to do this. Because of her ignoring Sean he
broke up with her. At the same time someone attacked Emily and she was taken to

the hospital. Lucas is hoping that those dances with Hanna meant something and
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he wants to start romantic relationship with her. In order not to hurt his feelings,
Hanna is stating the reason why she cannot go with him, and she also soften this
situation with complimenting Lucas “it’s really really sweet of you to offer, but
Emily’s kind of... She needs me right now. And, uhm, | already told Spenser |°d go
with them, so..”

“Look, I know that we haven 't talked since that night but, sinse we are now,
do you wanna talk about homecoming? I mean, do you still wanna go? You know,
with me?”

“Coach has us on a lot of two-a-days. That’s a lot of pressure. And with
everything going on, | just...”

(Pretty little liars, season 1).

Hanna and Sean were a couple but things got complicated when Hanna got
mad at him and broke his car. She wanted to get along again as they have been
friends since childhood and does not want to lose him. However Sean is not sure
that he wants this as well because it seems to him that Hanna changes a lot. He
does not want to hurt her because he still has some feelings towards her. He uses
indirect rejection and saves faces of both of them “Coach has us on a lot of two-a-
days. That’s a lot of pressure. And with everything going on, | just....” Hanna does
not feel uncomfortable because of rejection but still she understands that he just
does not want to spend time with her as he used to.

“Come inside ”

“I've done some pretty stupid things lately. | 'm way over my limit.”

(Pretty little liars, season 1).

This conversation occurs between Spenser and her sister’s ex-boyfriend. She
and Wren fell in love when he was dating her sister but they stopped their affair as
it was not fair. After Mellissa broke up with him Wren decided to continua
relationship with Spenser. She is not sure that it is right to date him and after one
kiss she rejects continuing by saying “l 've done some pretty stupid things lately.

I ’'m way over my limit.” As she hesitates she uses an indirect strategy because she
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does not want to be rude and stop everything now. By saying this way she takes
some time for thinking and after it will be fine to continue or to stop everything.

“Let’s dance...”

“I’'m sure you can find somebody else to step on your feet ”

(Pretty little liars, season 1).

Hanna offers Lucas to dance, however he is not sure about her motives. He
likes her but he knows that she is dating with Sean. He decides to reject her offer

but she is too precious for him to do it directly.

3.2.2. Requesting and suggesting strategies

One of the most often used ways of indirect communication is through
indirect requests. They help people to make requests without being straightforward
(Gordon & Lakoff, 1971, Searle, 1975). It is important to mention that J. Searle
and some other linguists distinguish two types of indirect requests: conventional
and conversational (or non-conventional). This idea was also developed by Bach
and Harnish (1979:193) who argued that some of the indirect speech acts become
standardized. Bach (1995:678) suggested that “where there is standardization, the
hearer’s inference is compressed by the precedent; one does not have to go through
all the steps that would be required absent standardization”. In other words,
conventional or standardizes indirect speech acts are much easier to understand.
Therefore, as Gibbs (1981) notes, a person reacts faster to the conventional speech
acts.

“Can you tell us exactly what you spoke about with Dr. Sallivan?”

(Pretty little liars, season 2).

“l would like you to tell me what happened.”

(Pretty little liars, season 1)

“Will you please come at once?”

(Pretty little liars, season 1).

In English, verbs forming indirect speech acts of requesting expressed by

interrogative sentences can be used in a conditional and negative form.
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These request modifiers with the meaning of doubt and uncertainty are used
to mitigate the request. For example:

“Please, Mrs. Marin, won't you help us?”

(Pretty little liars, season 1).

Indirect speech acts of a request expressed by narrative sentences with verbs
in the subjunctive mood are less categorical than their pairs with verbs in the
indicative mood, and, accordingly, more polite. Similar statements are often found.

For instance:

“l would like you to tell me what happened.”

(Pretty little liars, season 1).

Sternberg argues that “there are four main ways of making indirect request:

e Dby asking about abilities;

e Dby stating a desire;

e by stating a future action;

e Dby citing reasons” (2012:423).

We are going to illustrate these four cases and try to offer more points to this
classification. Let us consider some examples:

“Can you check my phone?”

“Sure. What’s wrong?”

(Pretty little liars, season 1).

This is a conversation between Caleb and Emily. She knows that Caleb has
an illegal business concerning different mobile applications. She wants him to help
her but as they are not close enough for such requests she resorts to an indirectness
strategy determined by the wish to be nice and the desire to create a friendly
atmosphere.

“She and her mother baked some cookies. ”

“They taste even better with milk. Do you have milk?”

(Pretty little liars, season 1).



60

This 1s a fragment of the conversation between Emilie’s mother and Jenna.
They are offering Emily cookies. Jenna is not a friend of the family but to create a
friendly atmosphere, she uses an indirect strategy as in the case of explicit refusal
she will lose her face. Her request is more like a hint.

“There are things what we need to cover that we can’t between classes.”

“Uh, I’'m home tonight.”

“I will make you one of two dishes that | actually know how to cook.. ”

(Pretty little liars, season 2).

The next example presents a conversation between Aria and Mr.Fitz. He is
an English teacher and both of them know that their romantic relationship is
illegal. They are seeing each other time to time but usually it is hard for both of
them to find time to spend together. Mr. Fitz suggests Aria to meet but he is not
sure whether she also wants it so he uses an indirect strategy and states a future
action “I will make you one of two dishes that | actually know how to cook ”. He is
softly persuading Aria by saying it this way.

“Is everything okay?”

“Yeah”

“You know where to find me.”

(Pretty little liars, season 2).

This conversation happened between Hannah and her mother. The girl was
sitting and crying because of braking up with her boyfriend. Her mother wants to
help her somehow but she does not want to push too hard as it can be too difficult
for Hanna to explain everything. Mrs. Marin is going to the bath and says: “You
know where to find me” meaning you can come and tell me everything, | will hear
you out and support you.

So, having analyzed the use of speech acts on the example of the fragments
presenting a speech act of request, we came to the conclusion that a request in
English can be expressed directly or indirectly by both incentive and narrative and

interrogative sentences, while the scope of using indirect speech acts in realizing a
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request in English are very wide, since indirect requests are less categorical and,

therefore, are more polite than direct speech acts — directives.

3.2.3. Joking strategy

A joke can serve the purpose of cooperative communication in which
communicants try to move away from a serious conversation, seek to reduce the
distance and critically rethink current issues in a mild form. The authors of the joke
are the speakers who provoked the conflict, but having a communicative initiative,
they turn the conflict into a cooperative dialogue.

“Please, tell your dad we really have been trying to makes it to church, but
| 've been working on the weekends ”

“Oh, yeah, no. I'll let him know, Mrs.Marin. But it’s okay. | mean, he
understands. He works on the weekends too. ”

(Pretty little liars, season 2).

This conversation occurs between Sean and Mrs. Marin. She and her
daughter did not have a chance to attend the church the previous weekend. Sean’s
father is the pastor and she does not want to have rumors about that. Sean
understands it and wants to calm Mrs. Marin down by joking “But it’s okay. |
mean, he understands. He works on the weekends too. ”

“Are you sure you re okay?”

“Yeah. My dignity broke the fall ”

(Pretty little liars, season 2).

Aria was attracted at Spenser’s house and the girl worries a lot that it
happened to her friend at her house. She is nervous a lot but Aria wants her to care
less about that and tries to turn everything into a joke.

At the same time, a wicked joke serves the purpose of escalating the conflict.
Cruel jokes humiliate the dignity of the interlocutor, discredit him; mockery,
sarcasm, irony indicate a rude and intolerant attitude on the part of the aggressor.

Most often, the object of evil humor is personal characteristics of the opponent: his
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age, marital status, health, appearance, interests, hobbies, etc. — something to laugh
at is prohibited by ethical standards and rules of speech etiquette.

“Such a hottie”

(Pretty little liars, season 2).

Alison said this to Hanna when she was nit slim. Hanna wanted to try on a
beautiful dress but it did not fit her because of her weight. Here irony serves as a
means of implicitly expressing aggression, indignation and a biased, dismissive
attitude towards the interlocutor, and also indicates tension in communication.

Taunt is a combination of humor and aggression. This is a means of
indirectly expressing negative emotions and attitudes towards an opponent,
ridiculing phenomena that are valuable to the interlocutor. The object of ridicule is
always a certain person, his views, activities and the results of this activity. Speech
aggression in mockery is expressed not only through specific content, but also
through the form — special (ironic, caustic, malicious) intonation and a particular
pace (with repeated verbal repetitions, artificial pauses, deliberate, exaggerated
spelling and other). In this regard, mockery is called an evaluative speech genre,
although in some cases it can be likened in form to etiquette genres, for example, a
compliment or a greeting

“And why did you come so early? You could have come over for coffee.”

(Pretty little liars, season 2).

Girls have been waiting for Garrett for almost 2 hours and when he came,
they could not stay calm.

To the extreme degree of expression of irony we can refer sarcasm -
especially a taunting mockery, when indignation, contempt, anger, cynicism,
insult, neglect are added to laughter. Sarcastic remarks are used by communicants
in the most “acute” moments of communication, when the speaker does not hide

his negative attitude towards the interlocutor.
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3.2.4. Threatening strategy

The full form of the threat consists of a directive and a command part (If you
.. b will ...). There is no unity among linguists regarding the status of a threat as a
speech act. It refers to commissions, directives, and some researchers note that the
threat is at the junction between speech acts and is a separate type of an
illocutionary act. From our point of view, the directive feature is much more
significant, since the communicative goal of the speaker is to motivate the
addressee to one or another way of behavior, and not to assume obligations.

We regard a threat as a coherent speech act in which the illocutionary
function of the directive is combined with a negative emotion. Together with
prompting, the speaker seeks to produce a negative impact on the emotional sphere
of the addressee promising to harm him.

In accordance with the theory of speech acts, we can say that if one or two
signs of the speech act-threat are expressed explicitly, and the rest are implicit,
then the threat is indirect explicit, if all the signs are expressed implicitly, then this
is an indirect implicit threat.

The following example falls into the category of indirect explicit threats:

“If you don’t shut up, you are the one who is getting hurt.”

(Pretty little liars, season 2).

All for main characters are bullied by an anonymous person. They receive
messages from “A” who manipulates their lives. It is an example of such a
message:

“See how easy it was for me to get my hands around your neck? ”

(Pretty little liars, season 2).

One more message from “A”. Emily had a massage but then she figured out
that it was “A”.

Truncated threats are often a direct reaction to the speech behavior of the
interlocutor; therefore, the directive part of the utterance is not expressed verbally
in the speech act but is logically inferred from the communicative context.

“These comments on my paper are pretty harsh.”
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“Oh, I wasn 't trying to be ”

“I worked really hard on this”

“I’m sure you did, but you clearly hadn 't read all of the material.”

“I think I know enough to get a better grade than this.”

“What are you asking me to do, Noel? Change the grade? ‘Cause that’s not
gonna happen.”

“Mr. Fits, you don’t want me to bring the principal into this, do you? Take
another read. You may have second thoughts. I think it deserves this.”

(Pretty little liars, season 2).

Noel knows that Mr. Fitz is dating with his student and he uses this
information to threaten him after unsuccessful to persuade him. In this example,
the threat is realized through the promise of an action that is beneficial to the
addressee. The category of denial serves as a means of disguising the illocutionary
goal.

In the following example, the self-speaking attitude is set, and the
communicative intention is masked by temporal distance:

“It’s my dad”

“Don’t answer”

“Well, 1 have to! ”

“He I"'ll try and talk you out of telling. You can’t do that to your mom. You
have to tell her, Aria, before someone else does. ”

(Pretty little liars, season 1).

Aria caught her father cheating on her mother. He saw when she was
running away. A few minutes later, he started calling to talk to her about the
situation, but Alison is against it. She believes that Aria should tell her mother
everything, and threatens her to make such a decision. As the illustration material
shows, in truncated threats, the communicative attitude from reality to the speaker
often changes.

“I think it’s time we move this conversation to the police station. Maybe

you’ll be more talkative there”.
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(Pretty little liars, season 2).

Principal’s account at school was hacked. Garrett came to Caleb as a
Hanna’s friend and he pretended that he just wanted to ask the guy about his
computer skills. However, he thinks that Caleb broke the law. Caleb does not trust
the police officer and tried to avoid this talk. After that Garrett decided to threaten
him. An indirect threat indicates a possible change for the addressee of the status of
a witness to the status of a suspect. To mask the intent of a threat, communicants
often use questions that mention an action that is harmful to the addressee. They
often use modal means to mitigate the communicative intention of the speaker.

Thus, truncated indirect threats can be used in English communication, in
which the directive part is derived from the communicative context, and the
commissive part is expressed implicitly. They can be realized by the utterances
with one communicative installation, double installation and with a change of
installation. Most often there is a change in the communicative attitude. It is used
to mask the illocutionary function. Threats can be realized in the form of beneficial
promises, questions, advice, but at the same time they do not have a full
explication of the action that causes damage. In a communicative installation on
the speaker, camouflage means are used: the denial of the intention to perform an

action to the detriment of the addressee, a truncated statement, temporary distance.

3.2.5. Avoiding answer strategy

The strategy of avoiding a direct answer is a way of speech behavior of the
addressee that is aimed at neglecting answering a question of the interlocutor
immediately, to disguise the true meaning of the response line or to completely
avoid the direct answer. The reasons for this behavior can be varied: sometimes it
takes time to think, sometimes the question of the interlocutor is associated with an
undesirable topic for the speaker, or the speaker does not consider it necessary to
show his attitude to the previous statement of the interlocutor. Very often, this
strategy allows for the implementation of a diplomatic scenario of verbal

interaction.
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“Well, does she know you 're crushing on her?”

“She just joined, like, a week ago. We 've barely said more than two words to
each other”

(Pretty little liars, season 1)

The conversation is between Lucas and Hanna. He likes one girl but he is
too shy to get acquainted with her. Hanna notices that he fell for that girl and she is
wondering why he keeps silence. Lucas does not want to tell her that he is feeling
not good enough for that girl.

“How bad is the mess we re in?”

“I’ll take care of it honey”

(Pretty little liars, season 1).

Hanna and her mother are having troubles with money and someone stole
several thousand dollars from their house. Hanna is worried because she does not
want her mother to suffer because of that. Mrs. Marin calms her daughter down as
she thinks that children should not worry about their parents’ problems.

The strategy of avoiding a direct answer is realized by a number of tactics,
the main of which will be considered below.

One of the strategies is the desire to gain more time to think about the
answer. For example:

“Oh. What is she doing?”

“What will I get from you if I tell?”

(Pretty little liars, season 1).

Spencer does not want to answer Toby’s call as she lied to him before. She
gives her phone to Emily and asks her to tell something. Emily is disappointed and
cannot think fast.

“Is everything all right?”

“Why wouldn 't it be?”

(Pretty little liars, season 1).
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Emily and Spencer are changing their clothes after a swimming lesson.
Emily looks upset but she does not want to demonstrate her mood to others and she
cannot think of a good reason why she is upset.

The communicative moves of this tactic include repetitions, interrogations
and pickups. The most common way to “slow down” a conversation is to repeat the
replica of the interlocutor or part of it. The disincentive effect is created due to the
fact that repetition does not carry any information and is not the answer to the
question. It is also not a cross-talk due to misunderstanding. Its only function is to
delay time. For example:

“Are you leaving now?”

“Leaving?”

(Pretty little liars, season 2).

Hanna was about to leave her house when Caleb came. She is not sure
whether she wants to talk to him for a while or she should just leave.

The following tactics can be called a tactic of cutting off unwanted
questions.

In the following example, an interrogative statement is uttered instead of an
answer, which clearly expresses the speaker’s unfriendly attitude to the interlocutor
and her unwillingness to answer the question:

“Does my sister know you smoke?

“Does she have to know everything? ”

(Pretty little liars, season 2).

Spenser caught her sister’s boyfriend smoking. He is not sure whether the
girl will keep it a secret and he is feeling uncomfortable in this situation.

“Hanna what did you and Dr.Sullivan talk about? ”

“Isn’t that supposed to be between me and her? | mean, that’s how it works
right?”

(Pretty little liars, season 2).

Hanna visits a psychologist who helps her to deal with this anonymous

bullying. Then the doctor wrote that she figured out who is “A”. After that day no
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one saw Dr. Sullivan. Hanna’s mother wants to know what happened when her
daughter visited the doctor the last time. However Hanna is afraid to tell someone
else about “A”.

The purpose of the following tactics is to request information that will
determine the subsequent speech action — the answer of the interlocutor to the
previous question:

“What’s happened to Lucas?”

“What have you heard?”

(Pretty little liars, season 2).

Hanna got into an accident with Lucas. They were sailing and the boat sank.
Hanna keeps it a secret what really happened there. In this example, Hanna wants
to know what exactly Mona knows as her further actions will depend on it.

The tactic of the hint is based on the mentioning of some typical situation
and assuming the presence of ambiguity in the interpretation and activation of
guesses from the side of the listener.

“l thought you said your mom was warming to the idea of us being a
couple.”

“She’s... thawing”

“And your dad?”

“How fast do glaciers melt?”

(Pretty little liars, season 2).

Aria and Ezra told the parents about their relationship. Her parents were very
mad at it but the couple coped that everything would be fine. In order not to speak

off directly Aria is hinting that her father is far from accepting this situation.

3.3. Cultural differences in using indirect strategies

The mechanism of indirect strategies is not specific to a particular language,
but at the same time, standard forms in one language do not always retain their
indirect speech potential when translated into another language. So, the basic

example “Can you hand me that book?” functions as an indirect request in
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English, but its translation into Czech “miizete mi podat tu knizku?” sounds very
strange if it functions as a request (Searle 1975:76).

Having investigated a lot of material | can state that most of speech acts in
the Czech language are direct. It does not matter whether the speaker rejects,
requests something. Whether it is a threat or a joke, the great majority of them are
direct. Anyway, in everyday communication, each of us wants to keep our face,
both the speaker and the hearer.

Let us consider the following example:

“Vy nevite co je biomasa ?”

“Ne ja sem takle blbej v tomle sem na parlamentni urovni co je biomasa”

(Pustina).

“You don’t know what biomass is? ”

“No, I 'm so stupid in this here on parliamentary level what is biomass”

(Wasteland).

In this example, we see that Jan Kraus has endangered his positive face here
by being deliberately self-critical, so he not evaluate positively. But he assumed
the hearer would engage the implication and recognize that it was an irony. The
laughter proves that he has recognized the intended meaning and it produced a
comical effect. The man let this unpleasant situation happen that Jan Kraus had to
cope with this situation. The first speaker forgot about saving the hearer’s face as it
could have become an insult to his hidden feelings.

The following example illustrates the use of indirect strategies in order to
avoid the direct answer:

“Setkani radnice je dnes, ze?”

“A nenapadlo té, ze by to mohlo néjak souviset?”

“Slysela jsi néco?”

“Vis, kolik lidi té pohrda?”

“Martina, prosim. Pokud chtéji nekoho ublizit, budu to ja. Nemusis se starat
o Paviinku”

(Pustina).
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“The town hall meeting is today, right?”

“And didn 't it occur to you that it might be connected somehow? ”

“You heard something?”

“You know how many people despise you?”

“Martina, please. If they want to hurt someone, it’ll be me. You dont have
to worry about Pavlinka.”

(Wasteland).

The woman is not sure what Marnina knows so instead of answering she
asks “You heard something?” t0 get more information and to decide what she
should mention. This strategy of speech act has no difference in use with English
language. We consider that this type can be regarded as universal.

“Vis, co se stalo v té skolce mimo vesnici?”’

“Jo, vasi kolegové byli tady.”

“Drive zranil zvirata, ze? ”

“Myslis psa, ktery ho chtél kousnout?”

“Mayjitel to popsal jinak.”

“Ne, sam pripustil, Ze pes byl agresivni. Zautocilo také na jiné lidi.”

“Podivej, bude to prosté lepsi, kdyz se znovu nedostane. Lepsi pro néj taky”

(Pustina)

“You know what happened at that daycare outside the village? ”

“Yeah, Your colleagues were here, checked on the boys. ”

“He’s hurt animals before, hasn 't he?”

“You mean the dog that wanted to bite him?”

“The owner described it differently. ”

“No, he himself admitted that the dog was aggressive. It attacked other
people, too.”

“Look, it’ll just be better if he doesn 't get away again. Better for him too”

(Wasteland).

The police officer thinks that one of the boys at school killed a sheep. That
boy had hurt a dog before and he was considered to be a troubled teenager and that
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he might harm others. Firstly, the officer wanted to convince the teacher so that he
thought it was a teenager who did harm to the sheep. But since he did not succeed,
he decided to threaten the boy.

It seems that for the Czech speakers saving their own face is more important
and they care more about themselves. Politeness does not have that important role
as such speech acts as in the first example are not impolite.

It dramatically differs from the Korean speech acts as Korea’s social value
system is based on hierarchy, which is a reflection of Confucian principles. The
key to successful communication in Korea is respect for these values of Korean
society. Thus, in the Korean language, there are significant differences in the
models for the implementation of speech acts, depending on the social constraints
inherent in the situation. For example, requests addressed to higher authorities may
be formulated in less direct terms than those addressed to a person who is lower in
social status.

Martin (1964) explains this by saying that expressing a request can hurt the
interlocutor’s feelings. When making a speech act of a request, the speaker actually
requires the listener to perform a certain action in the future, thereby restricting the
freedom of choice of the listener, who must independently decide on the
performance of this action. Such a requirement can be burdensome for the listener
and thereby jeopardize his independence and independence, therefore, in
accordance with the concept of politeness, the speaker tries to reduce the degree of
categorization of the statement and chooses appropriate discursive strategies, such
as, for example, indirect expression of the request

By indirect speech act Martin refers to potential, missing or imaginary,
rather than real speech acts. This is most relevant for the Korean language,
because, as mentioned above, due to cultural specificity, it traces the intention to
express the request implicitly.
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“It got dark outside”

(Be with you)

The main character Soo-ah does not remember her husband so she uses very
polite way of Korean language while talking to him. It was a late evening and it got
dark in the room. Soo-ah did not know where the switcher is so she wanted to ask
Woo-jin to turn on the light. It was awkward for woman because she was a quest
and she just said “It got dark outside” meaning turn on the light

The influence on the expression of the request is exerted by factors that are
formed at the level of the relationship between the speaker and the listener, such
as: social status, degree of closeness of the relations of the communicants. So, for
example, the speaker determines the degree of politeness in accordance with the
specified factors, and then selects a particular language form to express this style
of politeness.

“ofr} B LR "
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“Mom I’m hungry..”

“Wait a second, I’ll buy something”

(Be with you).

Ji-ho asks his mother to give him some food. Instead of saying directly “give
me some food”, he says literally “my stomach is hungry”.

Korea is a country with a high context culture, and the construction of
communication largely depends on the non-linguistic context, which is determined
by the hierarchical system of Korean society. The specifics of expressing indirect
speech acts in Korean are related to the system of social hierarchy and the concept
of politeness. The indirect form speech acts in the South Korean discourse is used
to increase the “ctiquette” of the communicative act, since one of the main
principles of politeness is to provide the recipient with a greater degree of freedom

of reaction.
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Conclusions to Chapter Three

In this Chapter we have touched upon the main problem of our investigation,
I.e. indirect speech acts and their use in communication. We have made our
investigation on the basis of dialogical discourse in the TV serial “Pretty Little
Liars”. We have outlined the main reasons for indirect strategies use and classified
the strategies into five groups: rejecting, requesting, joking, threatening and
avoiding answer.

We explored the main reasons why people tend to use indirect speech acts.
Politeness and self-saving as motives to use indirect way of communication is
closely connected to the face theory of Ervin Goffman. A person in everyday
situations tries to present himself and his activity to others in the best way possible
so he or she directs and controls the appearance, manner, behavior. People care
about the impression which they make. In order to save his or her face and to save
face of the hearer, an interlocutor resorts to indirect strategies. According to Brown
and Levinson’s theory, politeness nearly always implies indirectness. When a
person wants to ask for something and to avoid an embarrassing situation because
of refuse, he or she will resort to indirectness

Finally, we have investigated the difference in indirect speech act use in the
Czech and Korean languages. People always try to save their own face as well as
the face of their partners and indirect strategies are the main tool of politeness
phenomena. That is why people apply these communication strategies no matter

what language is used.
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GENERAL CONCLUSIONS

Communication is an essential tool of any human interaction and the issue of
communication strategies became extremely popular nowadays. The attention is
given not only to certain conditions and parameters of successful communication
but also to the reasons and factors which cause different communicative failures.
That is why it became one of the most debatable issues in pragmatics and
especially among the linguists engaged in the Speech Act Theory. Speech acts are
the basis of human communication, but only in the second half of the XX century
they merited proper attention from the linguists and philosophers, such as J. Austin
(1962) J. R. Searle (1969, 1979) and others.

Indirect speech acts remain the most disputable issue within the Theory as
far as it is not clear enough why people tend to generate them despite the fact that
they are complicated both to produce and to interpret, and how people are able to
understand them. The use of indirect speech acts in discourse was studied by a
number of linguists, cognitive scientists, and philosophers, including J. Searle
(1975), D. Gordon and G. Lakoff (1975), M. Geis (1995), H. Clark (1979) and
others.

In our research we have focused on the main factors of functioning of
indirect strategies in discourse and explanation of indirect ways of communication
in Modern English. We explored the main reasons why people tend to use indirect
speech acts. The main reason for using indirect strategies is saving face. As
everyone cares about his or her reputation in the society and what other people
think people try to adapt to situation and meet other people’s expectations. But
when it contradicts his or her intentions, the speaker uses indirect techniques to
express an expected utterance by implying hidden meaning in order to attain his or
her goal. In order to avoid face-threatening situations people try to stay polite,
especially with unknown people as no one knows how another person can react.

Indirect strategies are presented in various ways and they are widely used in
order to achieve different goals. For example, when a person has a request and he

or she wants to avoid an embarrassing situation because of reject at the same time,
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he or she uses indirectness. A speaker excludes a possible conflict and even after
refusal it would not be embarrassing for him or her. On the other hand, a hearer
can easily refuse without feeling unpleasantly. So, by using indirect strategies a
speaker can not only save his or herself but also stay polite.

Indirectness is widely used when a person wants to reject or deny something.
An important feature of the speech act of refusal is that it is psychologically
unpleasant for the hearer’s perception. Therefore, the speaker tries to hide, disguise
or supply a negative answer by using indirect strategies. There are several ways for
the speaker to reach his or her goal: changing the topic of conversation; give an
evasive answer, persuasion, counter offer.

Jokes can be used to prevent a conflict situation. When an interlocutor sees
that a situation is heating up, a good sense of humor can smooth things over.
Furthermore, people can use humor to avoid answering awkward questions.
Therefore, we can state that humor is an effective strategy in order to avoid an
unpleasant situation, to defuse a conflict and to change the topic of conversation.

Moreover, we have studied several techniques for avoiding a direct answer.
The reasons for this behavior can be various: sometimes it takes time to think,
sometimes the question of the interlocutor is associated with an undesirable topic
for the speaker, or the speaker does not consider it necessary to show his attitude to
the previous statement of the interlocutor.

Although indirect speech acts can cause misunderstandings due to the
recipient’s failure to understand the hidden, indirect meaning of the speaker, they
are still used quite often for many reasons investigated in this Diploma. In addition,
the analysis helped us to prove that words themselves are not so much important as
the meaning which is hidden behind the words. Furthermore, the analysis showed
that not only the intention of the speaker but also historic, culture and situation

context are important to reach mutual understanding.
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RESUME

Komynikamiss € HalBaXJIUBIIINM 1HCTPYMEHTOM OyAb-sIKOI B3a€MOIIi
JIOACH, 1 MUTAaHHS CTPATETii CHIJIKYBaHHS CTaJ0 HAJ3BUYANHO MOMYJISIPHUM y HAIIl
yac. YBara NpuAUISE€TbCS HE JUIIE NMEBHUM YMOBAaM Ta IMapameTpaMm YCIIIIHOTO
CHUIKYBaHHS, a ¥ IpUYMHAM Ta (hakTopam, 10 CIIPUUYUHSIOTH Pi3HI KOMYHIKATUBHI
nopymeHHsi. Och 4OMy 1€ CTajl0 OJHUM 13 HAMOUIbII AMCKYCIHHUX MHUTAHb Y
IIparMaTuili Ta 0COOJUBO CEPEl JTIHTBICTIB, K1 3alMAIOTHCSI TEOPIE0 MOBJICHHEBHX
akTiB. MOBJIEHHEBI aKTU € OCHOBOIO JIFOJICBKOIO CHIJIKYBaHHS, ajle JIMILIE y APYTiid
noyioBuHI XX CTONITTS BOHM OTpPUMAaM HaJeKHY yBary 3 OOKy JIHTBICTIB Ta
¢d1nocodis, Takux sk k. Octin (1962) Ix. P. Cepan (1969, 1979) Ta iHmumX.

HermpsiMi MOBJICHHEBI aKTH 3alUIIAIOTHCA HAWOUIBII CIIPHUM MUTAHHSIM Y
TMA, OCKUIBKM HEIOCTaTHhO 3pO3yMUIO, 4YOMY JIIOAM MparHyTh ix
BUKOPHCTOBYBAaTH, HE3BAXKAIOUN Ha T€, 110 BOHU CKJIAJHI AK JUIsI CTBOPEHHS, TaK 1
JUISL TIIyMadeHHs, 1 SK JIIOAM 3AaTHI iX po3yMiTU. BuKopucTaHHS HempAMHX
MOBJICHHEBUX aKTIB Y AUCKYpPCl BUBYAIOCS PSAAOM JIIHIBICTIB, KOTHITUBHUX BUEHUX
Ta pinocodis,

VY mepmomy Po3zmimi mMu crpoOyBajaud BHUBUUTH TOHSTTS J1aJOTIYHOTO
TUCKYypCcy. BiH BUKOPUCTOBY€TbCS B pI3HUX 3HAYEHHSAX, 1 MH PO3IIISIAEMO
JIAJTOTTYHUIN JUCKYPC K KOMYHIKaTUBHY TOJIIO, SIKa B1IOYBA€THCS MK MOBIIEM Ta
cllyXaueM y IIEBHOMY 4aCOBOMY, IPOCTOPOBOMY Ta 1HIIOMY KOHTEKCTI.

[ToHATTS CHiKyBaHHS TaKOXX € CIIIPHOIO TEMOIO, 1 BOHO, SIK TMPAaBUIIO,
CTOCYETBCS MPOIIECY, 3a JOTIOMOTOI0 SKOTO OpraHi3M abo OpraHi3Mu OTPUMYIOTh
iH(dopmMmaiito. Komu MoBeIs Xoue 0OMIHATHCS 171e€10, BIH BUKOPHUCTOBYE CIIOBA IS
HajcwiIaHHs 1€l iHpopmartii. TTicast mporo 1e MoBIMOMIICHHS TPOXOJUTHh 4Yepes
neBHUM QUIBTP, M0 MOXKe OyTH BUKIMKaHE (PaKTUYHUM IIyMOM a0o0 11€0I0TTYHUM
YH ICUXOJIOTIYHUM IIIyMOM. Takok MIUPOKUN CIIEKTP KyJbTypHUX Ta CUTYaIlIHHUX
KOHTEKCTIB MOXE MaTy MEBHUH BIUIUB Ha CIPUUHATTA 1HGOpMarlii. Takum 4rHOM,
clyxad OTpUMye If0 i1H(OpMaIliio MM BIUIMBOM HOTO YIEPEIKEHOCTI 1 Mae
JEKOyBaTH 11e mnoBijioMmieHHs. Lle o3Haydae, 1m0 COPUIHATTS MOXKE BIAPI3HATUCA

B1JT HaA1CJIaHOT'O ITOB1TOMJIEHHS.
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Y napyromy Po3aini Mu Hamaraimcs JaTd  TOBHUM BUKIJIAQA  Teopii
MOBJICHHEBUX AaKTiB, OCKIJIBKU I1€ MOTPIOHO IJIsl MOAanbiioro oOroBopeHHs. Mu
Jany OTJISAN NESKUX HaWBKIMBIIIUX TEOPid MOBJIICHHEBHX AaKTiB, TOJOBHUM
YUHOM Teopii, po3podaenux Jxonom OctinoMm Ta Ixxonom Cepiem.

Y TperboMmy Po3mii MW TOPKHYJIMCS OCHOBHOI MpOOJEMH HAIIOTo
JTOCIIKEHHS, TOOTO HENPsIMUX MOBJICHHEBHUX aKTIB Ta CTPATETid 1 TaKTHK Ta iX
BUKOPHUCTAHHSA y CIUIKyBaHHI. Mu TpoBenM Halle TOCHIIPKeHHS Ha OCHOBI
JiaJoriyHoro JUCKypey B cepiam “Pretty little liars”. Mu okpeciuim OCHOBHI
NPUYMHA BUKOPUCTAHHS HEMPSAMMX CTpaTerii 1 kiacudikyBalu IUTl HA I ATh
TpyIl: BIIMOBA, TPOXaHHs, KapT, IOrp03a Ta YHUKHEHHS BIJIMOBI/II.

Mu pocniguiay OCHOBHI NMPUYMHH, YOMY JIIOJIM CXWJIbHI BUKOPHUCTOBYBATH
HEempsiMi MOBJICHHEBI aKTU. BBIWIMBICTE Ta CamM030€pEeKEHHS SIK MOTHBHU
BUKOPUCTOBYBAaTHM HENpPSIMUN CHOCIO CHIIKYBaHHS TICHO NOB’SI3aHI 3 TEOPIEIO
oomuuus Epsina [Nodpmana. JlroguHa B MOBCSKIEHHUX CHUTYAIlisIX HAMaraeTbCs
HalKpaluM YUHOM TPEACTaBUTH ceOe Ta CBOK JISUIBHICTH 1HIIMM, Ta MU
CIIAKYEMO 3a HAIlIOI0 30BHIIIHICTIO, KOHTPOIIOEMO MaHepy moBemiHku. Jlromei
XBUJIIOE BpPAXXEHHS, SKE BOHHM CHpPABISIIOTH. Jljis Toro, mo0 BpATYBaTU CBOE
o0nmyus 1 30eperty o0auyYus ciiyxaua, JIF0JIMHA BAAETHCS O HEMPSIMUX CTPATETii.
BignoBimHo mo Teopii bpayn Ta JleBiHCOHa BBIWIMBICTH 3aBXKAU Tepeadadae
ornocepeakoBaHicTh. Konau nroAMHA XO04€ IIOCh TOMPOCUTH 1 YHUKHYTH
HEMPUEMHOI CHUTYyallli 4Yepe3 BiJIMOBY, BOHAa BHMKOPHUCTOBYE HENpsiMI CTparterii
MOBJICHHA. TakoX, MU JOCHIAWIM PI3HULIO B 3aCTOCYBaHHI aKTIB HEMPSIMOTO
MOBJICHHSI B YEChKIl Ta KOpeUChKiil MoBax. JIr0/u 3aBXIM HaMararoThCsl 30epertu
BJIACHE OOJMYYs, a TaKOXX OOJWYYS CBOIX MAapTHEPIB, a HEMpsAMI cTpaTerii -
TOJIOBHUN 1HCTPYMEHT SIBHILA BBIWIMBOCTI. OCh YOMY JIIOJM BUKOPUCTOBYIOTH Il
CTparterii, He3Ba)Karo4l Ha MOBY, Ha SIKOi BOHU PO3MOBIISIFOTb.

KirouoBi cioBa: HempsiMi cTpaTerii CHITKyBaHHSI, JIJOTIYHHA IUCKYPC,
BBIWIMBICTb, TEOPIs 00JIMYYSI, MOBJICHHEBI aKTH, KOMYHIKaIlisl, BIIMOBA, MPOXaHH,

XKapT, MOrpo3a Ta YHUKHEHHS BIAMOBI/II.
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