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ABSTRACT

The broad aim of this research is to study the representation of face negotiation in subtitling between the Chinese and English languages and how British and Chinese viewers respond to face management, as reflected in films via subtitles. More specifically, it seeks to investigate the availability of indicators of source-film face management in subtitling and viewers’ reception and response to face management. The study reviews development in research on face management in Far East cultures and in the West, and establishes a Composite Model of Face Management for the purpose of analysing  face interactions in selected Chinese and English film sequences and the representation of face in their corresponding subtitles in English and Chinese. The analyst’s independent analysis shows that absence of face markers and change of face strategies emerge as two major features in the representation of face management in subtitling and that they may make a noticeable impact on viewers’ interpretations of interlocutors’ personality, attitude and intention. This finding is further tested and corrected by audience response tests conducted by the analyst with six Chinese and six British subjects, using one-to-one interviews as the major method for eliciting and collecting responses. The independent audience responses show that, although absence of face markers and change of face strategies may not fundamentally affect viewers’ understanding of the thematic content of film sequences via subtitles, viewers who rely on subtitles have produced significantly different impressions of interlocutors’ personality, attitude and intentions, as well as the nature of the relationship and power relations between interlocutors, from those by native audiences. 
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Chapter 1 Introduction

1.1 Initial Observations

Despite a significant amount of work that has been published on quality assessment and strategy development in audio-visual translation (AVT) studies, much less may seem to be available on face management issues in AVT research, and none appears to have examined user response in AVT. Therefore, this research will focus on investigating the representation of face negotiation in English-Chinese subtitling and examining its impact on audience response. This study follows Hatim and Mason’s (1997:96) call for empirical investigation on the effect of omission in subtitles on “source language and target language auditor impressions of characters’ attitude”, which has long been a neglected area in audio-visual translation studies. As demonstrated in the research focus, the scope of this study will embrace face management theories and studies of subtitling. 

In the area of face negotiation, Brown and Levinson (1978, 1987) made the first attempt to set up a comprehensive politeness model that has attracted much discussion and criticism. Among the critics, Watts (2003) voices a valid argument that the model is not a model of politeness but is actually oriented to face management, and hence ushers in a call for separating the notion of face from politeness. Spencer-Oatey (2000), another reputed scholar in this area, suggests that it is necessary to move from the notion of politeness to socio-pragmatic interactional principles (SIP), which help to manage people’s face/rapport concerns, and also recognises the important impact of cultural variables. In formulating a theoretical framework for this research, this study draws from Brown and Levinson’s (1987) face framework (c.f. 2.1.2.1) and Spencer-Oatey’s (2000) rapport management
  notion (c.f. 2.1.4), taking into account important cultural underpinnings, and establishes a Composite Model of Face Management (c.f. 3.2) tailored specifically for the analysis of this research’s data that encompasses English and Chinese face management behaviour. It is necessary to develop the Composite Model, because Brown and Levinson’s (1987) facework is arguably not applicable to conflictual discourse data (Culpeper et al. 2003), nor does it acknowledge cultural differences affecting people’s weighting of face wants (c.f. 2.3). In addition, although Spencer-Oatey’s (2000) rapport management theory with cultural underpinnings provides the best remedy to the above two shortcomings, research into specific rapport management strategies is believed to be not yet adequate (c.f. 2.3). Therefore, in developing the theoretical framework for data analysis in this research, it is important to establish a Composite Model that combines the strengths of the two theories and incorporates salient cultural differences between the West and the Far East (c.f. 3.2). 

In the area of research on subtitling, previous studies have shown that, due to temporal and spatial constraints, subtitling has to involve abbreviating the film text, which means that the dialogue can rarely be translated without being shortened (Ivarsson & Carroll 1998, de Linde and Kay 1999, Diaz-Cintas and Remael 2007). Therefore, during the process of subtitling, what happens to the representation of face management in the subtitles because of the constraints and inevitable abbreviation? How do audiences actually respond to face management conveyed in subtitles? These issues constitute two important research gaps in audio-visual translation studies. This research, for the first time, uses Chinese language films with English subtitles and English language films subtitled into Chinese as the data for investigating the representation of face management in subtitling. Chinese and English are markedly remote from each other in both linguistic and cultural terms. Therefore, people from mainland China and the USA
 may initiate very different face behaviour, linguistically and in body language, when they manage rapport with each other. This, interpreted in the context of subtitling, may suggest that there is more work to do in the process of subtitling between Chinese and English language films in order to facilitate viewers’ comprehension than, for example, that of subtitling between French and English language films. In the same vein, the translation difficulties, such as the translation of face markers and face strategies, could also prove to be greater.  As a result, using data which displays such distinct features could offer enhanced insights into some of the face management issues at play in film dialogue and the corresponding target language subtitles.

1.2 Aims and objectives

In view of the above observations, this research endeavours to investigate the representation of face management in subtitling and audience response between Chinese and English.  Specifically, this study aims to achieve the following objectives:

1 to investigate the availability in subtitles of indicators of face management in the source film. In accordance with this objective, the study seeks to examine whether those indicators of face management which are employed in the source film have been represented in subtitles, and whether there are differences between face management features in the source film and those in the subtitles. To achieve this objective, this study will undertake analysis of face management features depicted in selected Chinese and English film sequences, and then compare the features to those represented in the English and Chinese subtitles, to find out how subtitling captures film characters’ joint construction of their interpersonal relationships. 

2 to investigate the reception and response to the face management features identified under objective (1). Fulfilling this aim will involve developing audience response tests to elicit Chinese and British subjects’ actual interpretations of interlocutors’ face management characteristics when they have to rely on subtitles, and comparing the interpretations to source language viewers’ perceptions of face interactions via soundtrack and visual image on screen. The tests are aimed to find out whether audiences who rely on subtitles are denied access to certain features of face management that are available to source language film viewers, and whether audiences pick up all or part of what they need to know about face via paralinguistic semiotic codes, i.e., body language and prosodic features. Fulfilling this objective will distinguish the research presented in this thesis as the first and only so far that uses independent audience response methods to explore actual perceptions of facework represented in subtitling. 

3 to consider the significance of the findings for audio-visual translation theory. The findings of this research could have considerable implications for audio-visual translation studies. Firstly, it may demonstrate whether audience response tests could successfully elicit viewers’ interpretations of a certain aspect of subtitling, in this study the face management perspective, when the tests comprise open-ended questions without informing subjects’ of the research scope or guiding them in any way. Secondly, the findings from the response data may yield illuminating insights into subtitling strategy development from face perspectives and whether paralinguistic face markers should be incorporated into written subtitles. 

1.3 Thesis structure and content

The thesis covers altogether 6 chapters. Chapter 2 presents theoretical reviews of two research areas that are pertinent to the scope of this study, i.e., face management and subtitling. In the review of research on face management, this study analyses Brown and Levinson’s (1987) facework and defends the applicability of the notion of negative face to Chinese culture through a historical review of cultural developments in China. This constitutes a major contribution to the formulation of the theoretical framework developed for this study’s data analysis. Moreover, Spencer-Oatey’s (2000) rapport management theory with cultural underpinnings is also examined in detail in the review since it provides another important basis for conceptualising the theoretical framework. Finally, the review of studies on subtitling, which is set against the background of face management theory, examines the nature of subtitling, its technical constraints, and inevitable adaptations and omissions in subtitling to accommodate the constraints which in turn impact on the representation of face negotiation in subtitling.

Drawing from the above theoretical reviews, in Chapter 3, we establish a Composite Model of Face Management within which the present analysis can be conducted. The Composite Model combines the strengths of facework and rapport management theory, incorporating salient cultural differences between volition and discernment, in order to unpackage people’s face management behaviour across cultures. Chapter 3 also discusses the research corpus that comprises three Chinese language film sequences subtitled into English and three English language film sequences with subtitles in Chinese. Corpus transcription and coding, and the procedures for the audience response tests, which constitute an important originality of this research, are subsequently explained in Chapter 3 to inform readers of the main methodological aspects of this research. 
Attention in Chapter 4 then turns to the analysis of face management features in each selected English or Chinese film sequence, followed by the analysis of face features represented in the corresponding Chinese or English subtitles. The analysis and comparison between the face management features depicted in film sequences and those represented in subtitles enable the research to fulfil its first objective of investigating the availability in subtitles of indicators of face management in the source film. 

In Chapter 5, the main analytical findings that emerged from independent audience response data are presented. The findings reveal noticeable impacts arising from omissions of face markers and changes of face strategies in subtitles on viewers’, who rely on subtitles, in their interpretations of interlocutors’ personality, attitude and interactional intentions. It is also shown in the audience responses that viewers do rely on body language when they interpret face interactions, and foreign viewers could misinterpret salient paralinguistic cues displayed on screen. The audience responses provide an important correction to the subjectivity of the analyst’s independent analysis undertaken in Chapter 4. This enables the research to fulfil its second objective of investigating the reception and response to the face management features represented in subtitles. 

Finally, Chapter 6 recaps on the main findings of the analyses and discusses the implications for future research, in particular, in the areas of developing strategies in subtitling to incorporate face concerns and of codification of non-verbal information in subtitling from a face management perspective. This enables the research to fulfil its third objective of considering the significance of the findings for audio-visual translation theory. The four original contributions of this research are also highlighted in this chapter. 

Chapter 2 Theories of Facework and Subtitling
This chapter consists of theoretical reviews of two research areas that are pertinent to the scope of this study, i.e., face management and subtitling. Section 2.1 and 2.2 present a review of the evolution of politeness theory research through time and across cultures in order to develop a suitable theoretical framework for data analysis in this research. Specifically, section 2.1 investigates the research development in the West, focussing on Brown and Levinson’s (1987) model and Spencer-Oatey’s (2000, 2003, 2007, 2008) conceptualisation of rapport management and a face notion with cultural underpinnings. In 2.2 the Far East scholars’ arguments are examined critically, represented by Gu’s (1990) politeness maxims tailored to unpackage the Chinese politeness phenomena and Matsumoto (1988) and Ide’s (1989) analysis of Japanese honorifics usage, followed by Fukada and Asato’s (2004) proposition refuting claims made by Matsumoto (1988) and Ide (1989). Last but not least, section 2.3 investigates face management in subtitling. By reviewing the nature and technical constraints in subtitling, this study focusses on the impact on the representation of face management in subtitling induced by inevitable adaptation and omission processes in accommodating the technical constraints. 
2.1 Politeness Research in the West

2.1.1Theory to form: Lakoff (1973) and Leech (1983)
Lakoff (1973) is one of the pioneers of politeness theory. She establishes a set of pragmatic rules of well-formedness, a prototype of politeness theory, as the extension to the notion of grammatical rule: “we should like to have some kind of pragmatic rules, dictating whether an utterance is pragmatically well-formed or not, and the extent to which it deviates if it does” (Lakoff 1973:296). She suggests that the principle of pragmatic well-formedness should be grounded in a concept of “Pragmatic Competence” (ibid). In the Rules of Pragmatic Competence, Lakoff (1973) proposes that two subrules be covered, that is “1 be clear and 2 be polite” (1973:297). A complete structure of Pragmatic Competence is presented in Table 2.1.
	Pragmatic Competence

	Be clear (rules of conversation)

	Be polite (rules of politeness)

	Maxim of quantity

Maxim of quality

Maxim of relation

Maxim of manner
	Don’t impose

Give option

Make A feel good – be friendly




Table 2.1 Structure of Pragmatic Competence (Lakoff 1973:297)

Daily conversations show that no speaker, however skilful, subtle and eloquent he/she is, can abide by or fully apply the two sets of rules without having to sacrifice one to a certain extent for the sake of realising the other. For example, it is impossible for a speaker always to “be maximally clear” and at the same time “not to impose” when making a request (Lakoff 1973:297). On this issue, Lakoff (1973) argues that a speaker usually does all he/she can not to impose by introducing many implicatures
 to facilitate the interpretation of the utterance, and thus concludes that in interactions, in most cases, people seem to be willing to sacrifice a certain level of clarity for the purpose of being polite, if and when clarity and politeness cannot be maintained at the same time. 

Both Fraser (1990) and Watts (2003) point out that Lakoff (1973) never explicitly presents a systematic model of politeness but just some rules, and these rules merely set normative standards for an individual’s behaviour rather than provide a descriptive account of how he/she actually behaves in interactions (Watts 2003). In addition, it is not until her 1975 work that Lakoff explained the concept being “developed by societies in order to reduce friction in personal interaction” (1975:64). 

Compared to Lakoff’s (1973) Pragmatic Competence rules, which are rarely applied to data analysis, Leech’s (1983) maxims have been more widely adopted by Eastern and Western researchers in accounting for linguistic politeness phenomena in their research (e.g., Gu 1990, Mao 1994, Spencer-Oatey 2003). Leech (1983:104) believes that “politeness is to establish and maintain feelings of comity within the social group and pragmatically it is an important missing link between the Cooperative Principle and the problem of how to relate sense to force”.  The core notion of Leech’s (1983) theory lies in a cost-benefit scale related to the speaker and the hearer, i.e., the application of politeness should involve minimising the cost and maximising the benefit to speaker/hearer. Along these lines, Leech (1983) summarises six maxims that are the Maxim of Tact, the Maxim of Generosity, the Maxim of Approbation, the Maxim of Modesty, the Maxim of Agreement and the Maxim of Sympathy.

The Maxim of Tact
The Tact Maxim comprises minimising cost to hearer and maximising benefit to hearer, with the emphasis on the former. This is illustrated through the following example:
(a) Look mate, as you are here now, why not go to the garden to have a look? It is only 5 minutes’ walk from here and it has a fantastic view. I really think it is much better than just hanging around in the street.
At the beginning, the speaker uses a discourse marker ‘look mate’ to shorten the distance and claim common ground with the hearer. Then the recommendation is made through an indirect utterance to give options, followed by reasons for such a recommendation. In addition, an attitudinal predicate with a modifying hedge, I really think, is applied to help to diminish the imposing force of the utterance. All these important devices help the speaker to realise the aim of minimising cost to the hearer. At the same time, the speaker tries to maximise benefit to the hearer by emphasising the beauty of the garden and also by pointing out the benefit of visiting the garden, i.e., not having to hang around in the street. 

The Maxim of Generosity
Compared to the Tact Maxim which is ‘other-centred’, the Generosity Maxim is more ‘self-centred’. It emphasises minimising benefit to self and maximising cost to self. The following example serves to illustrate the Generosity Maxim.
(b) Would you like me to carry the luggage for you as it is quite heavy?
The Maxim of Approbation
The Approbation Maxim advocates minimising dispraise of other and maximising praise of other. Examples of congratulating and complaining are offered below. In the first, the speaker maximises praise of the hearer and in the second minimises dispraise.
(c) Congratulations on achieving distinctions with your degree. You are definitely the best student I’ve ever met.

(d) Could you please turn the volume down a bit? Sorry, I just can’t fall asleep.

The Maxim of Modesty
The Modesty Maxim highlights minimising praise of self and maximising praise of other.

(e) You are such a clever person. I have so much to learn from you!

The Maxim of Agreement
The pair of values in the Agreement Maxim is to minimise disagreement between self and other and to maximise agreement between self and other.
(f) A: The book is tremendously well written.

         B: Yes, well written as a whole, but there are some rather boring patches,     

         don’t you think?
                                                                                                      (Leech 1983:138)

In the example, preceding the real intention of disagreement, B affirms at first A’s comment in general and then uses a rhetorical question at the end to elicit A’s agreement, thus minimising the disagreement between the two. 
The Maxim of Sympathy
The Sympathy Maxim constitutes minimising antipathy between self and other and maximising sympathy between self and other

(g) I am terribly sorry to hear that your cat died.
                                                                                                 (Leech 1983:138)

In the above example, the speaker emphasises the sympathy by using the adverb ‘terribly’ to modify the degree of being ‘sorry’, demonstrating the effort to maximise the sympathy between self and the hearer.

It is argued in this study that Leech’s (1983) maxim approach which is devised to “recommend the expression of polite rather than impolite beliefs” (1983:132) proves to be prescriptive and lacks social and interactional context for the expression of the (im)polite beliefs. For example, Leech proposes that the expression of “How stupid of you!” (1983:136) is impolite according to the Modesty Maxim as it violates the submaxim of maximising praise of other. When giving the example, Leech (1983) does not provide an interactional context in which the expression is uttered. For a couple in a relationship who are trying to make up after an argument, it may be perfectly polite and pleasant for the man to say to the woman ‘How stupid of you! Of course I did not mean that.’. Hence, without a specific social or interactional context, it would be inappropriate to define the nature of an expression as polite or impolite simply by matching it up against some maxim. In addition, a number of scholars have raised several issues regarding Leech’s (1983) politeness maxims. Firstly, in the current formulation, there is no motivated way to restrict the number of maxims (Brown and Levinson 1987, Fraser 1990, Thomas 1995) and it would be unacceptable for new maxims to be established every time new regularities are identified in politeness speech acts. Secondly, as Spencer-Oatey (2003:1635) argues, the politeness maxims seem to have “universal valences; in other words, one pole of a given dimension is always taken as being more desirable than the other…Yet in different cultures, and in different speech contexts…different options or points on the continuum could be favoured”. Therefore, this study perceives Leech’s (1983) prescriptive approach as lacking a flexible and comprehensive representation of the dynamics and cultural varieties underpinning politeness interactions in everyday life.
2.1.2 Theory in development: Brown and Levinson’s (1987) Politeness Model
2.1.2.1 Major concepts of the theory
Brown and Levinson (1987) perceive Leech’s (1983) maxims to be somewhat superficial in function and easily undermined, as he takes an absolute approach to the issue. In view of that, Brown and Levinson (1987) embark on formulating a grand model to explain linguistic politeness interactions. To date, it is impossible not to refer to Brown and Levinson’s (1978, 1987) theory in the arena of politeness research, which has witnessed and experienced innumerable analyses, applications, critiques and revisions since its first publication in 1978 and has certainly become one of the most influential models. 

The core notion of Brown and Levinson’s (1987) theory is ‘face’. They claim that one important source of their ‘face’ notion comes from Goffman’s (1967:5) conception of ‘face’
 – “the positive social value a person effectively claims for himself”. Brown and Levinson (1987:61) propose that this ‘face’ has universal features that transcend cultural and ethnic boundaries. According to them, every competent adult member of society has and knows each other to have two related face wants, namely negative face and positive face.
Negative face: the basic claim to territories, personal preserves, rights to non-distraction – i.e., to freedom of action and freedom from imposition

Positive face: the positive consistent self-image or ‘personality’ (crucially including the desire that this self-image be appreciated and approved of) claimed by interactants   

Since, as argued by Brown and Levinson (1987:63), every adult member has these two face wants regardless of their cultural and ethnic background, and face is emotionally invested and depends on everyone else to be maintained due to people’s mutual vulnerability, “it is in general in every participant’s best interest to…act in ways that assure the other participants that the agent is heedful of the assumptions concerning face given above”.  To achieve this, a person is supposed to be able to identify certain kinds of acts, classified by Brown and Levinson as being intrinsically face threatening, and to assess the nature and severity of these face-threatening acts (FTA) in order to determine the appropriate strategies for carrying out the FTAs.
Brown and Levinson identify some acts to be intrinsically threatening to the addresser’s negative face or positive face. For example, expressing thanks, acceptance of the hearer’s (H) thanks, apology or offers are deemed to threaten the speaker’s (S) negative face because generally in these situations, S is constrained to accept a debt or to minimise H’s debt, thus encroaching upon S’s negative face. By the same token, acts like acceptance of a compliment are considered to threaten S’s positive face, since S may feel constrained to denigrate the object of H’s prior compliment.

In the context of the mutual vulnerability of face, any rational person will seek to employ appropriate strategies to minimise the face-threatening effect. Brown and Levinson (1987:60) suggest that the possible sets of strategies may be summarised exhaustively in line with the downgrading effect of an FTA. Diagram 2.1 shows the available face strategies for a speaker to choose according to the seriousness of an FTA.
Diagram 2.1 Politeness Strategies 
In addition, they propose that a person will take into account the following three important contextual factors when assessing the severity of an FTA:

1) the ‘social distance’ (D) of S and H ( a symmetric relation)

2) the relative ‘power’ (P) of S and H ( an asymmetric relation)

3) the absolute ranking (R) of impositions in the particular culture

                                                                                         (Brown and Levinson 1987:74)

Brown and Levinson suggest that the seriousness (W) of an FTA can be computed through the following equation using the above three parameters:
Wx=D (S, H) +P (H,S) + Rx                      (where x is the FTA)
The formula shows that the weightiness of an FTA is a composite of the social distance D between S and H, the power P that H wields over S, and R, the degree to which x constitutes an imposition. Watts (2003), Ide (1989) and Ehlich (1992) point out that the degree to which an FTA is perceived as a serious imposition (Rx) depends on the power (P) and social distance (D) parameters. For example, asking for a cigarette from someone with much higher social status or a complete stranger constitutes a stronger FTA than asking a close friend. 

After the identification and assessment of FTAs, Brown and Levinson use examples from the English, Tzeltal and Tamil languages to illustrate the strategy choices open to speaker. They posit fifteen politeness strategies addressed to H’s positive face, ten addressed to H’s negative face, and fifteen off-record strategies addressed to H’s positive or negative face. As pointed out by Watts, most of Brown and Levinson’s examples are fictional and no sufficient interactional context is supplied with the examples. Therefore, “neither readers can know how participants might have evaluated the utterances, nor researchers might evaluate them” (Watts 2003:89). In view of such shortcomings, when illustrating each strategy, this chapter borrows Brown and Levinson’s examples but also adds social contexts for the sake of understanding the utterances.

Specifically, the fifteen positive politeness strategies are as shown in Table 2.2.

	1
	Notice, attend to H 

(his interests, wants, need, goods)
	Goodness, you cut your hair! 

You look really cool with your new hair style!

→(FTA) By the way, I came to borrow some flour.

	2
	Exaggerate 

(interest, approval, sympathy with H)


	A: Look at the weather!

B: Oh, yeah, isn’t it just ghastly the way it always seems to rain just when you’ve hung your laundry out!

 →(FTA) So may I borrow your iron?

	3
	Intensify interest to H


	I come down the stairs, and what do you think I see? – A huge mess all over the place…→(FTA) So, can I borrow your hoover?

	4
	Use in-group identity markers
	(FTA) Help me with this bag here, will you pal?

	5
	Seek agreement with safe topics or repetition.
	Oh, you got a new car! Isn’t it a beautiful colour! →(FTA) Do you still have any paint left?

	6
	Avoid disagreement
	I kind of want Florin to win the race, since I have bet on him.

	7
	Presuppose/raise/assert common ground
	I had a really hard time learning to drive, didn’t I? You know it well! You taught me.

	8
	Joke
	Ok. Would you mind if I tackle those cookies now?

	9
	Assert or presuppose S’s knowledge of and concern for H’s wants
	Look, I know you want the car back by 5pm. →(FTA) So should I go to town now?

	10
	Offer, promise
	I’ll drop by some time next week→(FTA) if you can pick up the mail for me.

	11
	Be optimistic 
	Good pal, I knew I’d find you here. Look, I’m sure you won’t mind→ (FTA) if I borrow your typewriter.

	12
	Include both S and H in the activity.
	It’s been 3 hours since the lunch. Let’s have a cookie, then (i.e., me).

	13
	Give (or ask for) reasons


	What a beautiful day! Why don’t we go to the seashore! →(FTA) Come on!

	14
	Assume or assert reciprocity
	I’ll do the garden for you, → (FTA) if you write the homework for me.

	15
	Give gifts to H (goods, sympathy, understanding, cooperation)
	A: A small gift, Mom. Happy Mother’s Day.

B: Thanks Tom. It’s really nice of you.

A: I am glad you like it, Mom.→(FTA) May I borrow some money?


Table 2.2 Positive Politeness Strategies (Brown and Levinson 1987) 
In addition, the ten negative politeness strategies are listed in Table 2.3.
	1
	Be conventionally indirect
	You are just beside the cupboard. Can you please pass the salt to me?

	2
	Question, hedge


	You’re quite right in commenting on this matter. I do agree in a way.

	3
	Be pessimistic
	The bag is quite heavy. Perhaps you’d care to help me.

	4
	Minimise the imposition Rx
	I just ask you if you could lend me a single sheet of paper.

	5
	Give deference
	Excuse me, Sir, but would you mind if I close the window?

	6
	Apologise
	I hate to impose, but…

	7
	 Impersonalise S and H
	It is said to be so.

	8
	State the FTA as general rule
	International regulations require that the fuselage be sprayed with DDT.

	9
	Nominalise
	It is real regret that we can not do that.

	10
	Go on record as incurring a debt, or as not indebting H
	I’d be eternally grateful if you would…




Table 2.3 Negative Politeness Strategies (Brown and Levinson 1987) 

The third category of superstrategies that may be applied to reduce FTAs in face negotiation are off record strategies. These strategies entail a salient characteristic that “it is not possible to attribute only one clear communicative intention” to an act (Brown and Levinson 1987:211). Hence, a hearer has to infer the speaker’s communicative intention contained in the act through interactional contexts. 

Specifically, fifteen off record strategies are identified as shown in Table 2.4.
	1
	Give hints
	It’s cold in here. (c.i.
 Shut the window)

	2
	Give association clues
	Are you going to market tomorrow...? There’s a market tomorrow, I suppose. (c.i. Give me a ride there)

	3
	Presuppose
	At least, I don’t go around boasting about my achievements. (c.i. someone else does)

	4
	Understate


	A: How do you like Josephine’s new haircut?

B: It’s all right. (c.i. I don’t particularly like it)

	5
	Overstate


	There were a million people in the Co-op tonight! (c.i. That’s why I am late)

	6
	Use tautologies
	If I won’t give it, I won’t. (c.i. I mean it!)

	7
	Use contradictions


	A: Are you upset about that?

B: Well, yes and no.

	8
	Be ironic
	Beautiful weather, isn’t it! (to postman drenched in rainstorm)

	9
	Use metaphors
	Harry’s a real fish. (c.i. Harry swims like a fish)

	10
	Use rhetorical questions
	How was I to know...? (c.i. I wasn’t)

	11
	Be ambiguous
	John’s a pretty sharp cookie.

	12
	Be vague
	Looks like someone may have had too much too drink.

	13
	Over-generalise
	Mature people sometimes help do the dishes.

	14
	Displace H


	Could you please pass me the stapler? (One secretary in an office asks another, in circumstances where a professor is much nearer to the stapler than the other secretary. Professor’s face is not threatened, and he can choose to do it himself as a bonus ‘free gift’)

	15
	Be incomplete, use ellipsis


	Well, I didn’t see you...




Table 2.4 Off-record Strategies (Brown and Levinson 1987) 

2.1.2.2 Critique of Brown and Levinson’s (1987) theory
Brown and Levinson’s theory has aroused wide debate over its merits and flaws since its publication (e.g., Coupland and Coupland 1988, Matsumoto 1988, Gu 1990,  Mao 1994, Scollon and Scollon 1995, Culpepper 1996, O’Driscoll 1996, De Kadt 1998, Spencer-Oatey 2000, Watts 2003). Central to the critique are the following four issues: 1) the legitimacy of the term ‘politeness’; 2) the mutual exclusivity of politeness strategies; 3) the capacity of the theory to explain impolite interactions; 4) the validity of the claimed universality of face.

 

On the first issue, both Spencer-Oatey (2000) and Watts (2003) cast doubt on the appropriateness to label as ‘politeness’
 the study of conceptualisations and evaluations of what constitutes polite and impolite behaviours in social interactions. Spencer-Oatey highlights that politeness is a context-dependent evaluative judgement, and linguistic constructions in themselves do not bear any property of being polite or rude; rather this is determined by the conditions of usage. While Watts (2003:97) seems to be content to call Brown and Levinson’s model “a theory of facework”, Spencer-Oatey takes it further by suggesting the use of the term “rapport management” to replace ‘politeness’ or ‘face management’ in that 

rapport management suggests more of a balance between self and other while the term face seems to focus on concerns for self; the concerns of rapport management are broader... it examines the management of sociality rights as well as face.
                                                                                                 (Spencer-Oatey 2000:12). 
This study draws on Spencer-Oatey’s postulation of rapport management and further elaboration on the conceptualisation of ‘rapport management’ will be presented in section 2.1.4. On the second issue, Coupland and Coupland (1988:255) point out that empirical research has invalidated Brown and Levinson’s attempt “to set up the three super-strategies, positive politeness, negative politeness and off record as ranked unidimensionally to achieve mutual exclusivity”. In other words, Brown and Levinson’s claim that politeness strategies are functionally distinctive from each other cannot stand the test of dynamic interactional data. For example, Harris (1984) discovers positive politeness markers in negative politeness strategies, such as indirect requests. This study agrees with Coupland and Coupland’s (1988) criticism that multiple politeness strategies may be applied together to enable an interlocutor to achieve certain interactional goals as demonstrated in the data analysis in this research (c.f. section 4.7). As for the third issue, Culpeper (2003) argues that Brown and Levinson’s (1987) model is not sufficient to explain discourse data of “conflict illocutions, such as army training discourse, court room discourse etc” (2003:1546) where an intention to inflict a face attack underpins an interlocutor's communicative goal in interaction. In pointing out the research direction for developing a theory to tackle the above issues, Culpeper (2003:1576) recommends that “Spencer-Oatey's (2000) work offers the most promising way forward” as it is sufficiently sophisticated to interpret empirical data of both polite and impolite illocutions. This study accepts the recommendation and argues that Spencer-Oatey's (2000) rapport management notion does encompass a broader scope in the conceptualisation of social interactions in that it also explains interactions from a social rights-and-obligations perspective. Nonetheless, what is worth noting is that the rapport management strategies devised based on the notion is rather under-developed (c.f. 2.1.4). Hence, on the interactional strategies applied by interlocutors for communicative goals, Brown and Levinson's (1987) face negotiation strategies as well as their extension, i.e., Culpeper’s face attack strategies, will still be adopted for the purpose of data analysis in this study. 
Having examined the criticisms of the validity of the term ‘politeness’, the mutual exclusivity of politeness strategies and the model’s capacity to explain face attack utterances, let us now turn to the fourth issue under debate, i.e., the validity of the claimed universality of face. It is believed that “the severest criticism of Brown and Levinson’s use of the concept of face in explaining polite linguistic usage has come from Asian linguists” (Watts 2003:81), represented by the Japanese linguists Matsumoto (1988) (c.f. 2.2.2) and Ide (1989) (c.f. 2.2.2), and the Chinese linguists Gu (1990) (c.f. 2.2.1) and Mao (1994) (c.f. 2.2.1). They all argue that Brown and Levinson’s (1987) division of face, i.e., positive face and negative face, particularly the notion of negative face, is not appropriate to Far East cultures where an individual is less significant than the social group to which he/she is affiliated and politeness behaviour is determined by discerning the appropriate features of social interactions (Matsumoto 1988, Ide 1989, Gu 1990, Mao 1994). For this research, Gu’s (1990) and Mao’s (1994) arguments and their critiques of the negative face notion are investigated in secion 2.2.1 where politeness phenomena in modern China are studied. 

2.1.2.3 Concluding remarks
By identifying a competent social member’s two inherent wants that indicate his/her self-awareness and needs of social inclusion at the same time, Brown and Levinson (1987) have established for the first time a systematic and descriptive framework that can be applied to analyse social interactive linguistic exchanges in a fairly in-depth manner. In the model, three super-strategies are developed to redress face threats entailed in an utterance or an act, in order to achieve the ultimate purpose of being polite. Indeed, in the whole framework, including the theory formulation and the subsequent examples, Brown and Levinson (1987) seem to pre-set and pre-suppose that the interlocutor’s intention, prior to the entry of an exchange, is to mitigate face-threat and to realise politeness. Nonetheless, as Culpeper (1996, 2003) points out, “there are contexts in which conflictive illocutions are rather more central” (Culpeper et al. 2003:1545) and under such circumstances, “communicative strategies (are) designed to attack face, and thereby cause social conflict and disharmony” (2003: 1546). Brown and Levinson’s (1987) facework falls short in its descriptive adequacy when applied to fully accounting for such interactions, in that the facework focusses solidly on how to reduce social conflict, which only represents one dimension of the social interactive phenomena. To rectify the inadequacy, Culpeper (1996, 2003) develops “a complement to politeness theory (specifically to the classical theory of Brown and Levinson 1987)” (Culpeper et al. 2003:1546).

2.1.3 The extension of Politeness Theory: Culpeper’s (1996, 2003) impoliteness framework
Culpeper et al. (2003:1546) define impoliteness as “the use of communicative strategies designed to attack face, and thereby cause social conflicts and disharmony”. They emphasise that their research on impoliteness is “primarily concerned with ...a function that the speaker intended, and was not simply failed politeness” (ibid).

They strongly defend the necessity of Culpeper’s (1996) impoliteness theory against a number of academics, particularly in print, e.g., Thomas’s (1995) claim that an impoliteness framework is unnecessary since Brown and Levinson’s politeness framework already postulates a category – bald-on-recordness – to accommodate ‘impolite’ phenomena. Culpeper et al. (2003:1548) argue that the bald-on-record strategy is associated with a specific context where “face wants are suspended in the interests of some emergency, or the face threat is very small, or there is an obvious power imbalance between the speaker and the hearer”. Thus, it can only describe a very limited variety of phenomena. This point is echoed by Watts (2003:47) that “the term ‘politeness’ is inadequate, given the variety of phenomena, including conflictual situations” that it attempts to cover. Moreover, it is also arguable whether the user of a bald-on-record strategy has the intention to attack face, which is perceived by Culpeper et al. as “the key difference between politeness and impoliteness” (2003:1550).

Based on Culpeper’s (1996) work, also in an attempt to overcome the limitations of the work noted by himself, i.e., too narrow a focus on particular grammatical or lexical aspects of impoliteness strategies, Culpeper et al. (2003) revisit the impoliteness framework mapped out previously and explore further, for the first time, how impoliteness pans out in extended discourse and the role of prosody in conveying impoliteness. The data on which the framework is based are from television documentary recordings of disputes between traffic wardens and car owners.

Culpeper et al.’s (2003) impoliteness superstrategies are based on Goffman’s (1967:14) three categories of action threatening face, i.e., “intention of causing open insult, offensive consequences though not out of spite and boners or bricks”.
In summary, they are
1 Bald-on-record impoliteness
Culpeper et al. (2003) suggest that, distinct from Brown and Levinson’s (1987) bald-on-record politeness strategy deployed for polite purposes in specific circumstances, the bald-on-record impolite strategy is typically used where there is much face at stake, and where there is an intention on the part of the speaker to attack the face of the hearer. For example, in an argument, a clamper was trying to explain that what he had done, i.e., issuing a ticket, was within the terms of his professional duty, and the car owner ordered him to “shut up and act like a parking attendant” (2003:1556)
2 Positive impoliteness
Strategies designed to damage the addressee’s positive face wants include “ignore, snub, fail to attend to H’s needs, avoid agreement and use taboo language, swear, be abusive” (ibid). For example, when a clamper was trying to justify why a car had been ticketed, the car owner, who had paid the fine, said “I don’t really want to talk to you” (ibid).

3 Negative impoliteness
This covers the use of strategies designed to damage the addressee’s negative face wants, including “condescend, scorn, ridicule, interrupt, deny turn or physically block other’s passage” (ibid). For example, at an appeal hearing, the adjudicator was attempting to close the conversation and ask the car owner to leave the office with repeated requests. The car owner, who had no intention of finishing his argument, responded to the request with “Well, that’s being babyish, isn’t it” (Culpeper et al. 2003:1558).
4 Sarcasm or mock politeness
This covers the use of politeness strategies that are obviously insincere and thus remain surface realisations. For example, after a highly confrontational conversation, the car owner said to the clamper sarcastically: “Have a good day!”. (Culpeper et al. 2003:1559)
5 Withhold politeness
This refers to keeping silent or failing to act where politeness work is expected.
Rather than focussing on single strategies, Culpeper et al. (2003) investigate how impoliteness is realised in extended discourse through multiple strategies and patterns of reactions across exchanges. Two important ways are identified. Firstly, repetition to form a parallelism. This finding supports Holmes’s (1984:305) argument that “repetition itself serves as a rhetorical device to increase the force of the repeated speech act”. In the study of impoliteness, repetition serves to boost threat to face. For example, in an argument, the car owner uses the following repeated grammatical pattern to deliver four challenges as a means of attacking the clamper’s face:
Why is there a yellow line anyway, why do I have to park my car three hundred yards up the road, why do you make my life impossible, so why don’t you just stop the ticket. 
                                                                                  (Culpeper et al. 2003:1560)
This series of challenges is issued rapidly by similar grammatical patterns (rhetorical questions and a negative rhetorical question) with no gap in between, exacerbating the threat to the clamper’s face.

The second pattern refers to evident use of a combination of strategies to reinforce the impolite illocutionary force. Particularly, the ‘use-taboo-words’ strategy seems to be the one most likely to combine with other strategies. For example, in Culpeper et al.’s (2003:1561) data, a car owner, upon seeing a traffic warden sticking a parking ticket onto his car, shouted “What the fuck you doing!”. In this utterance, the speaker combines the strategy of ‘challenge’ – asking a challenging question (negative impoliteness) – with the strategy of ‘use-taboo-words’ (positive impoliteness). The taboo word ‘fuck (ing)’ plays a grammatical role of intensifier, “amplifying or boosting the force of the challenge, on an interpersonal level it marks the extremely negative attitude of the speaker towards the hearer” (ibid).

In examining the response options to impoliteness, Culpeper et al. (2003:1563) develop the following diagram reproduced here as 2.2.

Diagram 2.2 Response to impoliteness 
Following this diagram, the hearer, assessing the degree of face threat, chooses different options to respond. The response toward the right-upper end of the scale tends to be more bald-on-record and face-threatening, in turn, causing further impolite response from the speaker.

Prosodic Strategies for impoliteness
One major contribution which Culpeper et al.’s (2003:1569-1573) research makes is overcoming the limitation of the narrow focus on the lexical aspect, and looking beyond at prosodic strategies to realise impoliteness, which cover the following identified strategies:
1 Negative impoliteness signaled prosodically
· Hinder linguistically
The strategy of depriving someone of their freedom to speak by initiating a high onset and falling nucleus intonation demanding closed finality in a conversation.

· Threaten

The strategy of using a final rise in intonation where a normal downstep would be expected to signal an insincerely veiled threat.

· Invade auditory space

The strategy of raising the pitch and loudness of the voice more than necessary to demonstrate a deliberate attack on negative face.                                                                                           
2 Positive impoliteness signaled prosodically
· Deny common ground or disassociate from the other. 
The strategy of modifying overall pitch range and co-varying loudness to express prosodically the attack on the hearer’s positive face. Brazil (1985) claims that in compliant interactions, speakers would normally use relative pitch concord across turns. “Pitch concord is a signal of prosodic common ground… and by denying that concord (hyper-accommodation or failure to accommodate), a speaker is denying common ground or disassociating from the interlocutor”, thus threatening the hearer’s positive face (in Culpeper et al. 2003:1574).

The significance of Culpeper et al.’s (2003) framework is that it provides a comprehensive set of super-strategies and sub-strategies that can be directly applied to analyse face attack interactions in a descriptive manner from both S’s and H’s perspective. It not only complements Brown and Levinson’s (1987) theory, but also enriches the face analysis from a prosodic point of view. This study perceives that, in the analysis of real life interactions, it is imperative to combine Brown and Levinson’s (1987) face notion and face-protection strategies and Culpeper et al.’s (2003) face attack strategies to offer a relatively complete explanation of ongoing face negotiation activities. Hence, Culpeper et al.’s (2003) identified strategies will be incorporated into the composite model developed for this study in Chapter 3. 
Although the face model by itself seems to have been considerably enriched and improved with more devised strategies to reflect various face negotiation phenomena, there are other important issues which are not addressed in the model, such as whether face is the only property that can be protected or attacked; whether D, P and R (c.f. 2.1.2.1) are the only contextual factors that may influence an interlocutor’s strategy choice; what role an interlocutor’s interactional goals play in an interaction and how cultural variables impact on an interlocutor’s assessment of threatening behaviour and contextual factors and the subsequent strategy choice. In directing the research, scholars (Culpeper et al. 2003, Watts 2003) recommend Spencer-Oatey’s (2000) ‘rapport management’ notion and research in light of cultural variations as “the most promising way forward” (Culpeper et al. 2003:1596) for its wider scope in addressing the above issues. 

2.1.4 Theory in a new phase: Spencer-Oatey’s
 rapport management theory at socio-pragmatic level with cultural underpinnings
One fundamental feature distinguishing Spencer-Oatey’s (e.g., 2000, 2003, 2007, 2008) approach in (im)politeness research is that she applies sociological factors to unpackage the basis and dynamism of (im)politeness phenomena.

Spencer-Oatey’s research is not confined to the pragma-linguistic level, in which the types of communicative messages are pre-identified and then corresponding linguistic strategies (both in syntactic and semantic aspects) are developed to achieve the task goals encoded in messages as Brown and Levinson (1987) postulate in their study. Nor is she trying to approach (im)politeness in an absolute manner, i.e., identifying a number of politeness maxims in which one pole of a given dimension is regarded as being preferable to achieve politeness, as Leech (1983) and Gu (1990) do. Rather, Spencer-Oatey lifts the study to the socio-pragmatic realm, investigating social, cognitive and cultural variables which define and influence people’s evaluative judgement of (im)politeness. Her work starts from the proposition of ‘rapport management’ and then introduces identity theory and cultural study to unpackage basic social elements in facework. 

2.1.4.1 The Notion of Rapport Management (Spencer-Oatey 2000)

Spencer-Oatey (2000:13) proposes that the notion of rapport management (“the management of harmony-disharmony among people”) should include two main components: the management of face and the management of sociality rights. In defining face, Spencer-Oatey follows Goffman (1967:2) in stating that “face is the positive social value a person effectively claims for himself by the line others assume he has taken during a particular contact”. Specifically, face has the following two interrelated aspects:

Quality face: we have a fundamental desire for people to evaluate us positively in terms of our personal qualities, e.g., our competence, abilities, appearance etc. Quality face is concerned with the value that we effectively claim for ourselves in terms of such personal qualities as these, and so is closely associated with our sense of personal self-esteem.

Identity face: we have a fundamental desire for people to acknowledge and uphold our social identities or roles, e.g., as group leader, valued customer, close friend. Identity face is concerned with the value that we effectively claim for ourselves in terms of social or group roles, and is closely associated with our sense of public worth. 

                                                                                   (Spencer-Oatey 2000:14)

The management of sociality rights, on the other hand, involves the management of social expectancies. According to Spencer-Oatey (2000:14), sociality rights refer to “fundamental personal/social entitlements that individuals effectively claim for themselves in their interactions with others”. Specifically, the two interrelated aspects of sociality rights are:

Equity rights: we have a fundamental belief that we are entitled to personal considerations from others, so that we are treated fairly: that we are not unduly imposed upon, that we are not unfairly ordered about, and that we are not taken advantage of or exploited. There seem to be two components to this equity entitlement: the notion of cost-benefit (the extent to which we are exploited or disadvantaged, and the belief that costs and benefits should be kept roughly in balance through the principle of reciprocity), and the related issue of autonomy-imposition (the extent to which people control us or impose on us).

Association rights: we have a fundamental belief that we are entitled to an association with others that is in keeping with the type of relationship that we have with them. These association rights relate partly to interactional association-dissociation (the type and extent of our involvement with others), so that we feel, for example, that we are entitled to an appropriate amount of conversational interaction and social chit-chat with others (e.g., not ignored on the one hand, but not overwhelmed on the other). They also relate to affective association-dissociation (the extent to which we share concerns, feelings and interests). Naturally, what counts as ‘an appropriate amount’ depends on the nature of the relationship, as well as sociocultural norms and personal preferences.

                                                                                       (Spencer-Oatey 2000:15)

As shown above, face is concerned with personal and social qualities, focussing on people’s sense of worth and reputation, while sociality rights are associated with personal and social expectancies, reflecting people’s concerns over consideration and fair treatment towards self. The management of both face and sociality rights has a personal component (quality face and equity rights), and a social component (identity face and association rights).

Spencer-Oatey (2000) seems to suggest that there are significant similarities between the autonomy-imposition aspect of equity rights and Brown and Levinson’s negative face. It seems that the former is mainly associated with an individual’s wants of freedom from imposition i.e., self rights of “not unduly imposed upon, not unfairly ordered about, and not taken advantage of or exploited” (2000:14), while the latter equally promotes individual wants of freedom to act in line with personal will and free from imposition. In other words, Brown and Levinson’s (1987) negative face want is a desire born from inside, while Spencer-Oatey’s (2000) equity rights are bestowed from the outside. 

Moreover, identity face could potentially pose some problems. Identity face is defined as “a fundamental desire for people to acknowledge and uphold our social identities or roles” (Spencer-Oatey 2000:14). Interestingly, the examples following the definition all represent positive roles. Words like ‘positive’ and ‘negative’ manifest people’s evaluative judgement. If we take into account the culture variable (c.f. 2.1.4.4) here, some social identities that are keenly upheld in one culture group may be treated very differently in another. For example, divorcee is an identity associated with negative implications in Chinese culture due to social perceptions, but the negative implications are missing in most parts of the western world. Moreover, a Christian may be very reluctant to have his/her identity publicly upheld in a Muslim region for the sake of safety. Furthermore, inherently negative social identities such as prostitute or gambler may never crave public acknowledgement. However, they do represent some societal members’ identities. 
In addition, in her later work, Spencer-Oatey (2008:17) identifies the management of “interactional goals” as the third component which can influence people’s interactional rapport. Spencer-Oatey (ibid) argues that people often hold either relational or transactional (i.e., task-focussed) goals in interactions, which may significantly affect their perception of the nature and outcomes of an interaction. This study adopts Spencer-Oatey’s (2008) proposition and further suggests that interactional goals could also affect people’s choice of rapport strategies. Therefore, when people interact with each other with clear goals in mind, they may often understandably opt for strategies that could facilitate the fulfilment of their pre-conceived purposes. In this sense, interactional goals may also be perceived as a contextual factor which defines the nature and informs the intentional background of an interaction and influences people’s choice of rapport strategies for the achievement of desired outcomes.

2.1.4.2 Rapport management strategies
· Rapport-threatening behaviour (RTB)
In line with the conceptualisation of rapport management, Spencer-Oatey (2000) proposes that rapport can be threatened in two main ways: through face-threatening behaviour and through rights-threatening behaviour. She suggests using Tsuruta’s (1998) notion of domain in interactional behaviour when categorising RTB, which means that an RTB could possibly be initiated from one or more of the following five domains:

1) Illocutionary domain: the domain that Brown and Levinson (1987) deal primarily with.

2) Discourse domain: the discourse content and discourse structure of an interchange. It includes issues such as topic choice and topic management (for example, the inclusion/exclusion of personal topics), and the organisation and sequencing of information.

3) Participation domain: the procedural aspects of an interchange, such as turn-taking (overlaps and inter-turn pauses, turn-taking rights and obligations), the inclusion/exclusion of people present and the use/non-use of listener responses (verbal and non-verbal)

4) Stylistic domain: the stylistic aspects of an interchange, such as choice of tone (for example, serious or joking), choice of genre-appropriate lexis and syntax, and choice of genre-appropriate terms of address or use of honorifics.

5) Non-verbal domain: the non-verbal aspects of an interchange, such as gestures and other body movements, eye contact and proxemics.

                                                                                           (Spencer-Oatey 2000:21)
· Rapport-management strategies (RMS)
Spencer-Oatey (2000) recommends that RMS should be developed in accordance with the identified domains of RTB. When formulating RMS in the illocutionary domain, Spencer-Oatey (2000) proposes speech act strategies that are mainly based on Blum-Kulka et al.’s theory (1989). It is argued in this study that speech act theories are rather prescriptive and lack the flexibility needed for interactive data analysis. Since it is suggested by Spencer-Oatey (2000) that the illocutionary domain is what Brown and Levinson (1987) primarily deal with, their face model proves to be far more descriptive and dynamic when applied in interaction analysis. Hence, this research will adopt Brown and Levinson’s (1987) face model, with necessary revision (c.f. 3.2), when analysing RTB in the illocutionary domain. 

As for RMS in other domains, Spencer-Oatey (2000) acknowledges that, although individual researchers have explored certain strategies used in a certain culture relating to a certain domain, generally there is not yet any systematic research into the strategies used in other rapport-management domains. For example, within the discourse domain, Pavlidou (1994) has investigated phatic talk in the opening and closing sections of telephone conversations. She discovers that Greek speakers use a higher frequency of phatic talk than Germans do, and that in German-Greek telephone conversations, this can lead to negative evaluations of the other speaker. 

In general, it can be seen that the RMS notion in the rapport management theory is far from being fully-fledged or systematic. Moreover, this study fails to recognise the significance of dividing the interactional domain into five categories when there are virtually no well-defined strategies identified in any of the categories. Instead, this study proposes that interactional behaviours constitute general linguistic behaviours and non-linguistic behaviours such as gaze and gestures, and Brown and Levinson (1987) mainly deal with how interlocutors negotiate face through linguistic behaviours, so their face model can be applied to analyse the data in this respect. For example, Pavlidou’s (1994) research on phatic talk in the opening and closing parts of telephone conversations falls into the category of linguistic behaviour. According to Brown and Levinson’s (1987) theory and also taking into account cultural factors, phatic talk is used in some cultures to show “the value of S’s spending time and effort on being with H, as a mark of friendship or interest in him” (Brown and Levinson 1987:117), while in other cultures, it is perceived as “keeping the partner on the phone for too long” (Pavlidou 1994:502) i.e., impinging on H’s disassociation rights, thus being evaluated negatively by H. Therefore, when it comes to rapport management strategies, this study does not intend to follow Spencer-Oatey’s (2000) speech act strategies nor Tsuruta’s (1998) five interactional domain concept. Rather, it will pursue Brown and Levinson’s (1987) facework and its extension – Culpeper’s framework – with appropriate revision, taking into account the right-and-obligation conceptualisation and cultural variables (c.f. 3.2). 

2.1.4.3 Factors influencing strategy use
Spencer-Oatey (2000) identifies three factors influencing people’s strategy use: rapport orientation, contextual variables and pragmatic conventions.

1) Rapport orientation
In view of the need to incorporate both polite and impolite phenomena into the research, Spencer-Oatey (2000:29) suggests that speakers may hold any of the four types of rapport orientation in interaction: 

1 Rapport-enhancement orientation: a desire to strengthen or enhance harmonious relations between the interlocutors;

2 Rapport-maintenance orientation: a desire to maintain or protect harmonious relations between the interlocutors;

3 Rapport-neglect orientation: a lack of concern or interest in the quality of relations between the interlocutors (perhaps because of a focus on self);

4 Rapport-challenge orientation: a desire to challenge or impair harmonious relations between the interlocutors.
2) Contextual variables
A second set of factors that significantly influence people’s choice of rapport management strategies are contextual variables: participant relations, message content, rights and obligations, and communicative activity. 
2.1) Participant relations

In line with Brown and Levinson’s (1987) argument, power and distance are considered to be key variables relating to participant relations. For example, Brown and Gilman (1960) observe in their study that the choice of pronoun among French, German and Italian is affected by power and distance.

· Power

In defining power, Spencer-Oatey (2000) adopts Brown and Gilman’s (1972:255) conception as: 

One person may be said to have power over another in the degree that he is able to control the behaviour of the other. Power is a relationship between at least two persons, and it is non-reciprocal in the sense that both cannot have power in the same area of behaviour.

In categorising power, Spencer-Oatey (2000:33) uses French and Raven’s (1959) characterisation of five main bases of power:
1) Reward power: if a person, A, has control over positive outcomes (such as bonus payments or improved job conditions) that another person, B, desires, A can be said to have reward power over B;

2) Coercive power: if a person, A, has control over negative outcomes (such as demotion or allocation of undesirable tasks) that another person, B, wants to avoid, A can be said to have coercive power over B;

3) Expert power: if a person, A, has some special knowledge or expertise that another person, B, wants or needs, A can be said to have expert power over B;

4) Legitimate power: if a person, A, has the right (because of his/her role, status, or situational circumstances) to prescribe or expect certain things of another person, B, A can be said to have legitimate power over B;

5) Referent power: if a person, B, admires another person A, and wants to be like him/her in some respect, A can be said to have referent power over B

· Distance

According to Brown and Gilman (1972:258), the distance between two persons is not determined by similar superficial physical traits such as eye colour or feet size, but by “contact that results in the discovery or creation of the like-mindedness that seems to be the core of the solidarity semantic”.

Spencer-Oatey (2000:34) identifies six possible components of distance which are often overlapping:
1) Social similarity/difference (e.g., Brown and Gilman 1960/1972)

2) Frequency of contact (e.g., Slugoski and Turnbull 1988)

3) Length of acquaintance (e.g., Slugoski and Turnbull 1988)

4) Familiarity, or how well people know each other (e.g., Holmes 1990)

5) Sense of like-mindedness (e.g., Brown and Gilman 1960/1972)

6) Positive/negative effect (e.g., Baxter 1984)
· Number of participants
Another important feature identified as relating to participants is the number of people taking part, either as addressors/ addressees or as audiences. “Rapport-management norms seem to be ‘number-sensitive’, in that what we say and how we say it is often influenced by the number of people present, and whether they are all listening to what we say” (Spencer-Oatey 2000:35). For example, in many cultures, it is far more face-threatening to be criticised publicly than privately.

2.2) Message content: cost-benefit considerations

Messages vary in their rapport-threatening degree and they may also have associated costs: costs of time, effort, risk, inconvenience and so on. For example, asking a friend who lives far from the airport to drive one to the airport is much more costly than asking a neighbour for a lift home from a party, in terms of imposition, effort, time and inconvenience. In accordance, different wording is necessary to propose the request associated with different ‘costs’.

Conversely, messages can also have associated ‘benefits’. However, the interpretation of a message as costly or beneficial is context-dependent. For example, a guest may interpret the offer ‘Have another sandwich!’ as beneficial if he/she is hungry and likes the sandwiches, but as costly if he/she dislikes the sandwiches.

In social interaction, cost can lead to indebtedness and balance needs to be restored through verbal strategies, e.g., apologies or expressions of gratitude.

2.3) Rights and Obligations
Through affecting people’s assessments of rights and obligations, social/interactional roles influence their use of rapport management strategies. For example, Thomas (1995:131) uses the following incident to illustrate the importance of rights and obligations:

Two elderly women were traveling on a country bus service. On country routes the driver stops only when requested to do so. The first woman wanted to get off at a scheduled stopping place, and as the bus approached it she simply called out: ‘Next stop, driver!’ Her companion wanted to get off where there was no official stop, and asked the driver, ‘Do you think you could possibly let me out just beyond the traffic lights, please?’

In this case, parameters of power, social distance and imposition all held constant without any changes. The role relations are the same and it cost the driver no more effort to stop beyond the traffic lights than at the bus stop. The only difference lies in the rights and obligations of the event: the driver has an obligation to stop at the scheduled place, but has no such obligation in the second case. Therefore, the second lady chose very different linguistic strategies to pose her request, probably after assessing the implied rights and obligations in the event.
2.4) Communicative activity

A fourth major factor influencing people’s use of rapport management strategies is the type of communicative activity that is taking place, e.g., a training course, or a court hearing.

Communicative activities often have communicative genres associated with them that exhibit characteristic patterns in each of the five domains, influencing how participants compose and interpret talk (Spencer-Oatey 2000:37). The communicative genres are “historically and culturally specific, prepatterned and complex solutions to recurrent communicative problems” (Gunthner and Knoblauch 1995:8). Spencer-Oatey (2000) uses a job interview and an awards ceremony as examples to illustrate the recurrent communicative problem of obtaining an appropriate balance between modesty and boasting in different communicative activities. For instance, in a job interview, a candidate is normally encouraged to ‘sell’ him/herself and at the same time not appear ‘arrogant’, while at an award ceremony, a recipient of an award is supposed to understate his/her achievement and to give credit to others who assisted him/her. 
2.5) Overall assessments of context
Spencer-Oatey (2000) postulates that the above contextual features may play both a ‘standing’ and a ‘dynamic’ role in influencing strategy use. The ‘standing’ role perception is very similar to Fraser and Nolan’s (1981) conversational contract, i.e., we may have relatively stable conceptions of these contextual components prior to the interactional event based on previous experience. However, in the course of an interaction, assessment of the variables can change dynamically with the unfolding of the event, e.g., the perception of power imbalance may have changed, and therefore an interlocutor may become more arrogant. To make an interaction successful in terms of rapport management, interlocutors need to combine the dynamic assessments of context with standing assessments to determine linguistic strategy choice. Nonetheless, Spencer-Oatey (2000:38) admits that “at present we (the academics) do not fully understand quite how this is done” and calls for further research in this area to clarify the issues. 
3) Factors influencing strategy use: pragmatic conventions
Spencer-Oatey (2003) identifies a third set of super factors in people’s use of rapport management strategies as pragmatic conventions, and proposes that Leech’s (1983) politeness maxims have set the tone for research in this area. However, as noted by several scholarly critics (e.g., Brown and Levinson 1987, Fraser 1990, Thomas 1995), this approach provides no motivated way of restricting the number of maxims in its formulation. In addition, it also seems to assume that politeness maxims have “universal valence; i.e., one pole of a given dimension is always more desirable than the other” (Spencer-Oatey 2000:40). Nevertheless, different options or points on the continuum may be favoured depending partly on the contextual variables discussed above and partly on cultural-sociopragmatic preferences. Hence, the pragmatic convention approach will not be followed in this study. 

2.1.4.4 Rapport management across cultures
Cultural differences in language use can have a major impact on people’s assessment of rapport management outcomes. Variation may occur in at least the following aspects (Spencer-Oatey 2000:42):
1) Contextual assessment norms: people from different cultural groups may assess contextual factors somewhat differently. For example, a role relationship of employer-employee may be associated with different rights and obligations underpinnings in different cultures.

2) Sociopragmatic conventions: people from different cultural groups may hold differing principles for managing rapport in given contexts. For example some cultures compared to others may more positively value open expression of disagreement between new acquaintances.

3) Pragmalinguistic conventions: people from different cultural groups may have differing conventions for selecting strategies and interpreting their use in given contexts. For example, different conventions for conveying an apology may be used by different cultural groups though both may agree that an apology is necessary in a given context. 

4) Fundamental cultural values: research in cross-cultural psychology has identified a small number of universal dimensions of cultural values, and found that ethnolinguistic groups differ from each other in terms of their mean location on each of these dimensions. More research is needed to explore how these dimensions relate to contextual assessment norms and sociopragmatic conventions.

5) Inventory of rapport-management strategies: every language has a very large inventory of rapport-management strategies. Some of these occur in many languages (e.g., the T/V distinction); others occur in certain languages but are virtually absent in others (e.g., honorific forms in Japanese which are virtually absent in European languages).       

The impact of the above cultural differences in language use on people’s assessment of rapport management outcomes may well constitute the pre-textual factors that should be taken fully into account when analysing, in this research, foreign audience’s responses to the rapport management phenomena reflected in the data sequences analysed and conveyed through subtitling.                  
2.1.4.5 Theory of Identity and Conceptualisation of Face (Spencer-Oatey 2007)
Spencer-Oatey’s significant contribution to politeness research is not confined to the notion of ‘rapport management’ (2000), but also includes her suggestion of exploring how the theory of identity can shed light on the conceptualisation of the notion of face. 

Spencer-Oatey (2007) argues that, though many scholars (e.g., Goffman 1967; Brown and Levinson 1987; Ting-Toomy 1994; Scollon & Scollon 1995) relate face to the concept of self and debate the individual or relational, public or private, and situation-specific or context-independent nature of face, “no one has actually clearly pointed out one fundamental point underpinning the debate, i.e., the issue of identity” (2007:640). Nor has anyone investigated how theories of identity may enrich the understanding of face and aid the analysis of face. With these issues in mind, Spencer-Oatey (2007) turns to social psychological theories of identity, particularly Simon’s (2004) Self-aspect Model of Identity (SAMI), to unpackage the role of identity in the conceptualisation of face.
2.1.4.6 Simon’s (2004) Self-aspect Model of Identity (SAMI)

· Definition of identity
Simon (2004:2) perceives identity as “a social psychological mediator between input from and output in the social world”. In other words, it is both a result of and guidance to interaction in the social world. He warns that it is a more ‘process-oriented’ course rather than a ‘thing’ in the form of a physiological mental structure. This ‘process-oriented’ course is exactly the reason why the notion of identity serves the function of a powerful conceptual tool, i.e., it is a dynamic social psychological process revolving around self-definition and self-interpretation, including variable but systematic instantiations. This self-focussed evolving process explains people’s perception and evaluation of face. 

· Self-aspects (attributes that form identity) and Collective vs. Individual Identity
In SAMI, Simon (2004) borrows the concept of self-aspects from Linville (1985:66) as “a cognitive category that serves to process and organise information and knowledge about oneself, i.e., one’s attitude and beliefs of own attributes” such as:

 ·Personality traits (e.g., aggressive)

 ·Abilities (e.g., poor student)

 ·Physical features (e.g., black eyes)

 ·Behavioural characteristics (e.g., go jogging everyday)

 ·Ideologies (e.g., Christian)

 ·Social roles (e.g., partner in a firm)

 ·Language affiliations (e.g., English)

 ·Group memberships (e.g., club member)

The number of attributes can be huge, and they are the basic units of identity.

Simon (2004) explains that the SAMI builds on and incorporates the distinction between collective identity and individual identity.

Collective identity refers to “the identity of a person derived from membership in a collective or group and is constructed when self-interpretation is based primarily on a single self-aspect that one shares with other, but not all other, people in the relevant social context” (e.g., a party member) (2004:50) while individual identity relates to “self definition as a unique individual and is constructed when self-interpretation is based on a more comprehensive set of configurations of different, non-redundant self-aspects” (e.g., a world champion) (ibid).

Simon (2004) identifies a number of functions, three of which, according to Spencer-Oatey (2007), are particularly pertinent to the study of face:

- Identity helps to provide people with a sense of belonging (through collective self-aspect) and with a sense of distinctiveness (through individual self-aspect).
- Identity helps people ‘locate’ themselves in their social worlds. “By helping to define where they belong and where they do not belong in relation to others, it helps to anchor them in their social worlds, giving them a sense of ‘place’” (Spencer-Oatey 2007:645).
- The many facets of identity help provide people with self-respect and self-esteem. People’s positive evaluations of their own self-aspects help build their self-esteem. However, self-respect and self-esteem do not result simply from independent reflection; the respectful recognition of relevant others also plays a crucial role.

· Self-aspects (attributes), face and identity

Spencer-Oatey (2007) believes that face becomes manifest only when people make appraisals in the flow of interactions (c.f. 2.1.4.1). Similarly, Lim (1994:210) also argues that in social events, a fundamental feature of face is that it involves claims of the evaluative judgement of others: 

Face (c.f. 2.1.2.1) is not what one thinks of oneself, but what one thinks others should think of one’s worth. Since the claim of face is about one’s image held by others, one can not claim face unilaterally without regard to the other’s perspective…The claim for face is the claim that the other should acknowledge, whether explicitly or implicitly, that one possesses the claimed virtues…Face, in this sense, is different from such psychological concepts as self-esteem, self-concept, ego and pride, which can be claimed without regard to the other’s perspective.
Using Simon’s (2004) SAMI to analyse Lim’s argument, we need to depart from the concept of self-aspects which include numerous personal attributes. What is not elaborated in Simon’s writing, but is believed to be useful in this study, is the evaluative nature of attributes.

Some attributes, such as a person’s gender (male or female) and profession (e.g., doctor or teacher) are objective attributes which are factual, while others, for example, a person’s capability (competent or incompetent), facial attributes (pretty or ugly),  rely heavily on evaluative judgement (either from self or from others) and are thus relative and subjective. We may call the evaluative judgement of self self-perceived attributes (since attributes are fundamental components of identity, we may call it self-perceived identity), while the evaluative judgement from others may be termed  as other-perceived identity. In this way, Lim’s comment can be interpreted as the idea that face is not self-perceived identity, but one’s expectation of what other-perceived identity of self should be. Claims of face happen only when self-perceived identity is not in harmony with other-perceived identity, either in a positive way or in a negative way, i.e., support of face happens when other-perceived identity is more positive than self-perceived identity, while threat to face happens when other-perceived identity is less positive than self-perceived identity. Therefore, the relationship between face and identity is that face does not equal self-perceived identity, i.e., face can never be claimed unilaterally, and it must include the consideration of other’s perception of self attributes, which is actually other-perceived identity. Face perception is running in a background mode (Schlenker & Pontari 2000) or passing unnoticed when self-perceived identity equals other-perceived identity, but becomes salient when the two perceptions are in conflict. Identity, on the other hand, is individual and can be claimed without regard to the other’s perspective.

This intrinsic difference between face and identity is echoed by Arundale (2005:56): 

Face is not equivalent with identity. Both relationships and identity arise and are sustained in communication, but a relationship, and hence face, is a dyadic phenomenon, whereas identity is an individual phenomenon.

Both face and identity entail claims to a range of individual or collective construals of self. However, as conceptualised by Goffman (1967:5), people only make face claims of “those positively valued attributes”. This highlights another important difference between face and identity because identity covers positively, negatively and neutrally evaluated attributes. For example, we may positively evaluate some aspects of ourselves; we may dislike other aspects and we may be neutral about yet other aspects.

The third difference between face and identity is that face is associated with affective sensitivity (Spencer-Oatey 2007). Affective sensitivity of face arises when, as discussed above, self-perceived identity is in conflict with other-perceived identity, where emotional reactions occur due to the vulnerability of face (Brown and Levinson 1987). As explained by Goffman (1967:15), “if the encounter sustains an image of him that he has long taken for granted, he probably will have few feelings about the matter” (i.e., face perception running in a background mode as suggested by Schlenker & Pontari 2000, with no affective sensitivity in this case). “If events establish a face for him that is better than he might have expected, he is likely to ‘feel good’; if his ordinary expectations are not fulfilled, one expects that he will ‘feel bad’ or ‘feel hurt’ ” (ibid) (affective sensitivity of face occurs because of unexpected evaluation from others). Identity, on the other hand, is evaluated positively, negatively and neutrally in different contexts but we are not necessarily affectively sensitive about them.

2.1.4.7 Cognitive underpinnings of face 
The other sociopragmatic components which are believed to form the cognitive underpinnings of face are proposed by Schlenker and Pontari (2000). In their discussion of self-presentation, Schlenker and Pontari (2000:204) suggest that “both values and expectations influence the self-images that people try to present to others”.
· Face and values
Goffman’s definition of face (c.f. 2.1.4.1) points out the link between face and value, and offers a clue that it is necessary to turn to concepts of value to enrich the understanding of face.

The social psychologist, Shalom Schwarts (1992) has developed a universal framework of value constructs that has been empirically validated across cultures. In the study, he found 10 different value constructs that emerged in the majority of cultures. Table 2.5 shows the structured relationship of these values. Table 2.6 explains the meaning of each value construct and lists associated illustrative value items.
	Self-Enhancement
	Power:  Authority    Status   Power

	
	Achievement: Competence   Success   

	Openness to change
	Hedonism: Fun   Self-indulgence  

	
	Stimulation: Novelty  Excitement

	
	Self-direction: Independence   Freedom

	Self-Transcendence
	Universalism: Honesty   Justice   Moral integrity

	
	Benevolence: Loyalty   Helpfulness

	Conservatism
	Conformity: Obedience   Courtesy

	
	Tradition : Conservatism   Devoutness

	
	Security: Stability   Certainty


Table 2.5 Schwartz’s value constructs and their structured relationship (based on Schwartz, 1992:44)
	Value construct
	Explanation
	Illustrative component values

	Power
	social status and prestige, control or dominance over people and resources 
	social power authority wealth

	Achievement
	personal success through demonstrating competence according to social standards
	success competence accomplishment

	Hedonism 
	pleasure and sensuous gratification for oneself
	pleasure self-indulgence 

	Stimulation
	excitement, novelty and challenge in life
	variety daring adventurous

	Self-direction
	independent thought and creating, exploring
	freedom, independence, creativity

	Universalism 
	understanding, appreciation, tolerance and protection for the welfare of all people and for nature
	equality, harmony, justice

	Benevolence
	preservation and enhancement of the welfare of people with whom one is in frequent personal contact
	helpfulness, loyalty, responsibility

	Tradition
	respect, commitment and acceptance of the customs and ideas that traditional culture of religion provide the self
	humility, respect for tradition

	Conformity
	restraint of actions, inclinations and impulse likely to upset or harm others and violate social expectations or norms
	obedience, self-discipline, proper behaviour, respect for elders

	Security
	safety, harmony and stability of society, relationship and of self
	health and security for the family and the nation


Table 2.6 Schwartz et al.’s value constructs and their associated qualities (based on Schwartz et al. 2001:270)

Schwartz’s framework can aid face analysis in two ways: firstly, people’s self-perceived identity, i.e., self-evaluative judgements of their own attributes may be influenced by the relative importance and hierarchy of their own personal value constructs. In other words, they will perceive the attributes associated with higher value constructs in a certain society to be more face sensitive than others. For example, as shown in Spencer-Oatey’s (2007) empirical data on business contacts between the Chinese and the British, a Chinese businessman may identify the following attributes that he would feel he should display in a conflict negotiation with his British counterpart: that he should be friendly, not stingy, and not weak. Friendliness and lack of stinginess are both underpinned with the value construct ‘Benevolence’, and no weakness is associated with ‘Power’. Hence, if the Chinese businessman is not able to maintain face in relation to all three attributes, then the value construct that he holds most highly in this context (‘Benevolence’ or ‘Power’) will influence which face claim he will make. 
Secondly, Schwartz’s framework is helpful for reconsidering the concept of negative face proposed in Brown and Levinson’s (1987) model. In Brown and Levinson’s (1987) model, negative face refers to a person’s want to be unimpeded by others and to be free for action as well as from imposition. As noted earlier, many scholars, represented by Matsumoto (1988), have challenged this concept and argue that it is Western-biased and over-emphasises the notion of individual freedom, while ignoring the social perspective of face (c.f. 2.1.2.2). Schwartz’s specification of values can shed light on the re-interpretation of this argument. Negative face (explained as above) is actually a reflection of the value constructs ‘self-direction’, ‘hedonism’ and ‘stimulation’ as they are all self-seeking. According to Schwartz’s (1992) “assembled evidence from 20 countries”, including such typical western cultures as the United States and Australia, and representative eastern cultures like China and Japan, the findings show “that the meaning of the value types and of most of the single values that constitute them is reasonably equivalent across most groups” (1992:59). This indicates that the above three self-seeking values, which constitute part of the ten-value-set in Schwartz’s (1992) project, are not unique to western cultures and they are also present in eastern cultures. This supports the argument in this chapter (c.f. 2.1.2.2) that negative face wants underpinned by self-seeking values are not unique to western cultures. 

· Face and sociality rights-obligations

In addition to values, based on Schlenker and Pontari’s (2000) discussion, conceptions of sociality rights-obligations also play a role in people’s face claims and face sensitivities.

Spencer-Oatey (e.g., 2000, 2007) argues that face and sociality rights-and-obligations are connected. For example, she finds that face sensitivity in request behaviour is closely bound up with whether it is an entitlement-based request or a non-entitlement-based request (i.e., whether the person believes that he/she has the right to make the request, e.g., asking for money to be paid back from the borrower may require different linguistic strategies from those used for asking for a favour, e.g., borrowing money from others)

2.1.4.8 Concluding remarks on Spencer-Oatey’s theories
Spencer-Oatey’s rapport management notion with cultural underpinnings (2000, 2008) has significantly enriched the understanding of communicative interactions in that besides face interaction, it also provides the perspective of sociality rights-and-obligations management and interactional goals. These conceptualisations, alongside the notion of face, constitute the fundamental structure of this study’s theoretical framework (c.f. 3.2), and will be applied in the data analysis in this research. Moreover, the role of identity in an interlocutor’s rapport management (2007) will also be referred to when investigating an interlocutor’s face behaviours. 

2.1.5 Facework in verbal sarcasm

Verbal sarcasm or verbal irony – a device often resorted to by people to achieve certain face purposes in rapport management – emerges as one of the salient features in the selected film sequences that constitute the data for this research (c.f. Chapter 4). Therefore, it will be useful to investigate this issue in more depth. Verbal sarcasm or verbal irony has been classified as a trope since antiquity (Kotthoff 2003). It is believed that “sarcasm is like irony, only stronger, and that one could upgrade irony to sarcasm by adding more of the same, viz. irony, thus turning an ironical statement into a sarcastic one” (Littman & Mey 1995:147). Schűtte (in Gibbs and O’Brien 1991) finds, in a professional context of orchestra musicians, that irony is often applied by less powerful members to denounce a perspective or expectation attributed to a powerful partner, while sarcasm emerges as the exclusive right for the powerful partner to achieve the similar purpose with musicians. In other words, Schűtte seems to suggest that the use of irony or sarcasm is associated with the speaker’s social status. Although there are various definitions of verbal irony (see details in Kaufer 1981, Gibbs and O’Brien 1991, Dews and Winner 1999, Partington 2007), they all acknowledge the gap between the two levels of dictum and implicatum (Kotthoff 2003), or more specifically, the evaluative argument that violates contextual expectations on the surface and intentions that the deliberately misapplied evaluative argument be recognised by the listener (Kaufer 1981). To decipher the implicatum, a listener has to combine the literal interpretation of an utterance with his/her knowledge of the world, including knowledge of the speaker, in order to co-constitute the accomplishment of an instance of verbal irony (Dews and Winner 1999). One of the most influential accounts of verbal irony is Sperber and Wilson’s (1992) echoic mention theory in which they argue that irony “is a variety of echoic utterance” that “simultaneously expresses the speaker’s attitude or reaction to what was said or thought” (1992:59). Sperber & Wilson (1992) propose that verbal irony “invariably involves the expression of an attitude of disapproval” (1992:60), thus indicating the speaker’s dissociation of him/herself from the echoed saying or thoughts “with anything from mild ridicule to savage scorn” (ibid). To illustrate Sperber and Wilson’s (1992) echoic mention theory, we could use an exchange from sequence 5 (c.f. 4.5) in the data of this research as an example. In the sequence (line 31), Niu tries to promote his management philosophy in front of his boss, Zhang, as ‘we should turn the restaurant into a growing live cell’. Zhang has expressed his dissatisfaction of and disagreement with Niu’s management style since the beginning of the conversation and thus becomes rather provoked by Niu’s explicit rhetoric and position. Zhang comments ‘A live cell? I tell you. You hand in all the money you make next month to the company’ (lines 32-33). Zhang’s utterance (‘A live cell?’) is sarcastic as it echoes Niu’s standpoint to indicate his opposition to Niu’s opinion. In other words, Zhang implies in the echoic mention his negative view of what Niu just said. In relation to facework, verbal sarcasm enables the speaker to criticise or attack the hearer or a third party in an off-record manner.

2.1.6 Concluding remarks on politeness research in the West

In general, section 2.1 has presented a review of the development of politeness research through time in the West and has covered, with critical analysis, the major models and theoretical frameworks proposed by prominent scholars. Brown and Levinson’s (1987) face model, Culpeper’s (1996, 2003) impoliteness framework as the extension of the face model, and Spencer-Oatey’s (2000, 2007, 2008) rapport management notion with socio-cultural underpinnings are perceived to be particularly pertinent to this study’s composite model formulation (c.f. 3.2) and data analysis (c.f. 4.2-4.7). Now it is time to turn to the relevant research in Far East cultures and to explore how this issue is approached in a different social and cultural context. 

2.2 Politeness research in the Far East 
Prospering in the West, the research on politeness has also received due scholarly attention in Far East cultures, represented by Gu (1990) and Mao (1994) in China, and Matsumoto (1988) and Ide (1989) in Japan. In the previous section (c.f. 2.1.2.2), the Far East scholars’ criticisms of Brown and Levinson’s (1987) face model are discussed. Starting from there, Matsumoto (1988), Ide (1989) and Gu (1990) seek to develop their own politeness theories tailored to Far East cultures, which are presented as follows. 

2.2.1 Politeness Phenomena in Modern China

2.2.1.1 Gu’s (1990) conceptualisation of the politeness maxims in China
Gu (1990) begins his analysis with an exploration of the historical origins and the modern conception of politeness in Chinese culture. He points out from the outset that the historical 礼Li (social hierarchy and order) advocated by Confucius has an important influence on modern Chinese interactional behaviour. For example, Confucius argues that “speech has to be used appropriately in accordance with the user’s status in the social hierarchy so that Li could be restored…a servant is required to call him/herself 奴才nu cai (slave) while addressing his/her master as 大人da ren (great man) or 主子zhu zi (master)” (Gu 1990:238). Although in New China (China since the founding of the People’s Republic in 1949, Gu 1990:239), some honorifics have become obsolete, the basic doctrine promoted by Confucius is still widely accepted and gives rise to Gu’s (1990) Self-denigration Maxim and the Address Maxim (see below).
Gu (1990:241) presents a brief overview of Brown & Levinson’s (1987) theory, and argues that “Brown and Levinson’s model is not suitable for Chinese data…in interaction, politeness is not just instrumental. It is also normative as failure to observe politeness will incur social sanctions.” In view of this, Gu (1990) believes that Leech’s (1983) absolute politeness approach works better to explain the Chinese politeness phenomena:

Differing from Brown and Levinson, Leech emphasises the normative aspect of politeness. This is brought out by his construction of politeness into the Politeness Principle and its maxims.…As is pointed out, the Chinese conception of politeness is to some extent moralised, which makes it more appropriate to analyse politeness in terms of maxims.                                                                                               

                                                                                                    (Gu 1990:243)

Inspired by Leech’s (1983) Politeness Principle and in line with the four basic notions underlying the Chinese conception of politeness, namely respectfulness, modesty, attitudinal warmth and refinement, Gu (1990:245) formulates four politeness maxims that are tailored to unpackage Chinese politeness interactions: the Self-denigration Maxim, the Address Maxim, the Tact Maxim and the Generosity Maxim.

· Self-denigration Maxim
This maxim consists of two submaxims, which are (a) denigration of self and (b) elevation of other.

Gu (1990:246) uses an introducing-each-other interaction between a Mainland Chinese (M) and a Singapore Chinese (S) to illustrate the maxim. (All the interactional lines are literal translations provided by Gu.)
Example 

M: Nin guixing?                                                     M: Your precious surname?

S: Xiaodi xing Li.                                                  S: Little brother’s surname is Li.

S: Nin zunxing?                                                     S: Your respectable surname?

M: Jianxing Zhang.                                               M: My worthless surname is Zhang.

In China, it is very common for people to introduce each other by asking the other’s surname. When M asks S’s surname, he elevates it by addressing it as ‘precious name’, while mentioning his own surname, he denigrates it as ‘worthless name’. In accordance, S, though he does not denigrate his surname in response to M’s enquiry, he does denigrate himself as ‘little brother’, implying that he believes himself to be inferior to M. On the other hand, S elevates M’s surname as ‘precious surname’.

Gu (1990:247) proposes that the concepts of self and other in the maxim may refer to “physical conditions, mental states, properties, values, attitude, writing, spouse, family, relatives, etc, and also some acts such as visiting, reading, etc., performed and referred to by self”. For example, when self visits other, the act is normally described by self as 拜访 bai fang, which means to prostrate oneself at the foot of other to visit (Gu’s word-for-word translation), whereas if it is a visit paid by other to self, it is referred to as 光临guang lin, the equivalent of which in English is ‘light arrives’ (Gu’s word-for-word translation). Table 2.7 summarises some of the areas in which the Self-denigration Maxim usually operates and the corresponding terms which have more or less lexicalised the Self-denigration Maxim.

	Sphere of politeness
	Self-denigration 

Denigrative use
	Other-elevation
Elevative use

	Person
	鄙人Bi ren          (humble self)
	您Nin =V pronoun

	Surname 
	鄙姓Bi xing        (humble surname)
	尊姓Zun xing (respectable surname)

	Profession
	卑职Bei zhi         (humble job)
	尊职Zun zhi       (respectable job)

	Opinion 
	愚见Yu jian         (stupid opinion )
	高见Gao jian      (great opinion)

	Writing
	拙作Zhuo zuo      (clumsy work)
	大作Da zuo         (big work)

	Wife
	内助Nei zhu        (domestic helper)
	夫人Fu ren          (lady)

	Daughter
	小女Xiao niu        (little girl)
	千金Qian jin (1000 pieces of gold, i.e., daughter)

	House
	寒舍Han she        (shabby house)
	贵府Gui fu     (precious mansion)

	School 
	鄙校Bi xiao         (humble school)
	贵校Gui xiao     (precious school)


Table 2.7 Application of Self-denigration Maxim (Adapted from Gu 1990:248)

Gu (1990:248)) also highlights that 

A host of neutral expressions, i.e., neither denigrative nor elevative, however, have come into use, particularly since 1949, and particularly among younger generations. Now, denigrative and elevative expressions tend to be formal, while the neutral counterparts tend to be informal and are favoured by equals.”

In this study, it is argued that in 21st century China, usage of neutral expressions is much more common and more widely accepted in social interactions than in Gu’s (1990) time, i.e., it is not simply confined to younger generations and equals, and users can well extend to superordinates-subordinates, teacher-students and other relations that entail unequal power balance. In addition, it is suggested that careful consideration in the application of the Self-denigration Maxim in everyday interaction is more than necessary as frequent and inappropriate usage may lead to face threats to self being perceived as pretentious by others or face threats to others when a sarcastic effect ensues. 

· The Address Maxim
This maxim entails that interlocutors should be addressed with appropriate address terms. As Gu (1990:249) proposes, “the act of addressing involves (a) S’s recognition of H as a social being in his specific social status or role, and (b) S’s definition of the social relation between S and H”. According to Gu (1990), there are three noticeable differences between Chinese and English address systems, which are:
1) Structure of a name

A Chinese name is arranged in the order of surname + (middle name) +given name, while an English name is in reverse order from the Chinese. More importantly, the Chinese surname is a non-kin public address term, but the middle+given name or the given name alone is kin familial address terms. Particularly, sometimes the given name is reserved between lovers and occasionally used by parents. Therefore, it is not difficult to see why a Chinese could be embarrassed by an English counterpart addressing him/her by his/her middle name+given name or even just given name.

2) Kinship terms

Gu (1990:250) claims that “some Chinese kinship terms have extended and generalised usage, which is not the case with the English counterparts”. For example, terms like 爷爷ye ye (grandpa), 奶奶nai nai (grandma), 叔叔shu shu (uncle), 阿姨a yi (aunt) and so on may be used to address people with no familial relation with the addresser. On the other hand, a young English lady may be offended by school children calling her a yi (aunt), which is a normal way for the Chinese children to show their respect and fondness. 

3) Talk initiation

Gu (1990:251) believes that “in unequal encounters (unequal not just in terms of political power, but also of profession, knowledge, age difference, kinship status, and so on), it is usually the inferior who initiates talk exchanges by addressing the superior first”. For example, a student is expected to greet a teacher upon their encounter by saying “Laoshi, zoa shang hao. 

                                  Teacher, good morning.” (ibid)
Regarding Gu’s (1990) Address Maxim, it is argued in this study that competent adult members in China are not expected to use kinship terms such as 爷爷ye ye (grandpa), 奶奶nai nai (grandma), 叔叔shu shu (uncle), 阿姨a yi (aunt) and so on to address people with no familial relations in acknowledgement of an addressee's seniority in social status or age. On the contrary, the use of kinship terms must receive careful consideration because an addressee would probably be offended by such terms which could be interpreted in a way that exaggerate the addressee’s old looks or age. The problem of Gu’s (1990) suggestion on the use of kinship terms in China lies in the fact that they are probably used more by children addressing adults than by competent adult members addressing each other as part of relationship management. In addition, as for the submaxim of ‘talk initiation’, it may not be a unique indexical feature to Chinese culture that an inferior is expected to initiate greetings or talk exchanges by addressing a superior first in an unequal encounter. Such expectation and practice may well be present in a western culture, for example, the UK.

· The Generosity and Tact Maxims
Gu (1990) conceptualises the Generosity and Tact Maxims based on Leech’s (1983) framework, which are composed of:

(i) Generosity Maxim 

(a) Minimise benefit to self    [(b) Maximise cost to self]

(ii) Tact Maxim 
(a) Minimise cost to other       [(b) Maximise benefit to other]
However, Gu (1990) argues that Leech’s (1983:107) maxims need modification because they are not complete enough to explain dynamic interactional data in Chinese. Leech (1983:107) postulates six prototypical situations in which the impositives from S move from the cost pole to the benefit pole on the cost-benefit scale.

[1] Peel these potatoes.                                                    cost to H                  less polite

[2] Hand me the newspaper.                                             

[3] Sit down

[4] Look at that.

[5] Enjoy your holiday.


[6] Have another sandwich.                                           benefit to H             more polite

Diagram 2.3 Cost-benefit scale of impositives 
If S intends to minimise cost to other (submaxim (a) of the Tact Maxim), S should always try to render an illocution closer to the benefit pole on the scale. (In this case, it is utterance 6 rather than 1). Gu (1990:244) calls it “content-regulating minimisation”, which means that S should minimise cost to H from the content aspect of a request. However, if S has to deliver utterance 1, i.e., to ask H to peel the potatoes, in line with the same submaxim, he should ask H to peel as few potatoes as possible to minimise cost to H. Gu (ibid) refers to this use as “manner-regulating minimisation”, i.e., minimising cost to H from the manner perspective of a request. Gu then takes a step further to suggest that there should be a third use of minimisation, i.e., speech-regulating minimisation. Gu (1990:244) provides a conversation between a lecturer of linguistics (A) and an overseas student (B) to illustrate the necessity of categorising speech-regulating minimisation.

[1] A: I can drop you in town if you like.

[2] B: It’s very kind of you, but it will cause you some inconvenience, won’t it?

[3] A: No, not at all. I’m going that direction.

[4] B: Thank you very much.

Both the Tact Maxim and the Generosity Maxim can account for a polite offer such as [1]. By the Generosity Maxim, A is maximising cost to self (content-regulating maximisation, i.e., A chooses to make the offer rather than not to). By the Tact Maxim, A is maximising benefit to B (content-regulating maximisation). Nonetheless, the next utterance from A in response to B’s concern over the possible inconvenience to A. i.e., “No, not at all. I’m going in that direction” goes against the Generosity Maxim as A is minimising cost to self. Gu (1990:244) points out that this use of minimisation is different from the previous two as “it refers to the minimisation operating at the conversational level: the minimisation at this level only regulates speech behaviour, and does not alter the nature of the cost at the motivational level.” This speech-regulating minimisation, according to Gu (1990) makes it easier for B to accept A’s offer and highlights the sincerity in A’s offer. In view of the above, Gu (1990:245) suggests that Leech’s (1983) Tact Maxim and Generosity Maxim can be refined as follows:
· The Tact Maxim 
(i) At the motivational level

(a) Minimise cost to other (including content- and manner-regulating senses)

(ii) At the conversational level

(a) Maximise benefit received
· The Generosity Maxim 

(i) At the motivational level

(a) Maximise benefit to other (including content- and manner-regulating senses)

(ii) At the conversational level

(a) Minimise cost to self

Gu’s (1990) revision of Leech’s (1983) Tact and Generosity Maxims has not yet been examined or applied by any other scholars. In addition, a more fundamental issue of Gu’s (1990) attempt to develop submaxims on various levels, is that there is no motivated way of restricting the number of submaxims and it would be unacceptable to establish new submaxims every time new regularities are identified, which is a flaw inevitably inherited from Leech’s (1983) absolute approach to maxims (c.f. 2.1.1). In this study, it is believed that Spencer-Oatey’s (2000) suggestion of considering the issue within the notion of rapport management (c.f. 2.1.4.1) offers a more straightforward and more convincing way out. She suggests that “the tact and generosity maxims could be seen as addressing concerns over equity rights” (Spencer-Oatey 2000:40). According to the conception of equity right, every adult member in a society is “entitled to personal consideration from others…treated fairly…not unduly imposed upon…not unfairly ordered about…not taken advantage of or exploited…costs and benefits should be kept roughly in balance” (Spencer-Oatey 2000:14 c.f. 2.1.4.1 for the full quotation). The application of Leech’s (1983) Tact and Generosity Maxims ultimately serves the purpose of keeping a balance in a cost-benefit relation between S and H, so that both S and H feel that neither of them is unduly exploited and that each receives personal consideration from the other. Hence, as proposed by Spencer-Oatey (2000), these two maxims are concerned with an individual’s claim to equity rights.

2.2.1.2 Mao’s (1994) theoretical basis for conceptualising Chinese face
In his search for a theoretical framework for explaining Chinese people’s interactions, Mao (1994) bases his conceptualisation of Chinese face on Hu’s (1944) definitions and distinctions between lian 脸and mianzi 面子
, and highlights in his argument that neither lian nor mianzi signify the negative face notion identified by Brown and Levinson (1987).
“Lien” is the respect of the group for an individual with a good moral reputation; an individual who will fulfil his/her obligations regardless of the hardships involved, who under all circumstances shows him/herself to be a decent human being.

“Mien-tzu” stands for the kind of prestige…a reputation achieved through getting on in life, through success and ostentation. This prestige is accumulated by means of personal effort and is dependent at all times on external environment. (Hu 1944:45)

This study perceives Hu’s (1944) distinctions between mianzi and lian to be rather obsolete and somewhat absolute. It is not difficult to recognise that even the spellings of the two characters (mianzi and lian) signifying face in Chinese today are different from Hu’s time (Mien-tzu and Lien) in the 1940s. Ho (1975:868) points out 

The meanings of Lien and Mien-tzu vary according to verbal context and in      addition are not completely differentiated from each other in that the terms are interchangeable in some contexts. Consequently…the distinction between the two sets of criteria for judging face – based on judgments of character and broadly, of the amoral aspects of social performance – can not be anchored to a linguistic distinction between the two terms, Lien and Mien-tzu, as proposed by Hu. 

It is not possible to examine whether Lien and Mian-tzu did carry clear-cut differentiated connotative meanings in the 1940s as there appears not to have been any second publication touching upon this issue. Moreover, despite Ho’s (1975) remark, Hu’s (1944) proposition is still adopted by scholars, including Ho (1975) himself, as the basis for the analysis of Chinese face, due to the fact that Hu’s (1944) definition, though not perfect, is the only quotable academic reference. In this study, it is believed that it might be worthwhile to re-examine the issue, i.e., the connotative meanings and usage of lian and mianzi in today’s social interaction in China as well as their relation to Brown and Levinson’s (1987) conceptualisation of face.

As indicated above, the two most frequently used Chinese characters equivalent to the denotative meaning of the word ‘face’ are mianzi and lian. “Both characters encode connotative meanings, which have to do with reputable, respectable images that individuals can claim for themselves from communities in which they interact, or to which they belong” (Ho, 1975:883). Ho’s characterisation of mianzi and lian is based on Hu’s (1944) definition. However, Ho (1975) did not inherit Hu’s (1944) distinction between mianzi and lian; i.e., Hu’s (1944) associating of an individual’s moral character with the conceptualisation of lian and an individual’s prestige and reputation with mianzi. This study adopts Ho’s (1975) conceptualisation and suggests that in most social interactional contexts in China, the connotative meanings and usage between these two characters are interchangeable and therefore no absolute categorisation should be made. In addition, both mianzi and lian have several connotative meanings dependent on the context. This proposition is different from Mao’s (1994) in that he faithfully retains Hu’s (1944) different underpinnings of mianzi and lian and uses them as the basis for his conceptualisation of Chinese face. For example, Mao (1994:458) argues that 
Lian refers to the respect of the group for a man with a good moral reputation…Lian can only be earned but not given gratis, and it is both a social sanction for moral standards and an internalised sanction. To ‘give lian’ is not idiomatic in Chinese, but ‘to give mianzi’ is.
According to 现代汉语词典 (the Contemporary Chinese Dictionary) which is compiled by the Institute of Linguistics at the Chinese Academy of Social Sciences (1978), 赏脸 (shang lian), to ‘give lian’, is indeed a frequently used idiom and has a similar connotative meaning to给面子 (gei mianzi) to ‘give mianzi’. The only slight difference lies in the connotative usage: 赏脸 (shang lian), to ‘give lian’ indicates a social status inequality between the addresser and addressee and is normally used by a subordinate addressing a super-ordinate; while给面子 (gei mianzi) to ‘give mianzi’ is more frequently used between peers or people in more intimate relations. Both lian and mianzi here refer to an addressee’s prestige and reputation, and have no associated underpinnings to an addressee’s moral character.
For another pair of most commonly used idioms associated with lian and mianzi, i.e., to lose lian and to lose mianzi, Mao (1994:458) insists that 
‘To lose lian’ is a far more serious act than ‘to lose mianzi’, since the former amounts…to a condemnation by the community for…immoral behaviour or judgment. ‘To lose mianzi’ on the other hand, is to suffer a loss of one’s reputation or prestige because of a certain failure or misfortune.
In this case, once again, Mao (1994) explicitly attaches the moral label to lian and the reputation label to mianzi. This distinction cannot stand up to dynamic interactional data scrutiny because it is a prevalent phenomenon in everyday conversational discourse to use ‘lose lian’ indicating a loss of reputation because of a certain failure or misfortune, e.g., Really lose lian, I did not pass the exam.

The issue with Mao’s (1994) argument is that the analysis of the notion and conceptualisation of face are narrowly anchored to two Chinese lexcial equivalents of the word face: mianzi and lian. In other words, Mao (1994) confines his research activity on this issue to a merely lexical level. As mentioned before, mianzi and lian are no more than two Chinese equivalents that bear the same denotative meaning to face. Actually, they are just two nouns that can be collocated with numerous verbs, forming various phrases and idioms that are associated with different connotative meanings and usage. Therefore, such an attempt to encompass a broad social phenomenon of ‘face’ by dwelling on and playing around with two lexical equivalents is not really appropriate. 
After arguing that Brown and Levinson’s (1987) conceptualisation of face fails to signify Chinese lian 脸 or mianzi 面子, Mao (1994:472) then proposes to develop a different construct, as he claims, which can incorporate the cultural variations concerning the notion of face – “the relative face orientation”.  

The relative face orientation may be defined as an underlying direction of face that emulates, though never completely attaining, one of two interactional ideals that may be salient in a given speech community: the ideal social identity, or the ideal individual autonomy.

But there seems to be a fundamental issue underlying Mao’s (1994) formulation. Although one of his important arguments against the universality of Brown and Levinson’s (1987) face theory lies in his claim that the theory does not signify Chinese lian 脸 or mianzi 面子, Mao (1994) does not elaborate in any detail what the relationship between his suggested relative face orientation and Chinese lian 脸 as well as mianzi 面子, or whether the relative face orientation can represent Chinese lian 脸 or mianzi 面子.

The second fundamental issue of Mao’s (1994) formulation is that except the notion of relative face orientation which is categorised in terms of the ideal social identity and the ideal individual autonomy, there are not any face strategies developed to explain in a descriptive way how people from different cultures use language to negotiate the ideal identity and the ideal autonomy, nor are there any contextual factors identified to assess their influence over people’s face behaviour. Therefore, Mao’s (1994) formulation does not have any descriptive capacity and flexibility in application to unpackage people’s dynamic face interactions. 

This study wishes to argue that there is no need to establish a different construct to replace Brown and Levinson’s theory, and their face model has the adequate sophistication to explain the example of a Chinese face interaction that is suggested by Mao as incommensurable. Mao (1994:480-481) presents a post-dinner interaction to show that Chinese discourse activities of offering revolve around Chinese lian 脸 or mianzi 面子, which is claimed as not being incorporated in Brown and Levinson’s framework. This study reproduces the example as follows and demonstrates that such interactions can actually be analysed within their facework. The introduction of the background of the interaction, the word-for-word and idiomatic translations are provided by Mao. 
A post-dinner activity: Offering the leftover

The offering activity in question takes place shortly after a dinner party, and there are two principal participants involved. X – a female mainland Chinese student at a mid-western state university – and her family have just had dinner with the W’s, another mainland Chinese couple studying at the same university. The dinner was at the W’s apartment. During the dinner, the W’s found the noodles that X had brought along particularly palatable, and asked for her recipe. Shortly after the dinner, X noticed that there were still quite a few noodles left, and she decided to offer some to the W’s. The following transcript records this offering activity, which is initiated by X, and addressed to Mrs. W: 
	X:
	怎么， 还有这么 多面条留 着。

What, still have these many noodles left (state marker).

Look, there are still so many noodles left. 
	1

	X:
	你们拿点去吧。

You take some go ba.

Why don’t you take some?
	2

	Mrs. W:
	不必了。 你们留着 自己吃吧。

No necessity. You (plural) leave yourselves eat ba.

No, thanks. You have them for yourselves ba.
	3

	X:
	这么多，我们也  吃 不  掉！

These many, we also eat not complete!

There are so many left; we cannot finish them all!
	4

	Mrs. W:
	这不对啊，吃了还 要拿。

This not right a, eat still want take.

It is inappropriate a; we’ve already had a lot here, how could we take more.
	5

	X:
	别客气了。既然 好吃，就留一点嘛。

No polite. Since good eat, then leave a little ma.

Not at all. Since they are tasty, take some ma.
	6

	X:
	这种面条不马上吃掉也 就不好吃了。
This kind noodles not at once eat complete also then not good eat. 

This kind of noodles cannot stay too long, or they become tasteless.  
	7

	Mrs. W:
	那我们就不客气了。(overlapping with (9))

Then we then not polite.

Then, we will stop being polite. 
	8

	Mr. W:
	好，那我们就拿一点吧。

Good, then we then take a little ba.

OK, we will take some then.  
	9

	X:
	多拿 一点， 你们不拿我们也吃不掉。

Many take a little, you not take we also eat not complete.

Take more. If you do not take more, we cannot eat them all. (Mr. W begins to scoop the noodles into his bowl.)
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In line with Brown and Levinson’s (1987) postulation, X and W may hold various face wants respectively in this context. For example, X may want to maintain her positive face of being perceived as a generous and considerate person, sensitive to W’s wants and needs. She may also want W to accept her offer of the noodles readily and without feeling indebted, which could explain her negative face wants. By the same token, W may desire some noodles as they find them particularly tasty but may not want to appear greedy which would otherwise inevitably damage their positive face. Moreover, the act of offering is intrinsically face-threatening because it may put W in an indebted situation involuntarily and thus encroach upon W’s negative face. Therefore, to make this offer-acceptance interaction happen successfully, some politeness strategies are necessary to mitigate various threats to X’s and W’s positive face and negative face. This could explain why X initiates the offer (line 1) with a positive politeness strategy of “giving reasons” (Brown and Levinson 1987:128), leading W to see the reasonableness of X’s subsequent FTA (line 2). The positive politeness (line 1) is enhanced by emphatic markers 怎么
 (what) and 这么多 (so many) with a possible purpose to elicit W’s cooperation, and the FTA in the offer (line 2) is mitigated by hedge 点 (little) and particle 吧 that informs W of X’s intention not to impose (c.f. 2.2.1.3). As discernment (c.f. 2.2.2) concerns underpin Chinese culture (Gu 1990, Mao 1994), Chinese people are expected to show interest in and care for the needs of the person who initiates the offer. Therefore, Mrs. W in response, makes a positive politeness utterance (line 3) attending to X’s and her family’s needs. Following it, X repeats the emphatic marke 这么多 (so many), and tells a possible white lie (Brown and Levinson 1987:115) (line 4), particularly in view that X’s family are present and surely they can finish the noodles that are leftover. This white lie saves Mrs. W’s face by not having her positive politeness remark (line 3) denied point-blank. Mrs. W then tries to “give overwhelming reasons” (Brown and Levinson 1987:189) (line 5) to explain why it is inappropriate for her and her husband to accept the offer in that context. This is also enhanced by the particle 啊 to elicit X’s understanding (c.f. 2.2.1.3). X further expresses her appreciation of W’s concerns and reinitiates the offer (line 6), preceding it with a reason (the noodles are tasty) and mitigating it by “hedges on illocutionary force” (Brown and Levinson 1987:145) 一点 (a little) and the particle 嘛 that conveys X’s emphasis on the obvious reasonableness of the offer (c.f. 2.2.1.3). Then another reason (line 7) is given to demonstrate X’s positive politeness effort in persuading W to accept the offer. After a series of facework that is attended to both X’s and W’s face needs, W may be assured of the appropriateness to accept the offer (lines 8-9), repeatedly using 那 (then) and 就 (then) as conclusory markers indicating that the speaker is drawing a conclusion to a line of reasoning carried out cooperatively with the addressee (Brown and Levinson 1987:115). In responding to W’s acceptance of the offer, X encourages the acceptance by repeating and enhancing the offer and the previously stated reasons (line 10). 
The above analysis demonstrates that Brown and Levinson’s (1987) face framework has the adequate sophistication in explaining Chinese people’s face interactions. It is acknowledged in this study that cultural variables play an important role in influencing people’s choice of face strategies, i.e., Chinese and British people may adopt varied linguistic strategies in managing an offer-acceptance interaction. However, it only illustrates the necessity of incorporating cultural differences in applying the facework (c.f. 3.2). It does not invalidate the applicability of Brown and Levinson’s (1987) theory to Chinese interactional data, which will be incorporated in the establishment of a composite model (c.f. 3.2) for this research’s data analysis. Such a line of reasoning also seems to be adopted by Fukada and Asato (2004) vis-à-vis Matsumoto and Ide (c.f. 2.2.2).
2.2.1.3 Facework in Chinese particles
Chinese particles have an important interactional function to “satisfy a hearer’s face needs” (Xu 2008:133, my translation). They are auxiliaries normally used at the end of words, phrases, or sentences to strengthen or reduce the illocutionary force of an utterance. The most frequently used particles in Chinese are identified by Xu (2008) as 啊 (a), 呢 (ne), 嘛 (ma), and 吧 (ba). As they are used by interlocutors in managing face in interactions (c.f. 4.5-4.7) that constitute the data for this research, the four particles’ interpersonal functions for face negotiation will be discussed below. Examples are provided in the discussion to illustrate the face effect entailed in the particles. As for the format of the examples, the first line is the Chinese utterance; the second line is the word-for-word translation of the utterance; and the third line the idiomatic translation. 
· 啊 (a) and facework
In illocution, 啊 conveys a speaker’s assertiveness in his/her utterance and an implied but marked intention that the hearer agree (with the statement in the utterance); or accept (the offer in the utterance); or respond (to the request in the utterance). Used between people of close relations, such as classmates, friends, kin and so on, it serves as an effective device to reduce distance and to establish and enhance harmony between interlocutors. This is identified as one of its most important pragmatic functions in rapport maintenance and enhancement (Li & Thompson 1981, Xu 2008). For example, in the following utterance, the speaker makes a comment and adds 啊 at the end of the sentence to solicit the hearer’s agreement and sympathy:

做 个 诚实的 人        真      难         啊！


Do an honest person really difficult 啊！


It is really difficult to be an honest person 啊!

                                                                                           (Xu 2008:143, my translation)
On the other hand, 啊may also be applied to increase face threats in warnings, verbal threats, orders, or impatient reminding, depending on the speaker’s interactional intention. For example, in the following warning, 啊 is adopted to enlarge the face threat:


你     给   我  听    好了 啊,  下   次     再     这样      有    你    好看的。


You give me listen well 啊, next time again like this have you good look.


You listen carefully 啊, if you are like this again, I will give you a good lesson. 

                                                                                           (Xu 2008:150, my translation)
· 呢 (ne) and facework
In Chinese, 呢 is usually employed in a context where interlocutors share some background knowledge and the speaker’s utterance would therefore normally constitute a mere mild reminder with no intention to push for an agreement or a response from the hearer. Hence, in this sense, “theoretically, regardless of the distance between interlocutors, the use of 呢 will not lead to impoliteness” (Xu 2008:172, my translation). In addition, when used in questions, 呢 demonstrates the speaker’s interest in and attention to the hearer, therefore functioning as a positive politeness device.  For example, the following utterance shows the speaker’s great interest in the hearer’s act:

你们说       什麽 呢? 这麽乐？


You saying what 呢? So cheerful?


What are you talking about 呢? So cheerful?

                                                                                           (Xu 2008:164, my translation)
· 嘛 (ma)  and facework
The particle 嘛 expresses a speaker’s emphasis on the obvious reasonableness and objectivity of the FTA in his/her utterance. In face effect, 嘛 has a similar function to that of the negative politeness strategy of “stating the FTA as a general rule” (Brown and Levinson 1987:206) in that both of them communicate S’s intention not to impinge and the FTA merely constitutes some reasonable act, objective fact or general obligation that has to be carried out. Therefore, 嘛 can be perceived as a negative politeness device. 
大家        有   什么 意见      可以畅所欲言嘛。

Everyone has what opinions can freely say what you want 嘛.

Everyone can express his opinions freely 嘛.
                                                                                                                           (c.f. 4.5)

Moreover, 嘛 also indicates S’s varied face purposes in different power contexts. When used between intimates such as couples, parents vs. children, it reflects S’s intention to appeal to H’s fondness of S in a feminine or childlike manner. Therefore, under such circumstances, 嘛 is usually adopted by women or children. 
我要       去， 我要     去嘛。

I want to go, I want to go 嘛.
I want to go, I want to go 嘛.

                                                                                         (Xu 2008:183, my translation)
In non-intimate relations, particularly between people holding different institutional powers, “嘛 is a popular particle for the powerful superior to claim higher social status and to increase distance from others in a non-impolite way” (Xu 2008: 183, my translation). It is non-impolite because 嘛 underlines the reasonableness and objectivity of the FTA and does not highlight S’s personal belief or impingement, nor does it express S’s intention to solicit H’s agreement or acceptance. In other words, it is a non-face-sensitive manner for S to claim power and increase distance in Chinese since the “ritualised and institutionalised” usage “makes this seeming impoliteness the norm” (Chen & Sterosta 1997:8) 
有   什么可怕的，领导   让 你   干你      就干嘛。

Has what afraid, the leader let you do you then do 嘛.

What are you afraid of? The leader asks you to do it, and then do it 嘛.
                                                                                           (Xu 2008:185, my translation)
· 吧(ba) and facework
吧 is generally regarded as a device that indicates S’s hesitance, uncertainty and/or conjecture in his/her statement, and the willingness to give H the right for judgments or decisions (Li & Thompson 1981, Xu 2008). Hence, it normally shows S’s concern for H’s face needs. Nonetheless, when 吧 follows a negative statement, it usually functions as a tag question, and depending on contexts as well as interlocutors’ intention, it may either reduce face threats by indicating S’s respect for H’s opinions, or enlarge face threats by emphasising S’s own assertions.

           Example 1 


A: 要    不  要    先   拿  些      钱        去搞定他们？


A: Will not will first use some money to fix them？


A: Is it necessary to give them some money first?


B: 先   不  用  吧,都 是   老  关系。


B: first no use 吧, all are old connections.


B: It is not necessary yet, is it? We have known them for long.

                                                                                           (Xu 2008:193, my translation)

Example 2


A: 解决问题的关键就在你身上。


A: Solving problem key exactly on your body.


A: The key to solve the issue is in you.

B: 你    不  会    认为我  李高成          是不  辨              是     非的   人    吧。

B: You not will think me Li Gaocheng is not distinguish right wrong person 吧
B: You will not think that I Li Gaocheng am a person who can not tell right from wrong, will you?                                                                              (c.f.4.5)
In the first example, the exchange takes place between two friends discussing how to resolve an issue. The relation between the interlocutors is friendly. Hence, B opts to use 吧 to mitigate the FTA in the expression of his own viewpoint and to show interest in the friend’s opinion on the matter. In the second example, preceding the exchange, the context (c.f. 4.5) shows that A and B have for quite a while been engaged in an intense conversation that is characterised by discrepancies and power struggles between them. Therefore, upon knowing A is intending to hold B as the key to the problem, B uses 吧 and combines it with prosodic and paralinguistic approaches demonstrating salient face-threats to accentuate his face attack purpose in the interaction. 
2.2.1.4 Research on politeness in Chinese-language materials

谢
 (2004:7) claims in his Doctorate thesis that “up till now, monographs or PhD thesis on politeness research in Chinese language are rather rare, and although there are relatively more Master degree papers on politeness, most of them are undertaken within Brown and Levinson’s framework” (my translation). He further summarises the research activity on politeness in Chinese language into the following categories: firstly, applying Brown and Levinson’s (1987) theory to analysing face management in specific speech acts, most often, requests (宋 2009), apologies (李 2006), compliments (王 2010 ) and thanks (李 & 陈 2010); secondly comparing cultural differences in people’s politeness behaviour across cultures, using Brown and Levinson’s model; thirdly, adopting their model in the research of other areas, such as psychology (吴 2009), business and management research (赵 2009), language teaching (赵 2007), gender studies (金 2008), and translation studies (罗 2009); and fourthly, proposing alternative formulations but without substantial progress or application to interactive data (王 2002). 谢 (2004:9) suggests that the reason for the tremendous influence of Brown and Levinson’s (1987) theory on the study of politeness in Chinese is that “among all the (politeness) models, Brown and Levinson’s formulation provides the most effective formula for analysing linguistic face interactions” (my translation). 

After reviewing the literature in China National Knowledge Infrastructure
, this study agrees with 谢’s (2004) argument and further points out that Chinese scholars’ (c.f. 鲁 2005, 刘 2008, 刁 and 王 2008) findings on cultural differences between the Far East and the West confirm Hill et al.’s (1986) proposition of discernment versus volition (c.f. 2.2.2) which will be incorporated into this study’s theoretical framework (c.f. 3.2). 谢’s (2004) categorisation of the trends in the politeness research seems to apply to the academic development in this arena from 2004 to 2010, although it is interesting to note that 王 (2009: 112) argues for “the temporal and spatial universality of Brown and Levinson’s (1987) theory” by applying it to unpackage the face interactions depicted in one of the four master pieces in the Chinese literature of all times – 红楼梦 (‘A Dream of Red Mansions’ ) – which unfolds social interactions in the 18th century in China. 

In view of the above, it is acknowledged in this study that there are yet no significant conceptualisations of face in the Chinese material to be incorporated into this research’s theoretical model. 
2.2.2 Politeness Theory in Japan: Matsumoto and Ide vs. Fukada and Asato
Side by side with the progress in China, politeness research has also received wide interest from Japanese scholars over the past 20 years, starting with Matsumoto (1988) and Ide’s (1989) efforts to pinpoint the cultural differences of the politeness phenomenon in a vertical society or discernment society like Japan (Ide 1989) rather than in the West, thus refuting the universality of Brown and Levinson’s (1987) model. Ever since then, “the notion of discernment politeness has gained acceptance among scholars without much critical examination”, until Fukada and Asato (2004:1991), using empirical data, suggest that “by taking into consideration a salient feature of the Japanese society, namely its vertical and hierarchical structure, it is possible to propose an account that is consistent with Brown and Levinson’s theory…an account based on the politeness theory is superior to the discernment account.”
· Matsumoto’s arguments
Matsumoto (1988) questions the universality of Brown and Levinson’s (1987) theory as she points out that, in Japan, an individual is more aware of his/her relation to others in the group than his/her own territory and Japanese honorifics are one of the “relation-acknowledging devices” (Matsumoto 1988:411) that indicate the interlocutor’s social status differences, and they are not used as a redressive action for face threatening act as claimed by Brown and Levinson (1987). She uses the following example to illustrate the point:
(1) Kyoo  wa            doyoobi     da

      today TOPIC      Saturday    COPULA-PLAIN

      ‘Today is Saturday’

(2) Kyoo   wa            doyoobi    desu

      today   TOPIC     Saturday   COPULA-POLITE

      ‘Today is Saturday’
Matsumoto (1988) argues that, although sentence (1) and (2) have exactly the same propositional content, i.e., stating a fact, sentence (1) can only be used between people with similar social status or of closer relationship, and only sentence (2) is appropriate for addressing someone who is distant and higher in position, as an addressee honorific form ‘desu’ is used in its copula to convey the speaker’s perception of the relative social position to the hearer. The argument then goes on that since the purpose of the application of honorifics is to indicate interlocutors’ different social status rather than to serve the hearer’s negative face, Brown and Levinson’s (1987) theory would not be applicable to account for it. 

In addition, Matsumoto compares linguistic requests in English and Japanese through the following examples and claims that they support her proposition that the Japanese language system places a greater emphasis on showing human relationships than minimising imposition.
(3) Mot-imasu                                             ka

      Hold-POLITE QUESTION

      ‘Will you hold this?’

(4) Mot-e-masu                                           ka

      Hold-POTENTIAL-POLITE QUESTION

      ‘Can you hold this?’

                                                                                              (Matsumoto, 1988:420-421)
According to Matsumoto (1988:421), the Japanese utterances “would certainly not be perceived as polite requests” because they are modelled on the English counterparts, and are not perceived as requests under normal circumstances. But the English sentences are considered to be polite, derived from indirectness. 
· Ide’s arguments
Ide (1989) proposes that there are two types of linguistic politeness, depending on the nature of a society, namely volitional politeness
 and discernment politeness
. She argues that the volitional type is governed by individual intention and is realised through verbal strategies. It manifests the speaker’s intention as to “how polite he/she wants to be in a situation” (Ide 1989:233). The purpose of the application of volitional politeness is to save face. On the other hand, discernment politeness is operated at a socially prescribed level and is “realised mainly by the use of formal linguistic forms” such as honorifics that entail interlocutors’ perception of status difference in a communication situation (Ide 1989:242). Ide argues that an appropriate linguistic form is selected on the basis of social convention and is independent of the speaker’s rational intention. Based on the above comparisons, Ide points out that Brown and Levinson’s theory disregards the discernment type of politeness that plays a significant role in the Far East linguistic politeness systems.
Closer to Matsumoto’s (1988) proposition, Ide also believes that the purpose of using honorifics is not for saving face. Ide (1989:1995) states that Brown and Levinson’s categorisation of honorifics as a negative politeness strategy, namely ‘give deference’, mixes up linguistic forms and verbal strategies, which “differ in both their motives and their means”. Ide highlights two reasons why linguistic forms and verbal strategies should be treated separately. Firstly, linguistic forms are socio-pragmatically obligatory. Ide (1989:227) uses the following examples to illustrate the argument:

(5) Sensee-wa         Kore-o             yon-da

      Professor-TOP   this-ACC         read-PAST

(6) Sensee-wa            kore-o            oyomi-ni-nat-ta

      Professor-TOP      this-ACC        REEHONO-read-PAST

According to Ide (1989:227), only sentence (6) is appropriate as the use of honorific forms is obligatory in this case to refer to a higher status person such as the professor. “This use of an honorific verb form is the socio-pragmatic equivalent of grammatical concord, and it is determined by social rules”. The second reason to separate linguistic forms and verbal strategy is that “strategies are oriented only to the hearer, whereas linguistic forms are used not only for the hearer, but also for the referent and the speaker” (Ide 1989:229).
· Fukada and Asato (2004): an alternative analysis

Fukada and Asato (2004), two Japanese scholars who have recently re-examined Matsumoto (1988) and Ide’s (1989) arguments, voice a very different opinion, namely that “the use of honorifics is indeed in line with the (Brown and Levinson’s) politeness theory…there is no need to set up a separate kind of politeness, such as discernment” (2004:1912). Fukada and Asato (2004) base their analysis of Japanese honorifics on Brown and Levinson’s (1987) formula for computing the seriousness of an FTA (Weightiness (x)=Distance (S, H)+Power (H, S)+Rank of imposition (x)), focussing on power and distance variables as Japan is considered a vertical society “where relevant status difference, even very small, counts as significant” (Reischauer 1995:126).

Fukada and Asato (2004) account for the use of honorifics in non-FTA situations as follows: when a person of high social status is present, distance and power are given markedly high values and in turn lift the value of W(x). Under such circumstances, regardless of the value of imposition, any act, whether intrinsically face-threatening or not, will be regarded as an FTA in Brown and Levinson’s (1987) model. Thus, some sort of mitigation becomes necessary and it accounts for the occurrence of honorifics, which Fukada and Asato (2004) claim to be a negative politeness strategy. This, they argue, can offer the explanation why in Matsumoto’s (1988) examples sentence (2) is more appropriate.

Regarding Matsumoto’s (1988) claim that she can use examples (1) and (2) to prove that Japanese honorifics are not used as a redress for an FTA, Fukada and Asato (2004:1994) refute this, arguing that “the examples only show the lack of convertibility of these English request expressions in to Japanese and do not therefore count as evidence for Matsumoto’s argument that reducing the imposition of the utterance by indirectness will not be recognised as politeness in Japanese”. They further present the following examples to demonstrate the effect of an indirect element in the Japanese language system:

(7) Motte-kudasai-masu                          ka

      Hold-give-IMPERATIVE-POLITE QUESTION

      “Will you hold this for me?”

(8) Motte-kudasai-mas-en                                 ka

      Hold-give-IMPERATIVE-POLITE-NEG QUESTION

     “Won’t you hold this for me?”

Fukada and Asato (2004) point out that sentence (8) contains an indirectness marker, i.e., the negative morpheme, and it has a higher degree of face-saving effect. Therefore, it confirms that indirectness does contribute to the Japanese linguistic system.

As for Ide’s (1989) examples to demonstrate an individual’s obligation to use honorifics, Fukada and Asato (2004) contend that sentence (5) would be appropriate should it be used between students in the absence of the professor or by someone who is closely related to the professor. The reason is that in those two situations there is no possibility of threatening anyone’s face, so “the relevant linguistic facts are not as straightforward as Ide makes them out to be” (2004:1995).
In summary, Fukada and Asato (2004) present four arguments against accounts based on discernment:

1) Concerning Matsumoto (1988) and Ide’s (1989) claim that Brown and Levinson’s (1987) face preservation is not appropriate to explain the use of honorifics in Japan, Fukada and Asato (2004) argue that when people fail to use expected honorifics, they will be seen as arrogant and rude and threatening the hearer’s face. Hence, proper use of honorifics does contribute to face preservation.

2) Fukada and Asato (2004) contend that in some circumstances, particularly when the acts involved are generally considered dishonorable, the use of honorifics would sound bizarre. This goes against Ide’s (1989) proposition that use of honorifics is socio-pragmatically obligatory. For example:

Sensee                      ga ginkoogootoo    o    hatarai-ta

Teacher NOM          bank robbery    ACC    commit-PAST

‘My teacher committed a bank robbery.’

3) Fukada and Asato (2004) suggest that honorifics can be used by a socially superior person to his/her subordinates, which is not covered in the discernment analysis. For example, a lecturer would normally use plain forms to a student intern on most occasions. However, when the teacher asks the intern to do some grading that is tedious and clearly outside the scope of the intern’s work, the teacher has to use honorifics as the rank of imposition is sufficiently high to trigger the usage. Alternatively, some formality of a situation, e.g., a ceremony or a funeral, would create a temporary distance between the interlocutors and in turn trigger the use of honorifics by the superior to a relatively low status person.

4) Fukada and Asato (2004) believe that Brown and Levinson’s (1987) formula provides a natural explanation of a particular social perception in Japan, i.e., that it is a good quality for young people and women not to speak too much in front of their seniors and superiors. “Ide’s rule incorrectly predicts that a junior employee can speak as much as seniors and superiors in a meeting as long as he uses honorific forms” (2004:2000). Clearly, this prediction goes against social perception. However, in line with Brown and Levinson’s (1987) formula, power and distance variables are markedly significant in those types of meetings, elevating the total FTA regardless of whether an act is intrinsically face-threatening or not. As such, in those contexts, anything uttered can be counted as an FTA. So, using Brown and Levinson’s (1987) fifth strategy, the junior is better off not doing the FTA at all.

In summary, section 2.2 examines politeness research development in Far East cultures over the past twenty years and discovers that over time the criticism of Brown and Levinson’s (1987) model is abating while face has gradually found its way into unpackaging Far East politeness phenomena. In addition, while acknowledging the suitability of the face framework for analysing people’s rapport interactions in Far East cultures, this study also adopts the proposition of cultural differences between volition and discernment, which is firstly illustrated with quantitative evidence in Hill et al.’s (1986) research and then further consolidated in Ide’s (1989) arguments (c.f. 2.2.2). Last but not least, the review of politeness research in China shows that Chinese particles are frequently used for face negotiation in interactions and their functions can be analysed within Brown and Levinson’s (1987) proposition of three sets of politeness strategies (c.f. 2.2.1.3). This constitutes an important theoretical basis for analysing the Chinese data in this research. 

2.3 Concluding Remark on Politeness, Face and Rapport Management
The review of various developing stages of politeness research shows that models and conceptualisations generally serve better to explain dynamic interactional (im)politeness phenomena than maxims do as maxims take an absolute approach and hence are easily undermined (Brown and Levinson 1987) (c.f. 2.1.2.1). Moreover, maxims have a feature of universal valences that make them incompatible with cultural variables (Spencer-Oatey 2000) (c.f. 2.1.4). Therefore, this research will combine Brown and Levinson’s (1987) face framework and Spencer-Oatey’s (2000) rapport management notion, taking into account important cultural underpinnings, to produce a model tailored specifically for this research’s data analysis. The following presents the reason for and necessity of combining the notion of face with that of rapport management.

Brown and Levinson’s (1987) facework is considered “the most influential theory” (Eelen 2001:3). Even though criticised by several scholars on its applicability to Far East cultures (c.f. 2.1.2.2), it is argued in this study that facework, particularly the negative face notion, can be used to explain face phenomena in Far East cultures (c.f. 2.1.2.2 and 2.2.2). However, the model is far from being perfect, since firstly, it mainly focusses on how “people cooperate (and assume each other’s cooperation) in maintaining face in interaction” (Brown and Levinson 1987:61), and does not include “conflict discourse intending to attack” in its data analysis (Culpeper et al. 2003:1550); secondly, Spencer-Oatey (2003:1644) points out that Brown and Levinson (1987:244) seem to deny explicitly the cultural influence over people’s weighting of face wants:

Since we have excluded extrinsic weighting of wants...we cannot account for cultural differences in terms, say, of greater desire for positive-face satisfaction than negative-face satisfaction in some society (in the U.S.A. compared with England, for example). Note that if we allowed extrinsic weighting of face wants, then cultural (emic) explanations of cross-cultural differences would supersede explanations in terms of universal (etic) social dimensions like D and P. Ours is the stronger hypothesis (it may of course be wrong) requiring a correlation between D and P levels in a society and the kind and amount of face attention.

On this point, Spencer-Oatey (2003:1645) contends that “cultural similarities and differences do not simply reflect people’s assessments of D, R and relative P, but rather reflect deeper and more general interactional concerns”. This study adopts Spencer-Oatey’s (2003) proposition and suggests that Brown and Levinson’s (1987) facework should be understood and applied in different cultural contexts.  

Given these two flaws, Spencer-Oatey’s (2000, 2007, 2008) rapport management notion with cultural underpinnings may provide the best remedy. The notion examines both rapport-enhancing and rapport-threatening behaviours, and it also acknowledges and explores how cultural variables influence people’s perception of rapport management and how sociopragmatic theories can aid our analysis of face. Nonetheless, in identifying rapport management strategies, Spencer-Oatey acknowledges that “research into the strategies used in other rapport management domains
 has been less systematic” (Spencer-Oatey 2000:27). Moreover, even in the research of the illocutionary domain, which Spencer-Oatey (2000) indicates as being systematic from the above quoted statement, only five speech acts are examined, i.e., requests, refusals of invitations, apologies, expression of gratitude and disagreement, and the list is far from being exhaustive (for example, such speech acts as invitations, offers, suggestions and so on are not investigated).  In addition, in illustrating illocutionary domain strategies, the examples offered are solely speaker-oriented, i.e., no hearer’s responses (for example, what strategies a hearer would use in response to a disagreement) are provided for two-way interactional rapport management analysis. In this respect, Brown and Levinson’s face-saving strategies, namely negative politeness, positive politeness and off-record strategies (c.f. 2.1.2.1) offer a more sophisticated way out as, regardless of what speech acts the speaker and hearer deliver, both are supposed to assess contextual factors and adopt corresponding strategies to mitigate face threats and build up face support through face negotiation. 

From the above, it can be seen that it is necessary to combine the face and rapport management notions in developing a more complete composite model to unpackage people’s face management interactions. Moreover, cultural variables play a significant part in influencing people’s weighting of face wants and sociality rights, their assessment of interactional contexts and appropriate use of strategies, and in turn their face management behaviours. Therefore, cultural differences must be incorporated into the composite model to be formulated in Chapter 3. In this respect, this study draws from Hill et al.’s (1986) findings with quantitative evidence that “discernment – a recognition of certain fundamental characteristics of addressee and situation – is a feature in the polite use of both languages (Japanese and American English)... but differ in the weight assigned to the various factors subsumed under discernment and volition” (Hill et al. 1986:361). This study argues that the propositions may be considered generally applicable to Western and Far East cultures. In other words, discernment concerns operate in all sociolinguistic systems and constitute a universal feature, but when making decisions, people from different cultures may give different weight to factors subsumed under discernment and volition. For example, the Chinese may take into greater account factors of discernment, while the British may focus on factors of volition. 
In summary, in light of the critical review of the major models, notions and theories in the research on face management in Western and Far East cultures, this study will combine Brown and Levinson’s (1987) face model and Spencer-Oatey’s (2000, 2007, 2008) rapport management notion, taking into account cultural difference in discernment and volition, to produce a composite model for data analysis in this research. This is presented in Chapter 3. 

2.4 Review of Research on Subtitling from the Perspective of Face
As this research investigates the representation of face management in subtitling, the second part of the theoretical review focusses on the current trends and major approaches in the study of subtitling. Nevertheless, it is not intended in this research to approach subtitling from the perspective of quality review and assessment; rather, the study endeavours to explore face markers represented in subtitling, i.e., the availability of the source film face management indicators in subtitles and the impact of these on audience response. Hence, the review of subtitling in this research will be anchored in the study of politeness, set against the background of face management theory. 
2.4.1 The Nature of Subtitling – the definition and the confusion
Although there seems to be no absolute division of schools of thought on the nature of subtitling, there indeed appear to be fairly different and contradictory definitions regarding what subtitling is actually expected to do. For example, two authoritative scholars in this area Diaz-Cintas and Remael (2007:8) suggest that subtitling 
endeavours to recount the original dialogue of the speakers, as well as the discursive elements that appear in the image (letters, inserts, graffiti, inscriptions, placards and the like), and the information that is contained on the soundtrack (songs, voices off). 

Their proposition seems to indicate that subtitling, ideally, should represent all the features of the original dialogue, including the phonetic cues, and all of the messages contained on the screen and on the sound track. This ideal practice appears somehow unattainable in view of the temporal and spatial constraints in subtitling which will be discussed in the following section. Moreover, “transfer from oral to written calls for specific adaptation strategies in subtitling …which yield sometimes considerably different results” (Kovačič 1996: 297-298). Hence, Kovačič (1996:297) explicitly points out that 

Subtitles cannot be treated as an independent text in its own right but rather as only one of the elements of the screen product, the one which reproduces in the target language the content of the original dialogue. As a written medium, they cannot purport to represent all the aspects of the original dialogue, because very frequently it is simply impossible to capture in written form all the functional (communicative) effects of the non-verbal component of speech.

                                                                                                        (Kovačič 1996: 297) 

This postulation, which echoes Lambert’s (1993:234, in Kovačič 1996:298) standpoint that at best “subtitles are a support text”, differs distinctively from Diaz-Cintas and Remael’s (2007) definition. This contradiction reflects a confusion or vagueness in the literature regarding what subtitling is supposed to achieve. Before siding with either argument, it is necessary to review three important issues that highlight the nature of subtitling: firstly, what are the temporal and spatial constraints that subtitling has to meet? Secondly, what is the inevitable adaptation that has to be made in order to enable subtitling on the one hand to provide sufficient support for the audience’s interpretation of audiovisual programmes and on the other to meet the technical constraints? Thirdly what are the results and impact on viewers’ reception due to the adaptations in the subtitle?
2.4.2 Technical Constraints in Subtitling
As far as space is concerned, the dimensions of cinema or television screens are finite, so the text has to be fitted into the width of the screen. In general, “a subtitle will have some 32 to 41 characters per line in a maximum of two lines” (Diaz-Cintas and Remael 2007:9). In addition, it is believed that the actual space taken up by each subtitle is also dependent on the relevant properties of source and target languages (de Linde and Kay 1999:6). The reason is that some language features help to conserve space, for example, the abbreviated genitive form ‘s’ in English and the elision of short vowels in Arabic, while others may have the opposite effect (ibid). De Linde and Kay (1999) illustrate the second case using the example of Hungarian, which makes no distinction between the pronouns ‘he’ and ‘she’:

It is most inconvenient for instance for the translators of romantic fiction; there can be no ‘he enfolded her hand between his’, it must be something like ‘The man enfolded the woman’s hand between the man’s own’. 

                             (Ignotus 1972:304-305; quoted in de Linde and Kay 1999:6)
In respect of temporal restrictions, the need is derived from the requirement of synchronicity and viewers’ reading speeds. So far research into viewers’ reading behaviours and speeds has been very limited but it is suggested that the average television viewer takes 5-6 seconds to read around 60-70 characters (two-line subtitles; Hanson 1974 in Gottlieb 1992:165). Hence, it is recommended that “two line subtitles should remain on the screen for five to six or even up to seven seconds” (Ivarsson & Carroll 1998:64).

Moreover, it is also believed that reading is more than a simple act of subtitles meeting the eye, and the speeds “not only vary according to the quantity and complexity of linguistic information in subtitles but also in relation to the type of visual information on screen at any given moment” (de Linde & Kay 1999:6; cf. also Ivarsson & Carroll 1998; Gottlieb 1992). For example, Zachrisson (1965:23) argues that in reading a text, a reader’s reading speed is limited by his/her rate of comprehension, so the nature of a text, e.g., its linguistic complexity, will have significant influence over a reader’s comprehension rate, and in turn his/her reading speed. In films, the linguistic complexity of subtitles is largely dependent on the genre of films:
With an ‘I love you’ story, viewers need not read many of the titles: they know the story, they guess the dialogue, they blink down at the subtitles for confirmation, they photograph them rather than read them...Crime stories and espionage tales give translators and viewers a harder time. The subtitles have to be read if the subsequent action is to be understood.  

                          (Minchinton 1993:414-415; quoted in de Linde & Kay 1999:6)

In other cases, either the dynamic information on the screen attracts readers’ attention so much that subtitles have to be restricted to very essential information, or a story is unfolding in such an exciting pattern that viewers’ reading speeds are greatly boosted. (Minchinton 1993 in de Linde & Kay 1999).

The above arguments and examples highlight the difficulties involved in establishing the factors influencing viewers’ reading speeds. Although subtitle presentation rates vary from case to case, in most European television subtitling departments, Hanson’s (1974) findings have been widely adopted as a standard practice (Gottlieb 1992:165).

2.4.3 Subtitling: inevitable adaptation in audiovisual translation

Due to the spatial and temporal constraints described above, “obligatory omissions” of the source dialogue have to be made (de Linde & Kay 1999:3). In addition, there are other important differences between subtitling and text translations. For example, subtitles can only co-exist and must be in agreement with the content of the soundtrack and the corresponding images on the screen. The activity also involves a switch from spoken to written mode. All these features make subtitling “fall short of being a case of translation proper...looked down on...considered as a type of adaptation rather than translation” (Diaz-Cintas & Remael 2007: 9, c.f. also Gottlieb:1992, Ivarsson & Carroll 1998, de Linde & Kay 1999, Nedergaard-Larsen:1993). It has taken a long time for subtitling to find its way properly into the translation realm, and the main reason is that, with time, scholars have gradually developed a more flexible, heterogeneous and all-encompassing understanding of and approach to translation studies (see Diaz-Cintas & Remael 2007:9-13 for a comprehensive account of the development of conceptions of subtitling). For example, Mayoral (2001:46) advocates that an open definition of translation should be formulated, in order to “both envelop new realities (sign language interpretation, multimedia, text production), and to get rid of those that have ceased to be useful and necessary” (cited in Diaz-Cintas & Remael 2007:10).

Rosa (2001:213), taking it further, clearly proposes subtitling as “interlingual translation” and “intersemiotic translation”, because, linguistically, it attempts to draw a correspondence between “historical, regional, socio-cultural and situational varieties of ST and TT languages”, and semiotically, it is “multi-channel and multi-code” as it transfers face-to-face communications into written mode. 

Beyond any doubt, subtitling is nowadays considered to be a special type of translation. However, because of the technical constraints described in 2.4.2, translated dialogue has to be condensed and certain elements omitted to meet the technical requirements so that the titles “can be read on screen for exactly as long as the corresponding utterance can be heard” (Brondeel 1994: 28). Hence, omission is so prevalent in subtitling that it is regarded as “an inherent process” rather than a strategy (Ivarsson & Carroll 1998:85). 
It can be seen from the debate that subtitling, unlike text translation, cannot be expected to represent all the features of the source dialogue as well as the entire information contained on screen and on the soundtrack, which is suggested by Kovačič (1996) in contradiction to Diaz-Cintas and Remael’s (2007) proposition. Thus, this study adopts Kovačič’s (1996) and Lambert’s (1993) argument that subtitling is expected to provide “good support” for the audience’s “adequate comprehension” of audiovisual programmes and that it “cannot purport to represent all the aspects of the original dialogue” (Kovačič 1996:297-298). The underlying reason for this lies precisely in the technical constraints of subtitling which lead to the necessary process of omission. What elements are usually omitted in subtitling and the impact on viewers’ reception are discussed in the following section. 
2.4.4 Omissions in Subtitling – Meeting the Constraints
Subtitling is seen as a decision-making process especially as it forces subtitlers to decide from the start what to translate and what to leave out. While Diaz-Cintas and Ramael (2007) use various examples from different films to illustrate possible omissions at word and sentence/clause levels, Kovačič (1996, 2000) turns to Halliday’s (1985) functional grammar as a theoretical framework within which to investigate subtitlers’ decision-making behaviour by applying thinking-aloud protocol and interview methodology, to seek and reveal some more systematic underlying principles for omissions in subtitling. 

Through a functional analysis of the source text and subtitle, using Halliday’s (1985) model of three macrofunctions (ideational, interpersonal and textual), Kovačič (2000:97) discovers that

Linguistic elements with the ideational function are preserved more often than those with the interpersonal function (which is partly redundant with the image and sound) or those with the textual (=cohesive) function (since continuity is provided by the uninterrupted development of the narration, again provided for by the picture).

More specifically, Kovačič (2000:104) finds that the most frequently omitted interpersonal elements include “phatic expressions, terms of address, emotional exclamations, and ... modality”. The reason for their absence from subtitles is suggested to be that viewers are expected to combine their understanding of the subtitled text with the non-verbal messages coming from the screen, i.e., image and sound, such as protagonists’ body language and pitch of the voice, etc. Kovačič’s (2000) dialectical analysis suggests that the omission of some interpersonal and textual elements can affect the monolingual target culture audience’s understanding of characters’ personality, attitude, intentions and psychological situations, which provide crucial clues for the interpretation of face negotiation in the source film. This proposition echoes Hatim and Mason’s (1997:79) finding that, in subtitling, cross-cultural transference of “interpersonal pragmatics” and pragmatic inferences are consistently affected and “in particular, politeness features appear ... to be sacrificed” because of the technical constraints, change of mode from speech to writing and corresponding strategies to fulfil the purpose of presenting “a summary of ST discourse” (Mason 1989:18). 
Politeness or rather face negotiation in subtitling is an area that deserves thorough and systematic research. The literature on it is relatively limited and concentrated. Mason (1989) investigates coherence preservation in screen-translating from three perspectives: speech acts, mode-shift, and down-toners and boosters. He concludes that politeness features (such as illocutionary force, use of word order to convey emphasis, salience and contrast, etc and down-toners or boosters), could cumulatively serve as “powerful indicators” to reflect the dynamics of interactions and the inevitable omission of these features cannot “fail to convey a different idea of the personality of the characters on screen and of their attitude towards each other” (Mason 1989:24). Practically, the absence, found in his later study conducted with Hatim (Hatim and Mason 1997), makes it difficult for the target audience to “retrieve interpersonal meaning in its entirety” (Hatim & Mason 1997: 96), and sometimes the subtitles may even lead to misunderstandings of protagonists’ directness or indirectness. In this respect, Bruti (2006), drawing from Hatim & Mason’s (1997) findings, carries out a study on the translation of implicit compliments in subtitles. After examining utterances of implicit compliments from English films subtitled into Italian, Bruti (2006:195) concludes that the expression of praise “is almost always fully retained” as it tends to be followed by responses entrusted to the “iconographic code”. However, she goes on to claim that “in those cases in which the subtitles recur extensively to reduction”, the pragmatic force of the compliment is mitigated and in some extreme cases, the speech act could be changed into a neutral assertion (Bruti 2006:195). 

On interpersonal pragmatics and face negotiation in subtitling, this study adopts the postulations of Hatim & Mason (1997) and Kovačič (2000) as presented above and endeavours to meet Hatim and Mason’s (1997) call for further research on empirical investigation into source language and target language viewers’ respective impressions of interlocutors' personality, attitude and intentions – an interesting gap in the research on the representation of face negotiation in subtitling.  Despite the years that have elapsed, the gap still appears to exist. 
It is also argued in this study that the impact on viewers’ reception may not only arise from the process of omission and/or reduction in subtitling, but may also be attributed to the change of face strategies in subtitles which could take place due to the change of or efforts in representing style, register, dialects, sociolects, and idiolects and the application of subtitling strategies. It is worth noting that, although scholars (Diaz-Cintas & Remael 2007; Nedergaard-Larsen 1993; Gottlieb 1992) have approached these issues from a technical perspective, i.e., how to tailor subtitles to meet the constraints, none has investigated them from the face negotiation angle. For example, Diaz-Cintas & Remael (2007:190) use the following example to illustrate representation of the register of the original dialogue in subtitling:
	A: Gina…¿Usted siguió dando clase?

     [Gina…Did you (formal) carry on   

     teaching?]


	Gina! Do you still teach, Professor?

	B: Ay, no me trates más de usted.

     [Oh, do not address me with ‘usted’]
	Gina will do.

	A: ¿Seguiste dando clase?

     [Did you (informal) carry on teaching?]
	Still teaching? 


From the point of view of face negotiation, a bald-on-record strategy without any redress is delivered in B’s utterance, while off-recordness underpins the corresponding subtitle. This might not affect viewers’ impression of B’s personality in a single case but may prove otherwise through the course of the conversation. It is the impact on the viewers’ interpretation induced by this type of change of face strategy and omission in subtitles that is investigated in this research. 
Last but not least, it is acknowledged in this study that change of face features in subtitles may not be solely attributable to the efforts of meeting the time and spatial constraints, and a subtitler’s linguistic competence may sometimes impact on face representation in subtitling. The two Chinese-language films used for this study’s data are subtitled by Guangzhou Beauty Media, and Liaoning Cultural Art Audio and Video Press is responsible for the subtitles of the three English-language films (c.f. 3.3.1). Both studios are recognised by the Ministry of Culture in China, although this does not bring it with a guarantee that the subtitles are provided by trained native English/Chinese-speaking subtitlers. A close analysis has revealed no information loss or distortion in the subtitles compared to the original utterances. This is further evidenced in the audience response tests (c.f. Chapter 5) as both the British and the Chinese subjects, relying on the subtitles, have shown correct understanding of the unfolding plots in the film sequences. 
Chapter 3 Methodology and Data Collection
3.1 Introduction
This research’s aims and objectives show that the core theory pertinent to this research constitutes a theoretical framework for identifying and explaining face management features across cultures, against the background of audio-visual translation studies that are also underpinned by an intercultural perspective. To develop an appropriate theoretical framework for this research, Chapter 2 has presented a review of the evolution of face management theory through time and across cultures, in which it was argued that it is necessary, drawing on Brown and Levinson’s (1987) face model and Spencer-Oatey’s (2000) rapport management theory, to establish a Composite Model of Face Management (c.f. 3.2) tailored for analysing the data in this research. To ensure the typicality of the data, films deemed representative of major feature films in the Chinese and American cinema are explored and sequences unfolding changes in characters’ joint construction of their interpersonal relationships through face management are selected as the data corpus (c.f. 3.3). To test the reliability of the researcher’s analyses of the data applying the composite model postulated in 3.2, audience response tests (c.f. 3.4) are devised and conducted as a corrective to the subjectivity of the analyst. Then conclusions drawn from the data analysis in Chapter 4 and from the audience response tests in Chapter 5 will enable this research to meet the aims and objectives set out at the outset. 

3.2 Composite Model
3.2.1 The Necessity of Establishing a Composite Model of Face Management 
A Composite Model of Face Management (CMFM) will be formulated for analysing this research’s data. It will draw upon the strengths of Brown and Levinson’s face theory (c.f. 2.1.2) and Spencer-Oatey’s rapport management framework (c.f. 2.1.4). The CMFM will also incorporate Hill et al.
’s (1986) findings of the cultural difference between volition and discernment in American and Japanese societies with quantitative evidence (c.f. 2.3). Moreover, the difference between volition and discernment is further proved to be applicable to Chinese and German linguistic politeness systems in addition to Japanese and American cultures (Oetzel et al.
 2001). Therefore, the CMFM will combine both Western and Eastern thoerisations on politeness and face into one compatible model. 
The necessity of developing a CMFM derives from the issue that neither Brown and Levinson’s (1987) face model nor Spencer-Oatey’s (2000) rapport management model can be perceived as being comprehensive and complete on its own. Although Brown and Levinson (1987) devised, for the first time, the notion of negative face and positive face, and developed three sets of super-strategies (c.f. 2.1.2.1) to explain how people manage face in interactions taking into account the influence of three contextual factors, i.e., distance, power and ranking of impositions, the theory does not seem firstly to incorporate the management of sociality rights; secondly to point out clearly what goals people endeavour to achieve in interactions and how interactional goals impact on people’s choice of strategies; and thirdly to highlight cultural influence and variables in face management. By the same token, although Spencer-Oatey (2000) seems to have resolved the above issues in her rapport management theory, the rapport management strategies (c.f. 2.1.4.2) require considerable further in-depth studies before they can be applied in the analysis of interactional data. In addition, Spencer-Oatey’s (2000) proposition of adopting the notion of domain in developing rapport management strategies seems open to argument in that it appears to lack a clear set of criteria in the division of domains and it does not explain whether and why the five domains
 can encompass people’s interactional behaviours in a comprehensive and exhaustive way. Last but not least, this study also questions the significance of dividing the interactional behaviours into five domains when there are virtually no well-defined strategies identified in any of the domains. 

3.2.2 Components of the Composite Model of Face Management
In the light of the above argument, this study aims to develop a Composite Model of Face Management, drawing upon the merits of Brown and Levinson’s (1987) model and Spencer-Oatey’s (2000) theory, and incorporating the cultural difference between volition and discernment in Western and Far East cultures proposed by the two research groups that are made up of Western and Eastern scholars (c.f. 3.2.1). The CMFM consists of three major elements: (1) ‘notion’ that explains the concept of CMFM, (2) ‘strategy’ that illustrates pragmatic linguistic or non-linguistic actions that the speaker takes to show the hearer his/her awareness of the notion, (3) ‘context’ that encompasses variables influencing the speaker’s assessment and choice of a strategy or a set of strategies in a certain situation or circumstance. 
3.2.2.1 The Notion of Face in CMFM and the Division of Face
The notion of ‘face’ in CMFM is comprised of ‘wants’ derived from the face needs that are proposed in Brown and Levinson’s (1987) theory and ‘sociality rights’ suggested in Spencer-Oatey’s (2000) postulation. In other words, the face notion in CMFM denotes ‘the public self-image’ (Goffman 1967) and fundamental personal/social entitlements that every competent adult member effectively claims for him/herself in the interactions with others’ (Spencer-Oatey 2000). Hence, the face notion in CMFM can be illustrated in the following diagram.

                                                       (face) Wants (Brown and Levinson 1987)

Face (CMFM)     

                                                       Sociality Rights (Spencer-Oatey 2000)

Diagram 3.1 Illustration of the face notion in CMFM

‘Face’ in CMFM consists of two related aspects:

(a) positive face: the fundamental desire for people (1) to appreciate and approve of our wants (Brown and Levinson 1987); (2) “to evaluate us positively in terms of our personal qualities”; (3) “to acknowledge and uphold our social identities or roles” (ibid); and (4) to respect our entitlement to an association with others “that is in keeping with the type of relationship that we have with them” (Spencer-Oatey 2000:14).

(b)  negative face: the fundamental desire (1) for “freedom of action and freedom from imposition” (Brown and Levinson 1987:61) and (2) for our entitlement to not being overwhelmed by others and disassociating ourselves from others with appropriate distance that is consistent with the type of relationship that we have with them (Spencer-Oatey 2000).

From the above definitions, it can be seen that the notion of positive face in the CMFM incorporates Brown and Levinson’s (1987) positive face wants with Spencer-Oatey’s (2000) quality face, identity face, and association rights because they all seem to refer to the positive self-image and the right to associate with others that we effectively claim. Moreover, the association right may essentially derive from our belief and want that others would want to associate with us because of the positive self-image that we want others to perceive to be in us. On the other hand, the notion of negative face in the CMFM is mainly based on Brown and Levinson’s (1987) concept of negative fact wants, supplemented by Spencer-Oatey’s (2000) postulation of disassociation rights. Although Spencer-Oatey (2000) proposes the concept of equity rights in her theory to replace Brown and Levinson’s (1987) negative face wants, the scope of equity rights appears to be narrower than that of negative face wants in that the concept of equity rights seems only to highlight that we are entitled to the right of not being unduly imposed upon or excessively controlled by others (Spencer-Oatey 2000:14), i.e., freedom from imposition, while the concept of Brown and Levinson’s (1987) negative face wants includes both freedom of action and freedom from imposition in scope.  

3.2.2.2 Face-threatening Acts (FTAs) and Face-management Strategies in the CMFM 
‘Face’ in the CMFM can be threatened in two ways: through threatening (face) wants and through threatening rights. Since Brown and Levinson’s (1987) theory directly addresses acts threatening face wants, their face strategies, namely the positive politeness, negative politeness and off-record strategies, therefore can be applied to explain the management of face wants in interactions.  The extension of Brown and Levinson’s (1987) theory – Culpeper’s (1996, 2003) face wants attack framework –  can also be applied to the data analysis of face wants management. Meanwhile, in this study we wish to argue that these three sets of super-strategies for maintaining and enhancing harmony and their extensive strategies for disrupting and damaging harmony are also sufficient to illustrate the management of sociality rights between interactants because sociality rights fundamentally constitute our legitimate face wants and therefore we believe that they deserve to be and must be fulfilled. In other words, rights are in a way oriented to face wants. This probably explains why in dynamic social interactions most acts not only threaten face wants but also impinge on rights fulfilment. For example, in the following scene from Kramer vs. Kramer, Ted and Joanna’s acts, in each other’s eyes, not only pose severe threats to each other’s face wants but also impinge on their rights respectively.

	Ted
	No, really, I’d really like to know what you learned.
	1

	Joanna 

(sits back)
	Well, I’ve learned that I love my little boy.
	2

	
	And that I’m capable of taking care of him.
	3

	Ted
	What do you mean?
	4

	Joanna 

(looks into Ted)
	I want my son.
	5

	Ted 

(seriously)
	You can’t have him.
	6

	Joanna
	Don’t get defensive.
	7

	
	Don’t, don’t try to bully me.
	8

	Ted
	I’m not getting defensive.
	9

	
	Who walked out 15 months ago?
	10

	Joanna 
	I don’t care. I’m still his mother.
	11

	Ted
	Yes, from 3000 miles away.
	12

	
	And just because you sent a few postcards give you the right to come back?
	13

	Joanna 
	I never stopped wanting him.
	14

	Ted
	What makes you so sure that he wants you?
	15

	Joanna
	What makes you so sure he doesn’t want me?
	16


The background of the scene is that Joanna comes back to ask for her son’s custody fifteen months after she escaped from her unhappy marriage. The plot before the scene is that Ted and Joanna seem to be having a somewhat light conversation at first catching up with each other’s news for the past fifteen months. The theme encounters a sudden and dramatic change when Joanna expresses that she wants her son, which ushers in a new dynamism to the interaction as shown in this scene. From the conversation, it can be seen that at first Joanna is trying to enhance her own positive face wants of being perceived as a caring and capable mother (lines 2-3). However, this positive self-image that she seems to intend to claim for herself suffers grave damage when Ted tries to refute Joanna’s portrayal of herself in an off-record way, blaming her and presenting her as a selfish mother who left the family for her own issues (line 10 and line 12) and to deny her in a bald-on-record manner of the right to see the son (line 6). To Joanna, Ted’s blame and denial not only cause great damage to her positive face wants as a loving mother, but also infringe her fundamental rights of associating with her son as his mother (line 11). Meanwhile, in Ted’s eyes, his sarcastic question (line 13) may not only effectively refute Joanna’s claim by giving evidence of her inattentiveness to their son, but may also put him in a position to deprive her of the right as he may believe that Joanna has not been acting in line with her identity as a mother for the past fifteen months. In this sequence, attack on face wants and infringement on rights intertwine with and enhance each other to facilitate Ted’s achievement of his interactional goal. By the same token, Joanna seems, in achieving her goal of having her son, on the one hand, to make every possible effort to defend and enhance her positive image as a good mother (lines 2-3, line 14) and to highlight her indisputable rights associated with her identity (line 11); and on the other hand to warn Ted of his inappropriate attitude bald-on-record (lines 7-8). She implicates in an off-record way that Ted cannot infringe her rights (line 11) despite his off-record blame (line 10), sarcastic token agreement (line 12), sarcastic questioning of her rights (line 13) and her positive face wants of being wanted by her son (line 15). Ted’s and Joanna’s exchanges in this scene appear to provide evidence that in dynamic social interactions, threats to face wants and to sociality rights can co-occur simultaneously in people’s acts, and Brown and Levinson’s (1987) three super-strategies oriented to face as well as the extended strategies proposed by Culpeper (1996, 2003) have sufficient complication in explaining people’s interactional behaviours in both face wants management and sociality rights management. Hence, in the postulation of CMFM, the above strategies, taking into full account cultural influence and variables, will be adopted to analyse the data exhibiting people’s face (wants and rights) management in the film sequences and represented in subtitles.
3.2.2.3 Factors that Influence People’s Face Management in CMFM
Referring to Brown and Levinson’s (1987) (c.f. 2.1.2.1) and Spencer-Oatey’s (2000) (2.1.4.3) suggestions of factors influencing people’s choice of strategies respectively, this study proposes that the following factors play significant roles in affecting people’s face management behaviours: interactional goals (c.f. 2.1.4.1), face orientations, contextual variables that consist of power (c.f. 2.1.4.3), distance (c.f. ibid), ranking of impositions (c.f. 2.1.2.1) and number of participants (c.f. 2.1.4.3). 

Since these factors are largely based on Brown and Levinson’s (1987) and Spencer-Oatey’s (2000, 2008) postulations, it is necessary to explain two adjustments made in this study that cover firstly why interactional goals are identified as one of the factors influencing strategy use, and secondly the definition of face orientations.

Firstly, as presented in 2.1.4.1, people in interaction often hold relational or transactional goals that could considerably affect the nature and outcome of an interaction (Spencer-Oatey 2008). Moreover, to achieve pre-conceived goals, people may consistently opt for those rapport strategies that can help them realise the goals, which is shown in this study’s data analysis (c.f. 4.2-4.7). In this sense, the factor of interactional goals can be perceived as a contextual variable which defines the nature of and informs the intentional background of an interaction and influences people’s choice of rapport strategies for the achievement of desired outcomes.
Secondly, since ‘face’ in the CMFM is more inclusive than ‘face’ in Brown and Levinson’s (1987) theory, it is necessary to define people’s face intentions proposed in this study, drawn from Spencer-Oatey’s (2000:29) classification of rapport orientations. Hereby, in interactions, people may hold any of the four types of face orientations:
1 Face-enhancement orientation: the speaker’s desire to enhance the hearer’s face- wants and/or right-claims in strengthening harmonious relations between them; 

2 Face-maintenance orientation: the speaker’s desire to satisfy the hearer’s face-wants and/or right-claims in maintaining harmonious relations between them;

3 Face-neglect orientation: the speaker’s lack of interest in the hearer’s face-wants and/or right-claims detrimental to the relations between them (perhaps due to a focus on self);

4 Face-damage orientation: the speaker’s challenge to, attack on or denial of the hearer’s face-wants and/or right-claims impairing the relations between them.
In addition, although pragmatic conventions, derived from Leech’s (1983) politeness maxims, are included in Spencer-Oatey’s (2000) theory as a set of factors influencing people’s face management, they are not applied in this study because, as argued in 2.1.4.3, this approach does not limit the number of maxims in the formulation and seems to assume that “one pole of a given dimension is always more desirable than the other” (Spencer-Oatey 2000:40) while not acknowledging that different points on the continuum may be preferred due to the influence of contextual variables as discussed above. Hence, the pragmatic convention approach will not be applied in this study. In summary, in this study, factors influencing people’s assessment and use of face strategies comprise: interactional goals, face orientations and contextual variables that refer to power, distance, ranking of imposition and number of participants.

It is of extreme importance to highlight in the postulation of CMFM in this study that the face notion, face strategies and factors all have to be considered against the background of cultural influence; such as what are regarded as legitimate rights in different cultures (e.g., abortion constitutes a right in China and sometimes in extreme circumstances could even be enforced as an obligation, but by no means is it regarded as a right in Ireland); what behaviours are perceived to be appropriate for face-enhancement (e.g., a guest’s burping after a meal is seen in Chinese culture as a compliment to the host’s cooking but not in the UK); and what sort of power one holds in different cultures (e.g., according to Chen & Starosta (1997), a senior Chinese government official not only holds reward, coercive, legitimate powers (c.f. 2.1.4.3) over his/her subordinates, but also automatically acquires expert power, which may not be applicable in a western culture). In addition, as presented in 2.3, propositions drawn from Hill et al.’s (1986) findings with quantitative evidence will also be incorporated into the formulation of CMFM. Specifically, the propositions are that, firstly, discernment constitutes a universal concern in all sociolinguistic systems, and secondly, people from different cultures may attach different weight to factors subsumed under discernment and volition. 
In line with the above postulations, CMFM may be illustrated through Table 3.1. 

	Notion
	Strategy
	Factors influencing strategy use

	Positive face (c.f. (a) in 3.2.2.1)               

                           
	Positive politeness 
/ Positive impoliteness 

/ off –recordness protecting or attacking  H’s positive face 
	Face orientation

face-enhancement

face-maintenance

face-neglect

face-damage


	Contextual variables

D, P, R

number of participants

social/interactional roles

communicative activity
	Interactional Goals



	Negative face (c.f. (b) in 3.2.2.1)            
	Negative politeness 

/ Negative impoliteness /  off –recordness protecting or attacking  H’s negative face
	
	
	

	Cultural influence over weighting of face wants and rights
	Cultural influence over strategy use
	Cultural influence over factor assessment

	Western cultures: greater emphasis on volition                                                                   Far East cultures: more sensitive to discernment                                    


Table 3.1 Composite Model of Face Management (CMFM)
3.3 Research Corpus
The corpus for this study covers three English-language sequences from three American films with subtitles in Chinese and three Chinese-language sequences from two Chinese films with subtitles in English. The criteria for selecting films lay in their representativity of major feature films of contemporary American and Chinese cinema, the availability of subtitling into Chinese or English and the quality of subtitling (c.f. 2.4.4), and the comparability between the American and the Chinese films. The film sequences are selected where there is a shift in interpersonal relations between the beginning and the end of the sequence in order to study the cues which signal the shift and how the shift might be perceived by viewers. Each sequence lasts for about two minutes. 
3.3.1 Film Corpus
The three American films are ‘Kramer vs. Kramer’ (1979), ‘Erin Brockovich’ (2000), and ‘There Will Be Blood’ (2007). The Chinese subtitles of these three films are produced by Liaoning Cultural Art Audio & Video Press which is recognised by the Ministry of Culture of the People's Republic of China. The two Chinese films are ‘锅碗瓢盆交响曲’ (A Symphony of Cooking Utensils, 1983) and ‘生死抉择’ (Fatal Decision, 2000). Guangzhou Beauty Media is responsible for the English subtitles of these two films, which is also recognised by the State. The three sequences from the three English-language films represent different types of interpersonal interactions; while similar interactions could be found in the two Chinese-language films, hence the unequal number of films in English to that in Chinese. 
· ‘Kramer vs. Kramer’ (1979) vs. ‘A Symphony of Cooking Utensils’ (1983)
‘Kramer vs. Kramer’ tells an ethical story of a couple’s struggle over their troubled relationship and the impact of divorce on the couple’s pursuit of their respective careers and on their relationships with their son. It was produced in 1979, and won the Academy Award for Best Picture in that year. The film reflects a cultural shift and the period of second-wave feminism that lasted through the 1970s to early 80s in America by exploring the popular issues in society at that time relating to women’s demands of equal roles at home and in the workplace, the changes affecting motherhood and fatherhood, and the dilemmas that single parents may face when working for employers who care little about work-family balance. 
‘A Symphony of Cooking Utensils’ describes, in the tide of  reform in 1980s China, an innovative manager’s endeavour to reform the restaurant that he is in charge of,  his fight against the parent company’s bureaucratic control, and his thorny path in pursuing love. Set in early 1980s China, the film explores representative social issues that arise after the reform and opening policy adopted in 1978, such as the bureaucratic barriers in the process of reforming and the difficulty in promoting and pursuing free love. 
Both films delve into typical social phenomena and moral issues in the late 1970’s and early 1980s in America and in China respectively. At that time, both America and China were undergoing considerable social changes and cultural shifts, which impacted on ordinary people such as the heroes and heroines portrayed in the films. The impact can be seen and felt in their emotional and psychological turbulence when they struggle to get on top of family and relationship issues, and to negotiate with pushy and self-focussed super-ordinates at work, forced to fight their corners. The importance, impact and social representativeness of these two films and their shared theme demonstrate the comparability of the two films. 

· ‘Erin Brockovich’ (2000) vs. ‘Fatal Decision’ (2000)
The film ‘Erin Brockovich’ portrays a strong legal clerk, determined to help ordinary victims fight against a gigantic firm (PG&E) in claiming their compensations for severe suffering from contaminated water caused by PG&E, despite her lack of formal law school education and despite the undue pressure and contempt from the reputable lawyers Kurt and Theresa, whom Erin’s boss holds in great awe. 
‘Fatal Decision’ delineates an adamant Mayor, who demonstrates high integrity in probing and resolving the problem of a major but failing factory, collaborating with the Party Secretary after the elimination of mutual suspicion and misunderstanding, and refusing to give into threats from the corrupt group which has used his wife as a chip against him. 
Both films were released in 2000 and reflected an individual’s struggle and pursuit of justice against great odds and collective corrupt powers in different cultures. Both are drama films and have received tremendous recognition, with Erin Brockovich winning the Academy Award and Fatal Decision scooping nine awards in China including the Golden Rooster Award which is the most famous award in the film industry in China. Hence, both films can be perceived as representative of the major American and Chinese feature films at the turn of the century. 
· ‘There Will be Blood’ (2007)
To guarantee the representativity of the selected film sequences from a face negotiation perspective, a third American film is used which was also nominated for the Academy Awards. The film presents a dark-natured oil tycoon who made his name and fortune through his ruthless focus and ends-justify-means approach, his turbulent relations with an ambitious young priest that are purely based  on self-interest and mutual use, and his love-hate relationship with his son. The film is full of changes of interpersonal relationships through joint construction. 
3.3.2 Corpus of Sequences

· Sequence 1 Ted and O’Connor from the film ‘Kramer vs. Kramer’ 

Ted’s line manager O’Connor invites Ted for lunch. At the beginning of the lunch, Ted appears to be relaxed and cheerful, telling O’Connor a joke about his son Billy and inviting O’Connor to taste some of the food. O’Connor looks serious and refuses the offer. O’Connor diverts the conversation to a work issue that a client is not satisfied with the service. Ted does not realise the seriousness of the situation and just jokes that he would perform a tap dance for the client. O’Connor reveals that some changes at work have to be made, alluding to the fact that ‘he has to let Ted go’. Ted starts to panic once he realises O’Connor’s intention for the lunch and asks O’Connor to help as a friend. However, O’Connor, in reply, tries to stress the pressure from above, to pay compliments to Ted’s capability and to offer Ted some cash. Ted seems to be disgusted by O’Connor’s hypocrisy and leaves in fury, saying to O’Connor ‘Shame on you!’. The sequence presents a change of the interpersonal relationship between Ted and O’Connor through a joint construction in face negotiation. 

· Sequence 2 Erin, Ed, Kurt and Theresa from the film ‘Erin Brockovich’
Erin and Ed meet Kurt and Theresa at Kurt’s luxurious meeting room to discuss how to proceed with the PG&E case. At the beginning of the meeting, Kurt, a reputed lawyer and the most powerful of the four, suggests going with the binding arbitration proposed by PG&E. Erin interrupts him and asks him to explain the legal term. Kurt and Theresa (Kurt’s assistant) seem to be surprised by Erin’s lack of legal knowledge. After Kurt’s explanation of the proceeding, Erin challenges it and highlights that the victims want a trial. Erin’s boss, Ed, seems to be on Kurt’s side as he always appears to believe in Kurt’s authority. Theresa shows an intention to remove the disputatious Erin from the scene by suggesting that she and Erin go to another room and she instruct Erin to fill in details of some files. Erin seems extremely unhappy about Theresa’s patronising attitude and turns to challenge Theresa. Since Theresa indicates her belief that Erin would not know each plantiff’s phone number by heart, Erin goes on to challenge this by providing a surprisingly comprehensive knowledge of each individual plantiff’s phone number and the disease(s) he/she suffers from. Erin’s profound knowledge of the case also seems to amaze Kurt and Ed and wins their respect. Nonetheless, Erin’s extremely negative comments on Theresa, describing her as having two wrong feet and wearing ugly shoes, enhanced by the taboo ‘f’ word, make Ed appear very uncomfortable and nervous at the end of the sequence.  

· Sequence 3 Daniel and Eli from the film ‘There Will Be Blood’
The ambitious young priest Eli comes to visit the oil tycoon Daniel years after their past encounter and associations in Eli’s hometown where Daniel made his first fortune. Eli appears to be amazed by Daniel’s splendid home and indicates at the start that he has just come to see an old friend. Then he mentions Bandy’s tract and asks whether Daniel would like to do business with the church where Eli preaches. Daniel seems to agree at first, provided Eli would say out loud that he is a false prophet and that God is a superstition. Eli does not seem to take Daniel’s condition seriously at first but soon realises that he has to follow the instruction if he wants to secure the money. Daniel is demanding and apparently not satisfied with a mumble as he repeatedly asks Eli to speak it out aloud again and again as if Eli were preaching to a congregation. Afterwards, Daniel discloses that he has actually drilled the oil from the land that Eli is offering him. Eli collapses with desperation and begs for Daniel’s financial help. Daniel, probably sick of Eli’s asking for money over the years, kills Eli to end the troubled interpersonal relationship between them.

· Sequence 4 Yang and Li from the film ‘Fatal Decision’
A communist party standing committee meeting is called to discuss how to resolve an issue at the Zhong Fang factory. At the meeting, the Party Secretary Yang Cheng and the Mayor Li Gaocheng present differing views. Since Li used to be Zhong Fang’s leader six years ago, Yang shows the suspicion that Li may have something to do with the factory’s problems. However, Li seems to interpret Yang’s suspicion as an accusation, since he asks Yang directly whether Yang thinks he should be responsible for the problem. The standing meeting ends without a result.

After the meeting, Yang asks Li to stay for a further discussion and indicates that he likes to be direct as he used to be a soldier. This apologetic tone demonstrates Yang’s intention to alleviate the tension built at the public meeting, but he appears to fail to elicit Li’s empathy as Li seems to continue with his defensive attitude despite Yang’s efforts to show his respect towards Li’s opinions.  Then Yang voices his perception that whether the issue can be resolved well all depends on one person, i.e., Li. Li seems to be provoked by Yang’s pointing his finger at him and questions Yang’s judgement. Instead of answering Li’s questions, Yang highlights his concern over the scale and depth of the problem. Li points out that Yang has the right to ask the provincial committee to censor him but meanwhile he warns Yang off any unspeakable political intrigue before he storms away. 

· Sequence 5 Niu and Zhang from film ‘A Symphony of Cooking Utensils’
Zhang, a senior manager of the parent company, comes to have a talk with Niu, the manager of an affiliated restaurant, over Niu’s repeated absence from the weekly managerial meetings that all managers are required to attend. During the talk, Zhang shows his dissatisfaction with Niu’s frequent absences and asks Niu for the reason. Niu tries to highlight how these administrative meetings and duties distract him from focussing on managing the restaurant. Zhang’s direct manner combined with his sarcastic comments, induces Niu’s confrontational approach and his use of irony and explicit denial and challenges, which in turn inflames Zhang’s fiery attitude. The escalated confrontation that results from the vicious circle of sarcastic and unmitigated exchanges, finally leads to the ultimate resolution of the employment relationship between the two, probably beyond everyone’s expectation at the start. 

· Sequence 6 Wu and Corrupt Group from the film ‘Fatal Decision’
Wu, Li’s wife, receives a case of 300,000RMB from Cao, the leader of the corrupt group. Wu feels very uncomfortable with this high value gift  and comes to return the case. Cao is having a banquet with the corrupt group and invites Wu to join them. Wu appears to want to return the money and then have nothing to do with them. But Cao, through a veiled threat, tries to remind Wu that she and her husband, the Mayor, have been used by the corrupt group. Wu attempts to take the responsibility all by herself and demonstrates an intention to return the money and to leave. Gao, a member of the group, stops her and lists all the money that Wu has accepted from the group and threatens to tell everything to her husband. Then Cao joins back in, boasting about the newly formed relationship between the group and the couple, i.e., they are all in the same boat and whoever attempts to sink the boat will sink with the boat. Finally, Cao summons his group to leave the scene holding their heads high, leaving the frightened Wu and the case with the money behind. 
3.4 Audience Response Experiments in Support of the Analysis 
In this chapter, a Composite Model of Face Management has been developed in section 3.2 as the theoretical framework for the purpose of data analysis in this research and six sequences have been identified in section 3.3 as constituting the appropriate corpus for investigating the availability in subtitles of indicators of face management in the source film. However, by what authority do the analysis and conclusions regarding indicators of face management in subtitles to be made by the analyst in Chapter 4 attribute to viewers an actual received impact? To what extent may the researcher have run the risk of assuming the position of the “idealised” viewer or “privileged analyst” (Mason 2009: 61)? In other words, how is it possible to find out whether the analyst has taken the inferential process
 for granted and treated it as an ostensive process
 (Mason 2009)? In view of these probable pitfalls, audience response experiments that investigate actual viewers’ reception and response to face management features in subtitles are deemed to be necessary to provide an objective corrective and support for the analysis in this study. The first part of the audience response experiment method in this research refers to Mason’s (2009) pilot experiment
 that is based on Bartlett’s (1932) recall experiment
. By asking two groups of subjects to read a re-textualised MEP’s speech in two English-language versions and then to respond in writing to a pre-designed question after the texts were removed, Mason (2009) obtains satisfactory evidence for examining reader response to discoursal shifts in translation. Mason’s (2009) pilot experiment sheds light on how enquiries into user response could be pursued in translation studies and the procedures prove to be duplicable. Hence it is referred to for the experiment design in this study. The description of the complete procedures of the audience response test in this research is presented in section 3.4.2. 

3.4.1 Experiment Subjects and Experimental Data
Six British and six Chinese male professionals were recruited
 as the subjects of audience response tests for this research. Their names have been replaced by codes to ensure anonymity. Specifically, the six British subjects’ names are represented by the codes GB1 to GB6, and the codes CH1 to CH6 stand for the six Chinese subjects. Their age ranges from 37 to 55. Their professional background includes two lawyers, two IT consultants, two artists, two HR managers, two business executives, and two lecturers at universities, with one in each category a Chinese person and the other British. None of the British subjects has any knowledge of the Chinese language. Neither do the Chinese subjects have any working knowledge of the English language. This is to ensure that all subjects have to rely on subtitles when interpreting the foreign film sequences, hence the validity of the data. Moreover, none of the 12 subjects has watched either of the two films in the last five years. This is to ensure that their interpretations of the selected sequences will not be coloured by a prior detailed knowledge of the film contents. Since the purpose of the tests is to see whether reliable supporting evidence for the analysis can be obtained by this method rather than aiming for conclusive evidence in support of hypotheses
, the recruitment of 12 subjects altogether for the tests is considered to be adequate for the purpose. Nevertheless, it is also acknowledged in this study that the six groups of subjects, who were paired off by occupation, constitute a very small sample of Chinese and British populations, and therefore, the tests are intended to be exploratory and not for providing statistically significant conclusions. 
The experimental data include sequence 1 and sequence 4. They are considered more appropriate than the other sequences in that the exchanges entail various types of face management strategies rather than concentrating on one specific type. Hence, they are better suited for investigating viewers’ general interpretations of interlocutors’ interpersonal relationships constructed or altered by different kinds of face interactions. Moreover, in these two sequences, verbal exchanges are complemented by body language but not taken over by body language. Therefore, the findings will be more pertinent to explaining how interlingual subtitling captures film characters’ joint construction of their interpersonal relationship, and will not be impaired by any overloaded exaggerative or self-explanatory body language. In addition, it can also help to examine what role body language plays in viewers’ interpretations of characters’ interpersonal relationships and whether body language is also influenced by cultural variables, which is set in the aims and objectives (c.f. 1.1).
3.4.2 Experimental Procedures and Method
The test was carried out with each individual subject on a one-to-one basis. Each subject went through the same four steps during the test: (1) reading the background information, (2) watching the sequences with the film sequence in his native language being played first and then followed by the foreign-language sequence with subtitles, (3) answering a written questionnaire, and (4) participating in an interview with the analyst to explore further in-depth interpretations based on the general impressions provided in the written answers. 

· Background information provided prior to watching the sequences
Written descriptions (c.f. Appendix 1) of background information of the film prior to the selected sequences were presented to each subject to make sure that they all had access to the same information before starting to interpret the interactions which unfolded in the selected sequences. In formulating the written introductions, the researcher endeavoured to present only factual events in the films prior to the sequences without using any adjectives or descriptive clauses to describe any interlocutors’ personality, attitude or intentions, which might have otherwise influenced the subject’s response.

· Playing the sequences and answering the written question
Both film sequences were played twice for all the subjects. Each subject watched the sequence in his native language first, and then watched the other sequence with subtitles. The reason for playing the sequences in such an order is that, firstly, it could help the subject to relax watching the sequence in his own language, and it also gives the subject an opportunity to have a walk-through of the procedures in the test so that he may be better prepared for the foreign sequence with subtitles when more effort is required for understanding the interactions. Secondly, it can guarantee that all subjects start the test on an equal footing in respect of the difficulty in understanding the sequences. Thus, it enhances the effectiveness of the data. To elicit a subject’s general understanding of the interactions unfolding in the sequence and to investigate what linguistic and paralinguistic clues the subject has captured to support the impression, the following open-ended question was presented in writing to each subject after he had finished watching each sequence:

Could you please write down in detail what happened in the sequence according to your understanding?

· One-to-one interview 

After the written question which was intended to elicit a subject’s general impressions, in-depth interviews were carried out to investigate detailed evidence, arguments and observations from the subject to explain or to complement his general impressions.  Although the interview aimed at obtaining more specific information or ideas, it is the fundamental essence of this experiment that the researcher should not lead, direct or influence subjects in their answers in any way. As a result, open questions of a narrower scope than the written question were devised to, on the one hand, bring focus into the discussion, and, on the other to give a subject maximum independence in formulating and expressing his/her thoughts on a focussed aspect at each time. Specifically, the following types of open questions were used in the interviews.
· Follow-up questions

Follow-up questions are normally used to prompt more elaborations as an aid to probing an opinion or observation that is (sometimes briefly) mentioned before in writing. In this experiment, follow-up questions are particularly useful for investigating one issue from various aspects. For example, if a subject in his written answer refers to an original utterance made by an interlocutor (e.g., Ted’s saying ‘I will give a tap dance’), follow-up questions would usually be asked in the interview to explore the subject’s views on the interlocutor (Ted) from different dimensions (personality, attitude, intention, awareness of the situation, and so on) such as ‘what do you think of Ted’s intention when he says that?’, and/or ‘what sort of attitude could you see in Ted when he says that?’, and/or ‘do you think Ted knows what is going on around him when he says that? Why?’ and so on. 
· Reason-why questions

Krueger (1998) claims that the reason-why question is probably the most common type of open question and is normally used in its simplest form of one word ‘Why?’. It brings to the surface the underlying explanations for an interviewee’s choice of certain views. Nonetheless, Krueger (1988) warns that the ‘why’ question may remind respondents of the sharpness and pointedness of interrogations, which could raise their defensive barriers, forcing them to take a socially acceptable position on controversial issues. This is a valid argument and a useful reminder, especially in view of the fact that the American film Kramer vs. Kramer concentrates on the widely debated ethical issues relating to family and work, and the sequence presents a potentially controversial scene where an employee is fired when he faces overwhelming domestic issues, which could cause industrial action nowadays. Taking this into account, the analyst emphasised to each subject at the very beginning of the experiment that he will be anonymous throughout the experiment, the recording will not be used for any public purpose and his views will not be judged by any other party and it is highly desirable in this experiment that all the answers are entirely based on the content of the sequence and the respondent’s independent and unreserved views.

· Argument questions

The argument variety of open question is similar to the reason-why type. One distinction is that in the former, a subject is asked of his stands both for and against a given issue rather than requesting only his own reasons for a particular position. Sometimes, the subject may not have to commit on either side, but simply offer opinions from both perspectives. Hence, argument questions tend to be less personalised than the reason-why questions. For example, in the interview, some subjects seem to perceive Li to be a very positive figure with great self-control. Hence, instead of throwing the subjects a sharp personalised reason-why question that may make them uncomfortable, such as ‘why would Li question Yang directly in front of others on whether Yang is blaming him for the problem of the factory, if you commented before that Li had great self-control’, I propose an argument question giving the subjects the opportunity to present their views from both sides, such as ‘how would you interpret Li’s question to Yang at the public meeting 你是不是认为中纺的现状该由我负责啊 (c.f. 4.5 line 14)’ and ‘what sort of personality or attitude do you think is shown by Li when he says that?’
· Knowledge test questions

Knowledge test questions are designed in this experiment to investigate whether the subjects understand the ongoing interactions in the sequence and to what degree the information is absorbed. They are particularly useful in examining the impact of subtitles on the subjects’ interpretations. For example, if a subject, who relies on subtitles, reports a significant departure in his views from the trend which emerged from the native viewers’ response, it attracts the analyst’s attention to make further investigation of the causes of that departure such as whether it is due to the impact of subtitles or pre-textual factors. One example of a knowledge test question used in the interview was ‘could you please tell me in your view what is the message Yang is trying to send by saying/doing…?’

3.4.3 Evaluation and Critique of the Research Method

The experiment described above serves merely as an initial exploratory effort in pursuing research on user response to subtitling in audio-visual translation. More rigorous methodological procedures would be required for any firm conclusions. For example, in this experiment, only twelve male subjects are recruited. Inclusion of subjects of both genders and varied age groups may significantly enhance the subject representativity, and hence the findings of the experiment. The success of the experiment and the potential impact of methodological shortcomings on the findings will be reviewed at the end of Chapter 5 (c.f. 5.4) on findings and conclusions. Nonetheless, this experiment, hopefully, has further confirmed Mason’s (2009) claim of how useful reader or audience response research is in translation studies. 

Chapter 4 Data Analysis 
Since one of the research objectives in this study is to examine the availability in subtitles of indicators of face management in the source film, in this chapter, the analyst will investigate the six selected film sequences (c.f.3.3.2) from the perspective of face management and its representation via subtitling. In the analysis, the analyst will apply the Composite Model of Face Management (c.f.3.2) established on the basis of the theoretical framework reviewed in Chapter 2. 

It is acknowledged in this study that the style of film dialogue would be influenced to a larger degree by audiences than by addressees, as it is not really a case of interlocutors addressing each other on screen, but rather a scriptwriter addressing an audience via fictitious dialogue. According to Bell (1984:160), the style of a text or context is influenced to varying degrees by a number of receiver groups who potentially form part of the audience. They are addressees, who are known to the speaker and directly addressed; auditors, who are known to the speaker but not directly addressed; overhearers, who are unconfirmed participants; and eavesdroppers, who are not known to the speaker. As noticed by Hatim and Mason (1997), in screen translation, interactions take place initially between speakers and addressees on screen, and they must be constructed for the benefit of film audiences, who are auditors. As a result, speakers adapt their discourse much more to auditors than to addressees.

It is also important to highlight that film dialogue is not spontaneous speech although it must appear to be so. In terms of audience design, the viewers are understood to be overhearers and the scriptwriters’ intended effect should be perceivable in the subtitled version (Kozloff 2000). Hence, the orality in films is not authentic. The implication for this research is that face interactions are analysed in the context of designed and edited speech as well as in subtitling, which is different from other scholars’ approach, for example Mao and Spencer-Oatey, as they use recorded authentic speech to investigate face issues. 

4.1 Corpus Transcription and Coding 
Each of these six film sequences is transcribed into texts. The way it is presented in the thesis cannot represent the way in which subtitles appear on screen due to the tabulated format. The transcription of the speech of the soundtrack is presented according to the transcription conventions in Wadensjö (1998), though only conventions on continuing intonation, terminating intonation, questioning intonation, long vowel, one-second silence, and emphasis are adopted (c.f. Appendix 4.1). The reason for using these six conventions is that they may represent or relate to the face management features present in the soundtrack. Hence, they are highly relevant to this research. The transcription of each sequence includes four columns. For the English sequence from left to right: the first column relates to the individual interlocutor’s name; the second presents the interlocutor’s utterance with Arabic numerals on the left indicating line sequence; the third column contains the Chinese subtitles and the English back-translation; and the fourth column denotes the order of the subtitles using alphabetic letters starting from the capital letters, and then the small ones. Double capital and/or double small letters will follow if the subtitle sequence exceeds fifty-two lines. The transcription of the Chinese sequences follows the same format except that in the second column the Chinese utterances are followed by firstly the word-for-word translation into English and then an idiomatic translation into English presented in italics. Thereby, in the analysis of interlocutors’ utterances or subtitles, relevant line numbers (Arabic numerals indicating original utterances and alphabetic letters for subtitles) will be quoted instead of the whole sentence, for clarity and readability. Illustrations of the transcription conventions explained above are presented in Table 4.1 and 4.2.

	Ted:
	10 He was so cute, you know.
	他真可爱，你知道码
He so cute, you know eh
	J


Table 4.1 Example of the transcription of an English sequence with Chinese subtitles 

	Yang:
	1我们必须首先认真对待工人们的意见书…

We must firstly serious deal with workers’ proposal

We must firstly treat the workers’ proposal seriously…
	We should treat the workers’ proposal seriously at first
	A





Table 4.2 Example of the transcription of a Chinese sequence with English subtitles
4.2 Sequence 1 Ted and O’Connor from the film ‘Kramer vs. Kramer’
1) Transcription of the sequence

	Ted:
	1 So the other morning, I’m at the refrigerator…
	那天早上我站在冰箱前
That day morning I stood at the refrigerator front
	A

	
	2 …getting Billy ready for school.
	替比利准备上学
for Billy prepare school
	B

	
	3 I’m just in my underwear.
	我只穿内衣
I only wear underwear
	C

	
	4 And he notices that I’ve lost a lot of weight.
	他注意到我瘦
He notices I slim
	D

	
	5 He comes in and pats me.
	他走过来拍我
He walks here and pats me
	E

	
	6 He comes to here.
	他大概到我这里
He approximately comes me here
	F

	
	7 And he says, ‘Daddy, you’ve really lost a lot of weight’.
	然后说爹地你真的瘦好多
Then says Daddy you really slim much
	G

	
	8 He looks up at me and he says…
	看着我说
Looks at me and says
	H

	
	9 …‘and it’s all gone to your nose.’
	肉都跑到你的鼻子去了
flesh have all run to your nose
	I

	Ted laughs. O’Connor forces a smile.

	Ted:
	10 He was so cute, you know.
	他真可爱，你知道码
He so cute, you know eh
	J

	O’Connor:
	11 You know, kids.
	小孩子
Little kids
	K

	Ted:
	12 It’s delicious. Do you want a taste?
	这很好吃，你要吃吗
This is very delicious, you want to eat eh
	L

	O’Connor:
	13 No, thanks. I’m full.
	我饱了
I full
	M

	Ted:
	14 It’s good.
	真好吃
Very delicious
	N

	O’Connor:
	15 Listen, Ted.
	听着， 泰德
Listen Ted
	O

	
	16 I (1)
 had a call from a friend of mine (1) over at another agency.
	我在其他广告公司的朋友打电话给我
My at other advertisement firm’s friends called me
	P

	
	17 The Mid-Atlantic people have invited them to pitch the account.
	大西洋航空请他们去比稿
Mid-Atlantic invites them to pitch
	Q

	Ted:
	18 Why?
	为什么
Why
	R

	O’Connor:
	19 Cause they’re not happy with what we’re doing.
	我想他们对我们不太满意
I think they to us not very satisfied
	S

	Ted:
	20 I think maybe you should have them over…
	我想你应该请他们过来
I think you should invite them coming here
	T

	
	21 …and I’ll give a little tap dance.
	让我露一手
Let me show a hand
	U

	O’Connor:
	22 No, it’s ok.
	不用了
No use
	V

	
	23 I got Norman working on it.
	我已经叫诺曼去处理了
I have asked Norman to deal with
	W

	Ted:
	24 Norman?
	诺曼
Norman
	X

	O’Connor nods.

	Ted (looks into O’Connor):
	25 You taking me off the account?
	你要把这个客户转给别人做
You will to this account transfer to others to do
	Y

	(smiles nervously):
	26 You don’t like me anymore?
	你不喜欢我了
You not like me any more
	Z

	O’Connor:
	27 It’s not quite that simple.
	不是那末简单
Not is that simple
	a

	(cough):
	28 Eh, (1) I think (1) we’re gonna have to make a few changes here.
	我想我们要有点改变
I think we will have a few changes
	b

	Ted (big smile)
	29 You’re firing me?
	你要开除我
You will fire me
	c

	O’Connor:
	30 Yeah, I’m letting you go, yes.
	是，我要开除你，没错
Yes, I will fire you, no wrong
	d

	Ted 
	31 Why?
	为什么
Why
	e

	O’Connor:
	32 Now, look, Ted. This is a very painful thing for me.
	泰德，这对我来说很痛苦
Ted, this to me to say very painful
	f

	
	 33 You don’t know how badly I feel,
	
	g

	
	 34 But I’ve been getting a lot of pressure from the guys upstairs.
	但上司们给我很多压力
But bosses give me much pressure
	h

	
	35 There wasn’t anything else I could do.
	我没有其他选择
I not have other choices
	i

	
	 36 Listen, I thought about this a lot.
	我想了很久
I have thought very long
	j

	
	 37 It’s really better this way. 
	这样比较好
This better
	k

	
	38 I mean if I was to take your stripes.
	如果我把你降级
If I to you lower grade
	l

	
	39 If I were to put you on a schlock account,
	或把你分到你讨厌的客户
Or to you assign to you hate account
	m

	
	40 you’d hate it, and you’d hate me for doing it to you.
	你会因此痛恨我
You will for this hate me
	n

	
	 41 This way it’s a clean break…
	如此快刀斩乱麻
Like this fast knife cut the Gordian Knot
	o

	
	42 …and believe me, that is the best way.
	相信我，这样做最好
Believe me, this done the best
	p

	Ted:
	43 You know that my wife is fighting me for custody.
	你知道我太太正在和我打官司争小孩监护权吗

You know my wife is being to me fight lawsuit arguing little child’s custody?
	q

	
	 44 You know that we’re going to court.
	你知道我们就要上法庭了

You know we will go on court
	r

	
	45 You know what my chances are if I’m out of a job.
	如果我丢了工作，我的胜算有多少

If I lose the job, my winning chance how much
	s

	O’Connor:
	46 Yeah, look, I understand that you’re upset.
	我知道你很生气

I know you very angry
	t

	Ted:
	47 I don’t want to beg…
	我不想求你

I not want to beg you
	u

	
	48 …but I’m asking you, please, as a friend. En?
	但我以朋友身份请你帮忙

But I use friend identity inviting you help
	v

	
	49 I’m asking you. (tries to smile)
	我请你帮忙

I invite you help
	w

	O’Connor:
	50 Ted, you are an extremely bright guy.
	你非常聪明

You very much clever
	x

	
	51 You really are.
	真的

Really
	y

	
	52 You’ve got a hell of a talent.
	你很有天分

You very have talent
	z

	
	53 You’re gonna be ok.
	你可以的

You can
	AA

	
	54 You’re gonna land on your feet.
	你会站起来

You will stand up
	BB

	
	55 You’re gonna survive.
	会活下去

Will live along
	CC

	Ted sighs, leaning back.

	O’Connor (taking out an envelope):
	56 Teddy, look.
	泰德，听着

Ted, listen
	DD

	
	57 I know you may be short on cash right now.
	我知道你现在手头紧

I know you now hand tight
	EE

	
	58 No big hurry about paying this back.     
	不用急着还我这些钱

No hurry return me this money
	FF

	Ted
	 59 Shame on you! 
	你真可耻

You real shameful
	GG

	Ted stands up in anger and leaves. O’Connor looks shocked


2) Sequence analysis

The sequence is set in a restaurant, presenting a conversation between Ted and O’Connor over a casual work lunch, which unfolds in a way that Ted would never expect. At the beginning of the film, Ted and O’Connor have a close relationship which has been established through working hard, sharing success, and striving for the same goals together. A friendship is believed to be in existence. Ted, therefore, starts the conversation by describing a little intimate joke between him and Billy one morning. Although in this case the joke involves S (Ted) and some third party other than H (O’Connor), both S and H have a shared background knowledge of the third party and of the situation in which S and the third party get involved. S’s willingness to share the joke with H indicates S’s perception and confirmation of the existing friendship between him and H which has resulted from their working relationship. Brown and Levinson (1987:124) (c.f. 2.1.2.1) claim that “jokes are based on mutual shared background knowledge…jokes may be used to stress that shared background…as a basic positive politeness technique”. On S’s part, the joke serves to create a light, relaxing and pleasant atmosphere for the interlocutors to enhance their rapport. Nonetheless, it also demonstrates that, at this point, S is completely ignorant of the FTA that is about to be committed. S’s rapport enhancement act (the joke), simply and perhaps unknowingly, increases the difficulty for H to realise his negative face want which will inevitably damage the rapport, threatening both S’s and H’s positive face. Thus, the joke in this context, instead of “putting H at ease” (ibid), poses serious challenges to H as to whether to withhold the FTA of disclosing to S the unfavourable decision on S’s employment status, or how to discern the available strategies if the FTA has to be committed. This probably explains O’Connor’s reactions towards the joke, which is expressed in line 11. ‘You know’ is originally used as one of “the in-group codes … assumes that H understands and shares the associations of that code”, thus, “exploited as a positive politeness device” (Brown and Levinson 1987:124). But on this occasion, the utterance, coated with a prosodic feature of impatience (c.f. 2.1.3), reflects S’s disinterest in H’s words, hence forming an FTA to H’s face. In the subtitle (line K), this face marker showing S’s attitude is omitted. Moreover, when Ted offers O’Connor some food to taste, which occurs immediately after the story-telling, O’Connor makes a reply characterised by a bald-on-record manner with redress to Ted’s positive face and then provides a reason to indicate respect for Ted’s negative face in an off-record way (line 13). In the subtitle (line M), the FTA is omitted and only the subtitling for the off-record utterance is retained, rendering O’Connor apparently more reluctant to initiate the FTA in the subtitle. The omission of these two face markers may produce an impact on the audience’s interpretation of O’Connor’s attitude towards Ted’s warmth.
The ensuing conversation reveals that O’Connor opts for doing the FTA, but tries to first “give overwhelming reasons” (Brown and Levinson 1987:188) and then “indicate reluctance” (Brown and Levinson 1987:189) in order to mitigate the FTA. For example, O’Connor at first precedes the FTA with a fact described in line 19. This is an off-record utterance. By using the generalised term ‘we’ rather than the specific ‘you’, O’Connor could achieve the purpose of being ambiguous and vague, thus giving rise to conversational implicature and leaving Ted to interpret S’s communicative intent at his own discretion (Brown and Levinson 1987).

Ted makes an interesting reply (line 20 and line 21), from which it can be seen that he has been able to decipher the implicature as he uses ‘I…’ instead of ‘we…’. But meanwhile, he may be using the joke to re-rank the power factor between them, i.e., “S chooses to act as though P is smaller than he in fact knows (and knows that H knows) it really is” (Brown and Levinson 1987:228). As the issue mentioned by O’Connor is work-related, in this context, the superordinate-subordinate relationship emerges as the predominant relation involving a considerable power imbalance. Hence, a usual answer from the subordinate is expected to reflect this power imbalance. However, Ted appears to believe that the friendship, though less significant than the employment relationship in a work context, still reduces the distance between them and accordingly narrows the power gap. This, as he may perceive, puts him in a position to take a chance to re-rank the power factor by a joke.  This is risky, however, because he knows that O’Connor knows that he knows P is actually larger than the way he acts (Brown and Levinson 1987:228). Therefore, O’Connor may simply dismiss the joke and restore the power, as shown in the film (line 22 and line 23). O’Connor’s negative response ‘No’ with a conventional mitigator ‘it’s ok’ dismisses Ted’s joke, or more deeply, he actually dismisses Ted’s attempt to re-rank power. However, in the subtitle, Ted’s off-record joke is translated into a positive politeness statement (line U) demonstrating Ted’s intention to please O’Connor as a competent subordinate, in which Ted’s attempt to re-rank P is completely lost. In addition, the corresponding subtitle (line V) of O’Connor’s mitigated negative response (line 22) proves to be more bald-on-record with no redress. This may influence the audience’s perception of O’Connor’s attitude. 

Assured that the account has been re-assigned, Ted looks into O’Connor’s eyes and initiates a bald-on-record FTA redressed in a question form to show his concern for O’Connor’s negative face wants (line 25). The subtitle turns the strategy into an off-record one (line Y), rendering the utterance unmarked and much less challenging. He then forces a smile, further questioning O’Connor in line 26. These two utterances (lines 25 and 26) give redress to O’Connor’s negative face by “explicitly expressing doubt that the conditions for the appropriateness” of Ted’s speech act obtain (Brown and Levinson 1987:173). In other words, by being pessimistic, Ted shows his sensitivity to O’Connor’s negative face want entailed in his decision. It also indicates that he has not yet realised how far O’Connor intends to go; i.e., the size of the FTA entailed in O’Connor’s negative face want. Realising that it upsets Ted, O’Connor, instead of producing a direct response with Yes/No, answers in an off record manner (line 27 and line 28).  His reply is full of different kinds of hedges indicating his concern for Ted’s positive face wants. For example, firstly ‘quite’ is a commonly applied hedge word indicating that a statement or a claim is “partial and true only in certain respects” (Brown and Levinson 1987:145); secondly, ‘I think’ conveys a hedged performative, modifying the illocutionary force of the performative. It is claimed to be one of “the most important linguistic means of satisfying the speaker’s want” of “not taking full responsibility for the truth of his utterance” (Brown and Levinson 1987:164). Thirdly, ‘eh’ and ‘have to’ function as manner hedges derived from Grice’s cooperative dimensions (Brown and Levinson 1987) (c.f. 2.1.1), indicating reluctance to carry out an FTA. In addition, the plural form ‘we’ instead of the singular pronoun ‘I’ is used to enable the speaker to hide behind collective responsibility. 

From O’Connor’s off-record response, Ted may decipher the implicature, so he goes on record and initiates a question requesting O’Connor’s confirmation (line 29). When push comes to shove, O’Connor can hedge no more, and he has to make it clear what ‘the changes’ imply. He turns to a conventional euphemism in both American and British English often used when someone is to be dismissed (line 30). This is an off-record utterance to which more than one way of interpretation may be attributed (Brown and Levinson 1987). The implication could be that ‘you would like to go and we have to agree to it. I could not be held responsible for saying that I am firing you. I can easily deny it if challenged.’ The FTA is achieved in the euphemism. Nonetheless, the intentionality is blurred. This utterance is also a performative since O’Connor has the authority to hire and fire (c.f. 2.1.4.3), and by saying this, the act of firing is actually carried out. Although ‘letting you go’ is a euphemism, it still performs the speech act. Nevertheless, in the subtitle, the utterance is translated into a full-on bald-on-record FTA without any redressive action, posing grave threat to H’s positive face (line d). Although similar in illocutionary force and semantic implication, the bald-on-record translation demonstrates that the speaker has no intention of making any effort to mitigate the face loss, nor thinks it necessary to show that he cares for the hearer’s feelings. According to Brown and Levinson (1987), a bald-on-record strategy is normally used in an emergency where protection of face is deemed significantly less important or in a situation where the speaker believes that little or no face threat is involved. However, in this context in the film, neither applies. On the contrary, it involves a heavily unpleasant incident where face work has been tried but failed and friends have to face the music, making a realistic negotiation towards a solution of conflict of interests. Tremendous face issues are at stake in this subtle and precarious situation. Thus, the translation ‘I will fire you’, though it contains no semantic errors, may considerably influence respondents’ perceptions of O’Connor’s attitude and personality.
The performative substantially alters the relationship between Ted and O’Connor. Ted appears clearly shocked by the attempt from O’Connor to deconstruct the joint relationship. To mitigate the significant FTA entailed in such an attempt, O’Connor tries to indicate reluctance and give overwhelming reasons in order to assure Ted of his concern for Ted’s feelings. O’Connor starts by using the in-group language ‘now, look Ted’ to switch the focus of the conversation and tries to include Ted in the discussion of the decision. Line 32 and line 33 intensify O’Connor’s knowledge and empathy with Ted’s personal interest, therefore demonstrating his extreme reluctance over the decision. From line 34 to line 42, O’Connor gives overwhelming reasons why he has to make the decision, which is another important negative politeness strategy (c.f. 2.1.2.1), aimed at assuring the hearer that his want of not being removed from the job was seriously considered. In the confession, repetitions of words (really) and sentence patterns (if…if…; you’d hate it, and you’d hate me for doing it) are adopted to amplify the speaker’s genuine care for the hearer’s interests. O’Connor’s monologue provides valid evidence that positive politeness markers can be found in negative politeness strategies, i.e., in this case, markers for intensifying S’s concern for H’s interest such as in-group language and repetition are found in the negative politeness strategies of indicating reluctance and giving overwhelming reasons (Brown and Levinson 1987). This supports Coupland and Coupland’s (1988) argument that Brown and Levinson’s (1987) claim that politeness strategies are functionally distinctive from each other cannot stand the test of dynamic interactional data (c.f. 2.1.2.2). In addition, O’Connor’s marked effort of expressing his concerns for Ted’s face needs and feelings also provides evidence for the proposition (c.f. 2.3) in this study that discernment concerns, i.e., the addresser’s recognition of the fundamental characteristics of the ongoing interactional situations, and his due consideration of the addressee appropriate to the relationship, operate in all sociolinguistic systems. However, when making decisions, a westerner may take into greater account factors of volition (c.f. 2.3), i.e., the addresser decides whether he wants to be polite and what constitutes polite behaviour, rather than following the instrumental expectation. In this context, O’Connor decides to protect his personal interests by firing Ted, instead of sticking by a friend in difficulty. In the subtitles, a number of instances of in-group language used by S are omitted, such as ‘now, look’ (line f), ‘listen’ (line j) and ‘yeah, look’ (line t), a locutionary repetition to enhance S’s sympathy with H in line 40, the adverb ‘really’ to exaggerate S’s sincerity (line k) and even a complete utterance (line g) to give H reasons for assuming reflexivity (Brown and Levinson 1987:128). The omission of these salient face markers in the subtitles, due to S’s fast delivery aroused by emotional intensity, may affect a monolingual audience’s accurate understanding of S’s attitude. 

To O’Connor’s argument, Ted presents his own challenge. Three sentences (lines 42, 43 and 44) with a repetitive structure of ‘you know’, form an off-record challenge. On the surface, it seems that Ted is enquiring whether O’Connor knows his personal circumstances, but these utterances actually imply Ted’s FTA to O’Connor’s quality face of wanting to be perceived as an understanding and supportive friend (2.1.4.1). Ted’s utterances could be interpreted as ‘you are clear about my difficult circumstances, how could you fire me at this time, especially when you are a friend of mine?’. Like any other off-record strategies, more than one interpretation is possible and Ted cannot be held to have a definite communicative intent. Though in an off-record way, the repetition still enhances the illocutionary force of the implied FTA. In the subtitle (line q), “an auxiliary word ma used at the end of a sentence designating a question” (Wang et al. 1980:845, my translation) to elicit H’s knowledge of the issue raised in the question is applied, which renders the loss of S’s face intention reflected in the film. 
After the implied FTA, Ted begins to appeal to O’Connor’s positive face. Before raising the appeal, Ted resorts to protecting his own quality face first by uttering line 46, which may also implicate that O’Connor is pushing him to beg. Through line 48 and line 49, Ted makes a direct request that entails a right-obligation association between them arising from the friendship (c.f.2.1.4.1). With such an association right implied in a social contractual relationship based on common perceptions of what constitutes friendship, Ted may believe that he is in a position to make such requests without having to denigrate himself. Probably not able to deny this association and the accordingly implied rights-and-obligations terms between them, O’Connor once again resorts to positive politeness, intensifying his sympathy for Ted, with the purpose of mitigating the FTA. Nonetheless, as face work has clearly fallen through, Ted may no longer be able to appreciate O’Connor’s various politeness efforts, which is shown in his disappointed sigh. The sigh may signify his awareness that no further face work is necessary any more. Face has given way to the interactional goal (c.f. 2.1.4.1). Realising the impact of the deconstruction of the joint relationship on Ted and probably attempting to alleviate his own sense of guilt, O’Connor tries to show his sympathy for and support of Ted by expressing the willingness to lend Ted some cash, starting with a switch to the intimate address form ‘Teddy’ to indicate solidarity. To O’Connor’s utmost surprise, Ted’s reaction shows that he perceives this insensitive move to be a failed friend’s last trick and, more gravely, a serious insult to his personal competence, as he makes a bald-on-record FTA (line 59) and storms out in fury. However, in the subtitle (line GG), the equivalent Chinese charaters of the word ‘shame’ (‘可耻’) has a connotative reference to behaviours that are underpinned by immorality and against conscience. Thus, the literal translation of the utterance in Chinese bears a considerably more condemning modality and may affect the audience’s perception of S’s intention.

In summary, prior to the interaction delineated in the sequence, O’Connor has apparently made up his mind to let Ted go. But since this interactional goal pertains to a salient FTA and an implied RTA (right-threatening act) (c.f. 2.1.4.2), to the detriment of the existing rapport between Ted and O’Connor, it constitutes the key factor influencing O’Connor’s linguistic strategies for fulfilling the aim (c.f. 2.1.4.3). Hence, he opts largely for positive politeness (c.f.2.1.2.1) and off-recordness (c.f.2.1.2.1) in the exchange to intensify interest in Ted and with an attempt to maintain rapport. Meanwhile, Ted is unfortunately in a more passive position. Initially, Ted enters into the conversation without any serious goals, due to his lack of knowledge of O’Connor’s intention. Once he obtains preliminary notions of what O’Connor possibly wants, he uses mainly negative politeness (c.f. 2.1.2.1), trying to work out how far O’Connor’s intention stretches. Afterwards, Ted has to adopt off-recordness to challenge the decision, and to appeal to the association rights (c.f.2.1.4.1) implied in the terms of friendship to hang on to his goal. Therefore, both interlocutors have to use various on-record strategies with redressive actions or off record utterances because of the salient threat and the subtle power difference (c.f. 2.1.4.3) mitigated by the claimed friendship, and only on one occasion, interestingly and notably, at the end of the sequence, does a bald-on-record FTA without redress occur. To examine whether the face management features have been reflected in the subtitles, this study now presents an analysis of the subtitling for this sequence. The analysis of the subtitles in comparison with the source dialogue shows discrepancies of face negotiation reflected in the film and represented in the subtitle
, which is mainly attributed to omission of face markers and change of face strategies in the subtitles.  The impact of such differences is to be examined in audience response tests.
4.3 Sequence 2 Erin, Ed, Kurt and Theresa from the film ‘Erin Brockovich’
1) Transcription of the sequence
	Kurt:
	1 PG&E has requested that we submit to binding arbitration.
	PGE要求进行具结裁决

PG&E requests proceeding binding arbitration
	A



	Erin
	2 What’s that?
	那是什麽

That is what
	B



	Kurt(looks at Erin and then Ed, impatiently)
	3 That’s where we try the case without a jury, just before a judge.
	这表示本案没有陪审团

单由法官来判决

This shows this case no has jury   single to judge decide
	C

	
	4 It’s called a test trial. The judge’s decision is final. There’s no appeal.
	这叫做试审  法官做了裁决后就不得上诉。

This called test trial   The judge has made judgement after then not able appeal
	D

	Erin listens attentively.

	Kurt (to Ed)
	5 How many plaintiffs do you have?
	你们手上有多少名原告

Your hand has how many plaintiffs
	E



	Erin
	6 Six hundred and thirty four.
	634名

634 head
	F



	Kurt
	7 They’ll never try that many all at once.
	他们的案子无法同时审理

Their case no way simultaneous try
	G

	(to Ed)
	8 So we need to get them together in groups of 20 or 30…
	我们要分成二三十人一组

We will divide into twenty thirty people a group
	H

	
	9 worst cases, the most life-threatened, the sickest in the first group…
	情况最差的人分到第一组

Situation worst people assigned to the first group
	I

	
	10 and so on and so on
	以此类推

On this type infer
	J



	Ed nods.

	
	11 And each one gets to go before a judge to determine damages.
	法官分别裁定赔偿金额

The judge separate judge compensation amount
	K



	
	12 PG&E has proposed that they are liable anywhere between 50 and 400 million.
	PGE 表示愿意支付五千万到四亿不等的赔偿金额

PG&E express willingness pay 50 to 400 million not equal’s compensation amount
	L

	Ed listens and nods.

	Erin 
	13 So (1) wait a minute (1) eh::: let me just (1) get this straight.
	等等  让我搞清楚

Wait wait   let me make clear
	M



	Ed
	14 If we went to trial, PG&E could stretch this over ten years with appeal after appeal. 
	如果真的开庭审理  过程可能拖上十年  PGE 会不断上诉

If real open court trial process may drag ten years PG&E will non-stop appeal
	N

	
	15 Those people in Hinkley…
	辛克利的居民

Hinkley’s residents
	O



	Erin
	16 Those people are expecting a trial.
	他们要的是公开审判

They want is open trial
	P



	
	17 That’s what we told them, you and me.
	我们是这麽告诉他们的

We were like this tell them
	Q



	
	18 They won’t understand this.
	他们不会了解

They not can understand
	R



	Ed
	19 Kurt (1) thinks it’s the best way to go.
	科特认为这样做最好

Kurt thinks like this do best
	S



	Erin looks into Ed’s eyes, and appears frustrated and shocked, and then sits back.

Ed glances at Kurt, and shrugs his shoulder.

Theresa and Kurt watch them seriously.

	Kurt (looks at Erin)
	20 Look, I promise you (1) that we’ll be very sensitive on this point. 
	我保证会审慎处理此事

I guarantee will prudent deal with this matter
	T



	
	21 We will make sure that they understand that this is the only way that we can go forward at this time.
	我们会让他们了解目前这是唯一的办法

We will let them understand currently this is only way
	U

	Kurt (looks at Theresa)
	22 But (1) we have a lot of work to do before we even broach that subject. 
	但我们还有很多工作要做才能开始进入正题

But we still have much work to do then can start come into real subject
	V

	Ed looks at Erin, who sits with her arms across her chest.

	Theresa
	23 You know what, why don’t I take Erin down to the hall so we can start on this stuff…
	我跟艾琳开始处理这些资料

I and Erin start deal with these documents
	W

	
	24 and I’ll fill her in on the rest of the details.
	同时进一步跟她解释

At the same time further with her explain
	X



	Kurt 
	25 Thanks.
	
	Y

	A box of files are taken in.

	Erin (Surprised)
	26 Those are my files.
	那是我的档案

That is my file
	Z



	Theresa
	27 Yeah, we had them couriered over.
	没错  我们请快递送给我们

No wrong   We invite courier send us 
	a

	
	28 And listen, good work.
	你做得很好

You do very well
	b



	
	29 They’re a great start.
	这是个很好的起步

This is a very good start
	c



	
	30 We’ll just have to spend some time filling in the holes in your research.
	我们只要花点时间填补你资料上的漏洞

We only will spend a bit time fill you document’s hole
	d

	Erin (smiles)
	31 Excuse me. 
	对不起

Sorry
	e



	
	32 Theresa, is it?
	你叫泰瑞沙吧？

You call Theresa   eh
	f



	
	33 There are no holes in my research.
	我的资料没有漏洞

My document no has hole
	g



	Theresa
	34 No offence. There are just some things we need you probably didn’t know to ask.
	我无意冒犯  但有些事情你也许不知道该问

I no intention offend   But there are some things you may not know should ask
	h

	Erin
	35 Don’t talk to me like I’m an idiot, ok?
	别把我当白痴

Not take me as idiot
	i



	
	36 I may not have a law degree, but I’ve spent 18 months on this case…
	我也许没念过法学院  但我花了18个月研究这件案子
I may not read law school but I spend 18 months investigating this case
	j

	
	37 and I know more about these plaintiffs than you ever will.
	我对这些原告的了解是你一辈子望尘莫及的

I to these plaintiffs’ understanding is your whole life can not reach
	k

	Theresa (sigh)
	38 Erin, you don’t even have phone numbers for some of them.
	有些人甚至连电话号码都没记录

Some people even phone numbers not noted
	l

	Erin
	39 Whose number do you need?
	你要谁的号码

You want whose numbers
	m



	Theresa (looks at Kurt)
	40 Everyone’s.
	每个人都要

Everyone all need
	n



	
	41 There’s a lawsuit. We need to be able to contact the plaintiffs.
	我们必须要跟每个原告联络

We must will with every plaintiff contact
	o

	Erin (looks into Theresa)
	42 I said, whose number do you need?
	我问你要谁的电话号码

I ask you want whose phone number
	p



	Theresa (smile)
	43 You don’t know 600 plaintiffs’ numbers by heart.
	你不可能把六百名原告的号码都背下来了吧

You not possible six hundred plaintiffs’ numbers all memorise    eh
	q

	Ed looks at Erin, who changes her sitting position, leaning against her right arm.

Theresa looks fed up and opens the file, retrieving a document.



	Theresa
	44 Annabelle Daniels.
	安娜贝尔 丹尼斯

Annabelle Daniels
	r



	Erin
	45 Annabelle Daniels
	安娜贝尔 丹尼斯 

Annabelle Daniels
	s



	
	46 714-454-9346
	714-454-9346

714-454-9346
	t



	
	47 Ten years old, eleven in May.
	她到五月就满11了

She till May is 11
	u



	
	48 Lived on the plume since birth.
	一出生就住在污染区

Once born live on plume
	v



	
	49 Wanted to be a synchronized swimmer…
	她以后想跳水上芭蕾

She later wants jump water above ballet
	w



	
	50 so she spent every minute she could in the PG&E pool.
	所以一天到晚泡在游泳池里

So whole day till night immerse in pool 
	x

	Theresa starts to feel nervous.

	
	51 She had a tumour detected on her brain stem and was operated on Thanksgiving…
	她脑干出现肿瘤   感恩节时动了手术

Her brain stem appear tumour    Thanksgiving when had operation
	y

	
	52 shrunk with radiation after that.
	之后用放射线治疗

Afterwards use radiation treatment
	z



	
	53 Her parents are Ted and Rita.
	她的父母是泰德和利塔

Her parents are Ted and Rita
	AA



	Kurt looks at Erin and then Ed.

	
	54 Ted’s got Crohn’s disease.
	泰德患克隆氏症

Ted suffer Crohn’s symptom
	BB



	
	55 Rita has chronic headaches and nausea and underwent a hysterectomy last fall.
	利塔有慢性头痛及不适

 去年夏天做了子宫切术

Rita has chronic headache and nausea   last year summer had hysterectomy
	CC

	Ed peers at Erin, knocking his finger tips against the table lightly.

	
	56 Ted grew up in Hinkley.
	泰德在辛克利长大

Ted in Hinkley grow up
	DD



	
	57 His brother Robbie, his wife May and their five children…
	他哥哥罗比和嫂嫂媚依共有五个孩子

He brother Bobbie, and sister-in-law May altogether have five children
	EE

	
	58 Robbie Jr., Martha, Ed, Rose and Peter also lived on the plume.
	罗比二世  马莎  爱德  罗沙 和皮特也都住在污染区

Robbie Jr. Martha Ed Rose and Peter too all live on plume.
	FF

	
	59 Their number is 454-9554.
	他们的号码是454-9554

Their number is 454-9554
	GG



	Kurt looks at Erin, and appears totally impressed.

	
	60 You want their diseases?
	想知道他们生什麽病吗

Want know they have what diseases
	HH



	Ed tries not to smile, and Kurt turns to looking at Theresa.

	Theresa
	61 Ok. Look, I think we got off on the wrong foot here.
	我们也许一开始就踏出错误的第一步

We may at first started wrong first step
	II

	Erin
	62 That’s all you got, lady – two wrong feet and fucking ugly shoes.
	没错  小姐   你天生有两只左脚和难看的鞋子

No wrong   Miss   You born with two left feet and ugly shoes
	JJ

	Theresa looks offended, and stands back, looking at her shoes uncomfortably. Ed sits back, swallowing nervously.


2) Sequence analysis

This sequence unfolds during a formal working meeting between Kurt and Ed, with Theresa and Erin acting as their respective assistants. The venue is Kurt’s luxurious conference room. At the meeting, Erin indicates that she does not share Kurt’s views regarding the legal procedure of the PG&E case, and subsequently enters into a serious conflict with Theresa on the research that she has done. The sequence depicts Erin’s challenge to Kurt’s established institutional power as an expert in toxic tort cases, and particularly her thorough denial of and ruthless attack on Theresa’s self-claimed power over her derived from Theresa’s professional background (c.f.2.1.4.6). Consequently, this sequence serves as excellent evidence for the argument that the speaker’s communicative powerfulness is a dynamic negotiated process that is set in the context of language use in moment-to-moment exchanges that can alter a static pre-determined power sequence (Fairclough 2001, Ng and Bradac 1993). 

In the film, previous sequences show that Kurt enjoys a much more powerful status than all of the other interlocutors. To Ed, Kurt is ‘brutal. This guy was the toughest mother that I’ve ever been up against. He’s got more toxic tort experience than anyone in this state. We need him if we want to win’ (Ed’s words in the film). The adjectives ‘brutal’ and ‘toughest’ indicate that Kurt used to have a significant “coercive power” (Spencer-Oatey 2000:33) (c.f. 2.1.4.3) over Ed when they were rivals. That ‘he’s got more toxic tort experience than anyone in this state’ suggests that Kurt possesses an absolute expert power (c.f.2.1.4.3) over Ed, Theresa, and Erin, derived from his identity (c.f. 2.1.4.6) and professional experience. That ‘we need him if we want to win’ reflects Ed’s belief that Kurt has a legitimate power (c.f. 2.1.4.3) over anyone involved in the case and that he can prescribe or expect the others to follow his instructions. Hence, according to Ed’s description, Kurt holds unarguably the greatest institutional power among the four. As for the other three participants at the meeting, both Theresa and Ed are perceived to have power over Erin simply because of their professional identity (c.f.2.1.4.6) as lawyers. Therefore, it is clear that Erin is believed to be at the bottom of the power pyramid before the meeting. 
To investigate the power struggle and power shift at the meeting, we bring the focus back to the sequence. At the commencement of the meeting, Kurt utters the statement in line 1. From the rapport management point of view, it is an off-record utterance. On the surface, it appears that Kurt is merely stating PG&E’s request. Nonetheless, it also implies his own standpoint, i.e., it could be interpreted as ‘PG&E has made a request and I think it is acceptable’. However, no single clear communicative intention (c.f.2.1.2.1) can be attributed to the utterance and if challenged, Kurt could conveniently deny it to be his purpose. Kurt may adopt this off-record strategy to avoid any act that might threaten Ed’s or rather Erin’s negative face, in that, although Ed sees Kurt holding various powers over himself, Erin, as shown in her behaviour, is particularly strong in pursuing her own interactional goal (c.f. 2.1.4.1) and shows no hesitation to challenge any power when necessary. Moreover, line 1 also enables the speaker to assign certain roles to himself and to the others involved in the interaction (Thompson & Thetela 1995). The overt labelling of the personal pronoun ‘we’ conveys Kurt’s attempt to enact a leadership role for himself and to project onto the other participants in the language event the role of group members and followers. Thus, it serves as a linguistic device for the speaker to claim status imbalance and power superiority indirectly. However, in the subtitle (line A), this marker is absent, rendering the loss of the representation of the speaker’s interactional intent and attitude. In the exchange, Kurt constantly uses pronouns and reference switches to convey his claim for power and authority. For example, in line 3, he applies the pronoun ‘we’ to ascribe to himself the role of a judge, accentuating an authoritative tone, which is not present in the subtitle (line C). In line 7, he switches to the third-person plural pronoun ‘they’ when referring to judges. The explicit reference in the assertion (line 7) shows his marked attempt to speak directly on behalf of the judges or his on-record claim to know their decision. In the subtitle (line G), ‘他们’ can only be interpreted as denoting plaintiffs, thus the loss of the speaker’s attitude. In view of Kurt’s authoritative linguistic behaviour in the sequence, “the expected response to a statement is best expressed in negative terms: allowing the speaker to continue without contradiction, challenge or loss of attention”, which demonstrates the listener’s acknowledgement for the interaction to progress. Hence, in the sequence, Erin’s abrupt interruption (line 2) to Kurt’s statement with a bald-on-record command pushes her manner across the line of being polite in that the interruption in itself constitutes a marked FTA and the direct command is much more bald-on-record than an utterance such as ‘Excuse me, do you think you could explain that for me?’. Apparently, Erin’s intrusion arouses Kurt’s dissatisfaction as he looks at Erin and then Ed quickly, with a moue of unhappiness, thumb drumming slightly, presenting typical gestures of impatience and a condescending attitude that the powerful hold over the powerless (Ribberns & Whitear 2007:76). After the explanation, Kurt turns to Ed and asks the question in line 5. Erin answers in line 6. Clearly, when Kurt presents the question to Ed, it implies his belief that Ed, as a legal professional in charge (c.f.2.1.4.6), must have more knowledge of the case than Erin does, thus further confirming his attitude towards Erin. However, Erin, who has been working on the case for 18 months, may be convinced that it is actually she who is in a position to provide the information accurately. She seems to believe that she is better informed of the case than any of the others, which endows her with substantial power in the exchange. She therefore takes up the turn for talking, indirectly challenging Kurt’s assumption and attitude. 
Yet Erin’s indirect challenge fails to impress Kurt, as he continues talking to Ed (lines 8, 9 and10). In line 8, explicit reference terms ‘we’ and ‘them’ are employed to dissociate the professional group from the plaintiffs. In addition, in line 9, when categorising the plaintiffs’ cases according to the severity of victimisation, Kurt uses detailed and factual but de-personalised descriptions to show his professionalism. These two utterances seem to highlight, through a combined effect, the professionalism and lack of a humane touch in Kurt’s personality. In the subtitle, line H fails to represent the intent of disassociation and line I the lack of humane touch due to the summarisation.  Therefore, audiences relying on the subtitle may have a different interpretation of Kurt’s intention, attitude and personality from those depicted in the sequence. 
After explaining the procedure, Kurt puts forth PG&E’s proposition (line 12). The function of this utterance is identical to that of the first one, i.e., by presenting PG&E’s proposition, Kurt implies his own position in an off-record manner to avoid imposition or any possibility of being challenged. Throughout the talk, Kurt consistently initiates and keeps eye contact with Ed, who, in return, is responsive with attentive engagement and constant nods of consent, no interventions or questions, showing his acknowledgement for the interaction to progress on the current terms. The power relation between them is clear and stable, the former having the coercive power, expert power and legitimate power over (c.f.2.1.4.3) the latter, with no change in this sequence, as pre-set in the film. On the other hand, the power relations between Kurt and Erin, and particularly that between Theresa and Erin as will be shown later in the sequence, are far more complicated and volatile, twisting and shifting in the frequent struggles in which one party attempts to impose some power sequence and the other relentlessly counters the move. For example, at this point, Erin seems to be ready to question the procedure as she initiates an interruption (line 13). ‘So’ is a “maxim hedge”, functioning as a “notice of violations of face wants” (Brown and Levinson 1987:171), because the following utterances ‘wait a minute’ and ‘let me just get this straight’ are FTAs, threatening Kurt’s negative face. Yet, in both FTAs, H is impersonalised to mitigate the face-threatening effect, as “in most languages, the ‘you’ of the subject of the complement of the performative is omitted in the direct expression of intrinsically face-threatening speech acts” (Brown and Levinson 1987:191) (c.f.2.1.2.1). Another hedge word ‘just’ is also adopted to further reduce the size of the FTA. But the efforts, i.e., the omission of ‘you’ and the use of ‘just’, are rather conventionalised and the effect of mitigating the FTA has been weakened to some extent. Therefore, the FTA is still marked, especially in view of the power imbalance between Kurt and Erin. Hence, to defuse the FTA, Ed takes up the turn to provide an explanation. He may also have felt the face loss caused by his subordinate’s lack of proper expertise. The FTA to Kurt’s face has been defused, but Ed’s exposition induces even stronger FTAs and face attacks from Erin, probably because of the shorter distance factor (c.f.2.1.4.3) between them. In committing the face attack, Erin chooses to express her stark contrast with Ed’s standpoint by depriving him of talking with early interruption (c.f. 2.1.3), by repeating the subject of Ed’s unfinished utterance (‘those people’ in line 15 and line 16) to exaggerate imposition on Ed’s negative face and to highlight her marked disinterest in his argument (c.f. 2.1.3), and by flouting the quantity maxim specifying the targets (‘you’ and ‘me’ in line 17) of the plural pronoun ‘we’. These rapport threatening markers are applied in the sequence to underline Erin’s sharp personality and blaming attitude and intention.The violation suggests Erin’s face purpose to make Ed feel guilty for breaking his promise to the Hinkley people, therefore attacking his positive face. Meanwhile, though addressing Ed, Erin is also partly targeting the other participants by indirectly committing the FTA of telling Kurt and Theresa that they cannot break the promise. The absence of these rapport markers in the subtitle (line P and line Q), though they may not affect viewers’ understanding of her position, could impact on their interpretation of Erin’s personality and attitude. 

Facing Erin’s uncompromising criticism, Ed falls short of leeway and replies in an off-record way (line 19). It could have two implications. Firstly, by saying that, Ed implies that this is not his idea, so he should not bear the blame; secondly, since Kurt is best informed in this area, Ed implies that Kurt must have valid reasons for choosing binding arbitration, and while Erin can challenge him (Ed), she may not be as well-placed to challenge Kurt’s professional judgement. However, Erin’s body language illustrates her further disagreement with and contempt for Ed. She looks into Ed’s eyes with a frustrated expression, and then leans backward with her right arm against the arm of the chair. This body language indicates Erin’s disdain for Ed’s humble subservience to Kurt’s expert power and her displeasure of Ed’s attempt to revoke his promise and to pressurise her in Kurt’s name. 
Erin’s direct challenges to Ed obviously have an indirect impact on Kurt, who has been watching the exchanges closely. To alleviate the tension, Kurt turns to positive politeness strategies to build rapport (line 20 and line 21). This shows his intention to claim common ground by indicating that they all share “specific wants, including goals and values”, and to “stress his cooperation” by offering promises (Brown and Levinson 1987:103). Perhaps to divert from procedure issues entailing various FTAs due to disagreement, looking at Theresa, Kurt, instead of elaborating on how to realise his promise, changes the topic (line 22). The speaker who changes an ongoing topic is posting a potential threat to others’ negative face and “he may also threaten his own face by giving others the impression of being inconsiderate and inattentive” (Ng & Bradac 1993:83). Despite the considerable size of the FTA, Kurt is in a position to enact such a change with a bald-on-record manner due to his high power position in the hierarchy. On the contrary, when Theresa initiates a similar topic change, she uses “preacts that function as topic bounding devices…including ‘you know what’ to minimise the threat to others’ face and to own face” (ibid), which may also imply that ‘it is just a suggestion’. This is probably because she cannot afford a bald-on-record manner arising from her lower position in the power relation. Moreover, the FTA is phrased in a conversational indirect suggestion to mitigate the threatening effect to Erin’s negative face. In the subtitle (line W), a bald-on-record strategy without redress witnesses the absence of the topic bounding device for face purpose and the conversational indirectness, which renders Theresa’s polite turn-taking a marked and direct interruption. In addition, even from this first utterance of Theresa’s in the sequence, her pre-conceived assumptions about the institutional power sequence between Erin and herself could be recognised via her explicit use of pronouns and reference terms for power distinction and disassociation, such as ‘I’ and ‘Erin’ as well as the verb ‘take’ indicating, in this context, a role difference between leading and following. This power distinction is further confirmed in the following utterance (line 24) where the pronouns ‘I’ and ‘her’ instead of ‘we’ are specified and the verb ‘fill’ with similar indication to that of ‘take’ is chosen. These reference markers revealing Theresa’s perception of the power difference between her and Erin are absent in the subtitle (line W and line X). 
In response, if Erin managed to maintain her indirectness when she challenged Kurt’s position, her relentless attempts to destroy the pre-set power sequence in Theresa’s mind are far more than being direct and bald-on-record. A large proportion of her exchanges with Theresa have to be analysed within the framework of Culpeper’s (1996, 2003) theory. For example, Theresa precedes the FTA with two positive politeness utterances (line 28 and line 29), indicating her awareness of Erin’s positive face needs in linguistic terms. Nevertheless, from the prosodic perspective, “the use of a final rise” in Theresa’s intonation seems to be “seen to be not genuine and therefore patronising” (Knowles 1987:192) (c.f. 2.1.3). Hence, the specific prosodic feature constitutes “a non-genuine politeness” indication, and to H, “the only possible interpretation of the rise in this context is not as politeness but as an (insincerely veiled) threat” (Culpeper 2003:1572) (c.f.2.1.3). In addition, in paralinguistic terms, Theresa stands in such a way that one of her arms is resting on Erin’s file and the other akimbo, demonstrating a gesture of lack of respect and asserting power (Ribberns & Whitear 2007). Both her intonation and the body language reveal her attitude and form impoliteness acts threatening Erin’s positive face. In the subtitles (line b and line c), the positive emphatic adverb ‘很’ (very) is adopted, which is not present in the original utterances; meanwhile, the attitudinal marker ‘and listen’ indicating the speaker’s perception of status difference in line 28 is absent in the subtitle line b. The combined effect of the subtitles could induce viewers to interpret Theresa’s attitude as genuinely complimentary towards Erin’s work rather than authoritatively judgemental.
Following suit, Erin turns to “mock politeness” (Culpeper 1996:356) to challenge Theresa’s attitude (line 31 and line 32). ‘Excuse me’ and the rhetorical question ‘is it?’ are normally used as negative politeness strategies reflecting the speaker’s respect to the hearer’s negative face wants. However, in this context, “the FTA is performed with the use of politeness strategies that are obviously insincere”, shown in Erin’s contemptuous smile, “and thus cause offence” (ibid). Then, Erin goes straight bald-on-record, denying Theresa’s claim directly (line 33), with an accent on ‘No’ for emphasis. In reply (line 34), Theresa utters ‘No offence’ to acknowledge her defensive position and follows it with the re-initiation of the FTA paraphrased in other words. Once again, the rising tone and her unchanged body gesture seem to continue to send out threatening messages. Moreover, pronouns ‘we’ and ‘you’ in claiming expertise power (c.f. 2.1.4.3) are also adopted in line 34, which is not represented in the subtitle (line h). Hereafter, Erin changes her communicative position from defence to attack, starting with a bald-on-record impoliteness utterance (line 35) (c.f.2.1.3). The “impolite belief” in the utterance is expressed and increased via the following factors: firstly, ‘Don’t talk…’ is a “directly produced FTA and imposition” with no mitigating devices (Lachenicht 1980:619); secondly, ‘…like I’m an idiot’ is an indirect expression of ‘You see me as an idiot’, and “in this case, indirectness works in the opposite direction”, because ‘you see me as an idiot’ “is an impolite belief, the more indirect kinds of utterance are progressively more impolite, more threatening” (Leech 1983:171); thirdly, the final one-word question ‘ok’, instead of functioning as a negative politeness showing interest to hearer’s opinion, is used as “sarcasm” entailing threats (Culpeper 1996:356). 
Erin demonstrates a conspicuous attempt to make a considerable impact in the first attack since she may see it as the first step in shifting the power balance between Theresa and her. Then, she intensifies the move by a positive impoliteness strategy (line 37), explicitly using the pronouns ‘I’ and ‘you’ to personalise the target and a comparative structure with emphatic adverbial ‘more..than..ever will’ to enhance the disassociation from the target (Culpeper 2003). Facing Erin’s fiery attack, Theresa seems to upgrade her linguistic directness to match the explicitness (line 38). She calls ‘Erin’ by her name and enlarges the size of the FTA by using the personal pronoun ‘you’ and accentuating the criticising tone with the negative adverb ‘don’t even’. But these two salient face markers underpinning rapport-threatening intention are not present in the subtitle (line l). Erin then goes bald-on-record to confront the criticism (line 39). Theresa gives the reason why numbers are required, maybe with the intention of calming down the agitated Erin. However, Erin shows strong determination to damage Theresa’s self-claimed powerfulness. She therefore repeats the FTA (line 42), pointing out pronouns ‘I’ and ‘you’ in an attempt to dissociate S from H and to establish some authority between the two. Theresa seems amused by Erin’s confidence and authoritative attitude, as she smiles with contempt. Then she makes a negative assertion about Erin’s knowledge of the plaintiffs in a bald-on-record manner without any redress, directly threatening Erin’s positive face (line 43). In the subtitle (line q), the negative assertion is rendered into a question with the modal ‘吧’ (ba) at the end showing the speaker’s uncertain attitude (Xu 2008) (c.f. 2.2.1.3), which significantly reduces the face-threatening intention reflected in the utterance. Towards Theresa’s claim, Erin displays a disdainful attitude via her distinctive body language.  She lifts her head high, looking into Theresa’s eyes, changing her sitting position, and leaning against her right arm (Pease 1986:109). Eye to eye, Theresa turns her head away, taps her index and middle fingers slightly on the file, and the corners of her mouth are turned down, appearing disapproving and disinterested (Pease 1986:136). 
After a few seconds of deadlock, Theresa opens the file and picks a plaintiff’s document and reads her name out. Her intention could be construed as a further challenge to and test of Erin’s confidence, or perhaps a desire to end the hostility early by embarrassing Erin. However, Erin’s reply far exceeds everyone’s expectation. On the surface, the information provided severely flouts the Quantity and Relevance Maxims of the Cooperative Principle (Grice 1989). In other words, too much information is contained and a large proportion of it is not directly relevant to the question.  But it is exactly in this serious flout that certain face work purpose is implied. In terms of quality, the information is truthful, and in terms of manner, it is detailed and accurate, which may serve as the most powerful evidence for Erin’s statement that ‘I know more about these plaintiffs than you ever will’. The reply considerably enhances Erin’s positive face, and undermines Theresa’s as it is a powerful denial of Theresa’s claims that ‘we need to spend some time to fill holes in your research’, and ‘you don’t know 600 plaintiffs’ numbers by heart’. Meanwhile, this may also be Erin’s most effective challenge to Theresa’s self-claimed expert power and convince all present, including Kurt, that in this case, she is the one who holds the expert power as she has all the information that Theresa would like to know (Spencer-Oatey 2008) (c.f.2.1.4.3). Erin’s severe attack forces Theresa to acknowledge her mistake, which poses a grave threat to her positive and negative face. Attempting to maintain face, Theresa uses ‘ok’, ‘look’ and ‘here’ to claim common ground, a hedge ‘I think’, and ‘we’ instead of ‘I’ to mitigate damage to her own face. However, perhaps having fulfilled her aim to change the power sequence, Erin shows no interest in Theresa’s face needs. Instead, she ruthlessly diminishes Theresa’s effort in maintaining her own face, i.e., using distal demonstrative ‘that’ rather than proximal ‘this’ to dissociate from the target (Culpeper et al. 2003); explicating ‘you’ to personalise the target (ibid); adopting emphatic ‘all’ to enhance negativity; and deliberately inserting the taboo word ‘fucking’ to increase the insult (ibid) (c.f.2.1.3). Erin’s attack has reached its climax. It may be out of proportion as it not only offends Theresa who stands back, looking at her shoes, facial muscle shivering, but also embarrasses Ed who sits back and swallows nervously.
In summary, in this sequence, the dynamic unfolding of an intense struggle between institutional power and power-within-the exchange underpinned with individual interlocutor’s determination to fulfil his/her own interactional goal (c.f. 2.1.4.1), emerges as the salient rapport management feature. Besides linguistic face work, prosodic features and body language emerge as two other prominent aspects of face work. It will be interesting to examine viewers’ interpretation of the face management features conveyed through the prosody and body language as they also receive different connotations in line with cultural variables (Feyereisen & Lannoy 1991:6) (c.f. 1.1). The analysis of the representation of the rapport management features and the power struggle dynamics in the subtitles shows that omission of face markers and change of face strategies emerge as two salient face features in the subtitle. The impact on audiences’ interpretation of the interlocutors’ personality, attitude and intentions is to be tested in the audience response experiments. 
4.4 Sequence 3 Eli and Daniel from the film ‘There Will Be Blood’

1) Transcription of the sequence

	Eli (walking around Daniel’s house)
	1 Your home is a miracle.
	你的家真是奇迹

Your home really is miracle
	A

	
	2 It is beautiful.
	真美啊

really beautiful wow
	B



	
	3 God bless it.
	上帝保佑它

God bless it
	C



	
	4 I’ve been spreading His word far and wide.
	我曾遥远而广怖的散播他的福音

I ever far and wide spread grow his blessing message
	D

	
	5 Far and wide.
	遥远而广怖

far and wide 
	E



	
	6 So much travel for Him.
	去太多地方旅行了

go too many places travel
	F



	
	7 I’ve been working in radio.
	我曾在电台工作

I ever at radio station work
	G



	
	8 Yes, so much, so much has been happening…
	是的，好多， 好多事曾经发生…

yes, good many, good many things ever happen…
	H

	
	9 …to be here and find you and see you well is wonderful…
	…来到这里并看到你无恙, 非常好

…Come here and see you no illness, very good
	I



	
	10 …and we have a chance to catch up.
	…我们还能有机会叙旧

…we still can have chance talk old
	J



	Eli makes Daniel a drink and brings it to him.
	

	Daniel
	11 No, thank you so much.
	不用， 非常谢谢你

No use, very thank you
	K



	Eli looks at Daniel and smiles, while Daniel looks into Eli’s eyes intensely for a short while, and then pours whisky down his throat like water
	L

	Eli
	12 My Brother.
	我的兄弟

My brother
	M



	(bigger smile)
	13 Daniel, my Brother, by marriage.
	丹尼尔，我的姻亲兄弟

Daniel, my marriage brother
	N



	
	14 We’re such old friends.
	我们是多年老友了

We are many years old friends
	O



	
	15 So much time.
	好多年了

Good many years
	P



	
	16 Things go up, things go down but at least the Lord…
	人生有起有浮， 但起码上帝

Human life has lift has down, but at least God
	Q

	(Daniel turns his face toward Eli)
	17 …is always around.
	…总是在身旁

…always is at body side
	R



	
	18 We’ve seen ups and downs, haven’t we?
	我们看过高潮也看过低潮，不是吗？

We see past high tide too see past low tide, not is?
	S



	Daniel
	19 Are things down for you right now, Eli?
	你现在是处于低潮吗， 依莱？

You now are at low tide, Eli?
	T



	Eli
	20 No, no.
	不，不

No, No
	U



	
	21 But I do come with some sad news.
	但我是 为了坏消息而来

But I am for bad news come
	V



	
	22 Perhaps you remember Mr. Bandy?
	也许你记得班地先生？

Perhaps you still remember Bandy Mister?
	W



	
	23 Mr. Bandy has passed on to the Lord.
	班地先生已蒙主宠召了

Bandy Mister has been Lord summoned 
	X



	
	24 He lived to be 99 years old.
	他活到99岁

He lived till 99 years
	Y



	
	25 God bless him.
	上帝保佑他

God bless him
	Z



	
	26 Mr. Bandy has a grandson.
	班地先生有个孙子

Bandy Mister has a grandson
	a



	
	27 Have you met his grandson William?
	你见过他的孙子威廉吗？

You saw past his grandson William?
	b



	
	28 William Bandy is one of the finest members we have at the church of the Third Revelation.
	威廉∙班地是我们第三启示录教会最好的成员之一

William∙ Bandy is we Third Revelation Church best members of one
	C

	
	29 He is eager to come to Hollywood to be in movies.
	他很渴望来好莱坞拍电影

He very eager come Hollywood make films
	d



	
	30 He is very good looking.
	他长得非常好看

He grows very good look
	e



	
	31 And I do think he will have success. 
	而且我认为他会成功的

And I think he will succeed
	f



	Daniel
	32 That’s wonderful.
	这样很好

This very good
	g



	Eli
	33 Would you like me to speak with him?
	你要我跟他谈谈吗？

You want me to him talk talk?
	h



	Daniel is busy eating his food, and does not reply.
	

	Eli
	34 Daniel…
	丹尼尔…

Daniel…
	i



	
	35 …I’m asking if you’d like to have business with the Church of the Third Revelation in developing this lease…
	我在问， 是否愿意就土地开发 与第三启示录教会做生意…

I am asking, whether willing as for land development, with Third Revelation Church do business…
	J

	
	36 …on young Bandy’s thousand acre tract.
	…在小班地的千亩小径

…on little Bandy’s thousand tract
	k



	
	37 I’m offering you to drill on one of the greatest undeveloped fields of Little Boston!
	我要让你探钻小波士顿最好的一块未开发土地!

 I will let you drill Little Boston best one undeveloped land!
	L

	Daniel
	38 I’d be happy to work with you.
	我很乐意与你共事

I very much happy to you together work
	m



	Eli
	39 Yes, yes of course. That’s wonderful.
	好的，当然，这样太好了

Good, of course, this very good
	n



	Daniel
	40 But there is one condition for this work.
	但这个工作有个条件

But this work has a condition
	o



	Eli
	41 All right.
	好吧

Good
	p



	Daniel
	42 I’d like you to tell me that you are a False Prophet.
	我要你告诉我你是一个假先知

I want you tell me you are a false prophet
	q



	
	43 I’d like you tell me that you are…
	我要你告诉我， 你是…

I want you tell me, you are… 
	r



	
	44 …and have been, a False Prophet…
	而且一直是个假先知…

and have always been a false prophet…
	s



	
	45 …and that God is a superstition.
	…而且上帝是个迷信

…and God is a superstition
	t



	Eli smiles and looks down and then looks at Daniel with an amused expression
	

	Eli
	46 But that’s a lie.
	但那是 谎话

But that is lie
	u



	
	47 It’s a lie. I cannot say it.
	那是谎话， 我不能说

That is lie, I not can say
	v



	Daniel looks into Eli’s eyes with a spooky smile on his face. Eli smiles smugly, and looks down drinking his wine.
	

	Eli
	48 When can we begin to drill?
	我们何时可以开始探钻？

We when can start drill?
	w



	Daniel
	49 Very soon.
	非常快

Very quick
	x



	Eli
	50 How long will it take to bring in the well?
	引进油井要多久？

Bring in well will how long?
	y



	Daniel
	51 That shouldn’t take long.
	应该不用很久

should not use very long
	z



	Eli
	52 I would like a one hundred thousand dollar signing bonus…
	我想要十万元签约奖金…

I want ask one hundred thousand dollar signing bonus…
	AA



	
	53 …plus the five that is owed to me with interest.
	…加上之前欠我的五千元与利息

…Add on previous owe me five thousand and interest
	BB



	Daniel
	54 That’s only fair.
	这样才公平

This only fair
	CC



	Eli looks at Daniel, and then lowers his head, saying in a low voice.
	

	Eli
	55 I am a::: false prophet, and God is a superstition.
	我是一个假先知，而且上帝是个迷信

I am a false prophet, and God is a superstition
	DD



	
	56 If that’s what you believe, then I will say it.
	如果这是你所相信的， 那我就会说

If this is you believe, then I will say
	EE

	Daniel
	57 Say it like you mean it.
	像你是认真的那样说

like you are serious that way say
	FF



	Eli
	58 Daniel…
	丹尼尔

Daniel
	GG



	Daniel (with stronger tone)
	59 Say it like it’s your sermon.
	照你讲道的样子说 

follow you sermon look say
	HH



	Eli looks at Daniel and smiles.
	

	Daniel
	60 Don’t smile.
	不要笑

Not will smile
	II



	Eli looks away, holding his wine.
	

	Eli (louder)
	61 I am a false prophet, God is a superstition.
	我是一个假先知，上帝是个迷信

I am a false prophet,  God is a superstition
	JJ

	Daniel
	62 Why don’t you stand up.
	你何不站起来

you why not stand up 
	KK



	
	63 Put your glass down.
	把你的杯子放下

Your glass put down
	LL



	Eli stands up slowly and has a big sip of the wine. Then, he puts the glass down and touches the cross in front of his chest.
	

	Eli (loud)
	64 I am a false prophet, God is a superstition.
	我是一个假先知，上帝是个迷信

I am a false prophet, and God is a superstition
	MM

	Daniel
	65 Eli, Eli, stop.
	依莱， 依莱，停

Eli, Eli, Stop
	NN



	
	66 Just imagine this is your church here and you have a full congregation.
	想象这里是你的教堂，坐满你的信徒

Imagine this is your church, sit full your followers
	OO

	Eli (top of his voice)
	67 I am a false prophet, God is a superstition.
	我是一个假先知，上帝是个迷信

I am a false prophet, God is a superstition
	PP

	Daniel
	68 Say it again.
	再说一次

again say once
	QQ



	Eli
	69 I am a false prophet, God is a superstition.
	我是一个假先知，而且上帝是个迷信

I am a false prophet, and God is a superstition
	RR



	Daniel
	70 I can’t hear you at the back!
	我听不到，从头来

 I hear not come, from start
	SS



	Eli
	71 I am a false prophet, God is a superstition.
	我是一个假先知，而且上帝是个迷信

I am a false prophet, and God is a superstition
	TT



	Daniel 
	72 Say it again.
	再说一次

again say once
	UU



	Eli (almost screaming)
	73 I am a false prophet, God is a superstition.
	我是一个假先知，而且上帝是个迷信

I am a false prophet, and God is a superstition
	VV



	Daniel
	74 Say it again.
	再说一次

again say once
	WW



	Eli ( screaming with a crying tone)
	75 I am a false prophet, God is a superstition.
	我是一个假先知，而且上帝是个迷信

I am a false prophet, and God is a superstition
	XX



	Daniel
	76 Those areas have been drilled.
	那些区域已经探钻过了

Those areas already drilled
	YY



	Eli
	77 What?
	什么？

What?
	ZZ



	Daniel
	78 Those areas have been drilled
	那些区域已经探钻过了

Those areas already drilled
	aa



	Eli (shaking his head)
	79 No they haven’t.
	不，没有

no, not have
	bb



	Daniel
	80 Yes, it’s…
	有

have
	cc



	
	81 It’s called drainage, Eli.
	那是称之为排水，依莱

That is called it as drainage, Eli
	dd



	
	82 I own everything around it…
	我拥有周边所有的土地

I own surrounding all the land
	ee



	
	83 …so of course I get what’s underneath it.
	所以， 当然地底下的东西都是我的

So, of course land bottom below things all are mine
	ff



	Eli
	84 But there are no derricks there. 
	但那里没有井架 

But there no have derricks
	gg



	
	85 This is the Bandy tract.
	那是班地小道

That is Bandy tract
	hh



	
	86 Do you understand?
	你了解吗？

You understand?
	ii



	Daniel
	87 Do you understand, Eli?
	你了解吗，依莱？

You understand, Eli?
	jj



	
	88 That’s more to the point. Do you understand?
	说的多点， 你了解吗？

Say more bit, you understand?
	kk



	
	89 I drink your water.
	我喝你的水

I drink your water
	ll



	
	90 I drink it up.
	我把它喝光

I drink it empty
	mm



	
	91 Everyday, I drink the blood of lamb from Bandy’s tract.
	每天，我从班地小道喝 绵羊的血

Everyday, I from Bandy tract drink lamb’s blood
	Nn

	
	92 You can sit down again.
	你可以坐下了

You can sit down
	oo




2) Sequence analysis 

This sequence describes Eli’s visit to Daniel, whom he has not seen for many years. In the film, Daniel is a ruthless oil businessman who is always on the hunt for rich oil fields and Eli is a calculating young man who knows how to fulfil his religious and financial ambitions. They find what they desire from each other. Eli offers Daniel his barren and rocky homeland to drill on. In return, Daniel gives him cash and builds a new church to help him establish his religious status. The exploitative relationship falls foul because of Eli’s constant demand for money. At the same time, Daniel realises that Eli has gradually developed a power that can influence the progress of the drilling because Eli has persuaded the village people that he is chosen by God. The two fall into a violent love-hate relationship. Sequence 3 shows that many years later, when Daniel becomes a tycoon and Eli a well-respected religious figure, the latter makes an unexpected visit that unfolds in an even more unexpected way. The interaction develops from a seemingly amicable conversation into a reward and coercive power manipulation involving strong face attack via religion and identity (c.f. 2.1.4.6) denial. It then deteriorates into a violent confrontation. It depicts a dramatic change of interpersonal relationship through joint constructions. 
As far as the interactional goals (c.f. 2.1.4.1) are concerned, Eli’s visit is calculated and well rehearsed. ‘Calculated’ means that, instead of simply catching up with Daniel as he claims (lines 9 and 10), Eli comes with a clear purpose to get money from Daniel, in order to make up the investment loss that he has suffered in the economic turbulence. ‘Well rehearsed’ refers to his intention to disguise the goal in a pleasant and missionary manner, as portrayed in the sequence (lines 1-10). As for Daniel, he appears initially intrigued by the visit. Hence, his first interactional goal (line 19) (c.f. 2.1.4.1) is to find out what the unexpected visitor wants. Once that is worked out, he quickly devises his second goal (line 42-45 and line 76) to rip the religious veil from Eli and to expose Eli’s greed and hypocrisy and then sabotage his wants by the declaration of non-cooperation (line 76).  To achieve the goal, Daniel pretends at first to be cooperative towards Eli’s demand so that he can fully exploit the reward and coercive powers (c.f. 2.1.4.3) over Eli to fulfil his own purpose of embarrassing Eli. As soon as it is realised, Daniel immediately announces (line 76) that Eli’s wants are impossible to meet, throwing Eli, who has already been ridiculed with a grave insult, into bewilderment and frustration. After finding out the truth, Eli becomes desperate and confesses the real purpose of his visit, i.e., his extreme financial difficulty, and his attempt to obtain Daniel’s help justified by a right-and-obligation association entailed in the friendship (Spencer-Oatey 2008:15) (c.f. 2.1.4.3) as claimed by Eli. Inflamed with morbidity, Daniel becomes not only insulting but also physically bullying. To understand how the interlocutors’ linguistic and paralinguistic behaviours contribute to the change of the interpersonal relationship, we now present an analysis of face management depicted in the sequence. 

At the beginning of the sequence (lines 1-2), Eli wakes up Daniel, who is asleep on the bowling track, and then walks around the luxurious bowling room of the house, appearing amazed by its grand splendour. Eli makes a positive politeness compliment via a metaphor (line 1), and reinforces it with another positive politeness utterance (line 2), and then a conventionalised expression used in the religious context, to emphasise S’s interest in H’s remarkable possessions (line 3) (Brown and Levinson 1987:103). Line 3 also indicates that Eli is a religious person. However, it is line 4 that shows Eli’s intention to portray himself as a dedicated evangelist or a prophet, reinforced by the repetition of degree adverbs ‘far and wide’ (line 5) to highlight his huge efforts in ‘spreading His word’. Lines 6, 7 and 8, paraphrasing, explaining and repeating each other, all further enhance his self-claimed religious identity and  exaggerate the obligation that he has fulfilled derived from the attribute of the identity (c.f. 2.1.4.6). In the subtitle (line F), ‘Him’ is absent, which could cause the impression among the viewers that Eli tries to emphasis his own wide travelling. The subtitle mitigates Eli’s linguistic effort in underlining his diligent service to God, hence his strong claim for his religious identity and associated attributes (c.f. 2.1.4.6). In the sequence, through the devices of repetition and exaggeration in his utterances, Eli may intend to convey to Daniel the message that he has made significant achievements in his religious career. The speech, combined with a light-hearted smile and his well-tailored stylish suits, serves to hide the real purpose of Eli’s visit, i.e., to get money from Daniel to help him over financial difficulties, which he is forced to confess near the end of the sequence. 
After paying compliments to his own positive face, Eli continues the effort to build and enhance rapport with Daniel via linguistic positive politeness strategies (line 9 and line 10) (c.f. 2.1.2.1). Eli’s positive politeness is also expressed through paralinguistic behaviours such as making Daniel a drink and bringing it to him. As for Daniel, during Eli’s long monologue, he has been patting his face and rubbing his feet back and forth against the floor to wake himself up completely and maybe to persuade himself that Eli’s visit is real instead of a dream. After assuring himself of the reality, he sits down opposite to Eli and makes a conventional refusal to Eli’s offer of a drink with a redress attending to Eli’s positive face (line 11), and puts on a composed and polite appearance. Meanwhile, Daniel seems to be reading Eli intensely, probably searching for any small hints that could possibly reveal Eli’s reason for being there. Eli maintains his pleasant and cheerful manner, intensifying his effort to enhance rapport (c.f. 2.1.4.3) by calling Daniel ‘my brother’ (line 12), a kinship term conveying in-group membership (Brown and Levinson 1987:107). It seems that Eli does not consider this to be enough. He repeats the kinship term with affection and a bigger smile on his face, and highlights the strength of the kinship as being bonded ‘by marriage’
 (line 13). Besides the kinship, Eli reminds Daniel of another important relationship between them that has been in existence even longer than the kinship (line 14). He further repeats and exaggerates the salient time scale of the friendship (line 15), accentuating the longevity of the proposed rapport. 
After all the rapport enhancement work, Eli then seems to take steps to lead the conversation gradually to the main point, i.e., his purported purpose for the visit in disguise of his real mission. Lines 16 and 17 serve two purposes. Firstly, Line 16 on the surface echoes line 15, indicating that in a long period of time many things happen. The utterance (line 16) implies Eli’s complicated psychology. He probably knows that things are down for him, and that, perhaps, is the real reason for his visit. Nonetheless, he may also understand that he cannot afford to let Daniel see through this as it would inevitably put himself in a disadvantaged position. Meanwhile, he seems to be aware that Daniel may be too shrewd not to be suspicious of the purpose of his visit. Therefore, Eli shows the urge to give some excuse for his unexpected and uninvited turn-up. Hence, line 16 alludes to the purported goal of Eli’s visit which appeares later in line 21. Secondly, line 17, along with other religious utterances, constitutes a strong and repeated message from Eli throughout the sequence that he is a well-established religious figure and that religion has an enormous influence on his linguistic pattern, which demonstrates his piety. This becomes the major target of Daniel’s violent face attack on Eli later in the sequence. Eli reinforces his attempt to build rapport by claiming common ground and indicating that S and H share some experience (Brown and Levinson 1987), with a tag question at the end to elicit H’s agreement (line 18). 
The tag question appears to arouse Daniel’s interest in joining the conversation after his silence during most parts of the exchange. Daniel does seem to pick on the slight topic change in Eli’s words as he initiates a positive politeness question (line 19) appearing to show his interest in Eli’s personal circumstances (Brown and Levinson 1987). But underneath it, his real intention may lie in the fulfilment of his own initial interactional goal (c.f. 2.1.4.1), i.e., to find out the purpose of Eli’s visit. Eli seems to believe that his tactics have worked and gives the pretended and false statement of purpose (line 20 and line 21). Line 22 to line 31 reveals the content of the rehearsed message, with Eli’s normal religious linguistic pattern to illustrate his self-claimed identity (c.f. 2.1.4.6) and his piety to God (line 23 and line 25). Meanwhile, Eli also tries to pay compliments to a non-present third party William (line 28, 30, and line 31), firstly to exhibit his own generosity to and good relationship with his religious follower, and secondly, to allude to the real business – developing William’s tract – in the ensuing conversation. Daniel is shrewd and seems to be able to discern the falseness and pretence in Eli’s utterances as he shows a lack of interest and makes a plain response (line 32). Daniel’s body language confirms his disinterest as he does not change his position when he makes the utterance, continuing eating his food with his head down. Eli seems to be ready to show his cards and initiates a non-committal question to test the water (line 33). Daniel maintains his gesture of disinterest in Eli’s proposition, simply going on with what he has been doing and ignoring Eli completely. Eli takes a further step by explaining the proposition in clearer and more explicit terms (line 34 to line 36). In line 35, Eli initiates an offer with a redress attending to Daniel’s negative face to reduce the imposition (‘if you’d like to’). In the subtitle, the pronoun ‘you’ is absent, which even mitigates the imposition in the offer further by avoiding specifying the subject. This seems to amplify Eli’s concern when making the offer. He then upgrades the proposition into an offer and initiates the FTA in a bald-on-record manner (line 37), inflating William’s tract as ‘one of the greatest undeveloped fields of Little Boston’ to increase the value of the offer, showing S’s generosity to H (Brown and Levinson 1987). 
Daniel, who seems to have by now worked out Eli’s interactional goal, makes an agreeable and pleasant positive politeness reply (line 38). This linguistic agreement turns out to be a pseudo-agreement at the intentional level, as it unfolded in the sequence. Eli seems to be somewhat surprised by Daniel’s quick consent, but at the same time tries to contain his joy (line 39). However, as soon as Eli begins to question Daniel’s agreeability, Daniel reveals his cards by displaying his intention to exercise his reward power and potentially coericive power (c.f. 2.1.4.3) over Eli (line 40). In playing his cards, Daniel initiates an FTA that denies and attacks Eli’s self-claimed identity (c.f. 2.1.4.6) and faith (line 42 ‘a False Prophet’) in a bald-on-record manner without any redress, deliberately specifying pronouns ‘I’ and ‘you’ (line 42 I’d like you to tell me that you …) to achieve the purpose of face attack (2.1.3). Daniel seems to think that it is not enough. He further reiterates the FTA at a much slower pace, with emphatic pauses in between and tonic accent on lexicons that highlight the particular content of the FTA, such as ‘I’, ‘you’, ‘you are’, ‘have been’, ‘False Prophet’, ‘God’, ‘superstition’ (line 43, 44 and line 45). This informs Daniel’s interactional goal to attack Eli’s falsely claimed identity and the associated face wants (c.f. 2.1.4.6). Moreover, it is inferable from the plot prior to the sequence that Daniel may also want to use the FTA to find out more about Eli’s current circumstances. Shown in the film, Eli’s negotiating style before has been characterised by power play, i.e., he is prepared to refuse to cooperate when he believes himself to be in a more powerful position. Hence, through the FTA, Daniel challenges him to make a choice between money and God, and the ultimate choice may well inform Daniel of something that could shift the power balance even more. 
In line with the above analysis, there are two aspects of Daniel’s interactional goal, i.e., firstly, to attack Eli’s hypocrisy, and secondly, to obtain more information on Eli’s personal circumstances so that he could exert the reward and potentially the coercive power (Spencer-Oatey 2000:33) (c.f. 2.1.4.3) over Eli, and beat Eli’s intrigue. Eli is naive and seems to be amused by Daniel’s demand as he smiles smugly. It appears that he has guessed the first aspect of Daniel’s interactional goal when he disagrees with Daniel in a frivolous way (line 46 and line 47). The smug smile also seems to indicate Eli’s complacency in thinking that he has thrived in a religious career for a long time as a hypocritical figure and that Daniel’s FTA could not do him any harm as he may believe. Here, it is also necessary to further investigate the content of the notion of face in this context. In the film, although Eli claims the identity of a religious leader for himself, which gives rise to corresponding face needs and face sensitivity (c.f. 2.1.4.6), it is no secret to either Daniel or Eli himself that the identity merely serves as a tool for him to grab whatever he desires: money, fame and power. Therefore, under such circumstances, there are two related but independent face needs that could clash if put to test: Eli’s negative face wants to fulfil his material ambition (face need 1 hereafter), and his positive wants associated with the claimed identity (c.f. 2.1.4.6) (face need 2 hereafter). When Eli becomes or is a religious leader, face need 1 retreats to the back of the stage, veiled by face need 2. Face need 1 will become salient when the two face needs clash as occurs in the sequence. In other words, face need 1 is Eli’s real wants and he is ready to part with face need 2 if the situation requires, since it constitutes a mere veil. Hence, if Daniel attacks Eli’s face need 2 through denying the identity (c.f. 2.1.4.6), it may not pose great difficulty or threat to Eli. Perhaps this in a way explains Eli’s smug smile. Nevertheless, no evidence at this stage could show that Eli realises the second aspect of Daniel’s goal to deprive Eli of his face need 1 through ultimate non-cooperation. Daniel appears to understand this as he puts on a cunning smile when looking into Eli’s eyes. 
Eli then starts to question the time scale of the drilling work (line 48) using ‘we’ instead of ‘you’ to claim camaraderie. Daniel’s answers (line 49 and line 51) are characterised by linguistic agreement and intentional pseudo-agreement as before, a consistent tactic to confuse Eli with his real interactional goal. Eli seems to read Daniel’s agreeability as an indication of willingness to cooperate since it does not take long for Eli to jump straight into his demand in a bald-on-record manner (line 52 and line 53). Daniel repeats the tactic (line 54). It is not entirely clear at this stage whether Eli is somewhat suspicious or confused or simply pleased with Daniel’s agreeability. But what appears to be clear is that he will have to meet Daniel’s demand made in line 42 if he ever wants to achieve his purpose of getting money from Daniel. Eli does seem to understand this when he looks at Daniel as if seeking an answer or a confirmation. Daniel’s unchanged body language serves to be the strongest message for Eli to fulfil the demand. Maybe feeling guilty and awkward, Eli forces out the confession in a weak voice, lowering his head and adopting an escaping gesture (line 55). Following it, Eli adds line 56, probably to alleviate his sense of guilt to God, by highlighting that the confession is forced by Daniel. 
Daniel appears to be unhappy with the rhetoric and initiates a further bald-on-record FTA in an imperative sentence pattern (line 59). Eli still seems not to take it seriously and indicates that Daniel should stop the challenge (line 58). Daniel demonstrates no intention to reconcile and reinforces the demand with even more specific instructions (line 59). Daniel’s FTA has escalated into an impolite act (Culpeper et al. 2003) (c.f. 2.1.3) because the content of the demand constitutes a positive impoliteness insulting Eli’s identity and face (c.f.2.1.4.6). Meanwhile, Daniel’s imposing and irreconcilable push forms a negative impoliteness denying and ignoring Eli’s negative face needs. However, as explained before, since the face needs derived from the claimed identity (c.f.2.1.4.6) merely function as a veil to hide his own desire for materiality, Eli may not consider an attack on the veil to be a substantial personal threat to his real wants, which is shown in his smile and frivolous attitude towards Daniel’s demand. Daniel seems to be determined to make Eli face and confess his hypocrisy from his soul and drill into the depth of Eli’s dark spirit as he tightens his orders step by step (line 60, 62, and line 63). With Daniel’s impositions increasing, Eli’s mood turns gradually from amusement to nervousness. He firstly looks away, appearing to try to avoid facing something, and then has to stand up as per Daniel’s order, touching the cross in front of his chest as if he were begging for God’s forgiveness. These gestures seem to reveal Eli’s discomfort when the face attack deteriorates. Daniel seems to be far from satisfied with the reluctant progress and he further attempts to put Eli in an imaginary religious situation, i.e., asking him to deny himself and God in an imagined church (line 67). From here, the face insult starts to reach its climax with Eli being led into a virtual church created by Daniel and denying himself and the faith again and again (line 67, 69, 71, 73 and line 75) in front of an imagined large congregation, as if the denial of God were the content of his special sermon. Forced relentlessly to repeat the line (line 68, 72 and line 74) and challenged wickedly by an off-record ironic statement (line 70), Eli’s mentality is bullied into a live church ritual of utter self-insult and anti-religion, with the volume of his voice turned up higher and higher, and his mood disturbed with the agony of being humiliated. 
Daniel finally realises his goal of attacking Eli’s falsely claimed identity and the associated face wants (c.f. 2.1.4.6) and insulting him through power exertion (c.f. 2.1.4.3). Sparing no time, Daniel immediately announces the impossibility of cooperation in an off-record way (line 76) to fulfil his second goal of depriving Eli of his negative face wants of money. Line 76 could be interpreted as a pun because on the one hand, it clearly tells Eli that those areas, which he thought to be undeveloped, have actually already been physically drilled by Daniel; on the other hand, it also suggests an irony through a metaphor that Daniel has managed to drill into and expose Eli’s pretentious psyche. In the utterance, the pun is realised through the polysemic word ‘area’.  In English, ‘area’ can refer to “a particular geographical region usually serving some special purpose…or a part of an animal or a human being that has a special function” (Mayor 2000
). Nonetheless, in the subtitle, the Chinese equivalent ‘区域’ only covers the denotation of geographical region and does not bear the connotation of body parts of living creatures (Wang et al. 1980:687), hence the failure to transfer the effect of the pun in the subtitle.

Eli seems to be bewildered (line 77). Daniel calmly repeats the verdict (line 78). Eli tries to deny it bald-on-record (line 79). Daniel explains it via another pun (lines 81-83): on the surface, it suggests the fact that Daniel has drilled the oil on Bandy’s tract through underground pipes while he owns the surrounding areas, and it also refers to his intention and accomplishment of having drilled into Eli’s mind with the relevant information that he could gather from the beginning of the sequence. In the subtitles,

the literal translation of ‘drainage’ in line dd (‘排水’ drain water) and the specification of ‘it’ in line 82 and 83 as ‘地’ (land) in line ee and line ff mean that the subtitle loses the speaker’s intended meaning implied in the pun. The potential impact on viewers’ understanding would be that they may not be able to appreciate Daniel’s implicit claim to victory of attaining his interactional goal in the face interaction. 
Naive and confused, Eli still seems not able to understand Daniel’s objectives and questions the sense of his utterances (line 84, 85 and line 86). Daniel becomes impatient and throws the question right back into Eli’s face (line 87), implying his sarcastic attitude via the echoic mention (c.f. 2.1.5) of the question. Daniel then repeats the sarcastic question (line 88), and answers it via a metaphor (lines 89-91) before completing the last step of his demand (line 92) in a sarcastic manner which is achieved via another echoic mention (c.f. 2.1.5) of Eli’s posture at the beginning of the sequence. 

In summary, the deferment of interactional goals to achieve a more advantaged position in the power play and reward as well as coercive power struggles (c.f. 2.1.4.3) appear to be the two major face management features in this sequence. Eli visits Daniel with a hidden agenda and pretends to catch up with Daniel, alluding to a business opportunity in his ‘casual’ talk of an oil tract from a third party that they both know. Daniel may understand from experience what Eli desires from him and produces a pseudo-agreement although he fully appreciates that the opportunity has been exploited before without Eli’s knowledge. To achieve the goal of attacking Eli’s falsely claimed identity and the associated face wants (c.f. 2.1.4.6) and beating his intrigue, Daniel deliberately deludes Eli with spurious agreement to Eli’s demand, provided that Eli firstly carries out Daniel’s order which entails a salient face and identity (c.f. 2.1.4.6) attack. Eli is desperate and has no choice but to be coerced into doing Daniel’s bidding. Through this reward and coercive powers manipulation, Daniel achieves his aim of attacking Eli’s identity and face wants (c.f. 2.1.4.6). Daniel afterwards immediately announces his non-cooperation in an off-record way, which ultimately spoils Eli’s agenda. 
The analysis of face negotiation reflected in the subtitles demonstrates that omission of face markers and loss of face intentions in the translation of puns emerge as the two main features in face representation in subtitling for this sequence. Although in general face features seem to have retained more in subtitling for this sequence than the other five, i.e., there seems to be less absence of face markers and change of face strategies in the subtitle of sequence 3, the average time of each subtitle staying on screen, including those two-line subtitles (e.g., lines j-k, lines dd-ee), is 3 or 4 seconds, with some of the one-line subtitles (e.g., lines w,x,y,z,,CC,FF,II,SS) lasting for only 1 or 2 seconds due to the increased pace of the conversation. Such a temporal span appears insuffient according to the accepted practice (c.f. 2.4.2) that a subtitle should stay on screen long enough, generally five to six or even seven seconds, for viewers to read and comprehend. Under such circumstances, whether viewers’ reading speed can keep up with the change of subtitles on screen and, more pertinent to this study, whether they are able to pick up the face features represented in the subtitles within the designated time span, are two salient issues worth investigating in the test of viewers’ reception and response to subtitles for this sequence. 

4.5 Sequence 4 Yang Cheng and Li Gaocheng from the film ‘Fatal Decision’
1) Transcription of the sequence
	On the standing committee meeting of Zhong Fang’s reform

在中纺的改革会议上 

	Yang:
	1我们必须首先认真对待工人们的意见书…

We must firstly serious deal with workers’ proposal

We must firstly treat the workers’ proposal seriously…
	We should treat the workers’ proposal seriously at first
	A



	
	2…查清中纺的领导班子 (1) 是否存在腐败的问题。
check clear Zhong Fang’s cadres whether exist corrupt problem

…and check thoroughly whether there is any corruption among the cadres of the mill.
	To check if there is any corrupt problem among the cadres of the mill
	B

	
	3不然 (1) 改革将会迷失方向。
Otherwise reform will lose direction

Otherwise the reform will lose its direction.
	Otherwise the reform will lose its way
	C

	
	4群众对我们 (1) 也会越来越不满。
The mass to us also will more and more dissatisfied

The mass will be more and more dissatisfied with us.
	The masses become more and more dissatisfied with us
	D

	Li tries to tidy his collar and sighs, shutting his eyes, showing an expression of being under pressure

	
	5我 (2) 还想提醒各位的是…
I       also want remind everyone is

What I also want to remind everyone is that…
	I still want to remind everyone that
	E

	
	6…中纺的情况绝不仅仅是一个经营不善的问题。
Zhong Fang’s situation absolutely not just is a running badly problem

Zhong Fang’s situation is absolutely not only a problem of poor management。
	The Zhong Fang’s situation is not only a problem of poor management
	F

	
	7况且， (1) 冰冻三尺， (1) 绝非一日之寒。
Moreover, ice frozen nine inches, definitely not one day’s coldness

Moreover, nine inches ice is definitely not frozen over one night.
	Furthermore Rome is not built in one day
	G

	Li:
	8杨书记

Yang Secretary

Secretary Yang
	Secretary Yang
	H

	Yang:
	9哎

Ai

Yeah?
	Hey
	I

	Li:

(smiles)
	10六年前我离开中纺的时候…
Six years ago I left Zhong Fang when

Six years ago when I left Zhong Fang…
	When I left Zhong Fang six years ago
	J

	
	11…中纺可是咱们全省响当当的创利大户啊。
Zhong Fang actually was our whole province household-name profit-making big company

…Zhong Fang actually was a well-known profit-making enterprise in our province.
	Zhong Fang is an enterprise which created much profit and paid many taxes to the government
	K

	Yang:
	12六年 (2) 时间并不长嘛。
Six years  time yet not long

Six years   not long time ago yet.
	Six years, was not a long time
	L

	
	13这就 (1) 更值得我们深思了。
This then more worth our deep thoughts

This then deserves more of our careful thoughts.
	It is more meaningful for us to ponder over the problem of the mill
	M

	Li:

(looks at Yang and then looks away)
	14你是不是认为中纺的现状 (2) 该由我负责啊？
You yes or not think Zhong Fang’s situation should to me responsible.

You think that I should be responsible for Zhong Fang’s issue, don’t you?
	Do you think it is I who should take responsibility for what happened to Zhong Fang?
	N

	Yang:

(to meeting participants)
	15大家有什么意见 (2) 可以畅所欲言嘛。
Everyone has what opinions can freely say what you want

Everyone can express his opinions freely.
	Everyone can express your views freely
	O

	Li: 

(smiles and to meeting participants)
	16今天我们这是常委会。

Today we this is standing committee meeting

Today we are having a standing committee meeting.
	And today we are holding the standing committee meeting
	P



	
	17大家一有什么意见 (2) 都可以摆到桌面上来嘛。

Everyone has what opinions all can present on the table

Everyone can openly discuss his opinions.
	You can feel free to express your ideas
	Q

	After the meeting

	Yang:
	18老李 (2) 我们再谈谈好吗？
Lao Li, we again talk talk ok?

Lao Li, can we have another talk?
	Lao Li, can we have a talk?
	R

	Li walks back to the round table and takes a seat. Yang walks to him and says

	
	19老李呀 (1) 我是军人出身喜欢直来直去。
Lao Li ya, I be soldier used to like straight come straight go

Lao Li ya, I used to be a soldier so I like to be direct. 
	Lao Li ya, as a former soldier I like to be direct
	S

	
	20我总觉得 (1) 对中纺的问题其实你比我更清楚…
I always feel on Zhong Fang’s problems actually you than me more clear

I always think that actually you are clearer than me on Zhong Fang’s issues…
	I always feel that you are clearer than me as for the problem of Zhong Fang
	T

	
	21…比我更知道事情的严重性。
Than me more know things’ seriousness

…and know better than me about the seriousness of the problem.
	Know better than me about the ponderance of the issue
	U

	
	22大概 (1) 你只是想拖一拖，再看一看…
Perhaps you just want drag one drag again and see one see

Perhaps you just want to give it a bit of time, and wait and see…
	Maybe you want to wait and see
	V

	
	23…希望中纺的情况能变得好起来。
hope Zhong Fang’s situation can change to good

…and hope that Zhong Fang’s situation will change for better.
	Just hoping Zhong Fang’s situation will be better off
	W



	
	24或者 (2) 你还有什么难言之隐哪。
Or you still have what hard say secret dilemma

Or you have some dilemma that is difficult to say.
	Or you have other difficulty?
	X

	Li looks away

	
	25老李 (2) 私底下我向你表个态。
Lao Li, private under, I to you express an attitude

Lao Li, in private, I show you my card.
	Lao Li, I can tell you my standpoint in person
	Y



	
	26解决中纺的问题大主意 (1) 还是你来拿为好。
Solve Zhong Fang’s problem, big idea still up to you pick is better

It’s better for you to decide in general how to resolve Zhong Fang’s issues.
	It’s better if you can make decision about how to solve the problems in Zhong Fang
	Z

	
	27派不派工作组 (1) 也是你一句话。
Send not send a working group too is your one sentence

And it is also up to you to decide whether to send an inspection team.
	And whether to send an inspection team
	a



	Li:
	28杨诚同志 (1) 这麽大的事…
Yang Cheng comrade, such big matter

Comrade Yang Cheng, such an important issue…
	Mr. Yang Cheng, it’s really a big issue
	b

	
	29…你压在我一个人头上，我实在是承担不起。
you press on me one person’s head, I really responsible can not 

…you make me decide on my own, and I really cannot take all the responsibilities.
	I can’t take all the responsibility
	c

	
	30市里工作毕竟是你在主持嘛。
Municipal work after all is you being presiding over

After all it’s you who is presiding over the municipal government.
	After all it’s you who presides over the municipal government
	d

	Yang:

(suddenly stands up and walks up and down)
	31老李呀 (1) 有句话 (1) 我不管你听后会怎么想…
Lao Li ya, there is one sentence I not care you hear after will how think

Lao Li ya, there is one thing and I am not sure what you will think if I say it…
	Lao Li ya, I don’t know how you will think if I say this
	e

	
	32…但我还是要说出来。
But I still will speak out

…but I will still say it.
	But I still want to say it to you.
	f

	
	33中纺的问题 (1) 如何解决 (1)

解决得好不好…
Zhong Fang’s problem how to solve, solve good or not good
How to solve Zhong Fang’s problem and whether it can be solved well or not…
	How to solve the problem of Zhong Fang and whether it will be solved well or not
	g

	
	34…群众满意不满意…
the mass satisfied or not

…whether the mass will be satisfied… 
	Whether the masses will be satisfied or not 
	h



	
	35…会不会出什么乱子…
will or will not appear what chaos
…whether there will be any chaos…
	And whether there will be any chaos
	i

	
	36…有没有后遗症…
have or not sequelae

…whether there will be any aftermath…
	Whether there will be any sequelae
	j

	
	37关键的关键就在一个人身上。
Key’s key exactly on one person
…the key is exactly in one person.
	The key is in one person
	k

	Li:

(looks at Yang)
	38谁？

Who 

Who?
	Who?
	l

	Yang:

(looks at Li)
	39你。
You

You.
	You
	m

	Li:

(suddenly stands up)
	40你不会认为 (1) 我李高成是不辨是非不讲原则的人吧。
You not will think me Li Gaocheng is not tell right wrong not talk principle a person?

You won’t think that I Li Gaocheng am a person who cannot tell right from wrong and who cannot stick to principles, will you?
	Do you think I am a person without principle and can not tell right from wrong, don’t you?
	n

	
	41你不会认为 (1) 如果郭中尧他们真是在搞腐败的话我还会一味得袒护他们吧。
You not will think if Guo Zhongyao them really is making corruption I still will stubbornly shield them?

You won’t think that I will still try to protect Guo Zhongyao and his group if they are really corrupt, will you?
	Do you think I will enshield Guo Zhongyao and his fellows if they are indeed corrupting?
	o

	
	42咱们就打开天窗说亮话吧。
We now open sky window say words in broad light

Let’s be straight about it.
	Let’s get it straight
	p

	
	43你不会和赵副市长一样 (1) 也认为我是中纺的保护伞吧。
You not will like Deputy Mayor Zhao similar too consider me is Zhong Fang’s protecting umbrella

You won’t think that I am the protector of Zhong Fang as Deputy Mayor Zhao believes, do you?
	You will not take me as the protector of Zhong Fang as Deputy Mayor Zhao?
	q



	Yang:

(sighs)
	44高成同志…
Gaocheng Comrade

Comrade Gaocheng…
	Comrade GaoCheng
	r

	
	45…其实对我来说…
actually to me say

...as a matter of fact, to me…
	as a matter of fact, to me
	s

	
	46…最令人担心的 (1) 倒不是中纺的领导班子有没有问题。
most worrying actually not is Zhong Fang’s cadre has or not corruption

…what is most worrying is actually not whether there is a problem with Zhong Fang’s cadre. 
	What I worry about most is not whether there is problem among the cadre of Zhong Fang
	t

	
	47我最担心的是问题到底有多大。
I most worry is problem on earth how big

What I worry most is how significant the problem could be.
	But how big the problem is
	u

	
	48就是怕中纺的问题 (1) 也许只是冰山的一个角。
just afraid Zhong Fang’s problem may only be the iceberg’s one tip

I am really concerned that Zhong Fang’s problem is just the tip of an iceberg.

 
	I am afraid that the problem of Zhong Fang is just the tip of the iceberg
	v

	Li:

(picks up his case from the table and walks to Yang)
	49杨诚同志…
Yang Cheng Comrade

Comrade Yang Cheng…
	Comrade Yang Cheng
	w

	
	50…你的意思我明白了。
your meaning I understand 

…I understand what you mean now.
	I know what you mean
	x

	
	51你完全有权 (1) 可以请省委审查我。
You totally have right can invite provincial committee censor me

You are definitely entitled to ask the provincial committee to censor me.
	You are entitled to let the party committee to censor me
	y

	
	52但是我可以告诉你 (1) 如果你想通过中纺的问题达到其它的什么目的…
But I can tell you if you want through Zhong Fang’s problem reach other what purposes

But I can tell you if you want to use Zhong Fang’s problem to realise some other purposes…
	But I can tell you that if you want to make use of the problem of Zhong Fang for other purposes
	z

	
	53…恐怕也是办不到的。
afraid too is not able to do
…I’m afraid it is not possible.
	I am afraid I will not let you do it
	AA

	Li turns away and leaves.


2) Sequence analysis

This sequence exhibits the unfolding conflict between Yang and Li, the two primary leaders of a municipal government in China, in their efforts to resolve the situation of a major factory (Zhong Fang) and their respective concerns and intentions in the conflict. The sequence is set against a complicated background as Yang is unsure of Li’s role in the corruption scandal, while Li is concerned that Yang is attempting to manipulate the situation against him in order to exert power over him. The exchange is full of implications and implicatures, where the speaker intends to initiate FTAs but endeavours not to be held on record, and also various face strategies, where conflicts deteriorate and interlocutors have to go on record to challenge the other’s intention and implications. 

The sequence starts with Yang’s speech at the standing committee meeting. As the Secretary of the Communist Party, Yang has a substantial responsibility for scrutinising and correcting the government’s work. Hence, his talk is composed of direct speech acts without mitigating devices; it is rich in assertive and emphatic patterns with stressing intonation and intensifying modifiers such as 我们必须首先(‘we must firstly’ in line 1), something 将会(‘will’ in lines 3-4) happen, 我还想提醒 (‘I also want to remind’ in line 5), 绝不仅仅 (‘absolutely not only’ in line 6), and line 7 (nine-inch ice is definitely not frozen over one night) . These devices are intended to highlight the speaker’s prominent superior position in the power hierarchy and his “legitimate power” (Spencer-Oatey 2008: 258) (c.f. 2.1.4.3) over the participants derived from his professional identity in the communist political structure. In the subtitles, some emphatic markers such as 清 (‘clear’ in line 2) is omitted in line B, and绝不 (‘absolutely not’ in line 6) is absent in line F. Besides the omission of these two face markers, changes of face strategies also take place in the subtitles that could impact on viewers’ interpretation of Yang’s attitude. For example, in line A, Yang’s bald-on-record FTA is mitigated because modal ‘should’ refers to a suggestion implying the speaker’s awareness of the hearer’s negative face. The modal ‘must’ in the sequence entails a salient demand to have the speaker’s order enforced. This cannot be represented by ‘should’. Hence, it does not suffice to reflect Yang’s authoritative tone. In addition, the Chinese proverb in line 7, which is normally quoted to describe a negative far-reaching consequence, and to metaphorically delineate the chronic and grave situation, is matched in the subtitle (line G) with an English idiom of positive connotations as ancient Rome is seen as an architectural marvel and the Roman emperors were considered to be the God’s incarnations. Therefore, the subtitle seems to display “a veiled insincerity” (Culpeper 2003:1555) and thus the positiveness “remains surface realization” (ibid). This may influence viewers’ impressions of Yang’s attitude.
The marked wording in the sequence that increases FTAs is justified by the application of the negative politeness strategies of “stating the FTA as a general rule” and “giving overwhelming reasons” to “communicate that S doesn’t want to impinge but is merely forced to by circumstances…and to state the FTA as an instance of some general regulation or obligation”, and any failure to fulfil the obligation will lead to overwhelming consequences (Brown and Levinson 1987:206) (c.f. 2.1.2.1). The exaggerative and empathetic use of words and sentence patterns has clearly put considerable pressure on Li, who at first shuts his eyes, showing an expression of being under heavy pressure and then later demonstrates a strong urge to defend Zhong Fang and himself. He therefore stops Yang by attracting his attention and addressing him with honorifics (line 8). The use of honorifics is classified as a negative politeness strategy as it “gives deference” (Brown and Levinson 1987:178) (c.f. 2.1.2.1). Since it is a standing committee meeting where other party members are present, proper use of honorifics is “expected” and failure to do so “could sound presumptuous and rude, and in effect, threaten the hearer’s face”, and the speaker “could also end up embarrassing himself, i.e., lose his own face” (Fukada & Asato 2004:1997). Then Li pays a compliment (line 11) to Zhong Fang and his own positive face with exaggerative and emphatic words including ‘可是’ (actually), ‘全’ (whole), ‘响当当’ (响 loud; 当当 an adverb mimicking a loud crispy sound, the phrase meaning good reputation known by everyone and implying the boastfulness of the speaker), ‘大户’ (big account) and ‘啊’ (a particle showing exclamation for exaggeration). This self-positive politeness strategy entails an off-record FTA demonstrating Li’s opposition to Yang’s assertive conclusion. The disappearance of these marked phrases in the subtitle line K may have mitigated Li’s strong attitude towards the Zhong Fang issue underpinned by his expert power (c.f. 2.1.4.3) in this matter, and accordingly his veiled challenge to Yang’s claim.
In refuting Li’s argument (line 12), Yang tries to reduce the size of the FTA  by adopting the degree adverb ‘并’ (yet) to hedge the tone and the particle ‘嘛’ that expresses his emphasis on the obvious reasonableness and objectivity of the FTA, and hence indicates his intention not to impinge (c.f. 2.2.1.3). Following the mitigated FTA is another off-record challenge to Li’s positive face (line 13). At a communist party meeting, any exchanges, particularly those between the two most powerful members, will be meticulously chewed over by the other participants. The number of participants in an activity will influence the face-management norms and an FTA could be considerably enlarged by the presence of a third party (Spencer-Oatey 2008) (c.f. 2.1.4.3). Therefore, when Yang initiates the FTA by indicating his suspicion of Li’s role in Zhong Fang’s dramatic change within a relatively short period of time in front of the other participants, the face-threatening effect can be so significant that the FTA is better done in an off-record manner, wrapped up in an implicature. Even though on the surface, it seems that Yang is asking everyone present to think about the issue, the participants and Chinese viewers are probably able to read that Yang is indirectly pointing his finger at Li. In addition, in Chinese, the phrase ‘值得深思’ (deserving deep thought) carries a conventionalised touch of sarcasm similar to that in the English expression ‘(This sounds) most interesting’. Hence, it renders the face-threatening effect, to a large extent, more marked than a non-conventionalised off-record utterance. Combined with prosodic approaches, in many Chinese contexts, it can be provocative as the conventional usage affects the hearer’s sensitive face and the question ‘what do you mean’ often emerges as a normal response. 
Li goes on record and asks a question in line 14, with ‘啊’ (a) at the end for emphasis (c.f. 2.2.1.3). Alhough it seems that Li tries to put it in a question form to mitigate the imposition, the emphatic ‘啊’ combined with the body gesture of looking away, indicating dissatisfaction, considerably increase the face-threatening effect. Nonetheless, one aspect of his identity as the Mayor puts him in a position to show his attitude in a direct manner. Facing Li’s question that contains a bald-on-record FTA, a direct yes or no type answer to which would inevitably aggravate the confrontation, Yang tactically goes off-record both linguistically (line 15) and in terms of his body language to defuse the tension. Linguistically, he uses the general address term ‘everyone’ instead of the specific ‘I’ to shun an on-record FTA and a mitigating particle ‘嘛 at the end (c.f. 2.2.1.3). Nevertheless, In the subtitle (line O), the pronoun ‘you’ is specified, rendering the loss of the implied communicative intent of expressing dissatisfaction, leaving only the surface fulfillment of conveying negative politeness to the third party. In terms of his body language, he moves to face and speak to the general participants to avoid any direct confrontational contact with Li. Yet this positive politeness showing Yang’s interest in the participants’ needs and rights exhibits another off record challenge to Li’s negative face. Realising that Yang has been constantly conveying the FTA through off-recordness, Li decides to follow suit to avoid playing the game directly and at the same time showing his attitude via a sarcastic implicature (line 16 and line 17) (c.f. 2.1.5).The sarcastic implicature is achieved in the expression ‘摆到桌面上来’ (present on the table). By saying that, Li indirectly challenges Yang to be clear about his position and the mitigating device ‘嘛’ (ma) (c.f. 2.2.1.3) reduces the significance of Yang’s position in Li’s perspective as it indicates Li’s belief that it is not a big deal to be clear in language, thus indicating Li’s dismissal of the FTA concealed in Yang’s opinion. In the subtitle (line Q), the pronoun ‘you’ is employed to replace the plural pronoun ‘大家’(‘everyone’ in line 17), rendering the loss of the implicitation. In addition, the Chinese idiom ‘摆到桌面上来’ (present on the table) that violates the Quality Maxim for a face implicature challenging the other to be clear and direct, is translated into an unmarked English idiom ‘feel free to…’, in which the speaker’s ironic implicature and intention are lost. The dismissal in the sequence is also demonstrated through a smile showing Li’s laid-back and sarcastic attitude. Sarcastic implicatures (c.f. 2.1.5) characterise the exchange between Li and Yang at the public meeting; on the one hand they help the interlocutors to avoid face-to-face conflict, and on the other enable them to challenge and disagree with each other in front of the third party (c.f. 2.1.4.3), whereas a bald-on-record manner would have been deemed as rude, dangerous and inappropriate. 

After the meeting, Yang stops Li and makes a request in line 18. Here, Yang uses an in-group identity marker ‘Lao Li’ intending to claim solidarity and to shorten the distance, as in Chinese ‘Lao’ is a familiar and close term addressed to a powerful or senior person. Yang also puts the suggestion in a question form to give Li choices, avoiding imposition. Then, Yang adopts a negative politeness strategy of “admitting the impingement” (line 19) (Brown and Levinson 1987:187), a positive politeness strategy of “presupposing H’s knowledge” (line 20 and line 21) (ibid:125) accentuated by the emphatic adverb 其实 (‘actually’ in line 20), and another negative politeness of “Don’t assume” (line 22 and line 23) (ibid:132) with a hedge word 只是 (‘just’ in line 22), and finally another positive politeness of “personal-centre switch S to H” (ibid:119) as well as “notice attend to H”(line 24) (ibid:103) (c.f. 2.1.2.1) with modal ‘哪’
word of mood naiaryet dilemma).secret dilemma).arcastic implicatures on the meeting. on record particularly at the presence of  at the end manifesting sincerity. All these demonstrate Yang’s efforts to soften the tension formed through sarcastic implicatures at the meeting. These politeness markers underpinning Yang’s attitude are compromised when they fail to be translated in the corresponding subtitles and when 难言之隐 (‘dilemma that is difficult to say’ in line 24) is simplified as ‘difficulty’ in line X, probably due to the spatial constraint for subtitling. Moreover, the positive politeness utterance (line 24) also indicates Yang’s implied question of Li’s knowledge of the issue and the possible reason for his non-cooperation. In response, Li moves his head away, showing his disinterest or disbelief in the genuineness of Yang’s efforts, probably bitter about Yang’s initiation of sarcastic implicatures at the public meeting. This does not stop Yang, who intensifies the effort with further positive politeness tactics: “presuppose familiarity in S-H relationship” (Brown and Levinson 1987:123) (Lao Li, private under) and ‘offer’ (line 25, 26 and line 27) (Brown and Levinson 1987) (c.f. 2.1.2.1). Nonetheless, as highlighted by Brown and Levinson (1987), an offer can be face-threatening as it presupposes H’s positive view of the offer. Exactly along this line, Li takes advantage of this double-edged sword and turns Yang’s gesture of good will into an imposition (line 28 and line 29), explicitly describing Yang’s intention to be pressing and imposing: 你压在我一个人头上 (you press on me one person’s head in line 29). In the subtitle (line c), although the omission of the first half of line 29 would not cause viewers’ misinterpretation of Li’s response to Yang’s suggestion which is clarified in the second half of the utterance, it does render the loss of Li’s marked threat towards Yang’s negatvive face. In addition, in the sequence, instead of addressing Yang as ‘Lao Yang’, Li uses Yang’s full name plus a formal term ‘Comrade’. Although ‘Comrade’ appears to indicate an in-group membership, it is much more formal and distant than ‘Lao Yang’, which is further amplified by Li’s prosodic expression. 
Li then says line 30. On the surface, it appears that Li is paying compliments to Yang’s positive face by acknowledging Yang’s presiding power in the municipal affairs. Nonetheless, it implies Li’s intention to throw the hot potato back to Yang through a sarcastic tone indicated in the emphatic adverb ‘毕竟’ (after all). Yang apparently reads Li’s intention as he seems to be somewhat provoked. He suddenly stands up, walks up and down displaying disturbance and frustration, and utters his concerns in line 31 and line 32. Yang uses the particle ‘呀’
 to emphasise his sincerity and precedes the FTA with an “acknowledgement of impingement” strategy in which a conventionalised Chinese saying ‘not care you how think, but I still will speak out’ (line 31) is adopted to indicate the speaker’s intention to go on-record for the next step. The Chinese implicature, flouting the quality maxim, also implies the speaker’s frustrated reluctance that ‘what I am going to say would not be very pleasant to your ears, but I have no other choice’. In other words, the speaker intends to convey the message that there are no other possible politeness strategies for him to rephrase what he has to say except in a bald-on-record manner. Therefore, the ‘not care’ actually shows care. In the subtitle line e, it is rendered into an unmarked negative politeness of “don’t assume” that merely indicates the speaker’s uncertainty (Brown and Levinson 1987: 144) (c.f. 2.1.2.1), mitigating the face dilemma that the speaker appears to intend to highlight in the utterance. 
For the bald-on-record FTA, Yang seems to assess it and to deem the face-threatening effect to be excessively strong because he uses a general term ‘one person’ to avoid specifically pointing out ‘you’ (line 37), resulting in implicature. The implicature serves to defer the FTA rather than mitigate the FTA as Yang may know that Li is bound to hold him on record by asking him to explain the implication as happened in the sequence. Line 37 also demonstrates Yang’s intention to single out Li’s unique importance in resolving the issue, so the rhetorical device of repetition 关键的关键 (‘the key of the key’ in line 37) is applied to achieve the purpose. However, the device is not used in the subtitle, maybe due to the lack of an equivalent use in the English expression. 
Although a deferred FTA, when it comes to personal, combined with the emphatic patterns ‘…or not’ stressing the significant personal impact on a grave situation, it stings Li’s sensitive face. Li suddenly stands up, apparently disturbed, and snaps three negative declarative statements with the particle ‘吧’ (ba) at the end, functioning as an equivalent to a question tag, to stress the tone rather than initiate a rhetorical question. The Chinese conventionalised pattern ‘你不会…吧’ (You will not … will you), enhanced by a falling tone stressing the speaker’s intention to question and dispute, instead of giving the hearer the option to confirm or deny, entails a pointed purposeful threat to the hearer’s negative face. In addition, the conventionalised idiom ‘打开天窗说亮话’ (open sky window say words in broad light) also shows the speaker’s intention of directness and is a marker for on-record FTAs. In the subtitle (line o), the FTA is expressed via a general question form that represents an on record strategy with a redress to the hearer’s negative face, mitigating the face threatening effect intended in the sequence. In addition, line q not only puts the FTA in a question form but also shows the speaker’s positive politeness through an “optimistic and presumptuous” assumption (Brown and Levinson 1987:127) (c.f. 2.1.2.1) of the hearer’s favourable opinion of the speaker. Such noticeable change of face strategies in the subtitle may affect the representation of the speaker’s attitude depicted in the sequence. Li’s solemnness forces Yang to re-rank the distance factor (c.f. 2.1.4.3) between them, which is reflected in Yang’s addressing term to Li as ‘Comrade Gaocheng’. Then Yang uses emphatic words ‘actually to me say’, ‘actually not’ and ‘on earth’ (line 45, 46 and line 47) to reiterate his view on Zhong Fang’s problem. By saying line 46 and line 47, Yang implies his presupposition that the corruption is a matter of indisputable fact. The off-record utterance is much less face-threatening than a bald-on-record claim such as ‘the corruption does exist and may be more serious than we could imagine’. To illustrate the size of the problem in his mind, Yang adopts a metaphor 冰山一角 (‘the tip of an iceberg’ in line 48) to avoid having to apply explicit negative adjectives in front of Li that may cause threat to his positive face. Moreover, hedge terms such as 就是怕 (‘just afraid’in line 48) and 也许只是 (‘may only be’ in line 48) are also employed to reduce the FTA. Nonetheless, Yang’s persistence in his point of view and his constant test of Li’s knowledge of the corruption by off-record means (c.f. 2.1.2.1) have by now given Li, as Li may perceive, a clear understanding of his interactional goal (line 50-52) (c.f. 2.1.4.1). In line 51, Li seems to want to exaggerate Yang’s power in a sarcastic manner, i.e., compliments remaining surface realisation (c.f. 2.1.5), in order to contrast and underline his own determination and audacity. In line y, subtitles of exaggerative adverbs ‘完全’and ‘可以’for sarcastic purpose are absent, which may not impact on viewers’ understanding of Li’s standpoint, but his salient face threats towards Yang. Then, Li goes on record to explain his intention (line 52 and line 53). The bald-on-record utterance 我可以告诉你 (‘I can tell you’ in line 52) and 办不到 (‘do (but) not possible’ in line 53) without redressive action, the conventionalised sarcastic implication 其它的什么目的 ( ‘other what purposes’ in line 52), and the negative politeness marker 恐怕 ( ‘I’m afraid’ in line 53) that remains surface realisation (c.f. 2.1.5), all strengthened through prosodic clues, pose a great threat to Yang’s face and serve to rigorously demonstrate Li’s determination and toughness in his position.

In general, as reflected in the sequence, the Mayor and the Secretary are regarded as the two most powerful people in the municipal political pyramid. Secretary Yang, who has been in charge of investigating the Zhong Fang issue since Mayor Li’s study leave, has understandably an intention to dig into the root of the problem. Since Li used to be the leader of the mill, Yang may believe, fairly justifiably, that Li could have the ultimate answers to all the doubts and suspicions. Therefore, prior to the committee meeting, Yang seems to have developed a purpose to elicit the truth from Li, including his possible role in the matter. On the other hand, Li, who appears adamant about his innocence, seems to be considerably concerned over Yang’s true motive in investigating the event. Li may quite rightly question whether the newly designated Secretary would want to manipulate the situation against him in order to establish his own overwhelming authority in the municipal government. Hence, whether in the public or private meeting, whenever Li may feel that Yang’s comments indicate any slight innuendoes or insinuations, Li demonstrates the urge to defend himself and deter Yang from exploiting the case, which constitutes his interactional goals (c.f. 2.1.4.1) in the sequence. In addition, in the exchange, there are two salient factors influencing the dynamics of the interaction, i.e., power (c.f. 2.1.4.3) and number of participants (c.f. 2.1.4.3). Both interlocutors hold supreme power in different respects. Li is the commander of the administrative function in the municipal government while Yang assumes the leadership in party affairs. This explains Yang’s assertiveness and directness at the beginning of the sequence when giving a speech at the party committee meeting (c.f. 2.1.4.6). It also accounts for the phenomenon that, in the private meeting (from line 18), Yang appears able to afford to go on record in response to Li’s toughness, choosing very different strategies from those at the public meeting. Nevertheless, even though they are shoulder to shoulder in power relations underpinned by professional identities (c.f. 2.1.4.6), since Yang may believe that Li holds the key to all the issues he desires to know, he can never go bald-on-record without any redress as Li has done from time to time. 
As for the second element of number of participants, it constitutes a major reason why Yang has to go off record in expressing his view. Being the party leader in the government, Yang is expected, at the party committee meeting, to demonstrate decisiveness in his working method and unambiguity in his opinion on the issue, to fulfil the professional competence required of him (c.f. 2.1.4.6). Meanwhile, he has to consider Li’s face needs as the Mayor when exercising his presiding power during the meeting, particularly in front of other attendants, all of whom are inferior in the political pyramid. Under such circumstances, Yang’s professional competence is assessed according to his ability to address the issue effectively and at the same time avoid being seen to be conclusive and absolute in defining the nature and cause of the issue. Moreover, Yang also runs the risk of damaging his own face if he chooses to be explicit at the public meeting when evidence for conclusion has not yet been found. Hence, off-recordness (c.f. 2.1.2.1) proves to be the safest option and sarcastic implications (c.f. 2.1.5) enable the speaker to express his attitude without being held on record. This explains Yang’s off-record strategies at the committee meeting. 

The analysis of face management represented in the subtitles shows that omission of rapport markers and change of face strategies emerge to be two major features in the representation of face management in the subtitling of this sequence. Generally, the absence of emphatic markers accentuating Yang’s attitude such as ‘清’ (‘clear’ line 2), ‘绝’ (‘absolutely’ line 6), ‘其实’ (‘actually’ line 20), ‘也是你一句话’ (‘too is your one sentence’ line 27), ‘关键的关键’ (‘the key of the key’ line 37); and change of face strategies in representing his standpoint (lines 1, 7, 15, 31) may make Yang appear to be less firm in his attitude. A similar absence of rapport markers and change of face strategies can also be found in the subtitling of Li’s utterances. Nonetheless, in the film, Li demonstrates more marked non-linguistic characteristics, i.e., marked paralinguistic approaches such as body language and prosodic features. These may significantly assist the audience’s interpretation of his personality and attitude (c.f. 1.1). They are to be explored in the audience response tests. 
4.6 Sequence 5 Niu and Zhang from the film ‘A Symphony of Cooking Utensils’

1) Transcription of the film sequence
	The conversation between a boss Zhang and his subordinate Niu

	Niu
	1 张经理， 让您久等了。
Zhang Manager, let you long wait

Manager Zhang,

you must have waited for long.
	Manager Zhang, you must have waited long
	A

	Zhang
	2 你普大，请不动， 哼哼，我来看你。
You splendour big, invite not move, Hng Hng, I come see you

You have too much pride. Invitation is no good. Hng Hng, I come to see you.
	You are so arrogant

I just want to meet you
	B



	Niu
	3 那 (1) 办公室坐吧。
Then office sit

Then have a seat in the office.
	Please come to my office
	C

	Zhang
	4 这儿挺好的。
Here quite nice

It’s quite nice here.
	It’s nice
	D

	(Zhang blows the end of his cigarette)
	5 你对公司有什么意见哪？（吹烟）

You to company have what dissatisfaction
What dissatisfaction do you have for the company?
	Are you unsatisfied with our company?
	E

	Niu
	6 没有。
Not have

No.
	No
	F

	Zhang
	7 那公司召集的会议， 你为什么经常不参加？
Then company convene meetings, you why often not attend
Then why do you often miss the meetings convened by the company?
	So why don’t you participate the meeting?
	G

	Niu
	8 我们饭店没有副经理。
We restaurant not have vice-manager

We don’t have a vice-manager in our restaurant.
	We don’t have vice manager here
	H

	
	9我不能成天泡在会议里。
I not can whole day immerse  meetings in

I can’t bury myself in meetings.
	I can’t be always doing meetings
	I



	
	10 我们选出了会议代表。
We elected meeting representative

We have elected our meeting representatives.
	We elected the meeting representatives
	J



	Zhang
	11 谁承认你们的会议代表了！

Who acknowledged your meeting representatives 
Who has acknowledged your meeting representatives!
	Who approved you?
	K

	
	12 独出新裁！
Single out new cut

What a unique idea!
	Don’t do it at random
	L

	Niu
	13 我一个人顾不了两头。
I one person care not two ends

I can’t focus on two things at the same time.
	I’m very busy
	M

	张掏耳朵 (Zhang pokes his ears)

	
	14 远的不说， 就说这个月：
Far not say, just say this month

Let’s not say anything far, but just in this month:
	This month, in a week
	N

	
	15 机关机构改革，每周两个半天…
office organisation reform, every week two half days

office and organisation reform takes two half days every week…
	2 half day must be used to reform organisation
	O



	
	16 …学习新宪法三天…
study new constitution three days

…and studying new constitutions need three days…
	2 days to learn new constitution
	P

	
	17 …检查卫生每礼拜一个半天…
check sanitation every week one half day

… and sanitation check takes a half day every week
	1 and half day for sanitation check
	Q



	
	18 …还有计划生育，节水节电…
still has plan birth, save water save electricity
…and we also have birth control planning, water and electricity saving…
	and family planning  water and electricity saving
	R

	
	19 …新事新办， 报表无穷， 会议不断。

new things new business, reporting forms countless, meetings non-stop

…new business, countless reporting forms and non-stop meetings.
	doing new business, countless report forms and meetings
	S

	Zhang
	20 你好像对上级派下来的中心任务有股对立情绪。
You seem to higher-level-send-down central tasks have opposing mood

You seem to have an opposing attitude towards the central task designated by the leader.
	Are you unsatisfied with the assignment given by the leaders?
	T



	Niu
	21 不是对立。是腾出时间抓饭店。
Not is opposition. Is to spend time grasp restaurant.

Not opposition. I intend to spend time on running the restaurant.
	No. I want to spend more time running the restaurant
	U

	
	22 我总不能光跟着上级领导的屁股转。
I always not can merely follow higher level leader’s bottom revolve

I can’t always merely follow behind the leader.
	I can’t always follow the leaders
	V

	Zhang
	23 呵呵， 跟着我转？
He he, follow me revolve

He he, follow me?
	Follow me
	W

	
	24 你什么时候把公司放在眼里了？
You when put company in eyes

When have you taken the company seriously?
	Do you really respect our company?
	X



	
	25 你们多赚的钱， 不交公司…
You more make money, not give company

You don’t hand in the extra money you make…
	You didn’t turn in your revenue to the company
	Y

	
	26 …修门脸，盖房子， 还到外边儿去投资。
repair door face, build house, still to outside invest

…but spend it on refurbishing the restaurant, building houses and investing outside.
	but establish new houses and invested outside
	Z

	Niu
	27 该交公司的，我一分也不少。
Should give company, I one penny not less

I never hand in one penny less than what I should give the company.
	I never owe to the company
	a

	
	28 可是你也不能让我们手里没有钱。
But you also not can let us hand not has money

But you can’t expect us to have no money at hand.
	But I have to keep our own money
	b



	
	29 我不能像个土财主， 把钱藏起来。
I not can like an old treasure owner, make money hide

I can’t hide money like an old wealthy man.
	We can’t hide money as the rich man do
	c

	
	30 我们应该使钱生钱， 钱变钱…
We should let money bear money, money change money

We should grow money and make money on top of money…
	We should earn more money
	d

	
	31 …资金周转， 把饭店办成活细胞。
capital turnover, make restaurant run into live cell

…achieving capital turnover and turn the restaurant into a growing live cell.
	Turnover capital and expand our business
	e

	Zhang
	32 活细胞？ 我告诉你…
Live cell? I tell you

A live cell? I tell you…
	I tell you
	f

	
	33 …下月把你们赚的钱全交到公司。
next month make your money complete give company

…hand in all the money you make next month.
	You must turn in all your revenue to the company next month
	g

	
	34 由公司统一安排。
Up to company unite arrangement

And let the company make the arrangement.
	and wait for arrangement from the company
	h

	Niu
	35 我不能执行。
I not can execute

I can’t do that.
	I can’t
	i

	
	36 公司 (1) 只能按照利润指标考核我。
Company only can according to profit index examine me

The company can only examine my performance according to the profit index.
	The company should just testify me by index
	j

	
	37 至于怎么办饭店， 请不要干涉太多。
As for how run restaurant, please not will interfere too much

As for how to run our restaurant, please do not interfere too much.
	It can’t control too much on how to run our business
	k

	Zhang
	38 什么？这是国家的饭店…

What? This is state’s restaurant

What? This is a state-owned restaurant…
	What? It’s state-owned 
	l

	
	39 …不是你私人的买卖。
not is your private business

…not your own business.
	but not private
	m

	Niu
	40 让我当这个饭店的经理…
Let me be this restaurant’s manager

Appointed as the manager of the restaurant…
	I’m the manager here
	n

	
	41 …我就得按自己的想法干。
I have to follow self’s idea do

…I will have to do what I think is right
	I do like what I want
	o

	Zhang
	42 你也太狂妄了！
You also too arrogant
You are too arrogant!
	You are too bold
	p

	
	43 我撤掉你这个经理。
I sack you this manager

I fire you.
	You will be fired
	q

	
	44 写出检查再说。
Write out review then say

Write a self-criticism review and then see what to do with you.
	Hand in a review
	r

	Niu (suddenly stands up, pause, bow)
	45 谢谢你把我给解脱了。
Thank you make me relieve

Thank you for relieving me.
	Thank you for relieving me
	s


2) Sequence analysis
Niu is the manager of a restaurant. He is passionate and competent, but does not like various administrative tasks designated by the parent company, among which is the weekly managerial meeting. Niu’s boss, Zhang, is dissatisfied with Niu’s frequent absence from the meeting, so he visits the restaurant to have a talk with Niu about the issue. As the sequence proceeds, the conversation deteriorates into an escalating confrontation, ultimately leading to a face-to-face resolution of the employment relationship between the two.

In the film, Zhang is a senior manager in the parent company while Niu is only in charge of a restaurant affiliated with the parent company. Hence, there is a salient power difference and noticeable distance between them, which gives rise to a significantly high value of W(x) (c.f.2.1.2.1) between the interlocutors in this situation. The sequence starts with Zhang’s unexpected visit to the restaurant. In greeting Zhang, Niu makes a conventionalised negative politeness utterance “admitting the impingement” (Brown and Levinson 1987:188) (c.f. 2.1.2.1): ‘Zhang Manager, let you long wait’. This is a conventionalised Chinese politeness utterance. It does not bear reference to its literal meaning, i.e., the speaker may not be late and the hearer may not have waited at all. In the greeting, the occurrence of honorifics ‘manager’ mitigates the W(x) value to avoid threatening either the speaker or the hearer’s face, which would have otherwise been induced by the absence or improper use of honorifics when expected (Fukada & Asato 2004) (c.f. 2.2.2). Moreover, the V form of the second singular pronoun ‘您’ is employed instead of its T form counterpart ‘你’ to show “reverence and polite distance” (Brown and Gilman 1960:253). In the subtitle (line A), however, the expression is not conventionalised, hence referring to the acknowledgement of an FTA that the speaker has had to impose on the hearer. Line A contributes to the sequential coherence with line B and line C that Niu has made Zhang wait for a long time and Zhang is not happy, accusing Niu of being arrogant. These do not seem to be intended in the sequence.
Zhang replies with a sarcastic statement (line 2), showing his attitude at the outset and indicating the purpose of his visit. In Zhang’s remark (line 2), Zhang’s scornful attitude showing disapproval of Niu is expressed through the use of ‘谱’, echoic mention (c.f. 2.1.5) of Niu’s past behaviour of not attending managerial meetings, insincere use of ‘请’ (invite) and the understatement of Niu’s behaviour as ‘不动’ (not move). ‘谱’ refers to the wealth, splendour, superiority or power displayed (the Chinese Academy of Social Sciences 1978). Since Zhang is far above Niu in the social hierarchy, his compliment to Niu as having a high social status violates the contextual expectation (c.f. 2.1.5). Hence, it produces a gap between the literal meaning of the compliment – the dictum (c.f.2.1.5) and the pragmatic insincerity implicated – the implicatum (c.f.2.1.5). Moreover, the Chinese character ‘谱’ is invariably associated with a negative connotation, indicating the speaker’s belief and attitude that the hearer was arrogant in what s/he said, did or thought. In the context of the film, the echoic mention of what Niu did is uttered in ‘不动’ (not move) – an understatement of Niu’s consistent failure to attend meetings in the past. ‘请’ is another marker of insincere politeness because it is company policy to participate in the meetings regularly. It is compulsory rather than an invitation (请) that acknowledges the manager’s status and leaves them the discretion over attendance. Thus, the use of 请 violates the contextual expectation, resulting in irony (c.f. 2.1.5). Zhang then sneers and follows it with another ironic understatement 我来看你 (I come to see you). It is an irony because there is a gap between the literal meaning of the utterance and the implied threat veiled in the plain statement (c.f. 2.1.5). On the surface, it appears that Zhang is merely making a factual statement of what is happening, i.e., Zhang comes to see Niu. Nevertheless, as any native Chinese would probably be able to discern, the utterance implies Zhang’s threatening attitude and intention. The intention could be explained as, since Niu not only fails to attend meetings but also fails to report to Zhang the reason for the absence, Zhang may want to come and find out why Niu behaves in such a manner which demonstrates his lack of respect for the company policy and for Zhang. Hence, Zhang may imply in his utterance the intention to grill Niu on his behaviour rather than simply coming to see him as stated in line 2. In the subtitle (line B), the core component of the verbal sarcasm – the echoic mention 不动 (not move in line B) – that bears Zhang’s strong attitude of disapproval and implies what is disapproved of is omitted. So is the use of false politeness 请 (‘invite’ in line B). Moreover, the off-record sarcasm 你谱大 is translated into a bald-on-record face attack ‘You are so arrogant’ which seems to accentuate the speaker’s purpose to damage the hearer’s positive face. Then the hedge ‘just’ in the subtitle appears to indicate the speaker’s tonal intention to mitigate the imposition in his want. Hence, the sequential coherence of the subtitle not only fails to represent Zhang’s face strategies adopted to express his attitude and intention but also contributes to a possible alternative interpretation that Zhang highlights the unreasonableness of Niu being arrogant since all he wants to do is meet Niu. This is not intended in line 2.
On detecting Zhang’s attitude, Niu makes a “pseudo-agreement” (line 3) by using “then as a conclusory marker” (Brown and Levinson 1987:115), indicating that Niu is taking Zhang’s understatement ‘I come to see you’ literally, and “is drawing a conclusion to a line of reasoning” (ibid) even though “there is in fact no prior agreement” (ibid). In contrast, the FTA in the request (line C) is initiated and increased by ‘please’, as would be used by a superordinate when addressing a subordinate. The subtitle could impact on viewers’ interpretation of Niu’s attitude and they may form an interesting misconception attributable to the sequential coherence with line B that Niu is indeed arrogant and that line C affirms the claim made in line B. Then the conversation reaches its theme. The exchanges between Zhang and Niu on the issue of Niu’s absence from the meeting and how the profit of the restaurant should be handled are characterised by transactional language in which “the purpose of the speaker in speaking is primarily to communicate his message rather than to be nice to the listener” (Brown and Yule 1983:13). In other words, at least in theory, in a transactional conversation, face is not of interlocutors’ primary concern. Therefore, speakers may not take trouble to resort to various face strategies in order to mitigate face threats. For example, Zhang starts the discussion by asking Niu a question (line 5). This is a bald-on-record utterance rephrased in a question form. It expresses a marked FTA as Zhang presupposes and claims Niu’s attitude in the utterance. In addition, from the exchange, it is inferable that the intention of phrasing the utterance in a question form is to elicit information from the listener and to pave the way for the FTA in the next turn rather than to reduce face threats. Similarly, Niu’s answers (line 8 and 9) to Zhang’s question are also featured with bald-on-record strategies without redressive actions such as ‘I not can whole day immerse meetings in’ (in line 9), where the emphatic word ‘whole’, and the metaphorical expression ‘immerse in meetings’, combined with direct denial ‘not can’, are adopted to enhance his standpoint. In the subtitle, line I reflects a bald-on-record strategy referring more to the speaker’s ability to do something rather than his impatience with the matter implied in the verbal irony. Nevertheless, because Zhang holds reward power, coercive power, and legitimate power over Niu (c.f. 2.1.4.3), particularly in this context, for the salient coercive power, Niu may turn to face strategies from time to time to mitigate the confrontation. Thus, he utters line 10 where the collective pronoun ‘we’ is used instead of ‘I’, with the possible intention of emphasising that it is a collective decision rather than a personal act. This frees the speaker from being held responsible for the decision, thus the FTA. 
However, this effort of giving overwhelming reasons (Brown and Levinson 1987:189) in Niu’s perspective, has failed to impress Zhang, who lashes out with another instance of verbal sarcasm, attacking Niu’s positive face (lines 11and 12). Line 11 constitutes a positive aggravation indicating to the addressee that he or his idea “is not approved of, is not esteemed and will not receive cooperation” (Culpeper et al. 2003:1553) (c.f. 2.1.3). Line 12 is a conventional expression which normally refers, in a metaphorical way, to “unique ideas in poem or prose composition, and later is expanded to mean unique and creative ways of solving issues” (Zhang 2000:127, my translation). In the sequence, the positive literal meaning of the utterance seems to be incongruous with the interlocutor’s interactional attitude. Hence line 12 can only be used sarcastically by Zhang to express his reproach for Niu’s disregard of the company’s policy and doing things in his own way. Nonetheless, this sarcastic attitude is not represented in the bald-on-record order in the subtitle line L. According to Culpeper (2003) and theorists of verbal irony, Zhang’s comments are impolite and imply the intention to attack. However, in the Chinese context of authority power ascribed to super-ordinates, ritualised and institutionalised codes of linguistic behaviour make this seeming impoliteness the norm (Chen & Starosta 1997:8). Moreover, a subordinate probably will not classify it as impoliteness as such, “since impoliteness is only that which is defined as such by individuals negotiating with the hypothesised norms of the Community of Practice” (Mills 2005:270). Therefore, in this sequence, despite Zhang’s several ironic and sarcastic statements, Niu seems not adversely affected and continues his effort to convince Zhang by presenting even more overwhelming reasons. This time, Niu goes out of his way to itemise at length all the distracting administrative work that he has to be involved in for a month (lines 13-19), with exaggerative expressions such as ‘countless’ and ‘non-stop’, to enhance the validity of his argument. The language used is typically transactional, which contains clear and specific information on details of subjects and time (Brown and Yule 1983). However, the transactional delineation may imply an interactional purpose, i.e., due to the inferior power status that Niu holds in relation to Zhang, he has to carefully steer Zhang towards his viewpoint in an off-record manner while trying to avoid bald-on-record expressions that would pose a direct threat to Zhang’s face. This also provides evidence for the proposition (c.f. 2.3) in this study that, although discernment concerns constitute a universal feature, it has a more salient impact on people’s face interactions in Far East cultures. In this context, in line with the 1980’s social norm of respecting the superior in China, Niu cannot decide whether he wants to be polite or not, and what constitutes polite behaviour, which characterises an individual’s choice in a volitional society. Instead, he is expected to make an appropriate discernment of the interactional situation and to apply strategies considered in harmony with social norms, hence his off-record manner. In the subtitle, the echoic mention in line 13 – 两头 (two ends, metaphorically referring to two different tasks, i.e., meeting attendance and restaurant management) – communicating Niu’s dissatisfaction is omitted in line M.
The power imbalance is also reflected in Zhang and Niu’s body language throughout the sequence where, when Niu moves closer to Zhang while talking to show his sincerity, Zhang turns his head away and digs his little finger into his left ear, demonstrating a gesture of inattentiveness and impatience. Zhang interrupts Niu and makes a comment in line 20. ‘Seem to’ is usually used as a quality hedge suggesting that the speaker “is not taking full responsibility for the truth of his utterance” (Brown and Levinson 1987:164) (c.f. 2.1.2.1). Therefore, on the surface, it appears to be a negative politeness strategy. However, the feature of the message is inconsistent with the context and ‘seem to’ triggers “the non-truth-functional lexical senses of an utterance” (Kaufer 1981:498), so in this context, it is classified as an ironic conventional implicature (c.f. 2.1.5). It implies the speaker’s intention which is opposite to the literal utterance. The irony is not translated in the subtitle line T where a simple question appears to elicit the hearer’s response with no indication of challenge from the speaker. Although the loss of false politeness in line T may not prevent viewers from understanding the semantic content of the utterance, it may produce a significant impact on their impressions of the interlocutor’s attitude. Now Niu seems to have run out of patience in front of Zhang’s rigid authoritative and ironic attitude. He produces a direct denial of Zhang’s remark (line 21). This is followed by his first ironic humorous statement to Zhang (line 22). Since Zhang holds various powers over Niu, any FTA initiated by Niu against Zhang could be considered markedly face-threatening regardless of the value of the imposition, and is likely to trigger Zhang’s wielding of his powers. Hence, a linguistic device such as ironic humour can provide a socially acceptable vent for Niu, in this context, to attack and embarrass Zhang in a off-record implicit manner and to criticise him indirectly (Barbe 1995). Although the English translation of ‘围着…屁股转’ (follow someone’s bottom revolve) could sound offensive at the literal level, the Chinese expression is a conventionalised humour and irony showing the speaker’s intention not to focus on, follow, or obey the hearer’s wants all the time and the face threat in the challenge is mitigated by the effect of the humour. This ironic humour is not rendered in the subtitle line V which is featured with a bald-on-record face-threat. 
Zhang may recognise the implied reference in Niu’s ironic humour, i.e., Niu uses the general term ‘higher level leader’ to avoid pointing out explicitly the victim of the irony i.e., ‘you’. Probably realising Niu’s critical attitude hidden in the words, Zhang takes steps to intensify his attack. He points out Niu’s intended criticism with a sarcastic smile (line 23) indicating disagreement, following it with a rhetorical question with no intention to obtain an answer but to criticise implicitly (line 24) (Brown and Levinson 1987), and then he lists Niu’s crime in a transactional language emphasising accuracy of the accusation (line 25 and 26). Zhang’s straightforward rhetoric further provokes Niu to a parallel directness (line 27-29). In line 27, an overstatement is applied to underpin Niu’s argument. But the overstatement is missing in the corresponding subtitle line a, which weakens the speaker’s marked adamant attitude. This is followed by Niu’s bald-on-record challenge specifying the victim ‘you cannot…’ (line 28) to underline his dissatisfied attitude towards the hearer. The explicit target is omitted in the subtitle line b. One important contextual factor contributing to Niu’s manner lies in his outstanding skills in turning the restaurant from a run-down debtor into a profitable entity, upon which Niu may intend to rely to re-negotiate the power factor between him and Zhang. In other words, Niu seems to believe that he holds expert power (c.f. 2.1.4.3) in managing the restaurant, as demonstrated in his management philosophy (lines 30 and 31). However, as underlined by Chen and Sterosta (1997:8), “in the Chinese society, people with higher status in the particularistic relationship structure are considered to be more knowledgeable in the process of problem solving or conflict management/resolution”. In other words, in Chinese culture, an individual of higher status automatically acquires expert power since knowledgeability is regarded as an inherent trait of a superior. Understandably, Zhang diminishes Niu’s attempt by restoring the power hierarchy, exhibited in his bald-on-record manner without any redress (line 32). However, the omission of ‘活细胞’ (‘live cell’ in lines 31 and 32) in the corresponding subtitles (line e and line f) leads to the loss of echoic mention in Zhang’s verbal sarcasm that emphasises his complete denial of Niu’s opinion. The omissions of echoic mentions in the interlocutor’s verbal irony or sarcasm fail to represent in the subtitle their attitude and intentions towards the issue or opinions voiced previously. This may produce an observable impact on viewers’ interpretations of the face interaction depicted in the sequence. Line 32 marks a significant escalation of the conflict. Niu, standing by his side, issues a bald-on-record refusal slightly mitigated by ‘can’. Then he utters another bald-on-record FTA (line 37), the illocutionary force of which is enhanced by ‘please’ conveying a request for action (House 1989:97). The FTA enhancer 请 is deployed by Niu to foreground his salient want to fully exercise his role right independently as the restaurant manager without interference. In the subtitle, the marker is omitted, weakening the perlocutionary force of the utterance. The strong challenge to power inevitably fuels the fire. Zhang appears both shocked and exasperated by Niu’s open contempt for power. When emphasising his criticism, Zhang enhances the FTA by pointing out in line 39 that the company ‘is not ‘your’ private business’. In the subtitle, the direct threat explicitly targeting the hearer ‘you’ is omitted. Niu’s utmost explicit expression (lines 40 and 41) of his negative face want of acting free from Zhang’s imposition proves to be the final straw that breaks the camel’s back. Zhang is totally provoked and he castigates Niu as being ‘狂妄’ (line 42, 狂 ‘maniac’ 妄 ‘deluded’) which is a severe attack on the hearer’s positive face. In the subtitle line p, the translation of the salient face attack marker as ‘bold’ fails to convey the speaker’s exasperation and the purpose of the attack. In the following utterance line 43, Zhang makes a bald-on-record performative act in which the act initiator ‘I’ and the receiver ‘you’ are identified to express the speaker’s intention to openly exert his coercive power over the hearer (c.f. 2.1.4.3), bringing the whole confrontation to an extreme end that is probably in neither’s expectation at the beginning. The corresponding subtitle q serves as a bald-on-record threat rather than a performative. At the end, Niu is dumbstruck at first, and after a while utters an ironic gratitude clearly indicating the opposite (line 45), and then leaves the scene. 

In general, the use of verbal irony (c.f. 2.1.5) is identified as the main linguistic feature of the exchange in this sequence. In the interaction, the interlocutors constantly refer to verbal irony to initiate various face-threatening acts and/or right-threatening acts which constitute salient rapport markers demonstrating the intention to push the outcome of the interaction towards their respective interactional goals (c.f. 2.1.4.1). For example, on arrival, Zhang expresses his goal in an ironic statement (line 2) implying his intention to question Niu on his repetitive behavioural pattern of being absent from meetings. As the conversation proceeds, it becomes clearer and clearer that Niu is determined to achieve his goal of convincing Zhang of the legitimacy of his behaviour so that he could maintain the pattern, which is contrary to Zhang’s wants and indicates that his wants will not be accepted and cooperated with. Though in Niu’s perspective, he is giving overwhelming reasons, the repeated direct denial ‘no’, ‘don’t have’, ‘can’t always’, ‘can’t execute’ and lack of hedges as well as the perlocutionary tone in the expression of his personal opinion ‘we should’, ‘I will follow my ideas’, all illustrate his strong attempts to foreground his task oriented goals, which clash with those of Zhang, posing marked threats to Zhang’s face. They challenge Zhang’s sense of authority as a superordinate and cast doubt on his ability to maintain authority and manage his subordinate effectively, thus making him lose face in relation to the attribute of his higher social status (c.f. 2.1.4.6). At the same time, the fact that Niu challenges him at all, particularly in the context of a highly centralised and politicised hierarchical power structure in a state-owned entity in 1980’s Chinese society, can also be perceived as a threat both to Zhang’s sociality rights and to his face (c.f. 2.1.4.1). 
In terms of sociality rights, the challenge infringes Zhang’s recognised role rights, i.e., his right as a superordinate to be treated with deference by the subordinate and to have his order obeyed as authoritative and final. Such infringements will inevitably provoke Zhang, particularly when Niu’s linguistic strategies develop from being defensive (‘I can’t’) to being aggressive (‘I will follow my ideas’). In terms of face, there is a mismatch between the positive wants that Zhang is implicitly claiming, i.e., the wants of his superior status being acknowledged by the subordinate and being cooperated with and respected. Niu’s utterances do not give Zhang the ultimate authority and due deference that Zhang perceives himself to be worthy of. Hence, Zhang resorts to ironic statements (c.f. 2.1.5) and bald-on-record strategies (c.f. 2.1.2.1) to fulfil his goals in the face negotiation. He firstly uses verbal irony to imply his dissatisfaction and criticism. When Niu becomes defensive of his position, impeding Zhang’s realisation of his sociality rights, Zhang turns to bald-on-recordness ‘I tell you…’ to reiterate the right-and-obligation association (c.f. 2.1.4.3) between them. Niu seems to perceive Zhang’s move as an imposition on his role rights derived from his professional identity (c.f. 2.1.4.6) as manager of the restaurant. This supports Spencer-Oatey’s (2008) proposition that in rapport management, rapport threatening behaviours constitute not only face-threatening acts but also right-threatening acts. 
The data further illustrate that like face, sociality rights can be infringed, lost, maintained and enhanced and they are dependent on members’ cooperation in maintaining each other’s rights in interactions. So sociality rights also entail the feature of mutual vulnerability. In the sequence, in the attempt to achieve their own interactional goals respectively, both interlocutors perceive the other’s acts to be infringing on their own self rights. This induces ever stronger reactions that contain more marked threats and infringements from both sides, forming a vicious circle of an escalating confrontation. It reaches a climax when Niu openly defends his role rights as the manager to run the restaurant independently and explicitly expresses his perception of Zhang’s interactional goal as ‘interference’ by saying ‘as for how to run the restaurant, please don’t interfere too much’ (line 37). In turn, Niu’s bald-on-record claim of his own role rights, from Zhang’s perspective, constitutes a damage to the right-and-obligation association (c.f. 2.1.4.3) underpinning the employment relationship in the Chinese context. Therefore, since the attempt of damage has been made, Zhang may believe no contractual relationship is worth maintaining any more as shown at the end of the sequence. 
The comparison of face features represented in the subtitles to those in the film sequence shows consistent omission of salient face markers in the subtitles, such as echoic mentions (lines B, I, M, e and f), false politeness to express disapproval (lines L, T); and ironic humour (line V). Besides, change of face strategies also takes place in the subtitles (lines A, a, p, q). Although the departures of rapport management features in the subtitles may not affect viewers’ understanding of the sequential content, they may inevitably impact on their interpretation of the interlocutors’ attitudes and intentions, which could be assessed in the audience response tests. 

4.7 Sequence 6 Wu, Cao, Guo and Chen from the film ‘Fatal Decision’

1) Transcription of the sequence 

	Wu:
	1 曹总。

Cao Manager.

Manager Cao.
	Manager Cao.
	A

	Cao:
	2 哎哟哟哟， 吴处长。
Ai yo yo yo, Wu Director.

What a surprise!Iit’s Director Wu.
	Director! Nice to meet you.
	B

	
	3 稀客， 稀客，来，一起吃点，刚打上来的海鲜。

Rare guest, rare guest, come, together eat some, just scooped up sea fresh.

What wind brings you here? Come on and have some fresh seafood that is just caught.
	Please enjoy some seafood we just caught.
	C

	Wu:
	4 哦，不用了。

Oh, no use.

Oh, not necessary.
	No, thank you.
	D

	
	5 对不起，这个 (1) 请你收回去。

Sorry, this (1) please you take back.

Sorry, but please take this back.
	Please take this back.
	E

	Cao:
	 6 吴处长， 您这是干嘛？
Wu Director, you this is doing what?

Director Wu, what’s it for?
	Director Wu, what are you doing?
	F

	
	7 哪有送出去的东西又往回收的道理呢， 啊？

Where has sent out stuff then again take back reason?

How can it be reasonable to take back the stuff that was already sent out?
	How can I take the thing back which is sent to you!
	G

	Wu:
	8 可这礼， 送得也太重了。谁也收不起啊。

But this gift, sent too heavy. Who too receive not can.

But this gift is too much. Who can accept it?
	The gift is too precious. No one can accept it.
	H

	Cao:
	9 哦，这是你和李市长半年的红利…
Oh, this is you and Mayor Li half year dividend.

Oh, this is the dividend for you and Mayor Li for the half year.
	It is the dividend for you and Mayor Li.
	I

	
	10 …你就放心收下吧。不会烫手的。

You then drop heart accept it. Not will burn hand.

Don’t worry. There will not be troubles.
	Don’t worry. It will not be that bad.
	J

	Wu?
	11 红利？ 30万都是红利？

Dividend? 300,000 all is dividend?

Dividend? Is all 300,000 dividend?
	Dividend? Are 300,000 all dividends?
	K

	Cao:
	12 对呀，凡是特稿特的董事， 都有红利。

Correct. As long as is Tegaote’s directors, all have dividend.

Yes. All Tegaote’s directors have dividend.
	Yes. All the directors in Tegaote can get their dividends.
	L

	Wu:
	13 曹先生，这钱 (1) 我们不能拿。

Cao Mr. this money (1) we not can take.

Mr. Cao, we can’t accept the money.
	Mr. Cao, we can’t take the money.
	M

	
	14 如果以后你有事儿， 我们会帮忙的。

If later you have matters, we will help.

We will help in the future if necessary.
	We can help you if you need us in the future.
	N

	
	15 可现在这样做对大家不好。
But now this do to everyone not good.

But doing this does no good to anyone.
	But it is not good for us to do this.
	O

	Cao:
	16 对谁不好？ 我吗？呵呵…
To whom not good? Me? He he…
To whom? To me? He he… (sneering)
	To whom? To me?
	P

	
	17 我是一个商人， 无所谓。

I am a businessman. Not matter.

I am a businessman. It doesn’t matter.
	I am a businessman. I don’t care.
	Q

	Wu:
	18 你，你，(1) 你什么意思？

You, you, (1) you mean what?

You, you, what do you mean?
	What do you mean?
	R

	Cao:
	19 呵呵，既然我是一个商人，就得讲究投资回报。

He he, as I am a businessman, then have to emphasise invest return.

He he, as a businessman, I need to know how to invest and reward. 


	I am a businessman so I want to return from my investment.
	S

	
	20 你们为我干了事儿，当然得付钱了。

You for me do things, of course have to pay.

You have done things for me. Of course I need to pay you.
	I should pay for everything you have done for me.
	T



	Wu:
	21 你狂什么？一切都是我的事儿。

You arrogant what? All is my matter.

Don’t you be arrogant! It’s all my responsibility.
	Don’t be so complacent! It is me who do everything.
	U

	
	22 李高成根本什么都不知道。

Li Gaocheng at all anything not know.

Li Gaocheng does not know anything at all.
	Li Gaocheng doesn’t know anything.
	V

	
	23 曹万山， 你点清楚， 30万全在这儿。

Cao Wanshan, you count clear, 300,000all is here.

Cao Wanshang, you count it carefully, 300,000 is all here.
	Cao Wanshan, please count carefully 300,000 is all here.
	W

	Wu puts the case on the table and turns away to leave. Guo stands up and stops her.


	

	Guo:
	24 吴处长，别走啊。

Wu Director, not go.

Director Wu, wait a minute.
	Director Wu, don’t leave.
	X

	
	25 您以为还了这30万就没事儿了？

You think return this 300,000 then no matter?

You think it will be OK as long as you return this 300,000, don’t you?
	You thought you can be OK after you return the 300,000.
	Y



	
	26 您忘了这两年您欠我们多少啊？

You forgot these two years you owe us how much?

Have you forgotten how much you owe us in these two years?


	Have you forgotten how much you owe us in these two years?
	Z


	
	27 去年8月， 您公公去世， 我们送了2 万。

Last year August, your father-in-law died. We sent 20,000.

Last August, your father-in-law died and we gave you 20,000.
	We sent you 20,000¥ last August when your father-in-law died.
	a

	
	28 今年1月，您婆婆生病住院，前后是2万元都在我们厂里报销的。
This year January, your mother-in-law got ill stay in hospital, before after is 20,000 all in our factory reimbursed.

This January, your mother-in-law fell ill and stayed in hospital, and the 20,000 expenditure was covered by us. 
	This January, we wrote off 20,000 ¥ in our factory for your mother-in-law’s expenditure in hospital.
	b



	
	29 梅梅请家庭教师， 一年8千。

Meimei invite family teacher, one year 8000.

8000 a year for Meimei’s private tuition.
	8,000¥ a year for Meimei’s tutor.
	c

	
	30 李市长四弟，干了半年总经理，每月拿我们3千元。

Mayor Li’s fourth brother, do half year general manager, each month take us 3000.

Mayor Li’s fourth brother was the general manager for half a year and each month was paid 3000 by us.
	The fourth brother of Mayor Li who had been manager for half a year got from us 3,000¥ per month.
	d

	
	31 今年春节， 我们给您的宝贝女儿买了份保险是6万元。

This year spring festival, we gave your precious daughter bought an insurance was 60,000.

This spring festival, we bought your dear daughter an insurance worthy of 60,000.
	In the spring festival of this year we buy a 60,000¥ insurance for your dear daughter.
	e

	
	32 您没忘了吧？（冷笑）

You not forget?

You haven’t forgotten, have you? 

(sneering)


	Have you forgotten all?
	f

	
	33 还有， 你们家院里那些花啊草啊…

Moreover, you home yard those flowers and grasses…

And also the flowers and grasses in your yard…
	Moreover, the flowers and grasses in your yard…
	g



	Wu:
	34 郭中尧，你别说了。

Guo Zhongyao, you not say.

Guo Zhongyao, it’s enough.
	It’s enough, Guo Zhongyao.
	h

	
	35 钱，我一定还给你们。

Money, I definitely return you.

I will definitely return the money.
	I will return you the money.
	i

	Chen: 
	36 吴处长， 大家都是自己人。

Wu Director, everyone is our person.

Director Wu, we are all friends.
	Director Wu, we are in the same boat.
	j

	
	37 何必见外哪。还，(1) 这就不必了，嗯？ （冷笑）

Why see outside? This return (1) then not necessary, yeah?

Why say that? No need to return, yeah?
	Don’t do that. It’s not necessary to return.
	k



	Wu:
	38 还，我一定还。

Return, I definitely return.

No, I will definitely return.
	No, I will return everything to you.
	l

	Guo:
	39 就凭您那点儿工资， 还得清吗？

Only relying your that little salary, return clear?

Pay back on your humble salary, enough?
	With your little salary, can you pay them back?
	m

	
	40 噢，您现在害怕了？

Oh, you now afraid?

Oh , you are afraid now?
	Are you scared now?
	n

	
	41 想悬崖勒马了？晚了。

Want cliff stop horse? Late.

Want to wash your hands and quit now? Too late.
	It’s too late to quit now.
	o

	
	42 要不要把李市长请来，跟他一笔一笔得算一算？

Want not want invite Mayor Li here, with him one lot one lot calculate?

Shall we invite Mayor Li here and do a clear calculation with him?
	Do you want us to invite Mayor Li here to calculate everything with him?
	p

	Cao:
	43 吴处长， 说李高成不知道呢，谁相信呢？

Wu Director, say Li Gaocheng not know, who believes?

Director Wu, who would believe it if you say Li Gaocheng knows nothing? 


	Director Wu, who will believe it if you say Li Gaocheng does not know anything?
	q



	
	44 嗯 （冷笑） 钱在你们家。 

En? (sneering) money at your home 

Right? Money is at your place
	Money is in your home.
	r

	
	45你收了，就等于是他收了。

You accept then equals to he accept it.

You have accepted and then it means he accepts it.
	Your acceptance equals to his acceptance.
	s



	
	46 我们是一条船上的人，包括李高成也是。

We are one boat on people, including Li Gaocheng too is.

We are in the same boat, including Li Gaocheng. 
	We are in the same boat, including Li Gaocheng.
	t



	
	47 他想把船凿沉，没那么容易。

He wants make boat drill sink, not that easy.

He wants to break the boat. It is not that easy.
	He wants to break the boat. It’s not that easy.
	u

	
	48呵呵， 要是船沉了，大家伙儿一块儿玩完。

He he if is boat sink, everyone together play end.

He he, if the boat sinks, we would all be finished.
	If the boat sinks, we all fall together.
	v

	
	49 吴处长，你还是回去给李市长好好的洗洗脑子吧。

Wu Director, you still is go back give Mayor Li well wash brain.

Director Wu, you’d better go back and help Mayor Li to get his mind straight.
	Director Wu, you’d better go back  and persuade Mayor Li.
	w

	Cao tries to hand the case to Wu

	Wu:
	50 不，不。
No, no.

No, I can’t.
	No, no.
	x

	Cao: (waving to others)
	51老郭，

Lao Guo,

Lao Guo,
	Lao Guo.
	y

	
	52咱们走。

We go.

Let’s go. 
	We go. 
	z

	Cao, Guo, Chen and others leave the scene.
	


2) Sequence analysis
This sequence delineates a coercive power struggle (c.f. 2.1.4.3) and how interlocutors use veiled or non-veiled threats to gain advantage in the struggle. Prior to the sequence, the film shows that Cao, a businessman, colluding with the corrupt cadres of the mill led by Guo and Chen, has been constantly bribing Mayor Li’s wife Wu, in an attempt to manipulate Li in the future. This time, Cao sends Wu a case containing 300,000¥ cash. Wu decides to return the case upon finding out its contents. The interaction starts with polite greetings between the two, who address each other by honorifics to show respect: ‘Manager Cao’ and ‘Director
 Wu’ respectively. In addition, Cao uses 哎哟哟哟 (in line 2), the repeated Chinese exclamation modals to exaggerate his positive polite intention in expressing a pleasant surprise, which echoes other combined positive politeness strategies of “intensifying interest to H” (line 3) (Brown and Levinson 1987:106), and fulfilling H’s want for something that he/she desires (ibid:129), in this case, inviting Wu for some fine food (line 3) (c.f. 2.1.2.1).  However, the corresponding subtitle, line B, manifests a very different face phenomenon and communicates little face purpose because ‘Nice to meet you’ is in English socially restricted to people who have never met before and the usage is unmarked. Therefore, audiences relying on subtitles would in this case be largely denied the rapport markers used in the film, hence the interlocutor’s face dynamics such as his attitude and possible intention. In addition, the subtitle in line C also shows the absence of the repeated rapport marker ‘稀客’ (‘rare guest’ in line 3) in the sequence to highlight the speaker’s marked courtesy to the hearer. As such, the combined effect of line B and line C will perhaps produce a significant impact on viewers’ interpretation of the speaker’s relationship with the hearer and his attitude towards her. 
The four positive politeness strategies identified in Cao’s utterance on greeting Wu, highlight Cao’s effort to enhance rapport on the one hand, and on the other also indicate, to some extent, the subtle power imbalance between the two on the surface. The latter can possibly be explained by a famous ancient Chinese saying extracted from Liu Zongyuan’s  fable that goes as ‘一人飞升，仙及鸡犬’(If a person becomes a saint, his poultry and pets will also have a touch of sainthood) (Liu 773, my translation). The proverb implies a kind of power blessing or connection （关系）between the powerful one and his/her family and networks in the Chinese social context. Since Mayor Li holds various powers derived from his professional identity (c.f. 2.1.4.6), three of which in this context are probably salient in relation to Cao, Guo and Chen, namely, coercive power, legitimate power, as well as reward power (c.f. 2.1.4.6), his wife Wu, then according to Liu’s (773) description of the social tradition, may understandably be perceived to hold similar powers, particularly enhanced by the knowledge of her profound influence on Li, if and when he needs to exercise any power over others. In other words, Li and Wu belong to a collective identity (c.f. 2.1.4.6). Hence, this point sheds light on the interpretation of Cao’s effort to enhance rapport with Wu, i.e., instead of simply for the sake of ‘rapport’, Cao may intend to use the husband-and-wife relation between Li and Wu to control Li by befriending Wu, and then try to establish some coercive power over Wu by bribery and finally to extend this coercive power over Li, forming a constraint on Li’s coercive power in order to restrain Li from exercising the power even when his professional duty requires him to (c.f. 2.1.4.6). This summarises Cao’s interactional goal (c.f. 2.1.4.1) of playing ‘tug-of-war’ in the power struggle with Li by controlling Wu. It also explains Cao’s pleasant greeting style.  
As for Wu’s interactional goal, it is much less hidden and no more than merely returning the cash. Wu, although he does not at all realise Cao’s calculated purpose at the beginning of the sequence, appears to be somewhat uncomfortable with the unexpected gift. Hence, her greeting style is more formal and distant. In her reply (line 4 and line 5) to Cao’s warm invitation, modal ‘哦’ serves as a token agreement to mitigate the ensuing FTA. ‘不用’ (no use) entails a direct denial of H’s belief or position, though its face threatening effect is mitigated by the unmarked conventionalised usage. In addition, preceding the second FTA, Wu uses a negative politeness strategy of apology (c.f. 2.1.2.1) to reduce the size of the FTA. However, in general, Wu’s response is characterised by FTAs with negative redress and lack of positive politeness indicating interest and warmth, forming a contrast to Cao’s style. There are probably two underlying reasons for the different styles: firstly, as explained before, although she does not yet fully comprehend Cao’s intrigue, Wu may feel uneasy about accepting the high value gift because of the mismatch between favours and rewards. Secondly, according to previous sequences, Wu seems to perceive herself to possess power as the Mayor’s wife (c.f. 2.1.4.6), so she may believe her manner to be in line with her social status. Hence, it is inferable from the exchange that, at the beginning of the sequence, there seems to be a consensus between Wu and Cao regarding their power difference, which is reflected in their respective greeting styles, in order to maintain the rapport established before. Therefore, to Wu’s request that entails a face-threat, Cao seems to try to avoid a direct ‘Yes’ or ‘No’ response that may damage the rapport. Instead, he gives a reply flouting the Manner Maxim (Grice, 1989), i.e., pretending as if he did not understand Wu’s request to defuse the threat (line 6), following it with another rhetorical question (line 7) to “strengthen assertions and mitigate potential threats to face” (Frank, 1990:738). Cao also tries to state the FTA (the act not to meet Wu’s request) as an instance of some general social rule to “dissociate S and H from the FTA” and to “get pronoun avoidance’ (Brown and Levinson 1987:206) (c.f. 2.1.2.1). In the subtitle (line G), this strategy is not present while the personal pronouns ‘I’ and ‘you’ are specified in the FTA, causing the speaker’s implicated communicative intent in the sequence to be specified in the subtitle. This could affect viewers’ impressions of the speaker’s communication skills, and thus his personality. 
In line 6, Cao also uses the marked V form of the second singular pronoun ‘您’ to show deference (Brown and Gilman 1960), and modal ‘嘛’ (ma) as well as ‘啊’ (a) that is often adopted by people close in relations, “such as friends and relatives, to reduce distance and to maintain or enhance rapport between them” (Xu, 2007:183; my translation) (c.f. 2.2.1.3). Appreciating Cao’s mitigated tone, Wu tries to give an overwhelming reason (line 8) for her previous request, and then uses a general pronoun ‘who’ to avoid specifying the first-person pronoun ‘I’, with a modal ‘啊’ (a) at the end, to “symbolise the speaker’s firm belief in the assertion… used in close relationships such as  friends, classmates and relatives, it is intended to help participants to establish or maintain a close connection” (Xu, 2007:150; my translation) (c.f. 2.2.1.3). In the corresponding subtitle (line H), a bald-on-record manner is adopted where the negative pronoun ‘no one’ is used to replace the general reference term ‘who’. The directness reflected in the subtitle and the lack of representation of the rapport markers used in the sequence may result in a discrepancy between viewers’ perceptions of Wu’s personality and attitude and those depicted in the film. Understanding Wu’s concern, Cao explains the purpose of the money (line 9) and assures Wu of the reasonableness and the legitimacy of the present (line 10), showing his care for Wu’s interest. Wu appears to be surprised and unconvinced by Cao’s explanation (line 11) and Cao reassures Wu (line 12), with ‘啊’ (a) to enhance his assurance (c.f. 2.2.1.3). Still not convinced, Wu decides to re-initiate the FTA (line 13). Firstly, she tries to adjust the distance (c.f. 2.1.4.3) by addressing H as Mr. Cao rather than Manager Cao as happened at the beginning. This change of address subtly shows her intention to distance herself from Cao as the use of ‘Mr’ is a marked honorific in Chinese compared to the unmarked use of professional status terms. Secondly, she uses ‘we’ to replace ‘I’, avoiding taking personal responsibilities for the decision. In addition, she also tries to mitigate the FTA by following it with an offer for help (line 14), showing her interest in H’s wants, and then closes the effort by a negative politeness strategy of giving overwhelming reasons (line 15), again using ‘everyone’ to avoid specifying the target. It is exactly this general reference term ‘everyone’ that turns out to be manipulated by Cao as an opportunity to introduce a rapport-threatening tone in the face negotiation and the start of a subtle shift in the power balance between them. Therefore, the use of the personal pronoun ‘us’ in the subtitle (line O) inevitably affects the unfolding interaction delineated in the sequence. In addition, the inconsistent use of the prepositions ‘for (us)’ (in line O) and ‘to (whom)’ (in line P) in the subtitle could hamper viewers’ understanding of the exchange. 

Wu’s last attempt to achieve her interactional goal, i.e., changing to the marked address term to adjust the distance between S and H, giving overwhelming reasons, pluralising the ‘I’ pronoun to avoid personal responsibilities, and offering help, all resembles O’Connor’s approaches in trying to achieve his goal in sequence 1 (c.f. 4.1). This provides evidence that negative politeness is used in Chinese culture, despite the claims made by Gu (1990) (c.f. 2.1.2.2). Another interesting point is that, in both sequences (c.f. 4.2 and 4.7), Hs in the context, i.e., Ted and Cao, see the Ss’ efforts to be the last straw and the ultimate intention to close the face negotiation on their respective terms; both Hs will have to initiate a new tone for negotiation if they want to achieve their respective interactional goals. This explains Cao’s sudden change to impoliteness in response to Wu’s face-saving efforts (line 16 and line 17), i.e., in order to achieve his goal of retaining his coercive power over Wu, Cao realises that it is time to tear away the polite wrapping and talk bluntly. Thus, to Wu’s concern, Cao not only retorts with a rhetorical question “to convey sarcasm” (Ilie 1994:223), but also demeans her polite move by deliberately using the first-person pronoun ‘I’, following it with a contemptuous sneer (line 16). Cao then further demonstrates his lack of interest and care, and shows no intention to cooperate with Wu (line 17) (Culpeper et al. 2003). Shocked by Cao’s abrupt change of manner, Wu questions him on his intention with fury (line 18). Cao displays in line 19 the initial attempt to alter the nature of the communicative relationship with Wu, and he uses positive terms such as 讲究 (‘emphasise’, ‘advocate’)  and 回报 (reward for thanks) to describe his bribing behaviour. These positive narrations remain surface-realisations and are in contrast with the speaker’s real intention, thus leading to ironic implicature. The irony may be applied to reflect the speaker’s complacency, arrogance and deviousness. The corresponding subtitle (line S) not only fails to represent such ironic intent of the speaker but also suggests that the speaker is asking for returns for himself from some investment. Via sarcasm (line 20) (c.f. 2.1.5), Cao alludes to the fact that Wu and Li have become the victims of his bribery and he has been successful in using them for his illegitimate personal gains in business. To protect her husband, Wu shows an intention to take the responsibility on her own (line 21 and line 22). She warns Cao of his arrogance (line 21) and attacks his face bald-on-record (c.f. 2.1.3) by addressing him with his full name (line 23) to announce their newly formed hostile relationship. 
Just when Wu intends to leave, Cao’s associate − a corrupt cadre from the mill and Li’s old subordinate − Guo stops her (line 24) with a rhetorical question conveying sarcasm and a veiled threat (line 25) (c.f. 2.1.5). Although he addresses Wu with honorifics (line 24)  and the V form of the second singular pronoun ‘您’ (line 25 and line 26), the intention is more sarcastic than polite as he starts counting in detail all the bribes Wu has taken from them. The impoliteness is further enhanced by the application of the modal ‘啊’ (a) at the end of an imperative sentence (line 24), “showing S’s order and warning of H, thus forming a direct face-threat to H” (Xu 2007:145, my translation) (c.f. 2.2.1.3). Then Guo goes on to remind Wu of the other money that she owes to the corrupt group by a sarcastic rhetorical question (line 26) with the modal ‘啊’ (a) at the end, “showing S’s confident attitude to the claim made in the rhetorical question” since ‘啊’ (a) has a specific function of “strongly informing a message or a claim when it appears at the end of a rhetorical question” (Xu 2007:147, my translation) (c.f. 2.2.1.3). Guo also expresses his sarcastic attitude from time to time by using insincere positive politeness (Culpeper et al. 2003) such as ‘your precious daughter’ (line 31) and a rhetorical question (line 32) to indicate “the speaker’s ironic intent for the listener” (Kreuz et al. 1999:1688) (c.f. 2.1.5), enhanced by the paralinguistic feature of sneering, manifesting contempt and threat. Each bribe listed increases the corrupt group’s coercive power (c.f. 2.1.4.3) over Wu. Guo’s accurate account of the lengthy bribery list and Wu’s consistent silence illustrate a gradual but substantial power shift between the interlocutors. Wu seems to be withering in front of Guo’s attack. Just when Guo appears to be carried away with his initial victory over Wu in the power struggle, Wu makes her move to resume her control over the situation by ordering Guo to stop with a bald-on-record utterance (line 34) (c.f. 2.1.2.1). Then she emphasises her firm endeavour to defuse the coercive power imposed on her by promises to return the money (line 35). 
Appearing to play the good man to soften the tension, Chen, another member from the group, seems to try to alleviate the tension and to amend rapport with Wu by including her as 自己人 (our person, friends). In line 37, he enhances the effort by adopting a rhetorical question, on the surface, to convince Wu of the group’s inclusive perception of her. But the friendliness and positiveness are also merely fulfilled at the surface level and veiled underneath is Chen’s threat to and warning of Wu not to endanger the group’s interests which are consistent with her and Li’s personal interests. Such irony may be used to show the speaker’s hypocritical and smiling assassin personality. In the subtitles (line j and line k), bald-on-record strategies are employed where the threatening communicative intent is explicit, making the speaker appear much more direct, rough and less sophisticated. Provoked and nervous, Wu repeats her determination to remove the Sword of Damocles over her head (line 38). Being able to read Wu’s fear disguised under her strong appearance, Guo moves forward to reinforce his attack. He openly belittles Wu’s limited financial resource as ‘your that little salary’, followed with a rhetorical question implying the speaker’s negative opinion of the hearer (line 39). Then he initiates two sarcastic questions (line 40 and line 41). In line 41, Guo’s rhetorical question, appearing to convey his empathy with Wu on the surface, actually entails a marked threat to Wu’s positive face (c.f. 2.1.3), which is shown in his reply indicating his arrogance and gloating over her fear. In the subtitle (line o), a bald-on-record strategy is used, leading to the loss of the rhetorical device that underpins the speaker’s personality. Guo then spares no time before upgrading the attack by indirectly threatening to reveal all the briberies to Li (line 42). The threat is made in the form of a rhetorical question, the sarcasm of which is enhanced by the insincere use of honorifics 李市长 (Mayor Li) and the deferent verb 请 (please) (c.f. 2.1.5). Realising that Guo has successfully established the coercive power (c.f. 2.1.4.3), Cao joins back in to baffle Wu’s interactional goal and tries to achieve his own purpose of forcing the money onto Wu. He firstly exercises power by referring to Li by his full name to show disrespect (in line 43), following it with a rhetorical question indicating his sarcastic attitude and opposite opinion to the literal meaning of the utterance (line 43) (c.f. 2.1.5). A subtle but interesting calculation in Cao’s move to show disrespect lies in the fact that he does not attack Wu directly to her face by addressing her by her full name; instead, he refers to her husband Li by his full name, thus displaying disrespect to Li and understandably also to the wife Wu ( in line 43). Then he explicitly points out that both Wu and Li are now in the same boat with the corrupt group (line 44, 45 and line 46). In other words, all the interests are tangled and intertwined, and Li can harm himself if he executes his coercive power over the corrupt group through his professional duty’s requirement (line 47 and line 48) (c.f. 2.1.4.6). Cao’s utterances clearly describe to Wu how and why their coercive power has been formed over Wu and Li. It is his ultimate claim of victory over Wu in the sequence. Now in a much more powerful position, Cao decisively closes the struggle by handing the case to Wu and asking her to inform Li of the newly formed power balance and interdependence between himself and the corrupt group (line 49). In line 49, Cao uses the marked expression 洗洗脑子 (wash wash brain) to express his negative and insulting attitude towards Wu and Li, and to achieve a face attack (c.f. 2.1.3). In the subtitle (line w), the unmarked verb ‘persuade’ leads to the loss of the speaker’s salient attitudinal sarcasm. Almost to confirm Cao’s victory, Wu loses control of the situation, retreats with fear and refuses with weakness (line 50). Turning his head away from Wu and the case on the ground, Cao proudly summons his group to follow him and to leave the scene (line 51 and line 52). 
In this sequence, use of rhetorical questions to convey sarcasm (c.f. 2.1.5) and threat emerges as the salient face feature in the interaction. During the power struggle, the interlocutors, particularly the corrupt group, constantly employ rhetorical questions to reinforce their attitude and assertions without having to go on record. The veiled threats (c.f. 2.1.3) entailed in the rhetorical questions not only indirectly attack H’s face, but also function as fundamental building blocks to form and enhance S’s coercive power (c.f. 2.1.4.3) over H, illustrating the process of the power shift between the interlocutors which has happened from the beginning to the end of the sequence. Through the analysis of the subtitles, it is found that the omission and down-grading of rapport markers and the change of rapport strategies from verbal irony in the sequence to bald-on-recordness in the subtitles could lead to a difference between the interlocutors’ personality and attitude delineated in the sequence and those represented in the subtitles. The impact of such differences on viewers’ interpretations of the interlocutors’ personality, attitude and intention is to be tested in the final experiment. 
4.8 Conclusion

In summary, the absence of face markers and changes in face strategies emerge as two salient features in face representation in subtitling from the data for this research. The absence of face markers could deny viewers who rely on subtitles access to certain face features that underpin an interlocutor’s personality, attitude and intentions. By the same token, changes in face strategies in subtitling may present interactions, from the aspect of face management, differently from how they are depicted in the films, hence having a possible impact on viewers’ interpretations of interlocutors’ personality, attitude and intentions, when they have to rely on subtitles to retrieve information and cues to facilitate their understanding of the rapport management unfolding in the film sequences. These are the conclusions drawn from the analyst’s independent analysis of face negotiation in the film sequences and corresponding subtitles without any correction from an independent source. Hence, they need to be tested and corrected through a series of audience response tests in an attempt to provide independent evidence of the impact of face management in subtitling on viewers’ reception and response. This step is completed in the following chapter – Chapter 5.

Chapter 5 Audience response tests analysis

5.1 Introduction and pre-textual influence in audience response 
In this chapter, audience response tests (c.f. 3.4 for test design and procedures) are introduced and test results are presented with the analysis investigating factors contributing to the British and the Chinese viewers’ impressions of interlocutors’ personality, attitude and intentions, with a focus on face representation in subtitling. In Chapter 4, we have analysed the six selected sequences (c.f. 4.2-4.7) from perspectives of face negotiation in interactions and face representation in subtitles, and finds that omission of face markers and change of face strateiges often take place in subtitling. We argue at the end of Chapter 4 (c.f. 4.8) that such omissions and changes could significantly impact on viewers, who rely on subtitles, retrieving important face negotiation cues that are offered in source films, and therefore, accumulatively, affect their interpretation of interlocutors’ personality, attitude and intentions. However, these claims which are drawn from the analyst’s independent analysis are prone to subjectivity, and need to be tested and corrected by viewers’ independent reports of their reception and response to face negotiation conveyed in subtitles. As proposed by Mason (2009), reader-response tests (c.f. 3.4) could provide independent evidence of translation impact on text users. Hence, in this study, audience response tests are devised to investigate the impact of subtitles on viewers’ interpretation of interlocutors’ face negotiation represented in the six selected sequences. The aim is achieved through developing open questions in writing and subsequent probing questions in face-to-face interviews (c.f. 3.4.2) to solicit viewers’ response including their impressions and explanations. 
The audience tests are conducted as a corrective to the subjectivity of the analysis undertaken in Chapter 4. Nonetheless, what must be pointed out at the outset is that an audience’s impressions and opinions would inevitably be influenced by social factors such as cultural variables (c.f. 2.1.4.4), personal experiences, professional background, age and gender – what Widdowson (2004:72) calls “pretext”. This study acknowledges that such pre-textual influence on the audience’s response is hardly under the researcher’s control, although efforts to mitigate such effects have been made in the conducting of the experiment. For example, in the wording and formulation of open questions, the analyst has highlighted to the subjects the desirability of basing responses closely on the sequences; e.g., ‘What can you draw from your observation of …in the sequence?’; ‘What is your impression of O’Connor’s manner when he tells Ted the decision?’; ‘What do you think of Ted’s reaction delineated in the sequence?’; and so on. 
In this chapter, both British and Chinese viewers’ responses to the English sequence are presented first. Source language viewers’ – on this occasion the British viewers’ – responses are investigated first, followed by the Chinese viewers’ responses to the English sequence. Subsequently, all viewers’ responses to the Chinese sequence are examined with the Chinese viewers’ opinions analysed first this time. 
5.2 Audience response to sequence 1 (Ted and O’Connor)

5.2.1 British subjects’ responses to sequence 1

· British subjects’ comments on O’Connor
In writing and in face-to-face interviews, the six British subjects expressed consistent views on O’Connor’s personality, attitude and interactional intentions. O’Connor is perceived to be “shifty” (GB2), “sneaky” (GB5) and “calculating” (GB3), “emotionless” (GB2) and “unsympathetic” (GB6) (agreed by GB1, GB3, GB4 and GB5). In reporting the evidence for supporting the impressions, all six subjects refer to their observations of O’Connor’s salient linguistic and body language that reflect his character. For example, O’Connor is considered to be sneaky and calculating because he has pre-planned everything and tries to trade for Ted’s sympathy with empty compliments of no real honesty (GB1, GB2, GB3, GB5 and GB6). This comment is linked to O’Connor’s utterance in the sequence from line 50 to line 55. The audience response affirms the analysis in Chapter 4 (c.f. 4.2) that the utterances constitute a positive politeness strategy for O’Connor to mitigate the FTA arising from the decision to fire Ted and to compensate for his failure to fulfil the expected obligation associated with the terms of friendship. O’Connor’s sneakiness is also shown in the off-record manner in which he delivers the news, which relates to line 30 in the sequence. According to GB2, GB3, GB4 and GB5, O’Connor intends to fire Ted but does not want to use such a strong word, so he makes it sound as if Ted wanted to leave and he was just agreeing with Ted’s wants. This feedback confirms the analysis of this line in Chapter 4 (c.f. 4.2) that the off-record strategy is adopted by the speaker to mask the FTA and the speaker cannot be held responsible for a definite communicative purpose since it is up to the hearer to decide what the intention attributed to the utterance would actually be. Moreover, GB2, GB3, GB4 and GB5 observe O’Connor’s body language as being underpinned with scant engagement, little eye contact, stiff and upright gestures, constantly looking down and playing with the stem of his wine glass. According to them, such body language shows O’Connor’s lack of sympathy and that he is uncomfortable at delivering the news. This response offers evidence for the analysis in Chapter 4 that paralinguistic features complement linguistic output in facilitating the audience’s interpretation of the face interaction. On O’Connor’s attitude, all subjects believe that O’Connor is “disinterested” (GB5), and “resolved” (GB3), not willing to let personal feelings override business considerations. In particular, GB2, GB3, GB4, GB5 and GB6, in explaining their impressions, comment on O’Connor’s reaction both linguistically and in body language to Ted’s joke about Billy at the beginning of the sequence as O’Connor just makes a half-hearted attempt to laugh, hearing the words but not really listening, and not being engaged in the story at all. Such observations of O’Connor are in line with the analysis in Chapter 4 (c.f. 4.2) that O’Connor is not attentive to Ted’s joke as he has his own agenda on his mind. As for O’Connor’s resolved attitude, GB3, GB5 and GB6 say that O’Connor’s body language contributes more to the impression than his linguistic utterances. 

O’Connor never says anything towards Ted’s story except a few grunts and groans and makes a nervous cough before launching into the whole story why he has to fire Ted. Obviously he is resolved since the beginning of the sequence…He does not look at Ted much at first but when he explains the reason for the decision, he does look right into Ted’s eyes. So apparently he has in mind his agenda and he is determined to do it

                                                                                                                    (GB5)

Such a response provides further evidence for the claim in the analysis (c.f. 4.2) that paralinguistic features play a significant role besides linguistic cues in facilitating viewers’ interpretations of the ongoing face negotiation in the sequence. Regarding O’Connor’s interactional goals, all six subjects recognise O’Connor’s intention to fire Ted, but meanwhile try to deflect the blame for the decision from himself onto others and to trade for Ted’s sympathy to appease his own conscience. According to the responses, the evidence of O’Connor’s attempt to deflect the blame is present in lines 34-35 of O’Connor’s utterances. This corresponds to the analysis (c.f. 4.2) that these lines are uttered as a negative politeness strategy for O’Connor to give Ted overwhelming reasons why he has to initiate the FTA in the interaction and to assure Ted that he is aware of and cares for Ted’s wants not to be removed from the job. The responses also reveal the following linguistic and paralinguistic features contributing to the subjects’ impression of O’Connor trying to reduce his sense of guilt. Firstly, O’Connor tries to arouse Ted’s sympathy by appealing to Ted to empathise with him, which is associated with lines 32-33 and lines 36-42 in the sequence. This reflects a similar argument in the analysis (c.f.4.2) that a positive politeness strategy underpinned by in-group markers and repetitions is used to intensify the interest and empathy between the interlocutors. Secondly, another positive politeness strategy is adopted manifesting O’Connor’s marked effort to appeal to Ted’s positive face, which is fulfilled through the utterances in lines 50-55. Thirdly, O’Connor has prepared money to give Ted. The subjects’ interpretation of this act is in accordance with the analysis (c.f. 4.2) that, probably attempting to alleviate his own sense of guilt, O’Connor tries to show his sympathy and support for Ted by expressing a willingness to lend Ted some cash.

· British subjects’ comments on Ted
In response to Ted’s personality, attitude, and interactional goals, GB2, GB3, GB4, GB5 and GB6 have expressed similar views that constitute the trend, while GB1 has presented a significantly different interpretation that departs from the trend. The trend, according to the five subjects, emerges that Ted is perceived to be warm, friendly, open, direct, and slightly naive on work-related issues. The responses demonstrate that Ted’s observable linguistic and paralinguistic behaviours have contributed to the impression. For example, Ted’s warmth and friendliness are shown in “his wrongly perceived camaraderie with O’Connor” (GB3), which is reflected in his efforts “to be endearing to his boss by describing a joke about his child” (GB5). This comment is related to lines 1-9 in the sequence and it echoes the analysis (c.f. 4.2) of the utterances that Ted’s willingness to share the joke with O’Connor indicates Ted’s perception and confirmation of the existing friendship and the joke serves, on Ted’s part, to create a light, relaxing and pleasant atmosphere for the interlocutors to enhance their rapport. On Ted’s paralinguistic behaviour, the viewers express the impression that Ted shows genuine warmth in his body language while addressing O’Connor, such as Ted’s friendly manner, his direct eye contact, his offering of food, his leaning forward gestures and his jovial smile. Such observations are reflected in the analysis (c.f. 4.2) and further confirm the important complementary role of paralinguistic features in viewers’ understanding of the face interaction in the sequence. The linguistic and paralinguistic evidence also supports the conclusion made by the subjects that, regarding the nature of the relationship between the interlocutors, Ted considers O’Connor more of a friend than the other way around. The five subjects’ feedback provides the explanation of Ted’s open and direct personality which is shown in his candid question to O’Connor about whether he is going to be fired. The question is uttered in line 29 in the sequence and the viewers’ remarks match the analysis (c.f. 4.2) that Ted deciphers the implication in O’Connor’s off-record utterance in line 28, so he questions O’Connor directly about his job. GB3 and GB5 report that Ted offering O’Connor some food from his own plate using his own fork also reflects his open and direct personality. 
GB3, GB4, GB5 and GB6 recognise Ted’s naivety in that Ted has only been focussed on his son and is not aware of what is happening around him, nor has he been keeping his eye on the ball as far as the job is concerned. As for Ted’s attitude, the five subjects believe that Ted is not serious about the work issue at first, and then is surprised at the news but he has generally reacted with a fairly controlled attitude showing restraint and pride. In the responses, all five subjects view Ted’s utterances in lines 20-21 as clear evidence of his flippancy towards the issue highlighted by O’Connor. For example, “not realising how serious the situation is, Ted makes fun of the account problem, saying ‘I’ll do a tap dance’, trying to make light of the situation” (GB4) “as if he were still talking to a close friend rather than to his boss about a work problem” (GB6). Such interpretations, although in line with the analysis (c.f. 4.2), do not explicitly expound, as in the analysis, how Ted exploits the joke to re-rank the power factor between him and O’Connor. By the same token, the analysis does not point out unequivocally that such an attempt to re-rank power demonstrates Ted’s flippant attitude towards the issue. The five subjects, in their responses, offer clear accounts of why they regard Ted’s attitude as showing his restraint and pride after being informed of the decision. They interpret Ted’s utterances in lines 43-45 as him trying to play to O’Connor’s better nature and to get O’Connor’s sympathy and understanding of his personal situation. Such an interpretation is slightly different from the analysis (c.f. 4.2) which postulates that Ted is challenging O’Connor in an off-record way which implies Ted’s FTA to O’Connor’s quality face of being perceived as a friend. The analysis (c.f. 4.2) interprets Ted’s utterances as ‘you are clear about my difficult circumstances, how could you fire me at this time, especially when you are a friend of mine’. However, in an off-record way, the repetition in the utterances still enhances the illocutionary force of the implied FTA. Hence, Ted is suggested to have a much more challenging attitude in this analysis (c.f. 4.2) than in the British viewers’ opinions. 
Moreover, the viewers seem to believe Ted’s utterances in lines 47-48 that he is pleading without begging whereas the analysis (c.f. 4.2) argues that Ted implicates that O’Connor is pushing him to beg, though it is worth noting that GB5 reports his understanding as Ted asking O’Connor ‘do you want me to beg for my job’, hence begging in a roundabout way. In other words, the viewers consider lines 47-48 as manifesting Ted’s proud attitude while the analysis suggests that Ted’s move is designed to protect his own quality face, which may also implicate his attitude that O’Connor is pushing him to beg. On Ted’s interactional goals, the five subjects recognise Ted’s ignorance of O’Connor’s agenda  at first, which is reflected in Ted’s light jokes about Billy (lines 1-9) and about the account issue (lines 20-21) and in his jovial and warm manner shown in his body language. Then Ted starts to probe more deeply upon realising O’Connor’s likely intention and further attempts to establish the possible scope of the change. Once clearly informed of O’Connor’s intention, Ted tries to solicit O’Connor’s sympathy and understanding so that he could keep his job and be successful in his son’s custody proceedings. These perceptions are in line with the analysis (c.f.4.2).

Alongside the general trends presented above, GB1 has presented a different interpretation from the other British subjects on Ted’s personality, attitude and intentions. GB1 seems to regard Ted’s “intense manner” of telling the story as an indication that “Ted already senses that there is something up” even at the start of the interaction, and this inevitably leads to a different view of Ted’s intention; i.e., unlike the other British viewers’ belief that Ted has no well-defined interactional goals prior to the entry point of the conversation, GB1’s response shows that he sees “the false lightheartedness of Ted at the start of the clip” as a calculated strategy to avoid “talking about the elephant in the room” and to test the water about O’Connor’s intentions. GB1 claims to have formed such an impression on the basis of “Ted’s intense style of communication”, i.e., Ted’s direct stares at O’Connor. In addition, GB1 interprets Ted’s joke of the tap dance as a shrewd exploitation of the situation by “pretending to be ignorant of the situation” and a subtle move with the purpose of “forcing his boss to show his hand”. This, in turn, as GB1 comments, makes O’Connor more agitated. In line with GB1’s perceptions, it seems that both Ted and O’Connor know that Ted was pretending, testing and exploiting the situation, which is opposite to the other reports. Similarly, GB1 claims that “Ted probably knew all along what was coming”, which implies his view of Ted’s knowledge of O’Connor’s intention. On Ted’s attitude, GB1 notices that “Ted’s tone was slightly aggressive” when asking whether and why he was fired. On Ted’s other traits and attitude, in accordance with the other British viewers’ views, GB1 sees that Ted kept his dignity when asking for help “as a friend”, and was disgusted by O’Connor’s offer of money. The face-to-face interview reveals the probable reasons for the departures in GB1’s perceptions of Ted, i.e., the influence of pre-textual factors constituting preconceptions and personal experience. Firstly, in comments in writing and in the interview, GB1 seems to preconceive that a film is expected to be full of dramas. Hence, in GB1’s eyes, Ted is bound to have more complicated thoughts and intentions than simply not knowing what is going to happen to him. Secondly, GB1 also mentions similar past personal experience when he was forced to resign. According to his opinion, it would be almost impossible for the employee to be unable to detect any smoke before the fire. The departures resulting from such pre-textual influences should not invalidate the general trends which emerged from the other British subjects’ data.
5.2.2 Chinese subjects’ responses to sequence 1 via subtitles

· Chinese subjects’ comments on O’Connor via subtitles
Generally, the Chinese subjects (except CH5) perceive O’Connor as a “sympathetic” (CH2, CH3, CH4) and “humane” (CH1, CH3, CH4, CH6) manager “with good people skills” (CH1, CH3, CH4, CH6). The writing and interview data further show that such impressions are underpinned by the five Chinese subjects’ interpretations of O’Connor’s linguistic and paralinguistic behaviours. For example, they seem to regard O’Connor’s compliments to Ted (lines x-CC) as a “genuine” appreciation of Ted’s talent, and “a comfort to Ted, to make Ted feel better and find it easier to accept the fact” (CH1, CH3, CH4, CH6), i.e., they show O’Connor’s concerns for Ted’s feelings. Moreover, the response suggests that the five subjects consider O’Connor’s account of pressure from above (lines f-n) a direct and honest confession rather than a face strategy that enables him to hold others responsible and thus alleviate his sense of guilt, as interpreted by the British subjects. 
There may be two reasons for the Chinese subjects’ different impressions. Firstly, as pointed out in the sequence analysis (c.f. 4.2), in the subtitles, there are some noticeable omissions of positive politeness in-group markers demonstrating the speaker’s attitude and intentions towards the hearer, such as ‘now, look’ (line f), ‘listen’ (line j), an illocutionary repetition to enhance S’s sympathy with H in line n; an adverb ‘really’ to exaggerate S’s sincerity and even a complete utterance (line g) to give H reasons for assuming reflexivity (Brown and Levinson 1987:128). The omission of these markers highlighting the speaker’s positions may deny the audience who rely on subtitles access to the linguistic cues in this aspect. Secondly, although the Chinese viewers have the same access to the visual cues, i.e., body language, in interpreting the interlocutor’s interactional attitude and goals, they may not be able to identify or decipher them, or rather may produce a different explanation of some salient features of body language applied in the American culture due to cultural variables (c.f. 2.1.4.4). For example, CH3 and CH4 explicitly comment on O’Connor’s body language when uttering lines 32-42 as “showing that he is quite sorry and regrets that he cannot do much about it” (CH4); “the manner he says it is very sincere and his expression shows some pain and reluctance” (CH3). These comments on O’Connor’s manner and body language are in contrast with those from the British subjects that O’Connor is awkward, clumsy and lacks professionalism, and his facial expressions are forced and lack genuineness (c.f. 2.1.4.4). Another of O’Connor’s salient paralinguistic features that is commented on by all the British subjects in explaining their impressions of his personality lies in his lack of concentration during Ted’s joke and offer of food. On this salient paralinguistic feature, CH3 and CH5 make no comments either in writing or in the interviews; CH1 and CH6 just mention briefly in their writing that “O’Connor has no mood for lunch”; CH4 reports in the interview in a general manner that “O’Connor constantly dodges Ted’s gaze and his face is quite red”; while CH2 interprets the feature as “O’Connor listens with patience…适时地
 stops Ted” (c.f. 2.1.4.4). These accounts are significantly different from the British viewers’ insightful feedback on O’Connor’s body language as “showing his impatience…very uncomfortable…trying to avoid eye contact with Ted by playing with the stem of the wine glass…just want to get that bit of the conversation done” (GB5, agreed by all the other British subjects). 
On O’Connor’s intention, all six Chinese subjects are able to understand that he is determined to fire Ted. Such an understanding, according to the test data, is informed by the subtitle line d, on which CH1, CH2, CH3, CH4 and CH5 describe as a “direct” notification. Such an opinion of O’Connor’s direct manner, i.e., the bald-on-record style, is a departure from the British subjects’ interpretation that O’Connor tries to avoid using the strong word of ‘firing’ by making it sound as if Ted himself wants to go  (c.f. 5.2.1). The different impressions may arise from the change of the off-record strategy in line 30 to the bald-on-record tactic in the subtitle line d. The direct linguistic delivery reflected in the subtitle line d may also contribute to the Chinese subjects’ perception of O’Connor’s determined attitude. 
Other factors that may have contributed to the Chinese subjects’ impressions of O’Connor’s humane personality and sympathetic attitude but may not be of direct relevance to the impact of the subtitle, could relate to cultural variables in pragmatic conventions (c.f. 2.1.4.4), e.g., what is perceived to be an appropriate manner to sack people across cultures. Unlike the British subjects, CH1, CH2, CH3, CH4 and CH6 believe that it is very considerate for O’Connor to tell Ted the decision in a restaurant. In addition, CH2, CH3, CH4 and CH6 also see O’Connor’s offer of money as showing his sympathy for Ted and his desire to help Ted by tiding him over the period of unemployment, which is different from the British subjects’ belief that O’Connor is trying to alleviate his sense of guilt (c.f. 2.1.4.4). 
On the relationship between Ted and O’Connor, the five Chinese subjects report their understanding that there generally is some friendship between them. When the subjects are further probed for evidence supporting the understanding, body language emerges as the main source of information. But the comments are featured with uncertain markers such as “应该是有吧
” (CH2, CH3), “seem to …err…I believe, appear to” (CH1, CH6). It is possible that paralinguistic features in the sequence, which are normally referred to by the British viewers to complement or enhance their opinions formed via linguistic and prosodic messages, may not offer informational cues to the same extent or perhaps may offer different cues  to the Chinese viewers due to cultural variables. The agreement of the Chinese respondents seems to suggest that they do rely on visual and verbal cues but that the former may mislead them. This provides valid evidence in answer to the question in the aims and objectives (c.f. 1.1) that audiences do turn to paralinguistic semiotic codes, i.e., body language and prosodic features for gathering what they need to know about face, and these paralinguistic cues, like linguistic ones, are underpinned by cultural differences, and therefore audiences may have cross-cultural difficulty in interpreting them. 
CH5’s response, which to some extent resembles the British viewers’ opinions of O’Connor, constitutes an interesting departure from the trend. CH5 summarises O’Connor as “a professional manager who focusses on self interest, and seem to be kind on the surface but is sophisticated inside. He is resolved in problem-solving and has some hypocrisy in his personality.” Such impressions, shown in CH5’s response, are based on his distinct interpretation of O’Connor’s linguistic outputs, which have been significantly influenced by Ted’s last bald-on-record FTA (line 59). For example, according to CH5, there could be two interpretations of O’Connor’s description of pressure from above. 
Firstly, the claim is credible and O’Connor has been criticised by his boss for Ted’s poor performance, thus the pressure to fire Ted. Secondly, it is an excuse and O’Connor is trying to hold others responsible for the decision. From Ted’s curse at the end, I think the second interpretation is more accurate for the context.

                                                                                                                                 (CH5)
A similar impact can also be seen in CH5’s impression of O’Connor’s compliments of Ted’s capability. “Ted’s reaction shows that Ted sees the compliments as some grand and empty words, therefore his anger.” (CH5). Such an impact is further demonstrated in CH5’s conjectural conclusion of the relationship between Ted and O’Connor that “they have a normal and very familiar super-ordinate and subordinate relationship at the beginning. But as things unfold, Ted’s strong curse at the end makes me feel that there might be some grudges in the relationship before” (CH5). This may suggest that perhaps CH5 has a problem in relating Ted’s curse to what has preceded it, i.e., it is more unexpected for him than for the British viewers (c.f. 2.1.4.4), hence the notable impact on his understanding of O’Connor’s interactions and the interlocutors’ relationship. This issue, according to the analysis in the next section, appears to be shared by all the Chinese subjects in their comments on Ted. An interesting departure in CH5’s response is that like the British subjects, CH5 seems to believe that O’Connor’s plan to choose to tell Ted the decision while they are out for lunch in a restaurant, to prepare some money to offer Ted, and to communicate an important matter in a rather simplistic style, i.e., decision announcement, empty compliments, and then refusing to help, are “inappropriate and lack consideration”. These probably also contribute to the effect that CH5’s impressions of O’Connor’s personality are closer to those of the British subjects’. This may not have direct relevance to the impact of the subtitles, but it shows that cultural variables (c.f. 2.1.4.4) may not be absolutely distinct, which supports Spencer-Oatey’s (2000:4) claim that “there is no absolute set of features that can distinguish definitively one cultural group from another”. 
· Chinese subjects’ comments on Ted via subtitles
The Chinese respondents see Ted as “capable” (CH2, CH3, CH4, CH5), “confident” (all six subjects), “strong, and stubborn” (CH2, CH3, CH4, CH5, CH6). They seem to believe that Ted has a “fiery and impetuous attitude” (CH4 and CH6 agreed by CH2, CH3 and CH5), and he is unable to recognise O’Connor’s plan at first, and later he tries to keep the job by highlighting his domestic difficulties and expressing the hope that O’Connor can help as a friend. All the Chinese subjects observe that at the beginning Ted is relaxed and light-hearted, telling a joke to O’Connor to show his good relationship with the boss. This corresponds with the analysis (c.f. 4.2) and the British subjects’ impression. 
Nonetheless, such consensual views barely reappear in other aspects regarding Ted’s personality and attitude. For example, on Ted’s response to the account issue (lines T-U), all the Chinese subjects report the understanding via the subtitles that Ted’s response demonstrates his great confidence that O’Connor will let him deal with the account and he is very capable of resolving the issue and that he is keen to please and impress O’Connor. This constitutes a considerable difference from the British viewers’ interpretation that Ted jokes about the issue, showing his flippant attitude and ignorance of the seriousness of the situation. The difference arises probably due to the change of the off-record joke in the sequence that Ted relies on to re-negotiate P between him and O’Connor to a positive politeness statement in the subtitle. The departure in the Chinese viewers’ responses corresponds with the expectation in the analysis (c.f. 4.2). 
A similarly striking impact of subtitling on viewers’ understanding of the ongoing interaction can also be observed in the Chinese subjects’ views on Ted’s last utterance to O’Connor (line GG). All six Chinese viewers highlight in their responses that line GG “is too strong and out of context” (CH2), “a bit impetuous and lacking calmness” (CH3 and CH6) “not very appropriate” (CH4) and “过激
” (CH5). CH2, CH3, CH4 and CH6 further express that they do not understand why Ted would use so strong a word as “无耻” (shamelessness, no sense of shame). In this utterance, the bald-on-record FTA (line 59) is changed into a direct positive face attack manifesting the speaker’s intention to damage the hearer’s positive face in the subtitle (line GG) since the Chinese face attack 耻 is much more poignant and damaging. This is in line with the analysis (c.f.4.2). There could also be the possibility that the Chinese respondents have a problem in relating Ted’s vehemence to what has preceded it. In other words, perceptions of what has happened up to this point lead the Chinese viewers not to expect Ted’s strong reaction (c.f. 2.1.4.4). This example (line GG) has, as shown in the data, served as the major contributor to the impression of Ted’s fieriness and impetuosity, and demonstrates a clear influence on CH5’s perceptions of O’Connor’s attributes as discussed above. 
Other factors that contribute to the Chinese viewers’ perception of Ted being strong and stubborn appear to lie in their interpretations of lines q-s and lines u-v. In CH1, CH2, CH3 and CH5’s answers, expressions are used like Ted “highlighting” his difficulties and expressing “his hope” that O’Connor can help, which reflects their opinion of Ted’s stronger attitude than the British viewers seem to believe, i.e., Ted is pleading. The Chinese viewers’ perception seems to be closer to the analysis (c.f. 4.2) that Ted is trying to challenge O’Connor (in an off-record way). The response data also explain that the impression is underpinned by the apprehension of the two parallel rhetorical questions that seem to accentuate the strength of questioning, the seriousness on Ted’s face and his direct stare at O’Connor. Moreover, relying on the subtitle (line u) of Ted’s off-record utterance (line 47), the Chinese viewers appear not able to decipher Ted’s implicature in the utterance that O’Connor pushes him to beg. Hence, to the Chinese viewers, line u serves as an on-record declaration with no implied meaning. In other words, line u appears to fail to convey Ted’s off-record intention entailed in line 47. This may have contributed to the Chinese viewers’ impression of Ted’s stubbornness. 
5.3 Audience response to sequence 4 (Yang and Li)

5.3.1 Chinese subjects’ responses to sequence 4
· Chinese subjects’ comments on Yang
On Yang’s personality, attitude and intentions, CH1, CH2, CH3, CH5 and CH6 report similar views that form a trend, while CH4 introduces a different interpretation that departs from the trend. The five subjects’ responses reveal that they all perceive Yang as a leader of integrity and principles, with a definite and selfless purpose to find out the real cause of the Zhong Fang problems while bearing no secret political intrigues. They seem to believe that at the public meeting, Yang’s words imply his suspicion of Li’s role in Zhong Fang’s problem and Yang’s initial judgment that Li should at least take partial blame for the mill’s problems. Such an impression, shown in the interview data, is underpinned by the interpretation of Yang’s utterances (lines 12-13, line 15) at the meeting. For example, the Chinese subjects recognise that lines 12-13 indicate in a rather explicit manner Yang’s “指责
 and suspicion” (CH2), “his pointing at Li” (CH1, CH3, CH6), and “Yang’s belief that Zhong Fang’s fundamental problem is in Li” (CH5) in front of the other participants. They also highlight in their comments that the “noticeable target” in Yang’s indirect speech, i.e., the indirectness, adopted due to the number of participants, does not significantly mitigate the FTA because it does not blur the victim of the FTA. This understanding corresponds with the analysis that (c.f. 4.5) the utterance entails an off-record challenge casting Yang’s doubt on Li’s role in the Zhong Fang issue in front of the other participants at the meeting, and the Chinese expression, although enabling Yang not to have to blame Li in a bald-on-record manner in front of other people, still carries a marked FTA threatening Li’s face. The five Chinese subjects further comment on the utterances as, although they convey Yang’s suspicion, they do not reflect Yang having secret political intrigues to oust Li. Instead, they at most in a way demonstrate that Yang is not very experienced in handling thorny issues and sensitive situations (CH2, CH3, CH5 and CH6) (c.f. 2.1.4.4). On line 15, the five Chinese subjects interpret it as Yang’s request to all the meeting participants to express their views on the issue; meanwhile, they also perceive it as Yang’s indirect response implying his dissatisfaction with Li’s on-record question. This is in line with the analysis (c.f. 4.5) that Yang uses an off-record strategy of addressing the general participants to avoid direct confrontation with Li and to show his dissatisfaction with Li’s over-sensitive and defensive attitude. In addition, the Chinese subjects comment on Yang’s assertive speech at the start of the meeting as showing his insightfulness, decisiveness and determination in his leadership, which is expected of him as the Party leader (c.f. 2.1.4.4). This observation echoes the analysis (c.f. 4.5) that emphatic devices and bald-on-recordness are employed to highlight the speaker’s identity, the associated attributes and his power status.

On Yang’s attitude, the five Chinese subjects seem to believe that he is generally much more indirect, mild and tactful in his talk than Li. The interview data reveal that the opinion is mainly supported by their views of Yang’s approach and utterances in the private meeting. Prior to the private conversation, Yang acknowledges his background as a soldier (line 19). The Chinese subjects see it as Yang’s apology to Li for his suspicion expressed at the public meeting and also as Yang paving the way for and mitigating the FTAs that he has to initiate afterwards. This matches the analysis (c.f. 4.5) that line 19 constitutes a negative politeness strategy “admitting the impingement” (Brown and Levinson 1987:188). They interpret lines 20-24 as Yang’s efforts of good gesture to show his understanding of and care for Li’s face and feelings, thus to win Li’s trust and to encourage Li to communicate his views of the issue. Along similar lines, they seem to believe that lines 25-27 express Yang’s trust in Li, his respect for Li’s opinions and his hope that Li would cooperate to resolve the issue, which demonstrates “Yang’s prudence and inclusive approach” in handling the matter (CH1) (c.f. 2.1.4.4). CH3 and CH5 concur with this view. These interpretations reflect the analysis in section 4.5 that Yang tries to use various positive politeness strategies to enhance rapport with Li in the private meeting so as to solicit Li’s cooperation in resolving the issue. The five subjects’ impression of Yang’s tactfulness is further shown in their comments on line 33-39. “Yang’s indirect approach demonstrates his intention to alleviate the threat to Li’s face, and arouses Li’s conjecture of Yang’s standpoint. In other words, Yang wants Li to speak out what is in Yang’s mind so as to avoid direct damage to Li’s face, which would have been caused if Yang had made the direct claim himself that Li was the key” (CH1, CH2, CH3, CH5). Although this is slightly different to the argument in the analysis (c.f. 4.5) that the indirectness serves to defer the FTA rather than mitigate the FTA, both the subjects’ response and the analysis manifest Yang’s hesitance to initiate the FTA and his concern for Li’s face. CH1 and CH5 further explain that there could be two interpretations of lines 33-39. On the one hand, Yang may imply that since Li was the leader of the mill six years ago, Li perhaps knows what is the cause and core of the issue; hence Li should have the key to the answer.  On the other hand, Yang may also mean that because Li is now the Mayor of the municipal government, he plays a leading role in resolving the matter; hence Li is the key. In other words, CH1 and CH5 seem to consider lines 33-39 an off-record strategy for Yang to express his position without being held on-record. This is a helpful correction and complement to the analysis (c.f. 4.5) on these lines. The Chinese subjects also recognise that Yang communicates his serious concern (lines 44-48) over the grave problem at Zhong Fang in an implied manner to mitigate face threats, which is in line with the analysis (c.f. 4.5).

It is interesting to note that none of the five Chinese subjects have spontaneously referred to the impact of the change of honorifics on their understanding of Yang’s rapport management, which may demonstrate that honorifics do not necessarily constitute salient face markers in viewers’ interpretations of face management in interactions. However, body language does emerge as important in the Chinese viewers’ impressions of Yang’s face management. For example, all five Chinese subjects highlight that contributing to their impressions of Yang being mild, gentle and compromising are Yang’s humbled acts and patient accommodation of Li by proactively approaching Li and sitting down beside him to shorten the distance between them, illustrating Yang’s willingness to talk and compromise (accompany lines 19-20); Yang’s gentle facial expressions showing considerateness when uttering lines 23-24; Yang’s pacing up and down illustrating his frustration, concerns and pressure when he has to initiate the FTA (lines 31-39) after his futile effort to reach Li for his opinions and cooperation. This further confirms the finding in the analysis of audience responses to sequence 1 (c.f. 5.2.1) that body language serves as an important semiotic of face in viewers’ interpretations of face interactions on the screen. Whether the British viewers would be able to pick up and produce similar explanations of the Chinese semiotic markers embodied in the interlocutors’ body language is to be examined in 5.3.2 on the British response to this sequence. 

Along with the general trends emerging from CH1, CH2, CH3, CH5 and CH6’s responses, there are marked departures in CH4’s interpretations of Yang’s personality, attitude and intentions. CH4 appears to believe that there is a power struggle between Yang and Li, and Yang has a political intrigue to defeat Li by exploiting the Zhong Fang case. CH4 claims in the interview that such an impression is based on his understanding of “a lot of things that Yang has said” (CH4), such as lines 12-13, line 27, lines 37-39, and line 48. CH4 interprets these utterances as Yang’s explicit innuendoes reflecting his firm belief that Li should be blamed for the issue and as showing Yang’s impatient attitude to make the power struggle public (c.f. 2.1.4.4). Hence, he summarises Yang as a small person, impatient to fulfil his own political ambition through inappropriate means. Such salient departures may be attributed to the pre-textual factors revealed in the interview that include CH4’s self-acknowledged insufficient understanding of the power hierarchy between a Secretary of the Communist Party and a Mayor in the Communist political structure and CH4’s possible over-interpretation of Li’s study at the Central Communist Party School as “a short-cut to the top of the pyramid and a guarantee for a significant promotion, so Yang feels the pressure and may want to use Zhong Fang’s issue to derail Li”. 

· Chinese subjects’ comments on Li
On Li’s personality, attitude and intentions, the six Chinese subjects have expressed exceptional unanimity of views. The responses show that they generally perceive Li as an honest person with integrity, who sticks to his principles, is strong and adamant. The subjects recognise that Li may have some misunderstanding of Yang’s intentions and that is why he has a direct, defensive, confrontational and indignant attitude throughout the public and private meetings. The subjects seem to believe that Li’s intentions are to highlight his innocence and to defend his position, warning off any possible intrigues against him personally. The interview data demonstrate that these impressions are drawn from the subjects’ interpretations of Li’s utterances and body language. For example, they notice that, at the public meeting, Li’s facial expressions are very serious and rigid, and that he sighs occasionally which shows that he has been under considerable pressure. Then Li interrupts Yang in lines 10-11, on which CH1, CH2, CH4, and CH5 comment that Li demonstrates the urge to explain and defend himself, which may indicate Li’s suspicion that Yang’s words are pointing at him, hence his defensive attitude. This interpretation is in line with the analysis (c.f. 4.5) that Li defends himself and challenges Yang in an off-record way. CH1, CH3, CH5 and CH6 further claim that Li’s directness is illustrated in line 14 where Li “questions Yang directly and openly” (i.e., on-record) on his standpoint and “Li is clearly dissatisfied with Yang for pointing his finger at Li”. This corresponds with the analysis (c.f. 4.5) that Li goes on record to question Yang with the emphatic particle ‘啊’ to accentuate his dissatisfaction in a direct manner. Such dissatisfaction is further indicated, according to the six Chinese subjects, in lines 16-17 when Li on the one hand highlights to the participants that they can openly express their opinions, saying in an implied way to them that he is guiltless and is not afraid of people talking about it openly; and on the other hand he responds to Yang’s previous utterance (line 15), indicating Li’s attitude and challenge to Yang that Yang can be open and unambiguous about his position and Li is not the least fearful of it. The interpretation echoes the analysis (c.f. 4.5) that lines 16-17 constitute Li’s off-record challenge to Yang to be direct. 
At the private meeting, the Chinese subjects comment on Li’s attitude as “indignant and confrontational”. They point out that Yang has been trying to win Li’s trust and cooperation to resolve the Zhong Fang problem, but Li, probably due to the aggravated disagreement at the public meeting, refuses to trust Yang’s good will and confronts Yang on his preconceptions and intentions. The subjects interpret lines 28-30 as Li’s misunderstanding of and refusal to accept Yang’s goodwill gesture and his move to throw the responsibility of resolving the issue back to Yang. The subjects also observe that Li is infuriated and feels wronged (lines 40-43) when Yang has to unfold his concerns (lines 31-39) over the key to resolving the issue. They seem to believe that Li’s indignation is understandable and shows that he is a person of high integrity, dignity and principle (c.f. 2.1.4.4). Li’s adamant determination to defend himself is lastly shown in lines 49-53 where he warns Yang openly off any intrigue against him. The subjects appear to perceive Li’s strong wordings as a probable consequence of his misapprehension of Yang’s intentions. Thus, they are regarded as demonstrating Yang’s honest and adamant personality, determined attitude, and clear intention to defend his innocence (c.f. 2.1.4.4). 

In the interview, the subjects respond that Li’s salient body language enhances his image as a straightforward, honest, proud and adamant leader. At the beginning of the private meeting, the subjects note that Li sits down at some distance from Yang, and Yang, the more powerful figure in the Communist hierarchy, has to approach him for the conversation. This underlines Li’s indignant attitude and his determined intention to keep his distance from Yang. When Li talks, in line with the subjects’ observation, he looks ahead or away from Yang most of the time to avoid eye contact with Yang, showing his distrust of Yang and his disinterest in what Yang has to say. Li’s abrupt rise from his chair and storming out affirms the viewers’ comprehension of his personality and attitude. 
5.3.2 British subjects’ responses to sequence 4 via subtitles
· British subjects’ comments on Yang via subtitles
After watching the Chinese sequence with English subtitling, GB1, GB3, GB4, GB5 and GB6 seem to share similar views of Yang’s personality, attitude and intentions while GB2 voices a different interpretation that bears more resemblance to the Chinese subjects’ opinions. 

Contributing to a trend, the five British subjects (GB1, GB3, GB4, GB5, GB6) argue that Yang appears to have a “slimy” (GB1, GB3 and GB6), “devious, duplicitous” (GB5) and “sneaky” (GB4) personality. He has his own ambition for political gain, merely using the Zhong Fang issue as an excuse and a subterfuge, and his attitude towards Li is cool, sarcastic and aggressive at the public meeting and then he pretends to be warm and friendly to Li in order to open Li up for his own political gain. Underpinning these impressions are the subjects’ interpretations of Yang’s utterances via subtitles and his body language. GB1, GB4 and GB5 point out in the response that line G “does not make sense in the context because ‘Rome is not built in a day’ is normally used to describe building something rather than ruining something. Maybe Yang is trying to be sarcastic here” (GB5). This impact of the subtitle line G corresponds with the analysis (c.f. 4.5) that Yang’s utterance (line 7) constitutes a Chinese proverb quoted to metaphorically delineate a negative far-reaching consequence, while the subtitle line G has a positive connotation, and in this context could only be perceived as displaying a veiled insincerity.  All five subjects highlight the fact that they gain the impression of Yang being ambitious and aggressive to Li at the public meeting mainly through line L. To them, line L shows Yang’s complete denial of and attack on Li’s self-defence in front of the other party members. “That is almost the same as accusing Li of corruption” (GB1) and “Yang does seem quite ambitious since he is willing to cast aspersions on the role of Li in the factory debacle in public” (GB3, agreed by GB4), i.e., “Yang rubbishes what Li said and tries to apportion blame onto Li” (GB5). This impression of Yang’s attitude and intention is much more negative than that of the Chinese subjects (except CH4) who seem to believe that line 12 shows nothing but Yang’s suspicion. The difference may be attributed to the impact of the particle “嘛” (c.f. 2.2.1.3) which, in Chinese, expresses the speaker’s emphasis on the obvious reasonableness and objectivity of the FTA and mitigates the speaker’s personal belief or impingement in the FTA. Hence, it serves as a negative politeness device. The absence of the particle in the subtitle line L means that Yang’s intention not to impinge is not communicated and changes his utterance into a bald-on-record FTA without any redress which may further be augmented by the presence of the third parties. 
On Yang’s attitude towards Li at the public meeting, it is also worth noting that the Chinese subjects are able to read Yang’s dissatisfaction with Li’s defensive attitude via line 15 (c.f. 5.3.1), while the British subjects, although commenting on line O as well in the response, fail to recognise this attitude in Yang and appear to simply believe that Yang is exercising his power to ask the participants to speak out their views. In line with the analysis (c.f. 4.5), this may be because Yang uses an off-record strategy in line 15 to communicate his dissatisfaction and to try not to be held on record, but in the subtitle line O the off-record strategy disappears due to the application of the pronoun ‘you’, leaving only the surface fulfilment of conveying negative politeness to the other participants at the meeting. 
As for what happens at the private meeting, the British subjects (except GB2) make a markedly different interpretation from the Chinese subjects’ (except CH4) perception that Yang is genuine in his efforts to build rapport with Li to find out the real cause of the Zhong Fang issue and to win Li’s cooperation in resolving the problem. They report their understanding of Yang’s intention to butter Li up privately, in contrast to his aggression towards Li at the public meeting, for his own political gain, which enhances their impression of Yang’s devious personality and underhand manner. When providing the evidence for Yang’s buttering up Li, GB1. GB3, GB4 and GB5 mention the effect of lines T-a. The British subjects, relying on the subtitles (lines T-a), produce a different interpretation of Yang’s attitude and intentions. Specifically, the Chinese subjects regard lines 20-27 as showing Yang’s genuine care for Li’s face and his respect for Li’s opinions (c.f. 5.3.1), but the British viewers see lines T-a as demonstrating Yang’s intention to blandish Li and his sneaky personality. One possible explanation of the different understanding may lie in the omission of face markers in the subtitle (lines T-a) as analysed in 4.5. Yang’s efforts seem to be compromised in the subtitle where emphatic markers highlighting his genuineness and sincerity are omitted. The omitted markers include the emphatic adverb ‘其实’ (‘actually’) in line 20 which accentuates the effect that Yang’s belief
 is so strong that it almost amounts to a fact, the negative politeness hedge ‘只是’ (‘only’) to show his respect for Li’s negative face in line 22, and ‘是你一句话’ (‘is your one sentence’) in line 27 to highlight his full respect for and unconditional acceptance of Li’s views and decisions, plus his considerate description of Li’s ‘难言之隐’ (‘dilemma that is difficult to communicate or verbalise’) that is simplified as ‘difficulty’ in line X (c.f.4.5). 

On body language, GB1 and GB4 emphasise in the response that “both characters seem to be very unemotional throughout the whole scene…lack of body language and facial expression” (c.f. 2.1.4.5). They seem to be “amazed” that “in such intense situations, there is little emotion”. They further point out that “the one bit of body language that one gets from the film is Yang’s smile; it is a kind of evil smile of a slimy person” (GB1, agreed by GB4). However, no Chinese subjects interpret Yang’s smile in this way (c.f. 2.1.4.4). GB5 comments that both interlocutors have “rigid and closed” body language, unlike the open body language in Kramer vs. Kramer. He explains his impression of Yang standing “with the position of dominance” when telling Li his concerns that the corruption at the mill is just the tip of the iceberg. This impression is echoed in GB6’s response that Yang “stands over Li, dominating him”. But this is different from the Chinese subjects’ impression of Yang’s body language showing frustration and concerns. GB3 only makes one comment on Yang’s body language which is Yang’s “calmness” that “suggests great self confidence and ambitions”, while the Chinese subjects interpret Yang’s calmness as showing his determination to get to the bottom of the issue (c.f. 2.1.4.4). This evidence seems to echo the finding that body language makes an important contribution to viewers’ interpretations of interlocutors’ face management. Face markers in body language, like those in linguistic outputs, are also underpinned by salient cultural variables, and audiences may have cross-cultural difficulty in interpreting the meanings of paralinguistics. Hence, it is necessary to represent interpersonal meanings expressed via paralingusitics in subtitling. 
Departing from the trend of the British viewers’ responses, GB2’s impressions of Yang’s personality, attitude and intentions are consistent with those of the Chinese subjects. The response data reveal that “I [GB2] gain the impressions through the way he (Yang) delivered his statements and the tone of his voice”, i.e., Yang’s body language and prosody. For example, GB2 summarises repeatedly throughout the response his general impression of Yang “coming across as genuine and not out to put blame on Li or to get Li” in whatever Yang states. Particularly, GB2 observes that in the private meeting, Yang “paced up and down thinking about what he was about to say and also letting out a sigh as though he was wondering how he would get through to Li”. This observation is in line with the Chinese subjects’ perception. The departure may be explained by the pre-textual factor of GB2’s personal experience. Although having never been to China, not able to speak Chinese, nor possessing good knowledge of Chinese culture, GB2 has several Chinese friends whom he has known for years and the interaction with them may have improved his understanding of the Chinese people’s body language. Moreover, GB2 reports that Yang’s friendly and warm attitude is also shown by his referring to Li by Li’s first name, whereas Li responds to him using ‘Mr.’. But the use of honorifics does not prove to have a noticeable impact on the other British viewers’ opinions of Yang’s attitude. It is worth noting that, consistent with the other British viewers’ interpretation, GB2 does not recognise Yang’s implied dissatisfaction with Li via line O, either. 

· British subjects’ comments on Li via subtitles 
GB1, GB3, GB4, GB5 and GB6 appear to perceive Li as an honourable, straightforward and one-dimensional person who resists being blamed and manipulated by Yang for his political gain. They comment on Li’s attitude as being direct and cold. Nonetheless, the response data also reveal that they seem to regard Li as “appearing submissive and subordinate to Yang” (GB6) and his verbal reactions to Yang as being a bit “weak” (GB1) and “passive” (GB5), which is different from the Chinese subjects’ impression that Li is strong and confrontational in his language. For example, GB1 highlights in his response that “in a way it is strange why Li does not react strongly in the public meeting as everyone in the meeting would assume he is part of the corruption. He does not fight back in public at all”. GB4 also states that he is unsure why Li says lines 10-11 and fails to recognise Li’s disagreement with and challenge to Yang; nor does GB4 read Li’s dissatisfaction in line 14. One possible explanation may lie in the omission of the salient face markers in the subtitles (lines J-K, and line N) of Li’s utterances. As argued in the analysis (c.f. 4.5), the omission of the emphatic devices
 underlining Li’s strong disagreement with and challenge to Yang’s assertions may impact on the British viewers’ response via subtitles. In addition, the unmarked general interrogative feature of an ordinary question in line N, according to audience response, also seems to fail to communicate Li’s dissatisfaction with Yang which is expressed in the original utterance through a stronger rhetorical question delivered in a falling tone, accentuating the speaker’s assertiveness and further enhanced by the emphatic particle ‘啊’. It is noteworthy that, as in the case of the response to Yang’s attitude implied in the off-record utterance (line 15), none of the six British subjects is able to read Li’s challenge to Yang implicated in Li’s off-record strategy (line 17). In line with the analysis (c.f. 4.5), this may be due to the use of the pronoun ‘you’ in the subtitle line Q, which renders the loss of one of Li’s important communicative intentions, and the disappearance of the ironic implicature in the idiom ‘摆到桌面上来’ (present on the table) in line Q.

Li’s verbal reaction to Yang during the private conversation is also considered “weak” (GB1), “passive” (GB5), “controlled” (GB6) and “reluctantly cooperative in the discussion” (GB4). When explaining their impressions, GB1 and GB5 comment on lines n-q as “a kind of statement made from someone in a weaker position…because it sounds like talking up to someone higher and more powerful” (GB1). The questions are “not as aggressive and it is a lot more passive…Li is just trying to be indirect for Yang’s and his own face” (GB5). These comments seem to support the conclusion in the analysis (c.f.4.5) that the change of face strategies in the subtitles lines n-q may produce a significant impact on the British viewers’ impressions of Li’s attitude towards Yang. The change of face strategies causes the disappearance in the subtitles (lines n-q) of the parallel pattern used in the utterance (lines 40-43) to enhance the FTA. Instead, the FTA in line o is expressed via an ordinary question form with a redress to Yang’s negative face, and line q not only puts the FTA in a question form but also shows Li’s positive politeness through an “optimistic and presumptuous” assumption of Yang’s favourable opinion of Li (Brown and Levinson 1987:127). In addition, GB1, GB4, GB5 and GB6 suggest that Li’s statement in line y also seems to indicate that Li is weaker and he is acknowledging that Yang has more power than he does. The impression, as proposed in the analysis (c.f. 4.5), may be induced by the omission in the subtitle (line y) of the exaggerative adverb ‘完全’ (‘totally’ in line 51) that is applied for sarcasm. 

On Li’s body language, the response data show that the subjects seem to generally believe that Li’s body language is reserved and rigid, showing extreme tenseness and repression. The British subjects make different observations on some of Li’s salient body language (c.f. 2.1.4.4). Firstly, GB3 interprets Li’s facial expression at the beginning of the public meeting as showing his “annoyance” whereas the Chinese subjects generally perceive it as suggesting that Li is under tremendous pressure. Secondly, GB3 notices that Li sits away from Yang at the start of the private meeting and seldom makes eye contact with Yang when he addresses Yang. GB3 seems to believe that they demonstrate Li’s sense of superiority but the Chinese subjects appear to explain Li’s first move as his intention to keep a distance from Yang, and his lack of eye contact as showing distrust and disinterest in Yang. Thirdly, GB3 notices that at the end of the private meeting, Li addresses Yang as ‘Comrade’, but “the tone of his voice and the expression on his face suggest that he is not using that expression respectfully but as a way of demeaning Yang”. The Chinese subjects would probably disagree with this comment since they seem to observe that throughout the private meeting, Li tries to maintain his distance and his formalness to highlight his integrity, strength and determination. Fourthly, GB4 points out that the only occasion when Li smiles happens while he utters lines 16-17. GB4 suggests that the smile implies that “Li thought he got one up on Yang”, i.e., Li’s contented belief “that he would be more likely to get a response from the other members” whereas the Chinese viewers would see it as Li’s sarcastic smile alongside his sarcastic comment. This evidence further enhances the proposition that the interpretation of body language must fully take into account cultural variables and people from different cultures may use different body language to achieve the same pragmatic conventions (c.f. 2.1.4.4).  

GB2 emphasises in his response that Li “has tunnel vision on the one thing as though he was being persecuted…and does not realise that Yang is reaching out to him…does not take on board the big picture”. Hence, in GB2’s eyes, Li has been “tense”, “defensive”, trying to “counterattack non-existing attacks” and “bottling up frustration and a bit of suppressed anger”. GB2’s observation seems to suggest his perception that Li’s defensive attitude is extraordinarily strong, perhaps much stronger than all the other subjects appear to believe. 
5.4 Conclusions 
In line with the above analysis of the data showing audience responses to the English and the Chinese sequences, it is found in this study that change of face strategies and omission of face markers in subtitling seem to emerge as two important factors that produce a noticeable impact on the interpretation of face management features shown in film sequences by viewers who rely on subtitles. These two factors (change of face strategies and omission of face markers in subtitling) may not fundamentally affect viewers’ understanding of the thematic content of film sequences via subtitles. For example in this experiment both the British and the Chinese viewers are able to recognise that the theme of the English sequence pertains to O’Connor firing Ted, and that that of the Chinese sequence relates to Yang and Li’s exchanges on the Zhong Fang issue at a public and a subsequent private meeting. However, the two groups of viewers have produced significantly different impressions of the interlocutors’ personality, attitude and interactional intentions as well as of the nature of the relationship and power relations between the interlocutors. For example, via the subtitles, the Chinese viewers appear to perceive Ted to be confident and serious about the account issue while the British viewers perceive via the sound track that Ted is flippant and joking about it. By the same token, the British viewers relying on subtitles seem to consider Yang as buttering Li up at the private meeting for his own personal gain, whereas the Chinese viewers believe that Yang is trying to show his respect for Li’s opinions and to win Li’s trust and cooperation to resolve the Zhong Fang issue through the one-to-one communication. The data and the analysis demonstrate that underpinning these different impressions of the two groups of viewers are different interpretations of the interlocutors’ linguistic deliveries via the soundtrack (native viewers) or via the subtitles (foreign viewers) and of the body language via visual cues on the screen.  It is shown in this study that viewers who rely on subtitles have been denied access to certain features of face management that are available to source language film viewers, notably arising from change of face strategies and omission of face markers in the subtitles. Due to those changes and omissions in the subtitles, interlingual subtitling has inevitably presented different joint constructions of interlocutors’ interpersonal relationships for viewers who rely on subtitles. Hence, the findings seem to suggest that subtitlers are obliged to understand and identify important features of face management shown in a film sequence and to endeavour to represent those features as much as possible in subtitling. The second important finding in this study is that body language plays an important role in face management and contributes to viewers’ understanding of face interactions in film sequences. Like linguistic strategies, body language is also characterised by cultural variables. Therefore, the interpretation of body language must fully take into account cultural differences (c.f. 2.1.4.4), and people of different cultural backgrounds may use different body language to achieve the same pragmatic intentions. The implication of this finding for face management in subtitling may be that it would be recommendable to make necessary subtitles for salient paralinguistic features to facilitate target viewers’ comprehension of face issues manifested in the source film (c.f. 5.3.2). This, again, confirms the finding of cross-cultural difficulty in viewers’ interpretation of interpersonal meanings encoded in paralinguistic cues, thus the necessity to represent paralinguistic cues in subtitling. 
The experimental method for this study is successful on the whole and the efforts to mitigate the effects derived from pretextual factors have been generally effective, as shown from the audience response data, when subjects give evidence in supporting their understanding, they have referred to specific subtitles (e.g., lines U, d, f-p, GG in sequence1 and lines G, K, O-Qc, n-q in sequence 4) and their observation of interlocutors’ body language instead of explaining the understanding from the perspective of personal experience or predispositions. Moreover, although using twelve respondents from two cultures does not completely eliminate the influence of pretext (such as cultural variables), it seems to have reduced its impact induced by personal experience or predispositions. Last but not least, the experimental method can be applied to larger-scale studies. As shown in the tests carried out in this study, the method has allowed the researcher to probe into the subjects’ interpretations, to elicit detailed explanations and evidence underpinning those impressions and interpretations, and to seek clarifications with the subjects in a prompt, thorough and face-to-face manner. 
Chapter 6 Conclusions and Further Implications 

6.1 Summary of the Aims and Methods of the Study 
This research proposed at the outset (c.f. 1.1) to fulfil three objectives: (1) to investigate the availability in subtitles of indicators of face management in the source film, (2) to investigate the reception of and response to the face management features identified under objective (1), and (3) to consider the significance of the findings for audio-visual translation theory. To achieve these objectives, this study reviewed the two theoretical fields that are pertinent to the focus of this research, i.e., face management and subtitling. In the examination of the development of face management theories in the West (c.f. 2.1) and in the Far East (c.f. 2.2), this study argued that a Composite Model of Face Management (c.f. 3.2) should be established, drawn from the strengths of Brown and Levinson’s (1987) face model (c.f. 2.1.2.1) and Spencer-Oatey’s (2000) rapport management theory (c.f. 2.1.4.1), taking into account cultural differences between volition and discernment (c.f. 2.3), for the purpose of data analysis in this research. Moreover, the theoretical review of studies on subtitling (c.f. 2.4), which was anchored in the research of face management, discussed the nature of subtitling, its technical constraints, and inevitable adaptations and omissions in the process of subtitling in order to accommodate the constraints which could in turn impact on the representation of face negotiation in subtitling. Following the establishment of the theoretical framework of the Composite Model, three English language film sequences subtitled into Chinese and three Chinese language sequences with subtitles in English were selected as the research corpus (c.f. 3.3)  and discussions were carried out on the major methodological issues that included corpus transcription and coding, and procedures of audience response tests (c.f. 3.4). Applying the Composite Model to the analysis of the six selected sequences (c.f. 4.7), findings on the representation of face management features in the subtitles were presented. This enabled the analyst to fulfil the first objective of investigating the availability in subtitles of indicators of face management in the source film. The next step of the research was to find out whether the representation of face negotiation in subtitling has any effect on viewers’ perceptions. In order to counter the inevitable subjectivity of the findings of a single analyst, it was necessary to investigate what meanings are actually retrieved by viewers who depend on subtitles. Audience response tests were devised for this purpose. Although the tests do not eliminate the influence of pretext (c.f. 5.1), the aim was to reduce this influence by using 12 respondents from two different cultures. The test results, which were presented in Chapter 5 and are recapitulated below (c.f. 6.2), enabled the analyst to meet the second objective of this study. Moreover, in this chapter, the significance of the findings for audio-visual translation studies is discussed below (6.2), thus helping this research to meet its third objective. 

6.2 Findings of this study and implications for further research 

In view of the aims and objectives identified at the outset of the research and recapped at the beginning of this chapter (6.1), the main findings of the research are as follows. 

Firstly, it is found in the analyst’s independent analysis of and comparison between the face management features depicted in the selected film sequences and those represented in subtitles, that omission of face markers and change of face strategies often happen in the process of subtitling and it was suggested that this may be due to temporal and spatial constraints. It was claimed in this study (c.f. 4.7) that the omission of face markers could deny viewers access to indicators of face management in the source film when they have to rely on subtitles, and the change of face strategies often leads in subtitles to different face management features from those depicted in the source film. The cumulative effect of these omissions and changes may inevitably impact on viewers’ interpretations via subtitles of the joint construction by interlocutors of their interpersonal relationships. This yields important empirical evidence for Hatim and Mason’s (1997:96) claim that indicators of face management tend to be omitted from subtitles. This finding provides answers to the research question in the first objective concerning how subtitling captures film characters’ joint construction of their interpersonal relationships. 

Secondly, evidence emerging from the audience response tests demonstrated that viewers who relied on subtitles produced significantly different impressions of the interlocutors’ personality, attitudes and intentions as well as the nature of their relationships, from those of source-language audiences. The audience response data also revealed that discrepancies may arise due to omission of certain face markers and/or change of face strategies in subtitles, and that this may lead to different interpretations of film characters and their face management features through a sequence of interactions. This constitutes the first original contribution of this research. The findings highlight the importance of representation of face management features in subtitling, so that subtitles could provide “good support” for the audience’s “adequate comprehension” (Kovačič 1996:297) (c.f. 2.4.3), even though we recognise that subtitles cannot possibly represent all face features in the source film (c.f. 2.4.3). In future research, subtitling strategies that contribute to retaining face management features could prove to be interesting and fruitful for investigation.

Thirdly, the audience response data also showed that paralinguistic cues played an important role in face management and facilitated viewers’ interpretations of face interactions on screen.  This offers an answer to the question in the second objective (c.f. 1.1) of whether audiences pick up all or part of what they need to know about face via paralinguistic semiotic codes, e.g., body language and prosodic features. However, like linguistic strategies, paralinguistic features are also characterised by cultural variables, and foreign viewers, as shown in the tests, did not pick up certain salient paralinguistic cues in the film sequences and interpreted others differently from the way source-language viewers did. This finding highlights cross-cultural difficulty in reading the meaning of paralinguistic cues and suggests that subtitles must represent face features which are expressed via paralinguistic behaviour, in order to assist foreign viewers to avoid misinterpretations. This constitutes the second original contribution of this study. This finding on foreign viewers’ possible misinterpretations of paralinguistic cues provides empirical evidence challenging Smith’s
 observation, in Gambier (1998:148), that film subtitles are “no more than a support for the visuals”. Instead, it is found in this study that subtitles may, in fact, need to compensate for potential misunderstandings of visual elements by representing face features in the codification of nonverbal information in subtitled texts. It is acknowledged, however, that this may not be easy given the spatial and temporal constraints in subtitling. In future research, more strategies that participate in the codification of nonverbal information from the perspective of face management could be explored.
Besides the two original contributions highlighted in the above findings, this study, in research on face, has for the first time drawn from the strengths of Brown and Levinson’s (1987) face model and Spencer-Oatey’s (2000) rapport management theory, incorporating salient cultural differences between discernment and volition, in order to establish a Composite Model of Face Management (CFMF) with the purpose of unpackaging face management features in Western and Far East cultures. The study has made the first attempt in the politeness research arena to incorporate both Western and Far East theories into a single, compatible composite model and this constitutes the third original contribution of the research. In future studies, specific factors subsumed under discernment and volition may be further explored and identified. This could enrich our knowledge of specific cultural variables that underpin face management features in cross-cultural and inter-cultural contexts. 

The fourth original contribution of this research lies in the fact that the study is the first to use Chinese language films with English subtitles and English language films subtitled into Chinese as the data for investigating the representation of face management in subtitling. Chinese and English are markedly remote from each other in both linguistic and cultural terms. Therefore, people from the mainland China and America may initiate very different face behaviour, linguistically and in body language, when they manage rapport with each other. In the context of subtitling, the remote distance may indicate that there is more work to do in the process of subtitling between Chinese and English in order to facilitate viewers’ comprehension. As a result, using data which display such distinct features could offer enhanced insights into some of the face management issues at play in film dialogue and the corresponding target language subtitles.

Last but not least, the research presented in this thesis distinguishes itself as the first and only study so far that seeks to elicit viewers’ interpretations of facework in subtitling via independent audience response tests. Although it serves as an initial exploratory effort in pursuing research on user response to subtitling in audio-visual translation studies, it has shown to be successful in general to help this research to fulfil it objectives. Therefore, the method of audience response tests could be replicated in future studies of audio-visual translation and more rigorous methodological procedures could allow for firmer conclusions to be reached. 

Appendices
Appendix 1 written descriptions of film plots prior to the selected sequences

Kramer vs. Kramer

Wife Joanna is extremely unhappy about her married life and leaves home without warning husband Ted beforehand. Ted’s life is suddenly thrown upside down as he has to bring up their son Billy himself and meanwhile keep up with a demanding job. Ted makes a few mistakes at work and his boss O’Connor expresses concerns. One day, O’Connor invites Ted for lunch. Please watch the sequence carefully and then answer the question on the questionnaire. 

Fatal Decision

Li is the Mayor of a city, who has just come back from studying at the Communist Party School. He is told that Zhong Fang Mill where he used to be the leader a few years ago has gone bankrupt. The cadres of the mill are blamed by the workers as being corrupt. Yang is the Secretary of the Communist Party, presiding over the government affairs while Li is on study leave. Yang has been responsible for investigating the cause of the bankruptcy. Please watch the sequence that presents a public meeting and an ensuing private meeting between Li and Yang carefully and then answer the question on the questionnaire. 

The Chinese translation of the film introductions are also provided to the Chinese subjects.

克莱默夫妇

妻子乔安娜对自己的婚姻生活很不开心，决定离家出走。丈夫泰德毫无准备，不得不一边照顾儿子比利，一边努力工作，生活陷入混乱。 泰德工作中失误几次，老板欧考若感到担心。 一天，欧考若请泰德吃午饭。 请仔细观看影片，之后回答问卷中的问题。

生死抉择

李高成是市长，刚从党校学习回来。 听说中纺厂已破产。李几年前是中纺厂的厂长。工人们指责厂领导搞腐败，导致破产。 杨成是市委书记，在李学习期间负责市府的工作。杨负责调查中纺破产的原因。请仔细观看影片有关市府公开会议及会后杨和李的对话， 之后回答问卷上的问题。

Appendix 2 Transcription conventions (Wadensjo 1998: 102) 

'                                  continuing intonation (usually with rising or sustained tone)

.                                  terminating intonation (usually with a falling tone)

?                                 questioning intonation (usually with rising tone)

e:::                              long vowel (example)

(1)                              one second silence 

boldface                    words spoken with emphasis 
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� Although Spencer-Oatey (2000) proposes the notion of ‘rapport management’, the general research in this arena is still accepted as ‘politeness’ research and it appears that Spencer-Oatey also retains this term (‘politeness’) in her writing, even though it is argued to be inappropriate (c.f. Spencer-Oatey 2000).





� In seeking a desirable unit by which the concept of ‘culture’ can be applied as a viable tool, this study adopts Dahl’s (2004:7) suggestion that “in more practical terms, national boundaries have been the preferred level of resolution, and therefore countries the preferred unit of analysis”. Such approach is applied in the data analysis of the film sequences and the subject responses in this study. In the meanwhile, it is noteworthy that in face and politeness research, scholars do establish a dichotomy between East and West, and apply “English” to a variety of English-speaking communities (Spencer-Oatey 2008), which is retained in this study upon the discussions of general researches in politeness theories.  


� The rules of conversation refer to Grice’s (1989:26) Cooperative Principle.


� Implicature is proposed by Grice (1989) as denoting the act of “implying” (Grice 1989:24) when a speaker flouts one or more of the four Cooperative Principles in conversations.


� Goffman’s (1967) conceptualisation of ‘face’ laid the foundations for the major western theories on ‘face’ (e.g. Brown and Levinson 1987, Spencer-Oatey 2000, Scollon and Scollon 2005).


� c.i. stands for ‘conversationally implicates’.


� Watts (2003) proposes politeness1 as describing how people evaluate behaviours and what behaviours are perceived to be polite in folk terms; and politeness 2 as the theoretical study of politeness 1, which is the focus of this research. 


� Although Spencer-Oatey (2000) proposes the notion of ‘rapport management’, the general research in this arena is still accepted as ‘politeness’ research and it appears that Spencer-Oatey also retains this term (‘politeness’) in her writing, even though it is considered to be inappropriate (c.f. Spencer-Oatey 2000).


� “Face” – the English translation of the Chinese terms lian 脸and mianzi 面子 – was first introduced by Arthur Smith in his book entitled Chinese Characteristics published in 1894. (Hu 1944:48)


�怎么 (how) is used to express a speaker’s surprise at some situation or what has just happened, instead of initiating a question. Its illocutionary force is similar to ‘What!’, ‘How come!’ or ‘God!’ in English. 


� All the articles reviewed in 2.2.1.4 are written by the Chinese authors in Chinese language and there are no English translations. Therefore, the names of the authors in this section have not been transliterated. 


� China National Knowledge Infrastructure (CNKI) is a major publication project in China’s eleventh five-year plan. It provides the most comprehensive publication data on all academic subjects, and is sponsored by China Ministry of Education and managed by Tsing Hua University. 


� Volitional politeness refers to the fact that an individual can decide whether he/she wants to be polite or not, and what constitutes a polite behaviour. 


� Discernment is an instrumental way of understanding politeness, and politeness behaviours are determined by discerning appropriate ongoing social interactional features and choosing appropriate strategies.


� Here, it refers to all the other rapport management domains apart from the illocutionary domain. (c.f. 2.1.4.2)


� Hill et al. is a research group composed mainly of Japanese scholars such as Sachiko Ide, Shoko Ikuta, Akiko Kawasaki and Tsunao Ogino, and the American researcher Beverly Hill.  


� Oetzel et al. is a research group made up by the Chinese researcher Xiaohui Pan, the Japanese scholars including Tomoko Matsumoto, Yumiko Yokochi, and Jiro Takai, their American counterparts such as John Oetzel, and Stella Ting-Toomy, and the German scholar Richard Wilcox. 


� The five domains refer to illocutionary domain, discourse domain, participation domain, stylistic domain and non-verbal domain. (c.f. 2.1.4.2) 


�Inference denotes, in this context, viewers’ inferring interlocutors’ interactional pragmatics such as personality, attitude and intentions that reflect face management features. This process takes place in a viewer’s mind and researchers cannot make one-sided claims without communicating with viewers through appropriate channels and format. 


� Ostension refers, in this context, to observable evidence showing what it is intended to communicate in the film sequence. This can be claimed by researchers independent of viewers’ opinions. 


� The pilot experiment investigates reader response to a translated speech given by an Irish Member of the European Parliament (c.f. Mason 2009).


� In Bartlett’s (1932) recall experiments, subjects are asked to read a folktale and then rewrite it from memory. The experiments are conducted to study the nature of memory but versions of the method have been adopted in the research of textuality (Mason 2009).


� Due to lack of funding for the experiment, voluntary subjects recommended by the researcher’s British and Chinese friends are used as the subject pool, which is large enough for the researcher to select 6 pairs – each of them made up of one Chinese and one British subject – to represent viewers from different walks of life.  


� Audience response studies are still at an exploratory stage and cannot yet provide conclusive evidence. 


� Please refer to the Appendix 2 for the transcription convention adopted. 


� Although the off-record euphemism in line 28 is represented in the subtitle (line b), it does not invalidate the general trend showing the differences between face management in the sequence and that represented in the subtitle.


� Daniel’s son is married to Eli’s sister


� Mayor, M., 2000. Longman English Dictionary. [e-book] London: Longman.


Available at: � HYPERLINK "http://www.ldoceonline.com/about.html" \t "SSGFI" �http://www.ldoceonline.com/about.html�


[Accessed 18 June 2008].





� ‘哪’ (na) is a phonetic variant of particle ‘啊’ (a). When ‘啊’ (a) follows a Chinese character that phonetically ends with the consonant ‘n’, such as in 隐 (yin) (in line 24), ‘啊’ (a) is pronounced as ‘哪’ (na).


� ‘呀’ (ya) is a phonetic variant of particle ‘啊’ (a). When ‘啊’ (a) follows a Chinese character that phonetically ends with the vowel ‘i’, such as in 李 (Li) (in line 31), ‘啊’ (a) is pronounced as ‘呀’ (ya).


� Wu’s professional title is not explained in the film, so we do not know what she is Director of. Rather, the title just shows that she holds some kind of powerful position. 


� Word-for-word translation: appropriate time 地 (manner adverb); idiomatic translation: (to do something) at the right time.


� Word-for-word translation: should be there 吧 (a Chinese particle indicating the speaker’s reluctance to claim certainty of the utterance and willingness to leave the hearer the discretion regarding the truthfulness of the utterance.


� Word-for-word translation: over agitated 


� word-for-word translation: pointing blaming


� Yang’s belief is that Li is better informed of Zhong Fang’s issues.


� ‘可是’ (actually ), ‘咱们全省’ (our whole province), ‘响当当’(household name), ‘啊’ (empathic particle conveying the speaker’s assertiveness and an implied but marked intention that the hearer agree.) 





� I am indebted to Professor Ian Mason for his suggestion of and insights into the issues of Smith’s argument.  
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