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Abstract: The field of (im)politeness studies has been steadily growing and devel-
oping but the role of conventionality and the type of semiotic system (e.g., language vs.
gesture) for impoliteness perception has not been sufficiently explored. We used a
cognitive-semiotic framework combining a reaction-time experiment and in-depth
interviews with sixty participants to explore how Russian and Swedish native speakers
evaluate and describe highly and less conventional impolite behaviour expressed
either through speech or through gesture. The results showed a positive correlation
between the conventionality of expressions and how impolite they are judged to be,
and that highly conventional expressions lead to faster judgements. Few differences
were found between impolite expressions in the experiment, but some were reflected
in the interviews. Further, we found that Swedish participants evaluated language and
gestures as very impolite more often than Russian participants did. We discuss these
findings through the lens of the proposed framework and offer a three-dimensional
analysis of the concept of conventionality in terms of frequency, normativity, and
encodedness.

Keywords: conventionality; face; gesture; language; meta-discourse

1 Introduction

There are many different ways to be impolite, varying in terms of conventionality
and the use of different semiotic systems like language and gesture. Consider ex-
amples (1), a comment on an online forum taken from Corpus of Global Web-Based
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English; (2), taken from the quiz show “The Weakest Link” where a host Anne
Robinson often mocked the guests; and (3) that comes from our data.

@ I'just can’t help but say: You're an idiot. And a brainwashed one at that.
(Davies 2013)

) S: I'm a traffic management operative.
AR:  What do you actually do?
S: Er ... put traffic cones in the road.
AR:  You don’t!
S: I do.
AR: Well, what an interesting person you turned out to be!
(Culpeper 2011: 171)

Shall I sit at the back?

Yup, the front seat is broken

But how can I fit in here at the back with all these boxes?
B:  (Does a silent shrug)

3

=W

These are all instances of genuine impoliteness intended to cause offense, but one
can notice that (1) is straightforward given that the word idiot is commonly used for
causing offense, whereas (2) is more intricate. Here, no phrase is conventionally
associated with insulting, and the sarcastic message conveyed needs to be inferred.
The impoliteness in (3) is expressed entirely through a shrug, a gesture that can be
variously interpreted from a relatively neutral “I don’t know” to an emotionally
charged “I don’t care”.

While conventionality and semiotic system differences obviously influence
impoliteness, their interplay has not been extensively researched, with a notable
exception of some works focusing on the former (Culpeper 2011; Terkourafi 2015),
and on the latter (Brown and Prieto 2017; Kita and Essegbey 2001; McKinnon and
Prieto 2014). In the present article, we take a novel approach and scrutinise how these
two factors influence impoliteness, as well as take a cross-cultural perspective.
Further, we implement a mixed-method design using a reaction-time experiment
and in-depth interviews with 60 participants from Sweden and Russia. Theoretically
and methodologically, we were guided by cognitive semiotics, a new discipline that
incorporates methods and theories from linguistics, cognitive science, and semiotics
in order to provide deeper insights into human meaning-making, and yield new
explications of concepts such as conventionality and, as in the present case, impo-
liteness (Zlatev 2015a).

More specifically, our study aims to address: (1) whether impoliteness expressed
through different semiotic systems differs; (2) whether there are differences in how
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Russian and Swedish participants evaluate impolite behaviour; (3) what impact
conventionality has on the degree of perceived impoliteness, and (4) whether con-
ventionality influences how fast people judge impolite expressions. In Section 2, we
present our cognitive-semiotic framework, focusing on theoretical concepts such as
impoliteness, face, conventionality, and semiotic systems. Section 3 describes the
materials and the experimental procedure used, as well as how our hypotheses were
operationalized. In Section 4, we present our main findings, while Section 5 is
devoted to a discussion of the results where we provide some insights from the
interviews with the participants. Finally, Section 6 presents the conclusions and
some suggestions for further research.

2 Theoretical background
2.1 A cognitive semiotic framework

One of the goals of cognitive semiotics is to provide insights into complex phenomena
like meaning, consciousness, intersubjectivity and conventionality, and more partic-
ularly, on how these are realized in semiotic systems such as language, gesture, music,
and depiction. The first two of these systems are key to our study and are discussed
below. Methodologically, cognitive semiotics aims for well-balanced investigations,
combining conceptual and empirical aspects (Konderak 2018; Zlatev 2015a). For this
purpose, it utilizes PHENOMENOLOGICAL TRIANGULATION, Which, unlike standard methodo-
logical triangulation, is predicated on the integration of methods from three different
perspectives. The first-person perspective focuses on the direct experience of a given
phenomenon, using methods like phenomenological reduction and intuition-based
analysis (Gallagher and Zahavi 2012). The second-person perspective is that of the
other person, and it zeros in on social interaction, emphasizing that participants in all
studies are human beings with their own experiences. Only after applying these
two perspectives may the third-person perspective of detached observation and
measurements be applied. Recent studies applying this approach have focused on
diverse phenomena such as polysemiotic narratives, choice awareness, and street-art
metaphors (Louhema et al. 2019; Mouratidou 2019; Stampoulidis 2021).

There are many different theories concerning the nature of signs (and other
meanings like signals, affordances, categories, etc.), but the one we adopt is based on
the model known as the Semiotic Hierarchy (Zlatev 2009, 2018). In short, this states
that meaning-making (semiosis) and intentionality, in the phenomenological sense
of the directedness of consciousness towards the world, are two aspects of the same
subject-world relationship. In sensory-motor activity, perception, and imagination
there is no sign use but only an intentional link between the mind and the respective
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intentional objects. Sign use becomes possible only with considerable reflective
consciousness, allowing the subject to know that a given expression (in some
particular medium, see below) denotes a given intentional object, which could be a
thing, a person, a property, a whole event, or even an attitude (like impoliteness). It is
this reflective awareness of the signitive relation between expressions and inten-
tional objects that distinguishes signs like words and gestures from signals like
spontaneous face expressions (Zlatev et al. 2020).

Neither signs nor signals operate on their own, but form systems — combinations
of signs/signals of a particular kind, and their relations. Lancuact — realized as speech,
signed language or writing — is a universal and paradigmatic human sign system.
However, it is by far not the only one, given that all known cultures make extensive
use of expressive movements of the hands and the rest of the body for the purpose of
signification: esture (Kendon 2004). These two sign systems differ fundamentally in
terms of their materiality (i.e., how they are produced and perceived) and semiotic-
structural properties, as shown in Table 1. A third semiotic system, not investigated in
the present work, is that of peeiction: the production of marks on 2-dimensional
surfaces, serving as iconic representations of 3-dimensional objects (Zlatev 2019).

In terms of medium, language is similar to gesture only in the case of signed
languages, given that both are produced by the body (see Table 1). In terms of
(perceptual) modality, gesture and writing are perceived primarily visually. But the
original and still most frequent form in which human language is realized is that of
speech, which utilizes the auditory modality. Turning to the semiotic-structural
properties, language has pousLe ArTicuLATION: phonemes or graphemes combine sys-
tematically to form meaningful morphemes, and this is also the case for some but not
all signed languages, in particular those that have emerged more recently (Sandler

Table 1: Key properties of the sign systems of language (as speech, writing, or signed language) and
gesture.

Sign systems Language Gesture
Criteria
Speech Writing Signed
language
Medium (production) Vocal Material Body Body
Modality (perception) Auditory Visual Visual Visual (+Tactile, Auditory)
(+Visual) (+Tactile) (+Tactile)
Double articulation Yes Yes/No No
Semiotic ground Conventional > Iconic + Indexical Iconic + Indexical > Conventional
dominance

Syntagmatic relations ~ Compositional Linear
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2012). In terms of semiotic GrounDp — the type of relation between expression and
object — in language this is predominantly conventional, even if iconicity (resem-
blance) and indexicality (spatio-temporal contiguity) are also relevant (Sonesson
2007). The syntacMaTIC (Sequential) reLations between its signs are characterized by a
high degree of compositionality, where the meaning of a composite sign is built up (at
least in part) from the meanings of its constituent signs, and the rules for combining
these. The signs of languages fall into two broad categories, syncategorematic and
categorematic, together allowing language to express messages of high internal
complexity, making it considerably more precise than other sign systems, including
gesture (Bundgaard 2010; Sokolowski 2008).

Gestures are bodily actions performed deliberately and perceived as expressing
some “meanings” (or, in our terms, intentional objects) rather than for the sake of
practical aims (Kendon 2004; Zlatev 2015b). The signs of gesture can be analysed into
units, phrases, and nuclei, but these are not made up of minimal distinctive elements
like phonemes or graphemes, and hence lack double articulation (Green 2014; Kendon
2004). Further, the sign system of gesture has much fewer systematic manners in
arranging sequences of signs, making it more difficult, though not impossible, to
express complex messages such as narratives. The predominant semiotic grounds of
gesture are iconicity and indexicality, even if conventionality is also important,
especially in so-called ‘emblems’ like the ok-gesture or the raised middle finger. Ges-
tures can be combined in a linear sequence to express a compound message, and even
simpler narratives, as in pantomime (Zlatev et al. 2020). These, however, lack the
articulate structuring of language and are inherently limited in semiotic complexity.

How did sign use emerge in human cultures, given that no other species on the
planet possess this capacity (Deacon 1997; Hurford 2007)? A plausible explanation is
that the first human semiotic system based on signs rather than signals was that of
pantomime: with highly iconic enactment of whole-body gestures at its core, but
complemented by vocalizations and facial expressions (Zlatev et al. 2020). This
proposal is based on the influential theory of human cognitive evolution developed
by Donald (1991, 2001), according to which over two million years ago our ancestors
evolved the capacity for Bopwy Mmvests, realized in the ability to control the movement
of the body to an unprecedented degree, allowing high-quality imitation, tool
production, pedagogy, and intentional body-based communication, i.e., gesture. Over
the following two million years, bodily mimesis was gradually complemented by
vocomimesis, which with processes of cultural evolution and conventionalization
gave rise to speech and grammatical language (Collins 2013; Heine and Kuteva 2007).
However, gestures are still universally used in human communication, making it
together with language (and other semiotic systems) fundamentally polysemiotic
(Louhema et al. 2019; Zlatev 2019). While gestures differ extensively in terms of
degrees of conventionality and iconicity, their basis in bodily mimesis and “a general
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mechanism of action generation” (Kita and Ozytirek 2003: 30) makes them more
“action-like” than language. Thus, it is possible that especially negative pantomimic
gestures, i.e., those that are close to actual physical actions, are experienced as more
threatening, and at least in some respects as more impolite than verbal signs. To
some extent, this may apply to all gestures given their origin in physical actions
(Muller 2016). This applies even more to our study, where we took a broad notion of
“gesture”, including communicative actions like opening a door for someone (as a
sign to leave), or pushing someone’s belongings off the table.

2.2 Approaches to impoliteness

The field of (im)politeness studies is diverse and highly interdisciplinary. Although
this has contributed to some disagreements on conceptual issues, “a widening of the
paradigm” is undoubtedly a positive outcome (Culpeper et al. 2017: 6). By imple-
menting our cognitive-semiotic framework and combining it with existing ap-
proaches, we intend to provide new insights into impoliteness as a universal human
phenomenon. Two distinctions that we adopt are those between positive and
negative race (Brown and Levinson 1978, 1987) and between first-order and second-
order politeness (Eelen 2001; Watts et al. 2005 [1992]), thus integrating a cross-cultural
perspective, as well as scientific and everyday conceptions of (im)politeness. Further,
these distinctions go well in line with the phenomenological triangulation of
cognitive semiotics presented above.

Nearly all of the plethora of definitions of impoliteness include exhibiting
emotionally negative behaviour towards someone or something. A definition ac-
commodating such factors as emotions, deliberateness, and expectations, which fits
the purposes of the study, is the following:

Impoliteness is a negative attitude towards specific behaviours occurring in specific contexts.
[...]Situated behaviours are viewed negatively when they conflict with how one expects them to
be, how one wants them to be and/or how one thinks they ought to be. Such behaviours always
have or are presumed to have emotional consequences for at least one participant, that is, they
cause or are presumed to cause offence. Various factors can exacerbate how offensive an
impolite behaviour is taken to be, including for example whether one understands a behaviour
to be strongly intentional or not. (Culpeper 2011: 23)

Despite being ubiquitous, impoliteness is less frequent than polite or politic behav-
iour in everyday social interactions (Culpeper 2011; Watts 2005). Quite often, “the
interactant who utters impoliteness must have felt sufficiently provoked at some
point prior to actually [deliver] the impoliteness”, but even when impoliteness is
justified, these “justification thresholds” may vary among speakers (Bousfield 2008:



DE GRUYTER MOUTON Cognitive semiotics and impoliteness = 255

183). Further, impoliteness can be triggered not only when the speaker’s intentions to
offend are clear, but also when they are falsely attributed to the act by the hearer; in
the latter case impoliteness functions as an unintentional act.

One of the central concepts to our study is that of face. Originally, it was defined
by Goffman (1967: 5) as “the positive social value a person effectively claims for
himself by the line others assume he has taken during a particular contact”. A self-
image that a person has (i.e., face) may be consistent or inconsistent with a particular
context. When consistent, the self-image aligns with how others see it (e.g., I see
myself as a distinguished writer, and others do as well). On the contrary, when there
is a conflict between the internal and external images, a person may feel either
uplifted when others attribute more positive characteristics to them than expected
(e.g.,1don’t see myself as a good speaker, but others do), or one can feel bad if others
ascribe unexpectedly low value to them (e.g., I see myself as a good speaker, but
others don’t).

The concept of face was later revisited by Brown and Levinson (1978, 1987) who
made a distinction between positive and negative face: “Positive face: the want of
every member that his wants be desirable to at least some others. Negative face: the
want of every ‘competent adult member’ that his actions be unimpeded by others”
(Brown and Levinson 1987: 62, emphasis ours). Their definition of positive face aligns
with the original definition of Goffman as it stresses the desire to be approved, liked,
and ratified. Negative face, however, emphasizes autonomy of an individual and
unwillingness to be imposed upon. This definition, while leaving out such features as
social interdependence or substituting them with more individualistic “member’s
wants” (Culpeper 2011: 25), highlighted the mutual interest of people to negotiate,
maintain and sustain each other’s face, rather than losing or damaging it (Brown and
Levinson 1987; Goffman 1967).

Together with the two types of face, Brown and Levinson proposed corre-
sponding face threatening acts (FTA) — utterances that threaten someone’s face
either verbally or non-verbally.! In the context of politeness, positive face may be
typically enhanced by establishing common ground, friendliness, and giving com-
pliments. However, an attack on someone’s positive face can be done through FTAs,
such as open criticism (e.g., “this is badly written”), derogatory expressions (e.g., “you
are not that smart”), and insults (e.g., “you asshole”). Negative face, on the other
hand, is often concerned with minimising the imposition, which is achieved by using
modal verbs or not exercising power in a direct manner. Thus, one could challenge
someone’s negative face by restricting their freedom of action, using dismissals (e.g.,
“get lost”), making people do something against their will (e.g., “I've told you to bring
it now!”), and showing utter indifference (e.g., “I don’t care”).

1 The full list of abbreviations used in the article can be found in Appendix A.
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Besides its utility for distinguishing different kinds of (im)politeness, the distinction
between positive and negative face has been repeatedly used to pinpoint cultural dif-
ferences. In our study, we adopt the idea of seeing the distinction between two types of
face as a continuum rather than a dichotomy (Jay 2016; Upadhyay 2010). This may result
in a cline where cultures gravitating towards negative face favour politeness strategies
that maintain “one’s personal space”, whereas positive face cultures value strategies
used for maintaining affection and solidarity (Barros Garcia and Terkourafi 2014: 2).

Some evidence suggests that Russian culture is predominantly oriented towards
positive face. Comparisons between Russian and English linguistic cultures show that
the role of negative face in Russian is less significant, which could explain the frequent
use of direct instructions and requests (Takhtarova 2015). At the same time, the role of
solidarity is influential as expressions showing closeness and familiarity are quite
frequent (Annin 2010). Ogiermann’s (2009) study on apologising concludes that Russian
culture exhibits features of collectivism and hence demonstrates preferences for
positive face. Swedish culture is harder to classify in terms of face and “seems to have
two opposing tendencies: one towards individualism and the other towards collec-
tivity” (Daun 1991: 165). A collectivistic component emerging from the idea of social
equality and justice contrasts with the acknowledgement of privacy and indepen-
dence. A comparison between American and Swedish cultures suggests that the latter
has a stronger inclination towards negative face (Kiesling 2015), although Swedish
culture in some cases is considered less individualistic than American or English
culture (Dittrich et al. 2011). Thus, one can hypothesize that if a culture gravitates
towards negative face, attacking negative face will be perceived as more impolite than
attacking positive face, and vice-versa for cultures where positive face dominates.

The politeness theory of Brown and Levinson nourished a multitude of research
focusing on face, universalities, and speech acts. With the appearance of the
discursive approach to politeness, the focus was shifted to the analysis of the in-
dividual’s conception of (im)politeness and how it unfolds in the actual discourse
(Culpeper and Hardaker 2017; Jucker and Staley 2017). This approach also implies
that (im)politeness is not inherent in expressions, as even giving an order or calling a
friend an offensive word does not automatically lead to construing the expression as
impolite (Fraser 1990; Locher and Watts 2005). Thus, (im)politeness should be seen
“as social practice and as social interaction” (Mills 2017: 45). In order to differentiate
between everyday and academic conceptions of (im)politeness, a distinction be-
tween first-order and second-order politeness was drawn (Eelen 2001; Watts et al.
2005 [1992]). First-order politeness has to do with how “polite behaviour is perceived
and talked about by members of socio-cultural groups” and with “commonsense
notions of politeness” (Watts et al. 2005 [1992]: 3). Second-order politeness has mostly
to do with theoretical concepts and generalizations, and how (im)politeness theory
can explain certain language use. One application of the notion of first-order
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politeness concerns meta-discourse: the labels used by speakers to describe various
impolite utterances, through which a researcher can access how people understand,
conceptualize, and evaluate such utterances (i.e., calling an utterance rude, insulting,
or disgusting). Such labels can indicate, at least potentially, hearers’ perceptions of
impoliteness, as well as reveal something about the conventionality of impolite
expressions (Culpeper 2011; Eelen 2001; Mills 2003).

At the same time, the discursive approach has been criticised for not contrib-
uting to a theory of (im)politeness, since it focuses excessively on actual conversa-
tions and interactants’ specific conceptualizations of (im)politeness (Terkourafi
2005a). A natural antidote to using only one approach with its inherent problems
is to combine first-order and second-order (im)politeness together with ideas from
Brown and Levinson’s face theory, as we do in the present study.

2.3 Conventionality and conventions

The concepts of conventionaLITy and convention are complex and “multidimensional”
(Schmid 2020: 89). A convenient starting point is the following definition, provided by
Lewis (1969):

A regularity R in the behaviour of members of a population P when they are agents in a
recurrent situation S is a convention if and only if, in any instance of S among members of P,
a) everyone conforms to R
b) everyone expects everyone else to conform to R;
c) everyone prefers to conform to R on condition that the others do, since S is a coor-
dination problem and uniform conformity to R is a proper coordination equilibrium
in S. (Lewis 1969: 42)

Condition (a) implies that behaviour that is conventional is common or frequent.
Criteria (b) and (c), with terms such as “expect”, “prefer”, and “proper” imply nor-
mativity, even though Lewis has been criticised for downplaying this dimension
(Itkonen 2008), as well as for lacking a diversified view on being a member of a certain
group (Terkourafi and Kadar 2017). A third dimension of particularly semiotic con-
ventionality (i.e., concerning expressions in a sign system such as language or gesture)
that is important for our approach, but is lacking in this definition, is what we can call
encodedness. Let us consider each in turn, and how they complement one another.
An expression in language or gesture that is conventional (in a smaller or larger
community) need not be used literally by “everyone”, as suggested by Lewis (1969), but
at least by sufficiently many speakers and sufficiently often to make it frequent. Such
repeated use of an expression ensures the emergence of stable associations with
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particular contexts, thus making an expression more conventional. At the same time,
as Schmid (2020) points out, high frequencies of some expressions (e.g., fucking) may
indicate not so much a common, stable sense but many different ones, i.e., polysemy,
which can make an expression more context general. Still, a methodological advantage
of taking frequency as a dimension of conventionality is that it can be relatively easily
operationalized with the help of corpus data (at least in the case of language).

Conventions are also about norms of how people should or should not behave;
the latter will very likely be of low frequency, but that does not necessarily make it
less conventional in a culture. As pointed out above, Lewis does not explicitly
mention normativity in his definition of convention, but mutual expectations imply
common knowledge, which on its side implies normativity, since social norms are
commonly known (Itkonen 2008; Zlatev 2011). Norms of language (or other semiotic
systems) can concern different levels (Zlatev and Blomberg 2019), corresponding for
example to the three levels distinguished by Coseriu (1985). At the ‘universal’ level,
norms such as the maxims of Grice (1975) prescribe that one should, for example, not
be contradictory, obtuse, or irrelevant. At the ‘historical’ level when defining the
grammatical and semantic norms of a language, in this case English, examples like (4)
and (5) are proscribed as incorrect.

4) Cat the hungry is.

(5) A cat is a number.

Finally, at the ‘situated’ level, norms concern appropriateness, and consequently they
become more context-sensitive. For example, (6) may be considered either appropriate
or inappropriate depending on who says this, to whom, and under what circumstances.

(6) You are a bastard!

Irrespective of the level, norm violations imply accessibility of speaker intuitions:
“spontaneous, but still conscious judgments” (Zlatev and Blomberg 2019: 83). Meth-
odologically, such judgements can be elicited and serve as an operationalization for
the normative dimension of conventionality.

The third dimension of conventionality, encodedness, can also be traced back to
the seminal work of Grice (1975). To remind, Grice distinguished not only between
“what is said” versus “what is implicated”, but also between conventional and
conversational implicatures; the first type is based on the conventional meanings of
the words (e.g., unlike the neutral conjunction and, but implicates contrast), while the
second goes beyond them and requires inference and contextual knowledge.
Conversational implicature was further subdivided into generalized and particu-
larized, where the first is more context-general, whereas the latter requires detailed
knowledge of the context (Grice 1989: 37-40). The works of Neo-Gricean scholars
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contributed to further amendments and finer distinctions. For example, Levinson
(2000) proposed to see implicatures as a cline rather than distinct types, whereas
Terkourafi (2015) divided generalized conversational implicatures into two types,
where one concerns utterance-type meaning presumed in all contexts, and the other
concerns meaning presumed in a minimal context: “extra-linguistic features that
include, but are not limited to, the age, gender, and social class of the interlocutors,
the relationship between them, and the setting of the exchange” (Terkourafi 2015: 15).

This provides a cline of implicatures that corresponds to degrees of conven-
tionality, as shown in Table 2. The further to the right in the table, the higher the
dimension of encodedness. Methodologically, this is commonly operationalized in
terms of cancelability tests: the more encoded (semantic) the expression is, the less it
is possible to cancel (or defeat) what it says or implicates (Belligh 2021; Haugh 2015).
Thus, conversational implicatures (both particularized and generalized) are more
obviously cancellable than conventional ones.”

Asindicated in the second line of Table 2, there is an expected inverse correlation
between encodedness and the time/effort needed for working out the actual mean-
ing. Expressions that require more inference should in general require more effort in
order to arrive at the intended meaning (Culpeper 2011). This prediction could in
principle be tested empirically using behavioural measurements such as reaction
times, and one would expect to find faster reactions for more conventional/encoded
expressions.

Table 2: Conventionalization process (combining and adapting Culpeper [2011: 128] and Terkourafi
[2005b: 211-212]).

Inferred meaning » Encoded meaning

More time/effort - Less time/effort

Non-conventionalized  Less conventionalized  More conventionalized Fully
conventionalized

Particularized conversa-  Generalized conversa- Generalized conversa- Conventional
tional implicature (PCI) tional implicature (GCI tional implicature (GCI implicature

type 1) type 2)
Utterance-token meaning Utterance-type meaning  Utterance-type meaning  Coded (sentence)
derived in nonce context derived in a minimal presumed in all contexts meaning

context

2 The term is used synonymously with “defeasible” in other works on pragmatics, meaning that
the implicature can be cancelled or ruled out by further utterances. For example: “This was
wonderful! ... Wonderfully dreadful”.
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To sum up, we propose that frequency, normativity, and encodedness are three
dimensions of conventionality that are independent, but also complementary.
Viewing conventionality as a multidimensional concept goes well in line with the
pluralistic and non-reductionist approach of cognitive semiotics. By taking all three
dimensions into consideration, we should gain a better understanding of how con-
ventionality relates to impoliteness, as we discuss below. In addition, each dimension
offers alternative ways to operationalize conventionality, which our empirical study
takes advantage of.

2.4 Summary and hypotheses

In sum, conventionality has become a crucial concept in the field of (im)politeness
research over the last ten years (Culpeper 2011; Terkourafi 2015). However, care
needs to be taken when it comes to integrating the three dimensions of conven-
tionality: frequency, normativity, and encodedness.

Frequency is usually gauged through corpora data, but impoliteness examples
are often very few or may not come from real-life exchanges (see Culpeper 2011).
Further, a cross-cultural analysis of polysemiotic impoliteness requires parallel,
polysemiotic corpora with sufficiently many examples and contexts from each cul-
ture. Given these challenges, we choose to address this dimension in our experiment
on the basis of judgements, i.e., perceived frequency, as we show in Section 3.

Normativity has been used in the field of (im)politeness by representatives of the
discursive approach, who focus on how people talk about (im)polite behaviour.
However, not that many studies have implemented the analysis of meta-discourse
that would tackle the normative aspect (Culpeper and Hardaker 2017). We integrated
this idea by eliciting impoliteness meta-discourse.

We treat the dimension of encodedness as the end of the cline, with inferred
meaning on the opposite side, and different kinds of implicatures in between, as
shown in Table 2. This allows us to make a distinction between highly and less
conventional expressions. The former stand close to conventional implicature,
require no inference, and are not defeasible. Precisely this feature should make them
appear more impolite than less conventional and cancellable expressions.

Taking into consideration this theoretical framework and the findings of pre-
vious studies, we formulated the following hypotheses, further operationalized in
Section 3. Language and gesture are two distinct semiotic systems exhibiting unique
features (see Table 1). Given that gestures are more closely related to physical actions
and originate in bodily mimesis, we expect impolite gestures to be perceived as more
impolite than spoken expressions (H1). As several (im)politeness studies show, in
Russian culture positive face has more value, whereas in Swedish culture negative
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face seems to be dominating, thus we expect that the perceived impoliteness of
utterances damaging positive face will be higher for Russian participants, whereas
for Swedish participants it will be higher for utterances damaging negative face (H2).
Taking into consideration Gricean theory and fine-grained distinctions made by Neo-
Gricean scholars, it follows that more conventional impoliteness is less cancellable.
Thus, provided that the impoliteness level is kept constant, we expect that highly
conventional utterances will be perceived as more impolite than less conventional
(H3). Finally, given that more conventional expressions require less inference, we
expect that highly conventional impolite utterances will be evaluated faster than less
conventional expressions (H4).

3 Methodology
3.1 Materials

The stimuli consisted of short dialogues where each speaker had two turns. These
dialogues were taken from The Russian National Corpus (https://ruscorpora.ru) with
some of them undergoing changes in context, when one public place was substituted
by another (i.e., café by library). Some dialogues have undergone changes in their
final impolite expressions. For example, the original dialogue contained a word such
as fool, whereas we needed a more impolite expression such as those in (7)-(10) or a
gestural expression such as in (11)-(12). When we had to change impolite expressions,
we relied on native speakers’ intuitions, but we also checked frequencies in corpora.
With less conventionalized expressions and gesture, we mostly relied on intuitions
as such expressions are not well represented in corpora.

Once a Russian version of the script was compiled, it was translated into Swedish
and checked by several native speakers of Swedish. Investigating two distinct se-
miotic systems (i.e., language and gesture) in two distinct cultures required different
approaches for establishing the comparability of spoken and gestural expressions.
For verbal expressions, we considered: (a) their literal and pragmatic (contextual)
meanings; (b) their potential impoliteness level; (c) their frequencies in corpora. In
ideal cases, these factors would be at the same or comparable level both for Russian
and Swedish. In problematic cases, we prioritized frequencies and potential impo-
liteness over meaning. For example, while (8) and (9) in Russian may seem possible
equivalents for the highly conventional derogatory Swedish phrase (10), expression
(8) does not reach the same level of impoliteness and is not fully conventional,
whereas (9) includes a very strong intensifier. Hence, we adopted (7) as an appro-
priate match in terms of conventionality and impoliteness level. Fortunately, such
cases were very rare.
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) mraz’ [Russian]
‘scum’

8) chertov idiot [Russian]
devil idiot
‘damn idiot’

9) jebanij idiot [Russian]
fucked idiot
‘fucking idiot’
(10) javla idiot [Swedish]
devil idiot
‘damn idiot’

Table 3 provides a sample dialogue in the two languages, with an English translation.

Table 3: Dialogue 1 script in Swedish and Russian, and its English translation.

Swedish Russian English translation

A: Vad gér du?! A: Tol ymo denaews?! A: ‘What are you doing?”
B: (Kor in plétsligt framfér ~ B: (Pe3ko nepecmpaueaemca neped eodu-  B: ‘(Cuts off driver A and starts
A’s bil och kér ldngsamt).  menem “A” u HayuHaem medneHHO exams).  driving slowly)

A: (Borjar tuta). A: (HayuHaem cuzHanume). A: ‘(Starts beeping)y’

B: (Stoppar, gdr ut ur bilen). B: (Ocmaxaenugaemcs, gbixodum u3 B: ¢(Stops, goes out of the car)
Varfor tutar du, din javia  mawurbl). Tel 4é 6ubukaews, mpass?! Why are you honking, you fuck-
idiot?! ing idiot?

Gestures were matched both for their meaning and conventional articulation in
each culture. For example, the “crazy” gesture was performed differently in Russian
(11) and Swedish (12).

1 Spinning a stretched indexical finger in front of a temple [Russian]

(12) Rotating in circles a stretched indexical finger in front of a temple [Swedish]

Most of the gestures had identical articulation in both cultures, such as an
emblematic middle finger, index-finger pointing, and iconic gestures based on
resemblance with the denoted action. To double check our intuitions about articu-
lation, impoliteness level, and conventionality of some gestures, we conducted in-
terviews with five native speakers in each language who agreed with our intuitions.
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After the full script containing 32 dialogues with impolite expressions was
compiled, we tested our intuitions regarding impoliteness level and conventionality
of expressions several times. At first, we created a pilot online questionnaire that was
distributed to random samples of 20 participants in each language. After this, 16
dialogues that were found problematic were removed, and the remaining 16 were
complemented with 16 control dialogues (with polite or neutral utterances). They
were all checked by native speakers. This final version of the questionnaire was
completed by 54 Russian and 72 Swedish participants. Only at this stage did we move
to recording video stimuli for the experiment, where the script from the final
questionnaire served as the basis.

The experimental stimuli included 44 items per culture (16 target items, 16
control items and 12 training items). We recorded both the target and control
videos, with male and female acquaintances as “actors”, while most of the training
items were taken from the internet. The setting of all dialogues was either identical
or as similar as possible in the two cultures. The target dialogues were equally
distributed across three conditions, resulting in two items for each unique com-
bination of categories: (a) Impoliteness level: High & Low; (b) Conventional: Highly
& Less; (c) Semiotic system: Language & Gesture. The only condition that was not
balanced was the type of face being damaged, with 7 out of 8 gestures damaging
negative face, whereas 6 out of 8 expressions in language damaged positive face.?
How the dialogues were distributed across all conditions is shown in Appendix B.
The full scripts in Swedish and Russian are in given in Appendices C and D,
respectively.*

Each dialogue was recorded as a video clip with two interacting people (actors),
where at first there was a short exchange, and then actor B performed an impolite
(target), or either polite or neutral (control) act towards A. This final “punchline” (see
Figure 1) was always at the very end of the clip. Gestures were used in the absence of
any vocalizations, and language was used in the absence of emblematic or action-like
gestures such as throwing or pushing. The actors were one male dyad and one female
dyad per language, with the dialogues and conditions (except for face, as noted
above) being equally distributed across the dyads. The total number of polite and
impolite punchlines performed by each actor was counterbalanced. The recorded
videos had duration from five to 15s. Their order was randomized for every
participant automatically, as described Section 3.3.

3 This was potentially problematic, as it implied a partial conflation of the independent variables
semiotic system and face. Given the difficulties of finding corresponding gestures for the two lan-
guages, however, there was little we could do about this.

4 The English translations of these (Appendix ]), as well as of the instructions to the participants (Appendix
K) can be found online at: https://osf.io/xv5dm/?view_only=78b0389583824h7h97284d9ae069378a.
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Figure 1: Stills corresponding to the final punchline in Dialogue 1 (see Table 3), for the Swedish and
Russian videos.

3.2 Participants and equipment

Thirty Russian (15 females, mean age 24.2) and thirty Swedish (11 females, mean age
22.7) native speakers took part in the experiment and the post-experimental inter-
view. They were all university students or had recently completed their studies. The
exclusion criterion was having any other first language, except for the cases of
bilingualism. Participants were recruited via personal contacts in Lund (Sweden)
and in Saratov (Russia).

A full-HD camera Panasonic HC-V785 with a tripod was used to record a set of
stimuli. Videos were edited in Sony Vegas Pro (version 13.0). For presenting the stimuli,
randomisation, and keeping track of reaction times and judgements, the E-prime
software (version 3.0) was used. The stimuli were presented either on a Samsung H850
WQHD PLS monitor (24 inches, resolution 2,560 x 1,440) or on HP EliteBook 840 G4 (14
inches, resolution 1,920 x 1,080), depending on where the experiment took place. For
entering responses, participants used a computer keyboard, as described below. An
audio recorder was used in all interview sessions. The subsequent statistical analysis
of the collected data was done in R-studio (version 2022.07.2+576) for Windows.

3.3 Procedure

Every participant was provided with a form of informed consent and asked to read
and agree on participation in the experiment and in the follow-up interview. Par-
ticipants were informed that they could terminate their participation at any stage.
Then, the participants reported their age, gender, and their first language(s).

After this, participants received both oral and written instructions regarding the
procedure (see Appendices E and F for the instructions in Swedish and Russian, and
Appendix K for translation, see footnote 4). They were told that the aim of the
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Impolite Polite Polite Impolite

Very impolite \ / Very polite Very polite \ / Very impolite
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Figure 2: The two versions of the scale, to neutralise possible handedness effects (with English
translations of the terms, the originals being in Russian and Swedish).

experiment was to know how polite or impolite the “punchlines” in the videos were,
and that they would have to use the scale: very impolite, impolite, neutral, polite, very
polite. They were randomly assigned to one of the two versions of the scale (from left to
right or from right to left, see Figure 2), to avoid any handedness effects. Participants
could ask any questions regarding the instructions or procedure before the experi-
ment and after each training session.

The software randomized the videos, displaying them one at a time. Prior to each
video-clip, the question appeared on the screen: “how polite or impolite is the last
behaviour in the following video clip?” The question was shown to participants for
3 s. After this, a fixation star was shown in the middle of the screen for 1s, and then a
video was played. After the video clip ended, “RATE!” appeared on the screen, and the
participants had to enter their judgement as quickly as possible by pressing the
corresponding button.

The participants completed two training sessions to familiarize themselves with
the task. Once they pressed a space button, eight training videos taken from various
social media were shown. After finishing the first session, they had to press space to
start the second session having four videos with actors. Having completed both
sessions, participants could start the real experiment containing 32 videos after
pressing a space button.

After the experiment, each participant was interviewed individually. Interview
questions were of three types: general (G), specific (S), and additional (A) (see Ap-
pendix G). In the beginning, we asked general questions to elicit participants’ overall
impression of the experiment. Then each impolite video was played again, and a set
of specific questions regarding the punchlines was asked. Question S1 served for
eliciting impoliteness meta-discourse and understanding the normative aspect of
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conventionality. Question S2 concerned the dimension of encodedness from a first-
order (im)politeness perspective (see Section 2.2), which was approximated by asking
participants how “direct” or “indirect” the expressed impolite intention was. Ques-
tion S3 focused on participants’ impressions of how common the utterances in
question are, and thus served as an indication of the frequency dimension. A set of
additional questions was asked at the very end of the interview to help understand
the differences in perception of impoliteness expressed through different semiotic
systems and to get an overall impression of direct and indirect impolite expressions.

The Russian participants were interviewed in Russian, while for the Swedish
participants Swedish was used for eliciting impoliteness meta-discourse and English
for other purposes. The whole procedure took around 60 min, of which around
20 min were spent on the reaction-time experiment and the rest on the interviews.
For participation, Swedish respondents received a cinema ticket funded by Lund
University, whereas Russian respondents could receive the translated results of the
investigation upon request.

For data analysis, we used two different mixed-effects models in order to
accommodate our data with each participant providing 32 judgements. Using
generalized linear models would have violated the independence assumption and
potentially led to false results, prone to Type 1 error. Using a mixed-effects model,
on the contrary, accounts for the dependencies in our dataset and draws correct
inferences (Winter 2020). For H1, H2, and H3 we used the logistic mixed-effects
model since our variables of interest (dependent) were binary: “very impolite” or
“other”. For H4 we employed a linear mixed-effects model as our dependent variable
was numeric — time in milliseconds.

3.4 Operationalizing the hypotheses

The methodological design allowed us to operationalize the four hypotheses pre-

sented at the end of Section 2 as follows:

— H1. Gestures will be rated as more impolite than spoken expressions.

— H2. Utterances (i.e., spoken expressions or gestures) that damage positive face
will receive higher impoliteness ratings by Russian participants than by Swedes;
utterances that damage negative face will conversely receive higher impolite-
ness ratings by Swedish participants than by Russians.

— H3. Highly conventional utterances (both spoken expressions and gestures) will
be rated as more impolite than less conventional ones.

— H4. The reaction times needed for evaluating the impoliteness of spoken ex-
pressions and gestures will be considerably higher for less conventional utter-
ances and lower for highly conventional ones.
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4 Results

In this section, we present the results for each of the four specific hypotheses (H1-H4)
in a summary fashion and postpone interpretations of the findings for Section 5.

4.1 Impoliteness in gestures versus language

Against the prediction of H1, participants’ judgements concerning the degree of
impoliteness of the utterances in the two different semiotic systems were in fact quite
similar, as shown in Figure 3.

We can notice a higher number of “impolite” ratings for gesture (219 vs. 188), as
well as a slightly higher overall rate of “impolite” and “very impolite” judgements
about gesture (396) than for language (378), but as the inferential statistics analysis (a
logistic mixed-effects model) showed, such differences were not statistically signif-
icant (p > 0.995).

In terms of impoliteness meta-discourse, the participants provided a range of
labels for both gestures and spoken expressions, as shown in Figure 4 for Russian and
Figure 5 for Swedish. However, the frequencies of some items differed considerably.
For example, epy6o (‘rude’) was used for language more than for gestures in Russian,
but the opposite was the case for otrevligt (‘unpleasant’) in Swedish. Thus, while H1
was not supported, there were some indications that gestural and spoken impolite
expressions were evaluated rather differently, as we discuss in Section 5.
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Figure 3: Judgements provided by participants for each semiotic system.
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Figure 4: Frequencies of some impoliteness meta-discourse labels provided by the Russian participants.
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Figure 5: Frequencies of some impoliteness meta-discourse labels provided by the Swedish participants.
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4.2 Impoliteness judgements by Russian versus Swedish
participants

As demonstrated in Figure 6 (showing counts after the face variable was balanced by
taking out dialogues number one and four, see Appendix B), there were indeed
differences in how the Russian and Swedish participants evaluated impolite utter-
ances in the experiment, but not as predicted by H2, namely that Swedish speakers
would be more sensitive to utterances damaging negative face, and Russian speakers
to those violating positive face.

Indeed, the Swedish participants considered damaging negative face as “very
impolite” more often than positive face (99 vs. 68). Contrary to our prediction, the
Russian participants showed a similar pattern (64 vs. 37). The logistic mixed-effects
regression analysis showed no significant main effect of face type on “very impolite”
judgements in both cultures and no significant interaction between face and culture.
Thus, H2 was not supported, as operationalized. However, when we compared how
often the Swedish and Russian participants evaluated the impolite utterances as “very
impolite” (167 vs. 101), irrespectively of the variable face, there was a strong statistically
significant difference (p < 0.001). We return to these findings in Section 5.2.
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Figure 6: Number of judgements about positive and negative face in Russian and Swedish.
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4.3 Impoliteness in highly versus less conventional expressions

As shown in Figure 7, conventionality had a strong effect on how impolite utterances
(spoken and gestural) were judged to be. If we combine “very impolite” judgements
of the two upper (HC) and the two lower (LC) sub-plots, we can notice a difference
that is more than double (255 vs. 112). The same pattern is observed when categories
having the same level of impoliteness (HI or LI) are contrasted (280 vs. 87).

The logistic mixed-effects regression analysis showed that both the effects of
conventionality (p < 0.001) and the impoliteness level (p < 0.001) were highly
significant.

The interaction between the levels of conventionality and impoliteness was not
significant (p > 0.125), which was not surprising, as this simply means that conven-
tionality did not have a stronger effect on judgements of impoliteness of expressions
that had high impoliteness (HI, the two left plots in Figure 7) compared to those that
had low impoliteness (LI, the two right plots). The fact that it had about the same
effect in both cases testifies to the robustness of the influence of conventionality.

The analysis of meta-discourse representations used in the post-experimental
interviews granted further support for the hypothesis. For example, Tables 4 and 5
show some common labels used by the Russian and the Swedish participants
respectively, with the majority of the labels being predominantly used to describe HC

Highly conventional Highly conventional
High impoliteness Low impoliteness
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55 61
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Figure 7: Number of judgements about each level of conventionality and impoliteness.
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Table 4: Frequencies of some meta-discourse labels used by the Russian participants to describe highly
conventional (HC) and less conventional (LC) utterances.

Russian meta-discourse label English translation HC utterances LC utterances
AzpeccusHo ‘Aggressive’ 13 2
BeicokomepHO ‘Haughty’ 3 11
Tpy6o ‘Rude’ 56 38
Pe3ko ‘Crude’ 13 4
Xamcko ‘Impudent’ 13 5

Table 5: Frequencies of some meta-discourse labels used by the Swedish participants to describe highly
conventional (HC) and less conventional (LC) utterances.

Swedish meta-discourse label English translation HC utterances LC utterances
Aggressiv ‘Aggressive’ 32 7
Férminskande ‘Diminishing’ 3 15
Oartig ‘Impolite’ 27 18
Oférskdmd ‘Impudent’ 16 1
Otrevlig ‘Unpleasant’ 65 31

rather than LC utterances. The overall number of labels provided for the HC utter-
ances was considerably higher than for LC (708 vs. 553), and the same tendency was
observed when comparing HI and LI (787 vs. 477) categories. Thus, in sum, we may
consider H3 as supported.

4.4 Conventionality and reactions times

As Table 6 shows, the participants needed considerably less time to make a judge-
ment when both impoliteness level and conventionality were high. The mixed-effects
regression analysis showed that the main effects of impoliteness (p < 0.009) and
conventionality (p < 0.004), as well as their interaction (p < 0.048) were significant.
The general pattern can thus be clearly interpreted as supporting H4: the partici-
pants evaluated highly conventional expressions faster than less conventional ones.
Further, even though the interaction between the two predictors was found to be
moderate, the results showed that the effect of conventionality on reaction times also
depends on the level of impoliteness. When considering the levels of the two vari-
ables, a significant difference in reaction times was found for HCHI expressions only.
However, when comparing whether all HC expressions were evaluated faster than
LC, without including the interaction, the difference was still significant (p < 0.032).
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Table 6: Mean reaction times (in milliseconds) needed for making judgements about each level of
conventionality and impoliteness.

Levels Highly conventional (HC) Less conventional (LC)
High impoliteness (HI) 1,042 1,755
Low impoliteness (LI) 1,656 1,763

5 Discussion

In this section, we return to the results for each hypothesis and interpret them more
qualitatively, enriching our discussion with the help of qualitative data coming from
the interviews.

5.1 Descriptions of impoliteness in gesture and language

While the results did not support the hypothesis that gestures would generally be
considered as more impolite than spoken expressions, we pointed out that there
were some differences in the distributions of the meta-discourse labels (see Figures 4
and 5). Further, the utterances in language and gesture were described rather
differently in the interviews when the participants answered questions Al, S2, and S3
(see Section 3 and Appendix G). While answering Al, some participants, including
one with a background in the police service, noted that language and gesture differed
not so much in terms of impoliteness but in their “aggressiveness”, “physicality”, and
their capability to progress to something physical, as shown in a comment by a
Russian participant in (13) and a Swedish participant in (14).

(13) ‘Gestures are more “closed” and defensive. Their use results in a less
obvious, masked reaction. Physical aggression follows gestures. If one
expresses emotions in an open way, they are splashing them out directly, but
if one expresses them in a “closed” way, then one might expect physical
aggression. Therefore, words are stronger, but gestures are more
aggressive.’ [Russian participant. Translation from Russian]

(14) Offensive-wise language and gesture are similar, but gestures look more
physical and threatening. It is a start of an escalation. [Swedish participant]

Other participants highlighted the “irritating” and “provocative” nature of gestures,
and their ability to trigger negative emotions, as expressed by a Swedish participant
in (15), and a Russian in (16).
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(15) Gestures are more impolite. By doing a gesture at the end of a discussion you
mean “I won”. They are more annoying. They trigger your interlocutor
more. [Swedish participant]

(16) ‘Gestures are more irritating, because they are serving not for expressing
emotions, but for showing that you are cool and better than others. They piss
me off’ [Russian participant. Translation from Russian]

In the interviews, we addressed the encodedness dimension of conventionality by
asking question S2, using labels such as “direct” and “indirect” (see Section 3.3).
Interestingly, the respondents labelled gestures as “indirect” more often than
expressions in language (153 vs. 115). Gestures in the low impoliteness (LI) category
were referred to as “indirect” most often. The participants tended to find indirect
expressions as unclear or hard to grasp, and sometimes the notion was interpreted as
ambiguity or vagueness, as was pointed out by a Russian participant in (17). For
expressions in language, on the other hand, there was a clear pattern with highly
conventional utterances being perceived as “direct” and less conventional as
“Indirect”.

a7 ‘Gestures are more dubious and have a greater potential for various
interpretations.’ [Russian participant. Translation from Russian]

Thus, there were indeed differences between how language and gestures were
perceived in relation to impoliteness and conventionality, though in a manner that is
rather hard to pinpoint, for both the participants and for ourselves. Labels like
“physicality” and “aggressiveness” can be linked with bodily mimesis (see Section
2.1), but attributions of vagueness require more analysis, as this can hardly be an
attribute of all gestures (e.g., emblems).

5.2 Face, culture, and impoliteness

The hypothesis about positive/negative face differences between the cultures was not
supported as operationalized. This could be due to several possible reasons. First, the
distribution of stimuli across the face variable was not balanced, and there was a
partial conflation of the face and semiotic system variables, as acknowledged in
Section 3. However, since we found no significant differences between impoliteness
in language and gesture, this factor is not likely to be decisive.

Second, the split of face into the positive and negative types has already been
questioned and criticised in politeness research (Bargiela-Chiappini 2003; Meier 1995)
mostly because negative face can be subsumed under the strategies that are typically
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associated with positive face (Meier 1995: 385). Although drawing the same conclusion
concerning impoliteness would be rather simplistic, the results of our study could
suggest that the applicability of this distinction to impoliteness may also be problematic.
After all, saying “get out!” to someone is as indicative of not valuing this person as
exerting one’s power over them. Perhaps, all impolite expressions primarily damage
face in Goffman’s understanding (1967), whereas the positive and negative types can
indeed be seen as “two sides of the coin” (Ide 1990: 76). One more reason might be in how
much a particular culture gravitates towards a specific kind of face — a parameter that is
hard to operationalize. Finally, implementing a judgement scale with three options such
as low, moderate, and high could have been more beneficial for testing such a hy-
pothesis, as it introduces more variation in responses, and thus some subtle differences
might become evident. On the other hand, such a design might have an impact on
reaction times, as more options may require more time for making a decision.

The most interesting finding about differences between the cultures was that the
Swedish participants evaluated both gestures and spoken expressions as “very
impolite” significantly more often than the Russian participants did. What could
account for these differences? A possible explanation may be that impolite behaviour
may in fact be more frequent in Russian than in Swedish culture, at least in the
present socio-political context. By being frequently faced and used by speakers,
impoliteness may have become more “naturalised” (Chandler 2017: 173) in Russian
culture, and consequently its derogatory effect may have diminished. Support for
this speculation can be found in the replies to question S3 concerning (perceived)
frequency, where the Russian participants replied that very impolite language was
“frequent” and “common” more often than the Swedish participants did.

5.3 Impoliteness and conventionality

It was a major finding that the degree of conventionality contributed to how impolite a
given spoken expression or a gesture was judged, independently of the prior impo-
liteness level that we had assigned to the expression. But which of the three dimensions
of conventionality seemed to play a larger role? Interestingly, the presumed frequency
of impolite utterances did not seem to have an effect, considering answers to question
S3in the interviews. In fact, presumed high frequency seemed to be linked with lower
impoliteness, at least according to some participants, as shown in (18) and (19). Note also
that the latter, produced by a Russian participant, is supportive of the idea of dimin-
ished impoliteness effect due to a generally higher frequency suggestion above.

(18) Less frequently used ones are more offensive, because people are coming up
with new things to be mean. [Swedish participant]
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19) ‘[...] when he cut off another driver himself and then got out of the car and
started yelling at him — this happens every day [...]. It is not something
radical because you face it almost every day.” [Russian participant.
Translation from Russian]

This leaves the dimensions of normativity (operationalized through meta-discourse
labels) and encodedness, based both on the answers to S2 concerning “directness”, and,
more importantly, on our own systematic intuitions about how cancellable the
impolite interpretations of the expressions were in terms of the cline shown in Table 2.

With respect to normativity, we saw in Section 4.3 that the most negative labels
like “aggressive” and “rude” were more commonly given to the utterances that we had
categorized as highly conventional (see Table 6). This corroborates the effectiveness of
using impoliteness meta-discourse for analysing the impoliteness level and conven-
tionality of expressions. While analysing the labels, not only did we find a larger
number of labels for HC and HI categories, but also substantial qualitative differences
with “stronger” labels being used for these two categories (see Appendices H and I).

Unfortunately, we could not make any firm conclusions based on the partici-
pants’ replies to question A2, as some claimed that “indirect” expressions were to be
judged as more impolite since the speaker “puts more effort into coming up with it”,
whereas others found such expressions less impolite, as one could “cancel out what
was said”. The latter was much more in line with how we had operationalized the
dimension, i.e., in terms of degree of cancelability.

In sum, given that there was a substantial overlap between first-order impo-
liteness, as reflected in what participants actually said (i.e., our operationalization of
normativity), and the more theoretically grounded notion of encodedness, we find
both dimensions of conventionality as theoretically relevant and methodologically
complementary. For example, while encodedness is key when designing the study
and setting up the particular conditions, thus functioning as an independent vari-
able, the meta-discourse labels provided by speakers are a convenient way to capture
conventionality as a dependent variable.

5.4 The influence of conventionality on reaction times

The conclusion above is further supported by the final and robust result about con-
ventionality contributing to fast judgements: both high-impolite and low-impolite ut-
terances were judged faster when they were highly as opposed to less conventional. The
straightforward interpretation is that highly conventional (i.e., encoded) expressions
required less inference. The level of impoliteness also had a significant effect on reaction
times, but the strongest influence was observed for highly conventional expressions
with high impoliteness (HCHI). Interestingly, there was no significant difference in
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reaction times between spoken expressions and gestures, implying that at least some
gestures may have as strongly “encoded semantics” as words. Notably, this contradicts
common replies in the interviews about gestures being less frequent and more indirect
(see Section 5.3), which once again questions the applicability of frequency as a relevant
dimension of conventionality, at least as long as impoliteness concerned.

6 Conclusions

Our cognitive-semiotic study of the impoliteness of spoken expressions and gestures
in a comparative Russian-Swedish context leads us to some significant conclusions
concerning central issues, concepts, and methods in impoliteness research, at the
same time as it raises many further questions.

One of our central points is that while language may be the dominant human
semiotic system, it is by far not the only one, and other systems such as gesture, as
well as their combination in polysemiotic communication (Stampoulidis et al. 2019;
Zlatev 2019) should also be systematically investigated with respect to (im)politeness.
Our findings that language and gesture were similar in terms of impoliteness
judgements were initially surprising, but upon reflection should perhaps not be,
given the fact that many gestures we included were as conventional (at least in the
sense of “encoded”) as words. This conclusion was also reflected in the similar
reaction times for both kinds of utterances. On the other hand, there were also
differences between the two kinds of utterances (both spoken and gestural) when
analysing the data from the interviews, where gestures were often regarded as more
“aggressive” and “physical”. These can be seen as reflecting their greater rootedness
in the expressivity of the body (Merleau-Ponty 1962). Future studies should investi-
gate different kinds of gestures, distinguishing conventional emblems from less
conventional, so called iconic gestures (Zlatev 2015b). Even more, a natural further
step would be to study polysemiotic impoliteness and focus on interactions between
the semiotic systems, and not when used on their own, as in the present study.

The cross-cultural differences, with the Swedish participants judging utterances
as very impolite more often than the Russian participants, were interesting, although
it was not based on the differences with respect to the concept of face, as we had
initially assumed relying on Brown and Levinson’s distinction (1978, 1987). The most
plausible explanation that we could offer was that impolite behaviour was simply
more common in present-day Russian culture (with some support for this inter-
pretation in the interviews), and the findings were the results of a kind of a habi-
tation effect, with higher frequency contributing to diminished derogatory strength.

The concept of conventionality was central for our research, as for the field of
impoliteness as such, and we analysed (and operationalized) it in terms of dimensions
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of frequency, normativity, and encodedness. As mentioned above, frequency appeared
to be least indicative, at least as operationalized by the participants’ judgements in the
interviews. This operationalization, of course, has its own problems since people do
not have reliable intuitions about frequency. On the other hand, intuitions about
(language) norms are reliable (Coseriu 1985; Itkonen 2008; Zlatev and Blomberg 2019),
which was also reflected in higher counts for meta-labels such as “rude”, “aggressive”,
“inadequate”, and “crude” for both highly conventional and highly impolite utterances.
Thus, the normativity dimension showed its relevance for conventionality and
perceived impoliteness. The dimension of encodedness, operationalized above all
through systematic researcher intuitions on meaning cancelability was shown to be
an essential aspect of conventionality, given that it was found to correlate both with
judgements of impoliteness (more conventional — more impolite) and with reaction
times (more conventional — faster response).

We are well aware that there may be other valid operationalizations of con-
ventionality, and different results may be obtained in future concerning its relations
with impoliteness. However, we offer our multi-dimensional analysis of the concept
as a meta-theoretical contribution to the field, urging others to spell out what they
mean by this commonly used term, and to evaluate the strength of the different
dimensions, as we endeavoured in our pluralistic, cognitive-semiotic approach.

Methodologically, we relied on ‘phenomenological triangulation’ (Pielli and Zlatev
2020), integrating (a) first-person methods like systematic intuitions, both of researchers
and speakers, which when applied with care are highly reliable (Devylder and Zlatev
2020), (b) second-person methods like interviews, and (c) third-person methods like
reaction-time experiments. There is room for further improvement in all of these re-
spects. Concerning (a), care should be taken to explicate what exactly is the phenomenon
under study: impoliteness, offensiveness, aggressiveness, or perhaps something else?
With respect to (b), the interviews used were probably too structured, and not fully
comparable, given that the Russian participants used their native language, while the
Swedes were interviewed in both Swedish and English. Concerning (c), future research
could possibly employ advanced methods such as neuroimaging or more fine-tuned
behavioural measurements. However, these would not make any sense unless they were
integrated together with (a) and (b), as it is impossible to “measure” complex phenomena
like impoliteness, unless these are first clearly defined and operationalized (Mendoza-
Collazos and Zlatev 2022). In sum, we hope to have demonstrated that impoliteness
research has much to benefit from cognitive semiotics. And to some extent, also vice versa.
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Appendix A. List of abbreviations

FTA Face Threatening Act

GCI Generalized Conversational Implicature
PCI Particularized Conversational Implicature
HC Highly Conventional

LC Less Conventional

HI High Impoliteness

LI Low Impoliteness

Appendix B. Distribution of impolite dialogues
across two face types (Positive vs.

Negative)

Semiotic system/impoliteness & conventionality Language Gesture
High impoliteness (HI) & highly conventional (HC) 1. Negative 3. Negative
2. Positive 4. Negative
Low impoliteness (LI) & highly conventional (HC) 5. Positive 7. Positive
6. Negative 8. Negative
High impoliteness (HI) & less conventional (LC) 9. Positive 11. Negative
10. Positive 12. Negative
Low impoliteness (LI) & less conventional (LC) 13. Positive 15. Negative
14. Positive 16. Negative

Appendix C. The full script for impolite dialogues in

Swedish

Impoliteness/ Language
conventionality

Gesture

High impoliteness 1. (“B” anviénder svérord pd en allmén
(HI) plats)
Highly conventional  A: Hej, kan du sluta svira?
(HQ) B: (pd telefon) Va fan! Jag sdger att han dr
ett jévla rovhdl, en jévia idiot!
A: Lyssnar du pd vad jag siger?
B: (till “A”) Dra dt helvete!
2. (“B” utsdtter andra for fara med sin
kérning)
A: Vad gor du?!

3. (“B” ldmnar smulor efter sig pad ett
bord i universitetets cafeteria)

A: Varfér ldmnade du bordet sd dckligt
efter dig?

B: Fixa det sjilv om du behéver det.

A: Konstigt att de Idter mdnniskor som du
studera hdr.

B: (Visar Idngfingret).

4. (En student “A” upptar ett bord, och gdr
ifran en liten stund. “B” stter sig ned)
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Impoliteness/
conventionality

Language

Gesture

Low impoliteness
(LD)

Highly conventional
(HO)

High impoliteness
(HD)
Less conventional
(LO)

B: (Kor in plétsligt framfér A’s bil och kér
léngsamt).

A: (Borjar tuta).

B: (Stoppar, gdr ut ur bilen). Varfor tutar
du, din jdvia idiot!?

5. (“A” klagar pa for hég studiebelast-
ning i sitt program)

A: Jag dr sa trott pd mina studier pd uni-
versitetet! Det kdnns som att jag blir galen
snart med alla dessa projekt och
inlémningar.

B: Det ser redan ut som om du blivit galen
dver dina studier. Det dr det enda du
pratar om.

A: Du behéver ju inte dverdriva.

B: Men du har blivit en nérd.

6. (“B” talar hdgt i telefon i biblioteket)
A: Hej, det hdr dr ett bibliotek. Om du
behéver prata, kan du géra det utanfor,
tack.

B: (Ignorerar person A).

A: Horde du vad jag sa till dig?

B: (till “A”) Férsvinn!

9. (“A” tittar pd en film ddr olika termer
ndmns)

A: Har du sett den hdr filmen?

B: Ja, det har jag, men forstar du verkligen
allt? Vet du vad utrensningslagen betyder,
till exempel?

A Hm ...

B: Har du verkligen gdtt i skolan?

10. (“A” lagar mat i ett studentboendes
kok)

A: Hej!

B: Hej. Vad lagar du idag?

A: Kryddad soppa med skaldjur och vissa
asiatiska kryddor.

B: Mmm, matavfallet luktar mycket bdttre
dn dina mdsterverk!

A: Hej! Tyvdrr, men bordet dr upptaget.

B: Hur ska jag kunna veta det, ingen satt hir?
A: Men jag ldimnade min ryggsdick for att visa
att det var upptaget.

B: (Tar ryggsdicken och sldinger den ét sidan).
7. (“A” forklarar vad som hénde i en tv-
serie och “B” lyssnar)

A: S under den fjdrde séisongen fick vi
veta att Saga blev satt i fingelse och ...
B: (Avbryter) Kanske kan du bara sdga hur
avsnittet slutade?

A: Véinta vinta! S vi fick veta att hon
hamnade i fingelse och vintade pd att
domstolen skulle besluta ...

B: (Himlar med 6gonen).

8. (“B” dr alltid sen till métena for ett
gruppprojekt)

A: Du dr alltid sen. Du har nog aldrig
kommit i tid till véra méten.

B: Det verkar bara s for dig.

A: Skdmtar du?

B: (Drar Idngsamt tummen och pekfingret
6ver munnen,).

11. (“B” bérjar roka i ett stu-
denthoendes kok)

A: Du far inte roka hdr.

B: Och du bestdmmer inte 6ver mig.

A: Pfft, skojar du?

B: (Pekar mot dérren).

12. (En forare “B” och en passagerare
“A” aker tillsammans i en bil)

A: Kor du bara i det hogra korfdltet och
med sd Idg hastighet?

B: Ja! Jag fick precis mitt kérkort. S@ nu kor
jag bara sé hdr.

A: Det verkar som att du har haft ditt
korkort under Idng tid. Jag skulle rekom-
mendera att kéra med mer sjélvfor-
troende och inte bara i det hogra kérféltet
och sd langsamt.

B: (Stannar bilen, gér ut ur bilen och
Oppnar passagerarens dorr).



280 —— Zlovand Zlatev

(continued)

DE GRUYTER MOUTON

Impoliteness/
conventionality

Language

Gesture

Low impoliteness
(LD)
Less conventional
(LO)

13. (“A” ber “B” att kolla pd A’s CV)

A: Hej, kan du titta pd mitt CV?

B: Visst!

A: Tack! (ger CV till person “B” och hen
borjar ldsa det).

B: Bérjade du skriva innan du bestdmde
dig for innehdllet?

14. (“A” kommer till ett studentboendes
kok dir médnniskor spelar ett bréidspel)
A: Hej allihopa!

B: Hej! Kom och spela med oss!

A: Jag kan inte. Jag har en inlimning-
su;ngzft.

B: Ah. En sdn bra student!

15. (“A” och “B” hyr en Iligenhet till-
sammans)

A: Kan du félja vart schema och stdda ndr
du mdste? Det blir smutsigt i ldgenheten
om vi inte stidar minst en gdng i veckan.
B: Om det dr smutsigt for dig, stada du det
sjélv. Jag dr okej med det hdr.

A: Jag ska rapportera ditt beteende.

B: (Hdller handen for munnen med
uppspdrrade 6gon).

16. (“A” och “B” ska dka i en bil)

A: Ok, var ska jag sitta?

B: Forsék att pressa dig in i baksdtet.

A: Men det finns knappast nén plats hdr,
bara lador!

B: (Rycker pa axlarna).

Appendix D. The full script for impolite dialogues in

Russian

Impoliteness/
conventionality

Language

Gesture

High impoliteness
(HD

Highly conventional
(HO)

1. (“B” ucnons3yem py2amenscmea 6
ny6nuyHom mecme)

A: 3, Moxcem nepecmarew’s MamepumsCs
mym?

b: (no menegoHy) Aa kakozo yepma! 5
mebe Xce 2080pI0, YMO OH eb/1aH, cameili
Hacmoswull koHYeHblld mydak!

A: Tol cablwuwie, Ymo mebe 2080psm?

b: (yenogeky “A”) fla nowen(na) mel Ha xyd!
2. (“b” co30aem asapuiiHbie cumyayuu
Ha dopoze)

A: Tel ymo denaews?!

b: (Pe3ko nepecmpausaemcs neped 800u-
mesem “A” u HaYuHaem MedNeHHO exams).
A: (HayuHaem cuzHanums).

3. (“b” ocmaensem mycop Ha cmone 6
cmonoeoii yHueepcumema)

A: lTouemy mei He ybparn(a) 3a coboii?

b: Bo3emu u ybepu, ecau mebe HyxHo.
A: CmpaHHO, Ymo makux Kak mel npu-
HuMarom e yHugepcumem.

b: (Moka3sieaem cpedHuli naney).

4. (Cmydenm(ka) “A” 3aHUMaem
€mos, Ho omxodum Ha MuHymy. 3a
cmon cadumcsa “b”)

A: 3ii! 38uHU, HO 3mom cmosa 3aHAMm.
b: Omkyda mHe 3HAGMb 3aHAMO Mym unu
Hem, ecau mym HUKmMo He cudum?

A: Ho s ocmasun(a) mym ceoli nopm-
@enb, Ymobbl NOKa3ame, Ymo cmon
3aHAM.
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Impoliteness/
conventionality

Language

Gesture

Low impoliteness
(LD)

Highly conventional
(HO)

High impoliteness
(HD)
Less conventional
(LO)

b: (OcmaHaenusaemcs, 8bixodum u3
MawuHsl). Tol Yé 6ubUKaews, Mpass!?

5. (“A” xcanyemcs no nogody
ype3mepHoii Hazpy3Ku e
YyHueepcumeme)

A: 4 mak ycman(a) @ 3mom yHusepe. MHe
Kaxcemcs, 51 CKopo ¢ yma colidy om ecex
amux domauiek, KOHCNekMos u npoyeli
XpeHu.

b: [lo-moemy, y mebs yxice Kpblwia noexana
co cgoeli yyeboil. Kpome Hee HUYe20 He
8uduLb.

A: Hy He HaOo npeyseauyu8amMb MOALKO.
b: fla mul yxce cman(a) 3a0pomom.

6. (“b” 2pomKo 2080pum no menePoHy e
6ubnuomexe)

A: 3t, mym 6ubauomeka goobuje-mo. Eciu
Hado nozogopums, mo cdenali 3mo 3a eé
npedenamu, noxcanyiicma.

b: (MeHopupyem 4enoseka A).

A: Tol CbliuWb, Ymo mebe 2080psAmM?

b: (4enosexy “A”) Omesanu!

9. (“A” cmompum eudeo, 8 KOmopom
ynomMuHaromcsa pasnuyHoie mepmMuHsI)
A: A mel cMompen(a) 3mo eudeo?

b: 4-mo cmompen(a). A mei-mo cam(a)
noHumaews, 0 Yém mam peds? Bom ymo
makoe atocmpayus, Hanpumep?

A:3mm ...

b: Tel gBoobuje yyunca(acs) e wkone?

10. (“A” 20moeum edy Ha KyxHe 8 cmy-
deHYecKoMm obwexcumuu)

A: lpusem!

b: lpusem. Ymo 2omosuws 8 3mom pas?
A: Ocmpeili cyn ¢ Mopenpodykmamu u
80CMOYHLIMU CNEYUAMU.

b: Mmm, da nomou naxHym u mo npusimxee
3moezo wedespa!

b: (bepem nopmeesns “A” u kudaem ezo 8
CMOPOHY).

7. (“A” pacckasbieaem croxcem 00H020
u3 cepuanos, a “b” cnywaem)

A: B obujem 8 yemeepmom ce3oHe mbl
y3Haem, ymo Caza nonana 8 mopemy
u...

b: (Mepebusaem) Moxcem mel ny4we
Cpasy pacckaxews, Ymo NPou3ouwo 8
KOHye ce30Ha?

A: [la nodoxdu 6auH! B obujem, oHa
nonana 8 mpeMy U *oem, noka cyo
pewum ...

b: (3akameieaem 2103a).

8. (“b” nocmosiHHO ona3dsieaem Ha
ecmpeyu no 2pynnogomy y4e6Homy
npoekmy)

A: Tol 8ce20a onazobieaews U euje HU
pasy He npuwen(na) 808pems Ha Hawu
ecmpeyu.

b: Tebe kadcemcs.

A: Tol wymuuws?

b: (Cmbikaem ykazamenbHsili u 606WOU
nasey u MedseHHO NPo8ooum UmMu
80016 pma).

11. (“b” HayuHaem Kypums Ha KyxHe 8
Keapmupe, 20e oH(a) cCHUMaem
KoMHamy)

A: Tol 3HaEWS, YMO Mym HeAb3A Kypums?
b: A mel 3Haews, Ymo mebe Hesb3sA
4umame MHe Homayuu?

A: Tol u30esaewbcs Ymo u?

b: (Moka3ssieaem yKazamesbHbIM
naneyem Ha deeps).

12. (Bodumens “b” u naccaxcup(ka)
“A” edym e mMawuHe)

A: A mbl moseko npagsiM psOOM U ¢
makoli HU3KoU CKopoCMeto e30ullib?

b: fja, nomomy ymo 5 mosbko HedaeHo
noay4un(a) npasa, mak 4mo noka Ymo
MOosbKO MaK e3xy.

A: MHe kaxemca yxe npuauyHo
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Impoliteness/
conventionality

Language

Gesture

Low impoliteness
(LD)
Less conventional
(L9

13. (“A” npocum “b” nocmompems
e2o(eé) pestome)

A: lpusem! Moxcewb 832/15HyMb Ha Moe
pestome?

b: Ja, dasaii nocmompro!

A: Cnacubo (nepedaem pestome “b” u oH(a)
HaYuHaem e2o0 Yumams).

b: A mel e20 Hayan(a) nucams neped mem,
Kak nodyman(a) 0 Yem u Kak nucame?

14. (“A” 3ax00um Ha KyxHio 8
obujexcumuu, 20e 2pynna ntodeii
uzpaem e HaCMoAbLHsie U2pbl)

A: [pugem Hapod!

b: Mpusem! fpucoedurstlica k Ham!

A: 4 He mo2y. MHe Hado 3adaHue no yyebe
dodename.

b: Oii. Kakoli(as) xopowudi(as)
cmyodeHm(ka)!

8pemeHu npowino. 8 6l coeemoga(a)
bosee ygepeHHO e30Ums, a He MoAbKO 8
npasom psdy u mak MeoseHHo.

b: (OcmaHasnueaem mMawuHy, 8sixooum
U omkpeigaem 08epb NACCAXUPA(KU)).
15. (“A” u “b” cHumarom keapmupy
emecme)

A: Tel Mo2(na) 6b1 cO600aMb 2paduk
ybopku? B keapmupe ece-maku cmaHo-
8UMCA 2PA3HO, ecu Xoms 6bl pa3 8
Hedento He ybupamescs.

b: Eciu mebe 2psa3Ho, mo mel u ybupatics.
Mens sce ycmpausaem.

A: § ocmassnto Ha meb3 xanoby ape-
Hdodamento, eciu Mol NPOOOMHCUWL
mak cebs gecmu.

b: (Okpyansiem enaza u npukpsigaem
pom Na00HbI0).

16. (“A” u “b” cobuparomcsa noexameo
Ha MawuHe)

A: Oketl, kyoa MHe cadumecs?

b: Monpobyii ymecmumecs Ha 3a0Hem
cudeHbe Kak-HU6yOb.

A: fla mym eoobuwje mecma Hem, 00HU
Kopobku!

b: (Moxcumaem nneyamu).

Appendix E. Instructions in Swedish

Screen 1

Vilkommen till ett experiment som undersoker hur mdnniskor bedoémer artiga
och oartiga svar som forekommer i dialoger mellan tva skddespelare. Graderingen
gors med en 5-punktsskala:

1 - Mycket artigt

2 - Artigt
3 — Neutralt
4 - Oartigt
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5 — Mycket oartigt

Experimentet tar 15-20 min. Har du ndgra fragor? Tryck pd SPACE for att fa ytterli-
gare instruktioner.

Screen 2

Du kommer att fa se 44 antal korta videoklipp, som har interaktioner mellan tvd
skddespelare. Om det dr majligt, forsok att se dessa dialoger som om de forekommer
mellan tvd olika personer varje gang. Personerna dr inte ndra vinner, utan bara
kdnner varandra. Slutligen, handlar det inte om koén eller dldersskillnader, men vi har
manliga och kvinnliga aktorer for att skapa balans. Du kommer att fa se tvd
uppvdrmningssessioner: forst kommer videoklipp fran det verkliga livet och sedan
med skdadespelarna. Har du ndgra fragor? Tryck pd SPACE for att fa ytterligare
instruktioner.

Screen 3

Tink pa att du bedomer alltid det sista beteendet: den sista frasen, gesten eller
handlingen i varje dialog. Vi dr medvetna om att det inte dr mdjligt att ignorera
sammanhanget helt och hdllet, men vi ber dig att fokusera pd det sista beteendet.
Sdledes spelar det ingen roll om vissa artiga eller oartiga svar kan verka rittfirdiga
eftersom en person dr sndllare och den andra dr mer irriterande — du fokuserar alltid
pa hur artig eller oartig det sista beteendet dr. Har du ndgra frdgor? Tryck pd SPACE
for att fa ytterligare instruktioner

Screen 4

Islutet av varje dialog finns en fras, gest eller handling som du ska bedoma enligt
5-punktsskalan. P denna skala stdr SPACE alltid for “neutral” och knappar D, F, ] och
K stdr for “mycket artig”, “artig”, “oartig” och “mycket oartig”. Du bedémer vad som
har sagts eller gjorts i slutet av videoklippen. Du ska se skalan snart. Har du ndgra
fragor? Tryck pd SPACE for att se skalan som du kommer att anvinda.

Screen 5

Bilden med ett av skalans tvd alternativ.

Screen 6

Din uppgift dr inte bara att bedoma artiga och oartiga beteendet i slutet av
dialogerna, men att gora det sd fort du kan. Helst bér du vara bdade exakt och snabb i
dina bedomningar. Det finns ocksa en fraga “Hur artigt/oartigt dr sista beteendet i
féljande situation?” fore varje video. Fragan visas for 3 sekunder och du behéver inte
att trycka pd ndgon knapp. Efter det, ser du en stjdrna pa skdrmen for 1 sekund och en
video bérjar. Efter en video, ndr du vil ser “BEDOM?” pé skirmen, kan du trycka pé en
knapp som motsvarar hur artigt eller oartigt det sista beteendet dr. Har du ndgra
fragor? Tryck pa SPACE for att fa sammanfattningen av instruktionerna.

Screen 7

Sammanfattningsvis:
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—  Forsok att se dessa dialoger som om de forekommer mellan tva olika personer
varje ging

—  Koén eller dlder av aktorerna spelar ingen roll

—  Skddespelarna spelar tvd personer som inte dr vinner, men kdnner varandra

—  Fokusera inte pd sammanhanget for mycket

— Du bedomer endast det sista beteendet: frasen, gesten eller handlingen

— Du anviinder 5-punktsskalan

Har du ndgra fragor? Tryck pa SPACE for att borja en uppvidrmningssession med
exempel fran det verkliga livet.

Mellan/efter uppvirmningssessioner

Nu dr vi fardiga med den forsta uppvirmningssessionen. Har du ndgra fragor?
Tryck pd SPACE for att borja den andra uppvirmningssessionen med skddespelarna.

Nu dr vi fardiga med den andra uppvirmningssessionen. Har du ndgra fragor?
Tryck pa SPACE for att bérja det riktiga experimentet.

Tack sd mycket for ditt deltagande!

Appendix F. Instructions in Russian

Screen 1

JaHHbll  IKCnepumeHm HANpAasneH HA UCCAed08aHue moeo, Kak JHou
OUEHUBAIOM 8eJC/UB0E U HeBexCAUsoe noseoeHue, Komopoe ecmpedaemes ¢ oud-
N102aX Mexncoy 08ymsa akmepamu. OueHKa npous3sooumcsi ¢ NOMOWBI WKAbL,
Komopas umeem 5 6apuanmos omeema.
1 — Ouens sexcugo
2 — Bedxcaugo
3 - HelimpavbHo
4 — Heegedgicauso
5 — OueHb HegexcAuso

Ikcnepumenm saHumaem 15-20 muHrym. Y Bac ecmsb gonpocwt? Haxcmume SPACE,
Ymoo6bsl noyuums daibHeluue UHCMmpyKyuu.

Screen 2

Bam 6ydem nped102ceHO npocmompems 44 KOpOMKUX 8UOEOKAUNA, KAXHCObLL U3
KOMopbx co0epaicum He6oAbWoll duanoz mexcdy 08ymsa akmepamu.. ECAU 803MONCHO,
nocmapaiimecs 80CNpUHUMAMb ImMu Ouan02U Makum o6pasom, 6yomo 6vl OHU
npoucxo0am Kaxcowlil pas mexncdy 08yMs pasHulMU H0dbMU. JTHOU, KOMOPLIX U2parom
aKmepbul 8 0UAN02aX, HE AGAAIOMCA OAUSKUMU OpY3bAMU, HO 3Harom opye opyaa. Kpome
moeo, IKCNepUMeHmM He HAanpae/eH Ha UCC/Ae08aHUe 803DACTNHBIX UAU 2eHOEPHBIX
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pasauuull, N0IMOMy pasHlil N0 AKMepos He umeem 3HadeHus. Ileped Havaiom
akcnepumeHma Bam 6yoem npeo10d4ceHo npotimu dee mpeHuposouHsle ceccuu. Ilepeas
MPEHUPOBOUHAS CECCUSL COOEPHCUM BUOEOKAUNBL U3 PEAAbHOIL HCU3HU. Bmopas mpe-
HUPOBOUHASL Ceccust COOepHCUmM 6UdeoKAUNnbl ¢ akmepamu. Y Bac ecmb 60npocwl?
Haxcmume SPACE, umobbl hotyMums dasbHetiuue UHCmpyKyuu.

Screen 3

IlomHume, umo Bul 6cez0a oueHusaeme nocAedHION Peaxyuro: Noc/eoHIH
gpazy, scecm uau Oeticmeue. Mbl NOHUMAEM, HMO HEBO3MONCHO NOJAHOCMbIO
UeHOpupo8ams KOHMEKCM, HO Mbl npocum Bac goxycuposambcs Ha nocsedHetl
peaxyuu 8 kaxcoom ouasnoze. Kpome mozo, Bam He caedyem yoeasimsv HUMAHUe
MoMy, HACKO/bKO 0npasdaHa ma UAu UHAas peakyus uau momy, 4mo oOuH 4e108eK
60s1ee pasdpadsiceH uau 6osee gexcaus. Iloxcanyiicma, goxycupyiimecb Ha mMom,
HACKO/IbKO 8eJCAU8A UAU HeBEeNHCAUBA NOCAEOHAA peakyus 8 duanoze. Y Bac ecmb
eonpocwl? Haxcmume SPACE, umo6bl notyuums 0aabHeliuue UHCMpyKYuu.

Screen 4

B KoHUe kaxc0020 0uano2a cooeparcumcsa ¢pasa, xcecm uau oelicmeue, Komopbole
Bam HysiCHO oyeHUmb ¢ NoMOwbH 5-mu cmynenuamoil wikaasl. Ha amoii wkane
SPACE gceeda o3Hauaem “HelimpanbHo”, a kHonku D, F, ] u K npedcmasastom onyuu
“OUeHb 8eHcAUB0”, “BeAHCAUBD”, “HEBeNHCAUBD” U “OUeHb HesexucAuso”. C noMouwblo
amux onyuil Bam HyicHO oyeHUMb mo, 4mo npoucxooum 8 KoHue Kaxcdozo eudeo-
kauna. Y Bac ecmb gonpocwl? Haxcmume SPACE, umo6bl yguoems my wKany,
Komopy#o Bel 6ydeme UCno/a16308ama.

Screen 5

KapmuHka ¢ 00HUM U3 08yX 8apUAHMO8 WKATbL.

Screen 6

Bawa 3adaua He MoAbKO 8 MOM, UMOObL OUEHUBAMNb 8EXHCAUBbLE U HEBENHCAUBbIE
peaxkuuu 8 KOHUe Kaxcdozo 0uanoza, Ho U 0eaams amo HACmMoAbKo 6blcmpo, Hac-
KO/bKO 803MOJMCHO. B udease Bbl 00%CHbL omeeuams 6blcmpo u mouHo. Ileped
Kaxcoslm 8udeo Ha sxpaHe 6ydem 8onpoc “HacKObKO 8exCAUBA/He8exicAusa noc-
/IeOHAR peaKyus 8 0AHHOU cumyayuu?”. JaHHwlii gonpoc 6ydem noKa3aH Ha IKPaHe 8
meueHue 3 cekyHO. 3amem 8 meveHue 1 cekyHAbl 6ydem nokasana 38e3oa 8 ueHmpe
3KpPaHa, nocse 4e2o HauHemcst sudeokaun. Ilocie Kajxcdoz2o 6UGeOKAUNA Ha IKPAHe
nosisumes c1080 “OLEHHUTE” u Bbl cmoxceme HAXCAmMy HA My KHONKY, KOMopas
coomeemcmeyem moil uau uHoil oyexxe. Y Bac ecmv gonpocst? Haxcmume SPACE,
4moobbl NOAYUUMb KpamKue UHCMPYKUUU eule pas.

Screen 7

Kpamxoe ob6obuieHue:
- Ilocmapaiimecb 60CNpUHUMAMb 0aHHble JUAI02U MAK, 6Y0mo 6bl OHU NPOUCX00TM

Kaoicoblil paz mexcdy 08yms pasHbMU H00bMU
—  Ion uau 8o3pacm akmepos He uzpaem HUKakotl poau
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— Akmepwl ueparom 9dgyx srodeil, Komopsle He A8AAMCA OPY3bAMU, HO 3HAIOM
opye opyza

— He yodeasaiime cAUWKOM 601bWO0e BHUMAHUE KOHMEKCIMY

—  Bul oyeHusaeme nocAeO0HIOK peakyuro: gpasy, yxcecm uau oelicmeue

—  Bul ucnosawsyeme 5-mu cmyneHuamyro wkasay

Y Bac ecmb gonpocwl? Haxcmume SPACE, umo6bbl Hauams nepgyr) mpeHupo8OUHYH)
ceccuro ¢ npuMepamu U3 peaabHoll HCUSHU.

Meoicdy/nocae mpeHupoeoUHbvIX ceccuil

Bwl 3aeepwiunu nepgyro mpeHupogouHyro ceccur. Y Bac ecmb 6onpocwl?
Haxcmume SPACE, umobbl Hauamb @mMOpyH MPEeHUPOBOUHYH Ceccuro ¢ eudeo-
KAUNamu, 8 Komopbslx ueparom aKkmepbl.

Byt 3asepuiunu 6mopyro mpeHupogouHyro ceccuro. ¥ Bac ecms gonpocwt? Haxcmume
SPACE, umo6bl HaUamMb HACMOAWULL IKCNePUMEHM.

Fosvwoe cnacubo 3a yuacmue!

Appendix G. Interview questions

General (G) questions: the main goal was to warm up participants before more specific

questions come and to understand how they perceived the experiment as a whole.

G1. How do you feel about the experiment? How did you experience it as a whole?

G2. How did you feel while watching the videos? How did they look like for you?

G3.Did you notice anything odd about some offensive videos? That the reaction is not
odd/strange in some aspect/sense for example?

G4. Do you think there is a difference between offensive videos? What is different?

Specific (S) questions: these questions directly relate to the hypotheses and were

asked after replaying every impolite video.

S1. How can you describe the last punchline by using adjectives and adverbs?

S2. Do you think that offense is conveyed directly or indirectly? Why? Is it clear what
the punchline means?

S3. Do you think such behaviour is frequent in a conflict situation? Do you think it is
likely that other people could do the same in a similar or a different conflict
situation? or such behaviour seems as being individual-specific?

Additional (A) questions:

Al. Do you think that impolite gestures are more powerful or more aggressive than
words? Do they differ from words in some aspect?

A2. Do you consider direct or indirect expressions as more impolite?
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Appendix H. Impoliteness meta-discourse repre-
sentations in Russian

Dialogue 1 Dialogue 2 Dialogue 3 Dialogue 4
HIHC/language HIHC/language HIHC/gesture HIHC/gesture
AzpeccusHo AzpeccugHo *7 AzpeccusHo AzpeccugHo*3
be3paznuyHo OckopbumensHo becmakmHo becnapdorHo*2
BsicokomepHo Xamcko*6 Tpy6o*5 Bo3mymumensHo
THesHO bopso He o4eHb sexuiugo BoicokomepHo
Tpy6o *17 lpy6o *12 He no-mosapuuwjecku Tpy60*9
Auko Auko HeadekeamHo Aepsko
AypHo TunepmpogupogaHHo Hesexuiugo*3 Xecmko
Xecmoko Aep3ko HesocnumarHo UmnynecueHo
UeHopupyrouje JomuHaHmMHo HedpyoicentobHo KpumuyHo
Hazno*2 Xecmko Hekpacuso Mepsko
HeadexsamHo UmnynecusHo *2 HekynsmypHo Hazno*5
Hesexciugo *9 HeadeksamHo*3 HemHozo 06udHo HaxaneHo*2
HesocnumaxHo*2 Haeno HemHoz0 ockopbumensHo HeadekeamHo
Hexpacueo*2 HegocnumarHo HeonpagdaxHo Hegexnugo*3
HekynbmypHo He3sakoHHO HenpasunsHo He3doposo
HenossonumesnsHo Hekpacuso Henpunuy+o Hekpacueo*5
Henpunuy+o He+opmansHo HenpuamH+o HekynemypHo
HenpusmHo*2 HenpasunsHo HeysaxcumensHo*2 HenopsdoyHo
HemakmuyHo*2 HenpusmHo *2 Huszko HenpasunsbHo
He moneparmHo HecdepxcarHo OckopbumensHo Henpunuyro
HeysaxcumensHo HekynemypHo*3 [Mo-ceuHcku HenpusmH+o
Heyumuso HemakmuyHo Pesko HemakmuyHo
OckopbumensHo*2 HeysaxumensHo*2 JzoucmuyHo HeysaxumensHo*4
[Mo-6b10aamcKku*2 HeymecmHo*2 HeymecmHo
lperHebpexuumensHo OnacHo 06udHO*2
IpogokayuoHHO [o-6e109mcku OckopbumensHo*3
Pe3sko *3 [Mo-cauHcku o-ckomcku
CuneHas Pesko Mo-cmepeamcku
YoracHo*2 CunbHo [peHebpexcumensHo*2
Xamcko Yepecyyp Pesko
JeoucmuyHo*3 HeypasHoseweHHO Xamcko*6
YCB-wHo JzoucmuyHo*2
2oucmuyHo
Dialogue 5 Dialogue 6 Dialogue 7 Dialogue 8
LIHC/language LIHC/language LIHC/gesture LIHC/gesture
Tpy60*2 AzpeccugHo HeysaxcumensHo*3 besanennayuoHHo
Hesexciueo*2 becmakmHo be3yyacmHo becnapdorHo*2
Hekpacueo lpy6o*7 Hegexuiugo*2 BbicokomepHO
HemakmuyHo*2 Aep3ko Hekpacueo Tpy6o*4
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Dialogue 5 Dialogue 6 Dialogue 7 Dialogue 8
LIHC/language LIHC/language LIHC/gesture LIHC/gesture
HeysaxcumesnsHo Hannesamenscku HenpusmHo*2 XKecmko
Heyymko He oueHb eexuueo HepayuoHaneHo Hazno
He 3mnamuyHo HeadeksamHo Hemepnenuso HadmeHHo*2
06udHO*2 Heeexuiugo*5 Hemepnumo He no-mosapuwjecku
OckopbumensHo HegocnumarHo*3 lpe3pumensHo Hegexugo*2
Pesko HekoppekmHo PazdpaxeHHo HedoeosbHO
Hekpacueo*3 PazdpaxcumensHo Hekpacuso*3
HexynemypHo*4 J20ucmuyHo HekynemypHo
Henodobarouje HenpusmHo*2
HenpunuyHo HemakmuyHo
HemakmuyHo HeysaxcumesnsHo
HeysaiumensHo*3 HeymecmHo*2
lpeHebpexcumensHo*2 pe3pumensHo
Pa3dpaxcumensHo lperHebpexcumensHo*3
Pe3ko*4 PazdpaxeHHo
JzoucmuyHo*3 Pe3ko*2
Dialogue 9 Dialogue 10 Dialogue 11 Dialogue 12
HILC/language HILC/language HILC/gesture HILC/gesture
BoicokomepHO*5 beckynemypHo BoicokomepHO*5 AepeccugHo*1
becnapdoHHo becmakmHo becumensHo besbawetHo
Bui3sisarowye BuicokomepHo beckynbmypHo bespasnuyHo
Beicmeusarowse lpy60*13 becnapdoHHo becauas
lpy6o*2 ExudHo bbi0n10 BnacmHo
3adesarowe Xecmko BnacmHo Tpy6o*5
U3desamenscku U30esamenscku*2 lpy60*9 UmnynecueHo
HadmerHo Hegexnugo*5 Haeno HeadekeamHo*3
He no-dpyscecku*2 HezamueHo HaxaneHo Hesexuueo*3
Hesexuiugo*3 HekoHcmpykmusHas Kpumuka Heeexuiugo*6 HedpysxentobHo
HemHozo 2py60*2 HekoppekmHo He2amusHo HekoppekmHo
Hemepnumo Hexpacugo*2 HelimpansHo Hekpacuso
HeysaxumensHo HemHozo 2py60*3 Hekpacueo*4 HeobocHosarHO
06uodHo Henpusmto HekynsmypHo*2 HeonpasdarHo
lpeHebpexcumensHo*2 HemaxkmuyHo*2 HenpusamHo HenpasunsHo*4
lpemeHyuo3Ho HeysawumensHo*3 HemakmuyHo HecdepicarHo
lpuHuxcarowje He smnamuyHo HeysmiumenbHo*4 Hemepnumo
CHucxo0umensHo 06udHo He smnamuuro HeysaxumensHo
TwecnasHo OckopbumensHo*2 OckopbumensHo*2 Heuymko
YHU3UmMensHo odno OmepamumensHo OckopbumensHo
YHuyuxcumensHo [peHebpexcumensHo lMoguaucmuyHo cuxosaHHO
Capkacmuy4Ho PasdpaxumensHo*2 PazdpaxiceHHO
Xamcko YocacHo Pe3ko*3
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(continued)

Dialogue 9 Dialogue 10 Dialogue 11 Dialogue 12

HILC/language HILC/language HILC/gesture HILC/gesture
Hepcmeo YHuuuxcumesnsHo YHuyuxcumesnsHo

Xamcko*2 Hepecyyp
JzoucmuyHo*4

Dialogue 13 Dialogue 14 Dialogue 15 Dialogue 16

LILC/language LILC/language LILC/gesture LILC/gesture

be3spasnuyHo AzpeccusHo bezomeemcmeeHHo  bezomeemcmeeHHO*2

becmakmHo Buicmeusarouje be3pasnuyHo bespazauyHo*2

BosmyujeHHo ExudHo besy4acmHo besyyacmHo

lpy6o*6 UpoHuyHo becnapdoHHo lpy60*2

M3degamenscku JluyemepHo py6o UHOu@pepeHmHo*2

KpumuyHo HemHozo exudHo ExudHo*2 HaxaneHo

He oueHs scecmko HemHo20 HeysaxumensHo  M30esamenscku Hesexuiuso

He no-dpyecku C u3deskoli Hazno*3 HezocmenpuumHo

He no-mosapuuwjecku CapkacmuyHo*7 Hannesamenscku*2  HedobpocosecmHo

Hesexuiugo*3 Cnezka 06UdHO Hesexuiugo*4 He3zauHmepecosaHHoO

HesocnumarHo A38umencHo*2 HesocnumaxHo HemakmuyHo

HekoHcmpykmugHasa kpumuka Hezpybo HeysaxcumensHo

HekoppekmHo HedogonbHO HeymecmHo

Hekpacuso Hekpacueo*2 MogueucmuyHo*3

HeobocHoeaHHO HekynemypHo 20ucmuyHo

HemaxkmuyHo HemHo20 Hegexu1ugo

HeysaxcumensHo HemakmuyHo

HeymecmHo HeyeaxcumensHo*4

He smnamuyHo Moguaucmuyro

Pesko lperHebpexcumensHo

Capkacmu4Ho C u3deskoli

Xamcko Xamcko

S38umesnbHoO JzoucmuyHo*2

Appendix I. Impoliteness meta-discourse repre-
sentations in Swedish

Dialogue 1 Dialogue 2 Dialogue 3 Dialogue 4
HIHC/language HIHC/language HIHC/gesture HIHC/gesture
Abrupt Aggressivt*16 Aggressivt Aggressivt*3
Aggressivt*5 Arg*6 Arrogant Arrogant
Arrogant Attackerande Drygt*2 Drygt*5
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Dialogue 1 Dialogue 2 Dialogue 3 Dialogue 4
HIHC/language HIHC/language HIHC/gesture HIHC/gesture
Avfdrdande Dominant Elakt*3 Elakt*3
Drygt*2 Drygt Explosivt Hénsynslost*2
Elak*3 Egoistiskt Forsvdrande Kdnslokallt
Empatilés Elakt*3 Hotfullt Kaxigt
Hénsynsldst Explosivartat Ilsket Likgiltig

Hart Explosivt Likgiltig Nonchalant*3
Icke tillmétesgdende Extremt Oartigt*3 Oartigt*3
Ignorant Farlig Offensivt Oférsiktig
Iisket Frustrerad Oforskdmd*3 Ofdrskdmd*2
Irriterande*2 Fysiskt Omoget*2 Omoget
Jobbig Hotfullt*2 Onadigt*3 Onadigt*3
Kalt Isket*3 Oskont Opassande*2
Kdnslost Irrationell Otrevligt*12 Osként*2
Konfronterande Irreterande Ovdnligt Otreviigt*11
Motbjudande*2 Irriterad Respektlost Overdrivet
Nonchalant Oartigt*2 Stérande Overldgsen
Normbrytande Offensivt*2 Taskigt Passivt-aggressivt
Oartigt*2 Oférskdmd*2 Sjalviskt
Oférskdmd*3 Omogen Stingsligt
Okdnsligt Onédigt*2 Stérig
Olyssnade Opassande Taskigt*2
Onédigt*2 Orimligt Trotsades
Oprovocerad Otrevligt*6 Trotsigt
Oskont Overdrivet*3 Upprérande
Otrevligt*12 Overreagerad(e)*2

Overdrivet Skrdmmande

Respektlost*2 Taskigt

Sjalvcentrerad*2 Upprért

Sjdlvupptagen

Sndsig

Stérande*2

Taskigt*4

Dialogue 5 Dialogue 6 Dialogue 7 Dialogue 8
LIHC/language LIHC/language LIHC/gesture LIHC/gesture
Drygt*2 Aggressivt*6 Arrogant*3 Aggressivt
Elakt*4 Attackerande Drygt Arrogant
Forminskande Drygt*2 Elakt Drygt*5
Hotfullt Elakt*3 Férminskande Empatilést
Likgiltig Empatildst Ignorant Frustrerad
Nedldtande Férminskande Irriterad Hénsynslést
Oanstdndigt Férnedrande Nedldtande*2 Ilsket
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Dialogue 5 Dialogue 6 Dialogue 7 Dialogue 8
LIHC/language LIHC/language LIHC/gesture LIHC/gesture
Oartigt*2 Hdnsynsldst*2 Nedvérderande*2 Irriterad
Oférskdmd Hagfdrdig Oartigt*5 Kaxigt*3
Okdnsligt*2 Ignorant Ointresserad*5 Nonchalant*2
Onddigt*2 Irriterad Okdnsligt Oartigt*4
Otrevligt*4 Kdnslokalt Onddigt*2 Oférskimd*2
Ovdnskapligt Kaxigt Otdlig Omogen
Overldgsen Nedldtande Otrevligt*7 Onaturligt
Taskigt*3 Nonchalant Respektlost*3 Onédigt*2

Normbrytande Otrevligt*7

Oartigt*6 Ovdanligt*2

Oférskamd*3 Respektlost

Ointresserad

Omoget

Onédigt

Otrevligt*6

Overdrivet

Regelbrytare

Respektldst*2

Sjdlvupptagen

Snobbigt
Dialogue 9 Dialogue 10 Dialogue 11 Dialogue 12
HILC/language HILC/language HILC/gesture HILC/gesture
Arrogant*3 Aggressivt Aggressivt*5 Aggressivt
Besserwisser Arrogant*2 Arg*2 Beslutande
Drygt*2 Drygt*3 Avslutande Bestimd*2
Elakt*5 Elakt*5 Awisande Dominant
Extremt Forminskande*3 Befallande Drygt
Fordummande Fornedrande Bestdmd Elakt
Forminskande*4 Foroldmpande Dominant Farligt
Foroldmpande Nedldtande*2 Drygt*3 Forsurad
Kénslokallt Nedvdrderande*2 Elakt*4 Frustrerad
Kritiserande Oartigt Eskalerande Ilsket*2
Makt Obefogat Explosivt Irriterad
Nedldtande Oférskamt Férminskande*2 Oartigt*3
Nedtryckande*2 Osként Hdnsynslést Onédigt
Nedvdrderande*7 Otrevligt*2 Kdnslokallt Otrevligt*4
Oartigt Sdrande Kaxigt Ovdntad*2
Onadigt*2 Taskigt*3 Nonchalant Overdrivet*3
Osympatiskt Oartigt*5 Passive-aggressive
Otrevligt*8 Omoget Respektlost
Overldgsen Onédigt*2 Stark
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Dialogue 9 Dialogue 10 Dialogue 11 Dialogue 12
HILC/language HILC/language HILC/gesture HILC/gesture
Oversittande*2 Opassande Stingsligt
Patroniserande Otreviigt*7
Respektlost Pubertalt
Taskigt*3 Rdkt
Uppnosigt Respektlost*2
Taskigt
Trétsigt

Dialogue 13 Dialogue 14 Dialogue 15 Dialogue 16
LILC/language LILC/language LILC/gesture LILC/gesture
Drygt*3 Avundsjuk Arrogant Arrogant
Elakt*2 Drivande Drygt Drygt*2
Forminskande*2 Drygt*3 Forléjliga Empatilést*2
Féroldmpande Elakt*4 Icke samarbetsvilligt Hénsynslést
Hart Forldjligande*3 Konfronterade Icke inkluderande
Inte kontrollerad Forminskande*4 Likgiltig Icke lésningsorienterad
Kdnslokallt Inte sndllt Nedldtande Ignoratnt
Kaxigt Kaxigt*2 Oartigt*3 Inte omtdnksamt
Kritiskt Ned|dtande*3 Offensiv Likgiltig*3
Nedldtande Nedvdrderande Omoget*3 Lite elakt
Oartigt*2 Ointresserad Otrevligt*4 Nonchalant*3
Offensivt Omognad Overdrivet Oartigt*3
Ohjdlpsam Onddigt Respektlost*2 Oblygt
Onédigt*2 Opassande Taskigt Oempatiskt
Oprodoktivt Oskont*2 Onadigt
Otrevligt Otrevligt*2 Opassande
Overldgsen Overdrivet Oskont
Pubertalt Pubertalt Otrevligt*2
Rakt Retande Ovilkomnade
Stétande Skuldbeldggande Ovdnligt*2
Taskigt Taskigt Ovdnskapligt
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