MAIMBBFAREZELS

A COMPARATIVE STUDY OF
U8 CHINESE AND AMERICAN

COMMUNICATION STYLES
i 35 22 o XU HE 488 F 52

!?Z ﬁBﬁlN@lTﬁTi Tﬁ;%Lﬂmg



B BERSRE (CIP) &

AR S LTS /R ERE . —A/RE:
B IR B Tolk K2 It , 2008 . 12

(ARIMEBEIREZFEAR)

ISBN 978 - 7 - 5603 - 2502 — 6

I.&e 0.8 .- pEEE-%X
IV.G125

H A B4 CIP BEZ T (2008) 55 144228 5

HRRETT RARRI RS SR

# it ARETRERREENES 108 #HREH 150006
&  E 0451 - 86414749

pog Hit  http: //hitpress. hit. edu. cn

BN B BRI RS B chLL ERRI T

F A 850mmx 1168mm 1/32 E3K 7.625 7% 198 TF
B R 2009% 1A% 18 20094 1 A% 1 KR!

H S ISBN978-7-5603-2502-6

T i 28.005C

(R ENF R RRBR AR E, AL AT ELK)



2
Tt

A HEE U RIS R SE RN R N B, 2% T H#
2R B FIEREX BT AP B B R A A B X
B AR, SR T i XTI F0IE I B AL LR U4
ST FHXE SRS 3 B AR FIE A 2R
RS AE s T IR, X v 3R SCAL B R BR AR 8 A AT B4
Hro IEAARIEHE R TE-— 1 3ULEH 8 C I8 STeh
HRFAL, G— 1L ERESHE AC MR R AIES EANE
RIMTER AR . MEHEET F AR =S B0E S AT EHAR
BER , XEEREESFEXERR, BN YK BARKLHE
FAANIZSERS , AT T4 R A1 B © 8 TR H W7 7
BT R, ZHARBREASHFABSHEEHAE,

LA FRAEXT IS FE R SR L R h 18, Bk b pE
W ZFRABERAEHFEER. A TIEHHPHBRE, FHEND
B PR AR R ARG B A R HLBR A R ST S B A , 3%
P RAANEEEXRRAE R, MESKFEPHESXRNLHE
K. FHtgh, BEASEEANBEP RPN SFHE
TR, XFERAUABTE DB LT |, A AREEE
MHERERGHT T, XHERE—BHERN, hE2ZEEXER
Ry N EFEIRBRAZR . FRPEAMNEREALB ¥R
br, EEEZAEEPRENA— BB FH000E
HESE T AP ESCAG  R3Z B 5 1 R 1 R 5 2o ] 4 K XU T R
H, MREAPHR RS ER ARG HEARBEANE
FREILT- BT A B30T B W RIS 5 R B P ER R A X BT XA,
SR, M ERE RS

T o HAfR R E SR 32 B SR R R EE R AR B 2

. 1 .



5L BRRAT —MER, XA — IR RRSEET
FEXACREACR P aA A £ B e S AR E W EE, URED
AEERRH M M S HEEAKER A REWRBNER, 7R
o B R BB [ SR R BRI A, B R AR, TR
MREE FE RTHBRREBREFOIFETRFEG. BRXE
R AR M B REFFEIAAT, FERVIGHE BB
FE B FE AR, TIAMNMAE X 25 B P FRANTAHE L

MR, P EARN RIS REANEEXRZ R
MEREASH RS HEAPRARRRFHARKESE
— B, BRI RT, REMERANSEWAR S5H
AEZRBERETART ST EROBEERAT X AR
RAWER

EMERBSEATERA A ERNME, B GCrice,
Leech % — 670 15 )22 2 1R 1 AR R AR B R LAVE 05 MR A
HREREFRENESCNERE, PEXAFRT IR, M
TERMAFN, LIERXEHEXAARTRHRANAEESEFEA
AU IE R fER T Ko

RTEEKFER, HrhgimATEES, BFERRLCA
FGH

HEE
2008 4E 10 H FrA LK



A List of Tables and Figures

Table 3.1 The Indirect Interaction Style in the Chinese Culture vs.
the Direct Interaction Style in the American Culture

......................................................... (60)

Table 4.1 Men’s Responses to Women’s Direct and Indirect Requests
............................................................ (76)

Table 4.2  Differences in Negotiation and Resolving of Conflict in
Chinese and American Cultures ---v--vreerveree- (114)

Table 5.1 English Essays Adopting the Inductive Approach, Quasi-
Inductive Approach and Deductive Approach -+ (125)
Table 5.2  Abstracts Adopting the Deductive Style, Inductive Style,

and Qlasi — Inductive Stylc ........................ (128)
Table 5.3  English Abstracts Adopting the Deductive Style and
Tnductive Style .................................... (133)
Table 6.1 Major Differences between Individualistic and Collectivistic
Cultires  cvoceverrereeerrrerrrrroctiitiicitiiiiietaianas ( 159)
Table 6. 2  Differences between High-context Cultures and Low-
Context Cultures +rsrerrersssssescssssstiisoiiocose (163)
Table 6.3 Face Saving Strategies in Collectivistic and Individualistic
Culttares sereveeereererreenrriaareaiaaiaaaaae ( 164)

Table 6.4 East Asian Orientation and North American Orientation
..................................................................... (165)

Table 6.5 Characteristics of Interdependent and Independent Selves
1 -



------

............................................................... (137)
Configural Logic +vsrerererrmremnenmminn. (139)
Linear logjc/ Anti-climax Ordered Structure -+ -+ (142)
Toulmin Model / Linear logic ..................... (144)
Linear Logic ............................................. (147)
Different Layers of Culture -rerroreerrsrrrorancianans ( 155)



Contents

Chapter 1 Introduction «-cscsciressisrcinnnn, (1)
1.1 Rationale of the Study +++-++eeerremmrsenneneanirnnenien. (2)
1.2 Research Objwi"ﬁ .......................................... ( 13)
1.3 Methodology and Data for the Research «-+««+-seeeeeeees (14)
1.4 'Ithrganimﬁonoftthook ........................... (15)

Chapter 2 Towards an Understanding of Indirect and Discourse

Organization Styles  «-ce-orereeererrrerniniin. (18)

2.1 InErOQUCHOR -+ ++++vrrseressraraeeanserraanesneesaennensnes (19)

2.2 'The Theory of Pragmatic Relativity and Diversity -+ (20)
2.3 The Study of Interaction and Discourse Organization styles

........................................................................ (23)

2.4 Theories of Culture: A Theoretical Variable «:::++«««+: (28)

Chapter 3  Variations of Pragmatic Conventions between/among

CUILUEES vt voeevrrrrmsarsserstetantieanrcanterannasrenae (33)

3.1 Introduction «-s-eeresereoerrresonerrataticeneciaietitonines (34)

3.2 Pragmatic Relativity and Pragmatic Diversity «-----e-:++: (35)

3.3 Pragmatic Transfer, Pragmatic Conventions, and Pragmatic

Fallure  seereeerereereerrsmnitiiiiaiieiiiiaiiiiiiieiiiannes (40)

3.4 Consequences of Diversity of Pragmatic Conventions between

CUItUrEs  evseerrrreerreeerretataie st sis e ( 50)

3.5 Indirect and Direct Interacton and Discourse Styles as

P‘mgmatic CONVENONS  <*rerv veeereranraseesessmrnaane (56)

Chapter 4 Indirect vs. Direct Interaction Styles «---«c-----e-+ (61)
4.1 TIntroduction «rrreeresrrrrrarrrrenisosintiiiiinteiiitiiiiiees (62)



4.2 Indirect vs. Direct Interaction Styles +ve-vreeeserersens (64)

4.3 Indirect vs. Direct Facework Strategies ++v-ceveeeeereer (93)

Chapter 5 Indirect vs. Direct Style in Discourse Organization ---
..................................................................... (116)
5.1 Introducton cooereeecrereerererereniiiiiiiiiiiiieien (117)
5.2 Indirect vs. Direct Discourse Organizadons «+««++=+-+=* (120)
5.3 Argumcnt Stylcs ............................................. (135)
Chapter 6 Treating Culture as a Theoretical Variable ------ (149)
6.1 Introduction --ee=eersseeerernmreriiinerieieciiaas ( 1 50)
6.2 A Framework for Explaining the Differences in Interaction and
Discourse Organization .................................... ( 1 52)
6.3 Differences in Concept of Self and Self-Expressions in Chinese
and American Cultures erererrerrerrererritatieiiiiiiiane, (174)

6.4 Culture-Specific Pragmatic and Discourse Conventions ---+*
..................................................................... (180)
Chapter 7 Conclusion and Suggestion —«--c-eceoereareniinne (1 84)
7.1 Summary of Major Findings and Contributions ~ ++-++- (185)
7.2 Implicau'ons and Appliauions ........................... (188)
7.3 Limitations and Suggestions for Further Research -+ (191)
Appendices ............................................................ ( 195)
Bibliography ......................................................... (225)
JRIR s rererrreetre e ( 236)



Introduction

AT R R
[ A ] &an#]%ztﬁ“& % B 455
B AR LB B R KA. R A I AT
PR AL R A5 BB X R - %
REEHERXE S, B A E A % e A
MAHELE, B TERRA R, RATEM D3 %
D D L T L)
AEA A TR E & AXRAE, WAL X 2
L RWAEAL,



A COMPARATIVE STUDY OF CHINESE AND AMERICAN
COMMUNICATION STYLES

| 1.1 Rationale of the Stdy

1.1.1 Background

Managing interpersonal relationship is an important aspect of
communication and managing interpersonal relationship between people
from different cultural backgrounds seems to be more difficult as people
lack knowledge of other cultures’ conventions or norms for managing
relationship.

In general, communication consists of two components: a content
component and a relationship component ( Watzlwick, Beavin and
Jackson 1967 ). The former is also called the transactional, or
information-transferring) aspect of communication while the latter is
called interactional or relational aspect of communication, or
maintenance, or management of socal relationship aspect of
communication ( Brown and Yule 1983 ). According to Brown and
Yule, communication is either primarily transactional in focus, or
primarily interactional in focus, and that the goals of these two main
types of communication are different. The goal of transactional
communication is to convey information coherently and accurately,
whereas the goal of interactional communication is to communicate
friendliness and good will or to maintain and establish harmonious
relationship, and to make the interlocutors feel comfortable and
unthreatened. Weather forecasts, academic lectures, and news report
are typical cases of transactional communication, while greetings, small
talk, and compliment of interactional communication .

However, in general, communication is both transactional and
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Chapter 1 Introduction

mteractional. If one person requests another person to do something,
for example, there will be a transactional aspect to the request, which
concerns what one of them is requested to do, such as showing
someone around the dty, fetching someone a cup of tea, or giving
someone a ride to somewhere. However, there will also be a relational
aspect to the performance of the request, for example, whether the
request is performed directly or indirectly, explicily or mnplicitly, or
whether the request is performed with or without due respect may bring
people feelings of comfort in one cultural context but offense and
resentment in another cultural context.

Obviously, how we use language to communicate can affect our
relationship with others, both positively and negatively. The
interactional or relational aspect of communication has a lot to do with
communication or interaction and discourse styles such as indirect and
direct styles. In fact, the study of interaction and discourse styles,
especially that of indirect and direct styles, is one of the most relevant
areas in interactional or relational communication.

When an English speaker communicates with a foreigner whose
English is odd, he often attributes it to grammatical or phonological
inadequacies. When he interacts with someone with an unusual
interaction style he may misjudge that person’s intention or ability,
leading to severe unexpected consequences, including the hurting of
feelings and even offense and resentment. Likewise, some Chinese
speakers of English tend to think that an improvement in the
communication process with English speakers lies in the modification of
accent and an increase in vocabulary. Both the Chinese and Americans
are not aware that it is the substantial differences in the use of language
or in interaction or discourse styles rather than basic sentence structure
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A COMPARATIVE STUDY OF CHINESE AND AMERICAN
COMMUNICATION STYLES

and vocabulary that lead to misunderstandings of the speaker’s
mtention.

This book is a contrastive study of the indirect and direct
interaction styles in spoken interaction and written discourse which are
mmmediately relevant to the management of sodcal relations in
communication between Chinese and American cultures. Interaction
and discourse styles are in fact the basic characteristics of the
management of social relations and manifestations of conventions or
conventionalized strategies for managing social relationships. This book
treats indirect and direct interaction and discourse styles as pragmatic
conventions, which, like situational factors, affect communication.
They are in fact mediating factors through which culture influences
communication. The convention of indirect style, for example, can be
traced to culture specific notions of the harmonious social relationship,
which is the preference of the Chinese.

To study the differences of styles in spoken interactions, the book
mainly compares the semantic organizations or organizational sequences
of, for example, request in Chinese and American cultures. That is,
where is the request component placed in the form of request? At the
beginning or at the end or somewhere else? And what nformation
precedes or follows it?

What is important to notice 1s the fact that the Chinese indirect
and Amenicans’ direct styles in spoken interactions paralle] the Chinese
indirect and Americans’ direct styles in written discourses. In each
case, the topic appears at the end or in the middle in the indirect or
inductive interaction and discourse, while the topic appears at the
beginning in the direct or deductive mteraction and discourse. That 1s,
what is called in this book the frame-main semantic sequence which
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Chapter 1 Introduction

operates in the spoken interactions also operates in the written discourse
in the Chinese cultural context. And the main-frame sequence wiuch
operates in spoken interactions also operates in the written discourse in
the American cultural context.

To illustrate this parallel phenomenon between spoken and written
discourses, this book makes a contrastive study of the indirect and
direct styles in both spoken interactions and written discourses. One of
the ways to analyze indirectness and directness of written discourses is
to examine the conventions of these styles, partcularly in terms of
sernantic structure or whether the discourse is organized inductively or
deductively. Whether a written discourse 1s deductive or inductive or
direct or indirect depends on whether the main ideas or the topic is
placed either at the beginning or delayed untl the end. In the indirect
or inductive discourse, a topic is sometimes placed in the middle or it is
not mentioned at all—it is “buried in the passage” (Hinds 1990:90).
The additonal supportive components in the act of request are called
frame including reasons, justifications, facework (which is the actions
taken to deal with the face-wants of one and the other) (Lim 1994 :
207-247), or other minor or supporting parts, which are presented at
the beginning in the inductive or indirect discourses. In contrast with
the indirect or inductive organization of written discourses, in the direct
or deductive discourses, the main idea or the topic is introduced at the
beginning, with the additional or supportive components or the frame
appearing afterwards. According to Hinds, the Chinese discourse is
reader-responsible while the Americans’ discourse is speaker and writer-
responsible in nature. Looked at in this light, the use of indirect or
direct, or inductive or deductive conventions in written discourses, like
those used in spoken discourses is also related to the maintenance and
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management of sodal relationship.

Actually both of these indirect or inductive style and direct or
deductive style are found in both spoken and written discourses in
Chinese and American cultures. That is to say, there is nothing
mnherently Chinese or American about these styles. Nevertheless, the
book argues that there is great probability that the Chinese tend to
prefer indirect or inductive style in more situations than the Americans.
In fact, it is a matter of preference. According to Y.R. Chao, a
famous Chinese linguist, 50% of the utterances in Chinese are topic-
comment types (Chao 1968: 83 ). For example, Chinese has
subordinate clauses that set the evaluative framework for the main
clause. In other words, they must precede the main clause (Chao
1968).

If we link language use incuding communication styles with
cultural and social factors, we may be justified in saying that it is the
cultural orientation and values as well as interpersonal relationship
orientation in Chinese and American cultures that lead to the choice of
one or the other of these interaction styles. And the choice of
communication, the indirectness for the Chinese, for example, is the
signal of mterpersonal relations in Chinese sodiety .

Up to now, a very large amount of work from different
perspectives and different disciplines has been done on the Eastern
indirectmess vs. Western directness difference of both spoken and
written discourses as well as the factors that bring about the difference.
Each perspective and discipline has provided insight into this area. This
book will use these nsightful ideas as resources and at the same time
link the use of language in terms of {both spoken and written )
communication styles with culture to construct a more comprehensive
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Chapter 1 Introduction

and coherent framework to explain and interpret the differences of
mteraction styles of Chinese and American cultures.

1.1.2 Rationale of the Research

Nowadays there is a widely shared—almost taken for granted—
view that globalization is taking place throughout many aspects of the
world. As a result, intercultural contact is increasmng rapidly and
dramatically. Cultures, economies, and politics appear to merge across
the globe through the rapid exchange of information, ideas, knowledge
and investment. However, in spite of this, recent experience has
shown that physical doseness and economic interconnectedness between
and among people from different cultures cannot automatically
guarantee  effective communicaton and friendly interpersonal
relationship. Greater intercultural contact may actually reinforce
cultural and social distinctions and create separation. The experience of
increasing global contact has made us realize that intercultural contact,
though mevitable, is not always successful. It is the diversity of
communicative behavior of different cultures that always creates
miscommunication and misunderstanding. The different behavior can
be strange and, at times, even bizarre as it often fails to meet our usual
expectations. Even when the natural barrier of a foreign language is
dissolved, we may stll fail to understand and make ourselves
understood due to the differences in communication mechanism: the
subconsdous processes of inference that result from situational factors,
social presuppositions and pragmatic or discourse conventions or
norms.

Among the communicative phenomena, this study examines,
from a sodolinguistic and pragmatic perspective, the conventions of
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COMMUNICATION STYLES
interaction and discourse styles, particularly the Chinese indirect and
Americans’ direct styles. We take the position that pragmatic
conventions are important variables that mfluence communication and
they influence communication just as much as other factors such as
situational and sodal factors. The study of this pair of interaction and
discourse styles is very important but hitherto has been inadequately
considered and under-discussed.

As mentioned earlier, considerable work has been done on the
Chinese indirect and Americans’ direct communication styles as well as
the factors that attribute to the differences. The work that has been
done by scholars of different disciplines, including philosophers,
historians, anthropologists, and scholars in the areas of sociolinguistics
and pragmatics as well as scholars in the area of intercultural
communication. The emphasis of scholars from these perspectives on
this issue, however, may vary with their research interest. Some may
have been studying the differences relying on historically based
explanations. Some may have been searching for the nexus between
language and culture in explaining the differences. Some may have
been focusing their discussion on the differences in vocabulary and
isolated grammatical paradigms. Some may have been researching on
the differences in terms of language use. Still, some may bhave been
exploring cultural differences in terms of interaction and discourse styles
and attributing the differences to vanations in values and conventions
or norms. Each, of course, has contributed to the study of
communication style in its own way.

Enlightened by the insights provided by these scholars and guided
by the principle of pragmatic and discourse relativity, the book will go
beyond the boundary of each of the discplines involved and present a
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Chapter 1 Introduction

more comprehensive picture about the interaction and discourse styles
in Chinese and American cultures. It will bring spoken ( different
language behavior) interactions and written discourse ( discourse of
different genres ) together to demonstrate more coherently and
systematically that the Chinese and Americans may prefer different
communication styles in social interaction and discourse organization .

There are six reasons for our research.

(1) All language use has a transactional or content component
and an interactional or relational component. The transactional or
content aspect refers to the transmission of information or “what” is
being transmitted. The interactional or relational aspect refers to the
maintenance or management of social and interpersonal relationship.
Both of these two aspects of communication are important and therefore
deserve equal attention. However, the interactional or relational aspect
of communication, in the area of cross-cultural communication has
hitherto been overlooked and underdiscussed. As a matter of fact, the
study of the relational aspect of communication has special meaning to
communication, especially to cross-cultural communication as people
from different cultures often find it extremely hard to manage and
maintain relationship due to the lack of the knowledge of cultural
conventions in language use relevant to rapport building. Numerous
facts and examples have shown that one of the sources of fallure to
manage interpersonal  relationship properly in  cross-cultural
communication 15 derived from the inappropriate use and
misinterpretation of interacion and discourse styles, such as the
Chinese indirect style and Americans’ direct style. Therefore, there is a
pressing need for the study and information regarding this issue. This
book discusses the Chinese indirect and Americans’ direct interaction
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