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1 Introduction

Interpersonal relationships represent an importasgéet for every human being
functioning in the society. As social beings, husane in various ways dependent on their
relationships with other humans, be it in term$adic human needs, such as the need not to
feel alone, to feel loved, or more sophisticategbise such as financial security or the fulfillment
of one’s ambitions and desires. Navigating intespeal relationships, including their
continuous construction in each communicative sibnarelies heavily on the use of language
and linguistic behavior. The present paper examinegpragmatic role of a particular type of
linguistic behavior, namely impoliteness, in thegoiation and for the construction of
interpersonal relationships, as exemplified in Ameerican TV series titled House M.D. The
paper proceeds from providing an overview of the werks associated with (im)politeness
research, through describing the research methggda@nod data, to the qualitative analysis of
situated conversational interactions from the afeetioned TV series.

2 Literature review

The focus of the present research is on the usmmijliteness for the construction of
interpersonal relationships. Interpersonal relajainaracterized as mutual social connections
amongst people that are mediated by interactiom,carprimary concern for interpersonal
pragmatics (Culpeper — Haugh, 2014, p. 197). Tbheeefinterpersonal pragmatics is the
scientific tradition in which the present reseascrounded. Interpersonal pragmatics research
is generally focused on the study of (im)politendssllowing is a brief overview of the
development of (im)politeness research.

Meta-research on (im)politeness generally repbs im)politeness research has so far
developed in three stages, ‘ovaves (see Kadar, 2017; Culpeper — Hardaker, 2017). The
evolution of (im)politeness research started withsidering politeness as a “category to be
defined, explained and operationalised in a ratitmeory of human behaviour” (Watts, 2010,
p. 55), which was typical for the so-called claakimodernistfirst wave approaches (Lakoff,
1973; Leech, 1983; Brown — Levinson, 1987). In otlerds, these were pragmatic models
which viewed politeness as ,an objectively defimabhtity to be used in a rational predictive
theory of how to perform politely (Watts, 2010 56,)."

The dissatisfaction with the inadequacy of the pratic modelling of politeness led to
one of the most radical changes in politeness relsgaamely the shift to considering politeness
as a“quality of emergent social practice in a constiamitt theory of human behaviour [...]
assigned to interactants involved in that pradbige€o-interactants” (Watts, 2010, p. 55). This
was typical for the post-pragmatic, or post-modgrisecond waveapproaches, which include
‘politeness as a discursive struggl@/atts, 2003; Locher — Watts, 2005), or the retzi
‘rapport management framewortSpencer-Oatey, 2008). The major difference beatwtbe
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modernist and the post-modernist approaches idathes’s assertion that what is or is not
perceived as (im)polite is constructed discursivatyemergent interaction, not objectively
definable (Watts, 2010, p. 56).

Although the post-modernist approaches are regaeded significant improvement
compared to the modernist approaches;tthied waveée of politeness research, politeness seen
as a social practice (Kadar — Haugh, 2013), haantcemerged (see Culpeper, 2011; Kadar,
2017). The key claim which distinguishes this apptofrom the aforementioned approaches
is that user (cf. politenessl1) and observer (ditgpeess2) perspectives on politeness are both
equally important, so we very often have to dedhwultiple understandings of behaviour vis-
a-vis (im)politeness (Culpeper — Haugh, 2014, 9)22

3 Research methodology and data

Considering the nature of the material analyzatiempresent paper, at least two research
approaches to (im)politeness can be adopted. Swecanalyzed situations contain multi-party
interactions, multiple understandings of (im)paiges are taken into consideration. The present
paper thus partly adopts the approactpofiteness as a social practi¢gadar — Haugh, 2013).
The application of this approach could be assodiatgh the investigation of identity
construction. However, the aim of the paper issimdnstrate the purposeful use of impoliteness
for the construction of interpersonal relationshiplserefore, one of the relational approaches
to (im)politeness, namely the rapport managemeamhdéwork (Spencer-Oatey, 2008), is the
main methodological apparatus employed in the papke metalanguage and concepts
provided by this framework are most apt for idemtiff the source of impoliteness in the
analyzed discursive situations. Furthermore, tamé&work can be considered as designed for
the investigation of “the relational aspect of laage in use, i.e. [...] how persons engaged in
interactional discourse use language to shape Ismdationships in situated encounters”
(Ferertik, 2020, p. 166).

The data for the analysis were collected from abdé online sources and include
transcripts of situated conversational interactioindr. House in two episodes of the TV series
House M.D., complemented by hypertextual linksritne sources with the audio-visual forms
of the interactions. The linguistic behavior is exaed for instances of impoliteness and the
source of impoliteness is located. The impolitesamte qualitatively interpreted, from the
viewpoint of interpersonal relationships betweea tharacters, as pragmatically serving in a
particular way in the process of the negotiatiod &r the construction of the interpersonal
relationships.

4 Analysis

The focus of the analysis is the social behavigdhefmain character in the series, namely
the head of the diagnostics team Dr. Gregory Hol&eking as a doctor in a hospital, his job
involves maintaining interpersonal relationshipshvather doctors, patients, their relatives, as
well as with his boss, the Dean of Medicine andhibgpital administrator Dr. Lisa Cuddy. The
analysis involves the demonstration of House praigadyy deploying impoliteness to
construct his interpersonal relationships in theigaar situations, namely those relationships
in which he is by default in a subordinate positionterms of institutional power, i.e. his
interpersonal relationships with patients, thelatiees, and his boss, Dr. Cuddy.

In the interpersonal relationship between a doatat a patient, in which the patient is a
client, and the one between a doctor and the adtratdor of a hospital, in which the
administrator is the doctor’s boss, the doctonierently in a subordinate position in terms of
institutional power. In the character of Dr. Houkewever, we encounter a doctor with an
extraordinary value to the hospital he is workimg for his unprecedented expertise as a
diagnostician. Being aware of his inviolable pagitiHouse repeatedly exploits it throughout
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the series by indulging in generally unacceptatpdlite social behavior. This, as we argue
here, is intentional and pragmatic for his congingpoof the interpersonal relationships in which
he is by default in a subordinate position in tewhfstitutional power, asserting himself as
the one who in reality holds greater power in thesationships, within the particular institution

(the hospital).

The demonstration of this tendency is exemplifiadtwo pieces of discourse enclosed
below in the form of transcripts. The transcriptdested for the analysis can be considered
faithful to the original audio-visual material, acately reporting both linguistic and non-
linguistic aspects of the interactions, includingugpes (literally stated) and interruptions
(indicated by a long dash at the end of the inpged utterance). Other conversational
phenomena such as overlaps, dysfluencies, or &bk#s do not occur in the analyzed
interactions. Both utterances and descriptionshafacters’ behavior are ordered according to
the order in which they occur in the original matkrThe descriptions of behavior include
comments on the manner in which the actions arompeed as well as on the emotions
expressed non-verbally, visible in the audio-visoterial. These can also be considered
accurate.

The analysis proceeds from identifying the sourfcenpoliteness in House’s behavior,
applying the concepts of Spencer-Oatey’s (2008)aetpmanagement, to commenting on the
impact of impoliteness on interpersonal relatiopshi

4.1 The source of impoliteness in scene 1

In the analyzed discursive situations, the soufampoliteness can be located by drawing
on the concept of face offered by the rapport mamemt framework (Spencer-Oatey, 2008).
This relational approach to (im)politeness draw&affman’s concept of face as “the positive
social value a person effectively claims for himhdsl the line others assume he has taken
during a patrticular contact” (Goffman, 1967, p. Spencer-Oatey (2008) claims through her
framework that harmonious relations can be maiethiby preserving three types of face
(quality face, relational face, and social identége), and by respecting two types of sociality
rights (equity rights and association rights). Dgimg any type of face or disrespecting any
sociality right, in turn, disrupts the harmony dfetrelationship and can be evaluated as
inappropriate (impolite) behavior.

In the first analyzed situation, we see an encolbgtveen House and his colleague and
best friend Wilson, which occurs after House’s savansuccessful attempts at making his
boss, Dr. Cuddy, angry. This is followed by Housélly disclosing intimate personal
information that involves him and Cuddy, and trseibsequent conversation.

Scene 1 House M.D. — Season 5 Episodée 247:18 — 09:22:

[Cut to Wilson’s office. House sits down]

(1) House: What do | do?

(2) Wilson: You make her angry.

(3) House: You really think that was the best ttmenock me?

(4) Wilson: I'm as surprised as you, but | thinknlserious. Communication can't start unless
you both —

(5) House: I've been trying to make her angry-fer

(6) Wilson: No, you haven’'t. Come on! Poo? Strigg@elt’s routine stuff. You’ve been pulling
your punches. You're scared. You should be. [Hdahbigdks then stands up.] Now go terrorize
her.

[Cut to the balcony. House bangs his cane loudltherrailing four times.]

! Available at: <https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=RiTECrOlk> [Cit. 2021-02-24.]
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(7) House: Attention! | have an announcement. As o about your day, | would like you to
be aware of the fact that | slept with Lisa Cuddy.

[Everyone in the lobby stares up at him. The cldvors open and Cuddy marches out. She
talks to one of the nurses then looks up at Hobke's mad. House stares back then rings for
the elevator, leaving her staring.]

[Cut to a hallway. House is walking away, down tiadl. Cuddy’s voice bellows out as she
catches up with him.]

(8) Cuddy: This is beyond ass-hood! You have tixery of not caring about your image. | do
not! I can permit a lot of crap, but an employbkewging about his sexual exploits with me —
no! That is zero tolerance! So congratulations, $¢éoliam angry.

(9) House: | was wondering if we should move igeiter.

(10) Cuddy: [laughs, humorlessly] You're firedhiSleaves.]

In this scene, it is the relational face that isca@l for locating the source of impoliteness
in House’s behavior. The central part of the siamatis the one that surrounds turn 7,
specifically Dr. House above the entrance halheftiospital shouting that he had sex with Dr.
Cuddy. Turn 7 contains the linguistic behavior vwhithe core of impoliteness in the situation.
The content of Cuddy’s response (turn 8) to Houdmskavior very directly reveals her
evaluation of his act and also provides justificatior the evaluation, which can be explained
by applying the concepts provided by the rapponmagament framework of Spencer-Oatey
(2008).

(8) Cuddy: This is beyond ass-hood! You have tixey of not caring about your image. | do
not! | can permit a lot of crap, but an employeewimg about his sexual exploits with me — no!
That is zero tolerance! So congratulations, Holiae angry.

Cuddy’s evaluation of House’s behavior is appareoin the first sentence of her
response: “This is beyond ass-hood!”. This candmsiclered an example of what Watts (2003)
calls classificatory politeness, for it is a comtm@ade by a participant of the interaction, which
classifies the other participant’s behavior in terof (im)politeness. It reveals that Cuddy
evaluates what House did as negative and moreusat@n an innocent prank and, therefore,
considers it as impolite and unacceptable behaligthermore, by using the word “ass-hood”,
which can be considered as offensive language, Yhdself is explicitly producing impolite
behavior as a reaction to House’s behavior. Thencemt she makes can thus also be viewed
as an example of expressive impoliteness (Wat3)20

Cuddy then hints at the reason of her negativeuatiah of House’s behavior, saying:
“You have the luxury of not caring about your imagelo not!.” The inference here is that
unlike House, she is in a position where her valepends on her image, i.e. the way she is
viewed by other people, which is what House mayehsqgatively influenced by his behavior.
The very word “image” and what it refers to cansbistituted by the politeness-related term
“relational face” provided by Spencer-Oatey (2008jhat Cuddy means here is that the
positive social value of being a good administratathe hospital, which she claims, “entails a
relational component that is intrinsic to the ewadilon” (Spencer-Oatey, 2008, p. 15). It
presupposes having purely professional relatiosshipthe workplace, which secures being
respected and considered objective in her judgm@nthe staff as well as patients. This is
what House threatened by his behavior, which, clemngig her response, is recognized by
Cuddy. This analogy thus proves that Cuddy considtuse’s behavior impolite, for she
perceives it as damaging her relational face.

Cuddy’s evaluation of House’'s behavior as impolgeapparent also from several
additional linguistic, paralinguistic as well agwlinguistic aspects of her reaction, namely her
facial expression upon being informed about Houaetsreferred to in the transcript via the
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metapragmatic comment “She’s mad.”), raised voi€uddy’s voice bellows out”), vulgar
language (“This is beyond ass-hood!”), and teatseineyes (visible in the audio-visual form
of the scene), which reveal the great extent taclwkhe feels damaged by House’s behavior.
We see an emotional reaction from Cuddy which cannkerpreted as being dominated by
anger. According to Culpeper and Haugh (2014, B),2anger is one of the most frequent
emotional reactions associated with impoliteneastiqularly when a social norm or right is
perceived to have been infringed.” The charactesistf Cuddy'’s reaction prove her evaluation
of House’s behavior as impolite, reveal the redszing her perceived damage to her relational
face, but also suggest that his misconduct invoéveoblation of a social norm. Cuddy in fact
confirms this by specifically naming the violatioha norm that caused the damage, when she
refers to House’s act saying: “an employee shoulmgut his sexual exploits with me.” From
this part of her response, the social norm itsatf loe inferred and formulated as follows: it is
a norm not to publicly disclose intimate persomdbimation which might compromise a
person’s public image if the person’s perceivediga dependent on the public image. House’s
public disclosing of the information about her saxinvolvement with him as one of the
employees, in front of the staff and patients, dg@saCuddy’s image and makes her claimed
positive social value as a good hospital admirntistrguestionable because of potentially being
biased towards him as an employee due to theiraéxwolvement. Being biased towards an
employee is a trait that hinders claiming the statiia good hospital administrator.

4.2 The impact of impoliteness on interpersonal rationships in scene 1

Now that the source of impoliteness in House’s bignehas been pinpointed, we may
proceed to the interpretation of the situation fimsipoint of view, i.e. to the discussion of the
purpose as well as consequences of his behaviasi@ying House’s position as that of an
employee in a hospital, a regular employee’s slyciahppropriate behavior towards his boss
would have serious consequences for the employeeeastion. This is due to an employee
normally being in a subordinate position in terrhietitutional power vis-a-vis his boss. The
fact that House has dared to commit such an imgatit towards his boss suggests that he is
not concerned about it having serious consequeiocdss professional life. This can apply
only if the professional interpersonal relationshgiween him as an employee and his boss is
reversed in terms of power. Assumingly, House iarawhat his unmatched medical expertise
presents such a valuable asset for the hospittletren the socially unacceptable behavior
towards his boss will in the end be tolerated. Téases him free of any social constraints that
otherwise virtually bind people in social interacts at their workplace. We might say that one
of the primary aspects of his character in the wlsaries is his exploitation of this status in
pursuit of fulfilling his individual desires and eds, whether personal or professional. The
analyzed impolite act is nothing out of ordinarythe series. House in fact often exploits his
power at the workplace by an unprecedented vialaiiceven disregard of politeness maxims,
i.e. by being impolite. His power and its explanatstretches as far as allowing him to break
the law without serious ramifications for him aetworkplace, e.g. he makes his team break
into patients’ homes, which may also be considemagdolite, albeit non-linguistic, social
behavior.

House commits the impolite act after a discussiah Wilson (turns 1-6), following
Cuddy’s refusal to properly discuss their sexualoamter. The discussion with Wilson ends
with an agreement that House needs to make Cudgly,goresumably in order to make her
admit feelings for him (turn 4: “Communication cestart unless..”) (feelings only presupposed
by both Wilson and House due to the sexual encougfgigned by House). House opted for this
act aiming to make Cuddy angry, which means heamase of it breaking a social norm, and
thus being an impolite act. However, the impolieaan be further analyzed from the viewpoint
of their interpersonal relationship.
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House is able to behave so inappropriately towardsoss because the professional
dimension of their interpersonal relationship isibally reversed in terms of the institutional
power in the hospital. Cuddy’s position as the adstiator of the hospital is the source of her
power within the institution. House’s institutior@dsition of a doctor, i.e. an employee, makes
him hold by default a subordinate position in tewhpower within the institution. In practice,
however, House’s invaluable medical expertise chsustrong source of power that he is able
to establish in communicative situations that hid @uddy’s positions in terms of power within
the institution (the hospital) are reversed. Thiaffirmed by Cuddy herself in turn 8, when she
says: “You have the luxury of not caring about ymage. | do not!.” House’s working position
as a doctor also involves a relational componedtamegular doctor might lose his job for
having an intimate relationship with the adminigiraf the hospital. Cuddy’s utterance can be
interpreted as implicating that House is in suplwaerful position in the hospital, despite being
just an employee, that their leaked sexual invokmitannot endanger him professionally,
while it is vice versa for her, despite being inigher institutional position than him (Although
Cuddy is the boss to House, she is subordinateébtzaed of directors who can fire her.). This
practically means a reversed position in terms oivgr at the workplace within their
professional interpersonal relationship. The afaetioned Cuddy’s utterance might suggest
that this reversed power status has already bdablisbed in their relationship prior to the
situation at hand, perhaps by House’s countlessqure disrespectful acts towards her, which
would prove the pragmatic role of impoliteness e tconstruction of interpersonal
relationships. However, building on the construtBd approach within interpersonal
pragmatics, we understand construction as an ghil, ongoing, dynamic process subjected
to negotiation in each communicative situation. seowommits the analyzed impolite act
publicly, in the hospital lobby full of people inding the staff as well as patients, at least some
of whom arguably were in the hospital for the fitishe or might not have been aware of
House’s powerful position in the hospital. We wamtargue here that each House’s impolite
act towards Cuddy, including this one, is pragmédicthe construction of the professional
dimension of their interpersonal relationship ire tparticular context where the act is
committed, establishing their reversed positiorteims of power in the hospital and potentially
even reinforcing the previous instances of suctsitantion of their relationship.

If we consider the context of House’s impolite aicts obvious that the construction of
the professional dimension of his interpersonaati@hship with Cuddy in the particular
situation is not the sole purpose of the impolde Brom the scene preceding the balcony scene
(turns 1-6), we know that House’s purpose in comingtthe impolite act is to make Cuddy
angry, i.e. to elicit an emotional response from fais, however, arguably is not the ultimate
purpose of the act. The reason of House wantimgake Cuddy angry (emotional) is because
she refused to admit feelings for him after thatrnnate encounter and opted to keep their
interpersonal relationship solely professional ¢aded earlier in the episode, visible at the
beginning of the enclosed audio-visual materidhug, House’s ultimate goal in being impolite
is to achieve the literal negotiation of the peeda@imension of their interpersonal relationship
with Cuddy, aiming to construct love relationshighaher. This is revealed firstly in turn 4,
when Wilson says: “Communication can’t start unkgss both —*, from which an inference
can be drawn that by communication he refers tosd@nd Cuddy talking about their personal
relationship. Secondly, it can be inferred fromnt®, which contains House’s immediate
response to Cuddy revealing she is angry (turrfl8uas wondering if we should move in
together.” This proves that besides pragmaticallyving for the construction of the
professional dimension of the interpersonal reteiop in the particular context, impoliteness
is purposefully used also to achieve the negotiadiod construction of the personal dimension
of the interpersonal relationship between HouseGumbly.
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Considering all the participants of the interactioy committing an impolite act towards
his boss, which involved disclosing their sexuat@mter, in front of the staff and patients,
House has arguably achieved the construction df paifessional and personal dimension of
his interpersonal relationship with Cuddy, in tlye®of the other participants. However, he has
not managed to achieve the latter in reality. Hiemate goal of the construction of love
relationship with Cuddy, i.e. the desired consiaorctof the personal dimension of their
interpersonal relationship, is not achieved. Cusdpgnizes the partial purpose of the impolite
act House has committed towards her (turn 8 — “"@&ug@tulations House, I'm angry.”).
Reaching the partial goal of the impolite act, Hotlsuts Grice’s relevance maxim (1975) in
turn 9 by suddenly suggesting they move in togetheis purposefully not reflecting Cuddy’s
previous utterance in his utterance. This may lerpneted as an attempt to initiate the
negotiation of the personal dimension of the irgespnal relationship between House and
Cuddy, which is considered to be House’s persogahda in the whole discursive situation
from the beginning. Furthermore, by using negapivéteness strategy (Brown — Levinson,
1987), House contrasts his response (turn 9) tadgZsidsharp response in turn 8, possibly
attempting to create a humorous effect in ordezaee the heated situation, break the ice, get
Cuddy on his side, and achieve her compliance wishdesire to negotiate their personal
relationship and construct love relationship betwié®m. However, when in turn 9 he reveals
the true purpose of making her angry, i.e. gettiegto discuss their personal relationship, she
refuses to cooperate and follows his flouting ¢évance maxim by flouting the same maxim,
keeping the conversation within the professionahatsion of their relationship. This is
revealed in turn 10, which contains Cuddy’s respdnsHouse’s proposal for them to move in
together: Cuddy: [laughs, humorlessly] You're fir¢8he leaves.]. If House’s purpose in the
way he phrases his response in turn 9 is to easgtttation and break the ice, Cuddy’s reaction,
namely laughter, might seem as a success. Howawv#ne transcript reveals, Cuddy’s laughter
is humorless, i.e. not genuine, hence sarcasticoling to Culpeper and Haugh (2014, p.
228), with sarcasm, the message conveyed is pamited: some aspects suggest politeness
(such as the fact that Cuddy reacts with laughtgher aspects suggest impoliteness (such as
the humorless manner of the laughter), and inuahscases, the overall assessment must be
weighted towards aspects suggesting impolitenesdd¥’s humorless laughter and her final
remark (“You're fired.”) can be interpreted as Im@gative evaluation of House’s effort and
reveal House’s failure to achieve his apparentraatéonal goal of constructing love
relationship between them. Nevertheless, by theoénlde situation, both characters seem to
show their awareness of the pragmatic function e purpose of House’s impolite act.
However, the degree of offence Cuddy takes fromrtipmolite act eventually prevents House
from achieving his interactional goal and leads iBuddy keeping the interaction within the
professional dimension of their interpersonal reteghip. Cuddy’s final remark (*You're
fired.”) might seem as disproving the reversed omss of House and Cuddy in terms of power
claimed above. However, Cuddy’s act of dismissirause from the hospital is revealed as
insincere, for House in reality does not get fiadigr this incident.

Returning to the framework applied in the analySpgencer-Oatey (2008, p. 32) presents
4 orientations of rapport management. The analg#tedtion, particularly House’s behavior,
might be interpreted as involving two intertwinateatations of rapport management, namely
rapport challenge and rapport enhancement. Hous@slite behavior negatively affects the
professional dimension of his interpersonal refafop with Cuddy and thus might be
considered rapport challenge. However, it is pentd with the desire to positively affect the
personal dimension of their interpersonal relatmnsand thus it might also be considered an
effort to achieve rapport enhancement. In otherd®oin his impoliteness, House attempts to
impair his professional relationship with Cuddyarder to initiate a conversation which, he
hopes, will enhance their personal relationship.
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Relational frameworks, including that of rapport nagement, are models of
interpersonal relations rather than models of poéts or impoliteness themselves (Culpeper —
Haugh, 2014, p. 223). It comes as no surprise tin@nthe analyzed impolite behavior, which
can be explained applying a relational approacghtriiave an impact on House’s interpersonal
relationships and be purposefully used to achibgg tonstruction in a particular way.

4.3 The source of impoliteness in scene 2

In the second analyzed situation, House argualpjogie impoliteness towards his boss,
the patient as well as towards the patient’s netatihe analysis is focused on the means of
impoliteness, the source of impoliteness, and #rgqgipants’ evaluations of House’s behavior
as impolite firstly in the case of House’s behavawards the patient and the relative, and then
in the case of his behavior towards the boss.

Scene 2- House M.D. — Season 3 Episodé 2®0:00 — 01:12:

[In the clinic, Cuddy is examining Abigail, a 15-gtd dwarf girl.]

(1) Cuddy: Well the stitches are healing nicdigre's no sign of infection.

(2) House: [bursts in through the door. Cuddy,ghatent and Maddy (the mother) are
startled] Woah. Sorry. Just need her féing moment.Smallfavour. [Cuddy gives him a look]
Pills.

(3) Maddy: Who's the wit?

(4) Cuddy: Doctor. Don't worry, I'll be firing hisoon. Wait in my office.

(5) House: Incision looks just big enough for d¢habe. Collapsed lung? Someone mistake
you for a pifiata?

(6) Maddy: Delightful, usually we just get the dkes this time of year.

(7) House: "No" on trauma. [Looks at her foreaiiind a clear patch of skin where a circle
has been marked out in black] Negative PPD. Whabfir dwarfs are you guys?

(8) Maddy: My daughter and | both have cartilage hypoplasia; think you can make a pun
out of that?

(9) House: Yes, but | don't want to be insensitjferns to Cuddy and indicates at Maddy]
She's got a bit of shortfuse, hasn't she?

(10) Cuddy: It's a bleb, wait in my office.

(11) House: Bleb's not a diagnosis, it's an evasio

(12) Cuddy: We'll schedule an MRI to make suré,ebcertain number of these cases are
idiopathic.

(13) House: Let me translate that into Tolkienyfou guys - means Doctor Cuddy's got no idea
why your daughter's lung suddenly popped like &éobal

(14) Maddy: You think you do?

(15) House: Give me her chart, and my pills.

In this scene, we have an encounter between H&is#dy, a dwarf patient, and the
patient’s mother, who has the same condition. Upasting in unannounced, over the course
of several turns, House produces a series of consmdrerein he alludes to the two dwarves’
physical appearance, more specifically to their Isrs@ture. In turn 2, he does so by
purposefully employing terms that can be used seidlee their stature (“tiny”, “small”), while
explaining why he entered the room. House revaalstention to allude to the two dwarves’
stature by emphasizing the two terms in pronurangiindicated in the transcript by the italics),
thus flouting the cooperative principle’s maxirno&nner (Grice, 1975). He repeats this in turn
9, emphasizing the word “short”, while providing lsiccount of why the patient’s mother reacts
to his comments angrily, attributing it to her shtemper.

2 Available at: <https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=bs@al 6¢ck> [Cit. 2021-02-24.]
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House indirectly refers to their small staturewotmore turns (5 and 13). In turn 5, by
comparing the patient to a pifijtalouse is arguably implicating that due to herIsstature,
someone might have confused her with this vesketl fwith candy often used at children’s
parties and might have pierced her as is customanty, hence her wound and collapsed lung.
In turn 13 then, using the term “Tolkien”, Houséers to the writer of the Lord of the Rings, a
fictional story in which some of the main charastare dwarfs. By this, House is again alluding
to their small stature caused by dwarfism, impingathat they probably do not understand
what Cuddy just said and need to have it translatedheir own, simple language, namely the
language of dwarfs.

As in the previously analyzed situation, the sowtanpoliteness in House’s behavior
in this situation can be located by drawing on tlacept of face offered by the rapport
management framework (Spencer-Oatey, 2008). Ciieathree types of face proposed by this
relational approach to politeness, it is the qudéce that is crucial for locating the source of
impoliteness in his behavior towards the patient ber mother. Repeatedly alluding to their
small stature, House commits a kind of ridiculetloé patient and her mother due to their
unusual physical appearance. Through such allusibiosise damages their quality face
(Spencer-Oatey, 2008), which is related to the aslfan individual and defined as “a
fundamental desire for people to evaluate us padjtin terms of our personal qualities, e.g.
our confidence, abilities, appearance, etc” (Spe@aey, 2002, p. 540, in: Culpeper — Haugh,
2014, p. 220). By constantly producing indirecterehces to their small stature, House is
drawing attention to the fact that their physicap@arance is out of ordinary. Openly being
considered different, especially in associatiorhwihe’s appearance, may be interpreted as
rather negative evaluation of one’s personal gealita perceived inadequacy, hence damage
to the quality face.

The fact that the participants of the interactiocjuding the targets (the patient and her
mother) and the ratified heaféCuddy), interpret House’s remarks as negativéuetians of
the targets’ personal qualities and consider hmguistic behavior face-damaging, hence
impolite, is reflected in their reactions. Espdgidhe patient's mother and Cuddy produce
reactions that can be interpreted as negative atiahs of House’s linguistic behavior.
Reacting to House’s first ridiculing allusions hetdwarves’ small stature (turn 2), the patient’s
mother asks Cuddy who this person is, saying “Whweswit?” (turn 3). Referring to someone
as a wit might on the surface appear as a postratuation of the person. In this instance,
however, it is arguably meant as a sarcasm raltlaer & sincere appreciation and can thus be
interpreted as a negative evaluation of House'ssieh As Culpeper and Haugh (2014, pp.
222-223) explain, sarcasm trades off politenesdlamia compliment uttered by somebody to
whom a great disfavor has been done, reminds fseafathe distance between an act that
normally earns its author such a positive evalmaéiod the evaluated disfavoring act, such as
the arguably insensitive remarks produced by Haugkis instance. Referring to House as a
wit, following his preceding utterance, can be lipteted as her evaluating House’s alluding
remarks as smart, yet impolite. The patient’s motbacts to House’s linguistic behavior in a
similar way repeatedly throughout the situationingssarcasm also in turn 6, she arguably
implicates that she evaluates House’s remark m3was a joke at her daughter’'s expense. Turn
8 can be interpreted as her implicating that shesiders his previous remarks as intended
puns, hence again producing an evaluation of his bemawhich is negative rather than
positive, as puns often have ridiculing effect &mio jokes. To summarize, the analysis shows

3 See the definition at: <https://www.merriam-webstem/dictionary/pi%C3%Blata> [Cit. 2021-02-24.]
4 The term “ratified hearer” was adopted from Dy2€l12.
5> See the definition at: <https://www.dictionary.dbmowse/pun> [Cit. 2021-02-24.]
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that at least in three separate turns (3, 6, anthé&)patient’'s mother produces negative
evaluations of House’s linguistic behavior towala#s and her daughter, thus revealing she
considers his behavior impolite.

Regarding the last participant of the interactien,Cuddy, House produces his utterances
addressed and targeted at the patient and the ma#leaware that Cuddy hears them and
arguably meaning her to hear them. Therefore, wHewnse addresses the other two
participants, Cuddy holds the role of a ratifiechte®. From this position, she reveals her
negative evaluation of House’s behavior towardsother two participants in turn 4. Arguably
inferring the implication of the mother’s questiorturn 3, Cuddy not only reveals who House
is, but also tries to reassure the mother thabésavior will have negative consequences for
him. By adding “Don’t worry. I'll be firing him sow’, Cuddy reveals her negative evaluation
of House’s behavior, considering it inappropriaiethie extent of deserving him a dismissal
from his position in the hospital. House’s behavawards the patient and her mother is thus
evaluated as impolite by the targets of the belmasowell as by Cuddy as the ratified hearer
of the interaction.

In addition to the behavior towards the patient ked mother, the analyzed scene also
contains instances of House’s behavior where tigeted person is Cuddy, which are also
worth considering (turn 11 and 13). Turn 11 corgdilouse’s reaction to Cuddy’s diagnosis of
the patient’s issues. House is implicating here tieaconsiders Cuddy’s diagnosis not the true
cause of the patient’s health issues but rathatteampt at a comfortable dismissal of the case.
House’s disagreement with Cuddy’s medical opinicomplemented by the accusation that
asserting this diagnosis, she is really just tryimgvoid the case, can be considered a face-
threatening act. The manner in which he expre$ssswhich is very direct, makes it a bald
on-record performance of a face-threatening a¢hout redressive action (based on Brown —
Levinson, 1987). In turn 12, Cuddy to an exteneads her evaluation of House’s utterance in
turn 11 as a face threat by defensively explainumy she believes her diagnosis is correct.
Addressing the other two participants, House sulesaty in turn 13 expresses his
interpretation of Cuddy’s explanation as a sigrt e does not really know the cause of the
patient’s health problem. Directly stating thateality Cuddy does not know the true diagnosis,
after her explaining what makes her diagnosis rigbuse arguably commits the same kind of
a face-threatening act as in turn 11. This timeJdywdoes not produce a specific evaluation of
House’s utterance, except for staring at House lieuegly with her jaw half-dropped (visible
in the audio-visual form of the scene).

There is perhaps no conclusive evidence that Cusldyuates the aforementioned
House’s utterances targeted at her as impolite. évew by directly disagreeing with her
medical opinions in front of her patient and théeyd’s relative, House might be undermining
her abilities as a doctor in their eyes, and thatentially threatening her quality face (Spencer-
Oatey, 2008). This interpretation is supporteduiy tL4 where, reacting to House’s dismissal
of Cuddy’s medical opinions, the patient's mothsksaHouse instead of Cuddy whether he
knows what caused her daughter’'s health issuesdi@ven in the case of House’s behavior
towards Cuddy in this scene, the source of impwdiss may be located by applying the
concepts provided by Spencer-Oatey’s (2008) rappartagement framework.

As Dynel (2012, p. 176) aptly remarks, “while infag House’s intended impoliteness
is usually unproblematic, determining whether hesad® or do not take offence at his abrupt
utterances tends to pose more difficulty.” Thislagg shows that certain House’s utterances
targeted at Cuddy in this situation might be intetgd as impolite due to lack of mitigation of
face-threatening acts, albeit Cuddy arguably da#scanfirm this, for she does not provide
direct evaluations of House’s linguistic behavimwards her as impolite.
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4.4 The impact of impoliteness on interpersonal rationships in scene 2

Having located the source of impoliteness in thisasion, it is necessary to comment on
the impact of House’s impoliteness on his interpeas relationships with the participants of
the interaction. As mentioned above, House holdspibsition of a doctor in a hospital. A
regular doctor’s impolite behavior towards a pdti¢ine patient’s relative, or his boss would
have serious professional consequences for theomlars a regular doctor is in terms of
institutional power in a hospital by default in@srdinate position vis-a-vis the people with
one of the aforementioned statuses. However,egridited above, in the analyzed situation Dr.
House repeatedly indulges in impolite or unmitigdtece-threatening behavior towards all the
aforementioned types of people.

Regarding a patient and a patient’s relative, #eyin terms of institutional power in a
hospital by default in a superior position vis-a-&idoctor, for a patient is a client of the hapit
providing the hospital with money and a patienéktive is ordinarily a person important for
the patient, i.e. the client. When the negotiatibthe interpersonal relationship between House,
the patient, and the relative proceeds, the patiethithe relative arguably expect the negotiation
to develop in line with the state of their interg@mal relationship as determined by default by
their statuses. This is revealed especially imtbéher’s reactions to House’s impolite remarks
(turns 3, 6, and 8), which provide her evaluatibiie behavior as impolite. Apparently, she
considers herself and the patient to be in a posthat predetermines House as a doctor to act
politely towards them. We want to argue here tyaeipeatedly acting impolitely towards them
in front of another person, his boss no less, Hondbe particular situation constructs his
interpersonal relationship with the patient andreéative contrary to the expectations, shifting
the relationship from its default state where himia subordinate position, to a state in which
he practically holds a superior position in terrhghe institutional power in the hospital.

Through his behavior, House’s interpersonal reteiop with Cuddy is arguably
constructed in the same manner in this situatioraddition to committing unmitigated face-
threatening linguistic acts towards her in frontaofpatient and the patient’s relative, the
construction of their interpersonal relationshig @he establishment of his superior position
over her in terms of power in the hospital is asded by the very fact that he dares to be
impolite to a patient in front of her as his bossd even continues being impolite after she
threatens to fire him. The combination of Houseigpolite behavior targeted at Cuddy,
committed in front of the patient and the relatiaed his impolite behavior targeted at the
patient and the relative, committed in front of @udarguably undermines her institutional
power over him in the eyes of the other participaot the interaction. House thus also
constructs his interpersonal relationship with Gudd the contrary of its default state
determined by their respective institutional stagjsestablishing that he is the one who holds
the position of greater power in the hospital ialitg, even though Cuddy is his boss.

The analogy demonstrates that the behavior of Dusd in this situation can also be
considered an example of the purposeful use of litepess for the construction of
interpersonal relationships, whereby House swaps fris by default subordinate position to a
superior position in terms of power in the hospitalthe relationship with each of the
participants of the interaction. We also want tguar here that House’s possibility to deploy
impoliteness in his behavior towards people wholad/oormally have institutional power over
him as a doctor, stems from his unparalleled eiqeeds a diagnostician and the inviolable
position in the hospital resulting from that, whicl exploits through his impolite behavior.
House asserts his inherently claimed medical atelléctual superiority even directly in the
situation, namely by open disagreement with Cuddiggnosis, and by proving the ability to
produce indirect witty allusions as a means of ilitgoess.
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5 Conclusion

The present paper provides an in-depth analyssa@él behavior of the main character,
Dr. Gregory House, in the American TV series tittémlise M.D., focusing on his impoliteness
and its effect on his interpersonal relationshifise purposeful use of impoliteness for the
construction of interpersonal relationships in freeticular situations is illustrated on two
situated conversational interactions of Dr. Houseeach case, the first part of the analysis
demonstrates that the source of impoliteness oatladyzed behavior can be located applying
one of the relational approaches to (im)politen@ssnely Spencer-Oatey’s (2008) rapport
management framework. Impoliteness is identifiedrasng from the damage to the relational
face or the quality face of the targets of Househavior. The second part of the analysis of
each situation demonstrates that impoliteness ptoged purposefully and serves House for
constructing interpersonal relationships in thetipalar situation The analysis shows that
House deploys impoliteness to establish himsedf superior position in terms of power in the
hospital in the interpersonal relationships in Viahize is by default in an institutionally
subordinate position, namely in his relationshighwhis boss, a patient, and a patient’s relative.
The analysis also demonstrates that in the firsaBon House deploys impoliteness not only
to construct his professional relationships, bsbahs an attempt to construct a personal
relationship. Moreover, the paper points out tha House’s unparalleled medical expertise
that he capitalizes on as a source of his invielg@lalsition at his workplace, which he exploits
by deploying impoliteness in his linguistic behawathout having to face serious professional
consequences.
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Summary

The use of impoliteness for the construction of imrpersonal relationships: the case of the
“almighty” House M.D.

The present research paper describes the workimgpoliteness exemplified in film discourse, naynel

in the TV series called House M.D. The focus ixethon locating the source of impoliteness in the
linguistic behavior of the main character in theese the infamous Dr. House, as well as on pirpagn
the impact of impoliteness on his interpersonatrehships. Qualitative analysis is performed oa tw
transcripts of conversations of Dr. House with @asi types of people he encounters at his workplace.
The source of impoliteness is located by applyimg toncepts of Spencer-Odtgy(2008) rapport
management framework. The aim of the paper is toomstrate the use of impoliteness for the
construction of interpersonal relationships. Thelgtthus operates within the paradigm of interpeato
pragmatics. The paper shows that Dr. House purplbdgefeploys impoliteness to establish himself in
a superior position in terms of power at his woalkel in the interpersonal relationships in whichshe
by default in an institutionally subordinate pasiti The analysis demonstrates House's use of
impoliteness not only to construct his professiamétionships, but also as an attempt to constuct
personal relationship.
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