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Requests in corner shop transactions in

Ecuadorian Andean and Coastal Spanish
[Post-print version]*

Maria Elena Placencia
Birkbeck College, University of London

*Please note that the text in this version doesiecessarily
exactly correspond to the published version

1. Introduction

On the basis of audio-recordings and observationatdrally occurring inter-
actions, | explore pragmatic variation in the reaion of requests in corner
shop ({iendas de barriptransactions in Quito and Manta. Quito and Mar&a
taken here to represent the two main sub-variefié&cuadorian Spanish (ES)
that have been identified (Toscano Mateus 1953MKiiph994, Cérdova 1996):
Andean orSerranoSpanish and Coastal @ostefioSpanish, respectively. It
should be noted that some sub-regional variatibtheaphonological level, for
example, has been described for these two broaeltiear (cf. Lipski 1994). It
is therefore possible that variation at the praggriavel will also be found. As
such, the labels Andean and Coastal are treateddsereferring to Quito and
Manta more specifically. Additionally, it should beted that there are a num-
ber of studies available that deal with pragmasigegts of Ecuadorian Andean
Spanish (see below). There are, however, no pragmsiaidies on Ecuadorian
Coastal Spanish. This study thus also aims to itanté to the (pragmatic) cha-
racterization of Ecuadorian Coastal Spanish.

In this analysis, | build on my previous propodalagcencia 1994, 1998)
thatpragmatic variationor the study of language use in context acrosstes
of Spanish (or other languages), or what Schn&darron (this volume) call
“intra-lingual pragmatic variation”, merits atteoi, as does the study of varia-
tion at other levels, such as the lexical or mogyhtactic levels.

While most studies that explicitly or implicitly amine pragmatic varia-
tion, at least with reference to Spanish, focusational varieties and cultures,
such as Puga Larrain (1997) does in a study oke@hiSpanish and Peninsular
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Spanish, here | examine variation with respechéotivo sub-varieties referred
to above, that is, in relation to Schneider & Batso“sub-national” level. |
also highlight the need for more studies that lablsuch intra-cultural varia-
tion.

Pragmatic variation can be analyzed in relatiordiféerent domains, as
Schneider & Barron (this volume) propose, includsmeech act realization
and the overall organization of conversatibiere | look at these two domains
which, to employ Spencer-Oatey’s (2000) classiitcatof domains in the
study of rapport management, | call tilecutionary and thediscoursedo-
mains, respectively. | also consider Spencer-Oasgylisticdomain in relation
to “the stylistic aspects of an interchange, suglkleice of tone (for example,
serious or joking) ... and choice of genre-appropriatms of address” (2000:
20), and heparticipatory domain, which refers to aspects of turn-takifige
non-verbaldomain (e.g. the use of eye contact, gesturepamamics) is also
part of Spencer-Oatey’s (2000) classification omamns in the handling of
rapport management. Some reference is made tatbasin this paper; how-
ever, it is not included as a separate domain xamegnation since video re-
cordings of the interactions would be needed feysiematic analysfs.

Before the results are considered, some backgrmutieé study is offered,
including a brief review of work on requests, wielierence to Spanish, in par-
ticular, and some methodological considerationgaiBeon the data examined
are then provided.

2. Background

2.1 Studies on requests and some methodological coasimles

The study of requests has been approached frorerelitf perspectives, em-
ploying different methodologies. Initial interest this area derived from work
in speech act theory and the ethnography of comeatian in the 1960s and
1970s. Searle (1969) outlined conditions and rédesspeech acts, including
requests, which he claimed to be universal; tligether with his (1975) cha-
racterization of different types of indirectnessl dns suggestion that indirect-
ness is associated with politeness, sparked coabigeinterest in the empiri-
cal examination of requests and other speech actsslanguages. On the
other hand, in the same period, it was Hymes (192874) who highlighted the
embeddedness of communicative activities in theaiad context, prompting
the investigation of the “rules of speaking” asatail with different “speech
events” in different “speech communities”. Ervingp’'s (1976) study on di-
rectives in American English is among the firsdtaw on the ethnography of
speaking tradition.

In the 1980s and 1990s, interest in requests walkefuby Brown & Le-
vinson’s (1978, 1987) theory of politeness, whaesguests were presented as
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prototypical face-threatening acts requiring resirgs action, and also by the
work of Blum-Kulka and her colleagues (cf. Blum-Kal & Olshtain 1984,
Blum-Kulka et al. 1989) who sought to explore tkalization of requests and
apologies in seven different languages. BuildingSmarle’s (1975) work on
(in)directness, Blum Kulka et al. (1989) developecbding scheme to categor-
ize request realization. Also, under the influentstudies in second language
acquisition, they developed a methodology, nantlky,use of discourse com-
pletion tasks (DCTSs), to facilitate comparisonsoasr cultures and between
native speakers and learners. Both their codingrmehand methodology or
related methodologies (e.g. role playsve since been extensively used. In
contrast, studies on requests drawing on the etapbyg of speaking tradition
of employing data obtained in their natural envimemt have not been as nu-
merous.

DCTs and other data elicitation tools offer a neméf methodological
and practical advantages as they allow for variabtdrol and the collection of
large samples of data in a (relatively) short pkrad time. Nonetheless, the
extent to which the data they elicit represent @ctise has often been subject
to discussion (see, for example, Hartford & Barddarlig 1992, Beebe &
Cummings 1996, Félix-Brasdefer 2003). Concerning’BGt is now generally
agreed that they mainly provide access to inforsigoérceptions only (cf.
Kasper 2000, Lorenzo & Bou 2003). In this respbaked on a study on res-
ponses to compliments using DCTs and naturally wogu data, Golato, for
example, claims that “while DCTs provide researsiveith data rather quickly,
that data can be very different from naturalisticabllected data” (2003: 110).
As to the data elicited using role-plays, the degré “naturalness” seems to
depend on, amongst other factors, the degree tohwthe role-play is struc-
tured (cf. Félix-Brasdefer 2003), a factor relatedhe degree of “researcher
involvement” (Potter & Wetherell 1995) in the gesigon of the data, as well
as other factors such as the familiarity of resgornsl with the situation or the
particular role they are required to pfaflowever, there seems to be a consen-
sus that while role play data approximate naturadlgurring interactions more
than DCT data, data obtained by means of role ptaysot be taken as a
“faithfljl representation of reality”, to use Kerbf@recchioni’s (2005: 29)
words.

This is not to say that the use of naturally odogrdata is problem-free
(cf. Marquez Reiter & Placencia 2005). The “natoeak” of the data given the
presence of the researcher or a tape-recorderecandis often questioned. In
relation to service encounters as those in theeptegudy, however, we do not
think this presented a major problem given thathese encounters a real
transaction, meaningful to both participants, istaike therefore demanding
their full attention. In this respect, we agreehwiMalone (1997: 152) when he
says that there may be some self-monitoring, batt ‘ttonversations demand
participant attention, and hence talkers are quidkhwn in, or the interaction
fails” (see also Duranti 1997). At the same timeeg the nature of the en-
[Type text]
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counter in corner shops, there are no issues whgyior confidentiality as
there may be in other types of encounters (e.gctodgatient interactions)
where the presence of an observer may create uaeaseg the participants
and make them more aware of their speech and @xtigange.

A further problem with some naturally occurring @& that it may be dif-
ficult, if not impossible, to obtain information @it the participants (e.g., age,
occupation, origin or ethnicity, the relationshigtlween participants); this in-
formation can be very important particularly in tastive studies as the
groups need to be comparable. In some contexis, e present study, this,
however, can be overcome to some extent with adoetbe service providers
who can give out some information about their conglis (see also Placencia
2004). Nonetheless, information about factors, saglage, can only be noted
down impressionistically.

Another problem is that in cross-cultural studiespay be difficult to find
truly equivalent contexts; for example, the phyksssdting in corner shops may
be different from one place to another and this affsct the way the transac-
tion is carried out.This was indeed a factor taken into account inctiice of
corner shops in the present study.

On the other hand, one obvious advantage in th@fusaturally occurring
data is that it allows communicative activitiesglsas requests, to be studied in
the sequences in which they are embedded. Studsesiton DCTs, for exam-
ple, are subject to the criticism that has for saime now been leveled at the
examination of speech acts in isolation given thpdrtance of the co-text in
the interpretation of utterances (cf. Franck 198hgell 1996). Blum-Kulka
herself more recently advocates the examinatistrefches of discourse rather
than isolated speech acts (cf. Blum-Kulka 1997 €b-text is also important
for the interpretation of the rapport value of eatterance in relation to pre-
ceding or following utterances. In request studiebpwing Brown & Levin-
son (1987), the emphasis has been on relatingtésbl@quest realizations to
politeness strategies. However, it is not onlyne &ctual request that interper-
sonal concerns are expressed. Rather, rapport-eingastrategies, for exam-
ple, may initially be put into operation in openiegchanges from the outset of
the interaction, through the exchange of greetays$ how-are-you inquiries,
as well as through other interactional exchanges the course of the encoun-
ter (cf. Placencia 2004).

Ultimately, however, the choice of methodologyddrence type of data
employed has to be made in relation to the goaisugd by the researcher, and
often, practical considerations. The present sitadyn exploration of similari-
ties and differences in the way customers and eemroviders in Quito and
Mantaactually carry out their transactions in a specific sitoadil context. For
this purpose, naturally occurring data are regatie@ as “essential to get a
clear idea of the workings of language,” also t@ W&erbrat-Orecchioni’s
(2005: 29) words.

In brief, in examining requests in corner-shomsections, the present
study draws on elements of the different traditionasidered in this section:
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the focus is not only on requests, but rather ensdquences in which they are
embedded; the study is carried out on the basmatfrally occurring interac-
tions. As such, it is in line with Kong (1998), wkeaamined particular service
encounter transactions in Hong Kong and, more tgcedpadhyay (2003)
who looked at requests in service encounters ahner aontexts in Nepal. In
terms of looking at the transaction as a wholeait also be said to be similar,
for example, to Kerbrat-Orecchioni’'s (2005) study toansactions at the ba-
kery in France.

For the analysis of request utterances, we dravBlam-Kulka et al.’s
(1989) framework. We also draw on politeness thealtyeit in a broad sense,
to discuss interpersonal concerns that can be pstad through different do-
mains (cf. Spencer-Oatey 2000). In this area, wigl lmm Aston’s (1988) work
on how friendly relations are constructed and omamrecent work that deals
with relational talk and its functions, as exemgtifin Coupland’s (2000) col-
lection of papers on small talk. Both conventicioains of phatic communica-
tion, such as greeting and parting exchanges, Badceeative, individualized
forms, such as verbal playfulness (cf. De Klerk &sBh 1999), joking and
teasing (cf. Norrick 1993), were particularly promnt in the Quitefio corpus.

2.2 Requests in Spanish

As far as Spanish is concerned, one of the fitgdiss on requests is Blum-
Kulka & House’s (1989) study on Argentinean Sparisitontrast with four
other languages. The study examined directnessslavalifferent situations,
showing that despite some situational variatiomveational indirectness was
the most frequently used type of strategy for ladl languages examined, in-
cluding Argentinean Spanish. Argentinean Spanisivertheless, displayed a
more frequent use of directness relative to therddinguages examined.
Studies on requests in Spanish along the lines lomB&ulka et al.’s

(1989) werkstudy, i.e. also based on elicited data obtained mainipugh |
DCTs or role plays, are numerous. They include, regab others, Garcia
(1993) on Peruvian Spanish and Garcia (2002) orex(exlan Spanish, Le Pair
(1996) on Peninsular Spanish and Spanish L2 amanchDparticipants, Arel-
lano (2000) on the Spanish of Mexican American€afifornia, Marquez Rei-
ter (2002) on Uruguayan and Peninsular Spanish,\&afjuez Orta (1995),
Diaz Pérez (1999), and Lorenzo & Bou (2003) on irar Spanish and Brit-
ish English. On the other hand, Hurley’s (1995)dgtof requests in ES and
Quichua in the Otavalo area in northern Ecuadoriioes the use of data from
interviews in which role-play questions were présdrwith recordings of na-
turally occurring interactions. Other works on resis/directives based on na-
turally occurring data include Fitch’s (1994) etgraphic study in Colombia
(Bogota) and the U.S. (Boulder, CO), and Placeramai (a) requests for in-
formation at reception counters in hospitals intQ@nd Madrid (1998), (b)

[Type text]
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directives, including requests by service providens La Paz (2002),
and (c) requests for a product in corner shop acteyns in Quito and Madrid
(2005). These studies, with the exception of Plaiee(2005), do not employ
Blum-Kulka’'s framework of analysis so direct compans with the results
from the studies above are not possible.

With respect to studies along the line of Blum-Kak¢ al. (1989), in terms
of head acts, a recurrent pattern among most stuslithe higher overall fre-
guency of conventional indirectness relative teeclirequests. One exception
regarding Peninsular Spanish is Lorenzo & Bou (200Beir study is based on
data obtained from a DCT with six situations wheoeial variables were ma-
nipulated to produce interactions involving diffierecombinations of power
relations (+/—/=) and social distance (+/-). Conow®y levels of directness, the
authors found that, overall, direct forms predortenia both male and female
speech; the exception was a situation involvingwgroand +social distance
where conventional indirectness was employed marquently. The differ-
ence in results with other studies may be relatddtta-lingual variation with-
in Spain, or perhaps to Lorenzo & Bou’s inclusidntwo service encounter
situations among the five situations yielding higlevels of directness. In a
study based on naturally occurring interactionshwshopkeepers in corner
shops in Madrid, Placencia (2005) found a cleafepeace for directness on
the part of customers. It is possible that theafs#irectness in certain kinds of
service encounters is characteristic of the agtiyipe irrespective of the de-
gree of power or social distance between the paatits. Both old and new
customers may ask for a loaf of bread, for exanmpfeneans of a direct form
(una barra de para loaf of bread’) because it is the most efficieraty of car-
rying out the transaction. In any case, Lorenzodu Blo not provide results for
all the situations they examined so it is not felesto make any comparisons
with other studies; additionally, comparisons wather studies are difficult to
make in that the situations employed in each stadg to be different.

Beyond Peninsular Spanish, the imperative (witloldgness formula) was
found to be the preferred request realization iellano’s (2000) study of re-
guests among Mexican Americans in California, bamed DCT with a mul-
tiple choice format. The use of the imperative @apanied by downgraders)
also prevails in Hurley’'s contrastive study of Sgamand Quichua in a range
of requests in the Otavalo area in Ecuador, an airgaolonged contact be-
tween Quichua and Spanish. Interestingly, convaationdirectness was hard-
ly existent in Hurley’'s ES corpus and nonexistamthier Quichua corpus.
Fitch’s (1994) ethnographic study, based on a samplLO00 instances of di-
rectives in Colombia, also highlights the widespdremse of directness in a
range of contexts; the author links this phenomendhe existence in Colom-
bia of what she calls an ideology of interconnectsd. Additionally, Fitch
explores matters of compliance gaining, uncovetirgyexistence ointerme-
diateddirectives, that is, “directives reissued by soneeother than the origi-
nal persuader” (1994: 195). For some desired axtiore successfully carried
out, help from a suitable intermediary needs tedgght. These are directives
that can only be accessed when naturally occuimnitggactions are observed.
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Placencia’s (1998) study of requests in hospitalQuito and Madrid, em-
ploying Blum-Kulka et al.’s terminology, shows agher frequency of direct
forms over conventionally indirect ones in both isoaltural contexts, and,
more clearly so does Placencia (2005) in the cordErorner shops in Quito
and Madrid, as indicated above. The direct fornesiiified in these studies are
not restricted to the use of the imperative butude elliptical forms or what
we call here quasi-imperatives. As in these stuydiespresent work shows an
overall preference for direct requests in both Aardand Coastal Spanish in
the context examinedhis is not surprising given that customers norgna#k
for what they are entitled to; in other words, resfing a particular product,
such as a carton of milk, is within the specifioat of the activity type (Levin-
son 1979) and should not require much verbal effdohetheless, as we shall
see, Quiteflos employ a great deal more internalifroation in their request
formulation and produce more relational talk ovetais suggests that they do
not perceive the corner shop transaction in theesaay as Mantefios do.

With respect to internal modification, some gengratterns have been
noted. Vazquez Orta (1995) and Diaz Pérez (19999ng others, have found
that syntactic and lexical downgraders are lesgugat in Peninsular Spanish
than in British English, for example. Comparingigties of Spanish, Marquez
Reiter (2002) found less modification in Peninsi@aanish than in Uruguayan
Spanish. Placencia (1998) reports on the more émquse of politeness for-
mulas, for example, in ES compared to PeninsulaniSp, and a preference
for formality in ES, in contrast with Peninsularaé®ish, as reflected in the use
of address forms and other lexical choices. Likewilacencia (2005) reports
of a much smaller use of interpersonal paddingangactions in corner shops
in Madrid compared to interactions in similar shapsQuito. Quitefiosvere
found to use more politeness formulas and dimimstiyor example, than Ma-
drilefios.

However, as we noted earlier, very little attentltas been paid to intra-
cultural variation. The present study shows lessrival modification in Manta
when compared to Quito. Interestingly, in this exgpand in the use of rela-
tional talk more generally, we found that the bebav of Mantefos
represented in this study, appears to have motrerésain common with that of
Madrilefios as described above and also in Placg€i@5). As such, this
study highlights the need for more studies on ihitrgual variation before any
generalizations can be made about national vasiefia particular language.

3. Data

This study is based on audio-recordings of 17Iracteons, gathereith sity, in
five corner shops in comparable residential neighlhoods of Quito and
Manta, representing here, as stated earlier, An@@anCoastal Spanish, re-

[Type text]
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spectively. Specifically, the corpus consists ofidi@&ractions from two shops
in Quito and 103 interactions from three shops iank. Permission was
sought from shopkeepers to make the recordingsaasign was placed at the
entrance of the shop informing customers of thending and giving them the
possibility of opting out.

In both cities, the shops selected sold basic fwoducts on a daily basis.
They were located in the heart of their neighboadsoand had been long es-
tablished (between six and ten years). The fivecsetl shops offered service
over the counter for the majority of products sdtdnsactions thus requiring
verbal interaction.

No attempt was made take account of social variables, such as teeoag
sex of the participants. Four shopkeepers werelvadoin each geographic
location, three women and one man, all middle-ageQuito; and two women
and two men, also all middle-aged, in Manta. IntQuihe number of female
shoppers was higher (42 vs. 26), whereas in thetélangroup the number of
male shoppers was higher (57 vs. 46), possiblgctflg in both cases the fact
that females in Quito and males in Manta appedretonore frequent users of
these shops. The majority of customers were betweemges of 20 and 55.
The audio-recordings were made at different tinsesnisure a wide representa-
tion of the respective populations of shoppersorimfl interviews with the
shopkeepers were made to ascertain the type dioredhip they had with dif-
ferent customers and to clarify some language USlespkeepers reported to
knowing the majority of customers well from regutantact over a number of
years, and it was ascertained that no customerslamokeepers had relation-
ships with each other outside the corner shop zonte

4. Findings

4.1 The illocutionary domain

The focus of the analysis in the illocutionary domaas on request utterances,
more precisely on the first request for a prodadhie interaction. Requests for
favours that go beyond the normal transaction vmeteincluded in the main
analysis.

Following Blum-Kulka et al. (1989), requests fromtiv datasets were ex-
amined with respect to the customers’ choice ofaleequest strategies and
sub-strategies, internal modification as well asubke of supportive moves.

Also, in line with Blum-Kulka et al.’s (1989) categgzation of the
(in)directness of request strategies, direct amyentionally indirect strategies
were differentiated. No instances of non-convertiondirectness were found.
Examples (1) and (2) below illustrate direct anchvemtionally indirect re-
qguests, respectively.

(1) [Quitefio Spanish] (QS, henceforth)
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por favordeme pancito
please givé me breall

(2) [Mantefio Spanish] (MS, henceforth)
me puede vendarna pasta de tomate
can yoU sell me one tomato puree

Direct requests in the data examined include tleeaismperatives as in (1)
(deme ...give me ..."), quasi-imperatives or elliptical for in (3) @n litro
de lech€eone litre of milk’), want statements, as in (4).(quiero'... | want’),
and assertions of the hearer’s course of actiom @5 (me da ..you give me

L)

(3) [MS]
un litro de leche
one litre of milk

(4) [MS]. ,
diez libras de arroguiero
ten pounds of ricewant

() [MS]
me dauna de sal
you’ give meone [bag] of salt

Imperatives, quasi-imperatives and want statemf@ftsvithin Blum-Kulka et
al.’s (1989) subcategories of direct forms; howeveere is no equivalent in
their coding scheme faone da...'you give me...". Assertions of this type seem
to be as forceful as other direct forms, such astwstatements or elliptical
forms, in that they assume that the hearer wiltycaut the action. Similar
forms produced with question intonation have beassified as instances of
conventional indirectness by some authors. Le @&86: 663), for example,
translates,Me ayudas...as ‘Do you help me?’ and presents this form under
the label of prediction of hearer’s course of attimgether with forms of the
“Will you do X?” type. However, as suggested by iBan Garcia (personal
communication) (in Placencia 2005: 597), the usguastion intonation with
utterances of this type may be more appropriatefjarded as a type of “pro-
sodic downgrader” of the direct form illustrated(%) above.

Conventionally indirect forms in the data analysedrespond to Blum-
Kulka et al.’s preparatory strategy, as in (@e(puede vender ‘can you sell
me ..."). Direct forms were found to predominate wtlb groups with 67 in-
stances (98.52%) in the Quitefio corpus, and 10thnnes (98.05%) in the
Mantefio corpus. There was only one instance (1)4f%onventional indi-
rectness in the Quitefio data and two (1.94%) inMaatefio corpus. As for

[Type text]
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directness substrategies, their distribution inhbaddtasets was as represented
by Figure 1.
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Figure 1. Directness substrategies in Quito and Manta

As we can see, while Quitefio participants prefepdratives in particular
(61.19% corresponding to 41 instances), Mantefidomers display a very
similar preference for the use of quasi-imperati{&%56% corresponding to
44 instances) and imperatives (46.53% corresportdidg instances).

With respect to internal modificatipmternal modification of the head act
with a mitigating function was realized in QS usidgninutives, politeness
formulas, lexical downgrading of the command vartd kedging mechanisms.

An example of the use of diminutives can be found(6) (ancito
‘bread™). This example also illustrates the use of théitpoess formulgor
favor ‘please’ and lexical downgrading of the commandoyevhereregalar
‘to give away’is used instead of the standaal ‘to give’, making the request
sound more like a plea. Under hedging mechanisnmefel to the use of va-
gueness or a lack of specificity (cf. Jucker et28l03) as to the amount of
product requested, including the use of generim$osuch agancito‘bread”
in (6), or hedges proper preceding the specifioatibthe product requested, as
in unas‘'some’ in (7). These seem to function as softenétke request.

) [QS] |
régalemepancitopor favor
give’ me bread for free’ please

(7) [QS]
[Type text]
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unasseis de éstas deme
give’ mesomesix of these

Instances of all of these strategies, except thiededowngrading through verb
choice, were also found in the Mantefio data, alised much lower degree.
Comparing the two datasets in this respect, whilen8tances were found in
the Quitefio corpus (with an average of 1.33 ocoges per request), only 15
instances (with an average of 0.14 occurrencesequgrest) were found in the
Mantefio corpus.
Table 1 illustrates the distribution of the subtymé internal modification

employed in the two language varieties.

Table 1: Subtypes of internal modification in Quito and N&n

Diminutive  Politeness Lexical Hedges Total Number
Formula Downgrading of Instances

Quito 37(40.65%) 22 (24.18%) 8 (8.79%) 24 (26.37% 91 (100%)
Manta 8 (53.33%) 4 (26.66%) 0 (0.00%) 3 (20.00%) 15 (100%)

As can be seen, Quitefio participants use more diiés, followed by
hedges, politeness formulas and lexical downgratiitige findings for the
Mantefio data interestingly enough are very mudmenwith those reported
for Madrilefios in a similar context (Placencia 2Q)@s noted earlier.

It is also worthwhile pointing out that, as fardisiinutives are concerned,
the Quitefio data exhibit greater variation in tyy@etof structure to which the
diminutive can be attached: diminutives can be wa#uthe noun correspond-
ing to the product requested as in (8), demong&giionouns as in (9), numer-
als as in (10) and adjectives qualifying the pradequested as in (11). The
few instances of diminutives in the Mantefio datpeap only with one struc-
ture: nouns corresponding to the product requested.

(8) [QS] .
deme cuatro paftos
give’ me four bread rolfs

9 [QS] 5
y esito también
and thi§ too

(10) [QS]
dodtas leches
two° milks

(11) [QS]
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un queso fresdto ...
one fresR cheese ...

In relation to politeness formulas, in additionrtwre frequent use, a wider
range of formulas was found in the Quitefio corpuasjuding por favor
‘please’, tenga la bondadhave the kindness/be kind enough’ d@mabame el
favor ‘do me a favour'From these, only the standgsdr favorwas found in
the Mantefio data, except for requests that go lekjfosm normal duties of the
shopkeeper, where more elaborate request formwdas also found. Such re-
guests include, for example, asking for changeafdollar note, when change
is normally scarce, as illustrated by example (12).

(12) [MS]
hé\game un gran favodon Ramiro cadmbieme éste
do’ me a big favourDon Ramiro givé me change for this

These results in relation to the Mantefio corpus @mee more, in line with
findings for Madrilefio Spanish in a similar contextd with claims that have
been made for Peninsular Spanish more generallgecoimg the infrequent
use of politeness formulas. Hickey (1991), for eplansuggests that formulas
such agor favor‘please’or gracias‘thank you’ tend to be used in Peninsular
Spanish “in asking or giving thanks for a persdasabr, as distinct from a ser-
vice that is part of one’s duty, such as a shopstsg’s duty to serve and a
customer’s duty to pay for, an article purchasd®9(l: 4) (see also Haverkate
1994). As illustrated here, Hickey’s suggestionnsgedo be applicable to the
Mantefo context too.

In their first request in the interaction, Quiteiwsre also found to avoid
specifyingthe amount of a particular product they wished tocpase more
frequently than Mantefios (10 vs. 3) (14.7% vs. 3,996 in (13) below. In-
stead, they use generic forms, suchpascito ‘bread” (line 03) or leche
‘milk’ , forcing shopkeepers to produce an additional taquesting specifica-
tion of the amount required:

(13) [QS] (C = Customer; SK = Shopkeeper)

03 C por favor demgancito
please givemebread®

04 SK de cudl
what kind

05 C eh (0.2) deme pa: n tiene reventatios
uh (0.2) givé me brea: d have ydugot reventadds

06 SK sicuantos
yes how many

07 C averdeme (0.1.) dos reventados dos de estas ewtipas)
let S‘rgle see giveme (0.1) two reventados two of these turno-
vers't

[Type text]
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Being unspecific in this context may be interpretedQuitefios preferring a
more gradual or what they might deem a less bruagpeoach to the transac-
tion.° This feature, nevertheless, appears to be geetited as it occurs in
the speech of eight females vs. two males in Quitos is something that
would need to be explored in a larger sample. Imtslageneric forms appear
in the speech of three males only. However, takihg account the co-text and
paralinguistic features (i.e., volume), it may bemg to classify all the three
forms identified in the Mantefio corpus as downgradén two of the three
instances available, they are produced in a loudevand on their own (e.g.
MAIZ ‘CORN’), as the customer enters the shop. Theg #aem to act as up-
graders, in that they constitute forceful demamasérvice.

Yet another difference between Quitefios and Mast@fioheir use of in-
ternal modification in the context examined is tQatitefios may use multiple
downgraders in the same request utterance, emplegimetimes three or even

| four of the elements listed earlier, as in (14)this example, the customer uses
a hedge ynos ‘some’), a diminutive with the product requestgmhr{citos
‘bread roll$”) and a lexical downgraderggaleme‘give’ them to me ‘for
free”):

(14) [QS] _
unosdiez pagitos regaleme
some ten bread roflgive’ them to me ‘for free’

In the Mantefio corpus, the use of more than oragegfy was found only in
requests that go beyond the rights and obligatattsched to corner shop
transactions, as in example (15) below where trstooter requests a cup to
drink the soft drink he is going to purchase. Whdgalar ‘to give away’ is
employed literally in this example, three other dgwading strategies can be
identified: Blum-Kulka et al.’s (1989) query preptory embedded in another
guestion also querying the feasibility of the agtiand the use of a diminutive:

(15) [MS]
si me puedeegalar un vago 7
do yot think you" cangive me a cupr

As for aggravators, shouting is a paralinguisticicke employed only by Man-
tefos, particularly by males, that can make theigsgmore forceful, as in
(16):

(16) [MS]
UN DOLAR DE QUESO (.) QUE SEA DURO Y NO SEA SALADO
ONE DOLLAR OF CHEESE (.) IT SHOULD BE HARD AND NOT
SALTY)

This strategy, as observed in the shops wheredtgevdere collected, seems to
ensure faster compliancEInterestingly, as for Spencer-Oatey’s (2000) non-
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verbal domain, which we do not deal with here, setjuests were found to be
produced at the threshold of the shop, before anlgal or non-verbal contact
was established with the shopkeeper.

Finally, in terms of supportive moves, urgency tanexplicitly added to
the request, making it more forceful, as in (17):

a7) [MS]
una poma de aceite mas rapido queueda
a large container of ads fast as yoll can

Two instances of this type of aggravation were tbumthe MS data and no
instances in the QS corpus.

4.2 The discourse domain

Differences in the way Quitefios and Mantefios opehdose the interaction
could also be observed in the analysis of the diseodomain, taken in the
present study to mean the sequences in which dhséction is embedded. As
many as 63 (92.6%) of the Quitefio interactiond,sfiar instance, with a greet-
ing or a greeting exchange, as in (18). Howevety d8 (17.5%) of the
Mantefio interactions include a greeting or greeéixchange.

(18) [QS]
01 C Dbuenas dias
good morning
02 SK cbémo estduenos diasefior ()
how are yotigood morning Mr ()
03 C unaleche semidescremada deme
give’ me one semi-skimmed milk

Additionally, in 25 or 36.76% of the QS interactotinere are longer openings
;with how-are-you enquiries where these may be taied before the request
is realized, as in (19):

(19) [QS]
01 C buenos dias
good morning
02 SK cbémo estér Guerra buenos dias
how are you’ Mr Guerra good morning
03 C cbébmoleva
how are you’ doing
04 SK bien no masisted
fineand you’
05 C bien gracias
fine thanks

[Type text]
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06 SK cémo le haido
how are things

07 C bien
fine

08 SK sin novedades
no news

09 C nada nuevo (.Jisted
nothing new (.and you"
10 SK igualigual en las mismas
just the same just the same
11 C sigue la bronca de esto de la Concordia
the conflict in La Concordia continues
12 SK eso seguird largo
that will carry on for a long time
13 C regaleme una fundita vea qué vergiienza que esaede ...
let’ me have a b&gt's so shameful to see that ...

In the Mantefio corpus, how-are-you exchanges, &sisghe Quitefio Spanish
data in (19), are rare. Only three instances (2 @&¥ found; as such, in Man-
ta, the transaction request normally comes in tientés first turn, that is,

without an exchange of greetings or how-are-yowiiegs, as in (20), or as in
(21) where the client issues a greeting but doedeave room for a return

greeting.
(20) [MS]
01 C medio cartén de Lider
half a carton of Lider
02 SK tome nifa
here you are nifia [literally girl]
(21) [MS]

01 C buenas noches una cola de 50 de ésa
good evening one soft drink of 50 of that kind

The request may come in the customer’s secondwbemn his/her first turn is
occupied by an inquiry about the availability orcprof a product as in (22):

(22)  [MS]
o1C a como salen ésgpoints to the product]
how much are those
02 SK atreinta
thirty each
03C deme uno
give’ me one

By contrast, in the QS corpus, exchanges of grggtwhich may combine two
greetings proper or a greeting and a how-are-yquit, are found in 58 of the
interactions.



Requests in corner shop transactions in Ecuaddmaiean and Coastal SpanisHL7

In addition to making use of more conventional ghakchanges in the
form of greetings and how-are-you inquiries (seso dhrewells and welfare
wishes below), Quitefios were found to engage irenmadividualized forms of
small talk or positive rapport-building activitiédston 1988), which include,
amongst others, exchanges about health and ppliéasing, verbal play and
joking. Instances of this kind of small talk weoaihd in 29 (42.6 %) conversa-
tions in Quito, compared to four (3.9%) in MantxaBple (23) below illu-
strates an instance of teasing where the custopnetsnd not to see the bread
or the milk in front of them:

(23) [QS]
01 C  buenos dias
good morning
02 SK buenos dias llego la alegria
good morning joy has arrived
03 C1 seifioratiene pan
ma’am have you got bread
04 SK no
no
05 C1 bien ((risas))
fine ((laughter))
06 C2 tiene leche ((risas))
have you got milk ((laughter))
07 SK sicoémo les haido
how have you been
(Example taken from Placencia 2004: 233)

Verbal play, such as play with address forms anddwaday, is illustrated in
(24) below. In this example, the name of the shepke coincides with the
name of the product requested:

(24) [QS]
01 C /buenos dias/
/good morning/
02 SK /buenos dias/ como esta
/good morning/ how are yYu
03 C dofia Rosita unas rositas
dofia Ros& some rose burs
04 SK cuantas
how many
(Example taken from Placencia 2004: 232)

Small talk or other forms of rapport-building, aslicated earlier, were found
to be minimal in the Mantefio corpus. One instarfigekong is the following:

(25) [MS]
[Type text]
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01 C un Belmont azul (.) tengo que fumar por las penas
one blue Belmont (.) | have to smoke for my sogow

As for closings, they mirror openings in both case®ther words, they tend to
be rather elaborate for Quitefios in a large nurobeases and swift for Man-
tefios. Example (26) below illustrates the occureeoicthank you utterances,
farewells and welfare wishes in an interaction unt® while (27) illustrates a
typical Mantefio closing without these utterances.

(26) [QS]
13 SK tres ochentay seis
three eighty six
[customer pays]

14 SK vya
okay

15 C gracias
thank you

16 SK austed
thanks to yol

17 C hastaluego np
good bye okay

18 SK hasta luego que pase bien
good bye havea nice day

(27) [MS]

04 C cuanto cuesta
how much does it cost

05 SK treinta centavos
thirty cents

06 C deme dos
give’ me two
[customer pays and leaves]

While not all closings in Quito are as elaboratgd26), thank you utterances,
which appear to function as farewell utterances vegre found in 48 (70.6%)

interactions, compared to 9 (8.7%) in Manta; expfarewell utterances in 14

(20.6%) in Quito, compared to zero in Manta; andfave wishes in 17 (25%)

in Quito, also compared to zero in Manta. In 56.38@) of the Quitefio interac-

tions, compared to nine (8.7%) in Manta, at least of these elements was
found. In Manta, in most interactions (i.e., 90ar3%), the closing is effected
with the payment exchange as in (27) above.

Concerning thank you exchanges, it is interestm@de that a range of
forms are employed in QS for both pair parts. Tirg thank you may be is-
sued by the shopkeeper when he hands over any elthrgyfor a payment
made, or by the customer when s/he receives anygehdue or when the
transaction has been complete@dracias ‘thank you’ was used by both
shopkeepers and customers, amechas graciagmany thanks’mil gracias‘a
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thousand thanks’ andios le paguéwill God reward you’ by customers only.
The second pair part can take the forngiafcias tambiérthank you too’ ora
usted'thanks to you’ on the part of customersyarokay’, ya + address form
‘okay + address forma ustedthanks to you’ omo tiene de quét’'s nothing’
on the part of the shopkeeper. Such a range ddeseem to be used in the
Manteiio context, witlgracias ‘thank you’ being the only first pair part em-
ployed, and normally not followed by a second pairt. There are only two
instances of a thank you exchange in Manta (1.@&)pared to 21 in Quito
(30.9%).

In examples such as (27) above in Manta, one n@yeathat perhaps the
customer and shopkeeper do not know each otherwelly However, there
are instances in the Mantefio corpus that showttieag is a certainonfianza?
between the participants, as reflected in theirafssddress forms (e.@orra-
chito ‘Drunkard”’) or the occurrence of small talk, where similéwsings are
found, as in the following example:

(28)  [MS]
01 C deme un belmon [Belmont] (.) se me van mafiana ay&yal
se van mafana
give’ me one Belmont (.) they are leaving tomorrow for
Guayaquil they are leaving tomorrow
[customer pays and leaves]

In this example, the piece of information the costo gives to the shopkeeper
(not explicitly mentioned in the interaction) iscalb a group of nuns in his

school going away the following day. It shows ttiedre is shared knowledge,
and therefore some degree of closeness betwegratheipants who seem to
exchange personal information. It is possible, igedg because of this fami-

liarity, that they do not need to formally close timteraction by saying thank
you or goodbye. Wolfson (1988) suggested thatioglatwhere there is not

much distance or intimacy between the participéregs those in what she calls
the “bulge”) require more inter-personal work comgabto those where there is
distance or intimacy. In this respect, and as sstggefor corner shop interac-
tions in Madrid (Placencia 2005), relationshipshwiite shopkeeper in Manta
also appear to be outside of Wolfson’s (1988) husimilar to those among

intimates that do not require much interpersonakwo

4.3 The stylistic domain

The tone of the interaction as reflected in pagrtiaits’ choice of (in)formal
address forms, greetings and politeness formutasyvedl as in relation to the
use of rapport-building activities, is considereatehas part of Spencer-Oatey’s
stylistic domain.

[Type text]
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One similarity between the two groups is theiridddt preference for the
use of the formal pronoun of addrassted,implicit in the verb form in (29),
and respectful address terms suckef®or/a as also in this example, oifio/a
in (30). The latter form appears in the Mantefigoasronly**

(29) [QS] _
03 C cuatro panesefioraMariita hAgame el favour
four bread rollirs Marid® ‘do” me the favour’

(30) [MS]
01 C nifla deme un café
nifia [literally child] give” me one [jar of] coffee

Concerning address terms, however, one differdmesetexamples illustrate is
that while Quitefio customers, like Mantefio cust@anshow distance and re-
spect through the choice of forms suclsaBora they often also construct the
relationship as familiar and somewhat close. Thega by employing, in addi-
tion to these terms, a first name which is oftemidutivised, as in (29) above
thus conveying some affection or what Flérez's @Y&rmssimpatia This is
generally not the case in the Mantefio context teespe fact that participants
also know one another through regularity of conthetving aside impersonal
formal address occurring on its own (esgfior/a‘mister/madam’) personal
forms such as first name (+ diminutive), abbreddiest name (+ diminutive),
title + name/surname and a range of terms of enu=arwere found in 48
(70.6%) of the Quitefio interactions, compared tesg6.8%) in Manta. Addi-
tionally, in Quito, the conveyance simpatiawas found to be reinforced
through the repetition of the address form twoloeé¢ times throughout the
interaction, or through the occurrence of more tbae form within the same
interaction.

Some of the address terms employed in Quito digblayse of individua-
lized rapport-building strategies such as lingaigtiay (cf. De Klerk & Bosch
1999) with names (e.dsebas abbreviated form oBebastiah embedded in
conventional exchanges. Participants use theseatl affectionsimpatia In
so doing, they construct the relationship as peisand somewhat close. Nev-
ertheless, formal forms were also employed somstima joking manner so it
was important to consider the co-text in deterngrtimeir rapport value. In (31)
below, the customer addresses the shopkeeper éwipying a name abbrev-
iation + diminutive SebitaS®), whereas he usegfior‘Mister’ in the closing.
From the co-text, it can be seen that this formaifis being used in a playful
manner:

(31) [QS]
01 SK  coémo estas Luis
how are yolLuis
08 C gracias Sebitas
thanks Sebit&8
14 C gracias Sebitas ...
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thanks Sebit&8
19 C chao seiior
bye Mister
20 SK chao que te vaya bien
bye | hope things go well for ybu

With respect to greetings, it was noted in the jonev section that exchanges of
greetings are more common in the QS context. AgHerchoice of greeting,
formal forms such asuenos diaggood morning’occurred in both datasets but
in Manta there were also instances of the abbmyisirmbuenas which is a
less formal form thabuenas tardes/nochégood afternoon/good evening’ so
there seems to be less formality in the Mantefidecarin this respect.

It was also noted previously that while Manteficenséo havepor favorin
their repertoire only for standard corner shop deations, Quitefios have a
wider range of formulas in theirs. The formulasythuse go from the neutral
(por favor ‘please’) to the deferential (e.tenga la bondadhave the kind-
ness/be kind enough’). Mantefios, on the other hdndiot seem to mark re-
spect through the choice of deferential politerfessiulas. In this, Mantefios
behaviour also appears to be closer to that of Négidrs (cf. Placencia 2005).

In relation to openings and closings, it was ndbked Quitefios invest more
effort than Mantefios in conventional phatic exclesntp open and close the
transaction. In addition, more individualized form$ rapport-building by
means of which solidarity is constructed are foumdther sections of the inte-
raction in the Quitefio corpus.

In brief, Quitefios appear to display more interpeas concerns than Man-
tefios in their corner shop transactions, creatimgose personalized style of
interaction. Quitefios’ style in this context candagegorized as more person-
oriented than that of Mantefios, the latter whiclpesps to be more task-
oriented. Person-orientedness is defined by F&8951198) as paying atten-
tion to the persons with whom you interact, whertaa&-orientedness denotes
focusing on getting the task accomplished. Mantgefikes Madrilefios, can be
regarded as more task-oriented than Quitefios. falis-orientedness can be
identified not only from the scarcity of relatiortalk, but also from the speed
of the interaction. In contrast to Quitefios, Maotge&eem to be constantly in a
hurry and to want to speed up the transaction, gdewthout many of the
preambles that Quitefios employ.

4.4 The participatory domain

Two features concerning aspects of turn-taking weried in the analysis of
the participatory domain. Firstly, in both datast#te shopkeepers were not
infrequently found to serve more than one customténe time, that is, a turn-
taking pattern of A-B—A-B is not always observetie Tollowing is one ex-
ample of three customers embedded in one interaatith the shopkeeper:
[Type text]
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(32) [QS] Santiago=C1 Paquito = C2 Another ntaistomer = C3
01 SK qué fue Paquito (0.2) cOmo estas
how are things going Pdt¢0.2) how are yolu
02 C1 yadon Sebas darame ()
okay don SebasC giveV me ()
03 SK ya Santiago (.) gué mas Paquito
okay Santiago (.) what's new P8co
04 C2 dame unos tres panes de: de aglita [pequefios]
give' me some three bread rolls wa: w8tenes small ones
05 SK [de acP;Uitar] si hay de éstos también
water oneg yes there are these other too
06 C1 dos dijevea
| said two don'f forget
07 SK ah para usted tambiérito Santiago]
oh for yoU toot [to Santiago]
08 C1 claro
certainly
09 SK ya[to Santiago]
okay [to Santiago]
10 C2 deme unos tres de ésos
give’ me some three of those
11 SK tres de éstos
three of these
12 C2 unos cuatro de ésos también
some four of those too
13 SK wuno dos tres cuatro
one two three four
14 C2 deme uno de dulce
give’ me one sweet one
15 SK es que ojo justo el dltimo
look it's the very lasts one
16 C2 ((risas))
((laughter))
17 SK el ultimo de dulce
the last sweet one
18 C3 deme un malboro light don Sebas
give’ me one Marlborough Light Don Sebastian
19 SK ya
okay
20 C3 una cola también ()
a coke too ()
21 SK qué mas Paquito
what else Pafo
22 C2 nada mas El Comercio
nothing else El Comercio

Such a pattern of interaction could be taken aeramtation to Hall's (1989)
polychronism, in that the shopkeeper interacts kanaously with more than
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one participant, rather than in a linear way whmabuld be characteristic of
monochronic cultures.

On the other hand, a phenomenon identified onlgheénMantefio corpus,
which relates to example (16) above, is that soostomers did not attempt to
engage with the shopkeeper through greetings or ceygact, but simply
shouted their request as they came into the stwmally succeeding in inter-
rupting ongoing interactions. This, however, seetioede male behaviour on-
ly, and this is a topic that needs further investmn.

5. Summary and conclusions

The analysis presented here shows that there are smnilarities in the way
Quitefios and Mantefios carry out their transactior®rner shop interactions
in relation to three specific domains (the illoomiary, the stylistic and the par-
ticipatory domains): direct forms and formal pronoah address forms are
preferred in both contexts and there is some aimmt to polychronism in
turn-taking. However, some differences were foumdaoth the illocutionary
and the discourse domains in particular, but aldbe stylistic and participato-
ry domains. As far as the illocutionary domain asmcerned, a great deal more
internal modification was found in the realizatiointhe request in the Quitefio
corpus compared to the Mantefio corpus. On the b, aggravating devic-
es were only found in the Mantefio corpus. With eespo the discourse do-
main, longer preambles and closings were found3n & well as more focus
on the person, whereas there seemed to be more @octhe task in MS. In
relation to the stylistic domain, less formalitysM@und in MS with respect to
choice of greetings and politeness formulas. Amalith respect to the partici-
patory domain, only a small numberMantefio customers were found to pro
ceed to the transactidrefore engaging the shopkeeper’s attention thraegh
bal or nonverbal means.

In brief, the findings from this study suggest tkatitefios and Mantefios
do not operate according to similar norms of irdBom. The Quitefios ap-
proach the encounter in a more personalized wayaiadreflect a perception
of the transaction as being more of an impositrequiring more interpersonal
work. Mantefios, as suggested earlier, seem to Ie task oriented, engaging
in little or no interpersonal work. In this way theehaviour resembles more
that of Madrilefios rather than Quitefios in a simgantext (cf. Placencia
2005).

To sum up, given the differences encountered,stiidy suggests the need
to examine intra-cultural variation within broadriesies (of Spanish) perhaps
before generalizations about national culturesveade. More studies on corner
shop and other interactions in different socio-eroic sectors in both Quito
and Manta (and other areas of the Ecuadorian AaddsCoastal region) are

[Type text]



24 Maria Elena Placencia

needed. It would also be of interest to explorded#inces that seem to be
gender-related, such as the use of some of theveagrg devices considered
here in relation to the Mantefio corpus, as welvagation relating to age,

which may be relevant for the analysis of smak,tidr example.

Notes

1. This paper was presented at the 9th InternatiorejrRatics Association Conference, Riva
del Garda, July 10-15, 2005. Maria Yépez and thene editors are to be thanked for their
valuable comments on an earlier version of thisepapwould also like to thank the University
of London (University of London Central Researcméufor their financial assistance in car-
rying out the present study.

2. In many shops nowadays there are security camesgaled which can facilitate the col-
lection of video data for analysis (see, for exam@ailey 1997). This facility was not avail-
able in the corner shops employed in the presadyst

3. Fant and his colleagues (cf. Fant 1995) based &eunf cross-cultural studies on busi-
ness negotiations carried out in the 1990s on sitioms collected for the training of negotia-
tors. In other words, the negotiations were nobreéed for the purposes of linguistic research.
On the naturalness continuum, this kind of data ldijofor example, be closer to naturally
occurring data than role plays as employed witliciagpragmatics. These data were gathered
without the researcher’s involvement and the pipditts were familiar with the situation and
the roles they had to play as they were alreadptisggrs.

4. Kerbrat-Orechioni’'s (2005) remarks relate to the akelicitation methods in general. She,
nevertheless, acknowledges their value when shethay elicitation methods can “highlight a
number of pertinent facts” (2005: 29). This is awiwe share.

5. The reader is referred to the work of Mitchel (1p&Rd Traverso (2001). They, as well as
other scholars, have highlighted how the settingénvice encounters determines to a large
extent the type and amount of verbal exchangesdbetr, including relational talk. Self-
service shops, for example, often involve veryditalk.

6. The approximate age of the participants was noteehdthrough non-participant observa-
tion of the interactions. Participants were clasdiinto the following categories: young adults
(20-35), middle-aged participants (36-55), oldatigipants (56-65) and elderly participants
(66-80). The original corpus for the Quitefio stgHiacencia 2004) also includes interactions
with children and adolescents. These interactiosi®wot included in the present study.

7. See appendix for transcription conventions. Pleade that the utterances have been trans-
lated somewhat literally from Spanish into Engliskenable the reader to understand the strat-
egies employed by participants better.

8. “Elliptical sentence forms” is the term which Blufulka et al. (1989) use to refer to what
we call here quasi-imperatives, a sub-categorylofiBKulka et al.’s mood derivable. Accord-
ing to these authors, the prototypical form of moedivable is the imperative, but “functional
equivalents such as infinite forms and elliptioathtence structures express the same directness
level” (1989: 279).

9. A future study based on a larger corpus couldtteststatistical significance of the differ-
ences encountered across sub-varieties, and watith corpus, in relation to the sex of the
participants, for example, a factor, which, aséatid, was not taken into account in this study.

10. Interestingly, vagueness, imprecision or underdjpation have been described as features
of the communicative style of the Spanish-speakingrto Rican community (Morris 1981).
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11. This is a feature that Garcia (2002) observed|atiom to Venezuelan Spanish in the con-
text of coffee shop interactions.

12. A relationship ofconfianzais one “based on trust, affection, and a choideetanterperso-
nally connected to another human” (Fitch 1991: 260)

13. Nifio/a was described by various Mantefio shopkeepers raspeectful form of address.
Some also remarked that they used this form to kiigtpnce fromtheir clients to avoid “ac-
quiring confianzd (para que no tomen confianzo that they do not get too friendly’), that is,
so that they do not become too close and posdiaiy making demands on them. Relations of
confianzacome attached with rights and obligations (cfclfit991).
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Appendix: Conventions employed

overlapping talk

inaudible or unclear utterance

where extra-linguistic behavior takes placgy(shopkeeper wraps up product)
rising intonation

O — - 5 /-~~~
—_— ~

J) pause between 0.01 and 0.03 seconds.
utterance produced as an exclamation
diminutive

¢ name or address form contraction
you’ ‘you’ formal in the singular
you' ‘you’ informal in the singular

more talk preceding or following a turn
CAPITAL LETTERS mark increased volume
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