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CHAPTER 1

Introduction

The present study investigates one of the less pleasant actions that people perform
using language: threatening. While, to some extent, threatening appears to be a
straightforward and well-defined speech act, empirical research on its precise man-
ifestations, i.e. its forms and functions, is surprisingly scarce. The central aim of
the present volume is to report on such research and to provide more insights into
the nature of threatening gained by investigating a corpus of authentic American
English threat utterances.

11 Taking stock: Existing views on threatening

It has been repeatedly claimed that it is nearly impossible to consistently describe
verbal threats due to their heterogeneous syntactic form and their indeterminate se-
mantic content (cf. Fraser 1998; Limberg 2008, 2009; Storey 1995; Solan & Tiersma
2005). In a paper on threat responses, Limberg (2009: 1378), for example, asserts
the clear verdict that “[t]hreats do not come in a standardized linguistic format”
Initially, this might not be surprising since speech acts are generally understood
as defined by their function rather than their form (Jucker 2009: 1617). Yet, the
same literature often lists typical features or supposedly preferred syntactic forms
(cf. Fraser 1998; Limberg 2009). Fraser (1998), for example, attempts to identify
common formal features of threats: he notes that “a threat typically takes the form
of a declaration, with the speaker as the agent (‘T'm going to get you’), with a con-
dition possibly present” (Fraser 1998: 165) and that “most direct verbal threats are
conditional: either the addressee is to satisty some condition(s), or the speaker will
bring about an unfavourable state of the world” (Fraser 1998: 167), but “threats
are not usually issued with both conditions being explicitly articulated” (Fraser
1998: 161). Furthermore, he argues “there are several syntactic forms, all of which
carry approximately equivalent threats” (Fraser 1998: 167), which is similarly pro-
posed by Harris (1984: 248). In other words, in the literature we find both assertions
about the absolutely indeterminate form and content, but also confident claims
about the typicality of certain elements, or even ideas of restricted sets of possible
realizations. Now, what are these claims and assertions based on if the object of
study is considered as fuzzy as the present one?
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A possible explanation is of course the predominantly functional understand-
ing of speech acts in general and threatening in particular. As was already men-
tioned, at first sight, the verbal or non-verbal action of threatening appears “to be a
very simple, uncomplicated and uncontroversial” concept (Storey 1995: 74). Threats
are issued “in order to make [a target] behave or feel in a particular way” (Storey
1995: 74) or to “[coerce] and [manipulate] the target into (not) doing something”
(Limberg 2009: 1376). With such functional definitions, the form of a threat may
appear as of secondary importance. It seems, however, that language users not only
conceptualize threats with a clear function or purpose, but also expect a fixed set
of certain linguistic elements to occur in a typical threat. And, as research on other
speech acts suggests, “many speech acts exhibit typical surface patterns or they
occur regularly with a small range of lexical items” (Jucker 2009: 1617).

In her Threatening Communications Survey, Gales (2010) investigates the ex-
pectations of scholars and language users with the regard to the typicality of linguis-
tic features in threatening language. As part of the survey, a group of 103 university
students was asked to list the “kind of language [they] think is the [most common]
in threats” (Gales 2010: 272). Additionally, the respondents were given a choice
of three different types of threats — conditional threats, direct threats, and veiled
threats, each type illustrated with an example — and were asked to indicate which
type they thought was the most common by circling this option. (Gales 2010: 272,
Appendix). The answers reflect overall rather homogeneous expectations: a ma-
jority of students (80%) expected some form of violent physical action verbs to be
part of a typical threat, as well as different kinds of profanity (> 70%), and more
than a third of the students expected 2nd person pronouns to occur (> 35%) (Gales
2010: 95). Arguably, the answers reflect rather vague and dissimilar criteria, but
their degree of uniformity does not mirror a formal heterogeneity as proclaimed
by Limberg (2009) and others. With regard to the most common type of threats, a
majority of the students (54%) saw conditional threats as the most typical, followed
by veiled threats (37%), a term which refers to an indirect form of threatening, and
only 9% of the students saw direct threats as the most common form of threaten-
ing (Gales 2010: 94). Taken together, the results seem to be slightly inconsistent.
Although the students predominantly chose conditional threats as the prototypical
threat type, they did not list conditional clauses or lexical elements typically asso-
ciated with conditionals, such as the conjunctions if and or, as typical linguistic
elements of threats. Gales herself refers to these inconsistencies as “interesting”
about her results (Gales 2010: 96, in a footnote).

As was already mentioned, such rather inconsistent views are mirrored in most
of the research on threatening language: threats are described as indeterminate -
and yet, a number of formal elements are listed as typical or less typical. What the
majority of the existing accounts have in common is that the examples provided to
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illustrate the proposed typicality are mostly fabricated (cf,, e.g., Fraser 1998; Storey
1995) or compiled in an unsystematic way (cf., e.g., Harris 1984; Yamanaka 1995).
Consequently, the generalizations arrived at are mainly based on either intuition or
on existing general theories of speech acts, which were also predominantly formed
on the basis of intuition and introspection themselves. To the best of my knowledge,
none of these studies pay any attention to the question of how their generalizations
perform if they are tested against a larger corpus of speech data obtained from
naturally occurring speech.

Already a first inspection of the data analyzed for the present study, reveals
that the examined threats do not readily fall into typologies as generic as the ones
proposed by Gales (2010, 2011) and others who distinguish between categories such
as direct, veiled/indirect and conditional threats (see Chapter 2 for a more thorough
overview of existing typologies). For example, if we try to consistently apply this
typology to the threats in (1) to (4), how should these utterances be categorized?!

(1) You will burn in hell for what you've done.
(2) Iwill take care of him personally.

(3) Ifshedoesn’t understand who I am or doesn’t get to the phone right now, I will
make sure I catch up with her later.

(4) Ifyou call the police, I will kill you.

What is the difference between the threat in (1) and (2)? Is one more or less direct
than the other? And is the threat in (3) less direct than the one in (4) because the
speaker in (4) announces physical violence using the verb kill? Or are both just
conditional threats regardless of their directness?

These few examples should serve to illustrate that none of the existing accounts
give any working definition or operationalization of their categories that would
allow for a consistent application. Not only do most typologies of threats fail to be
consistently applicable to authentic data, there is also a general lack of empirical
studies that primarily focus on the form of threats. Instead, threatening language
has often been researched as a corollary of other language uses or as a means of
attaining specific communicative goals (cf. Benoit 1983; Culpeper 2011; Harris
1984; Limberg 2008, 2009). The focus of most studies was not on simply creating
an inventory of the linguistic features in threatening utterances, but on an exam-
ination of the precise contexts in which speakers use threats. Consequently, most

1. In the following, all examples are taken from the corpus, unless otherwise indicated. All
utterances were included in the corpus in the exact form they are quoted in the respective ju-
dicial opinion and were not ‘cleaned up), so there will be spelling errors and other orthographic
peculiarities.
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of the formal features that have previously been discussed as typical of threatening
language are presumably considered prototypical as a result of a focus on different
functional aspects of threatening. A number of studies rooted in sociology and
psychology, for example, focused on the use of threats as an instrument of social
power and influence and have highlighted the conditional nature of threats (cf.
Beller 2002; Beller et al. 2005; Hepburn & Potter 2011). In comparison, applied
studies on threat assessment have often taken a more practical approach, focusing
on linguistic features that are seen as possibly revealing the seriousness of a threat-
ening message, such as verbal aggression markers and authorial stance (cf., e.g.,
Davis 1997; Gales 2010; Milburn & Watman 1981). One possible consequence of
such a predetermined focus on individual features and their respective function
is that other forms “that do occur [...] are overshadowed or completely masked,
creating an incomplete understanding” of threatening language (Gales 2011: 28,
original emphasis).

In fact, the scarce empirical studies on threatening language reveal that a num-
ber of expectations about the frequency of particular linguistic features in threats
are not confirmed by corpus-based studies. Gales (2010: 99) reports that many of
her respondents’ expectations were not met by her corpus data. For example, less
violent verbs and profanity expressions were used by speakers, but more personal
pronouns and references to a specific time frame were attested. She summarizes that
some of the investigated “categories demonstrate a fairly large divergence from what
was expected to what exists in the authentic threatening language” (Gales 2010: 99).
Furthermore, her corpus study reveals that another distinctive criterion fails to be
effective: the difference between realized and so called empty threats, i.e. threats
that are not acted upon by their speakers. Contrary to common assumptions,

the distribution of linguistic markers and their corresponding functions does not
divide neatly along that realization line - a finding also contrary to reported ide-
ologies about how threatener intent is linguistically manifested. (Gales 2011: 28)

What this brief overview of previous works on threatening primarily illustrates is
that a lack of empirical studies and a lack of studies that examine threatening lan-
guage without any preconceived expectations, has led to “a complete lack of under-
standing of the discursive nature of threatening language and a lack of agreement,
even, as to how speakers successfully threaten,” as Gales (2010: 2) emphasizes. The
present study attempts to fill this academic void, at least partly.
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12 Empiricism and pragmatics: Some relevant research perspectives

The last decade has seen an increasing appreciation of a range of empirical methods
in pragmatic research; from the incorporation of corpus linguistic methodology
(see, e.g., Adolphs 2008; Aijmer & Rithlemann 2015; Jucker et al. 2008; Rithlemann
2007) to experimental paradigms (see, e.g., Breheny 2011; Noveck & Reboul 2008;
Noveck et al. 2004) and the development of different computational methods (see,
e.g., Danescu-Niculescu-Mizil et al. 2013, for a computational framework of iden-
tifying politeness in requests), to name but a few examples. What these accounts
have in common is their strict reliance on authentic language data, the usefulness or
even necessity of which has been the topic of numerous debates in the last decades
(cf., e.g., Beebe & Cummings 1996; Kasper 2008; Kasper & Rose 2002).

For a number of reasons, the type of data and the methods of data collection are
particularly relevant issues in speech act research. It has been shown that, for ex-
ample, elicitation of speech acts crucially biases results (cf., e.g., Flock & Geluykens
2015). At the same time, the analysis of randomized collections of naturally occur-
ring speech can be tricky because the occurrence of particular speech functions is
unpredictable in context. This means that even if a large amount of natural speech
is randomly collected, a particular phenomenon might not or only rarely occur
(cf. Kasper 2008: 282). This unpredictability of speech functions gives rise to the
next problem for researchers, i.e. how to identify a particular function, especially
on a large scale. Language functions are rarely associated with a fixed set of forms,
which makes corpus inquiries using search strings difficult in most and impossible
in some cases (cf. Jucker et al. 2008; Jucker 2009; Rithlemann 2007).

These problems are summarized by Jucker (2009). He discusses different ap-
proaches to research on the speech act of complimenting and concludes that

[an] analysis of compliments always presumes that the researcher knows what a
compliment is. Thus even a field linguist cannot set out in his or her investigation
of compliments without precise reflections on what constitutes the nature of a
compliment. (Jucker 2009: 1620)

As Jucker describes, the “field linguist”? analyzes data “that has not been elicited
by the researcher [...] but that occurs for communicative reasons outside of the
research project in which it is used” (Jucker 2009: 1615). The biggest problem is that
often the field linguist does not know what to look for in the data. With a speech act
seemingly as indeterminate in its form and content as threats, the problem appears

2. Jucker borrows a set of designations from Clark and Bangerter (2004), who discuss “field”,
“armchair” and “laboratory” as the three competing paradigms in linguistic research.
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to be even more severe. Can it be solved? Jucker presents a simple solution when
he argues that

[the] only alternative would be to investigate only those entities that are named
“compliment” by the members of a speech community (see, for instance, Watts
2003, who proposes such a method to investigate politeness).

(Jucker 2009: 1620)

This alternative is pursued by the present study: it investigates a corpus of authentic
utterances that have been independently identified by the speech community as
threats. In a way, the approach bears resemblance to first-order impoliteness studies
and utilizes a specific type of metalanguage (cf., e.g., Eelen 2001; Haugh 2012; Watts
2003; Watts et al. 1992): judicial labels. More precisely, the corpus is composed of
utterances that were extracted from judicial opinions, in which they are quoted as
evidence. In cases were a particular statement is regarded as potentially threatening
by at least one person (i.e. the plaintiff), it has to be decided whether or not the
respective statement constitutes a legal offense. As part of the legal analysis, the
statement in question is often quoted verbatim. Since these threats were uttered out-
side of any research context, the present study may be regarded as a work in “field
linguistics” in Jucker’s view, but with the advantage that the collected data have been
annotated by members of the speech community. By analyzing a set of authentic
utterances that have been labeled “threat” by language users, the preliminary issue
of what ‘constitutes the nature of a threat’, as Jucker put it, can be circumvented.
Instead, the analysis can focus on a different set of related questions raised by Gales,
which can be subsumed as: How do speakers threaten?

1.3 Scope and structure of this study

To sum up, the aims of the present study are twofold. First, formal realizations
and functional aspects of threatening are investigated. Regarding the formal re-
alizations, an inventory of features is compiled, testing many of the recurrent as-
sumptions about the typicality of certain formal features which have not yet been
subjected to empirical investigations. A quantitative analysis will show how often
speakers use specific features and how they combine these features in their threats.
This analysis will test whether any recurrent structure can be identified. Together
with a qualitative discussion of relevant examples, a minute description of the for-
mal features of the threats will be presented. On the basis of these findings, gener-
alizations about common characteristics of threatening language will be developed.
Concerning the functions of threats, it will be investigated whether any potential
formal pattern can be traced back to any underlying functional differences, or in
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other words, whether speakers always threaten in the same way and for the same
reasons. The results on the features of threatening will be used to further investigate
the threats’ functions and, ultimately, to see whether the threats’ form can be used
as a predictor of their function.

The second aim of the present work is a methodological contribution to the
field of pragmatics, with regard to both data collection and data analysis. Instead
of relying on data obtained in artificial settings or by introspection, the threats in
the analysis are obtained from a corpus of natural speech. Both formal features
and functional characteristics are analyzed qualitatively by discussing relevant ex-
amples, but also quantitatively, using innovative computational methodology and
statistical analyses. It will be shown how a combination of these different methods
can be used to provide an adequate account of threatening in English in particular,
but also advance pragmatic research in general (see, e.g., Dornyei 2007 for a detailed
discussion of the general dis/advantages of mixed method approaches in linguistic
research). Specifically, the quantitative analyses should demonstrate how new an-
alytical tools, such as cluster analysis or conditional inference trees, might enrich
the toolkit traditionally employed in pragmatic research. Using a different number
of statistical analyses to test pre-existing qualitative claims has proven useful to
reveal a number of new conclusions and substantiate some existing notions about
the form and function of threats in English.

The present book is structured as follows. In the first part, the scene is set by
briefly examining some basic concepts of threatening and some of the relevant
issues in previous research, i.e. the theoretical background against which the study
has been designed (Chapter 2). Then, some methodological considerations are il-
lustrated and discussed in relation to the procedure of the present study, including
a discussion about the nature and usefulness of the data, a full description of the
data collection process and the resulting data set (Chapter 3).

The first part of the empirical investigation presented in Chapter 4, concerns
formal features of threatening language. This includes a description of the selection
criteria for the analyzed features (Section 4.1), an operationalization of these fea-
tures as variables for the present analysis, and a statistical analysis of their frequen-
cies and distribution (Section 4.2-4.6). In a last step, the overall co-occurrence of all
features is investigated by means of an unsupervised hierarchical cluster analysis, in
order to detect potential patterns of feature combinations in the data (Section 4.7).

The second part of the analysis focuses on functional aspects of threatening.
Section 5.1 discusses the existing accounts of the functions of threats with regard to
the present data. After these preliminary considerations, a distinction between two
macro-functions of threatening will be proposed, based on whether the threats are
uttered in anticipation of a certain event or in reaction to it. The twofold distinction
will be taken up for further discussion and used as a basis for a typology of two
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general threat types (Section 5.2). In order to further investigate the validity of this
typology, the structural features discussed in the first part of the analysis will be
re-examined with regard to their distribution across the two categories, in order
to investigate whether the two proposed functional threat types also differ in their
formal realizations (Section 5.3). The relationship between formal and functional
aspects is examined in more detail in Section 5.4, where the general suitability of
the examined formal features of threats as a predictor of the threat’s type is tested
by means of fitting two related statistical models. In the last section of the chapter,
the overall results are discussed in relation to previous findings (Section 5.5).

The book ends with a summary of all findings with regard to the question of
how speakers threaten, proposes some generalizations on the basis of these overall
findings, and points to potential for future research (Chapter 6). First, the most
important findings are reviewed and summarized (Section 6.1). Subsequently,
Section 6.2 discusses these findings in light of recent research on the strategic use
of non-conventional indirectness and verbal (im)politeness as the most rational
choice for the speakers. In the last section, some unanswered questions are brought
up and are used to point to potential for future research endeavours.



CHAPTER 2

Threatening

Basic concepts and issues

The present approach is best described as data-driven or inductive, i.e. conclusions
will be predominantly drawn from and based on observation of the data rather than
based on existing theories. However, some of the concepts, categories of analysis
and parts of the terminology have been adopted from existing research on threat-
ening language and speech acts in general. The following chapter introduces these
fundamental notions and sets the theoretical frame of this study.

2.1 What is a threat?

The Oxford English Dictionary (OED Online) defines a threat utterance as “a dec-
laration of hostile determination or of loss, pain, punishment, or damage to be
inflicted in retribution for or conditionally upon some course”,® and the act of
threatening is defined as “to press, urge, try to force or induce; esp. by means of
menaces”* On the face of it, the two definitions appear to be straightforward and,
to that effect, most language users will presumably not struggle for an answer when
asked what a threat is (cf. Storey 1995: 74). Yet, defining the speech act of threat-
ening consistently has troubled numerous researchers, not least “[due] to their
variation in semantic as well as syntactic form” (Limberg 2009: 1378).

Most of the existing studies on threats and threatening language can be de-
scribed as “armchair” approaches: “approaches that do not analyze actual language
data but work with reflections on language” (Jucker 2009: 1615). Furthermore, the
greater part of these studies can be characterized as philosophical, in the sense that
introspective reflections and qualitative in-depth discussions of mostly fabricated
examples were used to develop definitions in the form of general rules or precon-
ditions of performing the speech act (cf. Jucker 2009: 1615). Such approaches as
developed by, for example, Fraser (1998), Storey (1995), or Yamanaka (1995) are
closely modeled after Searle’s (1969) notion of felicity conditions. Fraser (1998: 160),
for example, defines

3. “threat, n” OED Online. Oxford University Press, December 2015. Web. 25 February 2016.

4. “threat, v’ OED Online. Oxford University Press, December 2015. Web. 25 February 2016.
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the illocutionary act of threatening as occurring when a speaker intentionally ex-
presses through an utterance:
C1 - The speaker’s intention to personally commit an act (or be responsible
for bringing about the commission of the act);
C2 - The speaker’s belief that this act will result in an unfavourable state of
the world for the addressee|,]

to which he later adds a third condition “C3 - The speaker’s intention to intimidate
the addressee through the addressee’s awareness of the intention in C1” (Fraser
1998: 161). Fraser further claims that the form of a threat is of secondary impor-
tance: “a threat need not be in a particular form or phrasing, it may be issued by
suggestion or innuendo, and certainly need not contain all the elements of the
definition” (Fraser 1998: 169). As is evident from the quotes, Fraser’s definition
is rife with terminology that could hardly be operationalized in a consistent way.
Intentions, beliefs or awareness are all concepts that cannot be observed or meas-
ured by an external analyst (cf. Adolphs 2008: 45).

In a comparable way, Storey (1995) defines “three main types” of threats based
on speaker motives: warning threats, which inform the addressee of possible con-
sequences of particular behavior, but are ultimately to the addresse¢’s benefit, pure
threats, which are to the benefit of the speaker and are used to coerce the addressee
into doing something, and, thirdly, frightening threats, which are similar to the latter
type with the exception that no coercion is involved. Her typology is solely based on
what the speaker attempts to achieve with the threats and she concludes that “[the]
form, intention and ability to carry out the intention of the threat do not appear to
be necessarily relevant” (Storey 1995: 80).

As was pointed out above, concepts such as intentions, beliefs or speaker goals
are not observable for an outside analyst and cannot be used as the basis for a
context-independent definition of threats. Such a definition, however, would be
desirable for two reasons. First of all, as a starting point to see how any of the pre-
sumed generalizations perform if they are tested against a larger corpus of speech
data obtained from naturally occurring speech. And secondly, to ensure that the
theories of threatening that build on these generalizations are indeed that and not
circular micro-theories, sufficient to explain just the set of examples they were
derived from.

It has to be stressed that the functional approach Fraser and Storey, for example,
pursue is not problematic per se. In fact, most of the existing speech act studies
have used introspective reflections as a starting point, and with good reason. Jucker
(2009: 1619), for example, considers a philosophical approach especially fruitful
with regard to exploring the “nature” of a speech act, i.e. what it means to perform
a given speech act. An answer to this question, he argues, can often at first only be
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found by introspection. The problem most of the above-mentioned approaches then
face, is an unfortunate unclear division of labor: while philosophical approaches
can and should definitely set the agenda for empirical investigations, it is the latter
that should deliver on generalizations. The discussion of a small set of fabricated
examples does not suffice to present general insights into the workings of a speech
act. Yet, often the examples that are given are not presented as individual instances
but are discussed as generalizable representatives. As a consequence, in addition
to functional reflections, we often also find confident statements about the ‘typical
form’ these functions take on. Fraser (1998), for example, offers a range of views
on formal properties of threats:

A threat is never explicitly stated and must always be inferred. (167)

So how are threats made? The simplest way is to utter a declarative sentence with
the speaker as the agent of the unfavourable act. T'm gonna cut you bad’ and ‘I
will get you later’ are illustrative. Interestingly, it is not possible to have a direct,
impersonal threat. (167)

[...] most direct verbal threats are conditional [...] (167)

The critical point for a direct verbal threat is that the speaker expresses intention
to perform the unfavourable act, typically signaling this intention by using will,
am going to, have to and the like. (168)

[...] even a direct threat typically only makes explicit the menacing act [...] (171)

Naturally, these claims are also derived from introspection and their generalizability
is at least questionable. Although Fraser stresses the irrelevance of a threat’s form,
he asserts that there are such things as an ‘explicit’ form, a ‘simple’ form, ‘impossi-
ble’ forms, and a ‘direct’ form, all of which presuppose some preconceived idea of
the form of the speech act. Of course, another underlying issue that presents itself
in these excerpts is the question whether form is really as irrelevant to the act of
threatening — and its function - as these researchers claim.

The nature of the relation of form and function has been at the core of speech
act research from its very beginnings (cf., e.g., Collavin 2011). It has shaped much
of the existing research either in its directionality — as in the distinction between
form-to-function mapping and the reverse of function-to-form (cf., e.g., Schneider
& Barron 2008: 20) - or even its scope (cf. Rithlemann & Aijmer 2015). And it is
essentially the relation between form and function of a speech act that gives rise to
another central issue in speech act research: the issue of indirectness or the ques-
tion “to what extent lexico-grammatical phenomena are part of what constitutes
illocutionary force” (cf. Adolphs 2008: 26). Consequently, defining any speech act
also involves addressing this issue.
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In general, the notion of form is used to denote the lexico-grammatical proper-
ties or linguistic structure of a threat, for example sentence type or specific elements,
such as adverbs or particles. The notion of function, however, is often not defined
in a consistent way. For one, the notion is used in the sense described above, which
could also be termed illocutionary force in the sense of Austin (1971) or Searle
(1969, 1976), i.e. what language users do or intend to do with an utterance in in-
teraction. According to Fraser (1998), for example, an utterance has the function
of threatening an addressee when it fulfills the above-mentioned criteria C1 to C3.
One way of conceptualizing ‘indirectness’ is linked to this idea of function: direct-
ness and indirectness are seen as the extent to which a function, e.g. threatening,
manifests itself in a particular form (cf. Adolphs 2008: 26).

On the other hand, the notion of function is also used in a sense that has
been elsewhere described as situational function or communicative purpose (cf.,
e.g., Halliday 1979), i.e. what role an utterance with a specific illocutionary force
carries in a given context. With regard to this, Fraser (1998: 159) elaborates that
“[threats] are made for a variety of reasons” and goes on to list different examples
of these reasons, such as intimidation.

For reasons of feasibility, I will not discuss these issues here in principle seeing
that they are also not central to my own inquiry and have been addressed much
more thoroughly by a number of other recent studies (cf., e.g., Terkourafi 2007,
2011a, 2011b). Instead I will focus on how these notions are applied to threats.
By way of example, I will review the existing accounts of threatening language in
order to motivate the present endeavor. In what follows, the notion of form will be
used to refer to the lexico-grammatical properties of threatening utterances. The
notion of function will be primarily used in the sense of communicative function,
i.e. to refer to what speakers do or attempt to do with a threat utterance. This is
synonymous with what Fraser above describes as ‘reasons for’ uttering a threat. It
is possible to immediately focus on these communicative functions because the
function of each utterance in the sense of its illocutionary force has been assigned
by the language users themselves prior to this study, i.e. the utterances in questions
have been labeled threat by at least one language user (cf. Chapter 3). Lastly, the
notions of ‘indirectness’ and ‘directness’ will be replaced by the notion of pragmatic
explicitness, “which is based on the transparency of three things: the illocutionary
point, the referent(s), and the propositional content” (Culpeper 2011: 148).

In the following, I will start by examining the existing definitions of threats
and threatening language for formal features that are typically associated with the
‘illocutionary point’ in question (Section 2.2). The list of these features will form the
basis of the formal analysis carried out in Chapter 4. Following this, I will review
the existing positions in the literature on the function of threats, which will be
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taken up for discussion and further analysis in Chapter 5 (Section 2.3). Although
the analysis proceeds from the formal aspects of threats to their communicative
function, both formal and functional aspects of threatening will be viewed as com-
plementary perspectives and findings will be interpreted jointly (see Chapter 3 for
a more detailed discussion of the general approach).

To summarize, the main motivation for the present approach arises from the
fact that a discussion of repeatedly attested lexico-grammatical properties demands
far less decisions from the researcher that could later be criticized as too subjective
in nature: either a form can be attested as present — and associated with a given
communicative function - or it is absent, which allows a more replicable approach
to the notion in/directness. The presumed advantages of approaching the issue of
function by first looking at recurrent forms have been acknowledged by a number
of recent studies (see, e.g., Aijjmer & Rithlemann 2015 for an overview). In her 2008
monograph on Corpus and Context, Adolphs summarizes this stance as follows:

Many of the elements that have traditionally been dealt with through pragmatic
frameworks, such as issues of politeness and indirectness, could be discussed in
terms of their recurrence and patterns in relation to individual lexical items and
phrases. (Adolphs 2008: 10)

This, the author suggests, could help to solve some of the most notorious problems
in pragmatic analysis, as

[...] much of the discussion about inference procedures and felicity conditions
becomes secondary or altogether unnecessary. (Adolphs 2008: 10)

In her account, Adolphs (2008) contrasts a pragmatic approach to a given speech act
with a corpus-linguistic one. However, although the latter is suspected to cope more
successfully with certain pragmatic issues, as described above, Adolphs stresses
that, ultimately, “in order to arrive at better descriptions of language functions, we
need to start with a functional categorization as an organising principle” (Adolphs
2008: 44), highlighting again the importance of functional approaches. Now, as was
explained earlier, the main advantage of the kind of data analyzed for the present
study is that they already come with a preliminary functional categorization. More
precisely, the necessary organizing principle is deduced from an authority that is
commonly held to aspire to a maximum degree of objectivity: judicial argument.
Therefore, we can and shall start our analysis by looking at the form of threats we
find discussed in the literature.
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2.2 The form of threats

As has been already mentioned, although it is repeatedly claimed that the form of
threats is largely inconsistent, we find some structural characteristics frequently
described in the literature as typical formal elements of threats. The formal charac-
teristics that will be taken up for discussion here are seen as the lexico-grammatical
features that typically express the ‘illocutionary point’ of threatening or the
‘who-does-what-do-whom’ of a threatening scenario. These formal descriptions
have been largely derived from functional definitions, such as the ones described
above. Some characteristics, however, are also asserted based on the analysis of
existing corpus data or evidence from the present data set.

As was already mentioned, the concept of (in)directness that underlies the
present study is one of pragmatic explicitness: I predominantly look at forms that
are mentioned in the literature as typically expressing “the illocutionary point, the
referent(s) and the propositional content” of a threat (Culpeper 2011: 184). If these
variants of these forms are present in an utterance, this utterance can be character-
ized as (more) explicit with regard to this feature. Equally, if no variants of the forms
are present in an utterance, this utterance can be considered inexplicit or (more)
vague. It has to be stressed that in/directness is thus conceptualized as gradable and
not categorical, which is also in accordance with the probabilistic view on form and
function of threats that is highlighted by the statistical analyses in Chapters 4 and 5.

In the following, I will present a step-by-step, condensed overview of the formal
properties or lexico-grammatical features that are most frequently associated with
threats and threatening. A more detailed critical discussion of theoretical consider-
ations for each formal feature with reference to examples from the present corpus
can be found alongside the operationalization of each feature as a variable for the
analysis in Chapter 4.

2.2.1 Conditionality

One of the formal elements most frequently associated with threats is conditional
language (cf. Kent 1967: 30; Limberg 2009: 1379). A generic conceptualization of
threatening, such as the one found in Webster’s dictionary, paraphrases the mean-
ing of the verb ‘threaten” as “to say that you will harm someone or do something
unpleasant or unwanted especially in order to make someone do what you want”
(Merriam-Webster “threaten”, v., own emphasis).> Other generic definitions include

5. “threaten” Merriam-Webster.com. Merriam-Webster, n.d. Web. 27 March 2015. <http://www.
merriam-webster.com/dictionary/threaten>.
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related aspects of ‘menace’ and ‘manipulation’, or ‘imposition’ by means of this
menace (cf. Gales 2010; Harris 1984; Milburn & Watman 1981). This mirrors the
widespread understanding of threats as a “linguistic strategy [...] used to manip-
ulate or even coerce [a] target into (not) doing something which has an unde-
sirable outcome for [the target] (Limberg 2009: 1378), which ultimately benefits
the speaker (Fraser 1998: 166). In line with this view, some studies have explicitly
focused on so-called conditional threats (cf. Harris 1984; Limberg 2008, 2009).

The term conditional, in this context, is often used without clearly defining
whether this includes all semantically conditional expressions or only threats that
contain conditional clauses. According to Limberg, threats of this kind “consist
of two parts: (1) the speaker’s injunction against the addressee [...]; and (2) the
prediction/intention of negative consequences that the speaker will inflict upon
the addressee if s/he does not comply” (Limberg 2009: 1379). Despite the fact that
most of these studies refer to conditionality only as an “implicative ‘if-then’ form”
(Limberg 2009: 1376), the majority of cited examples include conditional if-clauses.
An if-clause is a syntactic structure that is considered “the canonical [...] construc-
tion” for conditionals in English (von Fintel 2011: 1516), which often leads to an
expectation that ‘typical threats’ contain such an if-clause as an expression of the
demands and consequences associated with a threat.

2.2.2 Futurity

Another structural feature often associated with threats is the reference to a future
point in time or the expression of an intention on the side of the speaker (cf. Benoit
1983: 306; Fraser 1998: 161; Turner & Gelles 2003: 98). This presumably follows
from the conceptualization of threats as announcing an impending, i.e. not-yet-ex-
isting harm. The act of threatening involves a declaration of “a future action or
omission, or a sequence of such actions or omissions, by the speaker” (Salgueiro
2010: 217). According to Fraser (1998: 168), “the speaker expresses intention to
perform the unfavourable act, typically signaling this intention by using will, am
going to, and the like”

The expression of speaker intentions can be linked to a probably innumerable
variety of linguistic forms (hence Fraser’s use of the indeterminate expression “and
the like”), while the number of possible linguistic forms to refer to a future point in
time is more restricted. As a consequence, the two categories are often conflated. In
most of the existing accounts of threats, it is expected that utterances contain some
expression of futurity, not only to refer to an impending menace, but also to express
an intention on the side of the speaker. This is nicely reflected in the fact that, for
example, almost all of Fraser’s (1998) examples contain a variant of will or be going
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t0.° However, due to the potential overlap of futurate expressions and expressions
of intent, the category cannot be seen as strictly referring to tense structure.

2.2.3 Violent verbs, participants and orientation of a threat

A third element, closely related to the preceding two and strongly associated with
threatening, is the expression of violence or harmful actions in threat utterances.
Some of the previously mentioned philosophical accounts of threatening have com-
pared the act to the allegedly neighboring speech acts of warning and promising
(cf., e.g., Fraser 1998: 166). Warning and promising are characterized as aimed at
the benefit of the addressee. In comparison, threats are seen as detrimental to the
addressee.” This is reflected in a number of definitions. A threat is described as an
announcement of an “unfavourable” (Fraser 1998: 167), “undesirable” (Limberg
2009: 1378) outcome, which is to “punish or hurt the hearer” (Benoit 1983: 305)
or “harm someone” (Merriam-Webster “threaten”, v.).® The type of harm is not
necessarily specified. Generally, it “can differ in [its] level of severity, ranging from
reasonable, less dramatic [acts], to more serious and even life-threatening acts”
(Limberg 2009: 1378). Additionally, it might be in the addressee’s own judgement
which consequences are unfavorable (cf. Fraser 1998: 163). Consequently, the se-
verity of the different types of negative outcomes is probably best described as
scalar, but life-threatening situations can clearly be seen as one extreme end of the
scale, or “the most excessive form of threat” (Limberg 2009: 1378, in a footnote).
As was already mentioned, one of the few examples of a corpus-based approach
to threatening language is a study conducted by Gales (2010). As part of this study,
Gales carried out a Threatening Communications Survey, where respondents were
asked to list typical elements of threats. Despite the fact that she does not explic-
itly instruct her respondents on the seriousness of the threats in her survey,’ the

6. Fraser’s list includes utterances like ‘If I don’t get national press coverage within one hour,
one of the hostages will die’ (1998: 160), Tm gonna cap you’ (163), or ‘If you don’t stop talking,
I'm going to punish you’ (167).

7. Storey’s (1995) previously mentioned warning type threats are an exception.

8. “threaten” Merriam-Webster.com. Merriam-Webster, n.d. Web. 27 March 2015. <http://www.
merriam-webster.com/dictionary/threaten>

9. Gales (2010: 272) instructs the respondents to “[take] a minute and think of a typical threat
you might hear (e.g., on a popular television show such as 24, CSI, the Sopranos, the Wire, etc.)””
This selection of TV shows - the plots of which all share crime as a central element - is likely to
have strongly influenced the participants in their choice of linguistic features, which she herself
discusses (see Gales 2010: 94).
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respondents’ replies seem to depict life-threatening or at least serious scenarios,
similar to the ones in the present study. As was already mentioned, more than 80%
of the respondents listed violent physical action verbs (Gales 2010: 96) as typically
part of threat utterances.

Another structural feature related to the verbs used is the agency of a speaker.
Fraser (1998: 166) stresses that a defining property of threats is that the speaker has
to control the (detrimental) outcome. From this he concludes that “[the] simplest
way [to threaten] is to utter a declarative sentence with the speaker as the agent of
the unfavourable act” (Fraser 1998: 167). Gales (2010) does not explicitly investi-
gate the grammatical role of an agent in threats, but she claims that utterances are
often oriented towards the speaker, which can be seen as related to the question of
agency (cf. Gales 2010: 100).

To summarize, threats are often depicted as utterances which are oriented to-
wards the perspective of the speaker, expressing some harm, often in the form of
verbs that lexicalize actual physical or psychological violence and with the speaker
as the agent of this action.

2.2.4 Other common features: Pronouns, taboo words, weapons

Another structural characteristic of threats Gales (2010) mentions is the distinctive
use of pronouns. According to her, most of her respondents expect an increased
use of second person pronouns as part of threatening utterances. She suggests that
this is done by speakers to express a “heightened sense of personalization or focus
placed on the victim of the threat” (Gales 2010: 100). Traditionally, first and second
person pronouns are viewed as embodiments of the speaker roles in a conversation,
i.e. “the persons with the roles of speaker and addressee respectively” (Huddleston
& Pullum 2002: 425). In the context of threatening, the speaker is most likely iden-
tical with the threatener and the addressee is predominantly also the target of the
threat. While personal pronouns generally occur very frequently in interpersonal
discourse and spontaneous face-to-face interaction (cf. O’Keeffe et al. 2011: 44),
it is expected that threats specifically contain more references to the addressee or
target of the threat.

A more general view would be to identify threatener and target as the ‘refer-
ents’ in a threat and the use of personal pronouns as a form of reference. The more
clearly threatener and target are referenced in a threat, for example by means of
personal pronouns, the more explicit is the threat, in the above-mentioned sense
of pragmatic explicitness (cf. Culpeper 2011: 184).

Another element that has been repeatedly associated with threats is the use of
swear words, such as insults or other offensive expressions (cf. Gales 2010: 25, 83,
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95). This is presumably a reflection of the conflictive nature of threats (cf. Leech
1983: 105; Limberg 2008: 155). Swear words, insults or taboo words used for in-
tensification are seen as reflecting the violent character of threats and can, thus,
probably be expected to be even more frequent in life-threatening scenarios (cf.
Davis 1997: xiii).

Lastly, one element that is also mentioned to be typically used in threats against
the life of some target is the reference to weapons, such as firearms, explosives, am-
munition. Turner and Gelles (2003: 18), for example, describe the repeated mention
of weapons as an indicator of how violent a threatener is. The mention of weapons
can probably be regarded as a specific variant of a more general expression of ‘harny
in a threat, which was described above.

2.2.5 Summary: The form of threats

To come back to the initial question of how to define a threat, a generic definition
that summarizes the above-mentioned formal properties is given by Milburn and
Watman (1981: 8), who suggest that a threat is “some variation of the following
formula: ‘If you do A, I will do B, where ‘A’ is detrimental to the threatener and ‘B’
is detrimental to the target” This definition contains all the elements that were just
discussed: an expression of conditionality, and expression of futurity, a verb that
lexicalizes some detrimental action, and references to both the speaker/threatener
and the addressee/target. Additionally, the wording ‘some variation of” allows for a
wide range of utterances to be described with this formula. Likewise, the additional
use of swear words and/or mention of weapons can be described as modifications
of the basic formula. In the following, this account will be used as an underlying
formal working definition of a threat. However, it has to be stressed that it is not
expected that all threats correspond closely to this formula. But to establish a base-
line will help to empirically assess the appropriateness of generalizations like “[t]
hreats [...] tend to be made indirectly” (Solan & Tiersma 2005: 204).

The use and variation of linguistic patterns and formulae has been extensively
researched for a number of speech acts, including compliments (cf., e.g., Manes and
Wolfson 1981; Holmes 1988, 1995; Jucker et al. 2008; Jucker 2009), apologies (e.g.,
Aijmer 1996; Blum-Kulka et al. 1989; Blum-Kulka & Olshtain 1984; Deutschmann
2003), or requests (e.g., Aijmer 1996; Blum-Kulka et al. 1989; Blum-Kulka 1987;
Holtgraves & Yang 1990), to name but a few. Although it is generally acknowledged
that speech acts are primarily a functional rather than a formal category, the num-
ber of speech acts that are realized in a fixed form or “occur regularly with a small
range of lexical items” is no small measure (cf. Jucker 2009: 1617). The fixedness of
such realizations can be best described as scalar. At the one end there are extremely
formulaic realizations or routine formulae with distinct pragmatic functions such
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as thank you or sorry (cf., e.g., Aijmer 1996; Deutschmann 2003; Jautz 2013), and
at the other end there are lexical items or syntactic structures which might be
preferred in realization, but are not conventionalized in a fixed realization pattern
(e.g. preverbal please as a request marker, cf. Stefanowitsch 2003). In the literature
on speech acts, such lexical items or structures have sometimes been described as
“explicit illocutionary force indicators” (Searle 1969: 30) or “illocutionary force
indicating devices” and “IFIDs” (Levinson 1983: 238).

Accordingly, in the subsequent analysis, it will be tested whether any of the
above-mentioned forms typically associated with threats in theory actually qualify as
conventional forms of threatening or as conventional markers of threats, i.e. IFIDs,
in terms of their frequency. That an expression is conventionally associated with
threatening will thus be understood as “a relationship holding between utterances
and context, which is a correlate of the (statistical) frequency with which an ex-
pression is used in one’s experience of a particular context” (Terkourafi 2005: 213).

2.3 'The function of threats

In a next step, I will discuss an overview of the communicative functions that have
traditionally been assigned to or associated with threatening. Again, this section is
meant to provide a first overview. The critical discussion will be continued along-
side the concrete analysis with reference to examples from the present corpus (see
Chapter 5).

As was discussed in the preceding part, the form of threats is often described as
diverse and indeterminate. At the same time, the function of threats is depicted as
much more uniform in the literature. With a view to existing studies, it seems that
research predominantly focuses on ‘manipulation’ as a/the main communicative
goal of threatening. Accordingly, threats have been labeled “intensified directives”
(Harris 1984: 250), “intensified form of attempted behavioural influence” (Hepburn
& Potter 2011: 99) or “speech acts [...] uttered by a person to manipulate an ad-
dressee’s behaviour” (Beller 2002: 113).

From a more general perspective, threats have been analyzed as a type of “com-
municative strategy that deliberately creates social conflict with the addressee, thus
causing disharmony between the interlocutors” (Limberg 2009: 1376). The conflict,
as is often argued, mainly arises from the fact that threats aim at getting the ad-
dressee/target to do something s/he would not voluntarily do or does not want to
do atall (cf. Limberg 2009: 1382; Harris 1984; Beller et al. 2005; Benoit 1983). This
form of manipulation has elsewhere been characterized as an attack on both the
hearer’s positive and negative face, in the sense of Brown and Levinson (1987). It
has been claimed that, by coercing an addressee into some behavior by means of
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threatening him or her, a speaker interferes with the addressee’s freedom of action
and diminishes or attacks the addressee’s self-image (cf. Biscetti 2015: 300; Limberg
2009: 1382). The fact that Culpeper (2011: 135-136) included threats on his list
of conventionalized impoliteness formulae, along with other forms such as insults,
silencers and negative expressives, reflects such an inherently offensive character.
But what exactly is a threat’s function then? Do speakers always aim for the same
goals, i.e. exercise impoliteness, when they utter a threat?

As can be seen from this brief overview, the literature on the function of threats
is largely dominated by three concepts: threats as a means of manipulation, threats
as a form of (verbal) impoliteness and threats as an exercise of power by a speaker.
Due to their interrelated nature, it is difficult, if not impossible, to precisely dis-
entangle these concepts and review their role in threatening separately. One ex-
tremely simplified way of illustrating the relationship of all three concepts is this:
a speaker has or achieves power over their addressee by uttering a threat that is in-
tended to manipulate a target’s behavior in some way, and this is often perceived as a
strategic form of face attack or verbal impoliteness, which in turn equips the speaker
with more power (cf. Limberg 2009: 1378). The question is, does the speaker have to
be already equipped with power in order to manipulate their target, or is at least part
of a threat’s function the gaining of such power by attacking the addressee’s face? In
other words, are threats mainly a function of power behind or power in discourse?!?

The issues touched upon here - particularly verbal impoliteness and power -
again reach much farther than the scope of the present book and cannot be addressed
in principle. Instead, they will be dealt with in close regard to the object of study,
namely threats. The two subsequent sections will concern the function of threats
as a means of manipulation and as a more general form of verbal impoliteness.

2.3.1 Power and demands: Threats as a tool of manipulation

Limberg (2009: 1378), drawing on previous accounts of threatening, defines the
functional features of verbal threats!! as

10. The distinction between power behind and in discourse was initially introduced by Fairclough
(1989) and is adopted here from Culpeper (2011: 225).

11. In a footnote, Limberg (2009: 1377) explains that he uses the generic term ‘threat’ although
his study “focuses on the conditional form”. Nevertheless, this distinction is not made consistently
throughout the paper and many of the claims are presented as valid for threats in general. The
section the above-cited account is taken from is captioned “(Conditonal) threats”, which again
suggests generalizable insights and not the discussion of a specific sub-type.
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their directive and manipulative force, the possible infliction of undesirable conse-
quences as a result of non-cooperation, the (momentary) assertion of power, and
the emotional discharge of the speakers involved [...].

In this quote, the author points to different aspects of threats that are subsequently
described as intricately linked: (i) the directive/manipulative force of a threat,
(ii) the contingency of an impending menace or punishment upon the target’s
compliance and (iii) the assertion of power by the speaker. Although this is not ex-
plicitly stated, it can be deduced from Limberg’s subsequent line of argumentation
that the directive/manipulative force of a threat, according to him, arises mainly
from the expressed contingency and the speaker’s power (Limberg 2009: 1379).
Limberg takes the stance that the strength of an utterance’s manipulative force
corresponds to the way in which the speaker conveys that an impending menace
is contingent upon the target’s behavior. According to this view, conditional threats
convey a greater directive force because they express a relation between demands
and consequences more explicitly. In comparison, non-conditional threats express
this relation less explicitly and are, as is argued, less forceful. To illustrate his point,
Limberg contrasts an example of a threat that contains a conditional clause in the
form of ‘If you (don’t) do X, I will (not) do Y’ with a non-conditional threat in
the form of T will do Y. The latter, he argues, conveys a minimized directive force
(Limberg 2009: 1379). This is a point that is similarly made by Fraser (1998: 167),
who contends that, consequently, “most direct verbal threats are conditional”.
Although we are now looking at the function of threats, it is clearly evident that
the relation of form and function remains vital.

The idea of a correspondence between the directive force of a threat and the
explicitness of conditional clauses has been similarly suggested by various scholars.
For example, early research on the effect of threats in bargaining situations sug-
gested that a non-conditional statement is less efficient as a threat (Kent 1967: 31).
The claim is based on findings from the field of social psychology. In a study on
the effects of the wordings of threats on the likelihood of a target’s compliance,
it was shown that ‘high threats’, i.e. conditional threats in Limberg’s sense, were
significantly more likely to achieve compliance by the targets than ‘low threats, i.e.
non-conditional threats in Limberg’s sense (cf. Freedman 1965).!2 Other studies,
mainly from the fields of sociology and psychology, have suggested similar effects
(cf. Beller 2002; Beller et al. 2005; Benoit 1983; Schlenker et al. 1970).

12. It should be noted, however, that the cited study investigates cognitive dissonance in children
and the participants of this study are around the age of 10. The effect thus presumably rather
points to the children’s inability to infer negative consequences or contingency from less explicit
wordings at a rather young age than to the efficiency of conditional threats.
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From these claims, one could be inclined to expect that, given that the primary
function of a threat is indeed a form of manipulation, a speaker should always opt
for a threat that explicitly denotes an impending menace as contingent upon the
addressee’s behavior in order to maximize its directive and manipulative force. And
this, as I have previously mentioned, is indeed what most of the literature assumes
to be the standard form of a (direct) threat (cf. Section 2.2.1).

Of course, intended manipulation is not only a question of a threat’s form. The
fact that threats may influence a target’s behavior has also been described as inex-
tricably linked to the notion of social power.'3 Brown and Gilman (1960: 255), for
example, describe power and control, which is a form of manipulation, as mutually
dependent: “One person may be said to have power over another in the degree that
he is able to control the behaviour of the other” Similarly, Watts (1991: 62) defines
the exercise of power as follows: “A exercises power over B when A affects B in
a manner contrary to B’s initially perceived interests” This appears to describe a
bilateral relationship: a powerful speaker can manipulate an addressee’s behavior
and the fact that the addressee is being manipulated gives power to the speaker. So
is power a prerequisite for threats to function as a manipulation?

If power over someone and manipulating their behavior are closely associ-
ated, it comes as no surprise that threats have been identified as ‘power-laden’
devices. Gales (2010: 2), for example, sees them as “socially-construed linguistic
acts of power between two parties — the threatener and the threatened” Following
Bourdieu’s concept of ‘symbolic violence’, she argues that the act of threatening
itself “endows one actor with power over the other” (Gales 2010: 44). According
to this view, a power asymmetry arises from uttering a threat. That threats can
function as an exercise of power in discourse has been proposed similarly by various
scholars (Culpeper 2011; Harris 1984; Limberg 2008, 2009). At the same time, it has
also been suggested that the exercise of power in discourse is necessarily rooted in
or arises from power behind discourse, i.e. institutional power or social hierarchies.
Consequently, it has been claimed that a speaker who is more powerful in com-
parison to their addressee will threaten more frequently and with greater success
(Culpeper 1996; Fraser 1998; Harris 1984; Limberg 2008, 2009). 4

Such a view conceptualizes threats as an intensified form of exercising one’s
power over another person, mostly to counter “persistent resistance” (cf. Limberg
2008: 156). This has been identified as a strategy, for example, in courtroom

13. The term social power is used here in the sense of Brown and Levinson (1987). See Section 2.4
for a more detailed discussion of the social context of the present threats.

14. This view takes its most extreme form in the opinion that a threatener who does not have the
power to bring about the threatened state of affairs does not utter a threat that is - in the words
of Austin - ‘felicitous’ (Shon 2005: 831).
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interaction (Harris 1984; Lakoft 1989), military discourse (Bousfield 2007; Culpeper
1996), or police-citizen encounters (Limberg 2008). However, there is a risk of a log-
ical fallacy here that has mostly been overlooked: much of the linguistic research on
this function of threats has been conducted in institutional or ‘quasi-institutional’
settings. One reason for this is that it is expected that threats rarely occur predicta-
bly in informal or ordinary interaction (cf. Harris 1984: 247). Institutional contexts
are seen as having the advantage that “the power distribution between speakers
is often disproportionate, which can encourage displays of inappropriate, salient
behaviour” (Limberg 2008: 156). Now, considering the distinction of power in and
power behind discourse, it seems unclear if the findings from the above-mentioned
case studies will hold in settings any power imbalance (behind discourse). It is at
least conceivable that systematically comparing different power constellations (be-
hind discourse) would allow us to gain more insight whether threats are realized
differently by powerful or powerless speakers. This remains to be empirically tested,
but is often entirely ignored in the discussion of findings in the literature.

Although it has been suggested that the specific type of data in institutional
contexts restricts the generalizability of findings (cf. Bardovi-Harlig & Hartford
2005: 28), the results of the above-mentioned studies are therefore often presented
as generally valid. Limberg (2009: 1379), for example, argues that the existing

[e]mpirical evidence on forceful speech acts such as threats has shown that people
in power use threats significantly more often than those who are not in powerful
positions (cf. Culpeper, 1996; Harris, 1984; Song, 1995). Moreover, targets com-
plied more often with threats from a high-status speaker than from a low-status
speaker (Faley and Tedeschi, 1971). [...] This raises the question as to whether
threats are necessarily a power-dependent act. (cf. Vanderverken 1990)

The author — as well as others — goes on to highlight the possibility of a less-powerful
speaker uttering a threat in theory, but he concludes that “one will hardly ever come
across a threat in a real life situation in which a recruit threatens his/her drill ser-
geant or a defendant reprimands a judge” (Limberg 2009: 1380).

It is noteworthy in this context that studies which regard threatening as a pri-
mary means of manipulating and influencing a target, as for example in bargaining
or instructive situations, have two things in common: for one, their predominantly
institutional character, and secondly, that these situations mostly arise from com-
parable communicative situations. In the majority of cases, the speaker pursues a
specific interactional goal, which can be either concrete like getting someone to sign
a contract, or more abstract like exercising control over someone and/or achieving
obedience (cf. Spencer-Oatey 2005: 107). After all, it might be these shared inter-
actional goals that make the situations investigated in these studies comparable
and not the use of threats. Consequently, it might be that speakers equipped with
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institutional power (i.e. power behind discourse) threaten more frequently and that
threats are “a power-dependent act”, as Limberg (2009: 1378) puts it. This seems
entirely plausible, but as was already mentioned, to the best of my knowledge, there
is no study yet that empirically tests such an effect across different contexts, i.e. less
formal settings and contexts with varying power constellations.

In summary, it appears that one way of classifying the function of threats is to
consider them ‘power assertion devices’ in the sense of Gales (2010, cited above).
According to such a view, the functions of a threat are to either momentarily create
or highlight an existing power asymmetry between interlocutors and thereby ma-
nipulate the addressee into doing something s/he would not have done voluntarily.
The former would be a function of power in discourse, the latter would be a function
of power behind discourse.

Having said that, threats are not the only linguistic device that has been linked
to the exercise of power over an interlocutor and their function can thus be de-
scribed from another, maybe more general perspective. The subsequent section will
concern such a general perspective and discuss the function of threats as an exercise
of linguistic impoliteness. I want to remind the reader that, as before, this discussion
isin close regard to the object of study, namely threats. It is beyond the scope of the
present inquiry to principally discuss the general framework of impoliteness, but
discussing a selection of its theorems with regard to threatening will be useful to
further disentangle some views on the functions of threats. A potential downside
of this approach is, of course, that the discussion appears at times somewhat ab-
breviated. In Chapter 5, the discussion will be taken up and, ultimately, the present
findings will be used as pointer towards potential future research (Chapter 6).

2.3.2 Power and face: Threats as an impoliteness strategy

The framework of impoliteness (cf. Bousfield 2008; Bousfield and Locher 2008;
Culpeper 1996, 2005, 2011) is often portrayed as a direct counterpart to its prede-
cessor, the theory of linguistic politeness (cf., e.g., Brown & Levinson 1987; Leech
1983; Watts 2003). Both are built on the central assumptions that humans have
“an emotionally sensitive concept of the self”, the face (Culpeper 1996: 350), and
that communication involves strategies to maintain, promote or attack this face
(Culpeper 1996: 350; Limberg 2009: 1377).

The existence of conflictive communication is of course not a recent discovery.
There are a number of studies on conversational rudeness or hostile communication
which pre-date the construction of an impoliteness framework (cf., e.g., Kasper
1990; Kienpointner 1997; Lakoff 1989). Yet, it is only rather recent that the delib-
erate and systematic use of face attack has been investigated as an integral part of
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communication, instead of simply regarding such behavior “as the marked, abnor-
mal, and irrational counterpart of politeness” (Kienpointner 1997: 251).

Parallel to ongoing discussions about verbal politeness, there is “no solid agree-
ment” (Locher and Bousfield 2008: 3) on a uniform definition of verbal impolite-
ness. Despite the differences in conceptualizing impoliteness, according to Culpeper
(2011: 20), most definitions contain “two notable commonalities”: the notions of
face and intentionality (cf., e.g., Culpeper et al. 2003; Culpeper 2005, 2011; Locher
and Bousfield 2008; Watts 2003). Yet, the various approaches find different answers
to questions of

how central face is in accounting for impoliteness phenomena, what kinds of face
are involved, and also whether other concepts are needed to account for it fully.
(Culpeper 2011: 21)

and, similarly,

whether impoliteness can only be said to have taken place if the behavior concerned
was (or was perceived to be) intentional, and [...] how it interacts with perception
of the degree of offence taken. (Culpeper 2011: 21)

Especially the concept and role of intentionality is still subject to numerous de-
bates, i.e. the question of whether or not a speaker must act intentionally to be
considered to exercise verbal impoliteness. While there is no general answer to
this question (yet), in the specific case of threats as a form of verbal impoliteness,
most studies place special emphasis on strategic, intentional or instrumental use
of verbal strategies to attack face (cf. Culpeper 2011: 49 or, e.g., Beebe 1995: 166;
Bousfield 2008: 68).

Furthermore, similar to its counterpart politeness, linguistic impoliteness has
been conceptualized as relational, i.e. impoliteness emerges in interaction and is
dependent on speaker, addressee and context (cf. Culpeper 2011; Spencer-Oatey
2005, 2011). For this reason, it has been argued that no inherently impolite utter-
ances exist (cf. Locher 2006: 251; Locher and Watts 2008: 78). At the same time,
it has been claimed that there is a difference between impoliteness strategies that
are context-tied and those that are context-spanning; while the former are only im-
polite in specific contexts and will likely be innocuous in others, the latter are by
default perceived as impolite in many different contexts but can also be used in a
non-impolite way (cf. Culpeper 2011: 117, who adopts the distinction from Tracy
and Tracy (1998)).

In most of the comprehensive approaches to verbal impoliteness, threatening
has not been specifically addressed as a type of output strategy (cf. Bousfield 2008;
Culpeper et al. 2003; Culpeper 2005; Lachenicht 1980). Limberg (2009: 1382), dis-
cussing Culpeper’s (1996, 2005) list of strategies, notes that
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[v]erbal threats are not explicitly mentioned in the provisional and non-exhaustive
list of strategies for impolite utterance tokens. Nevertheless, they are related to some

»

of the output strategies listed under “negative impoliteness”, such as “frighten’, “em-
phasizing your relative power” and “invading the other’s space”
(Culpeper 1996: 358)

Given what we have previously noted on the function of threats as a means of
manipulation and an inherent power-assertion device, we can tentatively conclude
that one way of characterizing threats is by describing them as context-spanning
negative impoliteness or bald on record impoliteness or maybe a mixture of the two,
since Culpeper (2005: 42) claims that “these ‘super strategies’ rarely occur singularly
but are more often mixed”.

That threatening is an example of context-spanning impoliteness is reflected in
the fact that Culpeper includes threats on his preliminary list of conventionalized
impoliteness formulae (Culpeper 2011: 135-136). Similarly, Biscetti (2015: 302)
points to the ‘contextually independent’ aggressive nature of threats. Interestingly,
the following threat tokens from his corpus of conventional impoliteness formulae
are listed, which were obtained from diary reports of impoliteness events:

[['1l/Tm/we’re] [gonna] [smash your face in/beat the shit out of you/box your ears/
bust your fucking head off/straighten you out/etc.] [if you don’t] [X]

[you’d better be ready Friday the 20th to meet with me/do it] [or] [else] [T'll X]
[X] [before I] [hit you/strangle you] (Culpeper 2011: 136)

As can be seen, these impoliteness formulae contain all the elements that were pre-
viously described as traditionally associated with threatening language: expressions
of conditionality, futurity, descriptions of violent actions, swear words and taboo
language. Of course, the list is not meant to be exhaustive: “[s]quare brackets are
designed to give an indication of some of the structural characteristics of the formu-
lae” and “finer grained structural analyses are possible including a consideration of
the degree of optionality each element has” (Culpeper 2011: 134). Yet, there seems
to be a strong association of these elements with the exercise of impoliteness.

In summary, the view on the function of threatening reconstructed above
takes a superordinate function like face attack’ as a starting point. This function
is then utilized by speakers in various contexts, some of which have already been
mentioned: army training, for example, where threats are used to enforce recruits’
obedience, different forms of communication with children, where either children
use threats to negotiate with each other or caregivers use threats to enforce obe-
dience, or citizen-police encounters and courtroom interaction, where either civil
obedience and compliance is enforced or participants are trying to oppose this
obedience. What all of these scenarios have in common is that threats are used to
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enforce behavior, which brings us back to the (presumably subordinate) functions
of impoliteness, namely ‘manipulation’ and/or ‘power-assertion.

These specific functions of impoliteness have also been subsumed as coercive
impoliteness (Culpeper 2011: 225). Coercive impoliteness “involves coercive action
that is not in the interest of the target, and hence involves both the restriction of
a person’s action environment and a clash of interests” (Culpeper 2011: 226). As
has been elaborated already, coercive impoliteness can be used to “get power over
actions (to get someone else to do something or avoid doing something yourself)”
(Culpeper 2011: 227), which is a fitting summary of most of the accounts of the
function of threats.

Something that has not been systematically addressed with regard to threats yet
is that impoliteness can have other functions besides a coercive one as described
above. Building on earlier models of conversational rudeness by Beebe (1995) and
Kasper (1990), Culpeper (2011: 252) distinguishes “three key, specific functional
types of impoliteness events: affective impoliteness, coercive impoliteness and en-
tertaining impoliteness.” Entertaining impoliteness will be disregarded in the present
context because it mainly concerns forms of “entertainment at the expense of the
target of the impoliteness” (Culpeper 2011: 233), which, according to Culpeper, is
typically found in TV game shows and the like. Affective impoliteness leans on a
function Beebe (1995: 154) describes as “to vent negative feelings”. If we go back to
Limberg’s initial definition of typical functional elements of threats, we find a sim-
ilar wording: apart from “their directive and manipulative force” and “momentary
assertion of power”, Limberg (2009: 1378) also mentions “the emotional discharge
of the speakers involved”, but does not address this aspect again in his analysis of
threats. If threatening is understood as an announcement of harm to another per-
son, if it is described as ‘conflictive’ or hostile, it is unclear why the aspect of venting
one’s feelings with threats has not yet been examined more closely.

Culpeper (2011: 221) suggests that affective impoliteness is a form of hostile,
verbal aggression that is connected to heightened emotions, such as anger or frus-
tration, and that becomes a form of impoliteness the moment it is directed at some-
one: “[t]argeted anger is strategic, instrumental affective impoliteness” (Culpeper
2011: 222). It appears that threatening is not only a form of coercive impoliteness
but involves affective impoliteness as well, especially since the functions are not
mutually exclusive and often impoliteness strategies serve more than one function
(cf. Culpeper et al. 2003: 1561).
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2.3.3 Summary: The function of threats

Taken together, what is the function of threats then? According to Fraser (1998),
for example, there are an indeterminate number of different reasons for speakers
to utter a threat,

such as anger or meanness [...], to intimidate [...], to bring about a desired result
[...], as a challenge to authority [...], to call attention to oneself and perhaps get
help [...], to save face when embarrassed [...], to show seriousness of purpose
but without malice [...], to promote movement in negotiations [...], and to be
humorous [...]. (Fraser 1998: 159)

It is evident that in order to assign such fine-grained functions to instances of
threatening, a researcher would need insight into the speakers’ motives and/or emo-
tional state or state of mind. Was it the speaker’s intention to frighten the hearer?
Can that be considered meanness? Was the speaker serious? As these questions
illustrate, any outside analyst will most likely not easily obtain definite answers.
Consequently, such an analysis of the function of threats would necessitate a degree
of subjective speculation and generalization that is unwanted in the present study,
although it can certainly yield interesting results.

One possible solution to this predicament, as we have seen in the previous sec-
tions, would be to take a more general perspective and conceptualize threatening
more generally, i.e. with one superordinate function as a form of verbal impolite-
ness. Accordingly, a threat can be described as a deliberate and conscious exercise or
assertion of power, which is intended to manipulate an addressee and/or functions
as an outlet for negative emotions. Such a general definition has the advantage that
it can most likely be applied to all threats in the corpus. A question that immediately
arises and that has not yet been addressed systematically, however, is whether there
are any observable differences between threats that serve a coercive function, i.e.
those that are intended to manipulate the addressee and those that serve an affective
one, i.e. those that functions as an outlet for negative emotions.

This question will be probed in the present analysis. It will be tested whether
any of the above-mentioned functions typically associated with threats in theory
actually qualify as accurate descriptions of a threat’s function in the corpus. Again,
the approach taken will be data-driven, i.e. purely based on the information availa-
ble in the data. The aim is a detailed, yet generalizable account of the communica-
tive functions that speakers assign to threats. Instead of speculating about detailed
moves and motives on the side of the speaker, I will focus on common denomi-
nators between the individual uses and speakers’ own accounts of what they are
doing. The approach is modeled after comparable analyses by, for example, Jautz
(2013: 68), who argues that any functional analysis of speech acts should ideally
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be data-driven so that “[r]ather than imposing (too many) preconceived linguistic
categories, the data at hand is used as a guideline for a categorization of functions”.
This way, the functions “are based on what is explicitly mentioned as a reason for
or function of” (Jautz 2013: 68) the given speech act.

What we have established at this point is a set of forms that, according to the
existing research, typically occur in threat utterances. This list can and will be put
to the test: by means of attesting the absence or presence of these forms, we will be
able to (a) determine the threats’ (in)directness without operating with complicated
concepts like intentions, beliefs or awareness and (b) investigate whether any of
these forms actually are as typical for threatening as the literature makes us belief.
In addition to that, we preliminary assume that threats are a form of verbal impo-
liteness and, as such, most likely carry two general functions: a coercive function
and an affective function. This, too, will be put to the test: can these functions be
identified in the data? And are threats of the same type or with the same function
similar to each other and dissimilar to the other type/function?

What we have not established so far is the role of context in all of this. As was
already mentioned, research on various comparable phenomena has suggested
that “(im)politeness is not inherent in particular forms of language” but rather “a
matter of the participants’ evaluations of particular forms as (im)polite in context”
(Culpeper 2008: 20). In Chapter 3, we will look more closely at how the nature of the
present data immanently provides us with some insight into the hearer’s evaluation
of the utterances — but what about the general context of the threats? How do we
account for whether they were uttered by former spouses, by stranger on the street,
or former employees? As this will most likely also influence the results to some
extent, in a last step, this present chapter will briefly investigate one particular type
of context: the nature of the relationship between threatener and target.

2.4 'The context of threats

When we talk about context, the term is often used to comprise a range of widely
distributed variables that surround an utterance and potentially influence its real-
ization: from the concrete spatial environment and the situational parameters, to
the mode of communication and the social identity of speaker and hearer. Although
the present study was deliberately designed in a way that allows for the greatest
degree of generalizability, a pragmatic study that disregards any influence of such
contextual variables can hardly be considered complete. To an extent deemed pos-
sible and practicable with the data at hand, this shortcoming will be addressed in
the following section.
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It was already discussed in the previous section that impoliteness is presumably
relational, i.e. it emerges in interaction and is dependent on exactly those contextual
factors we have just mentioned (cf. Culpeper 2011; Spencer-Oatey 2005, 2011). If
we conceptualize threats as an impoliteness phenomenon, it can thus be assumed
that their form (and function) is also influenced by these factors and if we exclude
any notion of social reality, our results are very likely to create a distorted picture of
the object of study. Now, how can the context of each threat be taken into account
without running the risk of creating not a general account of threatening but a
detailed description of every situation in which individual speakers threaten in
the present corpus?

As before, one possible solution is to look for common denominators. The gen-
eral idea being that ‘zooming in’ on particular feature constellations or situations
in follow-up studies will be much easier once we have established some more gen-
eral properties of threatening. For now, we will therefore focus specifically on the
social context of the threats and later incorporate this as one additional variable in
the analysis: the type of relationship between threatener and target. We tentatively
assume that the nature of the relationship between threatener and target conjoins
two of the most notorious contextual influence factors in (im)politeness research:
the micro-social variables of power and distance.

2.4.1 Power and distance as social context

It is commonly accepted that the linguistic choices of speakers are influenced by
many different social variables. On one side, the speakers’ gender, age, region,
socio-economic status or ethnicity influence their linguistic choices, which are
often classed together as macro-social factors. On the other side, micro-social
factors like absolute and relative power or social distance determine variation
(cf. Schneider & Barron 2008: 16). For many speech acts such as apologies, re-
quests, compliments, or refusals, both micro- and macro-social variation are well
researched. Incidentally, what precedes any research project on the influence of
either macro- or micro-social factors on the realization of a given speech act, is an
inquiry into “the strategies and linguistic means available for realising [the given]
speech acts” (Schneider & Barron 2008: 4). Or in other words: to measure and as-
sess variation, a baseline is needed. As was already argued extensively, with regard
to threats, there is no clear (empirical) baseline yet, which is an academic void the
present study seeks to fill.

The decision to incorporate power and social distance as contextual variables
in the analysis is motivated by two givens of the present study: as has been argued,
both variables presumably play a central role in conflictive speech acts and, more
importantly, the information needed to operationalize the variables is available from
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the data. The corpus under investigation does not always provide complete infor-
mation on a number of other variables, such as information on gender, age, region,
socio-economic status or ethnicity of both threatener and target.'® In order to ensure
a sound analysis, the information at hand was used to create a variable that allows
for exploratory insight in both different power and distance constellations. This
section is not meant as an essential contribution to the power debate, but focuses
on a discussion of the present data in light of what is commonly assumed about this
type of macro-social variation. Any conclusive results on how exactly more powerful
or powerless speakers might use their linguistic repertoire differently to threaten a
target can only be gained from more complex and potentially experimental research
designs (see Chapter 6 for a discussion of potential future research).!6

As part of their politeness framework, Brown and Levinson (1987: 74) initially
distinguish between three social variables, which presumably influence the produc-
tion and interpretation of communication: relative power, social distance, and ab-
solute ranking of imposition of an act. These initial definitions have been criticized
and/or refined, their scope has been adjusted and their role in communication was
and is much debated (cf., e.g., Spencer-Oatey 1996). Over the last decades, the two
concepts of power and distance, often referred to as P and D, have been established
as commonly agreed upon variables of micro-social variation (cf., e.g., Barron &
Schneider 2009: 427; Schneider 2010: 249-250). And although notions of power
and distance appear to be involved in any type of interaction, with regard to im-
politeness, the notion of power appears to be specifically important (cf. Culpeper
2008; Locher & Watts 2008).

In simplified terms, power is believed to essentially comprise a contrast of
equality (symmetrical) and inequality (asymmetrical) of the social status of speaker
and addressee, and distance is conceptualized as a continuum of closeness be-
tween interlocutors, with values ranging roughly from strangers to intimates (cf.
Schneider 2010: 250). Distance is often described as a more context-independent or
absolute value that is defined by various components of a relationship, such as per-
ceived similarity between participants, length of acquaintance, positive/negative af-
fect, frequency of contact, or familiarity (Spencer-Oatey 1996: 7).!” In comparison,
power is often defined as relative to participants and context and has sometimes

15. Although information on mode and medium of the threat were available, these were excluded
as variables from the analysis, since the data are predominantly oral and a first inspection did not
yield many telling findings.

16. On a similar note, Culpeper (2008: 18) observes that the notion of power “looms like the
many-headed Hydra in a voluminous literature”. It can hardly be addressed comprehensively here.

17. These factors are weighed differently by scholars, and there is no unitary definition that
includes all of them (Spencer-Oatey 1996: 7).
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been sub-classified into ‘absolute’ and ‘relative’ power. While absolute power is often
associated with notions such as social hierarchy, status or rank, relative power is of-
ten associated with dominance in a given conversation (Spencer-Oatey 1996: 8-10).
We have addressed this earlier as the difference between power behind discourse
and power in discourse (see Section 2.3).!8 These two forms of power and their
exercise are closely interwoven, but do not influence each other in a fixed way.
Locher and Bousfield (2008: 9), for example, hold that “power is highly dynamic,
fluid and negotiable. Even interactants with hierarchically lower status can and do
exercise power [...]"1

These negotiations that Locher and Bousfield describe, are part of the ‘relational
work’ participants are engaged in as part of communication (cf. Locher & Watts
2008: 78), sometimes also referred to as “[t]he process of defining relationships
in interaction” (Locher 2004: 51). Existing models of impoliteness have different
approaches to how exactly relational work, and notions such as power and dis-
tance can be incorporated into their analyses. One thing that is commonly agreed
upon, however, is the fact that impoliteness and power and closely interwoven (cf.
Culpeper 2008: 18). And threats, as was already discussed, are often described as
an example of a power exercise (cf., e.g., Culpeper 2011: 135-136; Harris 1984: 251;
Limberg 2008: 155, 2009: 1376). We can conclude from this that threats will be
influenced by the nature of the relationship of the interactants — but how exactly?

Culpeper (1996: 354) argues that “[a] powerful speaker has more freedom to
be impolite” - and, accordingly, it has been repeatedly claimed that this is true for
threats as well. Harris (1984: 251), for example, notes that

for a threat to be effective, the speaker must have real power to bring about the
stated consequence, which suggests an asymmetrical situation or at least one where
real power is involved. Thus threats tend to occur where such power exists, whether
the situation is a mother controlling her own child, a manager threatening to dis-
miss his employee, or a trade union leader threatening to cripple the country.

In spite of her own findings, Harris (1982: 251) notes that threats primarily function
as a momentary assertion of power by the speaker and as such could theoretically
be used by both powerful and powerless participants, but she considers the latter
scenario less likely. Similarly, Limberg (2009: 1380) concludes that while threats
may be a power-manipulating device in theory, “one will hardly ever come across
a threat in a real life situation in which a recruit threatens his/her drill sergeant or

18. In the following, the terms absolute and relative power will be used interchangeably with
power in discourse and power behind discourse.

19. In light of the present data set, both P and D are discussed here from the point of view of
standardly known values in American English.
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a defendant reprimands a judge”. In other words, what Harris, Limberg and oth-
ers have suggested is that a more powerful speaker is more likely to exercise this
power by threatening their addressee, who in turn is more likely to comply if s/he
is less powerful and that these two aspects depend on one another. Interestingly,
in his own investigation of threat responses, Limberg (2009: 1390) finds “a higher
tendency towards compliance [of addressees] in those scenarios in which the speak-
ers have an equal power status.” This would contradict the initial idea that more
powerful speakers utter more successful threats. According to him, this indicates
that “friendship’ is a greater leverage and, thus, participants feel more obliged to
cooperate/comply. Since this is also a conflation of power and distance, I would
like to stress again that only more detailed research that includes different power-
and also distance-constellations could verify such observations. In comparison,
Culpeper (2008: 39) doubts the underlying assumption that the exercise of power
or the use of impoliteness presupposes a power-asymmetry between speakers. The
idea that impoliteness is dependent upon aspects of the relationship of interactants,
however, remains unquestioned.

Now, how do these insights from existing research translate into predictions for
our analyses? For one, a common assumption seems to be that speakers equipped
with more relational power or power behind discourse threaten more regularly,
because their socially higher ranking implies a greater entitlement to impose their
will on others (cf. Culpeper 1996; Harris 1984; Limberg 2009). As a consequence,
some authors also assume that this general disposition will be reflected in a higher
frequency of threats uttered by more powerful speakers (cf. Harris 1984; Limberg
2009). With regard to the form of threats, the consensus seems to be that more
powerful speakers can also threaten more directly. For the present study, this trans-
lates into the hypothesis that threats by more powerful speakers generally contain
more of the formal features that were discussed earlier to mark threats as more
pragmatically explicit.

With regard to social distance, the predictions are less straightforward. None
of the above-mentioned studies explicitly addresses the influence of social distance
on threats. In the discussion of his results, Limberg (2009) mentions in passing that
speakers who are closer to their targets have greater leverage over them and, thus,
presumably threaten more successfully. Following the logic of the previous argu-
ment with regard to more powerful speakers, this could be taken to indicate that
such speakers will also threaten more frequently. There are no clear predictions with
regard to the influence of social distance on the degree of pragmatic explicitness
and it is unclear whether the prediction about the general frequency of threats is
justified by existing research. In fact, most studies on social distance suggest that the
influence of social distance as a variable is not linear (cf. Spencer-Oatey & Zegarac
2017; Wolfson 1990).
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As was already discussed, in order to empirically verify the claims about power
and distance and threats, future studies need to compare the use of threats across
different power constellations and possibly also across different degrees of social
distance. More generally, to be able to properly manipulate the P and D variables
and compare different scenarios necessitates experimental data, which the present
study unfortunately lacks. Nevertheless, a first inspection of the general relation-
ships of threatener and target should allow for preliminary insight into the influence
of the relation of threatener and target, which will later be investigated more closely.

2.4.2 P and D combined: The relationship of threatener and target

The threats analyzed for the present inquiry were uttered in wide variety of contexts,
i.e. produced by a broad range of different speakers both orally and in writing and
addressed a range of different targets for varying reasons. The threats were uttered
as part of fundamentally different conflicts, including personal ones, such as custo-
dial disputes or arguments between neighbors or family members, but also political
controversies or disputes surrounding more general social issues, for example, abor-
tion rights or compulsory military service. This great variety of different contexts is
seen as a major advantage of the data, because it is assumed that the threats serve
a range of different functions and, presumably, these different contexts also span a
range of different P and D constellations. At the same time, we need to find a way
to factor in these different contexts without allowing for too many fine-grained fea-
ture constellations that might restrict the generalizability of our findings. This was
attempted by transforming the relationships of threatener and target into a binary
contrast by reference to the dimensions of P and D: personal and non-personal re-
lationships. The notion of power is restricted to power behind discourse or absolute
power? and for both P and D, the scalar differences are also reduced to binary con-
trasts. Personal and non-personal relationships are conceptualized as a contrast of
socially more powerful speakers (+ P), such as judges, politicians, or teachers, and
socially less or equally powerful speakers (- P), such as spouses, siblings, friends or
acquaintances, and as a contrast of maximal distance (+ D), as between strangers,
and minimal distance (- D), as between close acquaintances, friends, or family
members (cf. Schneider 2010: 250). By classifying the relationships in this way, we
are able to test the above-mentioned predictions and gain some first insight into
how social context might influence the form and function of threats. From the
initial results, further hypothesis for each of the parameters can be deduced and

20. As was previously discussed, it is assumed that differences in absolute power will result in
differences in relative power.
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tested in follow-up studies. The classification will be solely based on the contextual
information available from the judicial opinions (see Chapter 3 for a detailed ex-
planation and exemplification of the coding procedure).

For our purpose, the threatener-target-relationship is considered non-personal
if the target is either not personally known to the threatener or addressed as a mere
representative of a company, an office, or a group of people, or even a representative
of a certain belief or position.?! Non-personal relationships include relationships
with legal professionals, medical professionals, employees/employers of companies,
and state or government officials. If, however, threatener and target know each other
personally, share a personal history, or if their conflict concerns personal matters,
the threatener-target-relationship can be described as personal. Personal relation-
ships include relationships with spouses, friends, classmates, colleagues, relatives,
or close family members

The majority of non-personal relationships can be characterized as more distant
in all of the previously mentioned aspects: perceived similarity between partic-
ipants, length of acquaintance, positive/negative affect, frequency of contact, or
familiarity (cf. Spencer-Oatey 1996: 7). Additionally, the power-asymmetry behind
discourse in non-personal relationships will often be greater: the threatener is pre-
dominantly communicating with administrative bodies or officials, and often takes
the role of a customer/employee/member of the public. In other words, these sce-
narios involve a power imbalance that is often institutionally determined.

In comparison, personal relationships are characterized as less distant with
regard to the previously mentioned aspects: participants perceive more similarity
between each other, know each other longer, have positive or negative feelings
for each other, are more familiar and are more regularly in contact. This does not
necessarily entail a great degree of intimacy. It just means that participants share
some personal background.?? Personal relationships are often with family mem-
bers, spouses, colleagues, or friends. Within these more symmetric social structures
the distribution of power behind discourse is often more balanced.

To summarize, it is assumed that a personal relationship between threatener
and target is characterized by a minimized distance and a rather equal power status,
whereas a non-personal relationship often involves an increased social distance and
a greater imbalance of power behind discourse.

21. This would be the case, for example, in anti-abortion conflicts.

22. This cut-off point resembles an often-used dichotomy that reduces the different degrees of
social distance to the contrast of maximal distance (+ D), as between strangers, and minimal dis-
tance (— D), as between close acquaintances, friends, or family members (Schneider 2010: 250).






CHAPTER 3

Data & methodology

I have no data yet. It is a capital mistake to theorise before one has data.
Insensibly one begins to twist facts to suit theories, instead of theories to suit facts.
(Sherlock Holmes, “A Scandal in Bohemia” by Arthur Conan Doyle)

The ideal research method for the investigation of speech acts [...] does not exist.
There is not even a method that is in a general way better than all the others.
(Jucker 2009: 1633)

In this chapter, I will first present and discuss some of the general approaches to data
collection and analysis in pragmatics with regard to the present study. Subsequent
sections will then explain the specifics of the methods used in the present study
in more detail.

3.1 Methods in empirical pragmatics: Constraints and implications for
the present study

The choice of data and methods in empirical pragmatics has been at the heart of a
growing number of heated debates among researchers over the past decades. It has
been repeatedly suggested that not only the type of data analyzed, i.e. written versus
spoken discourse, but also the particular data collection procedure has a strong
impact on potential results, which is often difficult to control (cf., e.g., Beebe &
Cummings 1996; Clark & Bangerter 2004; Golato 2003; Hartford & Bardovi-Harlig
1992; Jucker et al. 2008; Jucker 2009; Kasper 2008; Schauer & Adolphs 2006; Yuan
2001). Especially in the case of speech acts researchers are confronted with a set of
methodological challenges if they want to investigate language use “in the field” or
“in a laboratory”, i.e. attested data that is either observed or elicited (cf. Jucker 2009;
O’Keeffe et al. 2011). The most important obstacles can be summarized as arising
from three interrelated problems: elicited data are potentially biased (cf., e.g., Flock
& Geluykens 2015), the occurrence of specific language functions is unpredictable
in naturally occurring discourse (cf. Kasper 2008: 282) and, due to their mostly
indeterminate form, “[speech] acts are not readily amenable to corpus linguistic
investigations” (Jucker et al. 2008: 273). All of these problems also presented them-
selves in the present study and had to be addressed by adjusting the research design
in a way that will be briefly outlined in the following section.
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The primary concern of empirical research design in pragmatics is the proper
adjustment of data and methods to questions, as in all empirical research (cf. Jautz
2013: 51; Kasper 2008: 280). Instead of choosing data and method as a matter of
principle, “[it] is [...] important to discuss the individual methods in relation to the
questions that they are supposed to answer” (Jucker 2009: 1619). The starting point
of the present inquiry is the overarching question of how speakers threaten, i.e.
which form these threats take and what function they serve. One of the aims of the
present work is to investigate claims that have been made in the literature about the
typicality of forms and functions of threats, but which have seen little verification in
previous empirical studies. This aim calls for an analysis of “attested” language data,
i.e. authentic language that is either elicited or collected (cf. Bednarek 2011: 540;
O’Keeffe et al. 2011: 21).23

The most common types of elicitation methods are questionnaires such as
discourse completion tasks (DCTs), as well as interviews and role-plays (cf., e.g.,
Bednarek 2011: 540; O’Keefte et al. 2011: 21). These methods have proven to be
effective for research on a large number of different speech acts (cf. Beebe & Waring
2004; Billmyer & Varghese 2000; Blum-Kulka et al. 1989; Eisenstein & Bodman
1986, to name but a few examples). One of the advantages of DCTs is that the
method allows for research on speech acts that are otherwise “very difficult to
obtain” (O’Keeffe et al. 2011: 23). In other words, the method presents a solution
for the problem of unpredictable occurrence of speech acts and, inherently, for the
problem of an indeterminate form. However, the main criticism that has been raised
against DCTs and other elicited data is that the results often allow for an insight
into ‘politic behavior’ (cf. Watts 2003), i.e. what participants suspect as appropriate
or expected rather than what they would actually produce in a real-life setting (cf.
Kasper 2008; Schneider 2012).

For the case of threatening, we would expect such an effect to produce a
skewed image of the speech act for a number of reasons. First of all, threatening
has previously been characterized as ‘conflictive), i.e. threats are, “by their very
nature, designed to cause offence” (Leech 1983: 105) or “causing disharmony be-
tween the interlocutors” (Limberg 2009: 1376). It is expected that informants are
aware of this and are less likely to produce natural utterances, which has been
suggested similarly for other types of verbal impoliteness (cf. Culpeper 2011; Jay

23. The distinction resembles the distinction between “laboratory” and “field” methods, a desig-
nation originally introduced by Clark and Bangerter (2004) and discussed in detail by Jucker
(2009) in a position paper on speech act research. Jucker argues that instead of contrasting the
“armchair”, “field” and “laboratory” paradigm, the usefulness of all three methods should be
acknowledged, but with regard to their respective scope. In other words, the appropriateness of
data selection and methods should always be evaluated in the context of the respective inquiry.
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2009).%* Secondly, to induce (verbally) conflictive behavior in an experimental
setting “is fraught with ethical problems” (Culpeper 2011: 8), since the researcher
would need to create a conflictive setting. It is for these reasons that DCTs and
similar elicitation procedures were ruled out as methods of data collection for the
present study.

Collected or corpus data appear to be one alternative. Yet, this brings us back
to the problem of the unpredictability of a speech act’s occurrence and the problem
of its indeterminate form. Leech (1983: 105) claims that threatening and other con-
flictive illocutions are marginal phenomena in communication. Similarly, Culpeper
(2011: 9) assumes that “naturally occurring impoliteness is relatively rare in every-
day contexts and thus difficult to collect for data analysis.” And Harris (1984: 247),
accordingly, contends that “[there] must be very few contexts in which threats are
used frequently and predictably” In other words, a randomly collected or already
existing corpus of authentic communications, even one as large as the spoken com-
ponent of COCA (Davies 2008-), may not contain any threats after all (cf. Kasper
2008: 282), especially if you consider that the spoken data in COCA come from
transcripts of live TV and radio shows, where genuine threats will be very rare. And
even if the are not, “speech acts can only be found in large corpora if they appear
regularly with standard illocutionary force indicating devices (IFIDs) or in largely
routinized forms” (Jucker et al. 2008: 273).

Jucker et al. (2008), Jucker (2009), or Aijmer and Rithlemann (2015: 9) sug-
gest that an alternative corpus search could be based on speech act verbs or
meta-communicative descriptions of language functions. An exploratory corpus
search for the speech act verb threaten in COCA, however, quickly reveals that the
verb “(to) threaten” is not used meta-communicatively, i.e. the majority of instances
found in a random sample are mostly connected with natural causes or prospective
danger that cannot be influenced by human agents, such as “The volcano threatens
to erupt”. At the same time, Fraser (1998), for example, discusses the verb’s general
inability to occur in a performative such as I threaten you with punishment, which
is not supported by the present data.

As we have seen, in the literature on the topic there are no attested routinized
forms or IFIDs that regularly occur with threats and that could be used as a starting
point for search inquiries. For these reasons, both the collection of random dis-
course and the use of already existing corpora of spoken discourse are also ruled
out as methods.

24. An additional factor might be what is known in social psychology and sociology as social
desirability bias, which causes informants to answer survey questions in a way they deem socially
more acceptable (see, for example, Crowne and Marlowe 1960).
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In order to circumvent the above-described data collection problem, some
scholars have instead resorted to different types of institutional discourse (cf. Kasper
2008: 282): courtroom discourse, police-citizen encounters, military discourse
or children-caregiver interactions have been used to record instances of threats
(cf. Baratta 2014; Benoit 1983; Bousfield 2007; Harris 1984; Limberg 2008, 2009).
Threats are assumed to be more frequent in such contexts, because of an inherent
power-imbalance between the interlocutors, “which can encourage displays of in-
appropriate, salient behaviour” (Limberg 2009: 156). Harris (1984: 247) highlights
the possibility of “a natural control over the semantic content” of the threats as an
important advantage of this procedure. Harris suggests that controlling for the so-
cial role of both the person threatening and the person being threatened increases
comparability and transparency in the analysis, not unlike in an experimental set-
ting. This has been suggested similarly by Bardovi-Harlig and Hartford (2005).
However, Bardovi-Harlig and Hartford (2005: 28) stress that

[the] features that ensure a high level of comparability are also those features that
might restrict a broader interpretation of studies in institutional talk to other dis-
course. In institutional talk [...] participants have fixed roles and fixed goals, and
while this promotes comparability across interactions, findings may not apply to
other settings.

In line with this, I argue that the observation of threats in an institutional setting
alone constrains the generalizability of previous findings, because threateners might
pursue very similar interactional goals (cf. Spencer-Oatey 2005). In order to avoid de-
picting the characteristics of only one particular communicative situation, the pos-
sibility to collect data from only one type of institutional setting was also excluded.

In his discussion of research on the speech act of complimenting, Jucker
(2009: 1620) suggests that if the above-described methods have to be excluded
from a research design, “[the] only alternative would be to investigate only those
entities that are named ‘compliment’ by the members of a speech community”.

In the present case this alternative means using utterances that have been
named “threats” by members of a speech community. The type of data chosen for
the present analysis is exactly this: all utterances were originally produced outside
of the research project and with a communicative end, and, most importantly, they
were named “threat” by at least one language user and initially ratified as such by
a second entity, because all utterances in question are the subject matter in legal
disputes dealing with their legal status as threats. In a way, the present approach can
thus be described as a first-order approach (Watts et al. 1992), because the insight
into a speech function is based on a judgement of the speech community itself.
With an additional twist, though: the judgement by participants is cross-validated
by another entity, namely a legal entity.
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In the context of (im)politeness research, first-order approaches are commonly
juxtaposed with second-order approaches, which discuss speech behavior from a
more abstract or scientific point of view. This initial distinction by Watts and col-
leagues (1992) was further developed and discussed by a number of researchers
(cf., e.g., Eelen 2001; Haugh 2012, 2013; Locher 2006), and is deconstructed by
Haugh (2012) as follows:

A first-order approach is grounded in the participants’ interpretations, while a
second-order approach is grounded in that of the analyst. Once again, an ontol-
ogy grounded in the participant and analyst respectively does not form a natural
dichotomy. Indeed, one person may simultaneously be both a participant and an
analyst. Instead, they have their own internal contrasts, namely, with the under-
standings of non-participants and lay observers respectively. (Haugh 2012: 123)

What Haugh contrasts here are essentially four, not only two, perspectives: the per-
spectives of participant and non-participant, and the perspectives of lay observer
and analyst. Participant and non-participant judgements comprise emic and etic
judgements, while analyst and lay observer can contribute a theoretical and atheo-
retical analysis of linguistic behaviour (Haugh 2012: 122). For the present case this
results in a majority of metapragmatic evluations from two perspectives, first and
second order: an emic participant perspective, which is contributed by the plaintiff,
who is often also the target of a threat and a theoretical analyst perspective, which
is contributed by legal officials who are involved in the case, often lawyers, judges
or other judicial officials.

3.2 Judicial opinions as a data source: The case of criminal threats

Under specific circumstances, threatening another person can constitute a criminal
offense and can as such become the issue of a legal dispute. This is the case if, for ex-
ample, a person utters the intent to in any way harm another person’s fundamental
rights, such as freedom or health, or if the speaker threatens a specific person, such
as public officials or authorities. In cases where allegedly threatening statements
become the object of a legal dispute, the finder of fact has to determine whether an
indictment is justified (cf. Solan & Tiersma 2005: 198).

The argument such a decision is based on is summarized in a judicial opinion.
Judicial opinions are written lawful documents, which provide the reasoning of a
legal decision reached by a judge or a judicial panel. In common law systems, an
opinion can achieve the binding character of a precedent and become itself part
of the legal code. Usually, a judicial opinion summarizes all relevant facts a deci-
sion is based on; this includes procedural information and legal argumentation or
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interpretation of the law, as well as a description of the circumstances of a case and
the relevant evidene (cf. Black’s Law Dictionary, 2009). In threatening cases the
statement in question is part of the evidence.

For this study, a sample of 266 judicial opinions from criminal cases tried in the
United States was randomly collected from the electronic database Westlaw (www.
westlaw.com). The sample was obtained using a combination of search strings,
regular expressions, keyword searches, and hyperlinks in the documents which link
to related cases in the database.?® The cases these opinions decided are from U.S.
federal courts as well as courts from a number of different states, and were tried over
a times span of almost 100 years, the oldest being from 191826 and the most recent
from 2013.%” Due to the incomplete digitalization o, however, the majority of cases
were tried in the last 40 years.?® Using a sample that covers a large timespan, from
anumber of different regions across the US, and which is concerned with different
types of offenses establishes a data set as diverse as possible with regard to case and
parties involved. Thus, the previously described danger of being limited to only a
few institutional settings is minimized.

The opinions included in the corpus are predominantly from appellate deci-
sions, i.e. decisions that are revisited because they have previously been contested
by at least one of the parties involved in the dispute (cf. Black’s Law Dictionary,
2009). Opinions from appellate decisions were chosen for their greater amount of
detail with regard to the exact circumstances of a case; they more regularly contain
detailed descriptions and verbatim quotes of the disputed threat(s). A majority of
the opinions in the corpus contained more than one indictment; either several
potential threats were evaluated or additional criminal offenses were involved.

From the set of 266 opinions, a total of 301 alleged threat utterances were
extracted. Both the corpus of judicial opinions as well as the threat utterances
extracted from these opinions will henceforth be referred to as Corpus of Judicial

25. Special thanks to Sara Gras and Lawrence Solan from Brooklyn Law School, who provided
me with access to the database and guided me through the initial jumble of legal terminology and
the various options of searching for relevant case files. I used keywords such as ‘criminal threat,
‘context’, ‘infer’, or ‘ambiguous’ in order to find the first set of opinions. Additionally, I searched
for the respective statutes from the various criminal codes that deal with threats as part of the
US penal code. The more wordings I gathered from the opinions, the more refined the search
strings became. A large proportion of cases was subsequently collected by means of utilizing the
hyperlinks in the documents that electronically refer from one case to all cited cases.

26. Ragansky v. U.S., 253 F. 643 (1918)
27. State v. Locke, 175 Wash.App. 779 (2013)

28. Apart from the missing data on some of the decades, the terms of the platform also did not
allow for stratified random sampling that controls for an even distribution across decades.
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Opinions or CoJO. The analysis focuses exclusively on verbal threats and utter-
ances were only extracted where they could be identified as complete and verbatim
quotes. In most cases, the quotes were inserted in the running text of the case
description and highlighted as quotes by means of italics or citations marks, as is
illustrated in the screenshot in Figure 3.1.

I

In December 1987 the defendant sent a letter to the chambers
of Supreme Court Justice Sandra Day O'Connor providing as
follows: “To O'Connor: Since the court insists upon violating
my kids' rights to life (survive), you are all now notified that

either Brennan,1 Stevens 2 or Kennedy3 is to die.” The letter
was viewed as a possible threat and led to an investigation by
the Federal Bureau of Investigation. The FBI determined that
the defendant was involuntarily committed at the Veterans'
Administration Hospital at Perry Point, Maryland. In the
course of an ensuing interview, Roberts gave an indication

Figure 3.1 Screenshot of an opinion with quoted threat

Metadata, such as the footnotes in the quote illustrated above, were not extracted.
All quotes were transferred into a spreadsheet for further annotation in the exact
form they are quoted in the respective judicial opinion. This means they were not
edited, even if they contained spelling errors or other orthographic peculiarities.

Regardless of their legal status, all extracted utterances are treated as threats in
the following analysis, because at least one language user considers them to be one.
The object of all legal disputes is the question whether an utterance constitutes a
criminal offense, but the answer to this question has no bearing on the present anal-
ysis, and was therefore not included as a parameter in the analysis, even if it is con-
ceivable that a follow-up study additionally may look into the differences between
legally valid threats and those that have been considered as legally non-threatening.
There are a number of qualitative and interdisciplinary studies that attempt to ana-
lyze the linguistic structure of threats with regard to their legal status (cf., e.g., Shuy
2005, 2008, 2010; Solan & Tiersma 2005; Tiersma & Solan 2012). It has to be noted,
however, that the factors which influence a legal decision presumably go far beyond
the mere wording of a statement and are, thus, hardly predictable.?

29. This has been suggested similarly by Gales (2010), who found that a distinction between
threats that are subsequently realized by speakers and threats that remain empty does not dis-
cretely translate into structural differences.
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The 301 extracted quotes form the unit of analysis for most of the subsequent
investigation. The threats were uttered in a broad variety of contexts, including
personal conflicts, such as custodial disputes or arguments between neighbors or
family members, but also in light of political controversies or as a reaction to more
general social issues, such as abortion rights or compulsory military service. In
total, 196 threats were originally produced orally and either recorded or reported
word for word by a witness as part of the evidence. The remaining 105 threats were
originally produced in writing and also admitted as part of the evidence. The length
of the threats in number of words ranges from 2 words (You die!) to 496 words, with
a mean length of 34.5 words and a median of 19 words. All key data of the corpus
are summarized in Table 3.1.

Table 3.1 Summary of key data ‘Corpus of Judicial Opinions’

CoJO Total Mean length Median length
(in words) (in words)

Opinions 266 - -

No of extracted utterances 301 34.5 19

spoken 196 23 16

written 105 56 30

As can be seen from the table, the majority of threats are rather short; more than
50% of the data consist of less or equal 19 words. In comparison, the written threats
included in the corpus are twice as long as the spoken threats. The range of spoken
and written threats of varying length that were included in the corpus can be seen
as additionally increasing the representativeness of the sample and neither mode
nor length were included as predictors in the analysis.

In summary, using judicial opinions as a data source has several advantages in
comparison to other methods of data collection:

- all extracted utterances are authentic, i.e. they were originally produced by a
language user outside of the research project and with a communicative end,

- the sample is considerably representative with regard to various dimensions:
the utterances are produced by a wide range of English speakers from different
time periods and different regional areas, the severity of the threats ranges
from more severe to more trivial threats, and, similarly, the interactional goals
the speakers try to pursue with their threats range from more superordinate
goals, such as dominating interlocutors, to more concrete aims, such as gaining
personal advantage,

- the utterances are already pragmatically annotated, i.e. at least one participant/
non-participant has named the utterances “threat”, which is ratified in a second
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step by an analyst, i.e. a legal entity; in other words, a function (in the sense of
illocutionary force, cf. Section 2.1) has been assigned to all utterances prior to
and outside of the present analysis,

- judicial opinions provide detailed contextual information that other corpora
lack, i.e. in addition to the utterances, the opinions contain a minute description
of the situation in which the utterance in question was produced, by whom it
was produced and to whom it was addressed.

The type of data used for the present study can be best described as a hybrid of
‘corpus’ and ‘notebook’ data (cf., e.g., Adolphs 2008; Manes & Wolfson 1981). CoJO
can be designated a corpus because the threats are sampled from an existing elec-
tronic collection of discourse, and all utterances exist outside of the research project
as part of the judicial opinions. At the same time, CoJO contains ‘notebook’ data
because the majority of the orally produced threats in the corpus were collected
as witness statements, i.e. from recollection of one of the parties involved or from
other witnesses.>* Consequently, despite its advantages, the method also faces some
of the drawbacks of both the corpus and the notebook method.

Like many corpora, CoJO is a mediated record, i.e. a speech event (written
or spoken) is transcribed, and the transcription is “capturing only a limited and
limiting aspect of the reality of that event” (Knight & Adolphs 2008: 175). As a
consequence, CoJO does not contain information on any paraverbal and nonverbal
signals. In the present case this might be relevant, because previous studies on pro-
sodic aspects of emotionally laden speech have revealed that strong emotions, such
as anger and frustration, are often associated with a specific prosody (cf. Polzehl
etal. 2011; Xu & Kelly 2010). Due to the conflictive nature of threats, we would
expect similar effects in the present case. However, exploratory research by Watt
etal. (2013) on the inference of threats from the tone of utterance presumably indi-
cates that prosody is not necessarily a decisive factor for the perception of threats.
In order to empirically verify Watt et al. 2013 assumptions, I would nevertheless
suggest that experimental follow-up studies on threatening language should factor
in paraverbal and nonverbal signals.

One problem that is typically associated with the notebook method is that the
participants’ recollection of an utterance may be inaccurate. It has been shown that
informants who keep notebooks often only notice particularly stereotypical forms
of a speech act, or that they do not recall every detail of an utterance. Consequently,

30. Out of the 196 spoken threats, only 25 were recorded via answering machines, mailboxes or
other recording devices and the record was transcribed by a member of the court. The remaining
quotes were put on record by one of the witnesses of the case. This includes the threatener and
the target, but also bystanders or overhearers.
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they adapt their recollection also to a stereotypical form (cf. Jucker 2009: 1621). The
fact that a large proportion of the threats in CoJO are reproduced in the witness
stand of a criminal trial may intensify this effect.>! Additionally, it has been noted
that speakers sometimes differ in their perception of a speech event and assign
speech act labels inconsistently (Jucker 2009: 1620). Again, due to the adversarial
nature of a legal dispute, this effect may be intensified in the situation at hand. At
the same time, however, the utterances have been accepted as evidence in a judicial
setting, which we conceptualized as a second-order judgement by an analyst that
highlights the first-order judgement’s reliability and suggests that the statements in
question are regarded as somewhat accurate records of what has been said.

Apart from the general drawbacks of corpus and notebook data, two additional
constraints need to be discussed which might arise from the data source itself.
Firstly, the threats in the present corpus predominantly involve life-threatening
scenarios. Limberg (2009: 1378) refers to such scenarios as “the most excessive
form of a threat” and thus considers them to be only of marginal importance in
everyday communication. Secondly, the fact that the sample is built from criminal
threats may indirectly imply that a certain part of the population is overrepresented
in the corpus, namely those who are prone to physical and psychological violence.
Both constraints can be countered by the argument that, while it may be true that
threats of violence are not common among the entire population or in everyday
discourse, the general mechanism of threatening is (cf. Storey 1995: 74). I agree
with Limberg’s premise that criminal threatening does not fall into the category of
common everyday interactions, but in spite of their extreme character, I consider
the threats in CoJO as a good point of departure to assess the general formal and
functional repertoire employed by speakers to perform this type of speech act. As
was argued already, many of the present findings can be understood as explora-
tory. For now, we tentatively assume that, while the nature of the threatened harm
might depend on the situation and the judgement of the target and can also in-
volve harmless “menaces”, the underlying mechanism of announcing some action
that is in one way or another detrimental to the target appears identical across all
scenarios. While the present study therefore operates on the assumption that our
results are generalizable across different threatening scenarios, this assumption is,
of course, ultimately open to empirical verification. Future research would need to
test whether to threaten someone with, for example, the loss of dessert privileges or

31. There are a number of factors that might influence a witness’ recollections of statements and
events apart from the lack of memory. It is likely that a witness in a criminal case is under great
pressure, especially if s/he is the target of the threat in question. For an overview on the effects of
accuracy of witness testimony and recollection from a psychological perspective see, for example,
Bull et al. (2009).
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with actual with physical violence really constitutes variants of the same underlying
mechanism (see Chapter 6 for a more detailed discussion of potential follow-up
studies).

3.3 Research design of the present study

The aim of the present study is to answer the overarching question of how speakers
threaten. This question will be answered by analyzing authentic data with regard
to two related aspects: the linguistic form of the threats and their communica-
tive function. A distinction that is often used to set the methodological agenda
in speech act research is one of directionality: studies are described as concerned
with either form-to-function mapping or the reverse of mapping function-to-form
(cf. Schneider & Barron 2008: 20). Most of the existing research either begins by
defining a speech act in terms of its communicative function(s) or by looking at
a specific form or a set of forms known to conventionally realize the speech act,
and then survey its uses. Schneider and Barron (2008: 20) describe these two ap-
proaches as rooted on two out of five distinct levels of analysis: the formal level and
the actional level. According to the authors, an analysis of the formal level is char-
acterized by a form-to-function mapping, while an analysis on the actional level is
focused on a function-to-form mapping. The formal level “concerns the analysis of
linguistic forms” and “is aimed at determining the communicative functions these
forms may have in discourse” (Schneider & Barron 2008: 20). In comparison, the
actional level concerns “both the ‘conventions of means’ (i.e. speaker strategies) and
the ‘conventions of form’ (i.e. linguistic devices)” (Schneider & Barron 2008: 20).

According to this view, the present study is best described as located in-between
these two levels or, maybe more accurately, as bi-directional. The analysis primar-
ily concerns “conventions of form’, i.e. a description of the forms that are used to
realize the function of threatening, but it also “takes [these] forms as its starting
point” and investigates “the communicative function these forms have” (Schneider
& Barron 2008: 20). The subsequent analytical steps are informed by findings from
previous ones, and the overall results are subject to a two-way interpretation: formal
and functional. This approach was chosen because the present study subscribes
to the view that only by going back and forth between these two levels of analy-
sis, a complete and representative view of the speech act can be achieved. Or, as
Schneider and Barron (2008: 20) put it: “research on the formal and actional levels
represent complementary pragmatic perspectives.”

Another aim of the present study that has considerably shaped its design
is a methodological contribution to the field of pragmatics. Linguistic research
is currently experiencing an ongoing paradigm shift that manifests itself in all
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sub-disciplines, not least in the field of pragmatics. Apart from a general turn to-
wards empiricism, slowly but steadily, a range of quantitative methods are being
introduced. Ideally, these methods complement rather than replace existing more
qualitative methods (cf. Gries 2013: 4; Levshina 2015: 2). The reciprocal influence
of qualitative and quantitative methods has proven very effective for the investiga-
tion of a growing number of linguistic phenomena “from usage-based morphol-
ogy to Cognitive Semantics, and from phonology to discourse analysis” (Levshina
2015: 2). However, although there is also a growing appreciation of “field” and
“laboratory” research in pragmatics (cf. Jucker 2009), the adoption of more ad-
vanced methodology to analyze pragmatic phenomena appears to progress only
slowly. Most studies are confined to using descriptive statistics, and fewer studies
employ more advanced methods of statistical modeling. Some of the causes of this
‘methodological road block’ have been discussed in the introductory section to this
chapter. It is often proclaimed that “pragmatics involves a systematic many-to-many
mapping between form and meaning” (Cummins and DeRuiter 2014: 133), which
allegedly renders the use of quantitative methods complicated if not impossible.
And the view that actual language use is simply too unpredictable or too messy to
be accounted for with statistical models is still prevalent, not only in the field of
pragmatics (cf. Gries 2013: 4).

The present study challenges such a view by testing the usefulness of different
analytical tools for pragmatic analysis. While this endeavor offers new perspectives
on the object of study and on quantitative research on an essentially qualitative
object of study in general, there are still some perspectives it does not offer. The
analysis does not include a detailed qualitative discussion of threats in terms of
speaker moves, motives and strategies, nor are the threats coded for directness
or emotionality of speaker strategies, as has been done for other speech acts such
as thanking, apologizing or requesting (cf., e.g., Aijmer 1996; Blum-Kulka et al.
1989). These analytical steps were excluded because the existing coding categories,
as informative as they are, are also often subjective and hardly replicable (cf., Jautz
2013: 11, in a footnote, on Aijmer’s (1996) categories; Jucker et al. 2008 on issues
of intercoder reliability; Stadler 2011 on coding speech act explicitness). Similarly,
the discussion on contextual influence and macro-social variables, such as P and
D, will, to some readers, at times feel a bit abbreviated. This has been argued for in
the respective sections. And while I think that, in the case of exploratory research
on such a fuzzy object of study, the advantages of a strictly empirical approach
outweigh the disadvantages of cutting the theoretical discussion short, it is a flaw I
am well aware of and that will need to be addressed at some point.

The analysis proceeds from a simplified descriptive analysis of linguistic
forms. For all analytical steps, a basic and reproducible coding is used, which con-
sists of clear-cut categories that emerge from the data rather than being imposed
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as a predefined theoretical construct by the researcher. Operating on a basic
corpus-linguistic principle that the frequency of features is an indicator of their
relevance for speakers (cf. Adolphs 2008: 10), the analysis starts by considering
what is present in the utterances (and what is not). Likewise, the function of threats
is reduced to a contrast of two contextual settings, which can be determined with-
out taking speaker intentions or relational specifics into account. It is only on the
basis of the actual findings that any possible overarching strategies of speakers are
discussed (cf. Chapter 6).

While reduction potentially runs the risk of oversimplification, it also allows
for a first data-driven generalization that can still be expanded by future research
based on empirical findings. Some potential perspectives on future research will
be discussed in the final chapter. It is hoped that the study will provide a new
perspective on quantitative studies of both threatening and speech acts in general.






CHAPTER 4

The form of threats

The first part of the analysis concerns the form of threats. As was discussed in
Chapter 2, the prevailing opinion in the literature appears to be that a threat’s form
is largely indeterminate. Yet, as was pointed out, the same literature also makes
confident claims about typical formal features or even rigid patterns that are used
to realize threats, both of which have not yet seen any empirical verification (cf.
Section 2.2). The subsequent analysis aims at this verification. A list of formal fea-
tures was compiled which are commonly associated with threats, and it will be
tested whether their assumed prototypicality can be confirmed by the data.

As previously stressed, starting with an inventory of forms allows for any typol-
ogy to emerge from the data rather than being imposed as a predefined taxonomy
of, for example, direct, indirect and conditional threats (cf. Gales 2010). More spe-
cifically, a data-driven investigation of frequency and combination of forms that
are associated with “the illocutionary point, the referent(s), and the propositional
content” of threatening (cf. Culpeper 2011: 184), which will allow us to distinguish
between different degrees of pragmatic explicitness.

The specific questions that are addressed in the present part of the study can
be summarized as follows:

- Are there typical features that occur in the majority of threats and do these
correspond to generalizations we find in the literature?

- How frequent are the features and how are they distributed? Is any feature so
frequent as to reach the status of a pervasive conventional feature of threatening
language?

- How do the features relate to each other, i.e. do some of them regularly occur
together? Are these patterns meaningful?

In order to answer these questions, I will first present the general methodology
and a summary of the linguistic features discussed in Section 2.2, which form the
basis of the coding scheme (Section 4.1). The operationalization of each feature as
a variable will be presented consecutively. Taken together, the results amount to a
detailed description of the linguistic structure of the threats in CoJO, with regard
to conditionality (Section 4.2), futurity (Section 4.3), the verbs used (Section 4.4),
and a selection of other commonly found features, such as pronouns and taboo
language (Section 4.5). All variables are analyzed and discussed in terms of both
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their frequency and distribution. Additionally, the influence of the relation be-
tween the threatener and the target of a threat is analyzed, in order to account for
one relational aspect of threatening (Section 4.6). In the last section, all variables
are reexamined with regard to how they are combined in the threats. The results
are discussed in their entirety to answer the question of how speakers threaten
(Section 4.7).

In the following chapters, all examples are taken from CoJO, unless otherwise
indicated.?? The entire corpus can be found in the appendix.

41  Methodology

In order to avoid overemphasizing some linguistic features while overlooking oth-
ers, the features chosen for the analysis of threats in CoJO are meant to cover a
broad range of linguistic forms. The selection of features is motivated by the gen-
eralizations about the lexico-grammatical properties of threats that were presented
in Chapter 2.

Table 4.1 presents a condensed overview of all features that will be operation-
alized as variables in the analysis, together with exemplary sources, descriptive
quotes, and examples from these sources.

Table 4.1 Overview of formal features

Lexico-grammatical Source Quote or examples used in the literature

property

Conditional Fraser 1998: 165,  “They may be conditional or unconditional;

language 167; and they may be explicit or implicit. [...] these
Gales 2010: 104; variations are not unrelated, in that what appears
Harris 1984: 249; to be an unconditional threat may often mean that
Kent 1967: 31; the condition is implicit” (Harris 1984: 249)
Limberg “A threat traditionally has been defined as some
2009: 1378; variation of the following formula: If you do A, I
Milburn & will do B, where A’ is detrimental to the threatener

Watman 1981: 8; and ‘B’ is detrimental to the target” (Milburn and
Salgueiro 2010: 217 Watman 1981: 8)
If you don’t move your car, I will have to give you a
ticket (Limberg 2009: 1381);
If you don't stop talking, I'm going to punish you.
(Fraser 1998: 167)

32. All utterances were included in the corpus in the exact form they are quoted in the respective
judicial opinion and were not ‘cleaned up), so there will be spelling errors and other orthographic
peculiarities.
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Table 4.1 (continued)

Lexico-grammatical Source

Quote or examples used in the literature

property
Intentionality Benoit 1983:305;  “[...] the speaker expresses intention to perform
& futurity Fraser 1998:168;  the unfavourable act, typically signaling this

Violent verbs

Agency

Orientation
of threat

Personal pronouns

Swear words

and profanity

Mentions
of weapons

Gales 2010: 96, 105;
Salgueiro
2010: 217;
Yamanaka 1995: 52

Gales 2010: 96;
Salgueiro
2010: 217;

Fraser 1998: 167

Gales 2010: 100

Gales 2010: 96, 100

Davis 1997: xiii;
Gales 2010: 25, 83,
95-96

Turner & Gelles
2003: 18,73

intention by using will, am going to, have to, and
the like” (Fraser 1998: 168)

“[...] threats [...] must describe a future action

or omission, or a sequence of such actions or
omissions, by the speaker.” (Salgueiro 2010: 217)
Hand over your money or I will shoot you.
(Yamanaka 1995: 50)

“[...] a threatened future action is detrimental to
the receiver [...]” (Salgueiro 2010: 217)

“kill, die, hurt, beat, destroy, slice, murder” (Gales
2010: 96)

Look, I don’t want to cancel all my credit cards and
I hate waiting in line at the DMV, so give me back
the wallet you stole from my car or I'll break your
fucking neck. (Gales 2010: 94)

“[...] with the speaker as the agent of the
unfavourable act” (Fraser 1998: 167)

I will get you later. (Fraser 1998: 167)

“[...] it also raises an interesting question about the
primary focus of threatening communications —
i.e., is the focus of a threat typically on the recipient
[...], or on the threatener [...]?” (Gales 2010: 100)
“you, you all” (Gales 2010: 96)

“[...] heightened sense of personalization or focus
placed on the victim of the threat through the
second person pronoun.” (Gales 2010: 100)

If I were ya'll I would be real afraid. (Gales 2010: 100)
“[...] the use of profanity and other foul and
offensive language often goes hand in hand with
violent behavior.” (Davis 1997: xiii)

“shit, fuck, Chink, gook” (Gales 2010: 96)

This gun gives me pornographic power. (Gales
2010: 38)

In order to analyze the form of threats, we need to look for a fixed set of for-
mal equivalents of the different features outlined above. As was pointed out in
Chapter 3, a strictly formal analysis necessitates simplification. As a consequence,

the list of variants that realize a given feature will not always be exhaustive. As var-
iants, I chose a range of clearly identifiable surface forms which, according to the
standard literature, most commonly realize the features in question.
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After a brief elaboration on the unit of analysis and the general coding proce-
dure, every feature will be operationalized, i.e. individual definitions, levels, coding
decisions, and borderline cases will be discussed for each variable separately.

4.1.1 Unit of analysis

As was mentioned in Chapter 3, the length of the threats in CoJO varies greatly,
with the shortest utterance consisting of only two words and the longest consisting
of nearly 500 words. The unit of the present analysis is this entire sequence. The
coding decisions for each utterance involved attesting a feature as either present or
absent. Repetitions of the same feature were disregarded.

One of the variables, namely TYPE OF VERB, was approached differently. Here,
the focus of the analysis was put on only particular parts of the threat utterance,
while other parts were disregarded. This approach was chosen because, unsur-
prisingly, the majority of utterances in CoJO contain more than one verb, many
of which are used to denote actions that are not directly related to the announced
detrimental action that is either carried out be the speaker/threatener or affecting
the addressee/target. Rather these verbs describe, for example, trigger scenarios or
ground circumstantial information, as in Example (1) below.

(1) If Al keeps it up, he’s going to get his ass kicked.

Although the utterance in (1) contains two clauses with two predicates, only one
of them denotes a future action that is harmful for the target, namely ‘s going to
get his ass kicked.?® The first clause can be analyzed as describing a prerequisite of
the scenario. Now, in order to classify only those verbs that appear relevant for the
analysis, most of the utterances had to be segmented in order to clearly identify the
sequence that denotes “a future action or omission, or a sequence of such actions or
omissions, by the speaker” (Salgueiro 2010: 217). This part of each utterance is seen
as the central element that corresponds to the definition of a threat’s illocutionary
point - i.e. the announcement of an unfavorable action - and the analysis of the
verbs used to threaten will focus on this central element of each threat.3* A more
detailed description of this sequencing procedure with illustrating examples will
be given in Section 4.4.

33. Here, the term predicate is used in a broad sense to refer to “everything in the sentence except
the subject” (Aarts 2008: 9).

34. Thiskind of segmentation is roughly modeled after an analysis of requests by Blum Kulka et al.
(1989), where in each request sequence, a head act is identified that is “the part of the sequence
which might serve to realize the act independently of other element” (Blum-Kulka et al. 1989: 17).
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4.1.2 Coding

After selecting the above-mentioned linguistic features for the analysis, each of
them was transformed into a categorical variable. The final coding included the
following 12 variables: CONDITIONALITY, FUTURITY, TYPE OF VERB, AGENT, PATIENT,
SPEAKER ORIENTATION, HEARER ORIENTATION, IMPLICIT HEARER ORIENTATION,
1PP, 2PP, TABOO LANGUAGE, and MENTION OF WEAPONS.?> For the agent and pa-
tient roles, the different types of orientation, personal pronouns, as well as taboo
language and mention of weapons, the coding decision was always binary, i.e. it
consisted in attesting the feature as either present or absent in a given threat utter-
ance. The remaining variables were coded with three to six levels, depending on the
amount of variants chosen for the analysis. The variants represent different forms
of realizing futurity and conditionality, and different types of verbs. Since I was
also interested in the absence of particular features, non-occurrence of a variable
was included as a level.

All the variables chosen for this analysis were coded by examining the threat ut-
terances in isolation and without taking any additional contextual information into
account that was indicated in the opinions. The coding was carried out manually
and involved 12 variables for each of the 301 threat utterances, which amounts to
a total of 3612 coding decisions. In order to increase the consistency and reliabil-
ity of these decisions, the process was repeated two times six months apart. Apart
from minor deviation, the second and third coding were consistent with the initial
coding decisions. An overview of the coder reliability as indicated by consistency
of coding decisions is illustrated in Table 4.2.

Table 4.2 Coder reliability measured as consistency of coding decisions

Coding 1 Coding 2 Coding 3
No. of decisions 3612 3612 3612
No. of deviations 25 6
(from Coding 1) 0.7% 0.2%
of that
1PP 8 -
2PP - 2
Conditionality 4 -
Futurity 9 1
Patient 4 3

35. Initially, the coding scheme comprised 19 variables, which were used for a first test coding
that was conducted in October 2013, with only 100 observations. The results were used to refine
the coding by eliminating variables that could not be consistently operationalized or that were
somehow redundant, i.e. possibly confound with other variables.
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In cases where the coding varied, the decisions were re-examined to resolve the
issues. Most of the variation turned out to be simple coding errors except for a
small number of cases, where the issues were resolved by consulting a standard
description of English grammar.*® None of the instances that had to be re-examined
were excluded from the analysis, since all of the issues could be resolved and used
as decisions in principle.

The data were analyzed using R, a software program for statistical computing
and graphics (R Core Team 2015). The findings on frequency, distribution, and
co-occurrence of variables will be presented in the form of tables and figures (bar
plots and mosaic plots). In order to assess the statistical significance of the findings,
standard procedures were applied, such as Pearson’s Chi-squared test, with Yates’
continuity correction where applicable, or Fisher’s exact test, depending on the
number of observations. The results are stated in the continuous text or as part of a
plot’s caption. Where the calculated p-value is below .05, the distribution of features
or the differences in distribution are seen as statistically significant. However, since
we have an intermediate number of observations compared to the number of in-
vestigated variables, results that are statistically insignificant will also be discussed.
Qualitative interpretations of the findings are presented and discussed along with
examples from the corpus.

4.2 Conditionality

As was discussed in Section 2.2.1, conditional language is strongly associated with
threatening. Almost all of the (mostly fabricated) examples used in the literature
contain some form of conditional construction, as in the examples below.

(2) Ifyou don’'t pay me back, I'll know where to find you. (Watt et al. 2013: 106)
(3) Stop talking or I'm going to punish you. (Fraser 1998: 167)
In Example (2), the alleged threatener makes use of a conditional clause introduced
by if, and Example (3) consists of an imperative clause followed by a declarative

clause, joined by a coordinating conjunction. While (2) is regarded as the prototyp-
ical form of a conditional in English (von Fintel 2011: 1516), the construction used

36. During the second coding period, the coding of the patient role had to be revisited for four
observations because it was inconsistent as to whether or not the subject in threats like You will
die. carries the role of the patient. However, “a prototypical patient is affected by an action per-
formed by some causer, especially and agent” (Huddleston & Pullum 2002: 231) and there is no
agent present in these examples. Therefore, the subjects in question were not coded as carrying
the patient role.
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in (3) is another conventional way for speakers to present a negative consequence
(‘punishment’) as causally linked to the addressee’s compliance with a directive
(‘stop talking’) (cf., e.g., van Rooij & Franke 2012).

Although it might seem intuitive to regard threats with a structure like the
Examples (2) and (3) as typical, there are two main problems with how the rela-
tion of conditional language and threatening is often described. First, in most of
the studies that deal with conditionals in threatening language, there is rarely any
systematic division of functional and formal aspects of conditional language or
their interrelation. It seems that the widespread use of examples like the ones in
(2) and (3) and the coinage of the term conditional threat (cf. Benoit 1983; Gales
2010, 2012; Harris 1984; Limberg 2009) have inspired the assumption that the use
of conditional language is a salient formal feature of threat utterances in general.
As was argued in Sections 2.2.1 and 2.3.1, it has often been overlooked, or at least
not properly emphasized that the increased use of conditional threats in particular
situations might also be an effect of said situations and not an indication of the
prototypicality of conditional language for threats in general.

It is noteworthy in this context that studies which regard threatening as a
primary means of manipulating and influencing a target, as for example in bar-
gaining or instructive situations, predominantly concern situations where two or
more participants try to negotiate power asymmetries, often in institutional or
quasi-institutional settings. Existing studies primarily investigate communicative
settings that involve a clear power imbalance between the participants — magistrates
and citizens, military officers and recruits, police officers and citizens — and threats
are used by the more powerful interactant to enforce their power (cf., e.g., Culpeper
1996; Harris 1984; Limberg 2008, 2009). However, in these contexts, threatening is
merely one communicative strategy among others (cf. Benoit 1983; Limberg 2008).

Of the few studies that investigate threats in more informal settings, the major-
ity also involve comparable power asymmetries, for example in children’s interac-
tion with family members or caregivers (cf. Benoit 1983; Hepburn and Potter 2011).
In these studies, threatening is also regarded as “an intensified form of attempted
behavioural influence” (Hepburn and Potter 2011: 99), and conditional language is
ameans of such influence. To define threats as generally conditional in their nature
or describe conditional language as a prototypical feature of threats, by implication,
limits the function of threats to manipulation and influence. As was discussed, it
is, however, at least questionable whether threats do not serve at least two distinct
functions as a means of manipulation and a form of emotional outlet (cf. 2.3.2).

Another problem is that, even if an analysis of conditionality is seen as purely
functional, the notion of conditionality has rarely been operationalized in a consist-
ent way, which leads to a number of misunderstandings. It is unclear whether the
term is used in a purely functional sense, i.e. whether we are talking about the fact
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that threats are used to enforce certain conditions and manipulate a target by mak-
ing some future detrimental action dependent on the target’s behavior. Similarly, it
is unclear whether such conditionality should be inferable from the communicative
context, which could render every threatening statement ‘conditional’ in the widest
sense. It is evident, that any attempt at a definition seems to be a matter of form, of
function, or of both. Yet, most examples cited in the literature illustrate their point
with the most explicit variant of expressing the conditional nature of two state-
ments, namely with an if-clause, which presumably leads to the aforementioned
problems. For the purpose of this study, conditionality had to be operationalized
in a way that allows for a clear distinction between functional aspects and purely
formal equivalents. The present section focuses on the latter.

4.2.1 Operationalizing CONDITIONALITY?/

As von Fintel (2011: 1516) notes, a conditional is “a two-part sentence consisting
of an ‘antecedent’ (also: ‘premise’, ‘protasis’) [...] and a ‘consequent’ (‘apodosis’)”. 3
Most definitions are in line with this view, yet, structurally, the two parts and their
relation can be realized in various ways. In order to arrive at a clear operational-
ization, the discussion about the different types of modality in conditionals and
the semantics and interpretation of the preposition if will be disregarded (see von
Fintel 2011, for a short overview). Instead, we will focus on two types of structures
that contain explicit realizations of protasis and apodosis, regardless of mood and

tense structure of the respective clauses:

i. all conditional constructions (i.e. protasis and apodosis) with the conjunction
if, and

ii. specific coordinated or juxtaposed constructions of both protasis and apodosis
with a conditional interpretation (Huddleston & Pullum 2002: 759).

The latter constructions predominantly express protasis and apodosis in the
form of <imperative AND/OR declarative>3° and have been discussed in the lit-
erature as pseudo-imperatives (cf. Clark 1993; van Rooij & Franke 2012) or IoD-
and IaD-constructions (Huddleston & Pullum 2002: 937; Kaufmann 2012: 221).

37. In the following, small caps will be used to refer to a variable and a typewriter font will be used
to refer to the individual variants, e.g., CONDITIONALITY and explicit conditional. Additionally,
italics will be used when referring to a specific form, e.g. if.

38. Henceforth referred to as protasis and apodosis or precondition and consequence.

39. Apart from the coordinators and and or, the corpus also contains variants, such as or else, or
otherwise, and and then.
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Kaufmann (2012: 221) argues that IoD- and IaD-constructions “tend to receive
a conditional-like interpretation when the first coordinand [...] is imperative in
clause type, and the second declarative” The sequence of coordinands was not a
criterion for this analysis, but both coordinands have to be present and have to
be linked by the aforementioned conjunctions for the expression to be coded as
containing a type of conditional.

In the present study, CONDITIONALITY is defined as expressing both, a protasis
p and an apodosis q, conjoined with either the conjunction if, as in Example (4), or
with the conjunction and, as in Example (5), or the disjunction or, as in Example (6).
Both Examples (5) and (6) allow for an interpretation of “q as a consequence of
p> although they do not express this relation in the same way as Example (4). As
an illustration, protasis and apodosis are labeled and bracketed in the examples.

(4) If [you ever touch my daughter again [PROTASIS]], [I'll have you permanently
removed from the face of this Earth [APoDOSIS]].

(5) [Yell at me again [PROTASIS]] and [see what happens [APODOSIS]].

(6) [Mind your own business [PROTASIS]] or [youre going to get hurt [APODOSIS]].

Semantically, the three examples all clearly state conditions under which a (nega-
tive) consequence for the target will (not) occur. Clark (1993: 79) argues that con-
structions like the ones in (5) and (6) are essentially “synonymous with, or derived
from the same underlying string as, conditionals” Following this line of argumen-
tation, the examples can be paraphrased as If you yell at me again you will see what
happens (5) and If you don’t mind your own business you're going to get hurt (6).4°

In Example (4) the conditional consequence is expressed with will, a typical
context of use for this modal (Huddleston & Pullum 2002: 191). Its meaning in this
particular context is ambiguous between an expression of volition and an expres-
sion of futurity, i.e. a deontic modality (Huddleston & Pullum 2002: 192). In the
Examples (5) and (6) the conditional consequences are expressed with a present
futurate (‘see what happens’) and a be going to-construction (‘you’re going to get
hurt’). Both of these are typically used to express futurity in present day English
(Huddleston & Pullum 2002: 208) and can be seen as expressions of the apodosis
as a future consequence (Huddleston & Pullum 2002: 738).

40. Although this only concerns us marginally, it should be noted that the paraphrases of both
examples already point to some of the subtle differences between IaDs and IoDs that have been
discussed extensively in the literature (cf., e.g., Franke 2010). It also has to be mentioned that
not all IaD and IoD constructions can be interpreted as threats, but that the threatening force
presumably derives from the detrimental nature of the declarative (cf. Huddleston 1988: 133).
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There are many examples in the corpus where conditionality is presumably
inferable, especially if the threat utterance in question contains an imperative, as
in the Examples (7) and (8).

(7) Putall your money on top of the counter. I have a gun. Just do it now.

(8) Stay out of my way. This is your last warning.

In both examples, the speaker utters an imperative followed by a declarative clause
and, respectively, another imperative clause that is a modification of the initial im-
perative (7). Compliance with the imperatives Stay out of my way and Put all your
money on top of the counter/Just do it now like in other IaD and IoD constructions,
is likely to be interpreted as the protasis and the (negative) consequence that results
from non-compliance can be interpreted as the apodosis. Yet, the apodosis is not
readily identifiable. Without a conjunction or disjunction linking the imperative
and the declarative, there is no linguistic surface expression of a conditional rela-
tion between compliance/non-compliance, i.e. protasis, and any sort of (negative)
consequence for the target of the threat, i.e. apodosis.

In other words, although the examples in (5) to (8) all contain an imperative
and a declarative clause, Examples (7) and (8) are different from Examples (5) and
(6) in that they lack a conjunction or disjunction that links both clauses and an
expression of volition or futurity in the declarative clause. And although they, too,
can roughly be paraphrased as if.... then-conditionals, as in ?If you do not put all your
money on top of the counter, I have a gun (6) and ?If you do not stay out of my way,
this is your last warning (7), it seems that, without either an expression of futurity
in the declarative or a conjunction linking both parts, their interpretation necessi-
tates at least one more interpretive step. For this reason, examples of this kind were
coded as non-conditional. The same goes for utterances that contain only one of the
components, i.e. bare imperatives, as in the Examples (9) and (10), or statements
that seem to express only a (negative) consequence, without any protasis, as in the
Examples (11) and (12).

(9) Get up. Give me the money. Open the drawers.
(10) Keep your human trash off my property.
(11) There will be trouble. You will be sorry.
(12) You'll end up with plugs in you just like Thelma.
It can be seen that transforming the Examples (9) to (12) into if...then-conditionals
does not work in the same way as it does with the previous examples. We end up
with fragments like ?If you do not get up, give me the money, and open the drawers...

or ?(Then) there will be trouble and you will be sorry.... Examples like this again
highlight the importance of differentiating between functional and formal aspects
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of the analysis and the importance of a clear operationalization of the variable in
question. To code these examples as non-conditional is not to say that they cannot
be interpreted as conditional in a sense, but that they do not express both protasis
and apodosis in the same way.

Additionally, a number of utterances make use of the expression (had) better
and its variant (had) best, as in Examples (13) to (15). Had better is formally a modal,
and constructions like this are regarded as typical expressions of advice or “subjec-
tive, giving the speaker’s judgement as to the best course of action” (Huddleston &
Pullum 2002: 196). The comparative (or superlative) embedded in the construction
is often interpreted as highlighting one type of behavior or action on the side of
the addressee as more desirable or preferred from the point of view of the speaker
(Mitchell 2003: 137; Palmer 1990: 82). Because of this evaluative meaning compo-
nent, the construction is “often used not so much for expressing pure advice but
for directing others’ behaviour” (Mitchell 2003: 143). The normative evaluation is
also seen as a strong hint at possible negative consequences and, according to such
a view, a warning or a threat is always inherent in statements of this kind (Mitchell
2003: 146). In the context of threatening, statements with had better presumably
resemble weak imperatives in the form of advice or recommendations.*! And, as
with imperatives, different combinatory patterns are found.

(13) You better not snitch or tell.
(14) You better not go home alone. We've got our eyes on you.

(15) I'm trying to do the Aubuchon’s a favor. They best realize that. I'm 42 years
old, and I'll not be locked in prison the rest of my natural life. They best think
about it. Their sister didn’t!!!

Utterance (13) is an example of what can be considered a bare advice construction,
similar to the bare imperatives in Examples (9) and (10) (cf. Ervin-Tripp 1976). It
seems that, again, any potential apodosis is omitted and has to be inferred by the
speaker. In the Examples (14) and (15) the advice is conjoined with declarative state-
ments of different kinds. In (14) the speaker uses a general declarative statement in
combination with the advice, and in Example (15) there are two advice-structures
with best combined with declarative statements, one of which contains an expres-
sion of futurity (I'll not be locked in prison for the rest of my natural life). All ut-
terances similar to examples like this are also classified as non-conditional in the
present study.

41. The construction is described as a weaker imperative because, for example, Hudson
(1990: 285) discusses had better as a modality marker that functions as a form of mitigating
device for face threatening acts such as advice giving.
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Apart from threats that can arguably be interpreted as expressing an implied
conditional meaning, there are also a number of utterances that do not allow for a
conditional interpretation in the same way, such as Examples (16) and (17).

(16) Are your uniforms bullet-proof?

(17) 'This is Inglewood 13, homey, and 'm Pequeno Peligroso.

It is obvious that both examples require contextual embedding to be interpreted
as potential threats. They do not express any form of a readily identifiable prota-
sis or apodosis and they cannot be paraphrased as if...then-conditionals in the
same way as the examples examined earlier. Cases like this were also classified as
non-conditional.

Consequently, the coding of coNDITIONALITY in CoJO included three variants;
utterances with “if...(then)”-structures were coded as explicit conditional because
of their status as canonical conditionals in English, the different realizations of
IaD- and IoD-constructions were coded as implicit conditional, and utterances
without any such expressions were coded as non-conditional. Table 4.3 summarizes
the different variants, and illustrates each variant with examples from the corpus.

Table 4.3 Summary variants of CONDITIONALITY

Variant Example from CoJO

explicit If you ever touch my daughter again, I'll have you permanently removed
from the face of this Earth.

conditional I'm not going to be responsible for my behavior if you continue to
aggravate me.

implicit Yell at me again and see what happens.

conditional Mind your own business or you’re going to get hurt. We're Nortenos ...

These are our apartments. You're outta here. You fucking bitch.
non-conditional ~ Put all your money on top of the counter. I have a gun. Just do it now.
Your building will go boom.

As was outlined in Chapter 2, the variants summarized in Table 4.3 are seen as
pragmatically explicitly realizations of the feature conditionality. Threats that con-
tain any of these variants will be regarded as explicit with regard to this feature
and threats that do not contain any of these variants will be regarded as vague with
regard to this feature.
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4.2.2 Results and discussion
A total of 87 conditionals were encountered in the data. Of these, 57 were coded
as explicit conditional, and 30 were coded as implicit conditional. The remaining

214 threat utterances were coded as non-conditional. Figure 4.1 below plots the
distribution of different types of conditionality in CoJO.
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Figure 4.1 Distribution of cONDITIONALITY (N = 301)

The plot contrasts the proportion of explicit and implicit conditional against the
proportion of non-conditional threats encountered in CoJO. As can be seen,
roughly a third (28.9%)*? of the threats in CoJO contain either explicit or implicit
forms of CONDITIONALITY, as previously operationalized. Of these, 65.5% contain
an if...(then)-conditional (explicit conditional). In 34.5% of the cases speakers
make use of IaD or IoD constructions (implicit conditional) (Chi? = 187.02, df = 2,
p-value < 0.0001).4

It can be seen that, contrary to the prevailing opinion in the literature, speakers
do not regularly use conditional clauses — explicit or implicit - to threaten their
potential targets. Nevertheless, it has to be stressed again that this is not to say that
speakers do not convey to their targets some form of precondition(s) for their possi-
bly detrimental actions, i.e. some form of protasis and apodosis. As should be clear
from the discussion above, even these threat utterances that have been classified as
formally non-conditional may carry a conditional meaning.

42. Percentages have been rounded and might thus not always add up to 100%.

43. For reasons of readability, the p-value was rounded to 4 decimal figures and only given as an
estimate where it was below 0.0001.
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The results can be interpreted to hint at two different things. Firstly, the lack of
CONDITIONALITY might be an indicator of the fact that the ways in which speakers
express the conditions of an impending harm are much subtler than the picture
created with fabricated examples in the literature may convince us to believe. Or,
secondly, it could be that manipulation and influencing a target by means of giv-
ing conditions and consequences are not the only or not the primary functions
of threatening. To discuss these options, and in order to get a better understand-
ing of the data, and especially an understanding of the utterances classified as
non-conditional, in the following, we will take a closer look at some of the threats
from CoJO before we turn our attention to the next variable.

Upon closer inspection of the threats from CoJO that were classified as
non-conditional, it seems that there are different types of utterances in this cat-
egory.** First, there are statements that can be best described as intention state-
ments, i.e. statements that are uttered from the perspective of an agentive first
person subject, mostly denoting the intention to perform a violent action, as in
the Examples (18) and (19).

(18) Tl kill you, Mr. Haney, I'll kill you.

(19) I can make bombs and I will make bombs and blow up the president.

The speaker in (18) directly addresses his or her potential target, and the speaker in
(19) mentions the target but seems to address a third party with his utterance. Both
threats do not contain any mention of a condition that is attached to the speaker’s
announcement.

Then there are what I have earlier called bare imperative or advice-constructions
and other directives as in Examples (20) to (22).

(20) Don’t make me strap your ass.
(21) Can you please send me your daughter’s address?

(22) Just remember what happened in Oklahoma City.

In all of the examples, the speaker/threatener directly addresses his alleged target;
yet, there are some notable differences. While in (20) the speaker presumably im-
plies that a particular behavior of the addressee (‘make me’) has a direct negative
consequence for the addressee (‘strap your ass’), the examples in (21) and (22) do
not reference any behavior on the side of the addressee at all.

Third, there are bare statements of different kinds, most of which are also ut-
tered from the perspective of the speaker but lack an expression of intention or

44. This broad classification is meant only with regard to the variable conditionality since addi-
tional linguistic properties of these utterances will be discussed separately.
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volition, as in the Examples (18) and (19), and predominantly do not contain any
direct address of the potential target, as in the Examples (20) to (22). Examples of
this would be the utterances in (23) and (24) below.

(23) I getalarmed real easy.
(24) Talso know where his kids go to school.

Both of these utterances seem to be mere statements about the state of mind of the
speaker or his knowledge. And, again, their interpretation would require contextual
embedding to be understood as threats. So, how do examples like this fit into the
picture?

If we, at least temporarily, subscribe to the aforementioned prevailing opinion
that the expression and recognition of some protasis and some apodosis should at
least be part of the illocutionary point of threatening, threats like the examples in
(23) and (24) are best described as vague with regard to the aspect of condition-
ality. There are, of course, varying degrees of vagueness, which has already been
suggested by differentiating between the different types of non-conditional threats.
The speaker in (20) at least insinuates some behavior on the side of the addressee
and a negative consequence that follows from it. In comparison, examples like (16)
or (23) cannot be interpreted in the same way.

If we interpret the findings with regard to the expectation that speakers will
use some form of conditional language in their threats, it seems to be the case
that speakers prefer the use of vague variants to express CONDITIONALITY. This is
puzzling if the recognition of the demands and conditions of a threat are regarded
as an essential part of its communicative goal. Why would speakers rather opt for
a nonconventional and vague form of expressing their demands and conditions,
thereby risking the threat’s efficacy?*® This apparent contradiction and “the puzzle
of indirect speech” (cf. Terkourafi 2011a) is a widely debated topic. Much of what
was discussed with regard to indirectness within the realms of politeness research
cannot be readily transferred to impoliteness phenomena (cf. Culpeper et al. 2003;
Culpeper 2008, 2011). We will return to this issue at the end of the present study,
hoping to add some insight into possible strategies and motivations of threateners
to prefer less explicit variants (cf. Chapter 6). Additionally, it was argued that the

45. With reference to Austin’s (1971) conceptualization of uptake, Terkourafi (2011a: 2863) ar-
gues for the “intra-linguistic goal (understanding and being understood)” as the lowest common
denominator even of conflictive communications. While I do not agree with various aspects of
her argument, as will be discussed in later sections, I second her proposal “to distinguish between
the listener’s mental uptake [...] and its (optional) externalization later on” (2011: 2863). To
be understood is, therefore, seen as a logical prerequisite for the efficacy of any threat from the
perspective of any speaker.
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findings allow for at least one other possible interpretation, namely that manipu-
lation and influence are not the only communicative goals that are furthered by
speakers by means of using threats. This too will be taken up for discussion at a
later point.

In the next section, we take a closer look at the use of will and other modals
and their potential to express futurity in threats.

4.3 Futurity

If verbal threats are understood as statements about detrimental future scenarios
that are possibly dependent on certain conditions, it seems straightforward that
another structural feature often associated with threats are expressions of inten-
tion and futurity (cf. Fraser 1998; Limberg 2009; Storey 1995). As was discussed in
Section 2.2.2, it is expected that threatening utterances contain some reference to
a future time or action, or contain declarations of the intent to carry out an action
in the future, either by an agentive speaker, i.e. the threatener, or an affected tar-
get. Such expectations are mirrored in the majority of definitions of threatening.
Salgueiro (2010: 217), for example, claims that valid “[...] threats [...] must de-
scribe a future action or omission, or a sequence of such actions or omissions, by the
speaker.” In line with such expectations, the Examples (25) to (29) below all contain
an expression that refers to a yet to be realized or hypothetical act in the future.

(25) Tl personally kill you when I get out of prison.
(26) You will burn in hell for what you've done.
(27) Tam going to rob you. I have a gun. Give me your money.

(28) Mind your own business or you're going to get hurt. We're Nortenos .... These
are our apartments. You're outta here. You fucking bitch.

(29) When I get out the judge is dead.

Structurally, the examples use different ways to mark the described scenario as
located in the future. Examples (25) and (26) both contain the modal will.*¢ In
Example (25) it is used in combination with an agentive first person subject, and in
Example (26) will is used with a non-agentive subject in the form of a second person
pronoun. In both cases, the use of the modal will places the action in the future,
and the structures are nearly identical. Additionally, the speaker in Example (25)

46. Arguably, the 7lin Example (27) could also be a cliticized form of shall, but since will and shall
are generally seen as equivalent in combination with a first person subject they are taken together
in our analysis and the difference can be disregarded here (cf. Huddleston & Pullum 2002: 209).
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specifies the point in time when the future action is supposed to take place by
adding the temporal adverbial when I get out of prison. This sub-clause, however,
can be regarded as optional for the futurate meaning because the use of will in the
matrix clause already places the action in the future.

Examples (27) and (28) both contain a construction with be going to, again
combined with either an agentive first person subject (27) or with a non-agentive
subject in the form of a second person pronoun (28). In Example (29), on the other
hand, the speaker uses the present tense and, similar to Example (25), additionally
specifies a future point in time by means of the temporal location expression when
I get out. In this case, however, the sub-clause is essential for the futurate meaning.
A when-PP like this is one of “the most common and central temporal location
expressions” (Huddleston & Pullum 2002: 698). It is how the speaker marks the
future event as one “that [has] already been arranged, scheduled by human agency”
(Huddleston & Pullum 2002: 132), and the use of present tense is quite common
in these contexts. Such a structure is referred to as present futurate (Huddleston &
Pullum 2002: 131).

All three expressions — the use of will, the use of be going to and the present
futurate — are standard ways to refer to a future time in English. However, their con-
text of use is not limited to this function, and they are only some of the expressions
that can be used to express futurity in English. In order to be able to consistently
analyze them as expressing futurity, some aspects of their semantics and function,
as well as some of the alternative expressions, need to be discussed in more detail.

There is much disagreement in the literature with regard to the function of
the modal will. “Traditional grammar treats will (and, in the 1st person, shall) as a
future tense auxiliary, proposing a tense system with three terms” (Huddleston &
Pullum 2002: 208), namely past, present, and future. Alternative approaches rather
“argue that will (and likewise shall) is an auxiliary of mood, not tense” (Huddleston
& Pullum 2002: 209; cf. also Ziegeler 2013, for a more detailed discussion of a
volitional, generic, and modal meaning of will). At the same time, other modals,
such as can, must, should, could, would, have to, had better, and might, can arguably
be used to express a similar futurate semantics (Borjars & Burridge 2010: 133). As
a consequence — and as a prerequisite for a consistent operationalization of the
present category — the variable FUTURITY had to be defined in a way thatleads to a
practical disadvantage: the conflation of different functions of will on the one hand
and the exclusion of a number of potential alternative expressions of futurity on the
other. However, there is an important methodological advantage to this approach,
namely to be able to specify a limited number of possible formal realizations. In the
following, I will briefly present some additional arguments that seem to support
the assumption that the conflation of different functions of will does not present
an obstacle in this context.
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For the purpose of the present analysis, will is treated as expressing futurity,
and modals other than will, such as could and would, are excluded as synonymous
variants. This decision is motivated by a number of criteria: first of all, in terms
of their overall frequency in this particular function, all of the other modals rank
behind the prototypical candidates will/shall, be going to, be to, and present futurate
(cf. Haegeman 1983: 15). Secondly, the semantics of modals such as should or might
are ambiguous between meanings such as, for example, ‘prediction’, ‘intention,
‘permission; ‘obligation’, or ‘ability’ (cf. Aarts 2008: 36; Collins 2009). It is possible
to paraphrase their meanings, as illustrated with the Examples (30) to (33).4

(30) Someone might get hurt.
(31) Icould kill her and leave where she is now.
(32) Ronald Reagan is the anti-Christ, he must be killed and I must kill him.

(33) What does somebody have to do to change policy around here? Do you have
to be — take matters into your own hands like the Black man in Missouri?

With the use of might in Example (30) a speaker can express ‘possibility’, as well as
‘prediction’, which could be paraphrased as something along the lines of “It is pos-
sible that someone will get hurt”. The use of could, Example (31), can express ‘ability’
or ‘possibility” and ‘prediction, as in, for example, “I have the ability to kill her and
leave her where she is now” or “It is possible that I kill her and leave her where she
is now.” Similarly, the use of must and have to, in the Examples (32) and (33), can be
used to express ‘obligation’ rather than ‘prediction’. This should suffice to show that
it is rather tricky, if at all possible, to definitely disambiguate the modals’ meaning
without consulting the context or the speakers themselves. Consequently, modals
that are ambiguous between a temporal (i.e. in our analysis both ‘intention’ and
‘prediction’) and a non-temporal meaning or that are not primarily used to express
temporality were not analyzed as expressions of futurity.*®

Furthermore, if we replace the modals in the examples above with will, such as,
e.g., Someone will get hurt or I will kill her and leave her where she is now, the pre-
dictive strength of these utterances presumably increases, which again seems to sup-
port the decision to treat will differently from the rest of this group (cf. Downing &
Perucha 2014: 393). To illustrate this even further, let us look at Example (34) below.

47. Since this analysis focuses on the potential of will and other modals to express futurate
meanings, the difference between various kinds of modal meanings, such as deontic, epistemic,
and dynamic modality and their various subcategories were not considered. See, for example,
Palmer (1986) for a more general discussion of Mood and Modality.

48. An exception would have been made in cases were one of these modals co-occurred with a
temporal adverbial specifying a future point in time, but such a combination was not attested in
the data.
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(34) If Reagan came to Sheridan, I would shoot him.

Here the speakers use a remote conditional, which is a combination of “a modal
auxiliary as the apodosis verb (usually would, should, could, or might) and a
modal preterite or irrealis were in the protasis” (Huddleston & Pullum 2002: 748).
Constructions like this are said to “[entertain] the condition as being satisfied in a
world which is potentially different from the actual world” (Huddleston & Pullum
2002: 748). In other words, rather than announcing an imminent future, it seems
that with these utterances, speakers map out hypothetical scenarios.*’

Such a view is additionally supported by frameworks that analyze the use of
modals and other lexical and grammatical markers as expressions of speaker stance
or numerous closely related phenomena (cf. Biber & Finegan 1989; Biber 2006;
Englebretson 2007; Martin & White 2005). Gales (2010), for example, examines
whether “any interpersonal functions of stance [are] reliable in helping to determine
the level of intent in a threat” (Gales 2010: 5). Her approach regards the choice
between linguistic alternatives, such as could and will, as indicative of the level
of seriousness of a threat in terms of likelihood of its execution. As was already
explained, the present analysis is interested in the linguistic structure of threats
regardless of the actual intent of a speaker to perform the announced action.

Lastly, apart from functional differences, the strong overlap between modality
and futurity might also be an indicator of the semantic inseparableness of these
two categories. Leech (2004: 87) claims that this overlap is a consequence of “the
nature of futurity”, since

[w]e cannot be as certain of future happenings as we are of events in the past

and present, and even the most confident prediction about the future must reflect
something of the speaker’s uncertainty and so be tinged with modality.

In other words, if a speaker refers to an action in the future, such a statement will
always be a reflection of the speaker’s beliefs, because whatever is referenced has
not yet happened and there is never more than an intention or a strong belief that it
will. As was argued, a possible conflation of expressions of intentionality, or mood,
and expressions of futurity is unavoidable to some extent and does not present an
obstacle to this analysis.>

49. The peculiar nature of threat utterances like the one in Example (34) also seems to be re-
flected in their perception and interpretation. It is precisely because of their more hypothetical
character that, in a judicial setting, threats like this are often treated as issues of free speech. See,
for example, People v. Muro, Not Reported in Cal.Rptr.3d (2006), where a conditional statement
of this kind was interpreted as an instance of protected speech.

50. In her detailed discussion of The Semantics of Will in Present-day English, Haegeman
(1983: 50) also describes ‘volitional’-will as one of two futurate meanings of the modal and refers
to previous accounts by Jespersen (1954) and others to support her argument.
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A way to further disentangle the category of FUTURITY is to strictly differenti-
ate between structural realizations of tense and references to (metaphysical) time.
Borjars and Burridge (2010: 133), for example, claim that “[tense] is a matter of
verb form and there are two tenses in English: present and past. There are many
different ways of referring to future events in English, but nothing that we can
describe as the future tense”

For these reasons, the analysis of FUTURITY in threat utterances cannot be seen
as a strict analysis of tense structure, but rather as an analysis of different ways to
linguistically refer to a future time. The question of whether this is done by means
of expressing an intention or by means of locating an event in the future is seen as
of secondary importance.

4.3.1 Operationalizing FUTURITY

In spite of the complicated nature of the English tense system, it is mostly agreed
that there are at least five prototypical ways how a reference to future time can be ex-
pressed. As was just discussed, the forms typically listed include will/shall, be going
to, be to, and the present futurate, i.e. the simple present and the present progressive
form of verbs (cf. Huddleston & Pullum 2002: 131; Leech 2004: 86). The first three
forms can arguably be used to refer to a future point in time without any additional
time reference, while the latter two are often argued to “refer to the future only if
they are accompanied by an adverbial of future time or if such an adverbial is un-
derstood” (Nehls 1975: 285). This seems to be illustrated by the Examples (25) and
(29) cited above. In Example (25), the temporal location expression when I get out of
prison further specifies the point in time, but the futurate semantics is additionally
expressed by the use of will in the main clause. In comparison, the almost identi-
cal expression in (29) is presumably mandatory for the interpretation as futurate.
Without the when-PP or an alternative temporal adverbial the futurate meaning
does not present itself in the same way. In other words, the intuitive interpretation
of a declarative sentence like The judge is dead without any more co-textual embed-
ding would be a description of present events, rather than the announcement of a
future scenario. From the perspective of discourse, it has been argued that in order
for a present futurate to be interpretable, temporal location expressions that modity
the utterance “need not be in the same sentence, but could also be in a previous
paragraph, for example”, or that “extralinguistic factors such as register or context
are also sufficient” (Bergs 2010: 217). These additional factors will be discussed in
more detail in the results section. In any case, the present tense in this context is at
least ambiguous, and this ambiguity could not be resolved without consulting the
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context. Additional contextual information, however, was not factored in at this
stage of the analysis. Only combinations of a present tense clause and a temporal
location expression, either in the same sentence or in textual vicinity, were coded
as present futurate.

The category of futurity, as operationalized in this study, includes the following
forms: will (i.e. all instances of will and shall)>! be going to (i.e. all instances and
variants of be going to and be t0),%? and present futurate (i.e. present tense + tem-
poral adverbial). The variable included no futurity as a fourth level in the analysis.
Table 4.4 provides an overview of the different variants and illustrates these with

examples from the corpus.

Table 4.4 Summary variants of FUTURITY

Variant

Example from CoJO

will

be going to

present futurate

no futurity

You will burn in Hell for what you've done.

Now comes the Aryan shadow of death to let you know that your death is
at hand. I, the Aryan shadow of death, shall execute you in the very most
painful way. As the Lord said, every hair on your head is numbered. You
will never again prosecute an Aryan.

Mind your own business or youre going to get hurt. We're Nortenos ...
These are our apartments. You're outta here. You fucking bitch.

To O’Connor: Since the court insists upon violating my kids’ rights to

life (survive), you are all now notified that either Brennan, Stevens or
Kennedy is to die.

I'm holding you responsible and I'm willing to take it to the most extent I
can take it....

[M]y son is graduating in a week and I’'m dealing with you, you little worm.
I have a gun. (149_201)

I’d like to stick a coat hanger in you. (82_103)

51. There are only three instances of shall in CoJO, all by the same speaker.

52. This category also includes all variants of be going such as gonna and orthographic variants
of this form such as onna that were not further distinguished in the analysis. There is only one
instance of be to in CoJO.
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4.3.2 Results and discussion

Overall, 71% (213)>3 of the threat utterances in CoJO contain one of the variants
of FUTURITY, and the remaining 29% (88) of the threats were coded as no futurity
as previously operationalized. Of these utterances that were coded as realizing ru-
TURITY, the variants are distributed as follows: 54% will (115), 30.9% be going to
(66), and 15.1% present futurate (32) (Chi? = 71.744, df = 3, p < 0.0001). Figure 4.2
plots the distribution in two different ways, in order to illustrate both the contrast
between occurrence and non-occurrence of the variable in general, and the pro-
portion of the different variants.

200 200
150 150
100 100
50 50
© futurity no futurity © will be present no

goingto futurate futurity
Figure 4.2 Distribution of FUTURITY (N = 301)

The left panel contrasts occurrence and non-occurrence of the feature. It can be
seen that, in proportion to those threats coded as no futurity, more than twice as
many threats express futurity with one of the variants operationalized above. The
right panel shows the proportion of the different variants, again compared to the
proportion of utterances coded as containing no futurity.

The graphs illustrate two general findings. Unlike with the analysis of coNDI-
TIONALITY in the previous section, these results seem to correspond to the formal
expectations derived from the literature. A solid majority of the threats contains
some reference to a future point in time. At the same time, it seems to be the

53. Percentages were rounded and thus might not always add up to 100%. The raw frequencies
are indicated in the brackets.
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case that speakers predominantly chose the variant will in order to express such a
reference and, in comparison, the other ways of realizing FUTURITY appear to be
dispreferred. Let us look at some of the general properties of all futurate forms in
order to discuss their distribution in more detail.

As has been pointed out by various scholars, the different ways of expressing
futurity do not occur in free variation, but are syntactically and semantically re-
stricted and “each of the different forms highlights some other aspects of futurity”
(Bergs 2010: 218).>* The semantic nuances are sometimes linked to differences in
the predictive strength of the different forms, which can be described as scalar (cf.
Bergs 2010: 217). On this scale, will is located at the one end, with the weakest pre-
dictive strength, and the present futurate forms at the other, expressing the strongest
forms of predictions (cf. Bergs 2010: 218; Leech 2004). Under such an assumption,
we will examine the distribution of the different variants and discuss the findings
by looking at examples from the corpus, additionally taking into account general
distributional properties of all variants.

At first sight, the predominance of will may not be very surprising, considering
that the modal is the prime candidate among the different ways of referring to a
future point in time (cf. Gotti 2003: 280; Haegeman 1983: 15). Furthermore, will is
often considered to express a “neutral or colourless future” (Leech 2004: 87) that can
be used in “a wide range of contexts” (Leech 2004: 89). Speakers can express their
own intention and exploit the modal’s ‘volitional’ meaning, as well as its ‘predictive’
meaning, in cases where they state something about an addressee or a third person.
Examples of all of these different uses can be found in CoJO, as illustrated by the
Examples (35) to (39).

(35) TI'll drive in my truck and come blow you away.
(36) Someone will set off a bomb here someday.
(37) You and all the Jewish women and children will be burned.
(38) Your building will go boom.
(39) Then they’ll have another Ruby Ridge.
In all five examples the respective speakers make use of the modal will, presumably

in order to express a futurate meaning, but the utterances differ in some respects, in-
cluding their focus on the speaker and/or other participant roles. The semantic roles

54. For a diverging view, see, for example, Palmer (2014 [1974]), who argues that there is no
semantic opposition between will and be going to and that the forms can often be used inter-
changeably. Haegeman (1989: 308) holds against this that “when the sentences are contextualized
[...] one construction will often be preferred over the other.” Since the present study is concerned
with utterances in context, not the grammaticality of the utterances, her view was adapted.
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expressed in the threats in CoJO will be addressed in depth in a subsequent section.
For now it will be interesting to observe some general differences in the participant
structures and how this affects the utterance’s focus on the who-does-what-to-
whom of the situation.>®

In Example (35) will is combined with an agentive subject, namely a first person
pronoun that refers to the speaker. Of the 115 utterances that contain a use of will,
roughly 56% (65) of the instances follow this structure. In other words, in more
than half of the utterances with will, speakers refer to themselves as agents of the
announced action. In this context, the modal will most likely expresses ‘intentiorn’,
as well as ‘prediction’. All of these utterances represent what Fraser (1998: 167)
considers the “simplest way” to utter a threat (cf. Section 2.1).

In Example (36) the speaker uses the generic or non-referential expression
someone as the agentive subject of the sentence. Although the noun phrase has no
identifiable referent, the subject in this example is clearly the agent of the action
of setting oft a bomb. In this example, the speaker distances himself from the ac-
tion by making the agent a third - and in this case unidentifiable — person. Yet,
both Example (35) and Example (36) announce a future action with a syntactically
clearly identifiable agent. However, because the subject in (36) is not the speaker, i.e.
encoded with a first person pronoun, the meaning of the utterance is presumably
closer to ‘prediction’ than ‘intention’ in this example. The same goes for the remain-
ing examples, where the modal is used with second and third person pronouns,
respectively an inanimate entity (38), and the agent is not linguistically encoded
in the utterance.

In Example (37) the speaker opts for a short passive that omits the internal-
ized complement, in which the agent would be explicitly encoded (Huddleston &
Pullum 2002: 1428). Pragmatically there can be a number of reasons for speakers
to choose a short passive, but all of them are somehow about de-emphasizing the
agent. One motivation for this might be that a short passive allows speakers to
“avoid identifying the person responsible for some kind of situation” (Huddleston
& Pullum 2002: 1446).

In Example (38) the speaker describes the action with an active sentence, but
since the subject is an inanimate entity, it is likely that there is an agent implied.
The focus of the utterance, however, is on the action that is described as go boom,

55. As was explained in Section 2.2.3, the focus here is restricted to two established seman-
tic roles, which presumably have the greatest relevance for the present analysis: the causer of
an action, often denoted as agent, and the affected entity, predominanlty denoted as patient
(Huddleston & Pullum 2002: 230). The counterparts of these roles would be most likely the
threatener and the target.
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which could be interpreted an onomatopoetic description of an explosion and not
on a potential agent or causer.

Lastly, in Example (39) the speaker describes a resultative state rather than an
action, thereby again de-emphasizing the role of a potential agent or causer and
highlighting the affected entity they. By this, and by means of other strategies of
de-emphasizing or omitting the agent of an announced action, speakers presumably
distance themselves from the announced action. Regardless of these structural and
semantic differences, however, will seems to express a futurate meaning, either as
a ‘prediction’ or as a statement of ‘intention’.

The findings seem to confirm that will is not the object of very many contextual
restrictions, which would at least partially explain its predominance. The variant
appears to be particularly suitable for the speaker’s purposes of announcing “a
future action or omission, or a sequence of such actions or omissions” (Salgueiro
2010: 217). One reason for this could be precisely the modal’s ambiguous and
slightly indeterminate semantics, i.e. the fact that the modal will inherently ex-
presses a volitional meaning and intentionality, while simultaneously referring to
a future point in time (Gotti 2003: 287). Another factor influencing the speakers’
choice might be that will displays a weaker predictive strength, compared to the
other variants. The meaning of the modal is both relatively stable and transparent
in its futurate semantics and at the same time vague enough to enable speakers to
distance themselves from the announced action.

Compared to the distribution of will, be going to appears less diverse in its
structure and semantics. In the majority of cases, the construction be going to is
combined with an agentive first person subject, either singular or plural, as in the
examples below.

(40) I'm going to take care of this.

(41) I'm going to bring a gun to school tomorrow and shoot everyone and start with
you. Maybe not you first.

(42) we are going to choke all you pachookos.
Roughly 73% (48) of the overall 66 instances of be going to follow this structure.
Compared to will, the agentive first person subject seems to be more common with
be going to. In the remaining instances, speakers use a third person subject that
can be either an agent that is not necessarily the same person as the speaker, as in
Example (43), or the patient in a passive construction, as in Example (44).

(43) White Power is going to get you.

(44) If Al keeps it up, he’s going to get his ass kicked.
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In Example (43) the speaker appears to announce the actions of a third party and s/
he is not readily identifiable as identical with this agent. In this respect the utterance
resembles Example (36) above. There too, the speaker uses a third party as the agent
of an announced action, presumably in order to distance himself/herself from the
announced action. The speaker in Example (44) minimizes his responsibility by
using a short get-passive without an internal complement that explicitly references
the agent (Huddleston & Pullum 2002: 1428), similar to the speaker in (37) above.

In two cases the speakers use another strategy to conceal the agent of an an-
nounced action: a construction with the dummy pronouns it and there (Huddleston
& Pullum 2002: 427). An example of this would be the utterance in (45) below.

(45) Itell you what, you all better have my personal items to me by five o’clock today
or it’s going to be a lot of hurt people there.

Here, the speaker demotes the subject of the clause “a lot of hurt people” to a
non-subject position (Huddleston & Pullum 2002: 236). At the same time “hurt” is
used only as a resultative attribute of “people”, whereby the action of “being hurt”
is completely omitted from the utterance. With a construction like this, the speaker
avoids both identifying a specific action and its agent in the utterance.

Of the remaining utterances, only a small minority of four instances uses the
expression be going to with a second person pronoun, as in the examples below.

(46) Mind your own business or you're going to get hurt. We're Nortenos .... These
are our apartments. You're outta here. You fucking bitch.

(47) You fucking bitch. You're gonna die.

The speakers in both utterances place the focus on the affected entity. In Example (46)
this is again achieved with a get-passive without a by-phrase and in Example (47)
the speaker employs the monovalent, intransitive verb fo die (Huddleston & Pullum
2002: 219). Semantically, this non-agentive verb does not require a causer or agent
to be present, as it denotes the action of becoming dead, as a result of both natural
and unnatural causes. In the context of threatening, however, it is assumed that
the speaker does not refer to a natural death, but rather to an unnatural cause.
By omitting the cause or agent, the focus of the utterance is again shifted to the
affected entity, which in this context is the target of the threat. Overall, expressions
like this, with an omitted or de-emphasized agent, are less frequent with be going
to than with will.

The differences in the use of both variants can presumably be explained with
aspects of the general semantics of the expressions. As has been previously men-
tioned, the predictive strength of the futurate variants can be described as scalar,
with will as the most versatile, but also semantically weakest variant, sometimes
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paraphrased as “‘general’ prediction” (Bergs 2010: 218). The variant be going to, in
comparison, puts “a stronger focus on the matrix time, i.e. the time when the utter-
ance is supposed to be valid, and often [imply] plans underway” (Bergs 2010: 218).
In other words, the focus shifts from the present to the future point in time. As
Leech (2004: 92) notes,

one general meaning that can be attached to this construction, [...] is future ful-
filment of the present. In fact, however, it is useful to discriminate between two
meanings, the future culmination of present intention and the future culmination
of present cause.

While it may be questionable whether what Leech describes are really two distinct
meanings (cf. Haegeman 1989), the common denominator is what is of interest for
the present analysis: according to this view, be going to describes the future as some
result of the present, i.e. as either the outcome of a speaker’s plans or as the result
of present circumstances. Speakers take a stronger and more determined stance if
they characterize the future as predetermined in some way. The increased use of
be going to with a first person pronoun suggests that speakers make such stronger
declarations of intent or belief from their own viewpoint, rather than with respect
to second or third persons.>®

The variant present futurate is the least frequent. Only roughly 10% of the
utterances in the corpus are statements that use the simple present or present
progressive to refer to a future point in time. Syntactically and semantically, these
32 utterances are heterogeneous and contain statements with agentive first per-
son subjects, as well as with second and third person subjects, as illustrated in
Examples (48) to (51).

(48) I'm coming after you.
(49) When I get out the judge is dead.

(50) My eyes are dimming, but I think I know you. My memory is fading, too. It
must be old age. I understand your eyes are failing—are dimming, and your
memory fading permanently this week.

(51) Yell at me again and see what happens.
In all four examples, the speakers state something about the future in the form of

a factual assertion, rather than just entertaining possibilities. Because the use of
present tense to refer to the future expresses such an aspect of factuality, it is seen

56. Since the data contain only one occurrence of be to, the meanings and general use of this
variant will not be discussed separately.
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to be subject to “strict pragmatic conditions” (Huddleston & Pullum 2002: 189).
If the events that the utterance refers to are somehow scheduled, naturally cyclic,
or dependent on conditions, present futurate can be used (Huddleston & Pullum
2002: 132). In the context of threatening, an utterance like Example (48) describes a
future event as inevitable, already on its way and not just a possibility. A difference
in predictive strength can be illustrated if we replace the present futurate with will.
Compared to Example (49), an utterance like the judge will be dead can be described
as a confident prediction rather than a factual statement, which is “pragmatically
considerably weaker” because the modal will “requires less supporting evidence,
less ‘epistemic warrant’” (Huddleston & Pullum 2002: 190). Although in some
contexts it is possible to use the variants will and present futurate interchangeably
without a difference in predictive strength (Huddleston & Pullum 2002: 190), in the
majority of cases, statements that contain the present futurate do not express possi-
bilities but rather “take the occurrence of these events for granted” (Huddleston &
Pullum 2002: 191). This is the reason why the use of the present futurate is associ-
ated with an even stronger predictive meaning, which involves aspects of planning
and anticipation (Bergs 2010: 218, Huddleston & Pullum 2002: 131). Although both
simple present and present progressive are subsumed as present futurate, they too
differ in terms of their predictive strength, “and the present progressive is one of
the strongest forms of prediction and also involves an element of planning” (Bergs
2010: 218).

The findings can be interpreted in different ways. For one, they reflect the
general preference of native speakers to express futurity predominantly by means
of the variants will and be going to (cf. Gotti 2003: 280; Haegeman 1983: 15).
From this perspective, it is not surprising that instances of present futurate are
rarely found in the data. Another possible interpretation would be that present
futurate is even more dispreferred due to the heightened predictive strength of
this variant. It might be that expressions using present futurate are too strong
a commitment by the speaker instead of highlighting the temporal imminence
of an expression.

In summary, the expression of futurate semantics seems to be an important
property of threatening utterances. Even if speakers prefer expressions with a
more general predictive character to expressions that presuppose a high degree
of planning and determination, the majority of threat utterances in CoJO indeed
contain some form of reference to a future point in time. With regard to both the
frequency and distribution of the different variants of FUTURITY in Co]O, a possible
interpretation would be that speakers differentiate between two aspects: temporal
imminence of an announced action on the one hand and commitment or respon-
sibility of the speaker on the other. Considering the present findings, it seems that
a threatening utterance ideally is maximally explicit with regard to the temporal
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imminence of an announced action, but at the same time rather vague with regard
to commitment and responsibility from the perspective of the speaker.>’

In a next step, we will take a closer look at the verbs speakers use to denote
actions in their threats, the participant structure of these verbs, and the orientation
of the threats.

4.4 Violent verbs, participants and orientation of a threat

Together with CONDITIONALITY and FUTURITY, a third feature that was discussed
in Chapter 2 as closely associated with threatening language is the use of verbs
that lexicalize harmful or violent actions. Threatening is understood to involve the
announcement of “a future action or omission, or a sequence of such actions or
omissions, by the speaker” (Salgueiro 2010: 217) and it is often seen as a defining
characteristic that the announced action is detrimental to the target, or respectively
that its omission is beneficial (Fraser 1998: 166). The action is depicted as affect-
ing the target in an “unfavourable” (Fraser 1998: 167) or “undesirable” (Limberg
2009: 1378) way. Or the action is intended to “punish or hurt the hearer” (Benoit
1983: 305) or “harm someone” (Merriam-Webster “threaten”, v.).8 Additionally, it
is seen as essential that the speaker is in control of the potential impending harm
(cf. Fraser 1998: 166; Milburn & Watman 1981: 9). It has to be stressed again that
the expressed ‘harm’ depends to some extent on the perception of the target and
can vary in its severity (cf. Limberg 2009: 1378). As was outlined in Chapter 3, the
data analyzed for the present study can be described as situated at an extreme end
of a scale of severity, which refers to life-threatening actions, physical and psy-
chological violence. As a consequence, it is assumed that the threats analyzed for
this study will most likely include verbs that denote such violent actions. As was
discussed in Section 2.2.3, the reliance on verbs to express a forceful semantic load
is also reflected in Gales’ (2010) survey. The majority of her respondents indicated
that they expect “violent physical action verbs” to be part of a prototypical threat
(Gales 2010: 95).

57. Itis interesting to note that in traditional speech act theory, threats have been characterized
as paradigm cases of commissive speech acts in the Searlean sense, “which commit the speaker to
some future course of action” (Levinson 1983: 240). If this were the primary function of threat
utterances, the results would at least be surprising, since we would presumably expect speakers
to express stronger commitment and not opt for weaker variants.

58. “threaten.” Merriam-Webster.com. Merriam-Webster, n.d. Web. 27 March 2015. <http://www.
merriam-webster.com/dictionary/threaten>
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In order to operationalize the feature consistently, a formal equivalent of the
above-mentioned components is needed. For the present analysis, the linguistic
feature expressing the announced harm is a verb that denotes a more or less specif-
ically violent or harmful action, with a clear participant structure, i.e. an implicit or
explicit expression of who is the causer of this action and who is affected by it. The
classification of the verbs of threatening comprises three variables: TYPE OF VERB,
AGENT-PATIENT RELATION, and ORIENTATION OF THREAT. First, the verbs analyzed
are classified as different types of violent verbs or ambiguous and non-violent verbs.
In a second step, the participant structure of these verbs is analyzed, or rather two
semantic roles, namely agent and patient, are identified, which are seen as the
formal equivalents of the causer of an action and its affected entity. Lastly, it is ad-
ditionally examined whether the utterances are oriented towards the speaker, the
hearer, both, or neither of the two.

As was previously mentioned, the unit of analysis is the entire threat as quoted
in the opinions. The coding of TYPE OF VERB and AGENT-PATIENT RELATION, how-
ever, does not take into account all the verbs and semantic roles present in an
utterance. Instead, the focus is put on such verbs that qualify to express a possibly
detrimental action either caused by the threatener/agent or affecting the addressee/
target. Such verbs mostly co-occur with an expression of futurity and/or referential
expressions, like proper names, or personal pronouns. If more than one verb is
identified that meets these criteria, the verb with the strongest harmful meaning
is selected for analysis, according to the classification below. Example (52) should
illustrate the process.

(52) To you all. This letter is going to be short and to the point. You all tried to send
me to prison for 23 years. You tried to take me away from my family and the
people who care about me, but you did not succeed in doing so, but did you
really think you would? Now, just as if I would have been guilty of the crime
I was accused of, I would have had to suffer consequences, you all must suffer
consequences for what you have done in a way you never imagined. I am not
going to tell you how or what these consequences are going to be, but since
you all have such good imagination, I'll let you use it. I will be free in a matter
of months. This letter is to nobody in particular but to whomever the shoe fits.
Have a nice day. Sincerely, yours truly.

In a first step, all verbal expressions that relate to either the speaker/threatener or
the addressee/target are identified in the utterance. In Example (52), the following
sequences fulfill these criteria:

i.  Youall tried to send me to prison for 23 years.
ii. You tried to take me away from my family and the people who care about me,
but you did not succeed in doing so, but did you really think you would?
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iii. Now, just as if I would have been guilty of the crime I was accused of, I would
have had to suffer consequences, you all must suffer consequences for what you
have done in a way you never imagined.

iv. Iam not going to tell you how or what these consequences are going to be, but
since you all have such good imagination, I'll let you use it.

v. I'will be free in a matter of months.

Of this initial selection, the ones that contain a variant of FUTURITY - if there are
any - are selected. For the present example, this would leave us with (iii), (iv) and
(v), since both (i) and (ii) contain verbs in the preterite form. Consequently, both
(i) and (ii) describe actions that happened in the past and that cannot be interpreted
as an announcement of a future action.

In a next step, I further excluded all components that are not expressions of
intent or announcements of future actions but rather modify the surrounding state-
ments. In this analysis, the string in (iv) only serves to further specify an element of
(iii) (‘consequences’). This leaves us with the following two sequences that contain
possibly relevant verbs for our analysis, highlighted in bold print.

1. you all must suffer consequences for what you have done in a way you never
imagined
2. I will be free in a matter of months.

In alast step, the sequence in (ii) is eliminated. Although (ii) contains an expression
of futurity and denotes an action or rather a state related to the speaker, the pred-
icate does not express harmful content and does not explicitly relate the speakers
action to an affected entity. The sequence in (i) contains an expression of a vaguely
harmful event (‘suffer consequences’) and a clear indication of the undergoer of this
event (‘you all’), while the causer of this action is omitted. Consequently, the verb
is coded as ambiguous, because ‘suffer (consequences)’ does not inherently express
physical or psychological violence, but could also refer to various non-violent ac-
tions, for example legal measures.

In the following, TYPE OF VERB, AGENT-PATIENT RELATION, and ORIENTATION
of THREAT will be operationalized one by one and the findings will be presented
and discussed. Although different aspects of these analyses overlap, they will be
addressed separately.

4.4.1 TYPE OF VERB

In order to systematically account for the different verbs that occur in the threats,
a classification was developed that distinguishes between different types of violent
verbs on the one side and ambiguous and non-violent verbs on the other. As has
been mentioned, the present analysis focuses on verbs that denote a violent action
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and contrasts them with those that do not lexicalize violence or harm. For this rea-
son, only violent verbs were sub-classified into different types to account for more
subtle differences. Verbs denoting actions that are not necessarily harmful were all
classified as either ambiguous or as non-violent, depending on whether they have a
lexicalized violent meaning component or their interpretation as violent or harmful
requires contextual embedding.

The sub-classification of types of violent verbs is loosely based on Levin’s verb
classes (1993). However, Levin’s classification is far too fine-grained for the pres-
ent purpose and was simplified extensively. Levin’s inventory of English verbs is
governed by a “hypothesis of semantic determination’, which relates the syntactic
behavior of a verb to its meaning (Levin 1993: 13). Such an approach, although
not uncontroversial, provides an appropriate tool since the present analysis is not
only interested in the semantics but also in aspects of the participant structure of
the verbs in question. Levin’s classification incorporates the argument structure of
verbs in two ways: she regards the “behavior of a verb, particularly with respect to
the expression and interpretation of its arguments, [as] to a large extent determined
by its meaning’, and she argues further that “verb behavior can be used effectively to
probe for linguistically relevant pertinent aspects of verb meaning” (Levin 1993: 1).
The classification puts a strong emphasis on the syntactic properties of verbs that
are regarded as indicative of any semantic differences. This way, even very subtle
similarities and dissimilarities between verbs are highlighted.

In comparison, the present analysis puts the main emphasis on the seman-
tic components of the different verbs, and only very few aspects of the argument
structure are taken into account. Three criteria were used to differentiate between
types of verbs:

i. Semantics: Does the verb lexicalize a violent meaning component? Does it
denote an action or a state? Is the denoted action bounded and has a clear
resultative state?

ii. Agency: Is the verb in question inherently agentive?

iii. Animacy: Is the affected entity (target) animate or inanimate?

Following these criteria, an initial distinction can be made between verbs that lex-
icalize a violent meaning component, i.e. a notion of physical or psychological
violence, and those that do not allow for such an interpretation without contextual
embedding. The verbs that are classified as violent are further distinguished by
means of whether or not the described action is bounded, i.e. whether it leads to
a clear resultative state or not. This clear resultative state was defined as death.>

59. This is of course a very broad distinction and it has to be stressed that it is not an assessment
of the degree of violence expressed, but only of the semantically encoded situation. The meaning
of the verb kill can be paraphrased as “to cause the death of” or “to end the life of (someone or
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The second criterion helps to distinguish inherently agentive verbs, like kill,
from verbs that do not involve a notion of a causer or doer of the actions, like die.
Although the resultative state of death would be the same for both verbs, only one
of them entails that this resultative state is caused by an agent, namely kill.

The third and last criterion differentiates between actions that have animate
entities as a target or undergoer of the action, i.e. mostly human beings, and those
that are directed towards inanimate objects, such as, for example, houses or other
buildings. The combinations of these three components lead to a classification of
three main types of verbs with four sub-types of violent verbs.

Figure 4.3 provides an overview of all verb types and an indication of the rele-
vant criteria and their respective value and with examples from CoJO to illustrate
each type.

TYPES OF VERBS

VIOLENT AMBIGUOUS
+ violent meaning component + violent meaning component
AMBIGUOUS ACTIONS NON-VIOLENT ACTIONS
] get, wait, take care of, fishing, come over,
fuck with/up, go, go after talk to, get alarmed
,k"”' ;hooff murder, AMBIGUOUS RESULTS NON-VIOLENT STATES
slaughter, assassinate be sorry, lose be aware, like, want,

have, know, be responsible

NON-VIOLENT RESULTS
kick, knock out, hurt, be, do
harm

blow up, blow off,
burn down, happen

VERBS OF DEATH/
DYING —
+ result / - agent / + animate

die, be dead

Figure 4.3 Classification scheme TYPE OF VERB

something)“ In comparison, other verbs do not inherently express such a clear resultative state.
For example, beat can be paraphrased as “to hit (someone) repeatedly in order to cause pain or
injury”. Although it is, of course, possible to cause someone’s death by beating them, death is
not a semantically entailed resultative state of the action of beating. (cf. “Kill” Merriam-Webster.
com. Merriam-Webster, n.d. Web. 16 June 2015. <http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/
kill> and “Beat” Merriam-Webster.com. Merriam-Webster, n.d. Web. 16 June 2015. <http:/www.
merriam-webster.com/dictionary/beat>.


http://www.merriam-webster.com/dictionary/kill
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For all violent verbs in CoJO a violent meaning can be attested with the help of a
standard dictionary, as with the verb kill in Example (53). For the ambiguous and
non-violent verbs a ‘violent meaning’ has to be inferred from the co- and context
of the utterance, as for example with the verb get in Example (54). The verb get is
particularly frequent in the corpus and Merriam-Webster’s lists “to take vengeance
on; specifically: kill”® as one possible meaning. However, this is not the primary
meaning of the verb and it is thus classified as ambiguous. Similarly, in cases where
the co-text of the utterance allows for both a violent and a non-violent interpreta-
tion, as with the phrasal verb take care of in Example (55) below, the verbs are coded
as ambiguous. Verbs that can either only be interpreted as having a violent meaning
if they receive specific contextual embedding or that do not denote an action at all
are all coded as non-violent, as in Example (56) and (57) below.

(53) Ifyou call the police, I will kill you.

(54) If they go for him again, I hope they get him.

(55) Tl take care of you.

(56) 'This is Inglewood 13, homey, and I'm Pequeno Peligroso.
(57) Talso know where his kids go to school.

In the first three examples, the speakers denote a future action that is agentive,
and both agent and patient are referenced. In Example (54) and (55) it is not clear
what the resultative state of the respective actions is, while in Example (53) this
resultative state is lexicalized by the verb. In the last two examples, the speakers do
not denote violent actions, in this case not actions at all, but rather states, namely
be and know. The interpretation of both utterances requires a high degree of con-
textual embedding to be understood as threats. Interestingly, both statements also
lack an expression of FUTURITY and CONDITIONALITY. In terms of their pragmatic
explicitness as threats, they can be described as relatively vague. Utterances of this
kind do not contain variants of the three core components of any definition of
threats we have looked at in Chapter 2. Consequently, they are probably the closest
to what has been termed indirect or veiled threats in earlier studies (cf. Gales 2010;
Storey 1995; Yamanaka 1995).

Figure 4.4 plots the overall distribution of violent, ambiguous, and non-violent
verbs in CoJO.

60. “Get” Merriam-Webster.com. Merriam-Webster, n.d. Web. 16 June 2015. <http://www.
merriam-webster.com/dictionary/get>.
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Figure 4.4 Distribution of violent, ambiguous, and non-violent verbs (N = 301)

As can be seen from the proportion of the individual bars, violent verbs occur
more than twice as often as ambiguous and non-violent verbs. To be more precise,
53% (160) of the analyzed verbs were coded as violent, while of the remaining
utterances roughly 23% each were coded as ambiguous (71) and non-violent (70)
(Chi? = 53.229, df = 2, p < 0.0001).5!

Our result meets the previously established expectation that threatening lan-
guage is to some extent defined by the use of verbs that denote violent actions. As
was discussed, this is primarily addressed by Gales (2010), who contrasts scholars’
and practitioners’ views on threatening language with her survey of students’ ide-
ologies of threatening communications. For the former group, according to Gales,
“specific or vague action of harm” (2010: 36) is often discussed as a salient feature
of threats, and a large majority of the latter group views “violent physical action
verbs” as an important, if not the most important, defining factor of threats (Gales
2010: 96).2 Both views can be regarded as confirmed by the present findings.

Let us now take a closer look at the different types of violent verbs speakers use
in their threatening communications. Based on the previously established criteria
of semantics, agency and animacy, the corpus yielded four distinct types of violent
verbs: kill verbs, force verbs, destroy verbs, and verbs of death and dying. Each type

61. Percentages were rounded and thus might not always add up to 100%. The raw frequencies
are indicated in the brackets.

62. It has to be stressed again that Gales’ respondents were specifically instructed to relate their
expectations to what they know from television shows, and, according to Gales (2010: 94), “it
is through this very framing of popular culture [...] that students’ ideologies about threatening
language are constructed.”
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is defined by a distinct configuration of the above-mentioned criteria, which will
be briefly discussed in the following.

The class of kill verbs is based on Levin’s (1993: 230) ‘verbs of killing” and com-
prises all verbs that describe the act of causing someone to die. Levin distinguishes
between ‘murder verbs’ and ‘poison verbs, a sub-classification that is disregarded
for the present purpose. The verb kill, according to Levin, “is the class member with
the least specific meaning: it lexicalizes nothing about the specific means, manner,
or purpose involved in bringing about death” (Levin 1993: 231). This seems to be a
suitable classification for the present purpose, since this analysis is not interested in
the specific means, manner, or purpose of the action. All class members lexicalize
a clear resultative state of death, which is why they usually cannot be used with a
resultative phrase such as to death (Levin 1993: 231). Following this, kill verbs are
defined as agentive verbs that express a violent meaning component and lexicalize
a clear resultative state of death of an animate target. With respect to the three
above-mentioned features, this was formalized as {+ RESULT, + AGENT, + ANIMATE}.
Examples can be seen below. The relevant verbs are highlighted in bold print.

(58) I'm going to kill you, you'll see.

(59) Do you think [the Morrisville Police] can protect you from a man who wants
to die and want to kill you? Asshole, for sure you will be killed by such a man.

(60) If he shows up to court, when I walk outta prison in fifteen years, ’'m ‘onna
fuckin’ murder his motherfuckin’ ass.

In all three utterances the speakers explicitly denote the act of killing and refer to
both an agent and a patient of the action. With the exception of Example (59), the
agent can be readily identified as the speaker/threatener. Cases like in Example (59)
are rather uncommon in the corpus. There are overall only nine instances in CoJO
where the agent of a kill verb is not referred to by means of a first person pronoun.
Members of the class of kill verbs are the most explicit violent verbs found in the
corpus and, hence, display the greatest degree of pragmatic explicitness.

The class of force verbs blends several of Levin’s classes into one. In Levin’s
classification, all members of this class denote “the exerting of force on an en-
tity” (1993: 137), which was too imprecise a definition for the present purpose.
Therefore, the class additionally contains what Levin termed ‘verbs of contact by
impact), specifically hit-verbs, cut-verbs, and other verbs that lexicalize an impact
on an object’s state (Levin 1993: 10). What essentially distinguishes force verbs from
kill verbs is that the latter lexicalize a clear resultative state and the former do not.
For the present study, all agentive verbs that lexicalize some exertion of force, with
or without specified means, on an animate target or body parts of this target, but
without a clear resultative state of death are coded as force verbs. The properties of
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the class members can be formalized as {— RESULT, + AGENT, + ANIMATE}. Examples
of class members can be found in Examples (61) to (63).

(61) IfIsee that fool there to testify against my brother, I will kick his ass. I feel like
going to jail anyways.

(62) we are going to choke all you pachookos.®

(63) I'd like to stick a coat hanger in you.

In all three examples, the speakers describe or announce a violent action but, unlike
in the examples we have looked at before, the verbs do not lexicalize a resultative
state of death. Force verbs can be combined with the mention of an instrument, as
in Example (63), and a resultative phrase like to death.

The class of destroy verbs is derived from force verbs. The difference is that force
is exerted on an inanimate entity, such as a building or parts of furniture. The verb
lexicalizes a notion of destruction as a resultative state. The class is based on Levin’s
class of ‘destroy verbs’, which “relate to the total destruction of entities” (1993: 239),
but the class additionally contains Levin’s class of break verbs, which “describe
specifics of the resulting physical state of an entity (e.g. whether something is bro-
ken, splintered, cracked, and so on) rather than simply describing the fact that it is
totally destroyed” (Levin 1993: 239). A way to formalize the general properties of
the class members would be {+ RESULT, + AGENT, — ANIMATE}, which are agentive
verbs that express a clear resultative state (of destruction) and are directed towards
an inanimate target or entity. Examples from the corpus are found in (64) and (65).

(64) Idon’t care about your company in there, if you don’t pick up this phone I'm
going to walk across the street and blow the doors off the son of a bitch.

(65) Allstate had better stop messing with me or else I'm going to blow up their
building.

In both utterances the speakers announce a violent action that has an inanimate
target, namely the NP the doors in (64) and the NP their building in (65). It is likely
that these expressions are used in a metonymical sense, i.e. as representative of a
group of targets or indeterminate targets. And if a building explodes it is very likely
that its inhabitants are put in danger. As a consequence, the speakers ultimately
also threaten animate targets. Still, destroy verbs were coded separately because it
seems that speakers mostly use these verbs if their threats are directed at a group of
people or an underspecified target. Instead of announcing harm to every member of

63. The verb was classified as non-resultative because both a resultative and a non-resultative
interpretation are available and the verb is often used with a resultative phrase like to death.
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an indeterminate group of targets, speakers apparently rather underspecify whom
they intend to hurt.

All verbs of death and dying are similar to kill verbs in that the action de-
noted entails a clear resultative state and the target of the action is animate, but
the verbs of this class are distinct in that they are non-agentive. Verbs of death and
dying denote the state of being or becoming dead without lexicalizing a cause or a
causer. Accordingly, the properties of class members can be formalized as {+ RE-
SULT, — AGENT, + ANIMATE}. The definition of the class is loosely based on Levin’s
‘verbs of disappearance’, where disappear is understood in the sense of “going out
of existence” (1993: 260). Examples from the corpus can be found in (66) and (67).

(66) Van Ripper: You made a mistake. You will die hard. Your demie.

(67) There are FBI Marshals that are on their way out to get me and if that happens,
people are going to die.

In both utterances the speakers denote the action of becoming dead, without ref-
erencing a cause or a causer. Many of the threats coded as containing a verb of this
class follow a similar structure to the examples in (66) and (67). In some cases,
however, the action of becoming dead is expressed as a predicative complement,
as in Example (68) and (69) below.

(68) If they go to prison you’ll be dead in less than 7 months - so help me God!

(69) Heis a mass murderer and he should be dead. Absolutely. (...) He deserves to
be dead, absolutely.

Because of the close resemblance to the examples in (66) and (67), such predicative
complements were also coded as verbs of death and dying.

Additionally, there are a small number of examples that occur with nominalized
forms of the verb die, as in Examples (70) and (71) below.

(70) Kathleen, Despite the major disruptions that widowhood will bring about in
your life I for whatever value I may be will be there for you. David’s death from
a cerebral vascular accident of an unknown idiopathy will stun all those who
loved him. [...]

(71) I'want you to suffer the hardest death, asshole!!!!

In both examples, the speakers denote the action in a nominalized form, which were
also coded as verbs of death and dying. The nominalized form of die presumably
expresses an even higher degree of non-agency or an objectivized form of the action
(cf. Huddleston & Pullum 2002: 1696).

Figure 4.5 plots the distribution of the different types of violent verbs in CoJO.
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Figure 4.5 Distribution of types of violent verbs (n = 160)

Of the overall 160 violent verbs, more than 53% (85) are a member of the first, and
most explicit class of verbs, kill verbs. The range of verbs in this class, however, is
rather small. The most frequent class member is the verb kill itself, followed by
shoot, and blow out in the sense of to shoot. With less than half as many instances,
force verbs are the second most frequent type of violent verbs, with a share of 24%
(39). The remaining types of violent verbs are considerably less frequent, with about
16% (27) of verbs of death and dying, and only 5% (9) destroy verbs (Chi? = 78.9,
df =3, p < 0.0001).

Overall, kill verbs are not only the most frequent type of violent verbs, but
they are also the most frequent type of verb compared to both ambiguous and
non-violent verbs. This comparison is illustrated in Figure 4.6.

250 @ death/dying
() destroy

200 @ force
@ kill

violent ambiguous non-violent

Figure 4.6 Overview frequency of TYPE OF VERBs (N = 301)
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In the plot, the left-most bar, which represents violent verbs, is plotted as a stacked
bar to illustrate the proportion of the individual types of violent verbs. It can be seen
that the majority of verbs is almost evenly distributed among three different types:
kill verbs, ambiguous and non-violent verbs, each with a proportion of roughly
25% of the overall data.

Taken together, these results seem to indicate two related tendencies in the
data. Speakers predominantly announce their actions with violent verbs that clearly
denote the who-does-what-to-whom of a scenario. And if they choose a violent
verb, they also choose the most explicit variant, namely a kill verb.

At the same time, taken together with the findings on FUTURITY, the results
appear to challenge the prevalent opinion that a majority of threats has to be charac-
terized as veiled (Gales 2010: 95) or indirect (Yamanaka 1995: 38; Storey 1995: 75).
According to our analysis of pragmatic explicitness (cf. Section 2.2), so far the
majority of threat utterances in CoJO appear to be situated at the more explicit end
of a scale: they predominantly contain an agentive verb that lexicalizes a violent
action and often also a clear resultative state and they contain some reference to a
future point in time. The only variable that does not correspond to the expectations
is CONDITIONALITY. Only a minority of the threats in CoJO denotes a protasis and
an apodosis with an explicit variant, i.e. a form of conditional clause. On the basis of
the verbs used to threaten, however, it appears that threats are more pragmatically
explicit than is commonly assumed.

4.4.2 AGENT-PATIENT RELATION

In part, the analysis of AGENT-PATIENT RELATION is already inherent in the typol-
ogy of verbs presented in the previous section. As was explained, the classification
distinguishes between agentive and non-agentive verbs. Additionally, it will now be
analyzed whether speakers explicitly denote the participants of the actions in their
threats, namely agent and patient. The analysis only concerns these two semantic
roles, because they can be seen as the prototypical embodiments of the threatener
and the target of a threat. The role of an agent is generally understood as the “per-
former of an action”, who is “animate and acts consciously, volitionally”, while the
role of the patient is often paraphrased as “undergoer of an action” or “affected by
an action” (Huddleston & Pullum 2002: 227). Accordingly, in the present analysis
the agent is either the doer or the causer of the detrimental action specified by
the violent, ambiguous, or non-violent verb. The agent is often identical with the
threatener, even if s/he is not the person ultimately carrying out the violent action.®*

64. For example, in cases where the speaker expresses the intent to make someone else carry out the
threatened action, s/he would still be assigned with the role of the agent of this action. The action
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The patient is the undergoer of the action specified by the violent, ambiguous, or
non-violent verb or is at least affected by it.

An analysis of the AGENT-PATIENT RELATION makes it possible to account for
all configurations with violent, ambiguous, and non-violent verbs. This way, even
subtle differences, like in (72) and (73) below, are registered.

(72) TI'm going to kill you, you'll see.

(73) You and all the Jewish women and children will be burned.

Both utterances are coded as containing a violent verb, but the utterance in (73)
is coded as denoting only the patient. Similar fine-grained differentiation can be
made for both ambiguous and non-violent verbs.

For each utterance, the presence or absence of agent and patient was coded,
leading to overall four different combinatory patterns: agent and patient both pres-
ent, only agent present, only patient present, neither agent nor patient present.
Figure 4.7 plots the frequency of occurrence of each combinatory pattern of the
participant roles in the data as a contingency table.

no agent agent

no patient

patient. -

Figure 4.7 Proportion of AGENT-PATIENT RELATION (N = 301)

The two-by-two matrix depicts the proportion of each of the four different com-
binatory patterns, henceforth referred to as agent-patient, agent-no patient, no
agent-patient, no agent-no patient. On the x-axis presence and absence of the agent
is indicated, and on the y-axis the presence and absence of a patient (Chi? = 18.344,
df =1, p < 0.0001).

As can be seen from the plot, a solid majority of the threats denote both agent
and patient. Overall, 43.2% (130) of the threats in CoJO follow this structure, sim-
ilar to the two examples below.

itself, however, would be most likely denoted by a non-violent verb. An example from CoJO would
be talk in You fucked up my brother’s testimony, I'm going to talk to some guys from Happy Town.
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(74) T'm going to kill you, you'll see.

(75) I'm coming after you.

In the utterance in Example (74) the who-does-what-to-whom of the event could not
be made more explicit. The verb is a kill verb, and both agent and patient role are as-
signed to personal pronouns, hence speaker and addressee respectively. In utterance
(75) agent and patient are also denoted, but the action is denoted by an ambiguous
verb. However, even though it is not specified what is meant by coming after, the
utterance is still explicit with regard to who the participants of the action are.

Opposed to this extremely explicit description of the who-does-what-to-whom
of the event are 21.3% (64) of the threats, in which neither agent nor patient of the
denoted action are expressed, as in the Examples (76) and (77). As can be seen from
Figure 4.7, no agent-no patient makes up the second largest group of participant
relations in CoJO. However, the other two constellations, i.e. agent-no patient and
no agent-patient, are almost as frequent.

(76) PS. Sleep Died too!

(77) Your sister is a fucking rata.

In most of the utterances of this kind, the speakers also do not announce a future
action and/or do not use a violent verb. In other words, the utterances are not only
vague with regard to the participants of an action, but with regard to that action in
general. A small number of these threats contain a verb of death and dying. These
threats involve expressions that could have arguably also been classified as carrying
the patient role, like in the utterances (78) and (79) below. Mostly, the arguments
in question are pronominal address terms and hence refer to the addressees and/
or target of the threats.

(78) You die.
(79) You will die this Christmas.

These cases were regarded as not carrying a patient role, based on the view that “a
prototypical patient is affected by an action performed by some causer, especially an
agent” (Huddleston & Pullum 2002: 231) and the fact that the verb fo die is analyzed
as non-agentive in the classification of verb types.

Utterances in which the speaker assigns only the agent role are the next largest
group and make up about 19.6% (57) of the observations. Examples can be found
in (80) and (81).

(80) TI’ll not miss this time.

(81) Maybe it’s time for me to get a gun, Mr. Erlich.
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In (80) and (81) the speakers are identical with the agents of the announced action.
While the speaker in Example (81) addresses someone directly, using an address
term, the utterance in (80) is a statement in the form of a declarative, with no indi-
cation of an addressee or the patient or target of the announced action.

The remaining 16.6% (50) of the threats in CoJO are utterances in which the
speakers assign the patient role only. Naturally, most of these are short passives
without by-phrase (Huddleston & Pullum 2002: 1428). Examples of this can be
found below.

(82) You fucking CUNT!! You should be burned at the stake like any heretic.
(83) Ronnie, Listen Chump! Resign or You’ll Get Your Brains Blown Out.

The two examples both denote the respective target of the threatened action as a
patient of this action, but omit the agent. As was argued earlier, with constructions
like this, the speaker de-emphasizes his own role and places the focus on the af-
fected entity, specifically the target of threat.

To summarize the results, it seems to be the case that a solid majority of threats
clearly refers to both participants of an announced action or event, even if the na-
ture of the action or event itself is underspecified. This was the case for more than
half of the utterances. The second most frequent structure is the complete opposite,
with neither agent nor patient role assigned in the utterance. Both agent-no patient
and no agent-patient are the least preferred participant combinations in CoJO,
although it has to be noted that there are only minor differences between the latter
three groups (cf. Figure 4.7).

There are again two main observations with regard to these results. For one, the
rather large majority of agent-patient constellations in the corpus support the pre-
vious observation that, contrary to what has been claimed, speakers often explicitly
denote the who-does-what-to-whom of an action. At the same time, no agent-no
patient-threats are almost as frequent as those in which either one of the two roles
is denoted. This could indicate that the main divide is between threats that explic-
itly refer to both agent and patient and those that reference either or neither of the
two. In terms of their pragmatic explicitness, this suggests that there is no notable
difference between no agent-no patient, no agent-patient, and patient-no agent.

The findings appear to be in line with the previous observation that often
explicit or vague variants of features are combined with other explicit or vague
variants of other features. More precisely, if a threat is vague with regard to the
expressed AGENT-PATIENT RELATION, we often also do not find a variant of FUTU-
RITY and either and ambiguous or non-violent verb. To further probe this obser-
vation, we need to examine more than one variable at once. Figure 4.8 illustrates
a cross-comparison.
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agent-patient agent-no patient  no agent-patient  no agent-no patient
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Figure 4.8 Proportion of AGENT-PATIENT RELATION and TYPE OF VERB (N = 301)

The plot illustrates another contingency table that indicates the frequency of each
combination of AGENT-PATIENT RELATION (x-axis) and TYPE OF VERB (y-axis). Read
horizontally, the width of the bars indicates the frequency of all participant com-
binations, and read vertically, the height of the different grey boxes corresponds to
the proportion of the different types of verbs in combination with the respective
participant pattern. The dashed lines indicate non-occurrence of a combination
(Fisher’s Exact Test, p < 0.0005).5°

And indeed, if we simultaneously look at the distribution of AGENT-PATIENT
RELATION and TYPE OF VERB, we find two patterns that can be interpreted as in line
with our previous observations: on the one hand, agent-patient and no agent-patient
are more frequently combined with kill verbs or force verbs (cf. top of 1st and 3rd
bar from the left), and on the other hand, no agent-no patient and agent-no patient
are predominantly combined with ambiguous or non-violent verbs (cf. bottom of
2nd and 4th bar). As can be seen from the plot, by far the most frequent combina-
tion of features is agent-patient and kill verb. Threats of this kind clearly denote the
who-does-what-to-whom of a violent action. Almost diametrically opposed, we can

65. All three missing combinations can be explained by the way the classes of verbs are opera-
tionalized in the previous section. For example, destroy verbs cannot co-occur with an explicitly
denoted patient, since the target of the expressed action is by definition inanimate. Corresponding
explanations can be found for the other two missing combinations as well.
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find the combinations of agent-no patient and no agent-no patient with non-violent
verbs. These threats do not denote a violent action and predominantly also do not
refer to causer or doer and undergoer of an action. These patterns can probably be
described as the two extreme ends of a scale of pragmatic explicitness (cf. Culpeper
2011: 184, Section 2.2). If a pragmatically explicit threat clearly denotes a violent
future action and refers to the participants of this action, the first pattern represents
one of the most explicit ways of expressing a threat. In comparison, the second
pattern is a rather vague way of realizing a threat.

Are these patterns of vagueness and explicitness consistent, i.e. do we find a
similar tendency for other variables? Let us simultaneously examine the distribu-
tion of FUTURITY and AGENT-PATIENT RELATION to further probe this question.
Figure 4.9 plots their co-occurrence.

agent-patient agent-no patient  no agent-patient no agent-no patient

will

be going to

present futurate

no futurity

Figure 4.9 Proportion of AGENT-PATIENT RELATION and FUTURITY (N = 301)

The plot illustrates the co-occurrence of AGENT-PATIENT RELATION and FUTURITY.
The proportion of the width of the bars is identical to Figure 4.8 and indicates the
frequency of the different participant patterns. The grey boxes represent the pro-
portion of variants of FUTURITY in combination with these participant patterns
(Chi? = 57.345, df = 9, p < 0.0001).

As can be seen from the plot, we do not find the exact same tendencies that are
visible for the combination of AGENT-PATIENT RELATION and TYPE OF VERB. The
different variants of FUTURITY, especially will, are distributed almost evenly across
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the different combinations of participants, with an exception of no agent-no patient
threats. At the same time, the bottom of the second and fourth bar look similar to
the ones in Figure 4.8, i.e. the occurrence of no futurity is clearly more frequent with
agent-no patient and no agent-no patient threats. While the previously reported
results seem to mirror two extreme ends of the scale, namely threats that explicitly
denote the who-does-what-to-whom of an event and threats that remain vague with
respect to all of these aspects, what we see here reflects just one of the scale’s ends;
if a threat is vague with respect to its participant structure, it more frequently also
contains no unequivocal reference to a future point in time.

The results are in line with what was previously noted on the apparent impor-
tance of FUTURITY in general and the distribution of the different variants across
all analyzed threats. The fact that the variant will occurs with all participant com-
binations supports our assumption that will is not primarily used as an expression
of intent of an agentive speaker, because the modal occurs almost as frequently in
agent-less threats. The finding also supports the view that will is the optimal candi-
date for speakers to highlight the temporal imminence of an action, while simulta-
neously expressing less commitment than with be going to or present futurate. The
variant be going to, which was also said to involve an element of ‘plans underway’, is
more frequent if the agent is omitted, and less frequent if only the patient is omitted
from the utterance. Most of these instances are short passives, which de-emphasize
the agent, presumably to minimize the effect of be going to. At the same time, this
variant is extremely rare in no agent-no patient threats, most likely due to the fact
that its semantics presuppose some agent to be present, at least implicitly.

In summary, the analysis of verb semantics and participant structure suggests
that most threats in CoJO tend to be rather explicit in denoting a violent action and
the participants of this action. As was mentioned already, the findings challenge
the prevalent opinion that threats are more frequently made indirectly (cf. Gales
2010: 95; Storey 1995: 75; Yamanaka 1995: 38). Instead, the results suggest that
speakers predominantly choose what Fraser (1998: 167) deemed “[t]he simplest
way” to threaten, namely “to utter a declarative sentence with the speaker as the
agent of the unfavourable act”.

4.4.3 ORIENTATION OF THREAT

So far, the analysis has focused on the indication of agent and patient of violent
and non-violent actions. We will now take a closer look at whether a threat is
phrased from the perspective of the threatener or from the perspective the tar-
get. This offers a complementary perspective, since the analyses of TYPE OF VERB
and AGENT-PATIENT RELATION focus on only distinctive parts of the entire threat
sequence. The analysis of ORIENTATION OF THREAT is modeled after Blum-Kulka



Chapter 4. The form of threats

97

and colleagues’ concept of “request perspective’, i.e. the viewpoint from which a
requestive act is realized: “[a] request can be realized from the viewpoint of the
Hearer, the Speaker, or both participants, or any explicit mentioning of the agents
can be (deliberately) avoided” (Blum-Kulka et al. 1989: 278). Accordingly, ORIEN-
TATION OF THREAT is understood as the general viewpoint from which an utterance
is phrased.

The coding initially included attesting each type of orientation separately and
the final variants are results of different combinatory patterns of the three options:
speaker orientation, hearer orientation, and implicit hearer orientation, as in imper-
atives and interrogatives. As a result, threats were coded as speaker-oriented (84),
hearer-oriented (85), mixed-oriented (86), directive®® (87), or impersonal (88).

(84) TI'willkill you.
(85) You will die this Christmas.

(86) You fucked up my brother’s testimony, I'm going to talk to some guys from
Happy Town.

(87) Keep your human trash oft my property.
(88) If Al keeps it up, he’s going to get his ass kicked.

As can be seen from the utterance in Example (86) above, threats can be phrased
from the perspective of the speaker and the hearer at the same time. Threats that are
coded as impersonal are mostly phrased from the viewpoint of a third or indefinite
person that is either the agent or the patient of the denoted action, as in the two
examples below.

(89) Someone will set off a bomb here someday.

(90) There are FBI Marshals that are on their way out to get me and if that happens,
people are going to die.

Of course, all of the utterances in the corpus have an addressee of some sort. To code
an utterance as impersonal does not mean these utterances are not addressed at
someone or do not denote a target of the announced action, but that the perspective
from which they are phrased is neither the perspective of the speaker/threatener
nor the perspective of the addressee. In this case, however, the addressee is to be
strictly distinguished from an alleged target of the threat, because although these
utterances are not phrased from the perspective of an addressee, it is likely that they
are still phrased from the perspective of a potential target, as in Example (88) above.

66. The term is used here to describe utterances that implicitly address someone and express
“something that can be ‘complied’ with”, such as “commands (orders), requests, instructions [...]
advice and permission” (Huddleston 1988: 133).
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Overall, with 36.5% (110), a little more than a third of the threats are
speaker-oriented, followed by 28.2% (85) that are mixed-oriented and 18.3% (55)
that are hearer-oriented. With 39 observations, directive threats make up 12.9% of
the data and impersonal threats are the least frequent variant, with only roughly 4%
(12) of the data (Chi? = 97.92, df = 4, p < 0.0001). Figure 4.10 plots the distribution.
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Figure 4.10 Distribution of ORIENTATION OF THREAT (N = 301)

Considering the fact that mixed-oriented threats by definition also contain at least
one sequence that is phrased from the perspective of a speaker, it can be concluded
that almost two-thirds of the threats in CoJO are at least partially phrased from the
viewpoint of the speaker. This finding confirms the view that threats are primarily
focused on the speaker’s perspective (cf. Gales 2010: 100)

Does the orientation also divide the data into more and less explicit threats? For
further insight into the co-occurrence of individual variables in the data, ORIENTA-
TION OF THREAT is reduced to three groups that each make up roughly a third of
the data: speaker-oriented, mixed-oriented, and other. The latter group comprises
the less frequent variants hearer-oriented, directive, and impersonal.

If we simultaneously look at the distribution of ORIENTATION OF THREAT and
TYPE OF VERB we see that while speaker-oriented and mixed-oriented threats
co-occur with different types of verbs in a relatively similar pattern, the third group
of threats differs with regard to the types of verbs they co-occur with (Fisher’s Exact
Test = p < 0.0005). These differences are illustrated in Figure 4.11.
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Figure 4.11 Proportion of ORIENTATION OF THREAT and TYPE OF VERB (N = 301)

In part, the plot supports what we have previously observed about the patterning
of explicit variants and vague variants. Threats that are at least partially phrased
from the perspective of the speaker, i.e. speaker-oriented or mixed-oriented threats,
seem to frequently contain the most explicit type of verbs, namely kill verbs (cf.
top of left and middle bar). In comparison, speaker-oriented, directive and im-
personal threats predominantly contain non-violent verbs (cf. bottom right bar).
It is notable, however, that speaker-oriented threats also very frequently contain
ambiguous verbs. In other words, the perspective from which a threat is phrased is
not necessarily an indication of how explicit or vague a threat will be with regard to
other formal features. There appears to be a tendency that threats that are phrased
from the perspective of a speaker/threatener more frequently denote an agentive
violent action with a kill verb, while threats that are phrased from the perspective of
the addressee or neither addressee nor speaker more frequently denote no violent
action or no action at all.

In summary, it can be noted that the threats in CoJO seem to be varying be-
tween two extremes with regard to their verb semantics, or more precisely TYPE OF
VERB, AGENT-PATIENT RELATION, and ORIENTATION OF THREAT. On the one end,
there are threats that are explicit, i.e. that overtly express the who-does-what-to-
whom of an announced action and specify this action as violent. On the other end,
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there are threats that are vague with regard to all of these aspects, i.e. do not denote
a violent action and/or do not refer to the participants of this action. And, as we
have seen, similar tendencies seem to emerge if we simultaneously look at other
features. Of course there are nuances in between threats that we can now describe
as pragmatically explicit and those that we can describe as pragmatically vague with
regard to the features we have operationalized here. However, it seems that these
semi-explicit or semi-vague combinations are much less frequent.

4.5  Other common features: Pronouns, taboo words, weapons

Lexical elements that are commonly mentioned in association with threatening
language are personal pronouns and different forms of taboo language. As we have
discussed in Section 2.2.4, an additional element that is often mentioned as a formal
characteristic of threatening language in practitioner’s literature is the mention of
weapons. Unlike, for example, conditional language, these features are not direct
equivalents of predefined function. Rather they are often mentioned as possible
aggravators of threats (cf. Culpeper 2011: 141; Gales 2010: 100).

For the present analysis, the three features are examined without predeter-
mined assumptions about their function as modification of threats. Instead, it
will be discussed how their presence and absence relates to our previous findings.
Because these elements do not directly correspond to any element of our working
definition of an explicit threat, the meaning of their occurrence or absence is less
clear (cf. Section 2.2.5).

4.5.1 1PP and 2PP

As was already pointed out, frequent use of personal pronouns is a pervasive feature
in interpersonal communication (O’Keeffe et al. 2011: 44). Speakers use first and
second person pronouns in all forms of discourse to refer to either themselves or
their interlocutors (Huddleston & Pullum 2002: 425). For this reason, the fact that
the personal pronouns I and you are among the most frequent words in CoJO is
not surprising. It is the proportion of their usage in comparison that is often seen
as indicative of certain communicative functions or the focus of a communication
(cf. Biber 1988; Brown & Gilman 1960). It has been argued that the use of first
person pronouns can give information on, for example, the level of involvement
of a speaker (cf. Sherblom 1990), or that the use of personal pronouns mirrors the
frame of mind of a speaker (cf. Campbell & Pennebaker 2003).
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In the context of threatening, it is mainly the use of second person pronouns
that has been researched. Their increased frequency, for example, has been inter-
preted as “one of the primary methods of demonstrating personalization” from the
speaker’s perspective (Gales 2010: 100). It is assumed that by using an increased
number of second person pronouns the speaker places the focus on their addressee/
target, which is seen as a method of instilling fear (Gales 2010: 96). Now, because it
is often regarded as a main objective of threatening communications to instill fear in
the target, it is not surprising that frequent use of second person pronouns is char-
acterized as a prototypical formal element of threatening language. As was already
mentioned, this view is reflected in Gales’ Threatening Communications Survey
and her corpus analysis (Gales 2010: 96). Gales finds that, in comparison, second
person pronouns are used even more frequently than expected (Gales 2010: 99).
Unfortunately, the frequencies of second person pronouns in her corpus are not
compared to the frequencies in any other text type or to the frequency of first
person pronouns. Consequently, her results can only be interpreted to hint at the
relevance of second person pronouns, but need further verification. According to
Gales (2010: 100) this

raises an interesting question about the primary focus of threatening commu-
nications - i.e., is the focus of a threat typically on the recipient [...] or on the
threatener, which [...] has been suggested by Turner and Gelles (2003) and Gales
(2010), who claim that a focus on the self, as opposed to the victim, might also play
a role in threatening language.

Although it is questionable whether an increased use of either first or second per-
son pronouns directly corresponds to the perceived focus of an utterance, this
simplified view will be adapted for now. The examination of pronoun use will re-
veal if speakers rather focus on their addressees/targets or on themselves in their
utterances.

In order to compare both possible foci, the present analysis was expanded to
include the use of first and second person pronouns. More precisely, all members
of the two paradigms, namely I, me, my, myself, and you, your, yours, yourself were
coded as instances of either 1PP or 2PP (Huddleston & Pullum 2002: 425). The
respective frequencies are regarded as an indicator of how frequently speakers re-
fer to themselves and others and thereby as indicative of whether threats are more
focused on the speakers or on their addressees. In part, the analysis of pronoun
use and ORIENTATION OF THREAT overlap, but the analysis of personal pronouns
accounts for all instances of 1PP and 2PP, regardless of their sentential position. An
utterance like Example (91) is coded as speaker-oriented and additionally coded as
containing both 1PP and 2PP.
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(91) I will kill you.

As expected, the corpus yields relatively high frequencies for both types of personal
pronouns. More than 73% (222) of the utterances in CoJO contain at least one 1PP.
In comparison, 2PP are almost as frequent, with 68% (207). As is evident from these
figures, the assumption that 2PP are more frequent in threats cannot be confirmed
by the data. If anything, 1PP are slightly more frequent in comparison.

The focus of a threat is conceptualized as a categorical difference by Gales
(2010). If the speaker either focuses on her-/himself or on the addressee, the dis-
tribution of 1PP and 2PP should reflect this, i.e. both pronouns should occur more
or less complementary. Figure 4.12 illustrates the occurrence of both 1PP and 2PP
and depicts the four possible combinatory patterns and their respective proportion:
1PP-2PP (92), 1PP-no 2PP (93), no 1PP- 2PP (94), and no 1PP-no 2PP (95).

(92) Tllkill you Mr. Haney, I'll kill you.

(93) Ihave a gun and nothing to lose.

(94) Your money or your life, quick.

(95) Silencers are quite often found in Europe than they are in this country. The

reason there good is they don’t wake up the children.

In Example (92), the speaker refers to both himself and the addressee and, in addi-
tion to the second person pronoun, also uses the addressee’s name. In Example (93),
the speaker only refers to himself and states something about his possessions and
his state of mind, without any linguistic reference to the addressee. Compared to
that, the utterance in (94) only contains a reference to the addressee and no refer-
ence at all to the speaker. Lastly, the utterance in Example (95) contains neither of
the two pronouns and no other linguistic reference to speaker or addressee.

2PP

1PP-

Figure 4.12 Proportion of 1PP and 2PP (N = 301)

no 2PP
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It is apparent from the plot that the majority of threats contain both first and sec-
ond person pronouns. In other words, around 50% (152) of the analyzed threats
do not display a clear focus on either the speaker or the addressee, at least if focus
is understood as a primary reference to either speaker or addressee by means of
personal pronouns. An analysis of 1PP and 2PP alone does not give us enough
insight that would allow for an assumption about their focus. This is addition-
ally supported by the fact that the distribution does not reach statistical signif-
icance (Chi? = 0.0023394, df = 1, p = 0.9614). In other words, there is no clear,
above-chance tendency towards either of these pronoun paradigms that could be
interpreted as a clear focus on either speaker or addressee.

Two things have to be noted at this point that might constrain the generalizabil-
ity of the results. First of all, repetition of a variant was not accounted for in the anal-
ysis. It could therefore still be the case that a focus on either addressee or speaker
is reflected through multiple uses of either of the two pronouns. Secondly, all of
the utterances are addressed at someone, i.e., they all have at least some implicit or
intended addressee. For this reason, it could be argued that some of the utterances
that do not contain any second person pronoun still focus on the addressee. And
furthermore, the addressee can also be referred to by means of other address terms,
such as first and last names or derogatory terms and the like. However, none of the
cited literature discusses these possibilities. With regard to the prevalent assump-
tions on pronoun use, the present results do not seem to indicate that speakers
clearly focus on either themselves or their addressees in their utterances.

Another factor that has been somewhat overlooked in previous analyses is the
possibility to address someone other than the target/threaten someone other than
the addressee, like in the Examples (96) and (97) below.

(96) If Reagan came to Sheridan, I would shoot him.

(97) If she doesn’t understand who I am or she doesn’t get on the phone right now,
I will make sure I catch up with her later.

In both utterances, the speakers refer to a third person, who appears to be the target
of their threat. In Example (96) this would be former US President Ronald Reagan
and in Example (97) an unidentified female, referred to by means of third person
pronouns. The addressee in both cases is someone other than the target.

In summary, it has to be stated that the use of first and second person pronouns
in CoJO does not paint a clear picture with regard to what Gales (2010: 100) sug-
gested about the focus of threat utterances. Rather, the results indicate that speakers
regularly refer to both themselves and their addressees in their threats, and if an-
ything, it seems that first person pronouns are used slightly more frequently. This
finding is partially in line with the analysis of ORIENTATION OF THREAT: a large
proportion of the threats in CoJO are mixed-oriented, i.e. the utterances contain
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passages that are phrased from the perspective of the speaker, as well as passages
that are mainly oriented towards the addressee. At the same time, speaker-oriented
threats are even more frequent.

Taken together, the present findings suggest that threats are predominantly
speaker-oriented, but regularly contain both 1PP and 2PP. As was argued earlier,
this is a typical feature of interpersonal discourse, and no bias towards either of
the participant roles appears to be reflected by an increased use of the respective
pronoun.

To conclude, it has to be noted that not much is gained from analyzing the
frequency of first and second person pronouns alone. The mere frequency of either
pronoun type does not allow for any conclusions about the primary focus of threat-
ening utterances. It could be argued that threatening is as much about the speaker
as it is about the addressee. What could have brought additional insight is a more
detailed analysis of the various syntactic roles in which the pronouns appear, for
example as subject or object of a sentence or as a vocative expression. For practical
reasons, however, this was not included in the coding.

4.5.2 TABOO LANGUAGE

The use of different forms of taboo language is often characterized as a typical fea-
ture of threatening language (cf. Gales 2010: 96). Taboo words, insults and swearing
expressions have been described in various contexts as adding “affective meaning”
(Leech 1981: 15), to “convey connotative or emotional meaning” (Jay & Janschewitz
2008: 268), “cause strong offence” (Culpeper 2011: 141) or “intensify descriptions”
(Jay 1992: 63). In the case of threats this often means that speakers highlight, boost
or intensify the offensive character of their threats (cf. Culpeper 2011: 141).

The examples in (98) to (100) illustrate the numerous instances of such expres-
sions we find in CoJO.

(98) I'm going to get you for lying in court, you fat bitch.
(99) Take these handcuffs off and I'll kick your fucking ass.
(100) I'm going to fucking kill you.

In all three utterances, it can be argued that the use of the highlighted words does
not contribute to the propositional content of the utterances. They are not necessary
elements to convey to the addressee that the speaker is going to somehow cause
them harm in the future. Rather, adding them to the utterance “reflects the personal
feelings of the speaker, including [their] attitude to the listener, or [their] attitude
to something [they are] talking about” (Leech 1981: 15). Example (98) contains
an insult concerned with the addressee’s weight, as well as the derogatory term
bitch, which is a typical ‘dysphemism’ (cf. Allan & Burridge 1991: 26). The other



Chapter 4. The form of threats 105

two examples contain the swear word fuck, which used here in its typical function
as an emphatic intensifier or adverbial booster (cf. Jay 1992: 63; McEnery & Xiao
2004: 257).

It is already visible from these few examples that the category TABOO LAN-
GUAGE spans very different phenomena. The term is used to refer to “the lexicon
of offensive emotional language” (Jay 2009: 153). This includes “profanity (secular
irreverent speech) and blasphemy (attacks on religion)”, as well as “speech [that is]
considered obscene or indecent and speech that constitutes sexual harassment or
discrimination” (Jay 2009: 254). Elsewhere, these phenomena have been described
under labels such as swearing, cursing, profanity, blasphemy, obscenity, vulgarity,
slang, religious slur, epithets, and insults, to name but a few (cf. Allan & Burridge
1991; Dynel 2012; Jay 1992, 2008; McEnery et al. 2000, McEnery & Xiao 2004).

In the present study, all of the above-described forms of offensive language
were treated as instances of TABOO LANGUAGE. Each utterance was coded for pres-
ence or absence of the feature and repetition was not accounted for in the analysis.
Additionally, these utterances that contain an instance of TABOO LANGUAGE were
examined more closely. As illustrated by the examples above, swear words, insults
and the like can be used differently. In order to account for these differences, all
instances of TABOO LANGUAGE were additionally coded for five different functions.
For this purpose, an annotation scheme from McEnery and Xiao (2004: 257) was
adopted and slightly modified. The resulting coding scheme is presented in Table 4.5.

Table 4.5 Functions of TABOO LANGUAGE in CoJO

Code Description Example from CoJO

P Personal insult You asshole motherfucker, you die.
referring to a defined Ronnie, Listen Chump! Resign or You’ll Get Your Brains
entity Blown Out.

C (Cursing) expletive I want you to know to just fuck you and the horse you rode

in on. You can’t keep me from killing George Bush; One day
I will have my chance, just watch and see. Your truly John
Manning

E Emphatic intensifier I am a fucking suicide bomber communist terrorist! Pull me
over! Please, I dare ya! Allah praise the Patriot Act ... Fucking
JIHAD on the First Amendment! P.S. W.O.M.D. on Board!

(¢} Verbal form I'll fuck you up!

—

Idiomatic ‘set phrase’ I don’t give a fuck about going back to the pen! I got
connections, bro! My family is Mafia! Mafia!

The coding scheme was condensed to five different functions that focus on three
general ways of using TABOO LANGUAGE. We distinguish between all nominal ex-
pressions, which are used to refer to persons or entities (P), affective or emotive
expressions, which occur as either modifier or some form of exclamation (C and
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E), and all verbal expression, where the words are used as either ambiguous action
verbs or as idiomatic expressions (O and I).%”

A number of utterances contained more than one use of TABOO LANGUAGE, as
in Example (101).

(101) ... shit! I'll fuck you up! I don’t give a fuck about going back to the pen! I got
connections, bro! My family is Mafia! Mafia!

The speaker in (101) combines a cursing expletive (shit), a verbal form (fuck you
up), and an idiomatic expression (give a fuck). Hence, the utterance is coded as
containing C, O and I. As a rule, all first occurrences of each function were coded,
but repetitions of the same function were disregarded. This roughly imitates a type/
token distinction, where each function of TABOO LANGUAGE is considered a type
and the different uses of the functions are individual tokens. Only types per utter-
ance were analyzed, because we are only interested in an overview of how TABOO
LANGUAGE is used in threats. Consequently, the results of this analysis depict the
relative frequency of each function of TABoO LANGUAGE in CoJO.

Figure 4.13 contrasts the results of both analyses, namely the overall frequency
of TABOO LANGUAGE in all threat utterances and the type frequency of the five
different functions.

The left panel shows the frequency of TABOO LANGUAGE in CoJO. As can be
seen from the proportion of the bars, roughly 39% (117) of the utterances in the
corpus contain at least one instance of TABOO LANGUAGE (Chi? = 14.914, df = 1,
P <0.0002). As is visible from the figures, the use of TABOO LANGUAGE is relatively
widespread in the corpus.

The right panel plots the type frequency of the different functions as explained
above. As can be seen from the plot, type P (personal insult referring to a defined
entity) is the most frequent function of TABOO LANGUAGE in Co]O, followed by
type E (emphatic intensifier). The remaining types occur relatively infrequently
(Chi? = 137.32, df = 4, p < 0.0001). The absolute frequencies of each type are listed
in Table 4.6.

Table 4.6 Type frequency function of TABOO LANGUAGE in CoJO

P C E (6] I
personal cursing emphatic verbal idiomatic
Frequency 80 8 38 13 5

67. McEnery and Xiao already use a condensed version of this category scheme, differentiating
8 functions, whereas the original scheme by McEnery et al. (2000) made a very fine-grained
distinction of overall 16 types (McEnery and Xiao 2004: 257).
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Figure 4.13 Distribution of TABOO LANGUAGE (N = 301) and type frequency of functions
of TABOO LANGUAGE (n = 144)

The present findings confirm what Gales (2010: 99) describes as a prevalent as-
sumption among her student respondents and also among scholars, namely that
“profanity or other derogatory language” is frequently used in threats. With her
own corpus analysis, however, Gales could not confirm the assumption to the same
extent. Based on the frequency of insults and swear words in her data, she concludes
that “profanity occur[s] less often than expected” (Gales 2010: 99). Only a little less
than 25% of the threats in her corpus contain an instance of what she describes as
‘profanity’. Based on this, she concludes

that while one of the primary functions of threatening language is to intimidate and

instill fear in the recipient (Olsson, 2004), these results demonstrate that threats are

not always dependent on intimidating or instilling fear with profanity or insults.
(Gales 2010: 99)

Although the present analysis yields a higher frequency of TABOO LANGUAGE, I
do not necessarily disagree with Gales. I would, however, draw a slightly different
conclusion from the present findings.

In Section 2.3.2, we have discussed that at least two different functions of im-
politeness might overlap in threats: coercive impoliteness on the one hand and af-
fective impoliteness on the other (cf. Culpeper 2011: 220). Coercive impoliteness
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can be used to “get power over actions (to get someone else to do something or
avoid doing something” (Culpeper 2011: 227), while affective impoliteness can be
used to vent strong emotions, such as anger or frustration (cf. Culpeper 2011: 221).
Unsurprisingly, a prime candidate of expressing or venting strong emotions is to
swear, curse, or insult someone (cf. Jay 1992: 69, 2009: 155). As part of a threat,
TABOO LANGUAGE was primarily discussed as an aggravating element, which in-
tensifies the offensiveness of a message and damages the addresse¢’s positive face
(cf. Culpeper et al. 2003: 1555; Culpeper 2011: 141, 154). To the best of my knowl-
edge, however, it has not yet been systematically addressed that the use of TABoO
LANGUAGE in threats — and maybe even threats in general - can also function as
an emotional outlet or to vent negative feelings.

To come back to Gales (2010: 99) conclusion “that threats are not always de-
pendent on intimidating or instilling fear with profanity and insults”, I would like
to point out two things. The frequency of TABOO LANGUAGE in the present data
confirms that speakers do not always rely on such expressions in their threats.
More than 60% of the threats in CoJO do not contain a form of TABOO LANGUAGE.
However, I consider it premature to conclude that TABOO LANGUAGE is primar-
ily used to instill fear. Rather I would like to highlight the affective use of these
expressions.

According to Jay (2009: 155), “the primary use of swearing is for emotional
connotation, which occurs in the form of epithets or as insults directed towards
others” The analysis of functions of TABOO LANGUAGE in threats seems to support
this view: personal insults (P) and emphatic intensifiers (E) that are the most com-
mon type of TABOO LANGUAGE in CoJO (cf. Figure 4.13, Table 4.6).% This might
indicate that TABOO LANGUAGE in threats functions as a form of affective impo-
liteness. This means that, although instilling fear or intimidating the addressee can
be an effect of swearing and cursing, speakers might also use these expressions to
their own benefit.

To summarize, speakers regularly use TABOO LANGUAGE in their threats. It can
be argued that the feature constitutes a salient component of threats, but not a per-
vasive one. The majority of instances in CoJO are insults and emphatic intensifiers,
which are generally associated with strong emotions and affect. It was argued that
this indicates that speakers tend to aggravate their threats with different forms of ta-
boo language, not necessarily only to ‘intimidate’ the addressee, as Gales (2010: 99)
suggested, but also to vent emotions such as anger or frustration.

68. Additionally, it was observed that the word fuck and its variants are by far the most common
form of TABOO LANGUAGE in CoJO. This corresponds to the general role of this word as a swear
word in American English (cf,, e.g., Jay 1992; Jay & Janschewitz 2008).
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4.5.3 MENTION OF WEAPONS

The remaining lexical element that was examined for the present study is the refer-
ence to any kind of weapons in a speaker’s utterance. Such mention of weapons is
predominantly discussed in psychological literature on threat assessment. Turner
and Gelles (2003), for example, highlight ‘weapon talk’ as one potential indicator of
a person’s disposition towards violence. In simplified terms, the authors argue that
the more often a person mentions weapons, the more likely this person is to engage
in some kind of violence (cf. Turner and Gelles 2003: 43). Any mention of weapons
is regarded as an epiphenomenon of threatening language, i.e. not a defining char-
acteristic but one of the possible ways to modify a threat. In this regard, the feature
is similar to TABOO LANGUAGE, but does it fulfill a similar aggravating function?

Not much is known about the function of mentioning weapons in threats. Gales
(2010: 39) claims that mentioning weapons “most likely [does] play a role in function
of threats”, but “exactly what role [...] and to what extent [the feature exists] in threat-
ening language remains to be empirically verified” With regard to the view on the
feature, it has to be critically noted that the above-cited studies predominantly take a
practitioner’s perspective. Their main aim is to assess the seriousness of threatening
messages, and their ultimate goal is to prevent violence from happening. The lin-
guistic features discussed in these studies are therefore always interpreted as possible
indicators of a speaker’s propensity towards acting upon their announcements and
their disposition towards violence in general. This applies to mention of weapons,
but also, for example, to the use of swear words and pronouns. The studies typically
compare actually realized with “empty” threats, i.e. threats that are not acted upon,
and investigate whether this could have been predicted in any way by the wording of
a threat. In comparison, the present study does not distinguish between threats that
are actually carried out and those that remain hypothetical. Instead, it is assumed
that if speakers regularly employ the same linguistic features, these features can be
regarded as typical features of threatening language, regardless of the actual intent
to carry out the threats. Consequently, and in line with the general objective of this
study, the overall frequency of a feature has to be examined before any implications
for potential functions can and will be discussed.

The term weapon is used here in the sense of “something (such as a gun, knife,
club, or bomb) that is used for fighting or attacking someone”® The term is used as
a cover-term that comprises all mentions of firearms, knives and explosives, as well
as elements from the same lexical field (cf. Lobner 2013: 215). This would be, for
example, ammunition, but also verbs that describe the use of weapons or verbs that

69. “Weapon.” Merriam-Webster.com. Merriam-Webster, n.d. Web. 04 March 2015. <http://www.
merriam-webster.com/dictionary/weapon>.
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describe actions related to the use of weapons, such as aiming or hitting a target.
The Examples (102) to (107) below illustrate these different contexts in which the
feature occurs (highlighted in bold print).

(102) Maybe it’s time for me to get a gun, Mr. Erlich.
(103) Give me all the 100s and 50s in your drawer. I have dynamite.

(104) You need to worry about 245 on deputy sherift ... With this motherfucker knife
I have.

(105) Iwould like to make a bomb big enough to blow up the Capitol and President
and all the Senators and everybody in it.

(106) Are your uniforms bullet-proof?

(107) HiDick, Kevan Fulmer. Hope things are well, hope you had an enjoyable Easter
and all the other holidays since I've spoken with you last. I want you to look
something up. I’s known as misprision. Just think of it in terms of misprision
of a felony. Hope all is well. The silver bullets are coming. I'll talk to you. Enjoy
the intriguing unraveling of what I said to you. Talk to you, Dick. It's been a
pleasure. Take care.

In the first three utterances, the speakers refer to their possession of some kind
of weapon, more precisely, a firearm, explosives, and a knife. The speaker in
Example (105) refers to his intention or wish to build an explosive and additionally
describes the purpose of this weapon, i.e. how he would put the weapon to use. This
is comparable to what the speaker in (104) does, who also insinuates the purpose
of his weapon. He uses the expression 245, which is police code for ‘assault with
a deadly weapon’.’® In comparison, the speakers in (102) and (103) only mention
their possession of a weapon and not the weapon’s purpose or their intention to
use it. In utterance (106), the speaker asks his alleged group of targets whether they
possess or wear bulletproof apparel. Such a reference to equipment that is worn
to protect oneself from being shot was also considered an instance of mention of
weapons. Similarly, the mention of ‘silver bullets’ in Example (107) is considered
to refer to weaponry in the widest sense. All references to weaponry of the kind
illustrated above were coded as an instance of MENTION OF WEAPONS.

Overall, MENTION OF WEAPONS is comparably infrequent in the data. A subset of
only roughly 17% (51) of the utterances contains an instance of the above-described
kind. With that, the feature is the least frequent of all features that were examined in
the present study. Based on this finding, MENTION OF WEAPONS cannot be regarded
as particularly relevant to the speakers in the corpus for realizing threats.

70. See, for example, http://www.radiolabs.com/police-codes.html or https://en.wikipedia.org/
wiki/Police_code.
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The frequency is illustrated in Figure 4.14.
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200
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Figure 4.14 Distribution of MENTION OF WEAPONS (N = 301), Chi? = 131.56, df = 1,
p <0.0001

Yet, there are a number of cases where speakers use MENTION OF WEAPONS in their
threats. In order to probe whether the feature is used in any way as systematic as
suggested in the literature or whether its frequency is just an artifact of the data,
we need to take a more detailed look at the utterances in which the feature occurs.

As was mentioned earlier, in the majority of cases speakers refer to their pos-
session of a weapon or their intent to acquire/build one. In some cases, they addi-
tionally refer to the use of said weapon, as in Example (110) below.

(108) Ihaveagun.
(109) TIhave a gun and nothing to lose.

(110) Ihavea gun and I'm not afraid to use it.

In neither of these cases does the speaker explicitly denote the intent to carry out a
future action or specify that this action might be detrimental to a potential target or
that the action is contingent upon anything the target does. Rather, the utterances
are statements in the form of a declarative and can be characterized as rather vague,
i.e. they do not contain any variant of CONDITIONALITY, FUTURITY, or a violent
verb.”! Furthermore, the structure of the utterances in (108) to (110) appears to be
very similar. In fact, closer inspection of all instances of MENTION OF WEAPON in
the corpus reveals that the feature is largely used in a similar or comparable way. It

71. Of course it might be argued that “to use a weapon” is a paraphrase of a violent action, but
the verb ‘to use’ was coded as non-violent. This was decided in principle. In a judicial context,
phrases like ‘to use a weapon/firearn’ and their exact meaning and interpretation have attracted
a large body of research. See, for example, Mouritsen (2010).
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is used in statements about the weapons as such, i.e. their possession or acquisition,
it is used in statements about the use of the weapons, and it is used in statements
about the speakers themselves, i.e. their state of mind or their abilities and inten-
tions. In some cases all of these contexts are combined, as in Example (110), where
the speaker informs the addressee about the possession of a weapon, about his
state of mind and additionally about his or her intention to put the weapon to use.

To put this observation to a test, and to be able to compare the use of MENTION
OF WEAPONS to the use of other features, it is necessary to examine the features
co-occurrence with other features. Figure 4.15 plots the co-occurrence of MENTION
OF WEAPONS with CONDITIONALITY, FUTURITY, and TYPE OF VERB.

weapon no weapon weapon no weapon weapon no weapon

force I-
|

death/dying .

amblguous

o I-

conditional
will

be going to

present futurate mm

N |.

non-conditional

Figure 4.15 Proportion of MENTION OF WEAPONS and CONDITIONALITY, FUTURITY,
and TYPE OF VERB (N = 301)

From left to right, the figure illustrates the co-occurrence of MENTION OF WEAPONS
with conprTioNaLITY (Fisher’s exact test: p = 0.04389), FUTURITY (Fisher’s exact
test: p = 0.004587), and TYPE OF VERB (Fisher’s exact test: p = 0.002087). The two
vertical bars in each panel represent the 51 threats that contain MENTION OF WEAP-
oNs (left bar) and the 250 that do not (right bar).

The findings support the preliminary observation that threats containing an
instance of MENTION OF WEAPONS often contain very few and sometimes even none
of the other features; as indicated by the height of the bottom left bar in all three
plots, the frequency of the feature is increased with non-conditional, no futurity
and non-violent verbs. But does that mean the feature alone can be used by speakers
to realize a vague threat?
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One strong proponent of such a view can be found in Yamanaka’s (1995) anal-
ysis of what he considers indirect threats. Yamanaka draws on previous accounts of
conditions for successful threatening (cf. Fraser 1975) and on a previously formu-
lated “rule for indirect threats” (cf. Gingiss 1986), both closely modeled after Searle’s
notion of felicity conditions. According to Yamanaka, mentioning the possession
of a weapon is one variant of addressing the preconditions of a successful threat,
which is a strategy that can also be found in other speech act realizations (cf,, e.g.,
Weizman 1989: 137 on requests). For threats, Yamanaka suggests that highlighting
the speaker’s ability to carry out the threatened action is threatening by implication,
and mentioning an instrument that can be used to hurt the target is one of the
different strategies speakers resort to (Yamanaka 1995: 43).

Yamanaka’s analysis is supported by scarce and rather anecdotal evidence, but
it could be argued that, at first sight, the present findings seemingly support his
viewpoint. Yet, there is one important objection to be raised here: closer inspection
of the context of utterance reveals that almost all of the instances of MENTION OF
WEAPONS occur in only two kinds of situations, namely during (bank) robberies
or in association with school shootings. In my opinion, the fact that MENTION OF
WEAPONS is mainly used in situations that are per definition associated with the use
of firearms suggests that the feature’s use is contextually very restricted. However,
due to the relatively small data set, we cannot draw any final conclusions from the
present finding.

4.6 Social context: Relationship of threatener and target

The last of the variables that were included in the present analysis was developed
and operationalized based on the discussion of contextual influence in Section 2.3:
the relationship of threatener and target. As was previously explained, the relation-
ships of threateners and targets in the corpus were classified as a binary contrast
by reference to the dimensions of P and D. We consequently distinguish personal
and non-personal relationships, which conceptualize a contrast of socially more
powerful speakers (+ P), such as judges, politicians, or teachers, and socially less
or equally powerful speakers (- P), such as spouses, siblings, friends or acquaint-
ances and a contrast of maximal distance (+ D), as between strangers, and minimal
distance (- D), as between close acquaintances, friends, or family members (cf.
Schneider 2010: 250). By classifying the relationships in this way, we are able to
test the above-mentioned predictions and gain some first insight into how social
context might influence the form and function of threats.
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4.6.1 Operationalizing RELATIONSHIP OF THREATENER AND TARGET

For the operationalization of this variable, the classification of relationships was
based solely on case history and information about the parties involved. A relation-
ship was considered non-personal if the target is either not personally known to the
threatener or addressed as a mere representative of a company, an office, or a group
of people, or even a representative of a certain belief or position.”> Non-personal
relationships include relationships with legal professionals, medical professionals,
employees/employers of companies, and state or government officials. If, however,
threatener and target know each other personally, share a personal history, or if
their conflict concerns personal matters, their relationship can be described as per-
sonal. Personal relationships include relationships with spouses, friends, classmates,
colleagues, relatives, or close family members.

Accordingly, all threats in CoJO were coded as either personal or non-personal.
The two examples below should serve as an illustration of the distinction and the
coding.

(111) Iwant toleave a message for Mr. Pick — Pickering, or something like that? Uh,
my name is Elias Zendejas, I received a letter. Mr. Pickering, you better stop
sending me letters. You better stop talking to me. I sent you a letter to your
attorney for the Santa Clara County Transit, or 'm gonna come down with a
gun and blow your fuckin’ brains out. Do you hear me, you son of a bitch?

(112) Fuckyou. Ihate you. You STD bitch. I know where you grew up. I've got some-
thing for you.

The threat in Example (111) was coded as non-personal because, although the
threatener addresses someone directly, this addressee is a representative of his
former employer and he is addressed in that specific function. The addressee is
not personally known to the threatener and the conflict concerns no personal
shared history, but an employment relationship.”> Compared to that, the threat-
ener in Example (112) addresses a relative. The addressee is someone with whom
he shares a personal history, and the conflict revolves around exactly this shared
history.”* Accordingly, the threat was coded as personal. As was already discussed,
we tentatively assume that a personal relationship between threatener and target is
characterized by a minimized distance and a rather equal power status, whereas a
non-personal relationship often involves an increased social distance and a greater

72. This would be the case, for example, in political conflicts or in anti-abortion conflicts.
73. People v. Zendejas, 196 Cal. App.3d 367 (1987)
74. People v. Allen, Not Reported in Cal.Rptr.3d (2007)
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imbalance of power between interactants. This leads to a classification where per-
sonal roughly corresponds to less distant and symmetrical power, and non-personal
corresponds to more distant and asymmetrical.

4.6.2 Results and discussion

In total, roughly 53% of the data were classified as personal, and the remaining 47%
were classified as non-personal (see Table 7).”>

Table 4.7 Overview relationship of threatener and target

RELATIONSHIP OF THREATENER AND TARGET #
personal 159
non-personal 142

The relatively even distribution of both relationship types suggests that the type of
relationship of threatener and target does not have an influence on the mere quan-
tity of threats. In other words, less powerful speakers presumably produce as many
threats in the data as are uttered between participants of equal power. This finding
challenges views according to which threats by less powerful speakers behind dis-
course will be generally less common (cf. Culpeper 1996; Fraser 1998; Harris 1984;
Limberg 2008, 2009. At the same time, the findings appear to support, for example,
Limberg’s (2009) expectation that in less formal constellations, participants can
renegotiate power relations by means of threatening their interlocutor.

Now, does the relationship of threatener and target have an influence of the
quality of threats, i.e. their form? With a distribution as even as this, any effect
should be clearly visible. Figure 4.16 is a set of plots illustrating the occurrence of
all features in personal and non-personal threats: FUTURITY, TYPE OF VERB, TABOO
LANGUAGE, MENTION OF WEAPONS, and 2PP.7° For an increased readability, the
levels were reduced to binary (FUTURITY) or three-way contrasts (TYPE OF VERB:
violent, ambiguous, and non-violent verbs).

75. Parallel to the remainder of the coding, this procedure was repeated twice in order to verify
the decisions and resulted in 8 instances of divergence (i.e. < 3%)

76. The remaining variables CONDTIONALITY, AGENT-PATIENT RELATION, ORIENTATION OF
THREAT, and 1Pp were not included because the distribution of these features was not statisti-
cally significant (CONDTIONALITY: Chi? = 2.7047, df = 1, p = 0.1001; AGENT-PATIENT RELATION:
Chi? = 6.6328, df = 3, p = 0.08457; ORIENTATION OF THREAT: Chi? = 7.9641, df = 4, p = 0.0929,
1PP: Chi? =0.71892, df = 1, p = 0.3965).
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Futurity Type of Verb
personal non-personal personal non-personal
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Taboo Language Mention of Weapons
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Figure 4.16 Distribution of features across personal and non-personal threats (N = 301)
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The two vertical bars each represent the proportion of personal (left) and
non-personal threats (right) in all panels. The variants of all features are indicated
on the y-axis, i.e. occurrence of a feature is indicated on the top and absence is
indicated on the bottom of the y-axis. The plots have been arranged in a way that
the left panels all illustrate features that more frequently occur in non-personal
threats, while the panels on the right depict features that are more frequent in
personal threats.

As can be seen, the degree of variability is far from obvious and differs for all
features, so that no single, clear tendency can be identified. This is also reflected
by the different significance levels yielded by the tests applied to the contingency
tables: FuTURITY (Chi? = 11.263, df = 3, p = 0.0104), TYPE OF VERB (Fisher’s exact
test: p = 0.0451), TABOO LANGUAGE (Chi? = 4.2428, df = 1, p = 0.0394), MENTION
OF WEAPONS (Chi? = 22.584, df = 1, p < 0.0001), and 2PP (Chi? = 22.775, df = 1,
p <0.0001).

The images suggest that, in direct comparison, personal threats seem to be less
likely to contain a violent verb and an instance of MENTION OF WEAPONS and more
likely to contain a variant of FUTURITY, TABOO LANGUAGE, and 2PP. Conversely,
non-personal threats appear to more likely to contain a violent verb and an instance
of MENTION OF WEAPONS and less likely to contain a variant of FUTURITY, TABOO
LANGUAGE, and 2PP. How can these findings be interpreted? Does the relationship
of threatener and target systematically influence the ways in which threats are re-
alized? Let us look more closely at two of the results.

The plot illustrates that personal threats more often contain forms TABOO LAN-
GUAGE and 2PP. From what is known about the use of these features in interpersonal
communication, this is not surprising. As was already discussed, personal pronouns
are generally very frequent in interpersonal discourse. The fact that they are used
slightly more often in personal threats, mirrors that threateners who address a
target personally more often do so by means of the second person pronoun ‘you'.
If speakers address someone as a representative of a company or if they address the
government or an office, they tend to use third person pronouns or other referential
expressions to refer to their target instead, as in Example (113). In cases like this,
the actual addressee of their utterance remains implicit.

(113) Allstate had better stop messing with me or else I'm going to blow up their
building.

The speaker in Example (113) addresses an employee of Allstate on the phone, but
directs his threat at the company, not the person on the phone. This is a typical
pattern found in many of the non-personal threats.

Furthermore, the increased use of TABOO LANGUAGE that can be found in per-
sonal threats appears to be in line with Culpeper (2011), who claims that the use
of verbal impoliteness in symmetric social structures necessitate a higher degree
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of aggravation. The use of impoliteness in asymmetric structures, he argues, does
not require additional aggravation because

commanding someone of relatively high power in a context where they clearly have
no special right to do so is enough to lead to the evaluation of strong impoliteness,
and at these higher levels of impoliteness the finer linguistic differences amongst
[their] command items gets [sic!] lost in the ‘white noise’ of offence.

(Culpeper 2011: 194)

One way of interpreting the results would be that in order to exercise power in
discourse speakers of equal power draw on more explicit means to highlight the
offensive character of their utterance. At the same time, the assumption that less
powerful speakers less often utter threats cannot be confirmed by the present data.

With the discussion of these last results, it has to be pointed out that up until
now the interpretation of the findings is no more than informed speculation, which
highlights the importance of further research on the influence of social factors
on the use of impoliteness in general and threatening in particular (cf. Culpeper
2008, 2011). Even if the present findings suggest that there is a difference between
personal and non-personal threats, the exact nature of this difference cannot be
assessed on the basis of these findings alone. This is partly also because, so far, the
analysis can give us some indication of how frequently individual features are used
by speakers and an indication of some of the combinations of features we find, but
we know little about the overall combinatory patterns. Up until now, the analysis is
mono-factorial, i.e. even if some of the features are analyzed pair-wise the analysis
never takes into account all variables at once. This creates an incomplete picture of
the combinatory pattern(s) all features might form together, which only a multi-
variate analysis will be able to complement.

4.7 Detecting feature patterns: Hierarchical cluster analysis

As discussed in the previous sections, the features were predominantly investigated
individually, with only a few exceptions, where pairwise co-occurrence was exam-
ined. The findings on frequency and distribution of particular features amount to
a detailed description of the data, which in turn allows for a number of generaliza-
tions about the role of the investigated features for threatening language in general.
Based on the previously discussed findings, it is possible to claim that none of the
investigated features can be classified as an IFID of threatening. More precisely,
there is no form in the data that is so frequent as to reach the status of a convention-
alized marker of threatening. Rather the results suggest that features are combined
by speakers in intricate ways. In part, the results challenge some of the prevalent
assumptions on typical features of threats, as for example with CONDITIONALITY. As



Chapter 4. The form of threats 119

was repeatedly mentioned, the findings suggest that there are two opposed struc-
tures in the data: threats that can be considered pragmatically explicit and threats
that can be considered pragmatically vague (cf. Section 2.2) - the use of conditional
language, however, appears to be an exception. In order to further probe the ques-
tion of how speakers threaten, we now have to change perspective and look at all
features simultaneously.

In order to find out about potential combinatory patterns of features, the var-
iables were analyzed a second time using hierarchical cluster analysis (Becker,
Chambers & Wilks 1988). Cluster analysis is a multivariate statistical tool that helps
detect meaningful structures and relationships between features while examining
several variables simultaneously (Zumel & Mount 2014: 176). The method used
in the present study is hierarchical clustering with a binary distance measure for
categorical variables using Ward’s method (Ward 1963). This type of clustering is
often used as an exploratory method that organizes the data in a way that helps to
detect nested patterns or relationships between individual data points. The method
is ‘unsupervised’ because no preliminary prediction is tested.

A clustering algorithm conducts a pairwise comparison of all data points in
order to calculate their distance, i.e. the similarity between the data points based
on their properties. The algorithm then determines number and size of clusters
or groups of data points based on their similarity (Zumel and Mount 2014: 176).
Similarity and dissimilarity can be conceptualized as distance between cluster
members. More similar data points will be closer together and/or members of the
same cluster and dissimilar ones will be further apart. There are a number of dif-
ferent distance measures depending on the type of data. For the present analysis
Hamming distance was used (Zumel and Mount 2014: 177).

With binary categorical variables, each data point can be described as the sum
of values of each variable that is either 1 or 0. Through pairwise comparison, the
difference between these sums is calculated and a dissimilarity matrix is created
(Cantos Gomez 2013: 91). If both data points have the same value for a certain
variable (0 or 1 respectively), their distance is 0 and if one of them has a diverging
value, their distance is 1. From all these differences an overall distance measure is
calculated, which is between 0 and 1 for binary categorical variables. The closer
the value is to 0 the more similar two data points are and, conversely, the closer it
is to 1 the more dissimilar two data points are. The resulting distance measures for
all data points are combined in a square symmetrical matrix that lists all the dis-
tance measures for each data point in comparison to the other data points (Cantos
Gomez 2013: 91). This matrix can be plotted as a dendrogram where ‘similar’ data
points are grouped together and an embedded hierarchy of branches illustrates
their overall relationships. If any meaningful relationship between data points can
be detected, they should form visible clusters.
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4.71 Data and methodology

For the present study, hierarchical clustering was used to examine the similarity
between the variables themselves instead of similarity between all utterances in
the data set. This was done because I was interested in a more generalizable insight
into the combinatory patterns of features and not in an additional description of
the individual utterances in CoJO.””

The clustering algorithm used here can be applied to binary variables only,
which is why all variables with more than two levels were transformed into binary
contrasts of presence (1) versus absence (0) of a feature.”® Explicit and implicit
conditionals were grouped together, the different variants of FUTURITY were all
condensed and for the variable TYPE OF VERB, violent and ambiguous verbs were
grouped together as, because of their potential to receive a violent interpretation.
The above-described transformation could be performed without repeating the
coding because the initial coding decisions were not altered in any way. Table 4.8
is a schematic overview of the new coding matrix.

Table 4.8 Coding scheme hierarchical clustering

Variable presence (= 1) absence (= 0)
CONDITIONALITY explicit conditional non-conditional
implicit conditional
FUTURITY will be going to present  no futurity
futurate
TYPE OF VERB kill non-violent
force
destroy
death/dying
ambiguous
AGENT occurrence non-occurrence
PATIENT occurrence non-occurrence
PP_I occurrence non-occurrence
pp_you”’ occurrence non-occurrence
TABOO LANGUAGE occurrence non-occurrence
MENTION OF WEAPONS occurrence non-occurrence
RELATIONSHIP OF THREATENER AND TARGET ~ non-personal personal

77. A cluster analysis of all utterances in CoJO can only function as an additional description of
the data, since it depicts similarities between individual observations.

78. The variable ORIENTATION OF THREAT was excluded from the analysis because the variable’s
levels could not be reduced to a coherent binary contrast.

79. The variables 1PP and 2PP were renamed PP_I and PP_YOU for technical reasons.
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In order to examine the variables’ relationships, a matrix was designed that contains
an account of all variables as a feature vector. Each feature vector is comprised of a
distinct combinatory pattern of 301 values for presence (y = 1) and absence (n = 0)
of a feature in all 301 utterances (U1-U301). All of these vectors can be compared
to each other in order to determine their (dis)similarity. Figure 4.17 is an excerpt
from this matrix as an illustration.

Figure 4.17 Excerpt dissimilarity matrix

Variable ul v2 U3 uvd uv5 U6 U7 u8 U9 Uld ... U301
CONDITIONALITY (cond) 1 1. 1.0 0 0 O 1 0 O 0
FUTURITY (futur) 1 1.1 0 1 1 0 1 o0 1 0
TYPE OF VERB (viol_verb) 1 0 0 0 O 1 O 1 o0 1 0
AGENT 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0
PATIENT 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0
1pp (PP_I) 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0
2pp (PP_you) 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 0
TABOO LANGUAGE (taboo) 1 0 0 0 0O 1 O 1 1 1 0
MENTION OF WEAPONS (weapon) 0 0 0 O 0 O O O O 0 0
RELATIONSHIP OF THREATENER 1 0 0 0 O O 1 o0 O 0 1

AND TARGET (non-personal)

Based on the complete matrix, the algorithm conducts a pairwise comparison of the
feature vectors as described above. The more often variables occur together or are
simultaneously absent in an utterance, the smaller the calculated difference is, i.e.
the distance measure will be closer to 0. This means variables are considered more
similar and they will cluster more tightly. Conversely, the more often variables are
distributed complementary in the utterances, the closer their distance measure will
be to 1. This means variables are dissimilar and they will be more distant in a cluster.
In general, cluster members with a distance measure of < 0.5 were considered more
similar than dissimilar and cluster members with a distance measure of > 0.5 were
considered more dissimilar than similar.

The results are depicted in a dendrogram. It is important to note that the re-
sulting dendrogram depicts both similarity and dissimilarity, i.e. the members of
the same cluster are always more similar to each other than they are to members
of other clusters. Their degree of similarity is reflected in the nested hierarchical
branch structure of the dendrogram. Individual distance measures can be read off
the y-axis.
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4.7.2 Results and discussion

The dendrogram in Figure 4.18 depicts which variables are used in combination and
the degree (i.e. frequency) to which these are used in combination. As explained
above, the height of the branches (indicated on the y-axis) is the distance measure.
For the purpose of illustration and description, all branches in the plot have been
numbered at the splits according to their distance measure from the bottom (1) to
the top (9). The respective numbers will be stated in the running text when specific
branches of the cluster are discussed.

As can be seen from the graph, the initial split (9) divides the variables into
two structures, but only one is comprised of more than one member. The smallest
cluster only contains one variable, namely MENTION OF wEAPONS. This indicates
the dissimilarity of this variable to all other variables.?® The peculiarity of this
variable was already discussed in Section 4.5.3 and the present results support the
impression that MENTION OF WEAPON cannot be regarded as a salient feature of
threatening. The position of the variable in the dendrogram reflects that the feature
behaves very different from the other features.

The second branch (8) splits again into two structures. The far right clus-
ter (7) is also very small and contains only two features: CONDITIONALITY and
non-personal relationship. This means that conditional language is used more fre-
quently in non-personal threats. A possible interpretation of this finding might be
that speakers who do not share a personal relationship with their targets have to
explicitly denote the preconditions and negative consequences of their actions more
often because the circumstances of a threatening scenario are not shared knowledge
between participants. In turn, this implies that in personal threats, speakers do not
need to explicitly introduce preconditions and consequences to the discourse and
thus less often employ conditional clauses. However, a previous analysis revealed
that the distribution of CONDITIONALITY across personal and non-personal threats
does not show a statistically significant difference (cf. Section 4.6.2). This is reflected
by the distance measure in this graph, which is fairly high (around 0.7). In terms
of similarity, this means that CONDITIONALITY is more similar to non-personal
relation than to the members of the other clusters, yet their overall similarity is
not striking. In other words, there is a slight tendency for conditional language to
occur in non-personal threats but the result is not conclusive.

80. Cluster analysis runs the risk of overfitting the data which can lead to clusters that represent
nothing more than the dissimilarity of their members to the other data points. Such clusters are
described as “trash can” clusters or “miscellaneous” because their members share no relation of
similarity. Bootstrap evaluation can prove useful to avoid misinterpretation (Zumel and Mount
2014: 184). In the present analysis, however, bootstrap analysis is not necessary because the
“miscellaneous” cluster only consists of one member.
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Figure 4.18 Dendrogram of formal features

The third cluster (6-1) is the tightest cluster and is made up of the remaining
variables. It contains different nested branches, which reflect the different degrees
of similarity between individual features. Within the cluster, the most similar var-
iables, i.e. those with the greatest likelihood of co-occurrence, are 1PP and AGENT
(1). This may be not surprising, since it means that the use of a first person pronoun
often coincides with an expression of agency. In other words, if speakers refer to
themselves by means of a first person pronoun, they are often also the agent of an
announced action. The distance measure of the two variables at (1) is around 0.2,
which means that in the majority of cases both features are simultaneously present
or absent. The second most similar pair of variables in the cluster is PATIENT and
FUTURITY (2). The two variables have a distance measure of around 0.4. This means
that if speakers refer to the patient (or target) of an announced action, they often
also mark the action as placed in the future. These two pairs (1PP + AGENT and
2PP + FUTURITY) in turn cluster together at (3) with an overall distance measure
of still less than 0.5. This means the four cluster members are overall more similar
to each other than dissimilar (i.e. distance measure closer to 0 than to 1). At branch
(3), the cluster accounts for utterances that contain reference to an agent, most likely
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in the form of a first person pronoun, reference to a patient and an expression of
futurity, such as in the examples below.

(114) Hello, baby. I hear the President is coming to the base. I am going to get him.

(115) IfIsee that fool there to testify against my brother, I will kick his ass. I feel like
going to jail anyways.

(116) Give me one pack of 20s or I will shoot somebody in here now.

This includes cases in which the addressee of the utterance and the target of the
threat, i.e. the patient of the announced action, are not identical, as in Example (114)
and (115). In both of the utterances, the speakers address some third party. In
Example (116) the addressee is addressed implicitly with a directive and the speaker
uses no second person pronoun or other address term.

The next variable that is embedded in the cluster is 2PP (4). At branch (4), the
cluster accounts for all utterances that contain reference to an agent, most likely
in the form of a first person pronoun, reference to a patient, often in the form of a
second person pronoun, and an expression of futurity, such as in the example below.

(117) Iam going to get you.

In the example the speaker refers to some future action s/he is the agent of and
addresses a second person that is at the same time the target of the action, i.e. the
patient. With a distance measure of around 0.5 the cluster at (4) can be still consid-
ered relatively tight, but the members at this split do not behave particularly similar
anymore. At this point, the cluster describes what Fraser (1998: 167) describes as
the “simplest way” of uttering a threat. With regard to our scale of pragmatic ex-
plicitness, the threat can be considered explicit with regard to the referents or par-
ticipants of an action and part of the illocutionary point, i.e. something will happen
in the future. The threat remains vague, however, with regard to the detrimental
nature of this future action or event, i.e. TYPE OF VERB, and the question whether
this action is contingent upon anything the target does, i.e. CONDITIONALITY.

The next feature embedded in the cluster is violent verb (5). At branch (5),
utterances that the cluster accounts for include all of the previously mentioned fea-
tures and speakers additionally specify the announced action as harmful or violent.
Examples of this can be seen below.

(118) I'm going to kill you, you'll see.

(119) T'm going to bring a gun to school tomorrow and shoot everyone and start with
you. Maybe not you first.
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These threats are pragmatically even more explicit: they denote an agent and a pa-
tient of a harmful action that is placed in the future. Threats of this kind could be
presumably described as displaying the closest correspondence to the definitions of
threatening that were reviewed in Section 4.1.1. The element that is missing from
these utterances, however, is CONDITIONALITY. This appears to support the previous
argument that, although the literature on threats often characterizes conditionals
as typical elements of threats, speakers rarely employ conditional language to com-
municate the preconditions and consequences of their actions. With a distance
measure of more than 0.6 at branch (5) the similarity between the feature and the
other members of the cluster is not overwhelming, i.e. threats that do not specify
the future action as violent are more common than threats that do.

The least similar and last member of the cluster is the variable TABOO LAN-
GUAGE (6), with a distance measure of almost 0.7. Taken together, the cluster from
(6) downwards accounts for utterances that express a clear participant structure
(agent-patient), denote a violent action which is marked as placed in the fu-
ture and contain insults, swear words or taboo words used as intensifiers, as in
Examples (120) and (121).

(120) Mother fucker 'm going to blow you away.
(121) I'm going to fucking kill you.

As was argued earlier, in both examples the use of explicit language functions as
an aggravator that boosts or intensifies the threatening nature of the utterance,
but does not add to the propositional content of the utterance (see Section 4.5.2).

Opverall, the results of the cluster analysis appear to support the previous ob-
servation that there is no one readily identifiable pattern speakers repeatedly use
to realize threats and that consequently reaches the status of a conventional form
of threatening. Nevertheless, there is one distinct cluster of features in our dendro-
gram which as a whole represents threats that are pragmatically explicit with respect
to all but one of the features of threatening: 1PP and 2PP, AGENT, PATIENT, FUTU-
RITY, TYPE OF VERB (i.e. violent), and TABOO LANGUAGE. As was already mentioned,
the only feature that is missing for the structure to correspond fully to our initial
definition by Milburn and Watman is CONDITIONALITY (cf. Section 2.2.5). At the
same time, the embedded hierarchy of the dendrogram implies that structures that
can be described by (6) are not the predominant structure in the data. Instead, the
findings indicate that the most similar variables are those that relate to the partic-
ipants and expressing futurity. This means that the most common structure in the
data involves only 1PP, AGENT, PATIENT and FUTURITY, but not necessarily a violent
verb or TABOO LANGUAGE - which is a variation of the second part of Milburn and
Watman’s (1981: 8) definition: “If you do A, I will do B,” namely “I will do B to you”.
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And if, however, a violent verb is used, the likelihood that speakers additionally use
TABOO LANGUAGE increases.

To summarize, speakers presumably often rely on clearly denoting doer and
undergoer of an underspecified action that is to take place in the future in order to
communicate their threats. In comparison, the specification of an action as harmful
and especially the expression of preconditions and consequences do not appear to
play a major role for speakers. Yet, the majority of threats in CoJO can be described
as more pragmatically explicit with respect to the expression of participants and
action, as was to be expected from previous accounts of threatening. The fact that
it is exactly these features that cluster in the dendrogram appears to support the
previous observation that two overall tendencies are visible in the data: threats that
explicitly denote the who-does-what-to-whom of a future (detrimental) action and
threats that remain vague with respect to all of these aspects.

Furthermore, the findings do not appear to confirm previous taxonomies of
threat types, as, for example, suggested by Gales (2012). Gales discusses three main
threat types based on a mixture of functional and formal criteria. According to her,
direct threats are explicit assertions of a harmful future action carried out by the
speaker, conditional threats additionally attach a condition to this harmful future
action, and indirect threats do not express anything about the speaker carrying out
a harmful action that possibly affects an addressee in their surface structure and
can often be understood as some other kind of speech act. As we have seen in the
previous sections, such clear-cut distinctions cannot be applied to the majority of
utterances in CoJO. And although in most of the previous studies, it is not suffi-
ciently clarified what is meant by indirectness or veiled-ness, it seems that such a
view is challenged by the present results: speakers will, for example, express a con-
dition, but remain vague about the consequences, as in utterance (122) below. Or
speakers announce some future action which they are responsible for, but remain
vague about the harmfulness of this action or its effect on a possible target, as in
Examples (123) and (124).

(122) T'mnot going to be responsible for my behavior if you continue to aggravate me.
(123) Maybe it’s time for me to get a gun, Mr. Erlich.
(124) Tl take care of you.

As is the case with many other classifications of threats (Fraser 1998, Storey 1995,
Yamanaka 1995), it remains unclear whether Gales conceptualizes ‘directness’ in her
taxonomy as the degree of direct correspondence between the form of a threat and
its alleged function, and it is not specified whether there would be a clear cut-off
point between what is classified as direct and what is classified as indirect, but her
wording suggests that the categories are regarded as categorical differences.
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Based on the present findings, I propose a scalar approach instead. Threateners
might be explicit about some of the aforementioned features, for example how they
refer to the participants or referents of an action, but remain vague with regard to
others, for example the harmful nature of an announced action. Despite the fact that
no one systematic structural pattern could be detected in the data, the findings on
frequency and combinatory patterns of features discussed in this chapter suggest
that the forms speakers use to realize their threats are more predictable than has
been argued in the literature so far.

Allin all, the present findings seem to emphasize that there is a noticeable dif-
ference in a form’s frequency and its perceived saliency by both researchers and lay
observers. This, too, makes an interesting case for further investigation: in how far
do the actual realization patterns we find reflects speakers’ perception of typicality
of a threat? We need to systematically distinguish between insight into what speak-
ers and targets perceive as typical in an abstract or metapragmatic sense and what
we find as attested forms in the data. While there is clearly a close correspondence
of the two - repeated use of the same forms should in a way always reflect what
speakers perceive as an appropriate or effective realization strategy - the nature of
meta judgements on saliency should not be confused with the actual frequencies
found in the data. Therefore, another conceivable task for future research could be
a design that separately®! probes collects data on emic and analytical insight into
threats and their realization in order to more systematically differentiate between
what speakers think a threat typically looks like and how they effectively threaten
in an actual communicative setting.

In the following chapter, we will now move away from the forms of threats and
instead take a closer look at their function. In this second main part of the analy-
sis, it be further probed which different functions threats carry in discourse and,
ultimately returning to our initial findings, how well these functions are reflected
in the linguistic form.

81. As was previously argued, the present study combines emic and analytical judgement that is
inherent in the data source (cf. Section 3.2)






CHAPTER 5

The function of threats

One of the main advantages of the data that was analyzed for the present study is
that it is authentic, i.e. the data was produced by speakers outside of the research
project. As was discussed in Chapter 3, this has the advantage that every utterance
in the corpus has a function, i.e. “was originally produced with a communicative
end” (Jucker 2009: 1616). This chapter is dedicated to the systematic account and
analysis of these communicative ends. Ultimately, the aim is to gain further insight
into the complex relationship between the form and function of threats. Instead
of the how, we now focus on the why of threatening: why do speakers threaten?
Is there a uniform function of threats and can we identify this function based on
contextual and formal similarities and dissimilarities?

As has also been outlined in Chapter 3, an additional advantage of the present
data is that the overarching function in the sense of illocutionary force has already
been assigned to the utterances by the language users themselves. And this judge-
ment was then ratified by a legal entity, combining emic and analytical insight into
the threats (cf. Haugh 2012: 123). This allows me to circumvent the initial questions
of “What is the nature of a true threat?” or ‘Which statements count as threats?’ (cf.
Jucker 2009: 1619). After we have extensively described and analyzed the ways in
which speakers realize their threats, we will now take a closer look at the specific
contexts in which speakers actually use threats. The aim is to detect similarities
and dissimilarities between the contexts of use that could serve as a basis for a
classification of functions. Focusing on similarities and dissimilarities of contexts
will help to avoid unnecessary speculation about the speakers’ intentions. Following
Culpeper et al. (2003: 1552), the approach does not entail a claim “that one can
reconstruct the actual intentions of speakers, but rather that ‘plausible’ intentions
can be reconstructed, given adequate evidence” And this evidence is taken from
the situational descriptions found in the judicial opinions.

Compared to the form of threatening language, the function of threatening
is addressed much more frequently (and systematically) in the literature. It was
already discussed that in previous research threatening has often been examined as
a corollary of other language uses, for example in police-citizen encounters, where
threats are used by police officers to enforce citizens’ compliance or by citizens to
reject orders of various kinds (Limberg 2008). It was argued that, as a consequence,
the views on the functions of threatening expressed in the literature often mirror
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these very specific communicative setups (cf. Section 2.3). Harris (1984: 250), for
example, examines threats in courtroom discourse and argues that a threat will
often have the function of “getting the defendant to do something”, and that, in
this respect, threats often function as ‘intensified directives’. Milburn (1977) offers
a very similar but more generalized view and argues that the perception of the
function of threats will differ between speaker and hearer. According to him, the
speaker always “focuses on his demands, i.e., upon what he hopes to accomplish by
the use of the threat,” while the hearer focuses on the impeding harm that is associ-
ated with the threat (Milburn 1977: 127). Put like this, Milburn implicitly identifies
the fulfillment of a set of demands with the speaker’s aim and, consequently, the
furthering of demands is depicted as a threat’s function. These accounts are only
exemplary for the numerous studies that have discussed threats as a device for the
deliberate manipulation of a target. However, it was already mentioned that this
clear focus on manipulation is often an unavoidable consequence of the specific
communicative contexts in which threats have been examined. The argument, as
have suggested, is, thus, often circular.

In this chapter, it will be further discussed why such a limited perspective is
not able to fully capture the varied nature of the speech act of threatening. In what
follows I present a speaker-based account of the function(s) of threats. The function
of every threat will be determined based on either the speakers’ own indication of its
function or based on additional information extracted from the judicial opinions.

The specific questions that are addressed in this part of the study can be sum-
marized as follows:

- Can existing candidates for functions of threatening be attested in the present
data?

- Can the contexts in which speakers threaten be categorized?

- Are contextual differences reflected in the form of the threats?

- Can the form of a threat serve as a predictor of its function?

In order to answer these questions, I will first argue that there is a basic contextual
difference that can be used to distinguish between two macro-functions. I will out-
line the methodology and procedure of this analysis and provide evidence for the
alternative classification (Section 5.1). I will further argue that the two functions
found in CoJO systematically differ and that these differences are also reflected
in the form of the respective threats (Section 5.2). In a last step, the form of the
threats will be examined for its ability to serve as a predictor of function, i.e. type
of threats (Section 5.4).
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5.1 Assessing the point of utterance: Pre-event and post-event threats

A view of threats as a means of manipulation, as previously explained, seems to pre-
suppose a kind of pre-event character of the threat utterance in question. In other
words, the speaker uses a threat to either coerce the target into doing something or
refrain from doing it in the future. All possible outcomes must be somehow under
the influence of the threatener. Any form of a conditional threat overtly expresses
this relation of contingency of demands and consequences, as in the Examples (125)
to (127) below.

(125) Ifyou call the police, I will kill you.

(126) If you don’t pay me the $2,500, me and the other witnesses will walk in there
and say we don’t know anything.

(127) Don’t do anything funny or I'll be back.

In all three utterances the speakers clearly denote what they want the target to do
or not to do, namely refrain from calling the police in Example (125), pay a con-
siderable amount of money in Example (126) or continue to behave cooperatively
in Example (127). The function of threats like these is deducible from the content
of the threats alone, because all speakers spell out the behavior they desire from
their targets. Additionally, the negative consequence that is contingent upon the
targets’ compliance is specified, namely killing them in Example (125), an unfa-
vorable witness testimony in Example (126) and a re-appearance of the speaker
in Example (127). Given that the speakers themselves denote their demands and
consequences in their utterances, it seems unproblematic to designate the function
of threats like these as ‘manipulation.

A similar analysis can be applied to threats that only specify a kind of desired
behavior but omit the expression of a negative consequence as contingent upon the
target’s compliance, as in the Examples (128) and (129) below.

(128) Put all of the money into this bag. I want all of your money.

(129) Keep your human trash oft my property.
Both examples are variants of directives that are clearly meant to incite (128) or
deter (129) a particular action. Again, the content alone can serve as the basis for
a reliable classification of the function as ‘manipulation’.

However, if we look at examples like the ones in (130) to (132) below, it seems
that their function cannot be designated as readily as in the examples above.

(130) You will burn in Hell for what you've done.
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(131) Judge Gibbon. I hope you are happy I have lost my family, my wife don’t want
me no more, I don’t have no parole all because of these lies. I want to kill you
as dead as am I now dead. Samuel

(132) You snitched on me and my lawyer had it in black and white and I should have
killed you.

In these three examples the speakers do not demand any kind of behavior or ac-
tion. Instead they address past behavior or actions of the targets. In addition, some
form of link is established between these past actions and the future actions of the
speaker, sometimes explicitly through causation (‘for’, (130)) or implicitly through
juxtaposition (131, 132). In Example (130) the speaker refers to ‘what you've done’
as causally related to the target’s ‘burning in hell’. The speaker in Example (131)
lists several negative things that have befallen him for which he seemingly holds
the addressee responsible. He then announces his intention to kill the target, which
appears to be the consequence of the target’s past actions. And the speaker in
Example (132) states that the addressee “snitched on [him]” and that he should have
killed him, which again insinuates a kind of ‘trigger’-relation between the target’s
behavior and the announced harmful action by the speaker. Unlike the threats in
the Examples (125) to (129), these threats appear to have a post-event character.
This impression is additionally supported by the use of past tense expressions in all
three statements. Referring to what the target has ‘done’ indicates that the targets’
actions are already in the past. As a logical consequence, the uttering of these threats
will not retroactively deter, for example, the target in (132) from denouncing the
threatener, and likewise, whatever the target in Example (130) has done cannot be
prevented anymore.

For this reason, the function these threats serve cannot be described as ‘ma-
nipulation” in the same sense as in the Examples (125) to (129). Rather than
pre-emptively influencing the targets’ behavior it seems that speakers react to past
events and refer to these events as justifications of their own actions or as having
triggered or provoked a form of punishment. It can, of course, be argued that the
threatener still attempts to manipulate or influence the target, only in a different
way, or attempts to prevent or cause a particular emotional reaction. Arguably, this
too can be described as manipulation. However, to the best of my knowledge, such
a distinction between different kinds of manipulation, for example emotional and
behavioral, is never discussed in the literature. No distinction is made between a
threat that is uttered before an event and one that is uttered after, although, already
upon first inspection, the point of occurrence appears to influence the form of the
threats. This can be seen in the examples above. Instead of conditional language or
mere declarations of their own intentions, the speakers of threats in Examples (130)
to (132) address past behavior of the target. The examples are longer, contain more
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second person pronouns and are oriented towards the target or both speaker and
target rather than towards the speaker alone.

Given these apparent structural differences, it is without doubt that such ex-
amples present a challenge to the prevalent assumption that the primary function
of threats is always the same kind of manipulation of future events. Instead, the
findings suggest that a distinction should be made between such pre-event and
post-event threats.

As was outlined above, in some cases the point of utterance in relation to the
target’s actions can be determined based on the wording of the utterances alone.
If the speakers themselves identify the future action they want to manipulate or
the past action they refer to as having triggered their own behavior, the point of
utterance can be determined in relation to this action. This is illustrated in the two
examples below.

(133) IfIdon'thear from you, I'll stop by some evening, so we can work toward justice.

(134) Van Ripper: You made a mistake. You will die hard. Your demie.

Example (133) is uttered preemptively by a speaker to get the target to contact the
speaker before s/he has already done so. As was outlined in Chapter 2, one precon-
dition of such attempted behavioral influence is that, most likely, the target would
not act as desired under normal circumstances. The action the speaker wants
to bring about is clearly denoted and expressed negatively as ‘T don’t hear from
you’. The point of utterance is before that action, which renders this a pre-event
threat. The fact that it is a pre-event threat also has consequences for the target,
because the harmful action of the speaker and the desired action of the target are
conceptualized as contingent upon each other. This means that both speaker and
hearer manipulate the outcome of the situation with their actions: the speaker
manipulates the target into an action (‘hearing from them’) and by compliance or
non-compliance the target inherently manipulates the speaker’s actions (‘stopping
by one evening’) as well.

In comparison, the speaker in Example (134) acts after their target already
‘made a mistake’, which is an event that cannot be altered or prevented from hap-
pening anymore and, consequently, this threat is a post-event threat. As was already
mentioned, it can of course be argued that the speaker is still trying to manipulate
the target or the target’s behavior by asserting their power. However, there is an
important difference about the situation: the relation between the speaker’s and
the target’s actions denoted in the utterance is no longer one of contingency. This
means that the target’s action (‘having made a mistake’) cannot be altered and the
speaker does not offer any choice to the target that has an influence on the outcome
anymore. Rather the past action appears to have brought about the impending harm
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(‘dying’). For this reason, the relation between the speaker’s action and the target’s
action can be described as ‘consequence’ rather than ‘contingency’.

The difference between the two types of scenarios is depicted schematically by
way of the above-mentioned examples in Figure 5.1.

Ifl , [I'll stop by some evening, so we can work towards justice]sa.
PoU
| H pre-event threat
I
! contingency
! »
timeline .
Van Ripper: [You will die hard.]Jsa Your demie.
. post-event threat
consequence ‘
I
I 1 »
timeline 3
i
PoU

Figure 5.1 Schematic illustration of pre- vs. post-event threats; SA = speaker action,
TA = target action, PoU = point of utterance

The above-outlined considerations lead me to the proposition of a general distinc-
tion between two basic macro-functions of threats based on the difference between
pre-event and post-event utterances: manipulation and retaliation. These two func-
tions are considered macro-functions because it is easily conceivable to develop a
more fine-grained classification of functions. Such a classification could be based
on additional external classification criteria or a more fine-grained classification
of speaker goals. Similar classifications have been developed for speech acts such
as apologies or compliments, where functions are often distinguished according
to criteria such as (a) who compliments/apologizes (b) (to) whom (c) about what
and (d) what is either the trigger or (e) the reaction to the compliment/apology
(cf., e.g., Deutschmann 2003: 46; Holmes 1988: 455). As we have discussed earlier,
a potential drawback of a more detailed type classification, however, is that it is
often difficult to replicate.

Itis proposed that the function of pre-event threats of the kind described above
is ‘manipulation’ in the sense of the views expressed in most of the literature on
threats. By uttering a manipulative threat a speaker attempts to manipulate the
target’s actions in the future and the target’s actions in turn influence the speaker’s
action. The action and its occurrence in relation to the point of utterance is specified
either by the speakers themselves or can be clearly determined from the context
as it is described in the judicial opinion. It is further proposed that the function
of post-event threats is ‘retaliation’ in the sense that the threat is a reaction to the
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target’s action(s) that precede(s) the point of utterance. By uttering a retaliative
threat a speaker may or may not attempt to influence the target’s actions but the
target’s actions no longer influence the speaker’s own actions. The relation between
the speaker’s and the target’s actions changes from ‘contingency’ to ‘consequence’.
The preceding action by the target and its occurrence in relation to the point of
utterance is specified either by the speakers themselves or can be clearly determined
from the context as it is described in the judicial opinion.

In the following, the method of classification is outlined in more detail and,
subsequently, structural differences between the two functions are discussed and
illustrated with further examples.

5.1 Methodology

The point of utterance in relation to a particular action by the target is determined
as the sole criterion in order to create an objective and reproducible classification.
There are two types of classification decisions: utterance-based and context-based.
Utterance-based decisions were made in all cases where the speakers themselves
mention the target’s action as located after or before the point of utterance. In such
cases the utterance in question is classified as a manipulative or retaliative threat.
Because this information is retrievable from the utterances alone, it can be used as
the basis for an objectifiable and replicable category assignment, as was illustrated
in the previous section. Context-based decisions were made in all cases where the
wording of an utterance could not be used to precisely determine the point of utter-
ance in relation to any of the target’s actions. In such cases the context of utterance
is consulted. The relevant type of contextual information is provided in the judicial
opinion in the form of a case summary. This case summary is used as a basis for
the context-based classification decision. The utterances in (135) and (136) should
serve to illustrate context-based classification decisions.

(135) Are your uniforms bullet-proof?
(136) Iam going to get you.

In both threats the speakers do not make any reference to the target’s actions or
specify desired behavior. Therefore, the point of utterance in relation to the target’s
actions cannot be determined precisely. Whether the threats in question were ut-
tered before or after the target did something can only be disambiguated in context.
This information is provided in the case summary of both utterances.

The threat in Example (135) was uttered during a protest in front of an abor-
tion clinic. The threatener, who is a known anti-abortion activist, was one of the
protesters. The threat was addressed at medical staff leaving the clinic building. In
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the opinion, an account of the events as provided by all parties is summarized as
follows:

[...] [The threatener] himself admitted on the witness stand that he had made the
remarks about bulletproof uniforms in conjunction with references to the victims
of the recent shooting at an abortion clinic in Pensacola, [...]. He also added that
[...] he was trying to remind the witnesses that they could be shot also.

(Dayton v. Dunnigan, 103 Ohio App.3d 67 (1995), own emphasis)

It is evident from the context that the threat is in relation to both past and present
actions of the target(s): their ongoing occupation as doctors and nurses in an abor-
tion clinic. While the threat can be understood as a reaction to this occupation,
hence post-event, the utterance is certainly also intended to manipulate the target’s
future behavior, i.e. getting them to quit their job. The expression ‘could be shot
also’” expresses the mere possibility of the event. The suggestion seems to be that
if the addressees resign from their job they are no longer targeted by the activists.
It can be deduced from the contextual information that the threatener has a clear
agenda and is trying to coerce the targets to act accordingly.

Within the criminal justice system, threats that are uttered with a comparatively
clear objective often constitute a specific criminal offense. These different offenses
are listed and explained in the opinions, for example ‘dissuading a witness’, ‘intimi-
dating a witness, ‘extortion’, or ‘obstruction of justice’.?? An attempted manipulation
of future actions is inherent in the alleged facts of all of these criminal offenses. For
the aforementioned reasons, all threats of this kind with a clear agenda or objective
on the side of the speaker were coded as manipulative.

In comparison, the threat in Example (136) was uttered in the context of a
rejected application for readmission to a PhD program. The threatener, who is a
former PhD-student, was expelled from his study program and was advised to re-
apply. After his second application was denied he threatened three professors that
were all involved in the decision to reject him. One of the professors is the target
of the above-quoted threat. In the opinion, the context is summarized as follows:

On June 25, 1982, the appellant went to see Dr. Dennis about [...] his second appli-
cation for readmission to the graduate program. Dr. Dennis handed the appellant a
letter informing him his application had been considered and denied. [...] Shortly
after this the appellant met Dr. Horst Leipold, another professor in the Department
[...]. Dr. Leipold testified the appellant told him several times in a very enraged
and loud voice, “T am going to get you.”

(State v. Abu-Isba, 235 Kan. 851 (1984), own emphasis)

82. For example West’s ES.A. § 836.05, West’s Ann.Cal.Penal Code § 136.1, or USSG, § 3Cl.1,
18 US.C.A..
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It is evident from the context that in this case the point of utterance is after some-
thing the target has done and without a clear goal of manipulation of the actions of
the target in the future. The threatener does not demand anything and the target is
not in control of the outcome of the situation anymore. In the opinion the relation
between the actions of the target and the announced action of the threatener is
depicted as one of ‘consequence’. The causal relation between the denial of read-
mission of the threatener and the uttering of the threat is repeatedly stressed.33

In contrast to the different forms of manipulation that constitute criminal of-
fenses, there is only one specific offense that addresses the element of reaction
in post-event threats, namely ‘retaliation against a witness’.®* This, however, only
applies to situations in which the target has previously stood witness against the
threatener or has provided law enforcement with information about the threatener
and the threat is seen in relation to the witness testimony. For the present analysis,
the concept of retaliation was applied to all cases in which the threatener acts with-
out any clear goal of manipulation in the future but where a clear relation between
the target’s past actions and the threat are identifiable. All threats of this kind were
coded as retaliative.®

In summary, two functions of threats are distinguished. The distinction is based
solely on the difference between the point of utterance that is either pre-event or
post-event and is conceptualized as the difference between the macro-functions of
manipulation and retaliation.

5.1.2 Results and discussion

Of the 301 threat utterances in CoJO a total of 139 were uttered before both speaker
and target action and the speaker action is understood as contingent upon the target
action. The remaining 162 of the threats were uttered after a specific target action and
before the speaker action, changing the relation between the two actions from con-
tingency to consequence. The proportion of each function is illustrated in Figure 5.2.

83. It is, of course, possible to argue that ‘readmission to the study program’ is the threatener’s
agenda and that, for this reason, the threat is also manipulative. The wish for that outcome,
however, is nowhere specified by the threatener or indicated as plausible by one of the targets.
In addition to that, it seems to be common sense that the specific relationship between a PhD
candidate and their advisor(s) should not be enforced.

84. For example 18 U.S. Code § 1513.

85. All cases where neither the utterance itself nor the judicial opinion contained any relevant
information on speaker action, target action and point of utterance that could be used for a
classification decision were excluded from the analysis of both form and function beforehand.
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Figure 5.2 Distribution of manipulative and retaliative threats (N = 301)

As indicated by the figures and illustrated in the plot, both functions occur com-
parably frequently in the corpus: 46.2% of the threats were coded as manipulative
and 53.8% were coded as retaliative. The relatively even distribution in a random
sample of authentic threats suggests that neither of the two functions is markedly
dominant, i.e. that both functions are used by speakers with a comparable probabil-
ity. At the same time, the result presents another challenge to the prevalent assump-
tion that threats are primarily uttered to manipulate the target into some specific
future behavior or action. Apparently, speakers utter threats just as frequently in
reaction to some past behavior to express their wish to retaliate or vent their anger
or frustration. As we have outlined in Section 2.3, this possibility has rarely been
addressed for threats in the respective literature.

In order to find further evidence in support of the two-fold distinction that
was outlined above, in the following, systematic differences in the form of manip-
ulative pre-event and retaliative post-event threats are examined. Based on these
structural differences, it will be argued that manipulative and retaliative threats
indeed constitute two fundamentally different threat types with distinct functions.

5.2 The form of manipulative and retaliative threats

The relation between a temporal sequence of specific events and the form and
function of a speech act has been discussed for other speech acts as well. Apologies,
for example, have been distinguished into ‘Anticipatory” and ‘Retrospective’, with
different sub-categories, depending on whether the apologies are uttered before
or after any offense they remedy (cf. Aijmer 1996: 98). On the basis of this differ-
ence, Aijmer classifies apologies into “two major groups” (Aijmer 1996: 98) that
are described as serving distinct functions which manifest in structural differences:
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“[w]hile the function of the anticipatory apology is ‘disarming’ or ‘softening’, the
retrospective apology is remedial, supportive (face-saving) and self-demeaning”
(Aijmer 1996: 99). In other words, the point of utterance determines the function(s)
of an apology and the specific function intricately influences the speakers’ linguistic
choices (cf., e.g. Aijmer 1996; Deutschmann 2003).

Accordingly, it is expected for pre-event and post-event threats to display
structural differences that can be systematically related to their different point of
utterance and, hence, their function. In order to more closely examine systematic
structural differences between manipulative and retaliative threats, in the follow-
ing, we will look at the distribution of all previously analyzed linguistic features
across the two functions. The underlying assumption is that if manipulation and
retaliation are indeed two distinct functions of threats, these differences should be
somehow reflected in the speakers’ choices of how to formulate their threats. It is
expected that each of the two functions be characterized by a particular combina-
tion of features.

As a first step and to eliminate the possibility of conflated categories, the distri-
bution of the two macro-functions across personal and non-personal threats was
examined. As was discussed in Section 4.6, for personal threats, an existing relation-
ship between threatener and target is presupposed while non-personal threats are
characterized by a target that is not personally known to the threatener. From what
we have discussed so far, it could be assumed that personal threats are generally
more likely to serve a retaliative function and that the two categories are conflated
because past events often presuppose a shared history of some kind. As can be seen
from the contingency table illustrated in Figure 5.3, however, this is not the case.

personal non-personal

Figure 5.3 Distribution of manipulative and retaliative function across personal
and non-personal threats (N = 301)

manipulative

retaliative
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The plot clearly indicates that the two functions are distributed almost evenly
across personal and non-personal threats, with only a minor difference for per-
sonal threats. However, the Chi-squared test does not provide evidence that this
difference is statistically significant (Chi? = 0.459, df = 1, p = 0.4981). This means
that the relationship between the threatener and the target does not appear to have
an influence on the function of the threat.

The analysis in Section 4.6 indicated that the relationship between the threat-
ener and the target appears to influence the form of threats and the finding is in
line with expectations raised by previous analyses of other speech acts. The present
finding suggests that the function of a threat is not overtly biased by whether the
threatener and the target know each other personally or not. With regard to what
has been claimed about the influence of power on (manipulative) threats, this find-
ing challenges two views: (1) that “unconditional threats, i.e. those which contain
no explicit or implicit condition, are fairly uncommon” (Harris 1984: 250) and (2)
that power asymmetry is a prerequisite for manipulative threatening (cf. Culpeper
2008,2011; Harris 1984; Limberg 2008, 2009). The latter view is challenged because
manipulative threats occur just as often in power symmetric relationships (per-
sonal) as in asymmetric relationships (non-personal). And the former assumption
is challenged because almost half of the threats in CoJO are retaliative, i.e. uttered
without an explicit or implicit condition to be fulfilled.

5.2.1 Conditionality

As was outline above, manipulative is understood as ‘uttered with a clear objective
or intent to manipulate future actions or behavior of the addressee’. This intent must
be deducible either from the wording of the utterance alone or from the context.
The relationship between the actions of the target and the actions of the threatener
is thus one of contingency. For these reasons, it is expected that threats with a ma-
nipulative function often more explicitly denote the demands and consequences of
the threatener, i.e. more frequently contain different forms of conditional language.
The distribution of CONDITIONALITY across manipulative and retaliative threats is
illustrated in Figure 5.4.

In line with our expectations, CONDITIONALITY is much more frequent in ma-
nipulative threats. A form of conditional language occurs in 44.6% of the threats
with this function. As was repeatedly stressed, in the literature, threats that contain
a form of conditional language have often been considered the prototypical form
of threatening and, hence, conditional language is often considered a defining fea-
ture of threats. We have earlier questioned the validity of this assumption, but the
present findings suggest that this might be a more adequate conception of threats
with a manipulative function. Conditional language does not reach the status of a
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Figure 5.4 Distribution of CONDITIONALITY across manipulative and retaliative function
(Chi? =35.352, df = 2, p < 0.0001), (N = 301)

conventional component of threatening language in general, but CONDITIONALITY
appears to be a salient feature of manipulative threats.%¢

It has to be noted, however, that the use of the feature is not restricted to ma-
nipulative threats. There are a small number of threats with a retaliative function
that also contain an instance of coNpITIONALITY. Examples of this can be found
in utterance (137) to (139) below.

(137) Imay have to do all my ten (10) years, but if I ever get out of here and nothing
happen to me while I am in here, you will never be able to be prejudice and
racist against another Puerto Rican like me.

(138) I may not kill you, but if I were you, I would keep my doors locked because
once this gets started, I don't know what’s going to happen.

(139) IfIdon’t kill you myself, I am not a man.

From the examples it is evident that conditional language is used differently in
threats with a retaliative function. In all three examples a conditional clause is used
not to denote demands and consequences, but to express temporal conditions, as
in Example (137), to refer to counterfactual scenarios, as in Example (138), or to
express ‘rhetorical conditions’, as in Example (139).

86. Of course, this argument runs the same risk of a logical fallacy that I have earlier criticized in
previous accounts: threats are ‘manipulative’ if they denote demands and consequences; manip-
ulative threats express demands and consequences with conditional language; thus conditional
language is a prototypical feature of manipulative threats. The main advantage of the previous
account is that the assumption is based on empirical results rather than on fabricated examples
or anecdotal evidence. Nevertheless, the assumption should be verified by further research.
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To summarize, there is an increased probability that threats with a manipulative
function contain a form of CONDITIONALITY. Based on its frequency and distri-
bution, however, the feature still cannot be considered pervasive in threatening
language, neither for threats with a manipulative nor for threats with a retaliative
function.

5.2.2 Futurity

As was previously discussed, the expression of FUTURITY is the most frequent fea-
ture in the corpus. Consequently, it is expected that the feature occur comparably
frequently with both manipulative and retaliative threats. As for the distribution of
the different variants, it was discussed in Section 4.3.2 that their occurrence is de-
termined by syntactic as well as semantic factors. The different forms of FUTURITY
express a scalar degree of predictive strength and, hence, speaker commitment: will
displays the weakest predictive strength, be going to displays an increased predictive
strength and present futurate constitutes the strongest form of prediction (cf,, e.g.,
Bergs 2010: 218). For this reason, it is expected that the different forms be distrib-
uted unevenly across the two functions. Their distribution should allow for more
insight into the functional differences between manipulative and retaliative threats.
Figure 5.5 depicts the distribution of all forms of the feature across both functions.

manipulative retaliative

will

be going to

present futurate

no futurity

Figure 5.5 Distribution of FUTURITY across threats with a manipulative and retaliative
function (Chi* = 19.688, df = 3, p = 0.0001), (N = 301)

The figure shows that, as expected, the feature is overall rather frequent in threats
with both functions, but even more frequent in retaliative threats. Roughly 51% of
all manipulative threats contain an instance of FUTURITY and more than 73% of all
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retaliative threats do. The figure further shows that the variant will is used just as
often with both functions: 34.5% of manipulative threats contain the form, com-
pared to 37% of the retaliative threats. This result supports the previous arguments
that FUTURITY as such is a pervasive feature of threatening language and that the
variant will can be used in a wide range of contexts. The remaining two variants
are distributed differently. There are almost twice as many instances of be going to
and present futurate in retaliative threats compared to threats with a manipulative
function. Just like CONDITIONALITY is a salient feature of manipulative threats,
FUTURITY and especially the variants be going to and present futurate are salient
features of retaliative threats. The question is whether these distributional prop-
erties can be linked to functional differences. In order to answer this question, we
need to return to the semantic properties of the different futurate forms.

The variant will was described as displaying a weaker predictive strength, which
means a general temporal imminence but with a minimized commitment by the
speaker. It was argued that this could be one explanation why will is the most fre-
quently used variant. We can see from the distribution across the two functions
that will remains the optimal candidate regardless of whether speakers are trying
to manipulate future behavior of the target or retaliate for past actions.

Compared to will, both be going to and present futurate express a heightened
predictive strength. The fact that speakers use variants with an increased predictive
strength in retaliative threats leads to the assumption that speakers characterize the
announced actions as more imminent, already set in motion or inevitable, which is
exactly what both be going to and present futurate express. In comparison, threats
with a manipulative function appear to hedge the responsibility of the speaker more
carefully. One explanation might be that speakers who aim at manipulating some-
one’s future actions are more focused on maintaining plausible deniability (cf. Solan
& Tiersma 2005: 204). In other words, he threatener is trying to get the target to do
something without being overtly recognizable as forcing them. Weizman (1989: 71)
summarizes the dilemma of such attempted manipulation as revolving around the
question of how speakers “both try to enjoy its outcome and deny having made [a
threat]”. This view is additionally supported by the fact that utterances that contain
no futurate expression at all (no futurity) are almost twice as often manipulative
(48%) as they are retaliative (27%).

In addition, manipulative threats of the above-described kind often do not con-
tain CONDITIONALITY or any of the other features, as is illustrated in Example (140)
and (141) below.

(140) Give the kids my love.
(141) This is Inglewood 13, homey, and I'm Pequeno Peligroso.
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The two examples are representative of what we have called the ‘vague end’ of a
scale of pragmatic explicitness, utterances that do not clearly denote the who-does-
what-to-whom of a threatening scenario. Their interpretation as threats highly de-
pends on contextual embedding and the interpretation of the target. At the same
time such vague threats facilitate a greater degree of plausible deniability. The com-
bination of these two properties appears to be the optimal strategy for manipula-
tive threats. Compared to that, retaliative threats appear to put less emphasis on
achieving plausible deniability and instead focus on the expression of determina-
tion, which can be seen from the heightened predictive strength that is expressed
in these utterances.

5.2.3 Type of verb, agent-patient relation and orientation of threat

Aswas outlined in Section 4.4, in the present study the verbs used to threaten were
categorized as violent, ambiguous or non-violent. Additionally, four sub-types of
violent verbs were distinguished: kill verbs, force verbs, destroy verbs, and verbs of
death and dying. The categories were assigned according to whether or not the verb
in question lexicalizes a resultative state of death, whether it is an agentive verb and
whether it is directed at an animate or an inanimate target. It was found that, over-
all, violent verbs (53%) are distinctly more frequent in the corpus than ambiguous
(23%) or non-violent verbs (23%). The majority are kill verbs (25% of all verbs),
which occurs as often as both ambiguous and non-violent verbs (cf. Figure 4.6).
The results taken together were interpreted to suggest that speakers predominantly
announce their actions with verbs that clearly denote the who-does-what-to-whom
of a threatening scenario. The pragmatically most explicit form, namely kill verbs
are indeed a characteristic feature of threatening language, as has been suggested
by previous literature (cf. Gales 2010; Salgueiro 2010).

It is therefore expected that violent verbs occur in both manipulative and re-
taliative threats. With regard to the distribution of the different variants, we expect
a result parallel to the previous findings: if retaliative threats are focused less on
maintaining plausible deniability, we expect more kill and force verbs, since the
two types of verbs lexicalize an agentive structure, the exertion of force and/or a
resultative state of death. Figure 5.6 below illustrates the distribution of all types of
verbs across both functions.

The plot shows that threats of both functions contain violent, ambiguous and
non-violent verbs; their individual frequency and distribution, however, seems to
be almost inverted. We can see that kill verbs and force verbs appear to be more
frequently used in retaliative threats and non-violent verbs are used almost three
times as often in manipulative threats. At the same time, verbs that are ambiguous
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Figure 5.6 Distribution of TYPE OF VERB across threats with manipulative and retaliative
function (Fisher’s Exact Test, p < 0.0005), (N = 301)

verbs, destroy verbs and verbs of death and dying are used comparably frequently
in threats of both functions.

The results appear to be in line with our previously established assumptions
on the different aims of manipulative and retaliative threats. We have argued that
threats that are primarily intended to manipulate future behavior of the target are
often worded more vaguely and contain features that allow for the maintaining of
plausible deniability. Accordingly, manipulative threats contain less kill verbs and
force verbs and more non-violent verbs, as in the Examples (142) and (143) below.

(142) Be Aware Be Fair.
(143) Have you done any fishing lately?

Again, the interpretation of such utterances as threats depends to a great extent
on contextual embedding, shared knowledge and the target’s interpretation of the
utterance. The risk of going unnoticed is clearly higher with such pragmatically
vague threats. Simultaneously, as was argued, vagueness and context-dependency
facilitates a greater degree of plausible deniability. In both utterances the speakers
do not announce any harmful action that they will carry out and, thus, could not
be held liable on the grounds of the utterance alone.

In comparison, retaliative threats almost twice as often contain violent verbs
that clearly denote an agentive, forceful action that is directed at a target and in the
majority of cases also lexicalizes a resultative state of death, as in Example (144).
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(144) Hey, Bitch, ’'m on Redondo. I'm coming for you. Youre going to die. You
understand you're going to die. I'm going to kill you. I'm going to kill fucking
everybody. Your whole place is going to burn to hell. Die.

As s illustrated by this example, threats of this kind often additionally contain other
features such as TABOO LANGUAGE, clearly denote both agent and patient of the
announces action and are characterized by repetition and perspicuity of language.
The speaker of a threat like the one in Example (144) has no grounds on which s/
he could deny having threatened the person s/he is addressing.®” At the same time,
the choice of words increases the likelihood of being understood as having issued
a threat, compared to Example (142) or (143).

The comparably frequent use of ambiguous verbs, destroy verbs and verbs of
death and dying can be explained similarly. The ambiguous verbs found in the
corpus, such as get or take care of, allow for both a violent and a non-violent inter-
pretation. This means that while they do depend on contextual embedding, their
interpretation does not necessarily require specific shared knowledge of target and
threatener, as in the examples below.

(145) Thanks a lot, dog. I'm going to get you, dog.
(146) I will take care of him personally.

Embedded in context, both utterances can easily be understood as announcements
of future harmful action, i.e. for the speaker, the chance of being understood by the
target as making a threat increases. Yet, the violent meaning component of both get
and take care of is not lexicalized, i.e. for the speaker, the chance of having to assume
responsibility for making a threat is minimized. Apparently, ambiguous verbs are
preferred by speakers to balance the chance of being understood by the target with
the risk of being held responsible without evidently compromising one of these
aims. This would explain their equally frequent use in threats with a retaliative and
threats with a manipulative function. As for the distribution of destroy verbs and
verbs of death and dying across threats with both functions, it can be assumed that
the omission of either an animate target (destroy verbs) or an agent (verbs of death
and dying) makes these verbs suitable for both functions. The overall comparably
low frequency, however, indicates that they are not pervasive features of either of
the two threat functions.

For the related features ORIENTATION OF THREAT and AGENT-PATIENT RE-
LATION, it is expected that these tendencies will further manifest themselves.

87. In fact, the issue under discussion in such cases is often the degree of seriousness with which
a threatener utters a threat and whether or not s/he intends to actually carry out the threatened
action.
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Figure 5.7 plots the distribution of both variables and, as expected, there is a cor-
responding effect visible in both plots (ORIENTATION OF THREAT: Chi2 = 16.173,
df = 3, p = 0.0010; AGENT-PATIENT RELATION: Chi2 = 14.913, df = 4, p = 0.0048).

manipulative retaliative manipulative retaliative

Figure 5.7 Distribution of ORIENTATION OF THREAT and AGENT-PATIENT RELATION
across threats with a manipulative and retaliative function; a = agent, p = patient; right
panel = directive, hearer-oriented, mixed-oriented, impersonal, speaker-oriented, (N = 301)

noa—nop

no a—p

a-nop

In Figure 5.7, the left panel illustrates the distribution of the four participant pat-
terns that were distinguished in Section 4.4.2: no agent-no patient, no agent—pa-
tient, agent-no patient and agent—patient. We can see that the distribution is again
inverted for the two extremes, namely both participants explicitly denoted and
neither participant denoted in the threat. The reference to both participants at the
same time is more frequent in retaliative threats, compared to the omission of both
participants, which is more frequent in manipulative threats. Again, threats with a
manipulative function reside at the vague end of the scale of pragmatic explicitness,
whereas threats with a retaliative function reside at the explicit end of expressing
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the who-does-what-to-whom of the action. Both middle courses, i.e. threats where
one of the participants is omitted, are comparably frequent. This indicates that they
are not characterized by any evident functional differences.

The right panel shows the distribution of the different types of orientation of the
threat that were distinguished in Section 4.4.3: speaker-oriented, hearer-oriented,
mixed-oriented, directive, and impersonal. If we compare the distribution of the
different types across the two functions, we can see that threats with a manipulative
function are more frequently hearer oriented and twice as often in the form of a di-
rective. In comparison, retaliative threats are almost twice as often speaker-oriented
and a little more frequently mixed-oriented. Taken together, these differences in
perspective appear to indicate that threats with a manipulative function are more
focused on the hearer/target whereas retaliative threats are presumably more fo-
cused on the speaker/threatener. Given what we have previously established about
the relationships between speaker and target action in pre-event and post-event
threats, the change in focus mirrors the difference between a relationship of ‘con-
tingency’ and one of ‘consequence’. Manipulative threats are primarily aimed at
getting the target to (not) do something and the announcement of potential harm
is contingent upon the target’s actions. Directives and hearer-oriented threats pre-
sumably best express a clear focus on what the target has to do, as is illustrated in
Example (147) and (148) below. Retaliative threats are primarily announcements of
a harmful action by the speaker and the target’s actions are often only referred to as
a form of trigger for any negative consequences. Threats that are speaker-oriented
or mixed-oriented presumably best express this focus on the speaker’s own actions,
as is illustrated in Example (149) and (150).

(147) Keep your human trash off my property.

(148) If you are afraid for Alexander and his life in this case you must do right for
your son, you must pay.

(149) I will get that prosecutor, Seth Weber, for doing this to me and Neeson for
fucking up our getaway trip for that weekend.

(150) You snitched on me and my lawyer had it in black and white and I should have
killed you.

In both utterance (148) and (149) the focus is on the target actions and the target’s
compliance with what the speaker demands. Compared to that, utterances (149)
and (150) both highlight the speakers’ own actions and mention the targets’ actions
only as a trigger.

To summarize, the distribution of TYPE OF VERB, AGENT-PATIENT RELATION
and ORIENTATION OF THREAT across the two functions of threats is in line with
our previous observation that manipulative threats are more often situated at the
vague end of a scale of pragmatic explicitness. These threats are characterized by
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a considerably more frequent use of non-violent verbs, the omission of reference
to both agent and patient, and are more frequently hearer-oriented or directive.
Compared to this, retaliative threats more often contain violent verbs, more of-
ten clearly denote both agent and patient of that action and are more frequently
speaker-oriented or mixed-oriented.

5.2.4 Common lexical elements: Pronouns, taboo language
and mention of weapons

In this subsection, we look at the distribution of the remaining features: 1PP and 2PP,
TABOO LANGUAGE and MENTION OF WEAPONS. As was outlined in Section 4.5, these
features occur with varying frequency in the corpus and we discussed their func-
tional differences. By looking at their distribution across the different threat func-
tions, we will gain more insight into their role in threatening language in general.

First, we will look at the use of 1PP and 2PP. First and second person pronouns
were analyzed for the present study because both are standardly used to refer to
the participant roles of speaker/threatener and hearer/target, i.e. the potential par-
ticipants of an announced future action. Additionally, they have been discussed as
potentially indicating the primary focus of threats in previous research. However,
this view was rejected by the present findings since the distribution of 1PP and
2PP showed no significant effect, i.e. no bias towards either speaker/threatener or
hearer/target appears to be reflected by an increased use of the respective pronoun.
For this reason, no significant effect in the distribution of pronouns across manip-
ulative and retaliative threats is expected. Figure 5.8 plots the distribution of 1PP
(left panel) and 2PP (right panel) across both functions.

We can see from the plot that the use of 2PP (right panel) is not significantly
influenced by the threat’s function. The distribution of 1PP (left panel), however,
does show a small effect: retaliative threats contain more 1PP compared manip-
ulative to threats. The finding is in line with what was discussed in the previous
section, namely that retaliative threats are less focused on what the hearer/target
does and more focused on the speaker/threatener. The fact that we do not find a
corresponding effect for 2PP in manipulative threats can presumably be explained
by referring back to the analysis of ORIENTATION OF THREAT. Manipulative and
retaliative threats may differ in their orientation but they do not differ in how fre-
quently they refer to the hearer/target by using 2PP. The difference is illustrated in
Examples (151) and (152).

(151) Patty, you have not seen violence yet until you see what we do to you.

(152) Tl personally kill you when I get out of prison.
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Figure 5.8 Distribution of 1PP and 2PP across threats with manipulative and retaliative
function (1PP: Chi? = 5.6161, df = 1, p = 0.0178; 2PP: Chi? = 9.8133¢-31,df=1,p = 1),
(N =301)

Example (151) is a manipulative threat and Example (152) is a retaliative threat.
Both examples contain instances of 1PP and 2PP and only differ in their orientation.
Example (151) is hearer-oriented and Example (152) is speaker-oriented.

Overall, the present results confirm our previous conclusion that an analysis of
pronoun frequency by itself is rather unrewarding. Although we see an effect for
the distribution of 1PP, this effect is considerably small and can only be interpreted
consistently with regard to the prior analysis of ORIENTATION OF THREAT.

Let us now turn to the use of TABOO LANGUAGE. It was discussed in Section 4.5.2
that various forms of taboo words are used by speakers to aggravate the offensive
character of their threat (cf. Culpeper 2011: 154). For this reason, and because
the use of TABOO LANGUAGE is often triggered by strong emotions like anger or
frustration (cf. Jay 2009: 155), an increased frequency of the feature in retaliative
threats is expected. The distribution is illustrated in Figure 5.9.

We can see that the feature is distributed as expected: retaliative threats con-
tain roughly twice as many instances of TABOO LANGUAGE as manipulative threats.
Given what we have already established about the two functions, this finding is not
surprising. We have argued that retaliative threats are characterized by a height-
ened predictive strength, an increased use of violent verbs, and are more often
speaker-oriented or mixed-oriented. They are pragmatically explicit with regard to
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Figure 5.9 Distribution of TABOO LANGUAGE across threats with manipulative and
retaliative function (Chi? = 8.832, df = 1, p = 0.0029), (N = 301)

almost all of features we have discussed. Only the use of CONDITIONALITY marks
an exception here. Using swear words, insults and the like additionally highlights
the explicitly offensive nature of the threat utterance. This would additionally sup-
port the previous argument that speakers who utter a retaliative threat are more
focused on venting anger or frightening the target than on manipulating the target’s
future behavior. At the same time, the use of TABOO LANGUAGE in threats with a
manipulative function can be interpreted as a power-intensifying device. By us-
ing TABOO LANGUAGE the speakers additionally highlight their powerful position,
thereby increasing the chance of a successful threat, i.e. compliance by the target
(cf. Culpeper 2011).

With regard to the different functions that can be assigned to TABOO LAN-
GUAGE, it was previously established that the most frequent function found in the
data are personal insults, followed by the emphatic use of taboo words as intensify-
ing devices. The remaining three functions, cursing expressions, verbal expressions
and idiomatic expressions, are found relatively infrequent in the corpus. The func-
tions are illustrated in the examples below. One instance of TABOO LANGUAGE is
highlighted in bold print and its respective function is indicated in square brackets.

(153) You need to worry about 245 on deputy sheriff ... With this motherfucker
knife I have.

[Emphatic intensifier]

(154) It’s a gun, stupid.
[Personal insult referring to a definite entity]
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(155) Fuckyou. I hate you. You STD bitch. I know where you grew up. I've got some-
thing for you.
[Cursing expletive and personal insult referring to a definite entity]

(156) ... shit! I'll fuck you up! I don’t give a fuck about going back to the pen! I got
connections, bro! My family is Mafia! Mafia!
[Verbal form and idiomatic ‘set phrase’]

Let us now look at the distribution of the functions across manipulative and retal-
iative threats, as illustrated in Figure 5.10.

70 @ manipulative
@ retaliative
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Insult Cursing Intensifier Verbal form Idiom

Figure 5.10 Distribution of functions of TABOO LANGUAGE across threats
with manipulative and retaliative function (n = 144)

We can see from the plot that all functions of TABOO LANGUAGE more frequently
occur in retaliative threats compared to manipulative threats: personal insults, curs-
ing expletives, emphatic intensifiers, verbal uses of swear words and idiomatic ‘set
phrases’. However, although the image suggests that the different types of TaBOO
LANGUAGE are distributed differently across manipulative and retaliative threats,
Fisher’s exact test does not provide evidence that this difference is significant
(p =0.4167). We are looking at mere tendencies that would have to be verified by
investigating larger data sets.

The fact that all functions of TABOO LANGUAGE are more frequently found in
retaliative threats is in line with our previous observations that the primary aim
of such threats is to ensure that the threat is acknowledged by the target, to high-
light its offensiveness and not to conceal the intent from the addressee. Because
threats of this type are uttered in reaction to past actions by the target, the context
of utterance is often characterized by strong emotions on the side of the speaker,
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like anger, frustration, or the wish for revenge. This is mirrored in the particularly
frequent use of emphatic intensifiers, cursing expressions and verbal forms in re-
taliative threats. As was discussed in Section 4.5.2, it is predominantly such strong
emotions like anger and frustration that trigger the use of swear words or TABOO
LANGUAGE (cf. Jay 2009: 155).

In Section 2.3.2, we have already touched upon the difference between coercive
and affective impoliteness (cf. Culpeper 2011). Culpeper (2011: 221) suggests that
affective impoliteness is a form of hostile, verbal aggression that is connected to
heightened emotions, such as anger or frustration and becomes a form of impolite-
ness if it is directed at someone. Additionally, affective impoliteness is often used by
speakers in reaction to something. As Jay (1992: 106) argues, “retribution is what
swearing, cursing, and insulting is all about” With regard to the present findings,
it appears that in retaliative threats speakers more often use affective impoliteness.
This view is additionally supported by a distinction Beebe (1995) makes in her
account of instrumental rudeness, a predecessor concept of impoliteness. Beebe
(1995: 154) claims that instrumental rudeness essentially “serves two functions:
to get power and to vent negative feelings” The present findings suggest that this
functional distinction is mirrored in retaliative and manipulative threats: while
the former are more focused on ‘getting power’ the latter appear to be more about
‘venting negative feelings’.

In summary, there seem to be two overall motivations for speakers to use TA-
BOO LANGUAGE in threats. It can function as a form of affective impoliteness and
for the venting of negative emotions, such as anger or frustration, as described
above. As such the use of TABOO LANGUAGE can fulfill a ‘cathartic’ function for the
speaker (cf. Jay 1992, 2000) and at the same time increase the offensiveness of an
utterance (cf. Culpeper 2011). Additionally, TABOO LANGUAGE can also function
as a form of power-assertion (cf. Beebe 1995; Culpeper 2008, 2011; Locher 2004;
Limberg 2008). While the latter function is rather reflected in manipulative threats,
it appears that retaliative threats are more frequently focused on the affective use
of swear words, insults, or other forms of TABOO LANGUAGE. Retaliative threats
are uttered in reaction to past actions of the target often in emotionally charged
contexts. Consequently, the use of TABOO LANGUAGE in retaliative threats can be
interpreted as a form of ‘emotional discharge of the speakers’ (Limberg 2009: 1378)
as opposed to a form of intensification or power-assertion in manipulative threats.

The last feature that was inspected for its role in threatening language is MEN-
TION OF WEAPONS, i.e. the reference to weaponry and semantically related items in
threat utterances (cf. Section 4.5.3). It was found that although in specific context
types speakers employ MENTION OF WEAPONS as a form of vague hint at their abili-
ties or preconditions of acting upon a threat, this use of the feature is overall rather
infrequent. It was further discussed that MENTION OF WEAPONS is predominantly
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used in utterances that are vague with regard to the other features as well, i.e. with
regard to agent, patient, point in time, demands and consequences or negative
actions that are contingent upon these demands.

For the current analysis, it is expected that MENTION OF WEAPONS is more
frequent in manipulative threats, because the feature is used by speakers as a vague
and contextually very restricted, thus opaque, form of threat. The distribution of
the feature across both functions is plotted in Figure 5.11 below.

manipulative retaliative

Figure 5.11 Distribution of MENTION OF WEAPONS across threats with retaliative
and manipulative function (Chi? = 6.0011, df = 1, p = 0.0143), (N = 301)

weapon

Nno weapon

We can see from the plot that the feature occurs as expected, i.e. almost twice as
often in manipulative as in retaliative threats. It was discussed earlier that there are
roughly three kinds of statements about weapons in the corpus that either occur on
their own or are combined: statements about the possession, acquisition or use of
weapons, statements about the abilities and intentions of the speakers in relation to
weapons and, thirdly, statements about the general properties of weaponry and re-
lated entities. The different kinds of statements are illustrated in the Examples (157)
to (159) below.

(157) Thave a gun and I'm not afraid to use it.

(158) Iwasright there in Barnes Hospital when ... Sergeant Dodge brought in a [sic]
Bob Stanze. With that cemetery blue look. I think Deeba would look about
right that color. I can hit what ’'m aiming at for 400 f- - —ing yards.

(159) Silencers are quite often found in Europe than they are in this country. The
reason there good is they don't wake up the children.
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All three examples are manipulative threats. In the first two examples, the speak-
ers mention their possession of a gun, their state of mind, and their ability to use
weaponry. In the third example, the speaker states something about the properties
of firearm equipment, thereby highlighting his expertise or routine in dealing with
these. By mentioning these abilities or this kind of knowledge, the speakers presum-
ably pursue the same goal: to strengthen their position as more powerful in order to
increase the likelihood of compliance by the target. At the same time, rather vague
threats as in Example (159) ensure maintaining plausible deniability for the speaker.
As was discussed earlier, the specificity of the contexts in which utterances like the
ones in (157) to (159) are used as threats leads us to conclude that any potential
demands and consequences are mutually known by both speaker/threatener and
addressee/target. In a bank robbery scenario, for example, it is known what the
robber demands and what negative consequences might be upon the target in the
case of non-cooperativeness or non-compliance. By highlighting the possession of
a firearm, the robber stresses their ability to act upon the implicit threat of physical
harm and strengthens their more powerful position.3

In comparison, speakers in retaliative threats often mention their possession
of or expertise in dealing with weaponry in order to additionally highlight the
offensiveness of their utterance or to stress their determination to act upon their
threat. In line with this, mentioning of weapons has been discussed in the literature
as a typical feature that indicates a greater disposition to physical violence and
hints at an increased likelihood of execution of a threat (cf. Turner & Gelles 2003,
Section 2.2.4). The utterances (160) and (161) below are examples of this.

(160) You're lucky I don’t got my gun, bitch, or I'd kill you

(161) I'm going to bring a gun to school tomorrow and shoot everyone and start with
you. Maybe not you first.

In both examples, the speakers utter their threat in an already conflictive situation
and in reaction to past behavior of the target. In Example (160) the target denied the
threatener shared custody of their child and in Example (161) the speaker threatens
a classmate after being bullied. Both utterances additionally contain some of the
other features: violent verbs, futurate expressions, taboo words and a clear reference
to agent and patient of the announced harmful action. Mentioning a weapon only
aggravates the already rather explicit threats, whereas in the Examples (157) to
(159) the feature constitutes a threat on its own.

88. It is not surprising that it has been argued that threats of this kind are prototypical threats
(cf. Yamanaka 1995), because the knowledge to understand a robbery scenario is not specific
knowledge only the participants of the above described scenario have but can be considered a
kind of ‘world knowledge’.
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Overall, the present findings are in line with the previous observation that the
infrequent and context-specific use of MENTION OF WEAPONS suggests a rather
marginal role of the feature for threatening language in general. It was argued that
especially in scenarios where the demands and (negative) consequences are shared
knowledge between threatener and target utterances that contain a reference to
weaponry or semantically related actions or entities can strengthen the position
of the threatener as more powerful. For this reason, the feature is more frequently
found in manipulative threats.

To summarize, the distribution of 1PP and 2PP, TABOO LANGUAGE and MEN-
TION OF WEAPONS appears to confirm our previous observations that manipulative
threats are pragmatically more vague than retaliative threats with regard to the
who-does-what-to-whom of a threatening scenario. Threats with a manipulative
function contain less first person pronouns and more instances of MENTION OF
WEAPONS, without any clear expression of demands and/or negative consequences,
which were analyzed as a very specific type of opaque hint. Compared to this, retal-
iative threats contain significantly more forms of TABOO LANGUAGE, and especially
more instances of personal insults and curse forms, which can be interpreted to
indicate the highly emotional charge of threats of this kind.

5.2.,5 Summary

Recapitulating the observations made so far, it has to be noted that the distribution
of the different features across manipulative and retaliative threats mirrors the pre-
vious impression that the majority of threats in CoJO can be placed at the extreme
ends of a scale ranging from very vague to very explicit threats. At one end, there
are threats that contain few or none of the examined features and at the other are
very explicit threats that clearly denote agent and patient of a violent action placed
in the future and additionally contain explicit language.

The present findings further indicate that manipulative threats are predomi-
nantly rather vague while retaliative threats are rather explicit with regard to the
features we have looked at so far. However, there is one exception: the use of con-
ditional language is much more common in manipulative threats. Seeing, how-
ever, that the feature is overall relatively infrequent, the increased occurrence of
conditionals in manipulative threats is not surprising. It was observed that, while
all threats relatively frequently contain an expression of FUTURITY, in comparison,
retaliative threats contain more variants with increased predictive strength, such
as be going to and present futurate. At the same time, of all the threats that contain
no futurity, an overwhelming majority has a manipulative function.

Furthermore, the distribution of the different verb types across the two
functions indicates that the two most explicitly violent types, i.e. kill verbs and
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force verbs, are most commonly found in retaliative threats. At the same time,
non-violent verbs are twice as frequent in manipulative threats, again supporting
the view that the two functions are characterized by a rather vague versus a rather
explicit form. Accordingly, threats with a retaliative function more frequently de-
note both agent and patient of an action and threats with a manipulative function
more frequently denote neither of the two participant roles. Retaliative threats are
more often phrased from the perspective of the speaker and, in comparison, ma-
nipulative threats are more often phrased from the perspective of a hearer/target,
implicitly in the form of a directive or explicitly.

With regard to the remaining features, it was observed that first and second
person pronouns overall do not appear to be significantly differently distributed
across the two macro-functions. There is a minor effect for first person pronouns,
which suggests that manipulative threats contain less first person pronouns and,
although this is only a slight tendency, it is also in line with the remaining obser-
vations. In addition, threats with a retaliative function contain significantly more
instances of TABOO LANGUAGE such as swear words, curse words or intensifying
expressions. It was argued that the use of such items presumably indicates that
threats with a retaliative function are highly emotionally charged and are more
focused on affective impoliteness, whereas manipulative threats are more focused
on coercive impoliteness. Lastly, the increased occurrence of MENTION OF WEAPONS
in threats with a manipulative function supports the view that the feature is often
used in isolation as a contextually very restricted form of an opaque hint.

The present findings suggest that the formal differences between threat utter-
ances found in the first part of the present study are, at least in part, traceable to the
function of the respective threat. The majority of the detected distributional pat-
terns can be explained as related to the difference between manipulative pre-event
and retaliative post-event threats. As was previously noted, it is likely that a fur-
ther sub-classification of the two examined macro-functions would reveal more
fine-grained patterns of feature distribution. For manipulative threats, for exam-
ple, sub-classes of ‘manipulation’ could be established depending on whether the
threatener wants to encourage or prevent specific behavior or depending on the
type of behavior or action that the threatener wants, for example, ‘physical actions’
or ‘material goods’. Similarly, retaliative threats could be sub-divided according to
the kind of ‘punishment” or harmful action the speaker announces, for example,
‘physical violence’ or ‘material sanctions’, or according to the event that presumably
triggered the retaliative action, for example, ‘act of violence’ or ‘social conflict’. For
now, however, the very broad classification into only two macro-functions allows
for a first insight into functionally motivated differences in the form of threats.

It has to be stressed again that the proposition of two overall macro-functions,
although theoretically informed by existing studies on other speech acts, is
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data-driven, i.e. based on determinable contextual differences. The consecutively
carried out analysis of the distribution of features supports the two-fold distinction:
manipulative threats are realized differently by speakers than retaliative threats. At
the same time, the often rather minor test statistics of some of the distributional
patterns highlights the need for further research.

5.3 Form as a predictor of function: Classification tree models

We have seen so far that the two functions, which have been proposed based on
contextual differences, are characterized by differently distributed linguistic feature
combinations. Already in the first part of the present study, two broad tendencies of
feature combinations were attested in the data: ‘pragmatically vague’ versus ‘prag-
matically explicit’ with regard to the set of features we have previously examined.
The difference is again illustrated in the two examples below.

(162) Motherfucker, asshole. I'm going to kill you.
(163) Have you done any fishing lately?

The utterance in Example (162) clearly denotes the agent and patient of a violent
action set in the future and additionally contains insults or swearing expressions.
We have argued that such a threat is explicit with regard to illocutionary point and
referents of the threat and corresponds to the second part of Milburn and Watman’s
“formula”: “If you do A, I will do B, where ‘A’ is detrimental to the threatener and
‘B’ is detrimental to the target” (Milburn & Watman 1981: 8). In comparison, the
utterance in Example (163) denotes no violent future action and, consequently, does
not refer to any agent or patient of such an action. Both utterances are realized by
speakers with the same ultimate goal of threatening a target, but the utterance in
Example (162) has a retaliative function and the utterance in (163) has a manipu-
lative function.

Taken together, the results from both parts of the present analysis suggest that
the structural differences we find are not as unsystematic as has been previously
claimed in the literature. Instead, they can be at least partially explained as reflecting
the difference between manipulative and retaliative threats, as reflecting a different
focus on coercive or affective impoliteness, and, hence, as being strategic with ref-
erence to the specific goal(s) the speakers pursue. Now, if the variation we find in
the data is indeed consistent and largely determined by the function of the threats,
this should enable us to use the form of a threat as a predictor of its function. In
other words, it should be possible to determine a threat’s function (or class) based
on a list of the features (or variables) the threat contains.
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In order to survey this assumption further we need a method that can be “used
to classify an object or an instance [...] to a predefined set of classes [...] based on
their attributes or values [...]” (Rokach & Maimon 2008: 5). For the present data,
this means that we want to construct a predictive model that attempts to assign
the threats in CoJO to a predefined set of functions, i.e. manipulative or retaliative,
based on their linguistic features. In order to fit such a model, two complementary
methods were used: classification trees (Breiman et al. 1984) and random forests
(Breiman 2001).% The models were constructed using the ctree () (cf. Strasser
& Weber 1999; Hothorn et al. 2006) and cforest () algorithm (Breiman 2001;
Hothorn et al. 2006, Strobl et al. 2007; Strobl et al. 2009) implemented in the party
and partykit packages in R (version 3.2.3).

There are a number of other methods that can be used to fit predictive models,
but for the present analysis classification trees and random forests are particularly
well suited, given two problems that we are facing: there is a rather large number of
predictors (p = 11) and a comparatively small number of observations (N = 301)%
and, more importantly, there is a lack of predefined assumptions about these pre-
dictors and their interactions, because none of the variables that are investigated
are accounted for as predictors in previous research. Classification trees and ran-
dom forests can handle both of these problems. Classification trees are useful in
situations with many variables that potentially interact in complicated ways, and
the resulting tree model will provide us with “a clear picture of the structure of
the data” and offers “highly intuitive insight into to the kinds of interactions be-
tween variables” (Crawley 2013: 768). Different types of classification trees have
been successfully applied to various types of linguistic data (cf., e.g., Dohmas et al.
2014; Tagliamonte & Baayen 2012) To complement a single classification tree
model with a random forest has additional advantages: apart from handling the
above-mentioned ‘data sparseness’ (Tagliamonte & Baayen 2012: 1), random forests
are well suited for investigating complex interactions between variables and possible
collinearity (Tagliamonte & Baayen 2012: 24).

Classification trees are the result of recursive partitioning, i.e. an algorithm
splits the data repeatedly into subsets that maximally differ in their behavior with

89. Classification trees are a type of decision tree where the predicted outcome is categorical (or
nominal) and not a continuous (or numerical) value (Rokach & Maimon 2008: 5; Breiman et al.
1984).

90. The number of observations in the present study is sufficient in most views. There are different
rules of thumb for an appropriate ratio of predictors and observations in multivariate analyses
(cf. Kunter 2011: 208). Baayen (2008: 195), for example, suggests that there should be “at least
15 times more observations than coefficients”, while Crawley (2005: 204) considers three obser-
vations per predictor sufficient. The current dataset meets these requirements.
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regard to all predictor variables and the response variable in the model. At each
split, the predictor with the strongest discriminatory power is selected and the
splitting is repeated until a predefined stopping criterion is reached (cf. Strobl et al.
2009: 325). The resulting tree is similar to rule induction in that each path from
root to final leaves can be transformed into a rule that states which characteristics
a given subset has. In the present case, this could be something along the lines of ‘If
a threat contains the features X, Y and Z, the function of the threat is A’ (cf. Rokach
& Maimon 2008: 11).

Parallel to the analyses in the first part of the study, with this step, we move
again from descriptive and explorative univariate analyses to multivariate analyses
that enable us to look at multiple factors at the same time (cf., e.g., Gries 2013: 102).
Unlike the hierarchical clustering method that was used in the first part, however,
classification trees are a supervised method. Rather than to detect new and un-
known patterns in the data like hierarchical clustering, a tree-based classification
model predicts the predefined levels of a categorical variable FUNCTION (cf. Zumel
& Mount 2014: 175, Rokach & Maimon 2008: 5).

A more detailed explanation of both methods will be given in the next section.

5.3.1 Methodology

The specific type of classification tree used here is a conditional inference tree or
‘ctree’ (cf. Hothorn et al. 2006). Conditional inference trees use binary partitioning
regardless of the number of levels of each predictor (cf. Levshina 2015: 291). At
each split, it is considered whether subdividing the data into exactly two sets with
different characteristics or feature constellations results in a subset where one pre-
dicted outcome is the majority and a subset where the other predicted outcome is
the majority. The procedure is repeated with every predictor and every subset until
no further splits can be made (cf. Tagliamonte & Baayen 2012: 22). The algorithm
works on the basis of ‘impurity reduction’, i.e. the aim is always to create the most
homogeneous subset possible. The degree of impurity reduction can be quantified
by using measures such as the Gini Index or Shannon Entropy to indicate the dis-
criminatory power of each predictor (cf. Strobl et al. 2009).

Conditional inference trees have two methodological advantages over classifi-
cation trees based on traditional algorithms such as the CART algorithm (Breiman
et al. 1984) or the CHAID algorithm (Kass 1980). The variable selection at each
split is unbiased, i.e. variables with many levels are not favored (cf. Tagliamonte
& Baayen 2012: 22). Additionally, the resulting tree model returns p-values at
each split while algorithms such as CART have been described as having “no con-
cept of statistical significance” (Mingers 1987, cited in Hothorn et al. 2006: 652).
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Consequently, conditional inference trees do not run the same risk of overfitting
the data by adapting too close to even unsystematic variation.

The p-values in the model are obtained by permuting or rearranging the as-
signed values of each data point, i.e. randomly changing the characteristics of each
threat, for example from non-conditional to explicit conditional. The relevant test
statistic is computed for each of these ‘permuted’ observations and is then com-
pared to the test statistic for the original data. Based on the proportion of deviating
test statistics for permuted observations, the significance level of each predictor
is calculated (cf. Levshina 2015: 292). Permutation is a resampling method simi-
lar to bootstrapping, but while bootstrapping calculates test statistics for random
sub-samples of the original data, permutation randomly rearranges the values of
each observation. As a consequence of the above-described procedure, the final
conditional inference tree does not have to be simplified or adjusted (‘pruned’). It
has a “predictive performance equivalent to the performance of optimally pruned
trees” (Hothorn et al. 2006: 653).°!

However, all individual tree models, including conditional inference trees, have
been shown to be overly sensitive to even minor changes in the data and, hence, are
often considered rather instable. This instability is said to lead to undesired varia-
bility in the predictions of single trees (cf. Strobl et al. 2009: 330). As a solution to
the problem of variability, a random forest was created in addition to the single tree
model. Random forests are an ensemble method, i.e. not a single classification tree is
fitted, but a predefined number of individual trees are aggregated on the basis of the
same algorithm as single classification trees. As a consequence, predictions are no
longer based on a single tree but on a whole set of trees (cf. Strobl et al. 2009: 331).
Random forests differ from other ensemble methods such as ‘bagging’, in that the
resulting random forest is grown from individual conditional inference trees that
are each generated from a random sample of both observations and predictors. The
algorithm randomizes observations as well as predictors, “to make the resulting set
of trees even more diverse” (Strobl et al. 2009: 331).

By generating subsamples, the data are divided into so called ‘in-bag observa-
tions’ and ‘out-of-bag observations’. The in-bag observations are used as training
sets by the algorithm, and the accuracy of each tree is evaluated by comparing the
training set’s predictions to the remaining out-of-bag observations (Tagliamonte
& Baayen 2012: 23). Permutation is used in order to “mimic the absence of the
variable from the model” (Strobl et al. 2008: np). This means that the algorithm
rearranges the levels of one predictor in the subset in order to break any given

91. This claim was confirmed by the fact that the final ctree used here is identical to an earlier
pruned version of a traditional classification tree I fitted.
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association between that predictor and the response variable. In the present case,
this means that, for example, the values of all in-bag observations are changed from
non-conditional to explicit conditional so that any potential association between
non-conditional and retaliative or manipulative function is broken. By comparing
the in-bag and out-of-bag observations it can be assessed whether or not the per-
muted predictor has an impact on the classificatory accuracy of the respective tree.
In other words, if the out-of-bag observations are still accurately classified even with
a permuted predictor, this predictor is not important, but if the predictive accuracy
of the model measurably decreases, the predictor is important. The degree of dif-
ference between in-bag and out-of-bag predictions or before and after permuting
the predictor is used as an importance measure (cf. Strobl et al. 2008). As a result,
each tree generates a measure of relative importance for the permuted predictor
(Tagliamonte & Baayen 2012: 23).

Because each tree in the forest can be used to determine the importance of one
predictor, the entire forest can be used to determine the mean influence of each
predictor in the model (cf. Levshina 2015: 292). For this purpose, the conditional
permutation-based variable importance that is generated by each individual tree
as described above is averaged over all trees in the forest. A mean is calculated for
the individual differences in prediction accuracy before and after permuting one
variable in all trees of the forest (cf. Tagliamonte & Baayen 2012: 23; Strobl et al.
2008).92 The measure is considered superior to traditional importance measures
based on impurity reduction such as the Gini index (cf. Strobl et al. 2008).

Similar to an averaged variable importance measure, the predictions of a ran-
dom forest are also averaged. Predictions generated by a random forest are achieved
by means of a voting scheme. In our case this means that each tree contributes a vote
as to what is the most likely function of a given observation, i.e. either retaliative or
manipulative. The function that reaches a majority of votes is then selected as the
predicted value (Tagliamonte & Baayen 2012: 23).

Using conditional inference tree modeling alongside the creation of a random
forest will allow us to probe the question whether the variation we find in the
structure of a threat is systematic and related to its function or a product of chance.
Additionally, it will allow for some insight into the weight or importance of each
predictor variable in the model.

All previously investigated features are included as predictors in both mod-
els: conpITIONALITY (With levels explicit, implicit and non-conditional), Fu-
TURITY (will, be going to, present futurate and no futurity), TYPE oF VERB (kill,

92. See Strobl et al. (2008) for a more detailed explanation of the algorithm and a formalized
representation of the mean importance measure.
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force, destroy, death/dying, ambiguous and non-violent), ORIENTATION OF THREAT
(speaker-oriented, hearer-oriented, mixed-oriented, directive and impersonal),
AGENT, PATIENT, 1PP, 2PP, TABOO LANGUAGE, MENTION OF WEAPONS (all with
levels y and n) and RELATIONSHIP OF THREATENER AND TARGET (personal and
non-personal). The predicted class is FUNCTION with values manipulative and
retaliative.

5.3.2 Results I: Single conditional inference tree

A conditional inference was fitted with the variables form the previous section. The
resulting tree is a structure with all possible splits that are significant at the level
of a < 0.05. The analysis was run several times with different parameters and the
results proved to be stable.?® The tree is plotted in Figure 5.12.

The tree is to be read as follows. The ovals contain the names of the respective
predictor variable and the corresponding p-value. The levels of each predictor
are indicated on the branches and all nodes, including terminal nodes, are num-
bered for easy reference. The terminal nodes give the distribution of manipulative
and retaliative function in the respective constellation of features in terms of a
stacked bar plot. The colors indicate manipulative (blue) and retaliative (red)
function. The number of observations in this set is shown in parentheses at the
top of each box.

As Figure 5.12 shows, only two features out of the initial eleven play a role as
predictors in the final model, namely CONDITIONALITY and TYPE OF VERB. The
most important effect concerns the question of whether the threat contains a type
of conditional language or not. Accordingly, the first split (Node 1, the root node)
divides conditional (both explicit and implicit) and non-conditional threats. The
left branch with conditional threats is not split any further and contains 87 obser-
vations. Of these, more than 70% carry a manipulative function (Node 2), as for
example the utterances in (164) to (166).

(164) If you are afraid for Alexander and his life in this case you must do right for
your son, you must pay.

(165) Find out what happens if you step on my fucking property.

93. The different control parameters implemented in ctree control () allow for an adjustment
of, for example, significance level, minimum number of observation in each set or test type.
Only the significance level had an influence on the final model, if set to marginal significance
(0.05<p <0.1).
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conditionality
p <0.001

explicit, implicit non-conditional

verb_type
p <0.001

kill, force, destroy,
death/dying, ambiguous non-violent

Node 2 (n = 87) Node 4 (n = 159) Node 5 (n = 55)

o o

Figure 5.12 Single conditional inference tree model for the function of threats. Color is used to indicate function, blue =
manipulative, red = retaliative
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(166) IfI get indicted and you testify, ’'m going to take care of you, 'm going to get
you. You don’t know what you're dealing with. But if you don’t, everything will
be fine, everything will be okay.

As is evident from the examples, the threats in this set are far from formally ho-
mogeneous. Their common denominator, however, is their conditional language,
i.e. that they all formulate a protasis (prerequisite) and an apodosis (consequence)
(cf. Section 4.2).

Let us now turn to the right branch. If the utterance does not contain any
conditional language, the other decisive criterion is the type of verb the threat ut-
terance contains (Node 3). The right branch splits into two branches, according to
whether the verb present is violent or ambiguous (left branch) or non-violent (right
branch). Utterances with a type of violent or an ambiguous verb are retaliative with
an almost 80% chance. Utterances in this set that fit the criteria are threats like in
Example (167) or (168).

(167) I can’t take this any more. The principal [is] just leaning on me.... 'm a man
grasping at straws.... [Y]ou can’t stop a man if he doesn’t want to live any
more.... [A] day doesn’t pass that [I] don’t feel like killing myself.... I think
I'll bring a gun. I'll shoot the principal and shoot myself.

(168) You fucking bitch. You're gonna die.

This branch structure accounts for more than half of the observations in the corpus
(Node 4, n = 159), which means it has the highest predictive strength in the model.
The examples illustrate, however, that this set is also not completely homogeneous.
Some of the utterances contain other features such as TABOO LANGUAGE, as is illus-
trated in Example (168), others denote the agent and patient of the violent action
they refer to, as is illustrated in Example (167).

All remaining utterances that are non-conditional and contain a non-violent
verb are again manipulative with chance of more than 70% (Node 5, n = 55).
Examples from the set would be the utterances in (169) and (170).

(169) 'This is Inglewood 13, homey, and I'm Pequeno Peligroso.
(170) Ialso know where his kids go to school.

The examples serve to illustrate the common denominator of utterances of this
set, namely that they neither contain any reference to a violent action nor a form
of conditional language.

From the above-described structure, the conditional inference tree is able to
make predictions about the function of each threat in CoJO and classifies the threat
as either manipulative or retaliative. Accordingly, threats with the above-described
feature, i.e. conditional versus non-conditional and violent or ambiguous versus
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non-violent verb are classified based on these features. The classification decision
the algorithm arrives at can then be compared to the known classification that was
manually coded. This comparison can be used as an evaluation of the tree’s pre-
dictive performance, i.e. how accurately the algorithm predicts the actual known
outcome. In our case this means how often threats are accurately classified as ma-
nipulative or retaliative.

A well-known indicator of classifier performance is a confusion matrix. A con-
fusion matrix is a cross-tabulation of the predicted observations from the model
with the actual or observed outcomes. The table gives an indication of how often
the actual known outcome (truth) occurs with each of the two predictions. With
regard to incorrect predictions, a confusion matrix evaluates both the amount of
missed observations, i.e. observations that should have been part of the class but
are not recognized by the algorithm, and the amount of wrongly classed observa-
tions, i.e. these observations that are not members of the respective class, but are
placed in the class by the algorithm. The matrix can be used as a basis for different
measures of performance of our tree model that will be explained below (cf. Zumel
& Mount 2014: 94).

A confusion matrix for the single conditional inference tree model illustrated
in Figure 5.12 is depicted in Table 5.1 below. The rows correspond to the actual
known outcomes (TRUTH), and the columns correspond to the predictions made
by the model (PREDICTION). Because there are slightly more threats in the corpus
that have a retaliative function, retaliative is now the class we want to identify. For
the time being, this means that manipulative threats are defined as ‘non-retaliative’.

The predicted outcomes can now be categorized as ‘true’ and ‘false’ members
and non-members. Depending on the decision the classifier makes, the predictions
are therefore considered (in the table clockwise, from top left): (i) true negatives,
if the classifier accurately predicts that these observations are non-members, i.e.
non-retaliative, (ii) false positives, if the classifier falsely identifies them as members,
i.e. retaliative, but they are non-members, (iii) false negatives, if the classifier falsely
predicts these observations are non-members, i.e. manipulative, but they actually
are class members, and (iv) true positives, if the classifier accurately predicts that
these observations are members of the class, i.e. retaliative.

Table 5.1 Confusion matrix single conditional inference tree

PREDICTION
TRUTH FALSE TRUE
non-retaliative TN =101 FP =38

retaliative FN =41 TP =121




Chapter 5. The function of threats 167

The labels in the table are to be read as follows: TN = true negative, FP = false posi-
tive, FN = false negative and TP = true positive. As can be seen from Table 5.1, if we
define retaliative as the class that is to be predicted, the classifier predicts 101 true
negatives, 38 false positives, 41 false negatives and 121 true positives. These figures
can be used to calculate different evaluation measures such as accuracy, precision
and recall, F1 score and sensitivity and specificity (cf. Zumel & Mount 2014: 97).

To determine the accuracy of a classification model is the most common meas-
ure of classifier performance and “is defined as the number of items categorized
correctly divided by the total number of items” (Zumel & Mount 2014: 95). In our
case this means (101 + 121)/301, which amounts to roughly 0.74. In other words,
the model predicts almost 74% of all observations correctly. At the same time, the
algorithm predicts a wrong class for similar amounts of cases for both classes, i.e.
41 false negatives and 38 false positives. Since the frequency of both functions is
not identical, however, the misclassification rate of manipulative is slightly higher
and amounts to 28.8% compared to roughly 23% for retaliative. Precisely because
the two classes are not completely balanced, the accuracy measure can at times be
misleading (cf. Zumel & Mount 2014: 96). Therefore, we will look at some other
related evaluation measures.

Precision and recall are determined by comparing the amount of accurately
predicted class members with the amount of falsely predicted class members.
Precision “is what fraction of the items the classifier flags as being in the class that
actually are in the class” and recall “is what fraction of the things that are in the class
are detected by the classifier” (Zumel & Mount 2014: 96). In the present case, we
have 76% precision, which also means that 24% of the threats that were predicted
as retaliative are in fact manipulative. At the same time, we have 75% recall, which
means 25% of the threats that are retaliative are not detected by a classification tree
with the above-described structure.

Based on precision and recall, we can also determine the F1 score of our
model with the following formula: 2*precision*recall/(precision + recall) (Zumel
& Mount 2014: 96). In our case this amounts to an F1 score of roughly 0.75.
Because precision and recall are quite similar for our model, the F1 score does
not add more information.

The measures of sensitivity and specificity are calculated similarly. Sensitivity or
‘true positive rate’ is identical to recall and gives an indication of how many of the
actual class members are called out by the classifier, in our case 75%. Specificity or
‘true negative rate’ is a measure of how many of the actual non-members are called
out by the algorithm, in our case 72% (cf. Zumel and Mount 2014: 97). Because
sensitivity and specificity are calculated using just one row of a confusion matrix,
their values would just switch if we set manipulative as the class that is to be pre-
dicted (cf. Zumel & Mount 2014: 96).
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The different performance measures are summarized in Table 5.2.

Table 5.2 Summary of classifier performance measures for single conditional inference tree

Measure Formula ctree
Accuracy (TP + TN) /(TP + TN + FP + FN) 0.74
Precision TP/ (TP + FP) 0.76
Recall TP/ (TP + FN) 0.75
F1 score 2*precision*recall/(precision + recall) 0.75
Sensitivity TP/ (TP + FN) 0.75
Specificity TN/ (TN + FP) 0.72

As all of the measures indicate, the individual tree model returns slightly better
scores for retaliative threats and identifies more class members than non-members
accurately. Overall, the performance of our single conditional inference tree is not
overwhelming, but if we consider that a classifier that randomly assigns a class to
all observations has a 53.8% chance of an accurate classification, the model offers
a considerable improvement to any such random classification.

5.3.3 Results II: Random forest of conditional inference trees

To gain more insight into the importance of individual predictors included in the
model and to further illuminate the underlying process of variable selection in
the single tree, the previous analysis is complemented by generating a random
forest, i.e. an ensemble of conditional inference trees (Breiman 2001). The random
forest was created using the cforest () algorithm that is also implemented in
the party package in R (Hothorn et al. 2006, Strobl et al. 2007, 2008). The forest
is constructed of 1000 conditional inference trees. The number of input variables
sampled as predictors at each split was set to 5 in the final model. The analysis was
run several times with different parameters and the results proved to be stable.*
As described in Section 5.4.1, a random forest is an aggregation of trees that
are fitted to a randomized subset of both observations and predictors. In every
tree, the levels of predictor are randomly rearranged in order to break any given
association between this predictor and the response variable. The algorithm assesses
the predictive accuracy of each tree with and without one permuted predictor and

94. The number of variables that are randomly sampled as candidates at each node varied between
2 and 11 (to perform the analysis without any random input variable sampling at all), but the best
results were achieved with a measure of 5 input variables at each split. The number of trees grown
was advanced from 500 to 1000, again in order to counterbalance the relatively sparse data.
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uses the difference between these assessments as an indicator of the relative im-
portance of said predictor. An overall mean importance over all trees is calculated
from the permutation variable importance of each individual tree in the forest (cf.
Strobl et al. 2009: 335). The resulting conditional permutation variable importance
values rank between 0 and 1. The values of unimportant predictors will usually vary
around zero. As a rule of thumb, the threshold is often defined as the value of the
least important variable, i.e. the smallest score (cf. Levshina 2015: 298).

The variable importance scores for our random forest are illustrated in
Figure 5.13. The predictors have been ranked according to their importance value.
Since the values are overall rather small, the cut-off point at which a predictor
becomes significant in the model was set to 0 (cf. Tagliamonte & Baayen 2012: 24).
This is indicated with a vertical line in the plot. Predictors to the right of the vertical
line are significant

conditionality ®
verb_type { ]
futurity L
taboo L
orientation o

weapon {

patient
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agent
relation
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Figure 5.13 Conditional permutation variable importance for random forest
with all predictors

As can be seen from the figure, the majority of predictors vary around zero and the
three predictors at the bottom do not contribute any statistically significant effect in
any of the trees in the model. The scores illustrated in Figure 5.13 demonstrate that
CONDITIONALITY is by far the strongest predictor in the model (0.05), followed by
TYPE OF VERB (0.011). Next are FUTURITY (0.006) and TABOO LANGUAGE (0.003).
The remaining variables achieve scores just above or zero and, as has already been
mentioned, they do not seem to have any discriminatory power in the model. The
results appear to be partly in line with our single conditional inference tree, where
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CONDITIONALITY and TYPE OF VERB are the variables that are responsible for the
splits in the tree (Figure 5.12). It follows from this that the cut-off point for the
single conditional inference tree would be at 0.01.

The importance scores additionally highlight two aspects. First, the discrim-
inatory dominance of CONDITIONALITY in the model: the variable’s importance
measure is almost five times as high as the score of the next important variable.
This highlights how much of the differences between retaliative and manipulative
can be explained through this predictor. And, second, the discriminatory weakness
of the remaining variables: it is apparent from the scores that a majority of the var-
iables appears to have no or only very little impact on the predictive accuracy of a
model. The results are discussed in more detail in the discussion section following
the evaluation of our model.

In order to test whether the random forest performs better, i.e. represents the
data more accurately than the individual conditional inference tree, we look at the
predictions the random forest makes and compare them to the actual observed
outcomes. For this purpose, another confusion matrix was created that can be
used to assess the ensemble’s overall performance. We again define retaliative as
the class that is to be predicted by the classifier and manipulative as non-retaliative.
The confusion matrix for the random forest is illustrated in Table 5.3. As with the
individual conditional inference tree, the rows of the cross-table correspond to the
actual known outcomes (TRUTH) and the columns correspond to the predictions
arrived at by the model through the voting scheme described earlier (PREDICTION).

Table 5.3 Confusion matrix random forest

PREDICTION
TRUTH FALSE TRUE
non-retaliative TN =108 FP =39
retaliative FN =31 TP =123

As can be seen from Table 5.3, if retaliative is the class that is to be predicted by the
classifier, the model predicts 108 true negatives, 39 false positives, 31 false negatives
and 123 true positives. In comparison to the individual tree model, the amount of
both true negatives and false negatives, i.e. non-members, deviate the strongest and
are increased to 108 and reduced to 31. In other words, the random forest is able to
more accurately classify non-members or manipulative threats. This has an impact
on the overall performance.

As expected, the accuracy of our ensemble model is slightly increased compared
to the single conditional inference tree and rises to 0.77, i.e. 77% of the predictions
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the forest arrives at are identical with our observed outcomes. The number of in-
accurate predictions the forest arrives at for members and non-members is not as
similar anymore and, consequently, the misclassification rate is slightly higher for
retaliative with around 24% and noticeably minimized to 22% for manipulative
threats. Again, we can clearly see that the forest performs better at accurately clas-
sifying non-members.

Accordingly, we can calculate the different additional performance measures
that were described in Section 5.4.2. The results are summarized in Table 5.4 below.

Table 5.4 Summary of classifier performance measures for random forest

Measure Formula cforest
Accuracy (TP + TN) / (TP + TN + FP + FN) 0.77
Precision TP/ (TP + FP) 0.76
Recall TP/ (TP + FN) 0.79
F1 score 2*precision*recall/(precision + recall) 0.77
Sensitivity TP/ (TP + FN) 0.79
Specificity TN /(TN + FP) 0.73

The different evaluation measures summarized in Table 5.4 all indicate that the
predictive strength of the random forest is slightly increased compared to the single
conditional inference tree. As we can see from the individual measures, for exam-
ple the increased recall or sensitivity measure, the random forest performs better
with regard to the classification of manipulative or non-retaliative threats: more
manipulative threats are accurately recognized as non-retaliative (‘true negatives’)
and less retaliative threats are classified as non-retaliative (‘false negatives’). In other
words, the random forest appears to be able to better recognize manipulative threats
compared to the single conditional inference tree.

Like the other performance measures, the precision of any given classifier can
never be evaluated in isolation but only for a given data set. In the present case, the
random forest achieves an overall accuracy of 77%, which is a slight improvement
over the single tree model. Again, given that a classifier that randomly assigns a class
to all observations has a 53.8% chance of an accurate classification, we can consider
both the single tree as well as the random forest model a noticeable improvement
over any classification by chance.

In the following section, it will be discussed what we make of the results, how
the results relate to our previous findings and what can be gained from predictive
modeling in general in such cases.
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5.3.4 Discussion: Predictable strategies?

Both the single conditional inference tree and the aggregated random forest provide
strong evidence that the use of conditional language, although an overall relatively
infrequent feature in the corpus, has the strongest association with the threats’
function. The next most important predictor in both models is the semantics of the
verb present. The remaining predictors do not contribute any or only minor effects
to both models. Now, what do we make of these results and how do we relate them
to the previous findings?

At first sight, it might seem contradictory that a relatively infrequent feature
has the strongest discriminatory power in both models. As was repeatedly stressed,
based on the feature’s frequency, coNpITIONALITY did not reach the status of a
conventional component of threatening language in general. It was discussed that,
in this regard, the assumptions put forward in the literature about the relevance
of the feature could not be confirmed based on its frequency. If, however, the rel-
evance of a feature is to be understood as the feature’s discriminatory power, the
prominent mentioning of the feature in the literature appears to be justified: even
if conditional language is used sparingly by speakers, it serves a distinct function
that can be used to unequivocally determine the speaker goal as manipulating the
target into particular behavior. This strongly supports the proposed distinction of
a feature’s saliency and its frequency (cf. Section 4.7.2) and further highlights the
demand for research that systematically probes the distinction of emic and analyt-
ical judgements of a threat’s typicality.

If we take all of our previous findings together, the picture becomes even clearer:
it was repeatedly stressed that manipulative and retaliative threats appear to call for
different strategies on the side of the speaker (cf. Section 5.3.5). The present findings
appear to reflect these different strategies. It was discussed that threateners who
attempt to successfully manipulate their targets into particular behavior often try to
avoid being overtly explicit about these aims. It was further argued that one possible
explanation for such as strategy would be the wish to maintain plausible deniability
in order to not be unequivocally identifiable as the causer of the coerced behavior.
Now, if there is such a strong association between different types of conditional lan-
guage and a manipulative function, but the feature is overall relatively infrequently
used, this arguably supports the idea that speakers of manipulative threats often use
rather vague threats. In other words, speakers presumably often deter from using
conditional language in their threats because it makes their intentions much more
transparent to their addressees and other parties involved.”> At the same time,

95. This, as was argued, is probably especially heightened in the present data because we are deal-
ing with criminal threats. Since threatening can be a criminal offense, the threateners potentially
face not only social but legal consequences if they are held responsible for uttering a threat.
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the results indicate that if a speaker uses conditional language, their goal is very
likely ‘getting power’ (cf. Beebe 1995: 154) or, more precisely, “getting the [target]
to do something’, as Harris (1984: 250) phrased it. Overall, we can conclude that
CONDITIONALITY is not a pervasive feature of threatening language in terms of its
frequency, but a salient feature in terms of its functional association.

We have further seen that the individual conditional inference tree performed
worse than the random forest when it comes to predicting a manipulative function,
although it has the strongest association with the most influential variable con-
DITIONALITY. This additionally reflects the rather scarce attestation of the feature
in the data. Compared to that, the random forest displays an improved predictive
accuracy because the trees in the forest are each fitted to subsets of the data and
predictions are arrived at by means of a voting scheme.

The individual conditional inference tree has the largest explanatory power for
a subset of observations that contain two features: non-conditional and a violent or
ambiguous (i.e. ambiguously violent) verb. Threats of this kind constitute a large
subset in the data and of these almost 80% have a retaliative function. The respec-
tive subset is considerably more homogeneous than the remaining two subsets into
which the individual tree model divides the data. Consequently, both the individual
tree model and the random forest more accurately predict retaliative threats than
their counterpart — but why is that?

If we look back at our previous findings, a possible explanation appears to be
again to assume different speaker strategies. It was previously argued that retaliative
threats are often characterized by more affective impoliteness and by an increased
offensiveness, i.e. speakers who react to a past action by the target more often clearly
denote the who-does-what-to-whom of an event and tend to more frequently use
insults, swear words or taboo words as intensifiers in their threats. We have con-
cluded from this that one strategy behind retaliative threats is no longer to primarily
maintain plausible deniability, but that a threatener who is retaliating against their
target is more set on satisfying their desire to vent anger and/or ensuring the target’s
understanding and ratification. The fact that following CONDITIONALITY, the three
variables TYPE OF VERB TYPE, FUTURITY and TABOO LANGUAGE have the highest
conditional variable importance in the random forest appears to be in line with this
view, because these features are typically part of what is considered a pragmatically
explicit threat in this study or a direct threat in the literature (cf., e.g., Gales 2012).
Unlike coNDITIONALITY, however, the other features also regularly occur in ma-
nipulative threats, which is why their discriminatory power or association with the
threat’s function is not as strong as with conditional language.

Another argument in favor of such a view is the comparison of precision and re-
call for both the individual conditional inference tree and the random forest. While
the precision of the random forest does not improve compared to the individual tree
model, recall considerably improves. This means that, compared to the single tree,
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the random forest does not more accurately classify retaliative threats, but instead
more accurately identifies those that are non-retaliative, i.e. manipulative threats.
In other words, even in subsets of the data, the usage of TYPE OF VERB, FUTURITY,
and TABOO LANGUAGE is much more dispersed than the usage of CONDITIONALITY.

We conclude from the findings that, overall, retaliative threats are more explicit
and more homogeneous and, thus, easier to classify than manipulative threats. Yet,
the features that can be frequently found in retaliative threats are not restricted in
their use to threat utterances with that function. It was argued that the homoge-
neity of retaliative threats might be a consequence of a stronger focus on affective
impoliteness and a more unified speaker strategy. Another possibility, which we
have not discussed yet, is that more homogeneity in retaliative threats could hint
at overall more similar aims, i.e. that retaliation as opposed to manipulation is a
more homogeneous function.

It was already mentioned that the two functions manipulation and retaliation
could presumably be subdivided much further into more fine-grained or local
speaker goals (cf. Section 5.3.5). Additional classification criteria for different types
of manipulation could be, for example, the specific type of behavior that a target
is coerced into, i.e. the type of ‘target action, and the type of action the target is
threatened with, i.e. the type of ‘threatened action’. Let us look at some examples
to illustrate the distinction. The threats in Examples (171) to (173) all have a ma-
nipulative function.

(171) If you are afraid for Alexander and his life in this case you must do right for
your son, you must pay.

(172) You better not snitch or tell.

(173) Sarvijit. If ur a government witness signal me by not responding to this message.
But if ur a friend call me.

The example in (171) was already discussed in the previous section as a typical
example of a threat that contains an explicit conditional, but no violent verb. In this
case, the threatener is a representative of an adoption agency, who tries to coerce
potential adoptees into paying a considerable amount of money. It is insinuated that
paying the money will ensure that the adoptees do not have to be ‘afraid for [their
adopted son] and his life’ anymore.”® The threatened action could be classified as
‘physical violence’, since it the threatener explicitly mentions a fear for ‘his life’. The
target action can be classified as ‘material goods’, since the desired action of the
target is that they pay the threatener with money.

96. U.S. v. Nishnianidze, 342 F.3d 6 (2003)
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In comparison, the threatener in Example (172) is trying to hinder their target
from standing witness against them.®” The threatened action is not specified and it
is only insinuated that the target action will avert a negative outcome (cf. the dis-
cussion of (had) better in Section 4.2.1). Consequently, the threatened action has
to be classified as ‘underspecified negative consequence’. Furthermore, the target
action cannot be classified as ‘material goods’ but rather falls under the category
of ‘immaterial’ or ‘physical action’. At the same time, the target is not meant to do
something specific but is meant to refrain from doing it.

The threatener in Example (173) is also trying to hinder their target from stand-
ing witness against him.”® In this threat, the threatener does not even specifically
refer to any threatened action or negative consequence. Thus, the threatened action
has to be classified as ‘unknown’. The target action in this case is specified as ‘call,
i.e. a ‘physical action’ The three examples already serve to point out some of the
possibilities to develop a more fine-grained classification of manipulative threats. At
the same time, the examples highlight the diversity of the goals speakers are trying
to further by threatening their target.

Compared to that, retaliation seems more limited in its configurations. Let
us again look at some examples. The threats in Examples (174) to (176) all have a
retaliative function.

(174) Merilyn McClure, the crimes that you have committed on [M.] carrys a death
sentence. So thats what you have coming is death. You are not going to get away.

(175) I'm going to get you for lying in court, you fat bitch.

(176) Tl be the one to get you, no matter how long it takes me. If I don’t get you, I
will get Iris or Christie or whoever close to you

Just as we have differentiated between threatened action and target action in ma-
nipulative threats, we can distinguish between these two actions in the examples
at hand. Example (174) was uttered by the threatener after he and his wife, the
target, separated. At the time the threat was uttered, the two parties were involved
in a custody battle over their son.”” The threatened action could again be labeled
as ‘physical violence), because the threatener explicitly refers to the target’s death.
The target action is an offense of some kind, which is described by the threatener
as “the crimes you have committed on [M.]”, their son. Since the target action is not
specified any further, it could be labeled as ‘offense against third party’.

97. Inre Jerry B., Not Reported in Cal.Rptr.2d (2003)
98. U.S. v. Archer, 671 E3d 149 (2011)
99. People v. Goodlow, Not Reported in Cal.Rptr.3d (2010)
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Compared to that, the threat in (175) was uttered after the target stood witness
against the threatener and he was subsequently convicted.!?’ The testimony is the
target action and, from the perspective of the threatener, it constitutes an action
to the threatener’s disadvantage. For this reason, one possible way of categorizing
the target action in this case would be to label it as ‘offense against threatener’. The
threatened action is ambiguous between a violent and a non-violent meaning, and
could be described as ‘underspecified negative consequence’, similar to the threat-
ened action in Example (172).

Lastly, the threatened action and the target action of the threat in Example (176)
can be described similarly. The threatener addressed a federal Magistrate with his
utterance, who was responsible for the threatener’s previous conviction. ! Similarly
to Example (175), the threatened action can be described as ‘underspecified nega-
tive consequence’, because the action the threatener announces with the verb get can
receive both a violent and a non-violent interpretation. The target action, although
not explicitly mentioned by the threatener, can be described as ‘offense against
threatener’, because the action consisted in convicting the threatener, which, from
the threatener’s perspective, is also to his disadvantage.

The examples that were given serve to illustrate that retaliative threats follow
a more restricted pattern: some target action, which is perceived as offensive by
the threatener, triggers or causes the threatener to announce some negative conse-
quence. While the quality of the negative consequences may range from different
kinds of severe or less severe physical violence to less drastic consequences, the
target action is always either some offense against the threatener or a third party.
The pattern appears to be much more rigid than with manipulative threats, which
would at least partially explain why retaliative threats appear to be more homoge-
neous. However, the explanations presented are based on qualitative observation
and cannot be verified on the basis of the present findings alone. In order to verify
the assumptions generated from the initial observations, it would be necessary to
further investigate both manipulative and retaliative threats.

5.4 Summary: The function of threats
This second part of the present study, building on the first, has examined potential

functions speakers assign to their threats. For this purpose, the different contexts in
which threats are used by speakers were compared. As a result of this comparison,

100. State v. Spainhower, 988 P.2d 452 (1999)
101. U.S. v. Maxton, 940 F.2d 103 (1991)
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one systematic contextual difference found in the data was used to develop a classi-
fication of two macro-functions of threatening: manipulation and retaliation. It was
argued that manipulation by means of threatening is defined by the speaker’s desire
to manipulate the target’s future behavior or actions, which presupposes a pre-event
character of the threat. It was further proposed that, due to this pre-event character,
threatened action and target action are contingent upon each other; the reaction
of the target to the threat, i.e. essentially compliance or defiance, influences the
threatened action. Retaliation, on the other hand, is characterized by a post-event
structure; a target action that is already in the past can be identified as the trigger of
the threat. As a consequence, the threatened action is no longer seen as contingent
upon the target action, but is a consequence of the target action.

A classification based on differences in the temporal sequence of events was
taken as a starting point to propose a distinction of two different threat types,
namely manipulative and retaliative threats. To relate a temporal aspect to system-
atic differences in the form and function of a speech act is not an unprecedented
approach. Similar observations have been made for apologies, which are usually
classified into ‘Anticipatory’ and ‘Retrospective’, with different sub-categories,
depending on whether the apologies are uttered before or after any offense they
remedy (cf. Aijmer 1996: 98). A similar approach was taken to further investigate
structural differences between the two threat types.

All the features of threatening language that were examined in the first part of
this study were re-examined in terms of their distribution across manipulative and
retaliative threats. The results confirm our assumption that features are distributed
differently across the two functions. Not all of the effects that were found proved
to be statistically significant, but tendencies were nonetheless visible. It was found
that there is a slight disposition for manipulative threats to contain conditional
language, futurate expressions with reduced predictive strength, such as will, and
even more often no futurity. Furthermore, manipulative threats more frequently
contain non-violent verbs and both agent and patient of a potential future action are
not explicitly referenced. Threats with this function appear to be more frequently
hearer-oriented or directive and, in line with this, 1PP occur less frequently.

Compared to this, retaliative threats were found to only rarely contain condi-
tional language and more frequently contain futurate expressions with an increased
predictive strength, such as be going to and present futurate. More violent verbs
were found in retaliative threats, especially kill verbs, i.e. verbs that lexicalize a clear
resultative state of death. These verbs were also more frequently used in agentive ex-
pressions and, consequently, retaliative threats were more often speaker-oriented or
mixed-oriented. Additionally, the patient of a future action was more often clearly
referenced in these threats. Lastly, more insults, swearing expressions and other
forms of TABOO LANGUAGE were found in retaliative threats.
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Taken together with the findings from the first part of the study, it was con-
cluded that the distribution of the different features across manipulative and re-
taliative threats mirrors the previous impression that the majority of threats in
CoJO can be placed at the extreme ends of a scale ranging from pragmatically very
vague to very explicit with regard to the who-does-what-to-whom of a threatening
scenario. Although none of the features that were examined for this study could be
unequivocally associated with only one of the two functions, a number of features
predominantly occurred with only either manipulative or retaliative threats.

In order to further probe these observations, the descriptive findings were put
to the test and used as a basis for a predictive model. Using two complementary
methods of predictive modeling allowed us to investigate whether the features we
examined can be used effectively as predictors of the function of a threat. For this
purpose, we fitted a conditional inference tree model and a complementary random
forest. The analysis revealed that one of the less frequent features proves to be the
most salient in this case: CONDITIONALITY. The next important predictor is TYPE OF
VvERB. The resulting conditional inference tree predicts the function of the threats
with an overall accuracy of roughly 74%, which is a considerable improvement over
any random classification. The complementary random forest analysis revealed that
apart from CONDITIONALITY and TYPE OF VERB, FUTURITY and TABOO LANGUAGE
also appear to contribute minor effects in the model. The accuracy of the random
forest’s predictions improved to roughly 77%. It was further noted that, as a conse-
quence of the uneven distribution of CONDITIONALITY in the corpus, the individual
tree model performed better at accurately predicting retaliative threats, while the
random forest arrived at more accurate predictions for manipulative threats.

We have concluded from these results that, although conpITIONALITY Could
not be found to be a pervasive feature of threatening language in terms of its fre-
quency, it has to be considered a salient feature with a clear functional association.
The infrequent use of the feature was interpreted with regard to possible strategies
speakers pursue. It was proposed that speakers would deter from using conditional
language in manipulative threats because it makes their intentions too transpar-
ent to maintain plausible deniability. In comparison, retaliative threats appear to
be primarily aimed at venting anger and frustration, and getting the target’s ac-
knowledgement. Maintaining plausible deniability is not prioritized by speakers
of retaliative threats.

It was further deduced that retaliative threats appear to be overall more homo-
geneous and, thus, easier to classify and to predict. Yet, most of the features used
in retaliative threats are used in manipulative threats as well, which is why their
association with the threat’s function is not as clear as with CONDITIONALITY. As
a possible explanation for this difference, it was proposed that manipulation is an
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overall more heterogeneous goal that can occur in a great variety of configurations:
by means of threatening their target, speakers aim at influencing specific actions or
try to evoke particular behavior or feelings in their targets or even extort material
or immaterial goods. It is likely that these different configurations additionally in-
fluence the speaker’s linguistic choices. In comparison, retaliation is presumably a
more homogeneous because the contextual set-up is more comparable, at least from
the perspective of the speaker: the target did something that is to the disadvantage
of the threatener or offended the threatener in some way and, as a consequence,
the threatener announces some future negative action.

We have further argued that many of the differences between retaliative and
manipulative threats mirror a distinction that was introduced by Culpeper (2011)
and that is modeled after similar contrasts that have been mapped out by Kasper
(1990) and Beebe (1995). Culpeper (2011: 221) suggests that two of the main
functions of impoliteness are to assert power (coercive impoliteness) and to vent
negative feelings (affective impoliteness). There is, however, no clear-cut divide
between these functions, “[i]n particular, affective impoliteness leaks into the other
categories” (Culpeper 2011: 221). It seems that this view is an accurate summary
of the present findings.

On the whole, the second part of the analysis reveals that some of the general-
izations found in the literature, which were rejected in the first part of the analysis,
can be tentatively confirmed in light of the present findings. Most importantly,
however, it was shown that the majority of these generalizations apply primarily to
manipulative threats, which are indeed characterized by conditional language and
are often phrased in a way that helps the speaker conceal their intentions. These
characteristics, however, are often over-emphasized in the literature and clearly do
not apply to all types of threats. Unfortunately, a more fine-grained distinction of
threat types or a systematic discussion of retaliative threats as a form of affective
impoliteness is completely disregarded in the literature, even if some definitions of
threatening, such as Limberg’s (2009), mention retaliation or emotional discharge
as one possible function of a threat. The present findings indicate that different
functions of threats are reflected in their form. Retaliative and manipulative threats
systematically differ in their linguistic form, to the point that some of the features
can be used as predictors of a threat’s function. The findings further suggest that
any comprehensive theory on threatening language should account for both, threats
that are uttered with a clear agenda to manipulate a target into future behavior
and threats that are uttered as a reaction to the target’s past behavior and serve
as a form of retaliation and an expression of anger or frustration. This distinction
might also help to more clearly conceptualize the general differences between var-
ious functions of impoliteness. Interestingly, based on the frequency of these two
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macro-functions, manipulative threats cannot even be considered more common
or prototypical, which is another reason why the discourse should be expanded to
include retaliative threats as well.

However, as was repeatedly mentioned, it is sometimes difficult to arrive at
firm conclusions, largely because of the rather small data set that was investigated.
Nevertheless, the findings presented in the previous sections and also in the first
part of the analysis provide some insights into the nature of threatening language,
some confirmations or disconfirmations of previous research and, most impor-
tantly, some pointers for future research.

After we have now gained detailed insight into the ways in which speakers
realize threats, into the functions these realizations carry, and into the relation
that appears to hold between form and function, in the following chapter, we will
abstract away from individual results and instead focus on an overall perspective.
I will discuss some of the potential overarching motivations for speakers to realize
threats in exactly the way we have just discovered, and relate these motivations to
a more general conceptualization of (in)directness as an optimal choice for con-
flictive communication.



CHAPTER 6

Conclusion

6.1 Summary: The form and function of threatening

The study presented here has investigated the form and function of threatening in
English. The analysis of a corpus of authentic threat utterances provides empirical
support for a number of existing claims about how exactly speakers threaten, but
it has also challenges some of the existing views on threatening. In order to an-
swer the superordinate question of how speakers threaten, two interrelated analy-
ses were carried out. This section recapitulates the main findings and draws some
final conclusions.

The first part of the study was concerned with an analysis of the linguistic fea-
tures of the 301 threat utterances in the corpus. Starting from existing definitions of
threatening in the literature, a list of formal features which are typically associated
with threats was created: conditional language, expressions of futurity, verbs that
lexicalize violent actions, the reference to participants of these actions, the use of
pronominal forms, the use of swear words and other forms of taboo language, and
the mention of weapons. These features were examined for their frequency and
distribution in order to assess whether threats really “do not come in a standardized
linguistic format” (Limberg 2009: 1378). Instead of using a notion of (in)directness,
the analysis assessed a threat’s pragmatic explicitness on the basis of these formal
realizations, with present features as an indicator of explicitness and absent features
as an indicator of vagueness.

Although the analysis revealed that there is no one standard way of realizing a
threat, the findings suggest that some aspects of the form of threats are much more
systematic than previously contended. Conditional language, although frequently
characterized as a defining feature, was found to be relatively infrequent in the cor-
pus. Instead of linking the announcement of a future detrimental action explicitly
to the expression of demands, most speakers opt for either an announcement of a
future detrimental action without an expression of any demands, or they opt for
expressing their demands without linking them to the announcement of negative
consequences. I concluded two things from these findings: (1) speakers remain
much more vague with regard to what they want to achieve with a threat than
the picture created in most of the literature suggests, and (2) another possibility
might be that speakers do not always intend “to make someone do what [they]
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want” (Merriam-Webster “threaten”, v.),'%2 an observation that was later taken up
for further examination.

During the subsequent analyses of the remaining features, two main tendencies
became increasingly visible in the data: threats that are explicit with regard to all
of the features except for conditionality on the one side, and threats that are vague
with regard to all of them on the other. And contrary to prevalent views in the liter-
ature, the most explicit form of threats appeared to be just as common. It was con-
cluded that speakers presumably resort to one extreme or the other, semi-explicit
or semi-vague combinations were much less frequent in the data. This observation
was supported by large parts of the findings. Threats either explicitly denote the
‘who-does-what-to-whom’ of a threatening scenario with futurate expressions, vi-
olent verbs, reference to agent and patient, a clear focus on the speaker, and taboo
words, or they do not mention future events or harmful actions and participants
of these actions at all.

In order to incorporate an aspect of social context into the analysis, it was
further examined whether the relationship of threatener and target influences the
form of threats. The findings suggest that the relationship has some influence on
the form of threats, but the nature of the effect was not always conclusive, with one
exception; the common assumption that less powerful speakers less often utter
threats, as put forward for example by Gales (2010), Limberg (2008, 2009) and
Culpeper (2008, 2011), could not be confirmed by the present data. It was argued
that the relationship of threatener and target presumably influences the quality of
threats but not their quantity.

The last step of the formal analysis was concerned with a closer look at
how exactly features are combined in threats. In order to analyze the features’
co-occurrence, a hierarchical cluster analysis was conducted. The results of the
cluster analysis supported the prevailing opinion that there is no single readily
identifiable pattern speakers repeatedly use to realize threats. Nevertheless, one
distinct cluster became visible in the dendrogram, which represents threats that are
pragmatically explicit with respect to all but one of the features, namely conditional
language. I concluded that the majority of threats in CoJO can be described as more
pragmatically explicit with respect to the expression of participants and action, as
was to be expected from previous accounts of threatening.

To summarize, the analysis of the form of threats revealed that a large propor-
tion of threats in CoJO can be described as residing on one of the ends of a scale
of pragmatic explicitness: either threats are completely vague with regard to the
‘who-does-what-to-whom’ of a threatening scenario or they are considerably more

102. “threaten” Merriam-Webster.com. Merriam-Webster, n.d. Web. 27 March 2015. <http://www.
merriam-webster.com/dictionary/threaten>.
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explicit than most of the literature describes. Furthermore, the findings do not
appear to confirm previous taxonomies of threat types, as, for example, suggested
by Gales (2010, 2012). Instead of a clear-cut distinction between direct and indi-
rect threats, I proposed a scalar approach. Despite the fact that no one systematic
structural pattern could be detected in the data, the findings on frequency and
combinatory patterns of features discussed in this chapter suggest that the forms
speakers use to realize their threats are more predictable than it has been argued
in the previous studies.

The second part of the study was concerned with the communicative function
of threats. The prevailing opinion in the literature seems to be that threats are pri-
marily used to coerce another person into doing something s/he would not have
done voluntarily. This view was challenged by a discussion of some examples that
clearly serve a different function. Based on these differences, a distinction was
proposed between threats that are uttered in prospect of an action that threateners
either try to prevent or incite, and threats that are uttered in retrospect of events
that have somehow negatively affected the target. The distinction forms the basis
of a binary typology of manipulative and retaliative threats.

In a next step, the features from the first part of the analysis were reexamined
for their frequency and distribution across the two threat types. It was found that
the distribution of the different features across manipulative and retaliative threats
mirrors the previous impression that the majority of threats in CoJO can be placed
at the extreme ends of a scale ranging from very vague to very explicit threats.
Manipulative threats are predominantly rather vague, while retaliative threats are
rather explicit with regard to the features we have looked at in the analysis. The
findings were interpreted to suggest that the formal differences between threat
utterances found in the first part of the study are, at least in part, traceable to the
function of a threat.

This interpretation was put to the test by reversing the premise: if the form is
somehow determined by the function, it should be possible to predict the function
based on the form. Two statistical models were fitted that try to predict the threats’
function on the basis of their form: a single conditional inference tree model and
a random forest. The analysis revealed that only two of the features I investigated
have discriminatory power in both models: conditional language and the verbs
used in the threat. In other words, based on the question of whether or not a threat
contains a conditional clause and/or a violent verb, the conditional inference tree
predicts the function of the threats with an overall accuracy of roughly 74%, and
the random forest model predicts the outcome with an overall accuracy of 77%.
Both results, although not overwhelming, are a considerable improvement over
any random classification. While the first part of the analysis rejected the status
of conditional language as a pervasive feature of threatening language, the results
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of the predictive model suggest that it has to be considered a salient feature with a
clear functional association.

It was concluded that, overall, retaliative threats are easier to predict because
they appear to be more homogeneous than their manipulative counterpart. Of
course, an additional factor might be that retaliative threats can be predicted on the
basis of what is there, whereas manipulative threats are more often characterized by
what is not. With regard to our initial question of how speakers threaten, it seems
to be adequate to answer that it depends on when they threaten — and why. The
present findings suggest that the situations in which speakers threaten, i.e. whether
itis in prospect of something or in retrospect, considerably influence the linguistic
choices they make, to the point where parts of the function can be predicted based
on the form.

On the whole, the analyses reveal that some of the generalizations found in
the literature can be confirmed by looking at actual language data while others
have to be rejected. Most importantly, however, it was shown that the majority of
the generalizations we find apply primarily to manipulative threats. This points
to an unfortunate contradiction in the literature, where we find mostly views that
describe the form of threats as extremely heterogeneous, if not entirely unpredict-
able, and at the same time assume their function to be extremely homogeneous.

The current study has shown that retaliative and manipulative threats differ
systematically in their linguistic form, and that large parts of these differences can
be explained by their distinct function. This prompts the view that any comprehen-
sive theory of threatening language should account for both threats that are uttered
with a clear agenda to manipulate a target into future behavior and threats that are
uttered as a reaction to the target’s past behavior and serve as a form of retaliation
and an expression of anger or frustration. To carefully distinguish between these
two types of threats might also help to more clearly conceptualize the general dif-
ferences between various functions of impoliteness.

Taking into account all of the present results, it was then briefly discussed
whether the realization patterns found in the data can be explained as ideal choices,
motivated by one overarching rationale. In order to investigate such a claim, which
has been put forward by recent research on (in)directness, the potential speaker
goals and choices were conceptualized in a tangible cost-benefit-equation. The re-
sults of such a game-theory-inspired analysis suggest that, instead of utilizing one
unified and optimal strategy for one set of speaker goals, speakers seem to adapt
their realizations to two adversary goals and, correspondingly, develop two optimal
strategies, one for each of their superordinate goals of retaliation or manipulation.
Consequently, the present results do not support assumptions of non-conventional
indirectness as the ideal candidate for conflictive communications in general.
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Lastly, the study also set out to present a methodological contribution to prag-
matic research. One of the main aims was to test the usefulness of a number of
quantitative methods for pragmatic inquiries in general and speech act research in
particular. The summary of the rich findings that is presented here already indicates
that innovative methods can indeed prove fruitful, especially when researching
a fuzzy object of study. Instead of generating a detailed theory based on individ-
ual examples, which often only works if it incorporates as many exceptions as it
formulates rules, the present approach highlights the advantages of a data-driven
approach in pragmatics. The categories that were analyzed are based on observation
and the conclusions are based on inductive reasoning. The findings consist of a list
of claims that can be further tested, with different data or different methods, but
their validity is not as easily questionable as the claims on threatening we find in
the literature. To make use of a tried and tested quote:

[w]hen you can measure what you are speaking about, and express it in numbers,
you know something about it; but when you cannot measure it, when you cannot
express it, your knowledge is of a meager and unsatisfactory kind. It may be the
beginning of knowledge, but you have scarcely, in your thoughts, advanced to the
stage of science. (William Thomson, quoted in Gries 2013: 1)

However, it goes without saying that innovative research often comes with its very
own flaws. Some of them were already discussed, others merely mentioned in the
previous chapters. In the two final sections of this book, I will briefly address two
of these flaws in more detail: (1) the question of how all of the present results might
fit into a bigger picture of communication models and (2) some of the potential
(methodological) criticisms that could be addressed by future studies.

6.2 The risks and benefits of threatening: The rationale
of a strategic speaker

In the previous chapters, it was argued that two general tendencies are visible in the
data: threats that explicitly denote the who-does-what-to-whom of a future harmful
action and threats that remain vague with respect to the majority of the features
we have analyzed. We have related these differences at least in part to the function
of the respective threats. Whether speakers attempt to manipulate someone or to
retaliate against them is presumably reflected in the linguistic choices speakers
make. Some of the possible motivations for individual linguistic choices have been
discussed already alongside the results. It was not yet addressed, however, what
could be an overarching rationale behind these linguistic choices. This chapter is
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dedicated to a first attempt at uncovering exactly such an overarching rationale. The
precise issue that is taken up for discussion at this point is the speakers’ possible
motivation to alternate between including almost all of the previously discussed
features or none of them. It is, of course, unavoidable to address this issue without
touching upon existing notions of indirectness, even though the present study has
focused on pragmatic explicitness, in terms of frequently used forms to express the
same function.

As a discussion basis, I will draw upon a rather recent approach: the concep-
tualization of indirectness in a model of communicative efficacy as proposed by
Pinker, Nowak and Lee (2008) and Lee and Pinker (2010).!% The idea of a strategic
speaker is, of course, not unique to Pinker and colleagues’ approach. Already Brown
and Levinson (1987) conceptualize speakers as rational agents, who motivate their
choice based on the weighing up of different constraints:

The social valence of linguistic form has two especially important sources: the
intrinsic potential impact that a specific communicative intention may have on
a social relationship, and the ways in which by modifying the expression of that
intention participants seek to modify that impact — such modification measuring
for participants the nature of the social relationship. On this view, a very consid-
erable intentional and strategic mediation connects linguistic form with social
relationships. In short, language usages are tied to strategies rather than directly
to relationships, although relationships will be characterized by the continued use
of certain strategies. (Brown & Levinson 1987: 281)

Similarly, Leech (1983: 36), whose model of pragmatic principles also views a
speaker’s tasks “in terms of means-ends analysis’, argues that linguistic choices are
strategic solutions to communicative dilemmas. Nevertheless, we will restrict our
discussion to the strategic speaker model proposed by Pinker and colleagues for two
reasons. First of all, although their model has been criticized extensively (cf., e.g.,
Terkourafi 2011a, 2011b), it raises some interesting points with regard to the use of
indirectness in models of communicative conflict, which might help to shed some
light on what exactly is going on here. Although threats are not the main focus, the
strategic speaker model Pinker and colleagues develop lends itself to comparison
because threats, alongside solicitation, sexual advances and other speech acts with
tangible payoffs, are repeatedly described by the authors as “among the prime sce-
narios in which off-record indirect speech is called for” (Lee & Pinker 2010: 786).

103. A comparable model of Strategic conversation was developed by Asher and Lascarides
(2013). However, the authors focus more strongly on the interactional component of conver-
sation and factor in both speaker and hearer. For the present study the focus was more on a
speaker-based analysis of the rationale behind less overt threats.
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What Lee and Pinker refer to as “off-record indirect speech” corresponds to what
we have considered one extreme end of the scale of pragmatic explicitness, i.e.
pragmatically vague threats. Secondly, this is only meant as an additional scenario
that could also be developed further in subsequent research. But more on that a
little later.

Pinker and colleagues (2008, 2010) argue that a speaker’s choices cannot al-
ways be explained in terms of cooperation. The authors see it as one of the main
shortcomings of existing research that it is rarely acknowledged that communica-
tion presumably entails both cooperation and conflict (cf. Pinker et al. 2008: 833).
The gist of their argument is that indirect speech is a rational choice made by a
strategic speaker because it allows for optimal balancing of altruistic and egoistic
motives and general insecurities of communication. The authors argue that by being
non-conventionally indirect, speakers minimize risks and maximize benefits of
their communication. In order to support this argument, they draw on a dilemma
from the realms of game theory (cf., e.g., von Neumann & Morgenstern 1944)
known as the identification problem (cf. Schelling 1960). A game-theoretical angle
allows the authors to illustrate speaker and hearer goals as tangible cost-benefit
equations that speakers assess in order to come to a decision of whether to be
direct or indirect. These payofts can be depicted in a matrix similar to the one in
Figure 6.1 below.

Three different scenarios that call for off-record indirect speech are discussed
by the authors. Off-record indirectness is conceptualized as an optimal solution
for (i) attaining plausible deniability, (ii) for negotiating relationships and ulti-
mately also in (iii) situations where no uncertainty about the speaker’s intended
meaning exists (cf. Pinker et al. 2008: 834-836). The issue of plausible deniability
is illustrated with a bribing scenario. A speaker is “pulled over for running a red
light and is pondering whether to bribe the officer” in order to avoid the cost of
a ticket (Pinker et al. 2008: 834). Apart from the decision to bribe or not to bribe
the officer, the possibility of merely implicating a bribe adds a third option to the
speaker’s payoft matrix.

Dishonest officer Honest officer
Don’t bribe Traffic ticket Traffic ticket
Bribe Go free Arrest for bribery
Implicate bribe Go free Traffic ticket

Figure 6.1 Bribery payoff matrix. Modeled after Pinker et al. (2008: 834), the colors
signify preferred (light grey), dispreferred (grey) and least preferred (dark grey) outcomes
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The matrix in Figure 6.1 illustrates the speaker’s risks (traflic ticket, arrest for brib-
ery), benefits (go free, avoid arrest for bribery) and strategies to cope with the
dilemma. Faced with a traffic ticket, a speaker can choose between bribe, no bribe,
or an implicated bribe (strategies). The specific costs and benefits of these options
depend on whether the speaker faces a cooperative interlocutor, i.e. a dishonest
police officer that will accept the bribe, or an antagonistic one, i.e. an honest police
officer that will not accept the bribe and arrest the speaker for attempted bribery.
Next to the traffic ticket, being arrested for bribery constitutes the highest cost
in this scenario. Pinker and colleagues argue that a speaker’s assessment of the
likelihood of encountering an honest vs. a dishonest police officer is what essen-
tially influences the speaker’s choice of linguistic strategy (Pinker et al. 2008: 834).
They further argue that a cooperative police officer, i.e. a dishonest one, will take a
bribe even if it is only insinuated because of their general willingness to cooperate.
Compared to that, an antagonistic police officer will have a much higher threshold
to assume an utterance was intended as a bribe because it will be harder to prove
if it is only insinuated.

From this the authors conclude that an implicated bribe is the optimal solution
because it balances the risk of being arrested for bribery by an honest police officer
with the chance of going free if a dishonest police officer takes the bribe (Pinker
et al. 2008: 835).194 The authors then go on to extend the model to scenarios with
less clear payoffs and ultimately argue that by being more or less direct, speakers
balance multiple risks of communication at once. Indirectness is characterized as
the optimal strategy to hedge against these risks (Pinker et al. 2008: 837). They
conclude that the resulting model of a strategic speaker

makes numerous empirical predictions about how people interpret the intent and
perceive the relationship between a speaker and a hearer depending on the level
of indirectness in the speaker’s words. (Pinker et al. 2008: 837)

In a follow-up paper (Lee & Pinker 2010), a selection of these ‘empirical predic-
tions’ is tested in three experiments. Lee and Pinker argue that the results of their
experiments corroborate the hypotheses generated by the strategic speaker model
on various levels:

104. One of the main points of criticism Terkourafi (2011a: 2863) raises in her response to the
strategic speaker model is that all forms of communication involve cooperation at a higher level.
She refers to other models of locutionary cooperation, illocutionary and perlocutionary coop-
eration as, for example, by Tomasello (2009).
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- participants’ estimation of the probability of sanctions increases relative to the
perceived degree of directness of a bribe or a threat (Lee & Pinker 2010: 799)10>

- participants’ estimation of likelihood of a successful'?® bribe increases relative
to the perceived degree of directness of the bribe (Lee & Pinker 2010: 793)

- participants’ estimation of certainty of addressee about the nature of the
speech act decreases relative to its perceived degree of directness (Lee & Pinker
2010: 800)

The authors further contend that the results in their entirety support the hypoth-
esis that “indirect speech is a strategic response to the payoff structure defined by
a mixture of cooperative and antagonistic hearers” (Lee & Pinker 2010: 801). The
strategies speakers choose to realize a speech act in a potentially conflictive setting
(here: bribing, requesting a favor, threatening and making a sexual advance) factor
in an estimation of the potential cost of the act and the likelihood of its success
(Lee & Pinker 2010: 801).

Based on these findings, the strategic speaker model should allow for clear
predictions for the case of threats. For any strategically operating speaker who is
balancing the risk of potential sanctions and the desire for success of their threats,
an indirect, i.e. vague threat should be the optimal solution. The general outline
of any threatening scenario should be the same and should be educible in a payoft
matrix almost identical to the one proposed by Pinker and colleagues (Figure 6.1).

However, the payoff matrix of bribing is not easily transferable because, al-
though Pinker and colleagues argue otherwise, the risks and benefits of threatening
are not the same as with bribing or requesting. There are at least two fundamental
differences. Firstly, the outcome of a threat is always in some way detrimental to the
target, either because s/he is coerced into (not) doing something or s/he is affected
by potentially harmful consequences. Secondly and related to this, a threatener
does not face insecurity about whether s/he encounters a cooperative or an antag-
onistic target but rather whether the target will be amenable to the influence of the
threat or not. This means that, unlike bribes, favors or sexual advances, threats are
truly conflictive because threatener and target do not share any goal irrespective of
whether the target cooperates or not.

105. In a pilot study, the authors asked participants to rate the degree of directness of a given
wording on a scale from 0 to 100. Based on these ratings, four wordings with significantly distinct
ratings were chosen and designated as very vague (1), indirect (2), nearly overt (3) and overt (4)
(Lee & Pinker 2010: 792). This scale of directness is used in some of the conducted experiments
and depicted either as a scale from 1 to 4 or expressed in words with the above-mentioned values.

106. ‘Successful bribe’ is operationalized as “officer will interpret the speech acts as bribes and
take the money” whereas ‘unsuccessful bribe’ is operationalized as “officer will interpret speech
acts as attempted bribes and arrest the driver” (Lee & Pinker 2010: 793, plot caption).
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This becomes even more clear if we compare two of the scenarios Lee and
Pinker construct for their experiment: “a driver attempting to bribe a police officer
in order to avoid a ticket” and “a professor threatening a talented student with the
loss of a scholarship if she does not work in his lab” (Lee & Pinker 2010: 787). The
former scenario has been discussed already. The police officer can choose between
taking a bribe, which poses a financial incentive, or declining the bribe, which can
presumably be described as posing a ‘moral incentive’. In both cases the officer
does not face imminent negative consequences.'?” In comparison, the student in
the threatening scenario faces two detrimental consequences: losing a scholarship
or losing the prospect of “the opportunity to broaden her experience and learn a
new set of research skills” (Lee & Pinker 2010: 804). In other words, if the student
is cooperative she attains to the professor’s goal, and if she is antagonistic she at-
tains to her own goal but she risks losing another of her goals in both cases. In
such a ‘no-win situation’ for the student, her only incentive would be avoiding the
‘greater evil’ (cf. Limberg 2009: 1379). This is analyzed similarly by Beller (2002)
who compares the motivational schemas of threats and promises and summarizes
the differences as follows:

If the addressee cooperates [...], then in the first case [a promise] he gets something
he cannot expect without the promise (the reward A +), whereas in the second case
[a threat] he only avoids the punishment (A —) without getting anything positive
in return. (Beller 2002: 114)

Described like this, a bribe can also be conceptualized as a kind of (illegal) promise.
Similarly to bribing, both favors and sexual advances can be analyzed as involving at
least one positive incentive for the addressee. In comparison, a threatening scenario
does not involve such a positive incentive. This is why bribing, asking a favor or a
sexual advance can be described as potentially involving complementary costs and
benefits for speaker and addressee that can overlap or be aligned if both participants
cooperate. For threats, however, the payoffs are always to the disadvantage of the
addressee regardless of antagonism or cooperation.

It follows from this imbalance that the cost-benefit equation of a threatener
does not factor in the cooperation or antagonism of a target, but is rather oriented
exclusively towards the speaker’s own goals, which might be achieving success and
avoiding potential sanction. If success is conceptualized as ‘compliance’ by the target
and potential sanctions are related to responsibility for vs. deniability of the threat,
a payoft matrix should look like the one in Figure 6.2.

107. Of course it could be argued that the officer may face consequences if it is detected that he is
corrupt. Seeing that this is not discussed in the initial model, however, such a potential ‘secondary
consequence’ will be disregarded in the discussion.
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Success Sanction
No threat - -
Threat Compliance Responsibility
Implicate threat Noncompliance Deniability

Figure 6.2 Threatening payoff matrix. The colors signify preferred (light grey) versus
dispreferred (grey) outcomes

The matrix depicts three possible strategies the speaker can opt for: no threat at all,
a pragmatically explicit threat that is straightforward about the who-does-what-to-
whom of a future detrimental action, and a vague threat that only insinuates these
features. In order to decide on the optimal strategy, speakers have to take into ac-
count two aims that call for opposite behavior: their wish for success of their threat
on the one side and their wish to avoid sanctioning of any kind on the other. While
the latter according to traditional models of politeness might motivate mitigation
and off-record indirect speech, i.e. vague threats, the former might rather call for
explicitness and aggravation (cf. Lee & Pinker 2010: 793, 799, 801). Consequently,
the matrix cannot predict one clearly favorable outcome.

Potential outcomes are sketched out as follows. Not uttering a threat at all does
not lead to a change of the existing state. In the realms of Lee and Pinker’s (2010)
threatening scenario the professor would remain silent about potentially taking
away the scholarship from the student and the student would maybe leave the lab
and receive the scholarship, but this outcome is not controlled by the professor.
Alternatively, the professor could utter a threat that explicitly denotes his aims and
his demands, as for example “I am on the board of the scholarship committee. If
you decide to work for another lab, I will ensure that you don’t get any funding
in the future” This or a similar wording increases the chances that the student is
sure about the nature of the utterance and refrains from moving on to another lab
(compliance). At the same time, the wording increases the chance that the professor
could be held liable for threatening the student (responsibility). This could turn
into a positive outcome for the student, e.g., if the professor has to resign and the
student gets both the scholarship and the new job. However, that does not follow
directly from the student’s noncompliance and is thus not factored in. The last
option would be an implicated threat along the lines of, for example, “I'm on the
scholarship committee and saw that you applied for next year. You would be a great
addition to my team.” With such an utterance, the professor minimizes the risk of
being held liable for threatening his student (deniability). However, the chance of
success also decreases because the threat might not be perceived as such or the
student might not feel as inclined to act accordingly (noncompliance).
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As was argued already, there is no clearly beneficial or disadvantageous strat-
egy for the speaker because what is preferred as an outcome appears to depend
on the prioritization of the speaker’s aims. Off-record indirect speech, so it seems,
is only the optimal strategy if the aim of avoiding possible sanctions is ranked
higher than the aim of guaranteeing the threat’s success. This is what the strategic
speaker model would predict. It is, however, not what was found in the present
study. As was illustrated in the previous sections, instead of a clear tendency for
vague utterances two tendencies were identified that appeared to be the extreme
ends of a scale.

Taken together, the findings can be interpreted to indicate that a threatener’s
risks and benefits do not align into a clear pattern and, consequently, there is not
one optimal strategy. It is doubtful that the main reason for the variation found in
the present analysis is that speakers encounter “cooperators” or “antagonists’, as
Lee and Pinker suggest. All of the previously reported findings rather indicate that
strategic threateners appear to attend to at least two different goals, which is reflected
in the two types of strategies that were detected. Pragmatically explicit and prag-
matically vague threats are optimal strategies not for different kinds of speakers,
but for different kinds of speaker goals, namely manipulation and retaliation. From
what has been analyzed in the previous chapters it can be concluded that threats
with a manipulative function are less explicit because the threateners are trying
to maintain plausible deniability while manipulating the target into some future
behavior without having to assume responsibility for the manipulation. Compared
to this, threats with a retaliative function are often more explicit because threateners
are primarily trying to achieve recognition of their threat by the target and, as was
further argued, vent anger, frustration or other strong emotions. Sanctioning and
potential consequences appear to be of secondary importance to these speakers.
A model of a strategic threatener of course does not hold all the answers to why
speakers opt for off-record indirect speech in conflictive scenarios. However, it was
shown that an analysis in terms of a cost-benefit equation has certain advantages
over analyses that presuppose ‘purely cooperative’ approaches.

Of course, the points I have touched upon on the last pages all relate to a much
more fundamental issue: little is still known about the role of pragmatic explicit-
ness or indirectness in models of impoliteness and communicative conflict. While
recent years have seen a growing interest in research on impoliteness phenom-
ena, the state of research still cannot “hope to compete with the embarrassment
of research riches which the concept of politeness enjoys” (Locher & Bousfield
2008: 2). Conflictive illocutions were once neglected as ‘marginal’ to communi-
cation (cf. Leech 1983: 105), but in the last decade it has been repeatedly claimed
that “any adequate account of the dynamics of interpersonal communication [...]
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should consider hostile as well as cooperative communication” (Locher & Bousfield
2008: 2). And judging from the results of the present study, the case of threatening
appears to be a prime candidate for further research. Which brings us to the final
section of this book, an outlook on potential future research, addressing some of
the shortcoming of this present study.

6.3 Outlook: A to-do list for future research

This study has given a panoramic view on both the form and function of threats:
setting out with an inventory of forms, it has investigated realization patterns and
mapped these patterns onto potential functions, it has discussed threats as a form
of impoliteness and has, just now, briefly entertained some thought on potential
speaker motives. If the present mixed method approach can yield something like a
moral lesson, it is certainly this: qualitative research can yield extremely interesting
and insightful results, but it is only in combination with quantitative measures that
these will lead to conclusive results. And even then, many questions remain to be
answered.

Most importantly, I cannot claim that I have presented convincing evidence
for the generalizability of the present results across all types of threats. Although, I
have argued in favor of the results’ generalizability, ultimately, and in line with my
own research ethics, it remains to be empirically tested whether other, less drastic
forms of threatening abide by the same principles that were proposed here. The
present findings should be complemented by analyses using not only different data,
but also different elicitation methods. This way, it could be ensured that, although
judicial opinions are a somewhat specific type of data source, they offer a helpful
starting point for obtaining especially conflictive speech acts. Similar analyses are
conceivable for other (potentially criminal) speech acts: insults or hate speech, con-
spiring, or even lying, which, if done under oath, also constitutes a criminal offense.

Where possible, elicitation procedures should control for a more balanced data
set with regard to the mode of communication and information on micro- as well
as macro-social variables should be included. Are written threats, for example, less
pragmatically explicit, because the written record increases the chance of social
sanction? In addition to that, experimental research design might be the most
suitable to manipulate P and D and this way probe some of the claims we have put
forward, e.g. whether more powerful speakers have to be less pragmatically explicit
because more power behind discourse necessitates less power in discourse.

Another rather fundamental issue that was not addressed is the perception of
threats. We have discussed the difference of saliency and frequency, a distinction
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that has previously been recognized in the existing literature, but that was not
systematically applied in the majority of case studies we have discussed. Does the
typicality of a threat hinge on whether it contains features that speakers (or threat-
eners and targets) perceive as salient or does it hinge on whether or not these forms
are frequently found? And if these two measures reveal fundamentally different
linguistic forms, how do we explain a feature’s saliency, given that frequency has
been found to influence so many psycholinguistic measures?

Furthermore, the present study has almost exclusively focused on a
speaker-oriented perspective on the object of study, but what about the hearer or
target of the threat? Are threats perceived differently, depending on their form and
their function? Do targets distinguish between different kinds of threatening in the
same way as speakers seem to? And if so, does the effect of a threat rest in any way
on the speaker’s choice of words, or are para-verbal signals more decisive?

In addition, future studies should also focus on other national and sub-national
varieties other than American English, furthering recent developments in the field
of variational pragmatics. As I have argued, a solid baseline is a necessary prereq-
uisite for investigating any type of variation and this could, and should, be done
based on the present findings. Do we find different patterns of pragmatic explic-
itness in other varieties? And, ultimately, what about cross-cultural differences? If
macro-social variables have an influence on the form and function of threats, is
the situation different with languages and cultures that are known to incorporate
social hierarchies differently?

And finally, as was already mentioned, comparable research should be carried
out on other conflictive speech acts. The present findings are considered necessary
and useful complements to existing research on threatening, but, more importantly,
they should serve as a starting point for a more thorough analysis of a broad variety
of impoliteness phenomena.



References

Aarts, Bas. 2008. English Syntax and Argumentation. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.
doi:10.1007/978-0-230-36647-3

Adolphs, Svenja. 2008. Corpus and Context: Investigating Pragmatic Functions in Spoken Discourse.
Amsterdam: John Benjamins. doi:10.1075/5cl.30

Aijmer, Karin. 1996. Conversational Routines in English: Convention and Creativity. Florence:
Routledge.

Aijmer, Karin, and Christoph Rithlemann (eds.). 2015. Corpus Pragmatics. A Handbook.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. doi:10.1017/CB09781139057493

Allan, Keith, and Kate Burridge. 1991. Euphemism and Dysphemism: Language Used as Shield
and Weapon. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Asher, Nicolas, and Alex Lascarides. 2013. “Strategic Conversation.” Semantics and Pragmatics,
Linguistic Society of America 6: 1-58.

Austin, John L. 1971. How to do things with words. The William James lectures. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

Baayen, Rolf Harald. 2008. Analyzing linguistic data: A practical introduction to statistics using R.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. doi:10.1017/CB09780511801686

Baratta, Alex. 2014. “Military impoliteness as an (eventually) unmarked form: A comment on
Bousfield (2007)”. Journal of Pragmatics 60: 17-23.
doi: http:/dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.pragma.2013.10.006

Bardovi-Harlig, Kathleen, and Beverly S. Hartford. 2005. “Institutional discourse and interlan-
guage pragmatics research.” In Interlanguage Pragmatics: Exploring Institutional Talk, ed.
by Kathleen Bardovi-Harlig and Beverly S. Hartford, 7-36. London: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Barron, Anne, and Klaus P. Schneider. 2009. Variational pragmatics: Studying the impact of social
factors on language use in interaction. In Variational Pragmatics, Special Issue. Intercultural
Pragmatics 6(4), ed. by Anne Barron and Klaus P. Schneider, 425-442. Berlin: De Gruyter
Mouton.

Becker, Richard A., John M. Chambers, and Allan R. Wilks. 1988. The new S language. Pacific
Grove: Wadsworth & Brooks.

Bednarek, Monika. 2011. “Approaching the Data of Pragmatics” In Foundations of Pragmatics,
ed. by Wolfram Bublitz and Neal R. Norrick, 537-559. Berlin: De Gruyter Mouton.
doi:10.1515/9783110214260.537

Beebe, Leslie M. 1995. “Instrumental rudeness as pragmatic competence.” In Georgetown
University Roundtable on Language and Linguistics, ed. by James E. Alatis, Carolyn A.
Straehle, Brent Gallenberger and Maggie Ronkin, 154-168. Washington: Georgetown
University Press.

Beebe, Leslie M., and Martha Clark Cummings. 1996. “Natural speech act data versus written
questionnaire data: How data collection method affects speech act performance.” In Speech
acts across cultures: Challenges to communication in a second language, ed. by Susan M. Gass
and Joyce Neu, 65-86. Berlin: De Gruyter Mouton.


http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-0-230-36647-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1075/scl.30
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781139057493
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511801686
http://dx.doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.pragma.2013.10.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1515/9783110214260.537

196 Threatening in English

Beebe, Leslie M, Hansun Zhang Waring. 2004. “The Linguistic Encoding of Pragmatic Tone:
Adverbials as Words that Work?” In Studying speaking to inform second language learning
8, ed. by Diana Boxer and Andrew D. Cohen, 228-252. Clevedon: Multilingual Matters.

Beller, Sieghard. 2002. “Conditional promises and threats - Cognition and emotion.” In
Proceedings of the Twenty-Fourth Annual Conference of the Cognitive Science Society, ed. by
W D. Gray and C. D. Schunn. Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum.

Beller, Sieghard, Andrea Bender, and Gregory Kuhnmiinch. 2005. “Understanding conditional
promises and threats” Thinking & Reasoning 11(3): 209-238. doi:10.1080/13546780442000141

Benoit, Pamela J. 1983. “The use of threats in children’s discourse” Language and Speech 26(4):
305-329. doi:10.1177/002383098302600401

Bergs, Alexander. 2010. “Expressions of futurity in contemporary English: a Construction
Grammar perspective.” English Language and Linguistics 14(02): 217-238.
doi:10.1017/51360674310000067

Biber, Douglas. 1988. Variation across speech and writing. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
doi:10.1017/CBO9780511621024

Biber, Douglas. 2006. “Stance in spoken and written university registers.” Journal of English for
Academic Purposes 5(2): 97-116. doi: http:/dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jeap.2006.05.001

Biber, Douglas and Edward Finegan. 1989. “Styles of stance in English: Lexical and grammatical
marking of evidentiality and affect” Text - Interdisciplinary Journal for the Study of Discourse
9(1): 93-124. doi:10.1515/text.1.1989.9.1.93

Billmyer, Kristine and Manka Varghese. 2000. “Investigating instrument-based pragmatic varia-
bility: Effects of enhancing discourse completion tests” Applied Linguistics 21(4): 517-552.
doi:10.1093/applin/21.4.517

Biscetti, Stefania. 2015. “Power, (Im)Politeness and Aggressiveness in Early Modern Master-
Servant Relations (1660-1750).” Journal of Early Modern Studies 4: 287-314.

Black, Henry Campbell, and Brian A. Garner (eds). 2009. Law dictionary. St. Paul, Minn: West.

Blum-Kulka, Shoshana. 1987. “Indirectness and politeness in requests: Same or different?” Journal
of Pragmatics 11(2): 131-146. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0378-2166(87)90192-5

Blum-Kulka, Shoshana, Juliane House, and Gabriele Kasper (eds). 1989. Cross-cultural pragmat-
ics: requests and apologies. Norwood, NJ: Ablex.

Blum-Kulka, Shoshana and Elite Olshtain. 1984. “Requests and Apologies: A Cross-Cultural
Study of Speech Act Realization Patterns (CCSARP).” Applied Linguistics 5(3): 196-213.
doi:10.1093/applin/5.3.196

Borjars, Kersti, and Kate Burridge. 2010. Introducing English grammar. London [u.a.]: Routledge.

Bousfield, Derek. 2007. “Beginnings, middles and ends: A biopsy of the dynamics of impolite
exchanges?” Journal of Pragmatics 39(12): 2185-2216. doi:10.1016/j.pragma.2006.11.005

Bousfield, Derek. 2008. Impoliteness in interaction. Amsterdam: John Benjamins.
doi:10.1075/pbns.167

Bousfield, Derek, and Miriam A. Locher (eds). 2008. Impoliteness in Language. Studies on its
Interplay with Power in Theory and Practice. Berlin: De Gruyter Mouton.

Breheny, Richard. 2011. “Experimental pragmatics.” In Foundations of Pragmatics ed. by Wolfram
Bublitz and Neal R. Norrick, 561-586. Berlin: De Gruyter Mouton.
doi:10.1515/9783110214260.561

Breiman, Leo. 2001. “Random forests” Machine Learning 45(1), 5-32.
doi:10.1023/A:1010933404324

Breiman, Leo, Jerome Friedman, Charles J. Stone, and Richard A. Olshen. 1984. Classification
and regression trees. Florence: CRC press.


http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13546780442000141
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/002383098302600401
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S1360674310000067
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511621024
http://dx.doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jeap.2006.05.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1515/text.1.1989.9.1.93
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/applin/21.4.517
http://dx.doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0378-2166(87)90192-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/applin/5.3.196
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.pragma.2006.11.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1075/pbns.167
http://dx.doi.org/10.1515/9783110214260.561
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1010933404324

References 197

Brown, Penelope and Stephen C. Levinson. 1987. Politeness: Some Universals in Language Use.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Brown, Roger, and Albert Gilman. 1960. “The Pronouns of Power and Solidarity” In Style in
Language, ed. by Thomas A. Sebeok, 253-276. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Bull, Ray, Tim Valentine, and Tom Williamson (eds). 2009. Handbook of psychology of investigative
interviewing: Current developments and future directions. New Jersey: John Wiley & Sons.
doi:10.1002/9780470747599

Campbell, R. Sherlock, and James W. Pennebaker. 2003. “The Secret Life of Pronouns: Flexibility
in Writing Style and Physical Health.” Psychological Science 14(1): 60-65.
doi:10.1111/1467-9280.01419

Cantos Gomez, Pascual. 2013. Statistical methods in language and linguistic research. Sheffield:
Equinox.

Clark, Billy. 1993. “Relevance and ‘pseudo-imperatives”” Linguistics and Philosophy 16(1): 79-121.
doi:10.1007/bf00984723

Clark, Herbert H. and Adrian Bangerter. 2004. “Changing ideas about reference’” In Experimental
Pragmatics, ed. by Ira A. Noveck and Dan Sperber, 25-49. Houndmills: Palgrave Macmillan.
doi:10.1057/9780230524125_2

Collavin, Elena. 2011. “Speech acts” In Foundations of Pragmatics, ed. by Wolfram Bublitz and
Neal R. Norrick, 373-369. Berlin: De Gruyter Mouton. doi:10.1515/9783110214260.373

Collins, Peter. 2009. Modals and quasi-modals in English. Amsterdam: Rodopi.
doi:10.1163/9789042029095

Crawley, Michael J. 2005. Statistics. An introduction using R. Chichester: John Wiley & Sons.
doi:10.1002/9781119941750

Crawley, Michael J. 2013. The R Book. Chichester: John Wiley & Sons.

Crowne, Douglas P, and David Marlowe. 1960. “A new scale of social desirability independent
of psychopathology”” Journal of consulting psychology 24(4): 349-354. doi:10.1037/h0047358

Culpeper, Jonathan. 1996. “Towards an anatomy of impoliteness.” Journal of Pragmatics 25(3):
349-367. doi: http:/dx.doi.org/10.1016/0378-2166(95)00014-3

Culpeper, Jonathan. 2005. “Impoliteness and Entertainment in the Television Quiz Show: The
Weakest Link” Journal of Politeness Research. Language, Behaviour, Culture 1(1): 35-72.
doi:10.1515/jplr.2005.1.1.35

Culpeper, Jonathan. 2011. Impoliteness: Using Language to Cause Offence. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press. doi:10.1017/CB0O9780511975752

Culpeper, Jonathan, Derek Bousfield and Anne Wichmann. 2003. “Impoliteness revisited: with
special reference to dynamic and prosodic aspects.” Journal of Pragmatics 35(10-11): 1545-
1579. doi: http:/dx.doi.org/10.1016/50378-2166(02)00118-2

Cummins, Chris and Jan P. Ruiter. 2014. “Computational Approaches to the Pragmatics Problem.”
Language and Linguistics Compass 8(4): 133-143. doi:10.1111/Inc3.12072

Danescu-Niculescu-Mizil, Cristian, Moritz Sudhof, Dan Jurafsky & Jure Lesko. 2013. “A com-
putational approach to politeness with application to social factors” Paper presented at the
ACL, Sofia, Bulgaria, 4-9 August.

Davies, Mark. 2008-. The Corpus of Contemporary American English: 520 million words, 1990-
present. Available online at http://corpus.byu.edu/coca/.

Davis, Dennis A. 1997. Threats Pending, Fuses Burning: Managing Workplace Violence. Palo Alto:
Davies-Black.

Deutschmann, Mats. 2003. Apologies in British English. Umea: Institutionen for moderna sprak.
Umea Universitet.


http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/9780470747599
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/1467-9280.01419
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/bf00984723
http://dx.doi.org/10.1057/9780230524125_2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1515/9783110214260.373
http://dx.doi.org/10.1163/9789042029095
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/9781119941750
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/h0047358
http://dx.doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0378-2166(95)00014-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1515/jplr.2005.1.1.35
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511975752
http://dx.doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0378-2166(02)00118-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/lnc3.12072
http://corpus.byu.edu/coca/

198 Threatening in English

Domabhs, Ute, Ingo Plag, and Rebecca Carroll. 2014. “Word stress assignment in German, English
and Dutch: Quantity-sensitivity and extrametricality revisited.” The Journal of Comparative
Germanic Linguistics 17(1): 59-96. doi:10.1007/510828-014-9063-9

Downing, Laura Hidalgo, and Begofia Nufiez Perucha. 2014. “Modality and personal pronouns as
indexical markers of stance: Intersubjective positioning and construction of public identity
in media interviews” In English Modality: Core, Periphery and Evidentiality, ed. by Juana
I. Marin-Arrese, Marta Carretero, Jorge Arts Hita and Johan van der Auwera, 379-410.
Berlin: De Gruyter Mouton.

Dérnyei, Zoltan. 2007. Research methods in applied linguistics: Quantitative, qualitative, and mixed
methodologies. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Doyle, Arthur Conan. The adventures of Sherlock Holmes [Elektronische Ressource]. Champaign,
I1l: Project Gutenberg, http://www.gutenberg.org/ebooks/1661

Dynel, Marta. 2012. “Swearing methodologically: the (im)politeness of expletives in anonymous
commentaries on Youtube.” Journal of English Studies (10): 25-50.

Eelen, Gino. 2001. A critique of politeness theories. Manchester: St. Jerome.

Eisenstein, Miriam, and Jean W. Bodman. 1986. “‘T very appreciate’: Expressions of gratitude
by native and non-native speakers of American English.” Applied Linguistics 7(2): 167-185.
doi:10.1093/applin/7.2.167

Englebretson, Robert (ed). 2007. Stancetaking in discourse: Subjectivity, evaluation, interaction.
Amsterdam: John Benjamins. doi:10.1075/pbns.164

Ervin-Tripp, Susan. 1976. “Is Sybil there? The structure of some American English directives.”
Language in society 5(01): 25-66. doi:10.1017/50047404500006849

Fairclough, Norman. 1989. Language and power. London: Longman.

von Fintel, Kai. 2011. “Conditionals” In Handbiicher zur Sprach- und Kommunikationswissenschaft
/ Handbooks of Linguistics and Communication Science. (January 14, 2011). Retrieved from
http://hdl.handle.net/1721.1/95781, last accessed 15 March 2016.

Flock, Ilka, and Ronald Geluykens. 2015. “Speech Acts in Corpus Pragmatics: A Quantitative
Contrastive Study of Directives in Spontaneous and Elicited Discourse.” In Yearbook of
Corpus Linguistics and Pragmatics 2015: Current Approaches to Discourse and Translation
Studies, ed. by Jesus Romero-Trillo, 7-37. Cham: Springer International Publishing.
doi:10.1007/978-3-319-17948-3_2

Franke, Michael. 2010. “Semantic Meaning and Pragmatic Inference in Non-cooperative
Conversation.” In Interfaces: Explorations in Logic, Language and Computation, ed. by Thomas
Icard and Reinhard Muskens, 13-24. Berlin: Springer Verlag. doi:10.1007/978-3-642-14729-6_2

Fraser, Bruce. 1975. “Warning and threatening.” Centrum 3(2): 169-180.

Fraser, Bruce. 1998. “Threatening revisited.” Forensic Linguistics (The International Journal of
Speech, Language and the Law) 5(2): 159-173. doi:10.1558/51.1998.5.2.159

Freedman, Jonathan L. 1965. “Long-term behavioral effects of cognitive dissonance.” Journal of
Experimental Social Psychology 1(2): 145-155. doi:10.1016/0022-1031(65)90042-9

Gales, Tammy. 2010. Ideologies of Violence: A Corpus and Discourse Analytic Approach to Stance
in Threatening Communications. University of California, Davis dissertation. Retrieved from
http://linguistics.ucdavis.edu/pics-and-pdfs/Gales%20Dissertation.pdf

Gales, Tammy. 2011. “Identifying interpersonal stance in threatening discourse: An appraisal
analysis.” Discourse Studies 13(1): 27-46. doi:10.1177/1461445610387735

Gales, Tammy. 2012. “Linguistic Analysis of Disputed Meanings: Threats.” In The Encyclopedia of
Applied Linguistics, ed. by Carol A. Chapelle, London: Blackwell Publishing Ltd.
doi:10.1002/9781405198431.wbealo711


http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10828-014-9063-9
http://www.gutenberg.org/ebooks/1661
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/applin/7.2.167
http://dx.doi.org/10.1075/pbns.164
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S0047404500006849
http://hdl.handle.net/1721.1/95781
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-17948-3_2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-14729-6_2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1558/sll.1998.5.2.159
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0022-1031(65)90042-9
http://linguistics.ucdavis.edu/pics-and-pdfs/Gales%20Dissertation.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1461445610387735
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/9781405198431.wbeal0711

References 199

Gingiss, Peter. 1986. “Indirect threats” Word 37(3): 153-158. doi:10.1080/00437956.1986.11435774

Golato, Andrea. 2003. “Studying compliment responses: A comparison of DCTs and recordings
of naturally occurring talk” Applied Linguistics 24(1): 90-121. doi:10.1093/applin/24.1.90

Gotti, Maurizio. 2003. “Shall and will in contemporary English: A comparison with past uses.” In
Modality in contemporary English, ed. by Roberta Facchinetti, Frank Palmer and Manfred
Krug, 267-300. Berlin: De Gruyter Mouton. doi:10.1515/9783110895339.267

Gries, Stefan T. 2013. Statistics for linguistics with R: a practical introduction. Berlin: De Gruyter
Mouton. doi:10.1515/9783110307474

Haegeman, Liliane M. V. 1983. The Semantics of will in Present Day British English: a Unified
Account. Brussels: Paleis d. Acad.

Haegeman, Liliane M. V. 1989. “Be going to and will - A Pragmatic Account” Journal of Linguistics
25(2): 291-317. doi:10.1017/50022226700014110

Halliday, Michael A. K. 1979. Language as social semiotic: the social interpretation of language
and meaning. London: Arnold.

Harris, Sandra. 1984. “The form and function of threats in court” Language ¢» Communication
4(4): 247-271. doi:10.1016/0271-5309(84)90010-7

Hartford, Beverly S, and Kathleen Bardovi-Harlig. 1992. “Experimental and Observational Data
in the Study of Interlanguage Pragmatics.” Pragmatics and language learning 3: 33-52.

Haugh, Michael. 2012. “Epilogue: The first-second order distinction in face and politeness re-
search” Journal of Politeness Research 8(1): 111-134. doi:10.1515/pr-2012-0007

Haugh, Michael. 2013. “Im/politeness, social practice and the participation order” Journal of
Pragmatics 58: 52-72. doi:10.1016/j.pragma.2013.07.003

Hepburn, Alexa, and Jonathan Potter. “Threats: Power, family mealtimes, and social influence”
British Journal of Social Psychology 50(1): 99-120. doi:10.1348/014466610X500791

Holmes, Janet. 1988. “Paying compliments: A sex-preferential politeness strategy.” Journal of
Pragmatics 12(4): 445-465. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0378-2166(88)90005-7

Holmes, Janet. 1995. Women, men and politeness. London: Longman.

Holtgraves, Thomas, and Joong-nam Yang. 1990. “Politeness as universal: Cross-cultural per-
ceptions of request strategies and inferences based on their use” Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology 59(4): 719-729. doi:10.1037/0022-3514.59.4.719

Hothorn, Torsten, Kurt Hornik, and Achim Zeileis. 2006. “Unbiased recursive partitioning: A
conditional inference framework?” Journal of Computational and Graphical statistics 15(3):
651-674. doi:10.1198/106186006X133933

Huddleston, Rodney. 1988. English Grammar: An Outline. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
doi:10.1017/CB09781139166003

Huddleston, Rodney, and Geoffrey K. Pullum. 2002. The Cambridge Grammar of English
Language. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. doi:10.1017/9781316423530

Hudson, Thom. 1990. “The discourse of advice giving in English: Twouldn’t feed until spring no matter
what you do”” Language ¢ Communication 10(4): 285-297. doi:10.1016/0271-5309(90)90014-3

Jautz, Sabine. 2013. Thanking formulae in English: explorations across varieties and genres.
Amsterdam: John Benjamins. doi:10.1075/pbns.230

Jay, Timothy. 1992. Cursing in America: a Psycholinguistic Study of Dirty Language in the Courts, in
the Movies, in the Schoolyards and on the Streets. Amsterdam: John Benjamins. doi:10.1075/z.57

Jay, Timothy. 2009. “The utility and ubiquity of taboo words.” Perspectives on Psychological Science
4(2): 153-161. doi:10.1111/j.1745-6924.2009.01115.X

Jay, Timothy, and Kristin Janschewitz. 2008. “The pragmatics of swearing.” Journal of Politeness
Research. Language, Behaviour, Culture 4(2): 267-288.


http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00437956.1986.11435774
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/applin/24.1.90
http://dx.doi.org/10.1515/9783110895339.267
http://dx.doi.org/10.1515/9783110307474
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S0022226700014110
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0271-5309(84)90010-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1515/pr-2012-0007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.pragma.2013.07.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1348/014466610X500791
http://dx.doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0378-2166(88)90005-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.59.4.719
http://dx.doi.org/10.1198/106186006X133933
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781139166003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/9781316423530
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0271-5309(90)90014-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1075/pbns.230
http://dx.doi.org/10.1075/z.57
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-6924.2009.01115.x

200 Threatening in English

Jespersen, Otto. 1954. A modern English Grammar on historical principles. London: Allen &
Unwin.

Jucker, Andreas H. 2009. “Speech act research between armchair, field and laboratory. The case
of compliments.” Journal of Pragmatics 41(8): 1611-1635.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.pragma.2009.02.004

Jucker, Andreas H., Gerold Schneider, Irma Taavitsainen, I. & Barb Breustedt. 2008. “Fishing for
compliments”” In Speech acts in the history of English., ed. by Andreas H. Jucker and Irma
Taavitsainen, 273-294. Amsterdam: John Benjamins. doi:10.1075/pbns.176.15)juc

Kasper, Gabriele. 1990. “Linguistic politeness: Current research issues.” Journal of Pragmatics
14(2): 193-218. doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0378-2166(90)90080-W

Kasper, Gabriele. 2008. “Data collection in pragmatics research.” In Culturally Speaking: Culture,
Communication and Politeness, ed. by Helen Spencer-Oatey, 279-303. London: Continuum.

Kasper, G. & Rose, K. R. 2002. Pragmatic development in a second language. Language Learning
52(1), 1-352.

Kass, G. V. 1980. “An Exploratory Technique for Investigating Large Quantities of Categorical
Data.” Applied Statistics 29: 119-127.

Kaufmann, Magdalena. 2012. Interpreting imperatives. Dordrecht: Springer.
doi:10.1007/978-94-007-2269-9

Kent, George. 1967. The Effects of Threats. Columbus: Ohio State University Press.

Kienpointner, Manfred. 1997. “Varieties of rudeness: types and functions of impolite utterances.”
Functions of language 4(2): 251-287. doi:10.1075/fol.4.2.05kie

Knight, Dawn, and Svenja Adolphs. 2008. “Multi-modal corpus pragmatics: The case of active lis-
tenership” In Pragmatics and Corpus Linguistics. A Mutualistic Entente, ed. by Jesus Romero-
Trillo, 175-190. Berlin: De Gruyter Mouton.

Kunter, Gero. 2011. Compound Stress in English. The Phonetics and Phonology of Prosodic
Prominence. Berlin: De Gruyter Mouton. doi:10.1515/9783110254709

Lachenicht, Lance G. 1980. “Aggravating language. A study of abusive and insulting language”
Paper in Linguistics 13(4): 607-687. doi:10.1080/08351818009370513

Lakoff, Robin T. 1989. “The limits of politeness: therapeutic and courtroom discourse” Multi-
lingua - Journal of Cross-Cultural and Interlanguage Communication 8(2-3): 101-130.
doi:10.1515/mult.1989.8.2-3.101

Lee, James J. and Steven Pinker. 2010. “Rationales for indirect speech: the theory of the strategic
speaker”” Psychological review 117(3): 785-807. doi:10.1037/a0019688

Leech, Geoffrey N. 1983. Principles of Pragmatics. London: Longman.

Leech, Geoffrey N. 1981. Semantics: the study of meaning. Harmondsworth: Penguin.

Leech, Geoffrey N. 2004. Meaning and the English verb. London: Longman.

Levin, Beth. 1993. English verb classes and alternations: a preliminary investigation. Chicago:
University of Chicago Press.

Levinson, Stephen C. 1983. Pragmatics. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Levshina, Natalia. 2015. How to do linguistics with R: data exploration and statistical analysis.
Amsterdam: John Benjamins. doi:10.1075/z.195

Limberg, Holger. 2008. “Threats in conflict talk: Impoliteness and manipulation.” In Impoliteness
in Language. Studies on its Interplay with Power in Theory and Practice, ed. by Derek Bousfield
and Miriam A. Locher, 155-179. Berlin: De Gruyter Mouton.

Limberg, Holger. 2009. “Impoliteness and threat responses.” Journal of Pragmatics (41): 1376-1394.
doi:10.1016/j.pragma.2009.02.003

Lobner, Sebastian. 2013. Understanding Semantics. London: Routledge.


http://dx.doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.pragma.2009.02.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1075/pbns.176.15juc
http://dx.doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0378-2166(90)90080-W
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-94-007-2269-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1075/fol.4.2.05kie
http://dx.doi.org/10.1515/9783110254709
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/08351818009370513
http://dx.doi.org/10.1515/mult.1989.8.2-3.101
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0019688
http://dx.doi.org/10.1075/z.195
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.pragma.2009.02.003

References 201

Locher, Miriam A, and Derek Bousfield. 2008. “Introduction: impoliteness and power in lan-
guage”” In Impoliteness in Language: Studies on its Interplay with Power in Theory and Practice,
ed. by Derek Bousfield and Miriam A. Locher, 1-13. Berlin: De Gruyter Mouton.
doi:10.1515/9783110208344

Locher, Miriam A. 2004. Power and politeness in action: Disagreements in oral communication.
Berlin: De Gruyter Mouton. doi:10.1515/9783110926552

Locher, Miriam A. 2006. “Polite behavior within relational work: The discursive approach to
politeness” Multilingua-Journal of Cross-Cultural and Interlanguage Communication 25(3):
249-267. doi:10.1515/MULTI.2006.015

Locher, Miriam A, and Richard J. Watts. 2008. “Relational work and impoliteness: Negotiating
norms of linguistic behaviour” In Impoliteness in Language: Studies on its Interplay with
Power in Theory and Practice, ed. by Derek Bousfield and Miriam A. Locher, 77-99. Berlin:
De Gruyter Mouton. doi:10.1515/9783110208344

Maimon, Oded and Lior Rokach. 2008. Data mining with decision trees: theory and applications.
New Jersey: World Scientific Publishing.

Manes, Joan, and Nessa Wolfson. 1981. “The compliment formula” In Conversational routine.
Explorations in standardized communication situations and prepatterned speech, ed. by
Florian Coulmas, 115-132. The Hague: Mouton.

Martin, James R. and Peter R. R. White. 2005. The language of evaluation. Appraisal in English.
Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan doi:10.1057/9780230511910

McEnery, Anthony, Paul Baker, and Andrew Hardie. 2000. “Swearing and Abuse in Modern
British English.” In PALC’99: Practical Applications in Language Corpora, ed. by Barbara
Lewandowska-Tomaszczyk and P. Melia, 37-48. Berlin: Peter Lang.

McEnery, Anthony and Zhonghua Xiao. 2004. “Swearing in Modern British English: The Case of
Fuck in the BNC? Language and Literature 13(3): 235-268. doi:10.1177/0963947004044873

Milburn, Thomas W. 1977. “The nature of threat” Journal of Social Issues 33(1): 126-139.
doi:10.1111/j.1540-4560.1977.tb01872.x

Milburn, Thomas W. and Kenneth H. Watman. 1981. On the nature of threat: a social psychological
analysis. Santa Barbara: Praeger Publishers.

Mingers, John. 1987. “Expert Systems — Rule Induction With Statistical Data.” Journal of the
Operations Research Society 38: 39-47.

Mitchell, Keith. 2003. “Had better and might as well: On the margins of modality?” In Modality in
contemporary English, ed. by Roberta Facchinetti, Manfred Krug and Frank Palmer, 129-150.
Berlin: De Gruyter Mouton. doi:10.1515/9783110895339.129

Nehls, Dietrich. 1975. “The system of tense and aspect in English.” IRAL-International Review of
Applied Linguistics in Language Teaching 13(1-4): 275-292.

von Neumann, John and Oskar Morgenstern. 1944. Theory of Games and Economic Behavior.
New Jersey: Princeton University Press.

Noveck, Ira A, and Anne Reboul. 2008. “Experimental pragmatics: A Gricean turn in the study
of language?” Trends in Cognitive Sciences 12(11): 425-431. doi:10.1016/}.tic5.2008.07.009

Noveck, Ira A, Dan Sperber, Kent Bach, Anne Bezuidenhout, Richard Breheny, Sam Glucksberg
and Deirdre Wilson. 2004. Experimental pragmatics. Basingstoke: Palgrave Macmillan.
doi:10.1057/9780230524125

O’Keefte, Anne, Brian Clancy and Svenja Adolphs. 2011. Introducing Pragmatics in Use. London:
Routledge.

Palmer, Frank Robert. 1986. Mood and Modality. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Palmer, Frank Robert. 1990. Modality and the English Modals. London: Longman.


http://dx.doi.org/10.1515/9783110208344
http://dx.doi.org/10.1515/9783110926552
http://dx.doi.org/10.1515/MULTI.2006.015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1515/9783110208344
http://dx.doi.org/10.1057/9780230511910
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0963947004044873
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.1977.tb01872.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1515/9783110895339.129
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2008.07.009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1057/9780230524125

202 Threatening in English

Palmer, Frank Robert. 2014. The English Verb. London: Routledge.

Pinker, Steven, Martin A. Nowak, and James J. Lee. 2008. “The logic of indirect speech.” Proceedings
of the National Academy of Sciences 105(3): 833-838. doi:10.1073/pnas.0707192105

Police code. 2016, March 14. In Wikipedia, The Free Encyclopedia. Retrieved March 15,2016, from
https://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=Police_code&oldid=710099350

Polzehl, Tim, Alexander Schmitt, Florian Metze, and Michael Wagner. 2011. ,, Anger recognition
in speech using acoustic and linguistic cues” Speech Communication 53(9): 1198-1209.
doi:10.1016/j.specom.2011.05.002

R Core Team. 2015. R: A Language and Environment for Statistical Computing. R Foundation for
Statistical Computing, Vienna, Austria. URL https://www.R-project.org/.

RadioLabs International Inc. Police Scanner Codes. http://www.radiolabs.com/police-codes.html,
last accessed March 15, 2016.

van Rooij, Robert, and Michael Franke. 2012. “Promises and Threats with Conditionals and
Disjunctions.” In Discourse and Grammar. From Sentence Types to Lexical Categories, ed. by
Giinther Grewendorf and Thomas Ede Zimmermann, 69-90. Berlin: De Gruyter Mouton.
doi:10.1515/9781614511601.69

Rithlemann, Christoph. 2007. Conversation in Context. A Corpus-driven Approach. London:
Continuum.

Rithlemann, Christoph, and Karin Aijmer. 2015. “Corpus pragmatics: Laying the foundations.”
In Corpus Pragmatics. A Handbook, ed. by Karin Aijmer and Christoph Rithlemann, 1-26.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. doi:10.1017/CB09781139057493.001

Salgueiro, Antonio Blanco. 2010. “Promises, threats, and the foundations of Speech Act Theory”
Pragmatics 20(2): 213-228. doi:10.1075/prag.20.2.05bla

Schauer, Gila A, and Svenja Adolphs. 2006. “Expressions of gratitude in corpus and DCT data:
Vocabulary, formulaic sequences, and pedagogy.” System 34(1): 119-134.
doi: http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2005.09.003

Schelling, Thomas C. 1960. The Strategy of Conflict. Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press.

Schlenker, Barry A, Thomas Bonoma, and James T. Tedeschi. 1970. “Compliance to threats as a
function of the wording of the threat and the exploitativeness of the threatener” Sociometry
33:394-408. doi:10.2307/2786315

Schneider, Klaus P. 2010. “Variational Pragmatics.” In Variation and Change: Pragmatic Perspectives,
ed. by Mirjam Fried, Jan-Ola Ostman and Jeff Verschueren, 239-267. Amsterdam: John
Benjamins. doi:10.1075/hoph.6.18sch

Schneider, Klaus P. 2012. “Appropriate behaviour across varieties of English.” Journal of Pragmatics
44(9): 1022-1037. doi: http:/dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.pragma.2011.09.015

Schneider, Klaus P., and Anne Barron. 2008. “Where pragmatics and dialectology meet.
Introducing variational pragmatics” In Variational Pragmatics. A Focus on Regional Varieties
in Pluricentric Languages, ed. by Klaus P. Schneider and Anne Barron, 1-32. Amsterdam:
John Benjamins. doi:10.1075/pbns.178.02sch

Searle, John R. 1969. Speech acts: An essay in the philosophy of language. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press. doi:10.1017/CB09781139173438

Searle, John R. 1976. “A classification of illocutionary acts” Language in society 5(01): 1-23.
doi:10.1017/50047404500006837

Sherblom, John C. 1990. “Organizational Involvement Expressed Through Pronoun Use In
Computer Mediated Communication.” Communication Research Reports 7(1): 45-50.
doi:10.1080/08824099009359853


http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0707192105
https://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=Police_code&oldid=710099350
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.specom.2011.05.002
https://www.R-project.org/
http://www.radiolabs.com/police-codes.html
http://dx.doi.org/10.1515/9781614511601.69
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781139057493.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1075/prag.20.2.05bla
http://dx.doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.system.2005.09.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2786315
http://dx.doi.org/10.1075/hoph.6.18sch
http://dx.doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.pragma.2011.09.015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1075/pbns.178.02sch
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781139173438
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S0047404500006837
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/08824099009359853

References 203

Shon, Phillip C. H. 2005. “T'd grab the SOB by his hair and yank him out the window’: The
fraternal order of warnings and threats in police-citizen encounters.” Discourse & Society
16(6): 829-845. doi:10.1177/0957926505056673

Shuy, Roger W. 2005. Creating language crimes: how law enforcement uses (and misuses) language.
Oxford: Oxford University Press. doi:10.1093/acprof:0s0/9780195181661.001.0001

Shuy, Roger W. 2008. Fighting over words: language and civil law cases. Oxford: Oxford University
Press. doi:10.1093/acprof:0s0/9780195328837.001.0001

Shuy, Roger W. 2010. The language of defamation cases. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Solan, Lawrence M, and Peter M. Tiersma. 2005. Speaking of crime. The language of Criminal
Justice. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Spencer-Oatey, Helen. 1996. “Reconsidering power and distance.” Journal of Pragmatics 26(1):
1-24. doi:10.1016/0378-2166(95)00047-X

Spencer-Oatey, Helen. 2005. “(Im)Politeness, Face and Perceptions of Rapport: Unpackaging
their Bases and Interrelationships.” Journal of Politeness Research. Language, Behaviour,
Culture 1(1): 95-119.

Spencer-Oatey, Helen. 2011. “Conceptualising ‘the relational’ in pragmatics: Insights from
metapragmatic emotion and (im)politeness comments.” Journal of Pragmatics 43(14):
3565-3578. doi:10.1016/j.pragma.2011.08.009

Spencer-Oatey, Helen, and Vladimir Zegarac. 2017. “Power, Solidarity and (Im)politeness.” In The
Palgrave Handbook of Linguistic (Im)politeness, ed. by Jonathan Culpeper, Michael Haugh and
Daniel Z. Kadar, 119-141. London: Palgrave Macmillan UK. doi:10.1057/978-1-137-37508-7_6

Stadler, Stefanie Alexa. 2011. “Coding speech acts for their degree of explicitness.” Journal of
Pragmatics 43(1): 36-50. doi: http:/dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.pragma.2010.08.014

Stefanowitsch, Anatol. 2003. “A construction-based approach to indirect speech acts” In Meto-
nymy and pragmatic inferencing, ed. by Klaus-Uwe Panther and Linda Thornburg, 105-126.
Amsterdam: John Benjamins. doi:10.1075/pbns.113.09ste

Storey, Kate. 1995. “The language of threats.” Forensic Linguistics (The International Journal of
Speech, Language and the Law) 2(1): 74-80. doi:10.1558/ijsll.v2i1.74

Strasser, Helmut, and Christian Weber. 1999. “On the Asymptotic Theory of Permutation
Statistics.” Mathematical Methods of Statistics 8: 220-250.

Strobl, Carolin, Anne-Laure Boulesteix, Thomas Kneib, Thomas Augustin, and Achim Zeileis.
2008. “Conditional variable importance for random forests” BMC Bioinformatics 9(1): 1-11.
doi:10.1186/1471-2105-9-307

Strobl, Carolin, Anne-Laure Boulesteix, Achim Zeileis, and Thorsten Hothorn. 2007. “Bias in
random forest variable importance measures: Illustrations, sources and a solution” BMC
Bioinformatics 8(1): 1-21. doi:10.1186/1471-2105-8-25

Strobl, Carolin, James Malley, and Gerhard Tutz. 2009. “An Introduction to Recursive Partitioning:
Rationale, Application, and Characteristics of Classification and Regression Trees, Bagging,
and Radom Forests” Psychological Methods 14(4): 323-348. doi:10.1037/a0016973

Tagliamonte, Sally A, and Rolf Harald Baayen. 2012. “Models, forests, and trees of York English:
Was/were variation as a case study for statistical practice” Language Variation and Change
24(02): 135-178. doi:10.1017/50954394512000129

Terkourafi, Marina. 2005. “Beyond the mircro-level in politeness research.” Journal of Politeness
Research 1(2): 237-262. doi:10.1515/jplr.2005.1.2.237

Terkourafi, Marina. 2007. “Toward a universal notion of face for a universal notion of coopera-
tion?” In Explorations in pragmatics: Linguistic, cognitive and intercultural aspects, ed. by Ivan
Kecskés, 313-344. Berlin: De Gruyter Mouton


http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0957926505056673
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780195181661.001.0001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780195328837.001.0001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0378-2166(95)00047-X
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.pragma.2011.08.009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1057/978-1-137-37508-7_6
http://dx.doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.pragma.2010.08.014
http://dx.doi.org/10.1075/pbns.113.09ste
http://dx.doi.org/10.1558/ijsll.v2i1.74
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/1471-2105-9-307
http://dx.doi.org/10.1186/1471-2105-8-25
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/a0016973
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S0954394512000129
http://dx.doi.org/10.1515/jplr.2005.1.2.237

204 Threatening in English

Terkourafi, Marina. 2011a. “The puzzle of indirect speech.” Journal of Pragmatics 43(11): 2861
2865. doi:10.1016/j.pragma.2011.05.003

Terkourafi, Marina. 2011b. “Why direct speech is not a natural default: Rejoinder to Steven
Pinker’s “Indirect Speech, Politeness, Deniability, and Relationship Negotiation™” Journal of
Pragmatics 43(11): 2869-2871. doi:0.1016/j.pragma.2011.05.006

Threaten. Merriam-Webster.com. Merriam-Webster, n.d. Web. 15 Mar. 2016.

Threat. Merriam-Webster.com. Merriam-Webster, n.d. Web. 15 Mar. 2016.

Threat, v. OED Online. Oxford University Press, March 2016. Web. 15 March 2016.

Threat, n. OED Online. Oxford University Press, March 2016. Web. 15 March 2016.

Tiersma, Peter M, and Lawrence M. Solan. 2012. “The Language of Crime.” In The Oxford hand-
book of language and law, ed. by Peter M. Tiersma and Lawrence M. Solan, 340-353. Oxford:
Oxford University Press.

Tomasello, Michael. 2009. Why we cooperate. Based on the 2008 Tanner Lectures on Human Values
at Stanford. Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press.

Tracy, Karen, and Sarah J. Tracy. 1998. “Rudeness at 911: Reconceptualizing Face and Face Attack”
Human Communication Research 25(2): 225-251. d0i:10.1111/j.1468-2958.1998.tb00444.x

Turner, James T, and Michael Gelles. 2003. Threat assessment: A risk management approach.
London: Routledge.

Ward, Joe H. 1963. “Hierarchical Grouping to Optimize an Objective Function.” Journal of the
American Statistical Association 58(301): 236-244. doi:10.1080/01621459.1963.10500845
Watt, Dominic, Sarah Kelly, and Carmen Llamas. 2013. “Inference of Threat from Neutrally-worded

Utterances in Familiar and Unfamiliar Languages.” York Papers in Linguistics Series 2: 99-120.

Watts, Richard J. 1991. Power in family discourse. Berlin: De Gruyter Mouton.
doi:10.1515/9783110854787

Watts, Richard J. 2003. Politeness. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
doi:10.1017/CBO9780511615184

Watts, Richard ], Sachiko Ide, and Konrad Ehlich. 1992. “Introduction?” In Politeness in Language.
Studies in its history, theory and practice, ed. by Richard ]. Watts, Sachiko Ide and Konrad
Ehlich, 1-17. Berlin: De Gruyter Mouton.

Weizmann, Elda. 1989. “Requestive Hints” In Cross-cultural pragmatics: requests and apologies,
ed. by Shoshana Blum-Kulka, Juliane House and Gabriele Kasper, 71-95. Norwood, NJ:
Ablex.

Wolfson, Nessa. 1990. “The Bulge: A Theory of Speech Behavior and Social Distance” Penn
Working Papers in Educational Linguistics 2.1: 55-83.

Xu, Yi & Andrew Kelly. 2010. “Perception of anger and happiness from resynthesized speech with
size-related manipulations” Paper presented at the 5th International Conference on Speech
Prosody (SP2010). Chicago, 11-14 May.

Yamanaka, Nobuhiko. 1995. “On indirect threats” International Journal for the Semiotics of Law,
8(1): 37-52. doi:10.1007/BF01677089

Yuan, Yi. 2001. “An inquiry into empirical pragmatics data-gathering methods: Written DCTs,
oral DCTs, field notes, and natural conversations.” Journal of Pragmatics 33(2): 271-292.
doi:10.1016/50378-2166(00)00031-X

Ziegeler, Debra. 2013. “On the generic argument for the modality of will.” In English Modality. Core,
Periphery and Evidentiality, ed. by Juana Marin-Arrese, Marta Carretero, Jorge Arus Hita and
Johan van der Auwera, 221-251. Berlin: De Gruyter Mouton. doi:10.1515/9783110286328.221

Zumel, Nina, and John Mount. 2014. Practical data science with R. Shelter Island: Manning.


http://dx.doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.pragma.2011.05.003
http://dx.doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.pragma.2011.05.006
http://Merriam-Webster.com
http://Merriam-Webster.com
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2958.1998.tb00444.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/01621459.1963.10500845
http://dx.doi.org/10.1515/9783110854787
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511615184
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF01677089
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0378-2166(00)00031-X
http://dx.doi.org/10.1515/9783110286328.221

References 205

Case citations

Ragansky v. U.S., 253 F. 643 (1918)
Chaplinsky v. State of New Hampshire, 315 U.S. 568 (1942)
U.S. v. Prochaska, 222 FE2d 1 (1955)

USS. v. Dutsch, 357 E2d 331 (1966)

Roy v. U.S., 416 F.2d 874 (1969)

U.S. v. Tropiano, 418 F.2d 1069 (1969)
Watts v. U.S., 394 U.S. 705 (1969)

State v. Lizotte, 256 A.2d 439 (1969)

USS. v. Patillo, 431 E2d 293 (1970)

In re Price, 4 Cal.App.3d 941 (1970)

U.S. v. Barcley, 452 F.2d 930 (1971)

U.S. v. Patillo, 438 F2d 13 (1971)
Gooding v. Wilson, 405 U.S. 518 (1972)
U.S. v. Maisonet, 484 F.2d 1356 (1973)
State v. Hotham, 307 A.2d 185 (1973)
State v. Scherck, 9 Wash.App. 792 (1973)
U.S. v. De Stefano, 476 F.2d 324 (1973)
U.S. v. Bowdach, 501 F.2d 220 (1974)

U.S. v. Kirk, 528 F2d 1057 (1976)

State v. Howe, 247 N.W.2d 647 (1976)
U.S. v. Kelner, 534 F.2d 1020 (1976)

U.S. v. Frederickson, 601 F.2d 1358 (1979)
U.S. v. Lincoln, 589 E2d 379 (1979)

State v. Milano, 167 N.J.Super. 318 (1979)
People v. Mirmirani, 30 Cal.3d 375 (1981)
Martin v. U.S., 691 F2d 1235 (1982)

U.S. v. Carrier, 672 E.2d 300 (1982)

U.S. v. Callahan, 702 F2d 964 (1983)

U.S. v. Dysart, 705 F.2d 1247 (1983)
People v. Ford, 145 Cal. App.3d 985 (1983)
State v. Frustino, 142 Ariz. 288 (1984)
State v. Abu-Isba, 235 Kan. 851 (1984)
U.S. v. Velasquez, 772 F.2d 1348 (1985)
Com. v. Ditsch, 19 Mass.App.Ct. 1005 (1985)
Williams v. Com., 721 S.W.2d 710 (1986)
U.S. v. Hoffman, 806 F.2d 703 (1986)

U.S. v. Crews, 781 F.2d 826 (1986)

Long v. State, 492 N.E.2d 700 (1986)

U.S. v. Leaverton, 835 F.2d 254 (1987)
People v. Zendejas, 196 Cal.App.3d 367 (1987)
Rankin v. McPherson, 483 U.S. 378 (1987)
U.S. v. Higdon, 832 F.2d 312 (1987)

Hyde v. State, 525 N.E.2d 627 (1988)

US. v. Gilbert, 884 E2d 454 (1989)



206 Threatening in English

People v. Hines, 780 P.2d 556 (1989)

U.S. v. Schneider, 910 E2d 1569 (1990)

U.S. v. Shoulberg, 895 F.2d 882 (1990)

U.S. v. Roberts, 915 F.2d 889 (1990)

U.S. v. Orozco-Santillan, 903 F.2d 1262 (1990)
U.S. v. Buffey, 899 E.2d 1402 (1990)

U.S. v. Calvert, Not Reported in E.Supp. (1990)
State v. Rempel, 114 Wash.2d 77 (1990)

U.S. v. Capps, 952 F.2d 1026 (1991)
Shackelford v. Shirley, 948 E2d 935 (1991)

U.S. v. Manning, 923 F.2d 83 (1991)

U.S. v. Maxton, 940 F.2d 103 (1991)

In re David L., 234 Cal. App.3d 1655 (1991)
U.S. v. Kosma, 951 F.2d 549 (1991)

U.S. v. Davis, 943 E2d 53 (1991)

U.S. v. Gordon, 974 F2d 1110 (1992)

U.S. v. Cox, 957 E2d 264 (1992)

U.S. v. Rivera, 971 F.2d 876 (1992)

U.S. v. Somes, 968 F.2d 1222 (1992)

U.S. v. Taylor, 972 F.2d 1247 (1992)

U.S. v. Tuck, 964 F.2d 1079 (1992)

U.S. v. Bachiero, 969 F.2d 733 (1992)

U.S. v. Johnson, 968 F2d 208 (1992)

R.A.V.v. City of St. Paul, Minn., 505 U.S. 377 (1992)
U.S. v. Bellrichard, 994 F2d 1318 (1993)
People v. Brown, 20 Cal. App.4th 1251 (1993)
State v. Chung, 75 Haw. 398 (1993)

People v. Maldonado, 247 Ill. App.3d 149 (1993)
U.S. v. Canzater, 994 F.2d 773 (1993)

U.S. v. Moore, 6 E3d 715 (1993)

State v. Wilcox, 160 Vt. 271 (1993)

U.S. v. McDermott, 822 ESupp. 582 (1993)
People v. Fisher, 12 Cal. App.4th 1556 (1993)
People v. Brooks, 26 Cal.App.4th 142 (1994)
U.S. v. Whitfield, 31 E3d 747 (1994)

U.S. v. Darby, 37 E.3d 1059 (1994)

People v. Garrett, 30 Cal. App.4th 962 (1994)
People v. Gudger, 29 Cal. App.4th 310 (1994)
People v. Janousek, 871 P.2d 1189 (1994)

U.S. v. Aman, 31 E3d 550 (1994)

Pendergast v. State, 99 Md.App. 141 (1994)
U.S. v. Malik, 16 E3d 45 (1994)

People v. Verkruysse, 261 Ill. App.3d 972 (1994)
US.v.J.H.H,, 22 E3d 821 (1994)

People v. Stanfield, 32 Cal. App.4th 1152 (1995)
Dayton v. Dunnigan, 103 Ohio App.3d 67 (1995)
In re M.S., 10 Cal.4th 698 (1995)



References 207

U.S. v. Daughenbaugh, 49 E3d 171 (1995)
Com. v. Matsos, 421 Mass. 391 (1995)

People v. Allen, 33 Cal. App.4th 1149 (1995)
U.S. v. France, 57 F.3d 865 (1995)

U.S. v. Cadotte, 57 F.3d 661 (1995)

U.S. v. Dinwiddie, 76 E3d 913 (1996)

Lucero v. Trosch, 928 ESupp. 1124 (1996)
Lovell By and Through Lovell v. Poway Unified School Dist., 90 E3d 367 (1996)
U.S. v. Poe, 96 E.3d 333 (1996)

State v. Jimerson, Not Reported in P.2d (1996)
U.S. v. Aragon, 947 ESupp. 426 (1996)

People v. Byrd, 285 Ill. App.3d 641 (1996)

U.S. v. Robinson, 86 E3d 1197 (1996)

U.S. v. Jones, 83 E.3d 927 (1996)

U.S. v. Fulmer, 108 E3d 1486 (1997)

U.S. v. Spruill, 118 E3d 221 (1997)

People v. Martinez, 53 Cal.App.4th 1212 (1997)
People v. McCray, 58 Cal.App.4th 159 (1997)
People v. Dias, 52 Cal.App.4th 46 (1997)
People v. Mendoza, 59 Cal.App.4th 1333 (1997)
U.S. v. Sovie, 122 F.3d 122 (1997)

State v. Milner, 571 N.W.2d 7 (1997)

U.S. v. Whiffen, 121 E3d 18 (1997)

State v. Fixel, 945 P.2d 149 (1997)

US. v. Patrick, 117 E3d 375 (1997)

State v. Warsop, 124 N.M. 683 (1997)

US. v. Alkhabaz, 104 E3d 1492 (1997)

People v. Bolin, 18 Cal.4th 297 (1998)

U.S. v. Fenton, 30 ESupp.2d 520 (1998)

U.S. v. Schiefen, 139 E3d 638 (1998)

People v. Teal, 61 Cal.App.4th 277 (1998)
People v. Jones, 67 Cal.App.4th 724 (1998)

U.S. v. Carbaugh, 141 F.3d 791 (1998)

U.S. v. Gibson, 155 E.3d 844 (1998)

State v. Collins, 580 N.W.2d 36 (1998)

State v. Hall, 327 Or. 568 (1998)

Planned Parenthood of the Columbia/Willamette, Inc. v...., 23 ESupp.2d 1182...
U.S. v. Geisler, 143 F.3d 1070 (1998)

State v. Cardell, 318 N.J.Super. 175 (1999)

U.S. v. McMillan, 53 E.Supp.2d 895 (1999)

U.S. v. Viethaus, 168 F.3d 392 (1999)

People v. Baer, 973 P.2d 1225 (1999)

People v. Hickman, 988 P.2d 628 (1999)

People v. Peterson, 306 Ill. App.3d 1091 (1999)
People v. Andrews, 75 Cal.App.4th 1173 (1999)
U.S. v. Summers, 176 E3d 1328 (1999)

U.S. v. Freeman, 176 E3d 575 (1999)



208 Threatening in English

State v. McGirk, 999 S.W.2d 298 (1999)

State v. Spainhower, 988 P.2d 452 (1999)

People v. Butler, 85 Cal.App.4th 745 (2000)

State v. Gill, 103 Wash.App. 435 (2000)

U.S. v. Hart, 212 E3d 1067 (2000)

U.S. v. Siegler, 272 E3d 975 (2001)

In re Ricky T., 87 Cal.App.4th 1132 (2001)

People v. Solis, 90 Cal. App.4th 1002 (2001)

People v. Toledo, 26 Cal.4th 221 (2001)

People v. Franz, 88 Cal. App.4th 1426 (2001)

People v. Felix, 92 Cal.App.4th 905 (2001)

State v. Williams, 144 Wash.2d 197 (2001)

U.S. v. Landham, 251 E3d 1072 (2001)

In re Kyle M., 200 Ariz. 447 (2001)

New York ex rel. Spitzer v. Operation Rescue National, 273 F.3d 184 (2001)
State v. Perkins, 243 Wis.2d 141 (2001)

Com. v. Meier, 56 Mass.App.Ct. 278 (2002)

U.S. v. Hanna, 293 F.3d 1080 (2002)

People v. Gaut, 95 Cal. App.4th 1425 (2002)

Jones v. State, 347 Ark. 409 (2002)

People v. Anchondo, Not Reported in Cal.Rptr.2d (2002)
People v. Padilla, Not Reported in Cal.Rptr.2d (2002)
U.S. v. Bell, 207 ESupp.2d 940 (2002)

State v. Anderson, 111 Wash.App. 317 (2002)

U.S. v. Patzlaff, 44 Fed.Appx. 58 (2002)

Doe v. Pulaski County Special School Dist., 306 E3d 616 (2002)
U.S. v. Gilmore, 282 F.3d 398 (2002)

In re Ryan D., 100 Cal.App.4th 854 (2002)

Planned Parenthood of Columbia/Willamette, Inc. v. American, 290 E3d 1058 (2002)
U.S. v. Spring, 305 E3d 276 (2002)

USS-Posco Industries v. Edwards, 111 Cal. App.4th 436 (2003)
In re Jerry B., Not Reported in Cal.Rptr.2d (2003)

U.S. v. Alaboud, 347 E.3d 1293 (2003)

U.S. v. Chase, 340 E3d 978 (2003)

U.S. v. Nishnianidze, 342 F.3d 6 (2003)

In re Troy S., Not Reported in Cal.Rptr.2d (2003)

People v. Figueroa, Not Reported in Cal.Rptr.2d (2003)
People v. Stutzman, Not Reported in Cal.Rptr.2d (2003)
People v. Pina, Not Reported in Cal.Rptr.2d (2003)

In re Jasmine H., Not Reported in Cal.Rptr.2d (2003)
State v. C.G., 150 Wash.2d 604 (2003)

State v. Thompson, 157 N.C.App. 638 (2003)

Virginia v. Black, 538 U.S. 343 (2003)

U.S. v. Bush, 94 Fed.Appx. 101 (2004)

In re Ernesto H., 125 Cal.App.4th 298 (2004)

U.S. v. Fuller, 387 F.3d 643 (2004)

People v. Zichko, 118 Cal. App.4th 1055 (2004)



References 209

In re George T., 33 Cal.4th 620 (2004)

State v. Grant, Not Reported in P.3d (2004)

State v. Kilburn, 151 Wash.2d 36 (2004)

U.S. v. Williams, 376 E3d 1048 (2004)

Porter v. Ascension Parish School Bd., 393 E3d 608 (2004)
U.S. v. Zavrel, 384 E3d 130 (2004)

U.S. v. Lincoln, 403 E3d 703 (2005)

People v. McIntier, 134 P.3d 467 (2005)

U.S. v. Stewart, 420 E3d 1007 (2005)

U.S. v. Koski, 424 F.3d 812 (2005)

U.S. v. Matthews, 431 E3d 1296 (2005)

State v. Gould, Not Reported in P.3d (2005)

People v. Young, 34 Cal.4th 1149 (2005)

U.S. v. Cassel, 408 F.3d 622 (2005)

U.S. v. Magleby, 420 F.3d 1136 (2005)

U.S. v. Jennings, 439 F.3d 604 (2006)

New York ex rel. Spitzer v. Cain, 418 ESupp.2d 457 (2006)
People v. Clark, Not Reported in Cal.Rptr.3d (2006)
In re Vincent V., Not Reported in Cal.Rptr.3d (2006)
People v. Muro, Not Reported in Cal.Rptr.3d (2006)
U.S. v. Floyd, 458 F.3d 844 (2006)

U.S. v. Hankins, 195 Fed.Appx. 295 (2006)

U.S. v. D’Amario, 461 ESupp.2d 298 (2006)

Olivas v. State, 203 S.W.3d 341 (2006)

People v. Ramirez, Not Reported in Cal.Rptr.3d (2006)
People v. Pilette, Not Reported in N.W.2d (2006)
U.S. v. Davila, 461 E.3d 298 (2006)

U.S. v. Robinson, 188 Fed.Appx. 97 (2006)

Duan v. State, 970 So.2d 903 (2007)

People v. Allen, Not Reported in Cal.Rptr.3d (2007)
People v. Canela, Not Reported in Cal.Rptr.3d (2007)
People v. Mosley, 155 Cal.App.4th 313 (2007)

U.S. v. England, 507 F.3d 581 (2007)

State v. Tellez, 141 Wash.App. 479 (2007)

State v. Ditko, Not Reported in P.3d (2007)

People v. Roque, Not Reported in Cal.Rptr.3d (2007)

STATE OF ARIZONA, Appellant, v. Stephen Paul DITKO,..., 2007 WL 3047436...

Fogel v. Collins, 531 F.3d 824 (2008)

People v. Rivers, Not Reported in Cal.Rptr.3d (2008)
People v. Reynolds, Not Reported in Cal.Rptr.3d (2008)
U.S. v. Li, 537 F.Supp.2d 431 (2008)

U.S. v. Parr, 545 E3d 491 (2008)

People v. Jackson, 178 Cal.App.4th 590 (2009)

State v. Ware, 196 N.C.App. 518 (2009)

Inre C.C,, 178 Cal.App.4th 915 (2009)

People v. Kirk, Not Reported in Cal.Rptr.3d (2009)

U.S. v. Armel, 585 E3d 182 (2009)



210 Threatening in English

Nielander v. Board of County Com'rs of County of Republic, Kan., 582 E.3d 1155 (2009)
People v. Shah, Not Reported in Cal.Rptr.3d (2009)
People v. Smith, 178 Cal.App.4th 475 (2009)

U.S. v. Jongewaard, 567 E3d 336 (2009)

Abbott v. State, 190 Md.App. 595 (2010)

Jackson v. Thurmer, 748 E.Supp.2d 990 (2010)

City of San Jose v. Garbett, 190 Cal.App.4th 526 (2010)
People v. Goodlow, Not Reported in Cal.Rptr.3d (2010)
People v. Hattam, Not Reported in Cal.Rptr.3d (2010)
State v. Wise, Not Reported in P.3d (2010)

U.S. v. Wolff, 370 Fed.Appx. 888 (2010)

People v. Fierro, 180 Cal.App.4th 1342 (2010)

U.S. v. Archer, 671 E3d 149 (2011)

U.S. v. Dillard, 835 ESupp.2d 1120 (2011)

U.S. v. McDonald, 444 Fed.Appx. 710 (2011)

U.S. v. Bagdasarian, 652 E3d 1113 (2011)

In re Jason D., Not Reported in Cal.Rptr.3d (2011)
Birdsong v. Com., 347 S.W.3d 47 (2011)

Eberle v. State, 942 N.E.2d 848 (2011)

U.S. v. Walker, 665 F.3d 212 (2011)

People v. Powers, 193 Cal.App.4th 158 (2011)

U.S. v. Mabie, 663 E.3d 322 (2011)

State v. Krijger, 130 Conn.App. 470 (2011)

U.S. v. Wooten, 689 F.3d 570 (2012)

King v. US., --- A.3d ---- (2012)

Pavey v. Com., Not Reported in S.W.3d (2012)

People v. Hubbard, Not Reported in Cal.Rptr.3d (2012)
U.S. v. White, 670 E3d 498 (2012)

U.S. v. Jeffries, 692 E3d 473 (2012)

U.S. v. Havelock, 664 F3d 1284 (2012)

U.S. v. Elonis, 730 E.3d 321 (2013)

U.S. v. Stock, 728 E.3d 287 (2013)

State v. Locke, 175 Wash.App. 779 (2013)

U.S. v. Turner, 720 E3d 411 (2013)

Statutes

West’s ES.A. § 836.05

West’s Ann.Cal.Penal Code § 136.1
USSG, § 3C1, 118 US.C.A.

18 U.S. Code § 1513



Appendix



212 Threatening in English

UIQUINIOD-$S 01 0DSOd-SSN woiy dwreu s Auedwod

(£007) 9¢¥ Wyddy
TeD T11 ‘SpIEmpy A

e1o a1y afueypd 03 aaey 03 Surod a1 4oy pue o swr ssid 01 JuroF st 1INJIAYIOW FWOS SALP 3SAY) JO AUQ  SANSNPUT 09507-SS ) 68
(£007) 95 Pddy
*STU) JO 218D 2YE) PUE 2197} Jn0 08 Isnl [[9M "210Y)  eD) TTT ‘SPIemMPH A
[exo N0 2q [[,] 2wy Jeym mouy nok pue e st jof Sunjred a1 219yM MOUY NOZ “JO 138 | W) JBYM MOUN NOX  SILIISNPU] 09S0J-SS ) 88
(0102) 9z¢ yddy
SHMOSSI UT UBW YIB[ Y} I[ SpULY UMO TeD 06T ‘NqIeD
[eI0  InOA OJul SIA)BW AYe) — 2q 0] ABY NOA (T 3219y punore £>1j0d aueyd 0) op 0} aaey APOQIWOS SIOP JRYA ‘A 250[ ueg Jo A1) L
(2102) 045 PEH
[exo “Kauowr oA aur 2A10) ung e aaey | ok qox 0) Surod wre | 689 “UJOOM A 'S 979
e[ 1Y M (6661) LT 12dng' (N
[exo  dnydyes | ams ayew [[im [ mou JySur suoyd a1 o 398 1 USI0p S 10 WeE [ OYM PUBISIIPUN JUSIOP AYS J|  §T€ [PPIED A AeIS Ss
‘Jroskwr Sundajo1d Jo suELUI € SE W PUNOTE SEM TOAIUWOYM (0102)
JsureSe o aYLI)s pue o yeaxy o) Suro sem [ a1 I[3J | Jey A13es 10j 0) Jea1121 0) de[d OU YIIM ]2 066 Pz'ddns: 8¥2
[e10 yey ur padder 323 | asnesaq pue aur [y 0} Surk1) sem SUOIWIOS JI sB UMOP paseyd Suroq sem [oNI[IJ I  TIULINY], ‘A UOSYDE( I3
“Bunphue (£007) €06 PTOS
[exo MOWY JUOP oM ABS PUE 213U} UT [BM [[IM SISSIUIIM IYJ0 Y} PUB W ‘0057$ Y3 dw Aed ) uop noL jy 046 18IS “A UBN(] ¢
(986T) 0L PTM'S
[exo 311 0K JUBM NOK O(] 7L “WOD) ‘A SWEI[[IA ¢
L1099V O YHLTVM ATNYL
NOX MONd NOA IMIT.LIHS 40 049Id V 40 4SAVOdd 41T AN 4SOTOL OL HLVH dTNOM I
‘NOX OL 1AD 1 740499 AVAd dO¥A NOA FdOH I 'LIHS 40 4DdId LNO TTAS NVOIIFNY pood
ou nof ow 1aye Aurre NyDIXTIA IN0A puas ued nok aqAe *SNVOTIIINY 2113 10§ swajqoxd Auewr
9A]0S [[1M SIYT, "NoA woly aj1] ay) dSuexns pue jeoiy) oL punore spuey Awr dex [jim | o4 0) ySnous asopd
198 1943 1 JT "No£ I 11Ys Jo $3231d pue nok a1y Juauruiaao§ Junpny poof ou jo asnesaq asof 03 Sutod we  (0107) S65 "ddy PN
UIPLIM 19sN0Y pug X "0 UOLINIISUOD Pig “aFerirew jo s1eaf 7 12)je ajim Aw aso[ 0y Apear Sunad Layren,0 061 18IS A 110qqy 11
PO aond uorne) ar




Appendix 213

(566T)
£9 pe-ddy oo €01

Texo *219y SuTwon aq [[1m )1 pue ejodesudq je umop a[doad ay) 0y swod sey Juawdpn(  ueSruun(y ‘A uolke 61 %1
(566T)
£9 pe-ddy oo €01

Te1o 3J001d-1a][nq swojun ok a1y ueSruun(y A uoikeq ST ¥1
(z002)
8,7 10 ddy ssey

exo o1y TN “ung e 398 0) awr 10§ dwin) s 31 9qARIAL 9G AN ‘A “WOD) L1TET
(5661)
“Kyrerey i Suppe(tes s1adueq Sued pred pareanow  zg11 P ddyreDd e

U)JLIM Addey a3uerre o) puajur [ ased SIy) Yim op 0} 1aypany Suryidue juem Juop nof Jy ‘Suryniq jou we | ‘PRyue)S ‘A 3jdoag 91721
(s661)
Ts11 Wyddyed ze

uIPUM *aJ17 1004 104 3500 [[m sTYY) SuTpeaT 0N ‘poyuelg A adoag STzl
(7661)
‘1 Jo o spuey oA o5 "op 0y Suryy prdmys e s Jeyy, 2191) umop 71 Py ddyreD 9z

exo no4 uaas £y} 1ey) auw o) *** du0aW0S “JuryIaWos 10 AJ1IS3) 0) UMOIUMOP JUaM PeY NOA JeY) preay | ‘syoo1g ‘A ajdoag famit
(F661)
noA pury 01 A[qe 3q 1 UoM T Jey) 0F Ued NoA 313YM OU S 21T, NOA [ [ 4JNsa) puemod o) T PyddyeD 97

[e10 08 noA J] In0 NoL afe) [[2M 10 NOA 1N [[2M 3S[2 1O “s£oq dwoy no Jsurede £j11sa) pue 1nod 03 08 Juo syoo1g ‘A ajdoag I Il

jluem nof puy “Arunurwr mo£ £ofus ) up1p nok mowy | se uoy os suwr 03 suaddey jeym ares
juop T a[qisuodsar A[feuosiad p[oy ] oM) 1) 10 UBA(] PUB NOX TSI PUE T2A10] Sexa, ut aur doay j ued

Aoy, “Buryuuos op 1s9q NOA PAAJOAUT SIOYI0 PUE PIYd dY3 INOqe [[e3e SurgAue a1ed ok J “J1 Jo pIom L1942 (2861) S€T1 PTd

UM e T 2snedaq 1Y) NoA SuI[[a) W] *)e[ 0} SIT 210J2q IR STY) JO SSIUSNOLIAS ) INOQE UTY) 1$9q NOK 169 “S’N A UNIEJN 7101
UPIp 12)SIS YT, 1 INOQE NUIy) 1s3q A7, “3J1] [eanjeu L jo 1sax oy uostid (2861) S€TT PTA

UM ur Paydo[ 2q 10U [[ PUE ‘P[0 SIAA 7§ WL "y} SZI[eaI 152q A3YT, “T0AR] € sUOYINQNY Y} op 0} Surkn w[ 169 “S°N A UNIBJA 11701
(9002) %09 P

[e10 “mou 31 op Jsn “ung e aaey | 12)unod ay) jo doj uo Aouow mok e Ing 6P sSuruua( A g 0176

APOIN ond) uone) ar




214 Threatening in English

‘suaddey jeym
93s pue 1a)ydneppuerd Aw yum swed mok Jurkerd deay puy -ajoysse yoam [ "afpuey ued 1akerd swred
11nq ood e uey) a1ouwr ur nok 328 0y Surof A[remuana st Surkerd swes oy -adessaw Sunyony ay) 128 nok

adoy 1 "[res suoyd 1ayjoue ayEUI [ 10 3T OP 03 YoM € dARY NOX “Sury) SunpNy 1242 ULIW | PUE 137 0) UIAIS
J1ys A [[e Juem [ “epned 03 31 2A18 19312q noA urd 4qqoq e s 1 J1 2185 JUnpNy JUOP [ YDA ‘AL Und ‘syooq
‘S9YIOPD ‘S[00) SIAY 10 duTW § Jeyy) SUTIAIAY SUOP 9 19119 I PUE JUOP JueM [ JeYA "e[ned Sumry nok
Ajreradsa pue Louow s sidoad 1ay0 yim Surkerd sured Sunpony mox yim Addey ooy jou a1 Loy pue surw
JO SPUALIJ WOS 0] 0IPa ues 03 s[[ed auoyd jo a[dnoo & apewr aa T -djoysse uosrad Suoim oy yim Surkerd
a1n0x s yym sawed Sunyony Aejd ) uop ofe awm Suoy e noA pjoy | Keme JasimoL aaed pue suoyd ay) 1940
Ayeys a1 e papunos nog -aoed 1s11y oy ur 3ySnoy 1 211 IS0 9IYS [[Nq JO YOUN B SEM SIAJEA JUING Y}
pue doy e ay1] Suruun sem 31 Jno punoy osfe | "24q poos sse oL ssny ueds NoA ()QT 1940 H ST JT pUE YdIng
1)) 105 108 NoA yonw moy Ino puyy 03 JuroF [[is w T “pres nok I OOET I0U JonI) 3Y) 10§ OOST 108 nok

N0 puNoJ Os[e [ pue ‘UeA AY) Woly Lsuou Ay} Jo Jsow 0} pauaddery 1eym Jno punoj | -axoiq say Sunpony
1moA£ aaey Apeaife pnok 1o 1ayey s A3[ysy 21 noL s1ejs Ayony oA yuey) 19139 NOx "yiIeq SIY) Jo 5e] Y}
woiy pasowar Apuaueursad nok aaey [ J ‘ureSe 12)ySnep Aw yono) 1943 no£ JJ ‘puejsiapun no aims ayewr

121399 noA os awm auo sty Aes 0) SutoS A[uo wi ] Aes 0) pey NoA JeYM WOIJ JUIIIPIP [8T 1B YITYM sTury) (8661) L6T YW¥TeD

UM JO 2pIs Ty peay T “Yim pasea[d 00) 10U wi ] Iy WOIj PIeay [ JLYM pue B[neJ woIj preay] A[[euy I [opM 81 ‘urjog ‘A ajdoag S7T61
(1661) S€6 PTH 86

e1o ‘Burddiym sse ue unoy aq 11,1 4q awod nok swm 1xau Yy, AS[ITYS ‘A PIOJ[ANIBYS ¥ 81
(S661) 869

[e10 's1088ey no£ 128 0) SutoB are oM IFTRD OT “S'IAT A1 UL €T LT
(S661) 869

Te1o *SATV Jo a1p 01 Sutod [re axe nof ‘nof oy 0y Sutof axe apy  YIFED OT SN 21 UT LT
‘puaNeIM JeTy) (#002) 101 "xddy

uanum 10y din Aeme)af o dn Sunyony 10y uosaaN pue suw 0 sty) Surop 10§ 19qap IS doindasoxd ey 1S M T pag F6 Ysng A 'S 1791
(1661) 9201 PTH

Texo “YDITUS AY) Y)IM [BIP PUE SSE STY O] 03 sIx1q dwos ut Surduriq we | -awr uo Juryojrus st Arrep] 766 ‘sddep a'sn 07 ST

PO ajond uone) ar




Appendix 215

SI9))eUI JI-9J1] UBWINY S[[B] UOIIOQY "§T—9[:9 SQIdA0IJ . ** [IAD OJUI ysnt 0] YoInb a1e Jeyy) 199§ SaWAYDs [14d
SISIADD 1B} 1IBAY € POO[q JUIIOUUT PAYS JeL) SPURY """ SaJey pIoT oy} sTUTy) XIs a1e 219y, ‘skes a[qrg YT,
‘purw jo avead Lofua pue s[qrsuayaidar A[ferow st jeym op ) ued nox ‘daafs o4 ur sarqeq paIquIdLSIP
Surumbs 4pooq £q pajunery aq [[im no£ ey 198 97} UOHUIW 0 JON "SIYILPLay JUIES 2y} dULIdXD
11 nok iim s1aulred oym auoAUy ‘sesue)| UIL)SEa-[1I0U Ut aARY A3y} Jey) A)ioey A)IIp ‘parsajur-jes jo
puny awes ay) Suraey dn pud [im nog A)I[oey [EIIPaW AY)[e3Y B UTRJUTRW 0] A1BSSIIIU SUONIPUOD ATeJIUEs
a1y daay] 01 31qe 2q Juom pue Surppays-poojq Juadouur ur ajedionaed o) Surm axe oym geis Jurdaay
5[qnox) aARy [[1m NOX "Wy JUI[[H] 0s[e a1e NOA 2IoYyM AJI[I0R] SUIES AY) UL 9q O} SIULM P[IOM SIY) OJUL

£qeq e Surduriq suo ou se vEuAI arewnISa] 0K 350] [im nog admdeld [ear e urejurew 0) ySnous pood
Jua1am £a1)) uaym suontoqe Surop 0) padools aAey Jey) LY 19Y10 Y] [[& AI] UdS 3q [[IM NOK NOA YIIM
Z0€D:TV 01 Juem [[im uenisyd ou — yerred e awo2aq [[im nox Sumey usaq a4 NOL e} SUIIUOD [eI1Y)D
pue suonoe Areurddsip ay) uey) asiom yonjy K[reuorssajord pue A[[eda] ‘umowy 1943 34 no£ uey) Aunnios
1972213 JopuUN WO [[1M MO 210 104 ‘dwoy oA unadrd aq [im ajdoaq 11 1opun darsodxa ue sadeld
auoawos Aep ay) ST Aepo) aqAewr asnesaq — AepA1aad 1ed 0L I9pun FUMIIYD 3q [[IM NOE “IAT] NOA AIAYM
QALIP NOA JeyMm ‘a1 spuaLiy ok oym ‘doys nok a1oym mowy A2y], ‘saunnoI pue sjIqey oA Mouy [[IM
£3YT, "'$'n) 21 1240 & WOIJ INq “BIUYIIA U Isn( Jou ‘punoidyoeq oL oyur Sunjooy Apeaiye are ajdoad yo
spuesnoy, ‘paa1d jo awreu ayy) ut [re ‘Surrapisuod A[myasodind are nok 25ua)sixa ssa[MOs € JeyMm nok [[a)

(1102)
oz11 prddng:y

UMM P[nom 3 Y woiy yeads p[nod II[[LY, JT “Juadouur 3y Surf[ny jo saduanbasuod oy aziear Juop nok aqAejy GE8 PIRI A 'S 0£ %2
(z107)
[e10 omb saypdyrus dooy| 0) SAem § 2191 PUB Je SIAI[ A AIAYM MOUY I “NIB[D TN YIIUS Je) SPIY, Pey — “S) A Suny 67°€T
*a18D k], 2ansea]d e uaaq s J] 21 oA 01 N[BT, nok 03 pres [ yeym Jo Surppaerun FumSrnur
2y £ofugg 'noA 03 ey [J “Surwion axe s)2[[nq I2A[IS Y, [[2m ST [[e 2dof] Kuofaj e Jo uorstidsiw jo surrd) ur
31 30 uryy 3sn( uorstrdsrur se umouy s 3 “dn Suryiowos Yoo 03 no4 Juem | Jse[ oL YIm uayods a4 ] 2duTs (£661) 98¥1 PEd
[exo  sAepijoy 1ayjo 3y [[e pue 1)seq [qedofus ue pey nok adoy qam axe sSuryy adopy TaWMN,] WRAY YOI TH 80T IoWNg ‘A 'S’ 87T
(9861) €0 PTH
UM ‘IO UMO[E SUTeIg MOg 195) [[N0X 10 uSisay jdwmyy) ualsr Oruuoy 908 “‘UEWHOH A "S) L7712
(1102) 6¥1 pE
UM "dUI [[ED pUALY e In J1 Ing “aessaur sty 0) Surpuodsar jou Aq owr [euSts ssouym JuswuIaA0g e I I ‘jlareg 1£9 “TOYPIY A °S) 97702
APOIN ond) uone) ar




216 Threatening in English

(6661) 68 pddng:

e1o swy paau nof uaym raquioqadid e spIaYM €6 UR[IADIAL A 'S 9¢767
(1102)
01¢£ xddypag #¥¥
Texo 19y 12358 Sut08 st 2197 JO 110 138 [ uayMm Surop w ] Suryy Isay Ay, *+1Is1] YIedp Awr uo mou S st oY ‘PIRUOCIOIN A 'S GE78T
"NAQVT NI 2A1T SuoT pinom noA jeyt, [o1s] passtword £3y[, uoos
[ea1 ysng M 281095 00) (] [[IM NOX *[215] S, MO OYM ¢ ‘Syjuowr g aqAew [315] ‘s yoam ¢ [21s] Lew [a15]
uie suo(q qof pooS e 23 [[IM NOX "W, AI'T JUIY) JUOP NoA peq 007, "By ey ‘Mowy nok [d1s] uayy, sed
uorsog 210w aAey A2y, Surpry Apeafe 213y 1240 ST AWLIR JIY, YUIY) JSN[ JW0D O, JeM Ssepeq ) Jo [d1s]
BurSag ay) AU ST STY) JRY) PUIW J2AIN DIULS IO IO ()08°GLZ 1940 103 £ay, weai] [a15] nok ur doig [iim (5007) €0L PEH
uanum  Surpey ay7, 1ey) dn wayy, Mo[g Pue 313YT, 1940 03 noA [d1s] asned yury) nok ‘ysng p [d15] 381905 Juapisaig €0F ‘U[odury AN ¥e LT
‘way) uodn aq [reys poolq 1Y) ‘yieap 01 1nd aq Apans
T[eYs £3Y) :UOTIBUTWIOQE UB PANIWITIOD JARY W) JO YIOq “‘UBTWOM B YIIM [I31] 3Y SB ‘PUD UL [IIM 1] OS[e (Z002) 0801 PE
UM uew B ] AITY MO AVAA YIAINI 104 ALLNVM Ised) S, pIezznq TN ‘Pi¢ SYIAIg uosIapaf werm €67 ‘BUUBH A S} £€79C
(9661) €16 P
[exo NOA 0) Op aM JeyM 338 NOA [1yuN J2£ OUI[OTA U23S Jou dAeY NOA ANNed 9/ IPPIMUI ‘A "S) €75t
**"Pays 3q [[Bys POO[q SIY uBW £q ‘POO[q SR SPAYS (9661) €16 PE
e1o I2AQ0T M\ ***"2I0WAUR PIIOM 3} UT Jou ST OH *** N0 0} uaddey prnod styy, ;uuns) I JDQUILDWAI 119q0Y 9/ AIPPIMUIT ‘A ‘ST 1€°62
preqi [28uy “purwr ok afueyd 0y aje] 00 Jou s ‘sinof jo uerd pidnys
STy} 1MOGVY Pue 10AeJ © prIom a) o Kem ay Jo days £1243 nok jsurede puess [im pue qras jueduwrer
s1) jo pain are ajdoad poos) “Kjrunwtod mo ur udIP[IYd o Sulfny nok juem Juop ap “durdewr jouued
nok yorym Jo saxIf ay) ‘nok uo juswdpn( Suriq [iim poo 1ey) 10 [ Jo peajsur [eay 03 onoead [esrpaur
1moA£ asn pue 2101 JyS1r 3y ajewr 1y [im nok Aexd ap 31 dogs 03 ued am Suryidraas Surop Jnoym
2NUNUOD UOHBUIWIO|E SIY) JI] JOU [[IM A\ PUE)S B 93e) IsnUI Oym s19y30 Auewr pue 9onoexd moL jo ypoyq
T UTYIM SaYRINYD ¢ aTe 219y, “Sunfew axe nok sadtoypd ay) Inoqe A[nyares £1a4 Yury) 0) nok a3m | 1es 10
Sop yueuSaid e 0) uaddey o) mof[e ) upnom £12190§ duBWNE] () JeYM SUIOP I NOX "IUIUIAUOD JO NEs
a1 10y Aqeq UeWNY © JO YIBIP JUS[OIA ‘[EINJRUUN Y} [[1IS ST ‘SIIM 97 1B 10 S2am 9 18 1 [[P] ok Ji jou
PO aond uone)) ar




Appendix 217

(9661) p11 ‘ddngy

[e10 “A[oIn[osqe ‘peap aq 03 saA1dsP S (***) A[IN[OSQY PP 2q P[NOYS AY PUE IDIIPINUI SSEUW B ST 876 YISOLL, ‘A 010N 9 se
(6961) 78
[exo ‘w328 03 urof we | "aseq 2y 0) Surwod st juApIsaId AY) ey [ Aqeq O[PH  PT 91F “S'N A Loy ShPE
(¥661) LVL PET
UNLIM ‘nof yoear o Suryou je doyg [im 1 pue ‘[eod pasap jsow Awrare nox 1€ PPYIYM A 'S ¥oce
198 [re [.no4 yeym stjoys Suq  (€661) STET PTH 766
uanum  9s1s1ad nok Jr Inq aaTasap nok Jeym st pafre( Juraq jaAT] no£ 137 [Im pon) pue urede au YIIM YONJ 1943 ) UOT ‘preYdLIPG A SN €7 T¢
U231q NOA Q1] pauwep-poL) SSIA[YIIOM INOL dAeS 0} Isn(
— Jojexaumdut uurep jey) doys pue asoddo 0) stauorssTurod Sunyony prdnys asoy jo Isa1 ay) 198 1o119q pnok  (€661) 8TET PTH ¥66
uaLM  puy ‘pauinq sse jueroudt mox 128 Aewr noA asp2 10 euoUIA JO T J0jerdunur ue Sursoddo urdaq 1saq p.nox prePLI[RY A S W
(€661) 811 PTA 766
UM ipon aw d[ay os — syjuowr £ uey) ss3] ut peap aq [[noA uostid 0y 03 Loy J1 ‘PIRYILI[PT A SN 1% €
‘soquues 1daoxa £10)s1y UL 1AN  (1102) €111 PEH 7S9
uNLIM ;5 5 suaa) Suor 5 5 3 IS DONTHILANY 2uop sey Stu jeym + s1eak § 1ajoue 10§ pyj Anunod 3ru ayy jooys  ‘uerresepSeq A 'S 0¥ 1€
(1102) €111 PEH 7S9
TNLIM U00S Peay Ay} Ul [ed (G B dARY M oYy TeS3ru ay) yjj eweqQ 29y ‘werresepSeq A 'S 6 1¢
MoK NOTIIM J0 ()M 11e)s 0) Surof st 1em sIy) ‘spiom [19710]
Uy "AePO) WOIJ Y29M JUO ‘966 ‘GT TQUIIDI(T SUBIW Jey], ‘SN S’ Jofewr paydafas-axd GT ut pajeanoe
2q [[IM SqUIOQ “U3YE) JOU ST UOTIE S JI PUB YIGT 19qUI2d3(] Aq SIOLLIEM )IYM [[B Aq JUIWUIA0F 1)
jsureSe uade) 9q UONIE JeY) SUIPUBWIP PIAIIIAI PUE UIYLIM U] SEY JOPURIIIOD IBUONN[0AI SUDjUEL (6661) T6€ PEd
e1o Y81y e woiy 191391 & ‘proms e dn yd1d 0y Surprmun (s a1e oym noL Jo 3501} 0] WNJBWIN PIPPE UB SY 89T SNBYJATIA ‘A 'S’ 8¢70¢
(6661) S68 pr'ddngy
e1o ‘unjoys e yum uew e £q o 10ys aq 03 Sunrem axmm suoydaa) e U0 SpIIq Jo YouUNq B NI YOO[ [[BA €6 ‘UR[IADIA A 'ST) 1£76T
APOIN ond) uone) ar




218 Threatening in English

(1661) €01 PTH

UPLIM ‘uostid o 1o 123 | uaym noL [y Areuostad [T 0F6 UOIXBIN ‘A 'S’ [ o3
"NoA 0} 250[D ToAI0YM (1661) €01 PTA
U)JLIM 10 d0SLIYD 10 S1T 398 [[im T oA 198 1uop 1 JT ow saxye) 31 Suo] Moy Iayjew ou ‘N0 198 01 U0 AYI QL] OF6 UOIXEN A 'ST) $S¢h
Suruuepy uyo( A1 mog -2as pue yojem
Jsnf @oueyd Awr aAey [[1m ] Aep 2uQ ysng 281090 Surpny woiy swr daay ) ued Nox uo ur 3po1 NoL IsIoY Ay}
pue nok yony 3snf 0) MOw| 0} NOA JueM [ "aw) dwos auoawos Surard Aep suo peap ey nok adoy [ syyuowr (1661) €8 PTA
uaNLIM XIS JX2U 3Y[) UTYIIM J1P [[IM NOA Jety) noK [[2) 01 19113] STY) NOA SUTLIM We | TOUNIE PIAR(T S[qRIOUOH €76 ‘Sutuuey A 'S €SI
(£861) ¥ST PTH
uaNIM ‘NCH'( "1 IN0qe YUIYT, | Jo peay [pajaap 2A1a]dxa] Mok umo[q 2AeY P[nod STYT, GEg “UOLIDARIT A 'ST) [md
(z661) OT1T P
210 WY [ 1SOW | pUE Pa[[] 2q ISNW Y ISLYD-NUE 2y} ST ULFeay pleuoy L6 ‘UOPIOD A"ST) 157 0%
(9961) 1€€ PTH
[e10 QWM SIYY SSTWOU [T £G€ YPSIAA'SA 05 6€
‘ued1y ue anoasord ureSe 19A9U [[IM NOX “pataquuinu (S661) TL1 PSd
ST peay InoA uo Irey £1243 ‘pres p1o7T ay) sy ‘Kem [nyured 1sow £19A 3y} UT NOA 2NIIXA [[eYS YIeap jo 6% ‘YSnequaySnecy
uaNIM Mopeys ueAIy ay) ] "puey Je ST 1eap oL Jety) Mowy] NoA 1a] 01 YIeP JO MOPEYS UBAIY ) SAW0I MON ASN 67 8¢
“Jea1y) (¥661) 6501
Teo quioq e jou st sty ;1uawiordwsa jo aoe[d 1oL 0) paraatfap quioq adid e aaey 0 ay1f nok pinom Mol pei £€ Aqre A SN 8F L€
*SINOY M3J
© U1 uojBUIYSEAN UT 9q [[IM | [eD IS 9AT] | SIYM MOUY NOX "WSIUNTUIWO,) PUE WSISE] Ysimaf £q pasod
yeary) o) Surajossip jo Arpiqrssod Aue st 2191) 210joq PaA0IISIP 2q ISNU UOTIEULIOJNY ) JO $DI0J YT,
*2due[eq ) UT STURY JSIAN UBTISLIYD) Y] JO 18] YT, "SUBIISLIYD) [[& pue aw 0) 2Fa[1ALId JoueSOIdES © ST )8)g
pue yany) jo uoneredas oy, *aSNOH AMYA Y} UT WNIG Jue)sajoIq drowkue Juem ) uop [ Kriqisuodsar
a) 1daooe 0) Surpim aq [im | 99 2y ojut 395 0) dwr 1oy FueLIe UL NOK J "SEISWED UOISIAI[?) 3} JO (£861) ¥96 PTH
uaNIM Juo1y ur Ae(] uonEIMSNEU] UO PajRUISSESSE 2T Ysng pue UeSeay 1ey) [enuassa sTI[ JYSTy T a0/ ‘URYE[[ED) A 'ST) 1V9¢
PO aond uone)) ar




Appendix 219

A1y Sunezadood £q jjesimoA uo Ases 31 axyewr
QUINBJA 95BI[J "dUnqLiy, 3y} Ul sjeuosiad 1opun Juisniaape £q os op aseafd sn 1oe3u0d 0) ysim pinoys nok Jy
'skep £ 01 G aAry NOX 19))3] 1xau no ut sn £q pareudisap aoeqd e ur nok £q paserd aq 03 5,07 pue QT Ul yses

(ss61) 1PTd

UIPLIM 00°000°0T$ JuBM A4 “ddUERYD U0 A[U0 aARY NOA asnedaq JySrens 31 198 pue 31128 91 s1S1Y) QUNBIN KeYO 7T “BYSEYI0I1d A 'S 99715
(9261) £50T
[exo ‘o sureiq (s £11u22sqo) ay) mo[q 03 Suro wif sSuryy xy 03 Suro wi ] moy oA [PY I PT 8TS W A SN 59705
Jres£( se[dno( Kpredurg (€861) LVT1 PTH
uaNLIM 1861 G AeJAl uo nof eurssesse 0y SuroS we pue uojdurysepy 0y Afy 03 Jurof we | :uedeay I reIq S0L 9resq A 'S 9 6%
(9861) 928 PTd
Te1o WY JOOYS P[NOM T ‘UBPLIAYS 0) ured uedeay J 187 ‘SMAID A'S'N €9 8F
XU [[IM JISYDIS WS ‘08 [[IM Jer) (1£61) 06 PTA
UMM g'OQ’S ISTY ) 216 nok Juem [ uonisod ay) ur punoe pajenis ased siy) 1o ued | se uoos se 99ej Jo jutod ug 76¥ Kapreg A 'sn 79 Ly
*S9SSAIPPE PUE SIWEU J19Y[}) JARY IM-UOSJUITE SIY JO IWIOS IARY IM-Y
SI-9y pue JueAdfa1rr Sur 7 A[[e10) ST SUIY) 9y Toadjeym A1reT [[9) pue Surwod sy “Surwod s )y “Jurwod (£661) 12T P€d
rexo  sarnof Surppy wi &) ewoyep[ ur pauaddey jeym 23s noA prp-noA picy A3 jooep ur dn way) Juing Q11 nads A s’ 1979
s[eAoy A1) UOWIIG 0AWOY {SABM[Y IYI0I INOX *[SSAUIIM ) JO [0OYDS PUE ‘SSAIPPE ‘DN | (1002) 526 P€d
UNLIM jop 01 aaey nok Jeym o(g aur Jsurede paynsa) (113 sty7, suoyd e 1240 Aes JUPOD T jjjssaursng Auuay TLT 9918918 A SN 09 S¥
(0L61) €67 PTH
[e10 “Areuoszad wy jo axed el [im | I€h OMEd A'S 65 PP
(0£61) €67 PTH
e1o 1 op 01 uoSurysep 0) Surod wiy pue ‘WoXIN JuIPISaId [Py 01 Surod iy 1€F ‘O[med A SN 85I
mo£ 10 yyeap A inq noA Surpny wouy auwr doys 0y Surod Surylou pue euuom noA [[e Jg] 10 [[EysIEW ) 0)
UnJI 10 eutom Nok S[eIYo DS Y [[e [[ed ued nox -astwioxd e syey) pue Lep auo no Surpny uo suonuajur (1661) €01 PTd
UM AI9A2 2ABY [[S [ ‘Pres NOA JeyM UtEp € 9A1S JUOP [ pUY "par] pue Aepo) pue)s ay) uo sse £110s MoK 108 nox 0F6 “UOIXBI ‘A 'S LS7EY
'0) s1 | pue Aep auo moyawos noA jo y10q 138 | *say31q-jo-suos no£ yioq ‘osrwoid [ J 1ey) ‘Ou 0} uANSI
pey nok ysim [[im spIeiseq nox ‘aq juom pqdure)) Ao pue nok nq oys Suraq ANy sem uos mox a1y
30 100 328 03 2A1[ | 1 sse PooS ou [pqdure)) [jorre)) pue noA [y [[1M | Ireyd 313 03 08 [ JT wep e 2A13 Juop | (1661) €01 PTA
UINLIM  aSNEdq pIeIseq Jey) pue nok 1502 0) Sutod ‘peay Auwr ut sjowy| pue 2k Awr rapun 108 1 saYMS A [ puy 0F6 “UOIXBIA ‘A "S) 957 ¢
PO aond uone)) ar




220 Threatening in English

(L661)
1Tl prddyed ¢g

[e10 04138 [[,] ‘nof 01 eq 193 [ ] Mok 108 01 Surof wry  “zouniepy A ojdoag 9,709
(6002)
065 Wy ddy [eD 841

Texo ‘Jo speay 1oL e mo[q pue -V ue 128 0) SuroS w uosyoe( A ajdoag SL76S
(2007)
eyl Wyddyed

e1o *a1p 03 Surod nof ‘yeag 66 “men) A a[doag .86
(661)
‘peay oA ur 1a1nq e nd 0 a1ay) Surwos 796 Py ddy e o

[exo w ] “ouoyd sty Jjo 128 | uaym asnesaq ‘owr 0y ud)si| pue suoyd pauwep poS siy) uo 1Y JIs 1)13q NOK qa1ren) A o[doaq €LTLS
(566T)
6711 WiddyeD

Texo 1a)ySnep o4 pue nof [y euuo w [ noA oy euuod g ¢¢ uay A ajdoag 7,795
(1002) T€11 Wy'ddy

Texo *sse oA yony 0 Sutod we | ok 128 0y SuroS wip e £g I, Aporyg 21 uf 12765
(1107) pendy
‘TeD ut pajroday

e1o “12YDe3) © JO JUOI]J UT )T O | JT 18 Juop [ oA [y 03 Sutof wy JON “(] Uose( a1 uf 0L¥%S
(¥007)
867 Wyddy e sz1

[e1o .m:m&&NJ Jjeym 29s pue EMNWN auI Je [[°PX ?m o)saury a1 up QW\MM
“uRIp[IYy dyy dn yem (S661) T6€ 'SSeIN

uanum  Juop 431 st poo8 a1a1) uosear Ay, A1uUnod sty ur axe L3y} uey) adong ur punoy us)o )b aIe STIUSNIS  [ZF SOSIBIA ‘A WO 897CS
*pasod aq [s]AeMme [[1m S£2 Ino4 Dwr (S661) 16€ "SSBN

UINLIM 9935 T9AJU [[IM NOA JNg "W 235 PUE WO 0 Juem [0) SutoF] a1e nok uaym Aep e [awod 0y Sutod] sta1ayy,  [ZF SOSIL ‘A "WOD 197CS

APOIN ond) uone) ar




Appendix 221

(£661)
cee1 Prddyed 65

e1o ‘umo], Addeyy woiy s{nd swos 0 yre1 0y Suro wf Luowmsa) s 1a1y101q Awr dn paxyony nog “®zopudq ‘A 3[doag 98769
33sed 20150 350d a1y} noqe Jeay nok pi( JasAur (#661)
T pue uIng [iim | pue exandnag a8pn( [y 98pn( a3 100ys pue wooxnod jey) ojut awod Areuosiad 01¢ PFddyeD 62
rexo  qum | pue ung e Anq [ [ Inq ‘ung e umo juop | quaunirede 12y jo 1o jnd aq 0y aw sasnes [ya1q] 1ey j ga3pno) A ajdoag 68789
(1002)
YR [eURIA ST 9zr1 Wy'ddy en
[ero  Aprurey A jo1q ‘suondauuod 108 [ juad ay 03 yoeq Sutod Jnoqe yony e aa13 Juop | jdn nok sony 711 prys 88 zuel] A ajdoag $87L9
(2661) 9% Yiddy
Texo noA [0y 03 Surod wi g 9w 0y Juik] a1n0k J1 [eD 6 ‘sei A ajdoag €8799
(€66T)
1521 Wyrddy[en
[e10 ‘noA [y [ 1 ‘o1od ayy [reo nok gy 0z ‘umorg aaidoad 78759
(1661) 5591 pe'ddyTeD
[e1o prdms undesyy  pez “TpuedAIUl  I87H9
(1002) 12T WH'1eD
Texo noA [y 03 Surod wre | ySruo) nok awo2q 03 urod st YIEIp MO N0 97 ‘Opa[o], A A[dodg 087€9
‘31 "2y 03 wnq o3 3utoF st aoeyd ajoym mox kpoqhrans Sunyony iy 03 Suro§ wip moA ey 01 Surof wiy  (1007) 00T P ddy
[e10  -a1p 0) Surod axnoA puejsiapun nog “a1p 03 Surod a1n0x Mok 10y Furwod w [ *OPUOPRY Uo W] YN AIH [eD 06 SI[OS A a[dodg 6,779
yong ‘4q rareunydru asiom Sunypng moL 199w 0y Jurof are nog uenpy 9w doys Sunyony
1912q noA os K11y /Suridg pue O Sunjony uo a1ay JySur wi ] Aem Awr uo wr] asnesaq 116 [[e2 1212q
‘sdod a1y Sunyong [res 191129 nox “aur dojs 19139 nok os Kem Awr uo wi ] *ISNOY Y UT ST T OYM YonJ € dAIT
Juop 1 oA jo e “noA [y Sunppng 03 SuroS wip -ow reay nog oA oy 03 Surof iy 212ty 398 [ uaym asnesaq  (1007) Z00T Pddy
Texo Pprexje 2q 19)32q no4 0s asnoy ok 0} Aem Awr uo w ] dYeJ pue A1I2YD) Je 219y N0 W] dur S JT A eD) 06 SI[OS ‘A d[doad 8,779
(£66T)
“UDIIq € JO UOS Y} JJO SI00P 3y} MO[q pue jpa1s 66T PyrddyeD gs
Texo 3 ssore yrem 0) Surod w1 suoyd sty dn yord 3 uop noL Jr a1a) ur Auedwod moAs Jnoqe axes Juop | KexDd A ajdoag L0719
APOIN ond) uone) ar




222 Threatening in English

nogx 11 daay 0) no£ Suimofe Jo suONUUT OU IABY | PUE DALY NOK JBYM dAIISIP JUOP NOX “ysex) Jo adard

© oI NOX "eIeH O tuea(] @8eqres jo ada1d € axe nog oA yonyg jAzerd w ] yury) nox ;dois o) paau 1 yury) (2102)
nogx ;3mb oy paau [ yury) nog ;Aeme of 0) Surod ysn( s 1 yury) nog ;dn 218 03 Surod Jsnf wip yury) nog sowr  pep°S ur partoday
[e10 0} ST2)RW 2YS YUTY) ) UOP NOX ;197 1240 daa[s 35O [ YUIY) 3 UOP NOX ;1Y INOQE YUY} [ YUIY) JUOP MO JON “WO)) ‘A AoAe S6 4L
(8861) LT PTA'N
Te1o “Keme no£ mopq 01 Surod wry §TS IS A IpAH ¥6 92
‘Kepo) yoeq awr ALIA ‘sse SIy 10 Y1) 03 | Sunpny
ST 9| J] "2AI[ 9 SI0P 2IIYM IUI [[9) — BUUIJ UO YoM [[ Ly, ‘Surypou s A[ig “[re e 3sn1y 3 uop [ sAng 1oyjo (0661) 788 PTH
UNLIM  IY[, "NOA 1INy 3 Ued [ 0 J921)S 3Y) U0 NOA MOWY U2A2 JUPIP [ ‘[req uo no Sumya aq ySruw [ ‘udysi-Auuog g8 S1aqmoys A 'g €6 5L
*a121) adoad yany (2661) $9T
[e1o  Jojof e aq o) Surof si1 10 £epo) Y00 3AY £q aur 03 st [euosiad Awr aaey 19113 [[e NOA GeyM NOA[PI T PTH £S56 XOD A 'S 06 L
‘paan) pue OIS W[ ‘SI9))9]
pa12)s18a1 210W OU JUEM  UOP [ “SuTyiAUe 10§ 1910SI( JsURI], Ajunoy) oy} £q PaIdyI0q 2q 0} JUEM JUOP | (£861)
A[SNOLISS STY) SUBAW | ‘Se[opUZ SBI[ ST aWeu Ay "UreIq unpny sy no mo[q pue ung e aye) o Juro§ wiy  £9¢ peddyeD 961
rero  pue aw Sunayjoq doay nok — aaLI( 431000 €0£T — JAT] ] d19Ym mowy] nof [ pue awr Suriayjoq sdaay ay J ‘selopuay A ajdoag 167 €L
3U921q B JO UOS NOA QU 18y NOA O(] "INO SUTRIQ UDINJ INOA MO[q PUE UNS B ()IM UMOP 0D BUUOS (£861)
] Jo qisuel], {juno)) ere) eiues ay) 10§ £dutone moA 01 101391 & nok Juas | ow o Jupyrer dois n2q  £9¢ perddy e 961
e1o nog 's1an9] awr Surpuas doys 19115q NoA BuLTSNIIJ TN T113] B PIAIadAI T ‘Selopuaz Serfq ST aureu Aur Yy ‘sefopuaz 'a ajdoag 06 €L
(£002) prndy
“TeD ur payrodoy
exo “[19) 10 Y2)1US JOU 13139q NOX JON “g A113f a1 up 687 7L
(6861) 8¥€T PTH
[exo *2UO0p 2ANOA JeYM 10 [[9H UI UING [[IM NOX  7// ‘Zonbse[ap A ‘g 887 1L
*SATTAT}OR [RUTWILID SIY J0J PIYI[[NU 3 [[IM Y] IO SIIPIO PAJUIWIP SIY JO
Aue puewio)unod pue AJinu 12)39q pey NOK ***"TeA| JO 198 ST AQ UOTEN] PUE UONMITISUOD) ) JO SATUIUD
se 19710 0) Surpuad a1y} s PAINDIXI 3q [[IM Y DUIW 2q O} ANUNUOD 0} PIMO[[E ST JI pue walqoid ok Jo (0661) 69ST PTA
UM ST BIRID) UON BUOSIdJ BIOIP], STy} Jeyy) ‘urede noA purwar | ‘s, 04-of AyySrur pue ySry ‘sjuadiag oriqng 1eaqq 016 TOPIaUYdS A "§) 18702
PO aond uone)) ar




Appendix 223

(9007) £s¥ prddng:q
81F ‘ure) A 12z31dg

exo ‘nof ur 1auey 1202 € Y1 01 I P, PIX2NIOR MAN  €0T ¢8
(9002) £s¥ pr'ddngy
Q1¥ ‘ure)) ‘A 19z31dg
[exo “Sururem jse) oK st siyy, Kem Auw jo Jno Leyg PIX2MIOX MAN 20T 28
(9002) £s¥ prddngy
817 ‘ure) ‘A 1ozydg
Texo N0A 1o 5243 10 103 24 A7 "dUOTE WOy 03 JoU 12139q NOX TIX2MIOX MAN 10T 28
(9661)
£9€ PET 06 “ISIA
00Y2S pagrup) emoq
‘A [[2A40T ySnoayy,
Te1o ino£ 100ys 0) Surod w T ‘98uey> anpayds sty dw 213 ) wop noA J pue Ag [oA0T 001 18
ipIeog U0 ‘(I'IN'O'M "Sd HUSWPUSWY 5111 3y} uo QVHI( Suppng ** 19y j011ed (8002) 28 P
UM 2 astexd ye[[y jeA axep [ 9sea[d (1940 AU [[Nd {ISLIOLId) JSIUNUITIOD J2qUIOq IpdINS unpnj e we | [¢§ ‘Suro)) ‘A [2804 6608
(200) pendy
‘noA jo ares aye) 0y Surod ‘TeD ut pajioday
[BI0  2IE SI2Y)0Iq AW PUE U *** NOA JO 213 e} PUR PUNOIE JALIP INq Op 0} 12139q Surgiue oAy JUOP [ ‘Yedg  JON ‘Ua[[y A o[doag 867 6L
(£007) pendy
“TeD ut payrodoy
[exo ‘noA 10§ Surylawos 108 a4 | ‘dn Ma18 nof 219ym mowy| [ YIIq (LS NOX MoK 2gey [ oA yong  JoN Uy ‘A 3[doaq 16 6L
ey 1 Suryiawos 10 dn asnoy o4 mofq prnod Loy 1 Aed 3 uop noL Jr ySnous pewr 198 uaad 10
Spy 24} 10 NOA 1INY I3YI2 P[NO 10 snoY oA ur anfea Jo Suryifue 10 0oU0Ig SN[ INOK SE YINS 00°0LLS (¥861) 88T “ZLIY
Texo 3y 1oy anfea Jo SuryiLue aye) [im A3y, "punoie [0oj Juop Kauow ueof ayy papiaoxd oym sidoad ayy, 1 ‘ounsnig A eig 967 8L
‘yseay, ‘Sury) pood e jou AJrear s jey) pue 91y Awr ur suokue pajey 943 A UBY) SI0W MOU NOA 31ey
1 "ysen jo 2>31d Sunpony noA <ay1 anayed 110ys Sunyony moA jo 1sax ayy 10§ daafs aso no adoy [ ‘s Suraey
UOT}I0GR UOTHOQR-32113 NOA 91q S[1] U0 JON 'Iq S[H] U0 JON "PAJLIIXOIUT JOU UL MOUY NOX NS Jo 331d
APOIN ond) uone) ar




224 Threatening in English

“UISUOISIAN JO 1noD) awaidng pue 1moD) sieaddy 2y e spoS apiy Juersodwi-jpas 9dniiod
eonnodAy asoyy ueyy 1ySry 1omod € Aq paystund [ay 1s2daap UT 19A210] UING PUE SJET JIMIS PISEISIP
1] Aeme Jo1 [[im 1nq sdod 1adoox) wrrols JysayneA a1 [[e woiy uonsajord 128 03 Aqe 2q 1 uom — saIppnq

1e8a[ rexowwr 11ay) £q pajoajord mou — s3id om) asoy) D) 1SN 10 POL) B ST 1Y) J] "SIAYIO UO PAII[JUT
aaey oy Surtagns ay) [re ajerardde wes Aoy ey os Yieap [nyured pue mo[s 194 € 1P JSNU SPILISEQ OM)
asoyT, ssajured 00} pue Isej 00 2q pnom sdy[ryd LAY pue 1329 Y21g PIO Sunooys "urwioa [eda] jo
PlIOM INO SUISUEI[D 10§ PIEME U JATII P[NOYS A[[EaI Oym SIA[[TY, yons yim azryedwds pue pueysiopun
A[my mou ued [ ‘owrfs [eSa] UTSUOISIA Aq A[SSa[I2I9UI 1940 PaxINJ Udaq Sutaey 1Yy jo[doad juasap

SN 9Z110113) 0) JIYS JO 2231d $53] UQ) {1eIID), :9010(a1 T ‘P 193sAys Sunsnsip 10 apnl seu 1ayjoue

124 Inoqe smau pear | awm L1947 “sSeqauurys eSa] 1dn110d yons £q sawanxa 0) uaaup ajdoad Juasap 4q
(swoox1anod ur) pay[ry Suraq s1odme] pue sa8pn( INOQe SILIOIS SMIU IOW PUE IO SPBAI JUO “WndS [eFa]

[noj Jo uond>nnsap jo Sunyeads ‘sdpyg pue 1oxdag ‘sSeqatur[s om asoy) Lonsap 03 1] Aur Jo 1591 A7) (F66T) 0SS
UJJLIM  3JOAIP [[IM | PUE PIIOM 1)) 0) wdsAs [eSa] ursuodsipy 1dnaiod ay) Sursodxa Aq ySney jse oy oAy [IM [ g pe 1€ VWY A°'STY 601 S8
“fJunoy) surepy 0} apiI e aw 2AI3 pue g1 IqUId(] 08 i J3] 03 Inq
20101 ou aAeY ** noA se 1eaf s1y) SYINX Suthofua aq 1] 'sheprjoy 2y Lofua og -aoe[d swes 2y ur Surar]
197 3 PUE sem [D) 3} 0yMm pasopsip nok jno spuy ssaxd ay) pue Asejuey Auw no 1o | ssafun [am Lauiony
121081 10§ uni o utoF axe noA A[remjuaag **-a[rym e ut aouo dn sjdoad Sumas adop Surpes Sutar e (S007) 9% pEd FET
UJLIM  IPBW AYS ISNLII] [[B A[Itrey 19y 0) 2UOP [ Jeym Jnoqe Sunjury) Jeap pue purlq ‘pazAered aA1[ 0) Iy Juem | canupPN A ddoad 80T #8
+putur oA ur dn paxyood nof uorstaatad ay) 10j e ‘op aw aaey pynom nof se jsnf Guryfians dn aard
JySrur nok 3oey ug Isisut nok j1 JpsmoA 10y aarsuadxa YTA W ew pnod nox “Aed nod ey FLLNVIVAD  (F661) 6811 PTd 148
uaNLIM [ ] Gayoue 1o Aem auQ Tafuo] ou derd moL ajeafo) 1| se KAy 1aro1rd yonwr e 258y 10 mou dn Aed jsnw nox opsnoue( A didoad  £0T €8
snqe  (v661) 6811 PTd 148
UJJLIM O] 9DUBII[O] SWES Y[} SBY JUOAIIAD JOU JBY) JIPISUOD DUIT) JXIU © ST 1Y) JI QUOIWOS IsNqe NOA wl) IXIN ojesnoue( A a[doad 901 €8
(9007) £S¥ pr-ddng:
ST ‘ure) ‘A 10731dg
[e1o “3UT) JXAU 10 INO YDJEM 121194 NOX “Peay 2y ur nok Sumry jou 21413 Ayony a1n0g PIXdNIOE MAN  SOT 8
(9002) £5¥ prddngy
81¥ ‘ureD A 1z)dg
exo ‘Kepawios 219y qUIOQ E JjO )25 [[IM UG PIX2MIOX MAN 0T 28
PO ajond) uone) al




Appendix 225

(6£61) 8SET PTH 109

Texo “wry [y 03 aAey [ [ KemAue Louow Aue 198 jupmom Ajqeqord  ;wryang  UOSYILPALI A'S)  ZTI ¥6
‘uaddey o) Sutod s jeym mowy  (8661) 0zs pr'ddngy

[eI0  1Uop [ pajels 5398 SIY) 20U0 asnedaq PaYdO] 100p A dady pinom [ ok a1am 1 J1Ing ‘oA [[ny Jou Lew | 0€ ‘U AN 11 €6
(€007) 86 PET

e1o -a1p 0) Sut08 axe ajdoad ‘suaddery jey j1 pue aw 398 03 N0 AeM I12Y) UO dIe JeY) S[RYSIEIN [¢] 1B AI3Y], OFE OseyD A'SN 0TI 26
'$2])G PAITUN Y} JO JUIPISAIJ Y] JO JJO Peay Ay} (2861) 00€ PTH

[e10  moq st op [ [ Sury) A[uo oY) *** Y2)Iq © Jo Uos Jey) SuI[[D| Ul [nyssadons Jusem AIPOUTE Jey) peq 003 S TL9 PUIRD A'S) 611 16
(€007) €621 e

e10 "pauINg 3q [[IM USIP[IYO PUE USWOM YSIMD( 373 [[e PUR NOX L€ PROQR[Y 'A°S1 8TT 06
(€007) €621 PE

Te1o *2o1sn( axewW 0 PazINN aq PINoMm sIaweyadpals pue Xy ZF€ ‘pnoqery A'sn L1106
*SaWOY 1121 250] [[1M A3y “wiayy) 0) uaddey [[im Jerasjuoy 0) pauadder jeym ‘sawoy 1oy (£007) €621 PEd

Texo WO UIALIP q [[IM d3sseye[e], 01 159 £2)] woiy eare ay) jo uonendod o) awr 0) uaad jou staonsn(J|  /F¢ ‘Pnoqey A'sn - 911 06
“$29M *** M3J IXau oy ur * Auedwod (£002) €621 PEA

Texo 1o ye unjoo] 9q uay) [[im no pue jerdsuoy Jo yderSoroyd [erioe ue e JeLIISIUOIN 1 OO  LFE PROQe[Y A°S)  STT 06

“Towrurey

98pa[s © YI1IM N0 PIYI0WY 9q PINOYs 253} *** pue 2014 € Ut Ind speay 9q P[noys 1$21 3y} 1Nq *** IMO[IRI (£002) €621 PEd

Te1o JrasanoA a1y ‘smaf Jo durd ayy woay Joued sTy) pue eILISWY 21IAGI] PUB WOD [[IM JUO U0O0S ABP UQ  /FE ‘PNOQEIY A°S  FIT 06
(£861) 8L€ 'S €8¥

Texo ‘wiry 128 Loy adoy 1 ‘ureSe wry 10§ 0f Aoy JT UOSIOYJON A UDJURY €T 68
“Bury) awres 2 op [im apdoad (5002) L0OT PEA

Texo Je1]) 0s 1e24d0d € I 1 YeW pue YeOIY) SIY YeoIy) 19y D pue dn IdnjIYIoW 2y SuLns 0) Juem | 07F MeMASASY TIT 88

“Peap 21NOZ “IAYIOUE 10 Aem duQ) ;11 105) "NOA [ BUUOS W[ ‘SNq JeY) UO JUTe NOK ‘ALI2YS ‘ON " UBIOM

Peap UD[[em e 1sn{ 31N0X “IXINJINYIOW Peap © a1n0A ALI9YS 19 sed Uponj e Ul pue peap 3q euuof (L661) TTT

[eI0  2I1NOX ***"YI0% MAN Ut 213} dn peap Apogawos pury euuog a1n0£ 10 UrwIow ay) Ut snq oY) uo 193 YN P 77T 9OTA0S A S 1T 48
'sureiq 3 11eay oA nayy syanq nd 0y urod are sung (1661) 6¥S PTH

UMM 1¢ "am[es-un) [z e nok 213 0y Surof axe op "VIHATAAV TIHJ 03 PaNAUT £qa19y] a1e nog ‘uedeay] T 156 PWSOY A'S) 0T 98

APOIN ond) uone) ar




226 Threatening in English

(1102) LV PEM'S

e1o ‘s1omeIp ay) uad( Kouowr o) awr A1) *dn 195 /H¢ “wo)) ‘A Juospag  FET €01
(9007) pe-ndy
‘TeD ut pajroday

e1o a1p euuod 21N0X Yd1q m:Eu_d nox JON YTe[D A mﬁmcmm €€1 201
(0102) pendy
“Keme 18 0y utof Jou axe nox "yreap st Surwos aaey  eD) ur pajodayy J0N

UM NOA JBYM SIBY) 0 "OUJUIS [[Je3p € SAL1ed [JA] U0 PANIWIOd 2ABY NOA ey SIUWILID 3Y) VIN[DIIA UATLISJA ‘mo[poony ‘Aa[doad zE1 101
(9661) €€

TINLIM 3ssaIppe s 1a)ySnep mok awr puss aseard nok ue) PEI 96 904 A°SN TET 00T
(8661) 8€9 PEH

uspLm ‘ALTVNEd HLVEA 24 4q 2[qeystund st ‘me] 4Q NOSYIYL  6€1 UPIPSA'S 0£T 66
21p 03 ST APauUY] 10 SUIA)S ‘UBULIG IR Je) PaynoU (0661) 688 PTd

TIPLIM MOU [[e a1 no£ ‘(aA1AINS) 371] 01 s1yS1r spry Aw Sunejora uodn s)sISUI 11002 AY) DUIG :IOUUOD,OQ O],  ST6 SMQOY A'SN 621 86
(€002) 9 PET THE

Texo “fed ysnwr no£ ‘uos 1no4 10§ 1YSL1 op 1N NOA ISBD SIY) UL AJI] STY PUB JOPULXI[Y 0 PIelje I8 NOAJ]  DZPIURIUYSIN A°'S') 8T L6

‘UIM [[IM [ PUB POL) PUE 3SO[ [[IM JUSUIUIIAOK) 3} TIA0
SIS [[B UYAA "21P 0] dwm) AUI ST JT USYM JPIDAP Ued POD) AJUO JeYy) 2A31[2q | pue uensLy) urede uioq e

W] "9PIINS WO 0] AW JALIP 0 JUII) STJUSWUIIA0D) 3Y) JeY) 2A3T[2q Apisauoy | ***uo JutoF st [y oy} (S007) 718

UNLIM UL JBYM IO puty 0} Sur1) $19))3] JO SPAIPUNY UIJILIM A [ "W SUISSEIRY Udq JABY SIAYIO PU. [(.] ‘SY[ YL, PEH FCF DISOM A'STY LT 96
“UIM [[IM ] PUE POD) PUE SO [[IM JUIUIUIIAOD) dY} I2AO ST SIY3 JO [[& USYM, (s002) Z18

UINLIM (") sow ym Sunyony udaq 2ABY oYM s, gOS 24 [ pue dn yoe1d 0] w Juem A[IS2UOY JU0AWOS S20(]  PE FTF DISON A'SN 921 96
{J[PSAw Wiy [[Df [[1M [ [92JO UF [BUIWLI ST ey} JUdPIsaid © 2ARY JOU [[1M [ 1SIY 1P [[1M 9H {IS1Y (¥007) €79

uaNLIM stysng jAed [im oy, js19[n1 sedrIawy Jo qre 19yye urod are spuaLiy AW pue SJA {UOOS PIseI[dI aq [IM [ P £8€ I[N A'SN  STI S6
(6£61) 8S€1 PTA 109

e1o ‘umop 08 pue JUapIsaId AY) YIIM 11e)s T 'dn J[e way) mo[q 0) Futof we [ UWOSIBPALI A'S)  FTT H6
(6£61) 8S€1 PTA 109

Te1o ‘umop uo Juapisad ay) woiy s§id oy re ajeurwIa [[Im | 219y 198 s£0) AW st UOOS SB [OA\  UOSYILIIPAL] A'S) €71 ¥6

APOIN ond uone) ar




Appendix 227

[e1o

[e10

[eio

uaPLIM

[e10

e10

noA [0} 03 SuroS Wi | *3[0yssE IDINJIYION

‘JesAur yooys pue [eddurid ay) Jooys 1 [ 'ung e Surxq y1[ yury) | - jaskw

Suroy 311 1997 1u0p [1] 3etyy ssed 1 usaop Aep [y] 210w Aue 2A1[ 0) JueM JUSI0p Y JT Uewr € dojs ) uwed
no[x] *+-smexns je Jurdserd uew e w] - ow uo Suruesy ysn( [s1] redourid ayy, 210w Aue sty axye) Jued |

391EP 1102 Y} S UIY M "Y21Iq © Jo uos no noL [[ny o3 Surof wry

‘uts Awr 10§ paystund w uaym Kep

Juawadpn( uo nof 9s [, "puaty pood Auwr 1942105 2AqPOOL) D10§q 1Y) UIIQ A ] MOUY [[B IM ZND YoNj &
218 JUOM | Inq “re( UT 2q [[,] PUE [[2Y UI 2q [[NOX TAYIOUWI PUE IaYIe] TAISIS INOA IPISaq IOPUN 19] XIS 9q
[1.NOA WAy, J[asIOL YIIM 2AT] 0] S[qe 2q 1UOM NOK J[a511 AJT] JO paALIdap aq [[,NOX Aduow ou ‘SpuaLLy Ou
QUIOY OU [IM D AI] IS0 3q [[.N0A uayy, ‘[3o11] 1) Arurey ajoym Inok uo /8] € aq euuoS s 219Y) YaIiq
219y 0] dn 31 pey 24 [ ‘921U Y0O[ 0} UOTEI03p 0] NoA asn pue dn noA INd 9o1M) YUty Ued nok 210§aq nok
Iapanu [[,] *Op ] JBYM [01JU0D J UeD [ ZNd Y2)Iq UnI 19))2q no£ ‘nok spremo) o8 [[im uoissaidSe pue paxey
AN <[o112] 9ya1p BUUoS Wi ] pue Yaiq e Suraq daay euuod nox “12)sis AW pany pue 1eoIy) sow Aur s
] “I9IDPINW UDPNJISYIOW € UL ] I59q AW 1B W] “PsSAIS UL USYM PUR “PISSII)S UIL] MOU PUE ‘STY) JAIISIP
01 Surgiou op 1upIp | 945 oA woiy preoq Sunpny ayy aye) 43 Awr wouy yads ) axye) noA a1ojog
4811 1€ 0 aw SurpE) reyuawpn( aq 01 1) nox Arsstu Juppong jo [y pue A15ue W MOU DWW Pa)d(ax
Arpeals nog “afer pue 2>ud[o1A AW Jo 251D ) 2q 19AI0J [[,NOA ZNnd Kep siy) Joquuawar nok adoy |

“aq1] Sunpong ao1u € aaey "uaddey 0y Surof

STTYS 3Y) AU AAJT[2q PUY "SINONJ 1ay10w noL Jo y10q 198 01 Inq 91 ur Inoqe asjo Suryiou axes [ Kepo) jo
se asead s3ury) Sunyony 1y souwr yum saweS Aerd o yuem yroq nox "00y ua[Iy pue Jund A3n Sunydny jey nok
1240 NOA o1 0} ST 10§ SuTAT] IN0OqE 218D | [y AnSadtu SuUnINy a10Ur ON "NOA 0} ITRJ U2Aq 24 [ "SPULY INOK
uo 1em Suppony Jofew e aaey nox "uos Aw woiy awr doay pue JsnIe uod e aq pue sawed Lefd 0y juem nox

“paxary sse sty 198 0) Sutod s oy “dn 11 sdaay [y J1

(8002) pendy
‘TeD ut pajioday
JON ‘s1oATy ‘A a[doag

(€661) 86€ MeH

6/ SunyD A Aeig
(8661) £LT Pyddy
TeD 19 [edL, A 9[doad

(2002) 607 1V
LFE eS8 A sau0[

(6661) STTI PT
€16 ‘1oeg ‘A 9[doag
(€007) prndy
‘TeD ut pajroday
JON S £o17, a1 U]

0F1 60T

6€17801

8€1™£01

LET90T

9€17 501

SET ¥01

o

aond)

wone)

ar




228 Threatening in English

(z007) pr-ndy

“TeD ut payioday JoN
[e10 104 128 0) Su108 Wi ] *9AI] NOA 2I9YM MOUY ] *0S0IZI[ A[NIT UL ** AL NOA 21oym Moy |  ‘opuoypuy Addodd  6F1 91T
(z007) prndy
“TeD ut payoday JoN
e1o ‘05018194 ouanbag wi] pue Kowoy ‘¢T poomaSuy stsiyy,  ‘opuoypuy A3doad 8FT 9T
jseS1apuag 2421 oA Yuey[, ‘AN
) UI 1INy oym 33s [[am o1sn( 128 [ ssajun purw Awr afueyd YTAAN [[IM [ TN uo 2onsnfuy sty doay st (F661) 1H1 ddypiy
UMM Op 0] dArYy NoA [Ty 3a133p 153y Sy a1y 01 9FUIAY, P35 [[IM T YUIY) ) UOP NOA J] 2INSLIT X 318AYS 25pN[ 66 DIeIS A IsedIopusd LT STIT
iOVE W] znd uaIpyryd oA yojem syuared og -jooyds Je syuapms [ 03 sung 3utiq 0} poy 1XauU 2y} 9q Ued
1104 jj[1ad we | aprsurt Inq ssaurddey jo aoey Awr uo defs 1 "snozafue(y 33 9ANINISI(T YTe( We [ 104 axynd
07 Juem aw afewr £y, ‘Kem umo 1121 ut euodrio yoey Juerdea pue Addey os [y ‘op L2y ay1] 2q 0) JueMm |
JBUM U0 20107D ® pey | YSIm -owred JI2Y) Ut peaye pue uﬂwm:ﬁvu:@ %:uvk nv .M—{__JumEOm 10 SI10[ 10 $I10320P A¢OONV 029 YWD
UMNLIM Jxau 2y) 2wodaq A[qeqoxd pnom A3y, ;woiy awod £3Y) PIP AIAYAA ;W PUNOIR $308J IS T8 OYA ¢g o809 21Ul 9FT FIT
‘2 AYI] uLdRY 031N Iayjoue JsureSe Jsper pue d1pnfaid aq 0} 9[qe 9q 14U [[IM NOL V1Y (€£61) 95€1 PTH
UIPUM  ur we | 3[rym dwr o) uaddey Suryou pue 219y Jo N0 193 1943 [ J1Ing ‘s1e3L (OT) U AU [[e OP 0) 2ARY ABWI [ FF VOUOSTRI A'S')  SHT €11
(7007)
SS01 Pyrddyed
[e10 ;Peay 2y Ul [[e noA J0OYS PUE 2197 YoBq AW0d Ued | 0s A15ue sw axyew o) Juem nok o QT ‘ONydIZ Addodd FHI CIT
(7002)
ss01 wirddyred
e1o *2U0£ 1943 100ys 0} $)3[[nq ySnoua yym dip e pue ung e £nq of 0y Aouowr y3nous merpyym oy Juem [ T ONydrZ Ad[doad €1 CIT
(9002) pendy
TeD ut paytoday
[e1o 219} Ino nok ﬂmw [[2M "2p1sino nok J0J JIeM [[9M JON r\/ JUIdUTA a1 U Nﬁﬁ\ﬁ 11
(1102) 8¥8 PTA'N
[e1o M w:_mwwE mun—.—O% OUyM MOWY JUOp NOL "Ydeq mok [21eMm 19139q NOx w6 .uumum A 9[12qYq ﬂvﬁ\ﬁvﬂﬁ
APOIN ond) uone) ar




Appendix 229

(6961) 6901 pTH

[e1o 1y s308 oy a1052q Po Aef 0 wry [T,  §TF ‘ouerdoIr, A°S 09T €CT
(6961) 6901 P
[e10 noA ay1] s4ng Jo axes aye) 0) MOy MO 9y §TF ‘ouerdoI], Ay 6ST €TT
(z661) 928 PT
[e10 “yoIIus € 21104 pue ‘sse oL Yory 0} SuroS W 9sNed2q [SNUIAY JPUL[JINOT)]| PUNOTE JUOD JUO(] 146 “@IoAR A°S) 8ST CTl
(6861) 57 PTT
UMMM “f110doad Awr o ysen uewny o4 doay $88 WD A SN LST 1TT
(€861)
586 perddy e
Texo 'spry 108 94 n04 ‘oA 198 [1am IOy Taypow yund nox Gp1 ‘piog aardoagd 95T 0TI
(6002) 815 "ddyDO'N
UM “Asea [eax paurrere 198 | 96T @Tep A RIS SST 61T
‘uoseaI e
30 yonwr paau Juop a[doad -aur premo) paSueyd Pey SUONOW. INOL 9AIT[2q 0} UOSEII OU PRy PUE AW JNOqe
ared [215] paf[eA pue awr PaAO] oA paaarfaq ApI1aduts T uaym aw 03 uaddey oy sty) Suimorre £q afqeuonsanb  (6007) 815 "ddvD'N
UM K124 s1 101ARY2q INOA pue ‘asuas Sunjong ou jod jure Aepoy ajdoad pue qol snosauep £1a4 €108 nog 961 9T ANRIS  FST 611
W ur Apoqhians (8161) €79 1
[e1o pue s101euag Y} [[e pue Juapisaig pue [oyden ayy dn moiq 01 ySnous §iq quioq e axyewr 0 I pmom [ €67 “S'N A Lysuedey 51 8TT
“dn 11 MO[q pUE $Y0OID 313 JO 15X
1)) JO [[B PUE UOSIAL JUIPISAIJ 198 PUE SOOI 3]} JO 1521 Ay} [[& PUE UOS[IA Juapisar dn mo[q pue awop (8161) €79 I
[e10 213 wo 31 Ind pue ISNOF] YA Y3 0} UMOP I YE) PUB P[IOM U} UT quioq 1s851q oy axewr 03 JySno opy €67 < A Aysuedey 761 81T
(8161) €79 1
Texo JUaPISaI 2Y) dn MO[q PUEB SqUIOQ NBUI [[IM | PUE SQUIOQ YW Ued | €67 “S' A Aysuedey 1517811
(0007)
yonq Sunponj nog 219y eNNo spL iy ddyed
[e10  a21n0g "sjudwlrede IO aIe 3SAY, *** SOULION 1M 10y 198 03 Surod a1n0L 10 ssautsng umo mok pury 68 Tapng A adoag ST LIT
APOIN ond) uone) ar




230 Threatening in English

(atst (6961) SOL

[e1o syySts Aw ur (aAey 0} I PNOM 10 JUEM PINOM I0) Juem  uosiad ISIY 1) oI & A11ed oW axewr 1042 KA JT S’ $6E “STY ASHBM €41 8TT
(£661) LPTM'N

Texo "2191) UMOP 30 0} aAeY [ JT £n21d 2q 03 SutoS Jou st | 146G TUA A 3RS TLT LTI
(£661) LPTM'N

[e10 ANy 308 JySIw uodWog 4G WU ARG  TLTLTT
(L661) LPTM'N

Texo “aw djeaeidFe 0) anunuod noL Ji Joraeyaq Aw 1oy a[qisuodsar aq 03 Surod Jou w | 1LS U A RIS 0LT £TT
(L661) LPTM'N

[e10 “dn 2oe[d ay) MO[q pue UMOP dw0d 0) Lduour sed Aw Jo Ise[ Ay} asn || [ LS TOUIA A RIS 69T 7T
(L661) L PTM'N

exo “Aeme NoA MO[q dwod pue Yonu) AW ut SALIP [ 1S IOUIN A 21BIS 89T LTI
(L661) L PTM'N

[exo ki ewoyepO ur pauaddey jeym raquiawa jsnf 14S IOU[IN A 1BIS  £9T LT1
(1100) TiT ped

UM “WRY) PAY[D] 2ARY PINOM ‘DU 0} PIP 19YI0Iq PUE JIm AU JeYM SUOP JABY P[NOM UBTIOM IO URI € JT G99 IN[[BM A°S) 991 97T
(6661) 829 PTd 886

Te1o ey} 1a)7e []am daafs nok adoH "o peay oL mo[q euuos s 3uo 1xau YT, ueunpry A 9[doad 6917 6TI
+++ asnoy ay) uo dn joys 108 ay JySru aures jer) pue 1y3y e pey Loy pue (5002) 9621 P

uaNUIM Wy uo sy[oj oY) Surp[ay sem ay pres pue wry 0) days 10351u v asnesaq dn joys 108 doays Lem s ey mouy nok ¢ SMAYNRIN A 'S’ FIT FTI
(5007) 9671 P

UapLIM {00y pa1T dO3IS 'S TEF SMIYNBIN A'SY €91 HTI

‘snsaf YIIM JyS1I 9 0] JUOM M INq

2197 SUIARS] 210M UM MO JUOP IM 2182 PIO] Ay Y3m IS Jjas ok 398 Les T Aym syeyy 1ore] yruow (002) 9621 P€

UM e eardsoy ay) ur parp ay ySru suo 1ed ayy ut dn Joys 108 oy "payry 108 doafs Inoqe preay noA MOWY [ T¢F SMAYNRIN A 'S 79T FTI
(6961) 6901 PTH

Texo 1any 128 0 Surof st Apoqawos pue yeaiq 0) Jutod s 1 pue Tey os Jsn( pueq 1oqqni e yojaxs ued nox - gT¥ ‘ouerdoir A'gn 191 €TT

APOIN ond) uone) ar




Appendix 231

(z107) pendy
‘TeD ut pajioday 10N
exo “[00Ys 03 08 SPIY SIY AIYM MOWY OS[e | ‘preqqny A 3[doad 181 FET
(9002) penichy
‘TeD ut paytodoy
[e10 NOA [0} p.I 10 ‘yoirq ‘ung Lwrjo8 juop [ Apnjarnox  JoN ‘omy A adoad 081 €€1
(8007) penidhy
TeD ut parioday JoN
e1o -e381u jey) oy 01 Surof wi] 9no 128 | [un Jrepq Mou Jnd sem aYy SYUTY) Ay skes I sploukay ‘aaidoag 6£17ZET
“Amn snoA A[2120utg Aep 201U © SABE 'S1IJ 20US ) T2AWOYM 0] Inq renonred ur Apoqou o) st 1a13]
SIY, *SYIUOUI JO I)JBUU © UT 331) 3q [[Im T )1 351 nok 33] [[,] ‘UoneurSew pood yons aaey [[e NoA aduls Inq 9q
01 Surof axe saouanbasuod asayy) Jeym 10 moy noA [[2) 03 Sutod jou we | "paurdewr 1aaau nok Lem e ur suop
ARy NOA JeyM 10§ $3uaNDasu0d IayNs IS [[e NoA ‘saouanbasuod 1apns 0} pey 2AY PNOM ] JO Pasnddoe
SeM T awLId 3y Jo )G uaaq aAry pinom T Ji se Isn( MoN ;p[nom no yury) A[jear nok pip inq ‘os Surop (#002)
ur pasoons jou pIp oA nq ow noqe axeds oym ddoad sy pue Arurey Awr woiy Aeme sw e} 0} PaLL) Nox ped ut pajioday
wnum  "s1eak ¢z 10J uostid 03 awr puds 03 pat) [[e nox “yutod oy 01 pue 110ys aq 01 Juto st 10N9] STYT, “[[e noL o, JON JUBID A RIS QLT T€T
(9661)
Pz ut paroday 10N
[e1o 1ySy 01 1noqe a12M ‘Yeax uoszawi( AR  LLTT0ET
“yund ‘paypry sse moA 128 0) (0661) 2921 PTA
Suro8 2100 j[Teq U0 1NO W] ISNED ‘B[OA AW YIIM YON }Ued Nox “wry Sunsarre JySir ou pey nog 03 [EPIA €06 UR[UBS-00Z0I0)
exo 391 19112q nog yund e jsnf 210X "e[2A Iys 3 ure nox -31p 03 Surof st Apoqawog 03zo1Q) st sy} Kuueq NS 9LT 621
(0661) 2921 PTH
€06 “UB[[NULS-00Z0I)
Texo -1eed e sea o IONJIYIOW NOK NS SLT6CL
(0661) 7921 PTA
€06 ‘UB[[NUBS-02ZOIQ
[e10 *sse Sunyony oL Yor [1,] PUe JO SEnopuey 953y} e, NS FLU 6L
PO aond uone)) ar




232 Threatening in English

"199185u yim nok ared pue 108 a4 no SuryiA1a4a 10§ noA ans |1 - 1oAMe] pood  w,[ MOWY NOX "[123)

oeq anoA 1oj ans 1] ‘saweS [eSay apnip A]p1s asay) Aefd 0 Juem noA jr — Justwaje)s e Sunjewr w [ Jedry) (9£61) L¥9 PTM'N

[e0 © Supjew J0u W [PM ;e8urng duel uo ureidwod e uSts noA pi(T IMOH ATUSH SISIY) OPUOY SN LPT OMOH A 9IRS 16T 0FT
(€002) prndy
“TeD ut payrodoy

[e10 ‘skemAue [ref 0 Surod ax1[ (23] | "sse SIY YOO [[1m ] Tayjo1q Aw JsureSe £j1sa) 0) 2121 [00§ JeY) 398 [ JT J0N ‘euld A d[doad 0617 6€1
(£002) pruidy
‘TeD ur pajroday

[e10 ‘nof 10§ Sunrem aq 0y Surod ax14ayy asnedsaq owm yxau of juop sn( ‘utod 10y prdmys axe s&ng nog J0N ‘euld A 2]doad 6817651
(€00) prdy
‘[eD ut pajioday JON

[e10 ‘punos e axyew ) uop pue dn jnys uayy, ;maydau oL aa0] nok o ‘uewzing A 9jdoag 88T 8ET
*534a A U S)UBAIDS A\ 218 SNOIDAIJ "SPIOT JO PIOT (6661)
AN gty poo we 110§ noA 0y dn sy -9prdp nox nok yym Adde jou st oym sayzey mok yum - 1601 pe'ddy [ 90¢

usPUM  dAeY No£ JoRIUOd 133Ny Lue pue ‘suoissassod [[e SpDy 9Jim-2q paau Ji aary no£ SuryiL194 el [IM [ 'Sd ‘uosialag A d[doad  L817LET
-Sroquaypny (¥861) 158 "uey]

[e10 1 Aomsap [Tim [ pue podra I £oxsap im T KisIaatun oY) Suraes] a109q NoA A01ISap [IM [ €T “BQS[-NQY ‘A LIS 98T 9€T
(861) 168 "ue

[ex0 nok 198 01 Butof we 1 ge7 ‘qs-nqy AveIS 68T 9€T
(€002) prndy
‘TeD ut payiodayy 10N

o *238 [1.n0£ ‘no£ [y 03 Surod iy eoronSry aaidoad 8T GET
(¢107) pendy
‘[eD ut pajroday JoN

Texo “f112dod Suppny Awr uo dajs noA j1 suaddey 1eym mo purg ‘preqqni A 3[doad €81 FEIL
(z107) pendy
‘[eD ut pajioday JON

[e10 ‘00 puy([no& pue 9q ued [P JAIDIPUIA B JeyM MOWY JUOP NOX  ‘preqqnyf Addoaq 781 ¥l

P ond uone) ar




Appendix 233

(9661) 9t¥ "ddngy

UM “J1 3sn 0} prelje Jou wi ] pue un$ e aAey | L¥6 ‘uoSery Ay 007 8FT
(200) prndy
TeD ut payioday JoN
[exo o1Iq “no£ 328 0) Surod aram e[iped ‘A d[doad 661 LF1
(2007) prndy
‘TeD ut payioday JoN
Texo ‘ejer Suppony € ST 12)S1S INOK e[iped ‘A d[doad 861 LF1
(0102) pendy
‘6D ut paytoday 10N
e1o 18011} 0K IS [[,] “TONJIAYIOW g8 ‘weneyy A9doad 6T 9¥T
(2002) pendy
TeD ut payioday JoN
[exo ‘8op noA 128 0y urof wi ‘Sop 9oy € syuey, epue) A o[dosd 961 SHl
‘uaAeay unpony ur joaw A[qeqord [jam pue syeurra [[im | ‘Surpuelsiapun Aue puy ) uop [ J1 rey [ J1ing
ssa201d ay) ySnoayy 08 [im | :mowy nok mowy Juop | ‘uospaN [28pn(] @mmnsoxd Sunpny sty nq nok areds (6661)
01 ySnous st s1y) ‘90ey 104 240] [ )1 IN0qe AL10M JUO(T oL 03 wirey] Aue op jupmom | -ymnsoxd Suppny  ¢/11 Pyddyed 6z
Te1o -1ayjow ay) ysuree 11ys jo Lyuard aaey [ "yead yo wospaN [a3pn(] yonq Surpony aymnsoxd Surpong sy Inq ‘smarpuy aa[doad  S6T FHI
sueadoing JOUULDLIY [INOS SUOLDY [[V JO 21eMag saseD) AN puy sy ajy o] 03 Suikiy,
SY[O NOX JBYA YT, S| WaYT, YSniD) OF, SeA} PIYSIA YBOIeYJ JBYAA SanI[aeIst ay) passarddo Ajsnoaarid (F661) ST
UM pue uonezi[Ian [euajewr jo aprid pue oe1 Jo aprid yim pajesrxojur 213\ anbip siy pue yeoreyq  ped 91 NIBN A SN ¥61 €F1
(866T)
yzL wyddyen
Texo “URW ‘0] 9ARY] | 19A21RYM OP [[ ] TP1IR(T MO Sur[a) wi "wew KJ1sa) ) Uop 1snf "0} 2ALY | 12AIRYM OP [T £9 ‘sauof A 3[doad €61 ¥
(5002)
ped ut paptoday
e1o ‘nof o158 Sutwod wr 10N ‘PINOD AR 761 THI
PO aond uone)) ar




234 Threatening in English

[enureg Am:_ﬂcc—k PIp nok pue wayj 1521100
AW )3 2ABY P[NOd NOA sawr) 250y [[Y "['S'd Aw ur sa1f asay) [y -Aep [215] ySnoua aA1[ 0) paau juop nok

MOU We | S Pedp Se NOA [D] 01 JUBM [ 2ARY] 0} UBW © 10§ ST 2101} SurI£1943 150] 2aey | ‘dj01ed jo sadoy (1661) €S
UNLIM T 150] Ay [-A[ruuey Awr [215] 950] 2A®Y T ‘90Yys AW UT aq PNod NOA 1By} YSIM | [[9A "9RYIIA 93pn( 1 PTd €76 SIARQ A SN £0T €ST
“sdes ToL1ayur 9501) JO IEd] OU 2ARY | ATBSSIIAU JT 197Ld
JNUOP B UIAJ SIS[2 JUOIWOS 3Xe) 0 PAdIOJ 3q [[IM [ PAIBISFUOD ST 10 UMOP S3NBIq APIYaA AW JT (") "ased  (7007) 06 pr'ddngq
uaNuMm STy pajpuey aano£ Lem 1daur a1y Jo saouanbasuod srydornseres ay) 19yns 01 darY [[IM £ UOISHNY JO AR SIYT, L0T TP A'SY 90T TST
*(*7) $89201d 12)STUTS ST} [NBYIIAO URD £3Y]) OS
neainq AIqesip yss 23 1240 [re orpqnd ay) pue suennijod ‘ssaxd oy aaey [im jey) uepd e 108 24 ] Apamb
umop SuroS aq 1uom [ Jou Jy "a1e] 01 s1 210§2q Sury) 1y311 31y) S20p Mou FxeYD T ST 1A20YM 10 3Fpn( oY)
adoy 1 (") a1qeaeaqun uonipuod Awr Junyew st ssadoxd [1aa siyy, *(***) rendsoy ejuaw e ut Ind aq pnoys
pue pfuep e sem [ Jey) 11002 Ut paynsa) 9 " Aeuosiad surprapioq pue 1op1osip aspduwy, ue yim aur
pasouSerp ay puerunppIA I (°7)'VSS A1 M sSuty) Iayjo Suowe uMOpMOYS  dARY 0] INOQE SeM  pres
1 "asp2 Surue Jo sed 1oy Asuow ou Suraey pue [1i1q 191em Aw Led 0) ajqe Suraq jou oqe (SH) Way) 0)
191)9] € 2301m (**°) “a1p 01 paredaid pue jySnensip Ajpwamnxa sem | “ewod e ojur way) 1aq APPmb pmoos |
AU PAJUOIJU0D 10 FUOIM W SUOP U0AWOS J1 (**)1aydund ssepd pom e we pue [00§ a3erae oy se Suons
se sowr) ¢-g we [ ‘sayound urmory pue syySrom yam dn jpsduw yymq 1 (**) Jonuod asof 03 JuroF wy vy
1997 pue Aprued wiy (°7) 1 $9A1959p OYM AwOs Jany pue apofdxa 0y FuroF wiy ax1 1995 T deus 7 uayp ()
y81s ur Sequmnods £1943 pue Suryif1aas Aonsap 0y syuem Apueisuod jey) 082 19)[e 1d)SUOW AY) S[ONU0d  (Z007) 0F6 prddngy
TIPLIM pue suofue yny jupmom pue Apuatyy st Arpeuosad renSax A (") 9061 uBWINY ) JO ISOW ey | £0T TPI A'SN SOT ¢ST
(6661) 8TET PE
uanrm ‘00S$ 2w m>_m “«ung e uom PAT  9L1 ﬁh@EESw ASN *ONlﬁmﬁ
(8661) 78 PET
[e10 TIUN0D ‘SO T pue sOg duw A1 Kauow oy duwr a1 K19qqo1 e st SIY], GGT UOSQID A°S) €07 0ST
(8661) 718 PE
[e10 ‘ung e aaey [ ;yms Luuny oN Louour oA [[e aur dAID) '£12qqo1 € ST ST, GG “UOSqID A 'S 20T 0ST
(8661) 16£ PET
[e10 unSeasey 11 ySneqied a'Sn 107 6¥1
apoy aond uoneN) ai




Appendix 235

jund uppny aprp prdms n pod jin yony j8 unpny pidnys n
n 0y ow paysnd n yonw moy n moys 03 3snf " Jo Juoy ur IYSLI peay Ay Ul JISAW 100Ys Y} pue sIA[[Nq

(600) 516 Wyddy

UM IM 2UOAI2A3 PRO] [[T [00YS 31} J[ey [[] pue uns [s J] JO 3U0 YIIM [00YDs 0) awod euuod wr [§] ou  [eD g1 “D'DaIU[  GIT LST
Suny] 2q 0} parep oym uewr oy sem 3y Surs
am 23]} Jo pueqsny oA prae( pue Juaurystund ou 2A12021 19A1310§ 1) A)IM | SE 0,] JUIWIIALIII] [IIM
10U 19p[IMaq pue Juawystuolse jo sfuos oty a4 Surg Surrds oy 210§0q YIAWOD IUIM UM 10 PIARC]/S/
nox 2407 T Jo 2q 0} saSayye oy Suraq A[uaALaY 213 JO IPIS A3 I8
A[qe1I0§UIOD 1S [[IM [NOS STY JAT[2q Y} JO WIE | S J0U Iredsap JAAIMOH] “WIY PIAO] OYM 3SOY) [[E UM)S [[Im
Ayyedorpr umowyun Ue Jo JUIPIOIL JB[NOSEA [BIQIIID B WOIJ [Jep S PIAB(] "NOA 10§ 217} 3q [[1M 2q Aeu | (2661) L¥T1 PTA
UM IN[BA T2AIIBYM 10§ | I N0 Ut Inoqe Suriq [[im pooymopim jey) suondnisip tofew oty ardsa T ‘waaTyey 716 TO[ARL A°S) HIT 9ST
J0[de], § praeq
NOX 2407 T AyT12dUTs [[e yim Aes ued T ‘ureSe our aI1sap 1943 NOA PINOYS 23] 9q [[IM | PUE 1 0) UIALS
SJUIWOW ) ey 2ARY IM 1By} [NJ2JeIS SABMIe UL ] “UT JUI USYE) I2AD SBY| JBY) 2INJLIID [J1S] 9)ISINXD JSOW
31} 9q 0} NOA TPqUIDWI | SE $AIISIP AW JO [315] 100§ 9Y) 2q SALMIE [[1M NOA I9AIMOF] “d0e[d aye) 0] sey Jer)
OLIRUDS [J15] Y 19§ BY 19§ AR, aY) ST STY) Jer]) A110S A1) WeE ] (0661 UT PAMOPIM 3 [[IM NOA pUE U0SLag (2661) L¥T1 PTA
UM SEWSLIYD) SIY) ISIOM ) IO WIN) B X&) (I[edY ST ALY [[IM UIISP[OD) PIAB(] ‘PUBQSNE INOK “UI[YIEY] TL6 IO[ARL, A SN €17 9ST
(z661) 7221 PTd
uOPLIM no£ 128 0 3uro§ st 1omog YA 896 ‘SOWOS ‘A 'S TIT SST
(z661) T2zl pTd
UMM ‘soxyoorped nof e axoyp 0) Surod are am 896 ‘SOWOS A °S) 17 SST
(9002) 778
UMM TR 9 2TeMY 9 PEH 8SY PAOLI A 'S 01T FST
stae( N[ [onures “[1im (1661) €5
UM ] UIOMS | MOU WE | SB PEAP SB NOA W [[IM  SPTY 197 W) Aeme dJim Aur xe) NoK JT d[[IATSWWNG "SI PZH €76 SR A°STY 60T €ST
[oNUIES "PEIP MOU | WE S& Peap St NOA [[I] 0] JUBM ] "SI1[ 353Y) JO asnedaq [[e d[ored (1661) €S
UINLIM  OU JABY JUOP [ DIOW OU Ul JueM JU0p ajim Awr Arurey Aur 1sof aaey | Addey axe nok adoy [ ‘uoqqioy a8pn( pzi €F6 STABQ A'S'N 80T €ST
PO aond uone)) ar




(€661)
6¥1 perddy il LvT
e1o *peay 1oy Ut Ja[nq e Ing 9duo 1aySnep mok pauajeary) Apearfe apy  opeuoplely A 3[doad 77 79T
31931100 ey} J UST )1 Op 0} aARY nok ‘peay ayy ur s4ng 3531} J00Ys
10 Peay| Ay} UT UBW SIY) J00Ys 0) [swepy o) SurLiajai] no 1apio [ Jf [swepy o) pawn) pidg] M op [124  (9661) 1%9 peddy [
[eI0  NOA [P 0] 319y UBW ST} I9PIO T JT ;P3[[P] NOA dARY P[NOD [ YUTY) JUOP NOL YOO ‘eIauad e W] MOuwy Nox 687 ‘pikg aordoag €77 191

(8661) 9¢ PCM'N

uoaPIIM “9A0] AW SPIY 31 2AID  08S ‘SUI[OD A RIS TTT 091
(1002) S06 Yy'ddy 1eD

?HQ M—MPAE Euﬂu —u:m wﬁj mﬂu :vrﬁ ﬁﬁm Hwﬂ AQDJm :;> 1 Mwﬁu \AﬁODMEOm JHSS qu 228 muﬁ 6 .x:wm A m~&0~n~ ﬁNNlmmﬁ
(1007) 506 WyddyTed

[e10 ‘oA |5 Suppny 03 Burod wif 26 xipg A 9doad 07z 651
(1002)
S06 Wddyed

[e1o dum&uﬁw Jajowr @NO@ aIe ﬂO%.wO yog 6 .xﬁum A 2&0@& mﬂN\mmﬁ
(9861) 00L PTH'N

Texo “ewrpayT, a1 3sn{ no£ ut s§nyd yym dn pua 1 nox 76V 9mw1g A 3uoT 817 8ST
(9861) 00L PTH'N

?HO ‘1108 m@ Z—\s nox .2&39: Mn— :25 UHmﬁ Y454 ,m.pm.pw A MEO‘H hﬁlemﬁ

“yony I2( e pue 1a4] € 1 poS ['g]n
S0y os uo paxydrd 193 1 pue 91U q Sem PIP I [[I PUE J9PLI[IIYD © 1N ISNED IPIS ANIYS In 10U IPIS peq Aur
5 1dd Aquo 1nq sty qre nay sw nd n asnes JasAw [ euUeMm I 0 ajey urdNg 1 [swred [[eqrooj] Ay sum oYy
Jaye S [g] oy A[qeqoxd [jim n swn ey [e pajrem 1 pue jno ind Juop 1nq asea) n uYM N YIm £eIs [[Im
ey Ang upPNj ® puy N ey} JO 9SNeIIq N U0 PJeaYd T WY} J0O0) I PUB SIAOW [I}Iq [[B I9M 9SO} mw:E.
nuy) ow jnd pue dW [IIM YINJ PUE U 58] A[ULISUOD P[NOM T 1 UO 1832 0) dwr paysnd n ****ou ;nq
Addey uaaq aaey pinod 1 pue dAeY P[NOD T N WOy SSUIY) IPTY 0] JUBM JUPIP I 3sNed N U0 ureayd 1 n pjoj 1

sw unany A[ue)suod 1N 3SNLIIQ N JO ISNEIIQ MOU SFNIP OP T INOGE YUIY) T [[e 10 Jo way) ysnd 1 pue sur (60027) S16 Pyddy

uaNLIM  YIM A[ppnd 01 A1) spuaty [s;ys] [dd Sursspy In sxoom 0M) U2IQ SIT IUOW UDIN B I0J N SSDY 0} parem 1po  [eD 8L “D'DAIU] 9T LST

PO ajond uone) ar

236 Threatening in English



Appendix 237

a10wiue WY} 0] SaW0D JT U3YM punoe

oy jou [[Im T “Uey 3y Iy [[im J1ys uayy ‘sfoq Auwr 328 0) 2du0 A[uo pue U0 yooq 2y £q £13 1] M0 138 |
USYA " PIP T 9NI] WasAs aY) UT 2AT[ JoU [[im sk0q AN (syuared 123505 a1) “uaamiaq ur ajdoad may e yiim
«dojs yse Lwr 2q [im ea(q pue dojs sayy Awr st [xayuadae)) euy] epp - SYAAINIA 2[dnnuw 10 1) 10§ uostid

(z007)
L1¢ ddyysem 111

uanuM 03 08 [qm | ‘@stwoxd | pue s [ -awoy 19)soj ur sfoq Aur puy pue no 328 | uaym sjdoad may e 10§ presye iy ‘UoSIOPUY ANEIS  7ET L9T
(2007)
£1¢ -ddy ysem 111

exo JNO YDIEM 12)39q S PUE PIYINJ ST BPIIN UOSIAPUY A RIS €T LIT
(5002) 6FIT W [eD

[e1o "NOA AN 2ABY P[NOYS [ PUE J)TYM PUE YOB[q UT JT pey JoAme] AWl pue ow uo paydrus nox  H¢ ‘Sunog A ajdoad 07 991
(¥661)
76 Peddy I 19T

[exo ‘w0198 s30T assAnayiop A 9[dodd 67T 91

[ Jowreu

Tea1 Awr pasn A[oTer [ — [ pasn [ SWreU Jeym Ia)1ew J UpIp 11 “Yeak jey) sreak Auew os 10y Jurxoq ur (1102)
uorduwreyd JySiomAAeay prIom ay) sem | — sem auQ ‘1] Awr ur s3ury) Jo spuny [[e prp [ ‘pres [ 1T umjued  gsT PyrddyeD ¢61

Te1o AayT, 'uom 19A3U A A3YT, 'UIM Jou [IIm £y puy 's1sy Awr yim ApoqA1ans uo 1em aem jsnf Ajsnorras 11 ‘sTamog A 3a[doad 877 H91T
(£002)
€1¢ Pyddyed 61

exo “way) [y 0) Suro8 we | pany wiay) Ay 0) SuroS we | karsoly A a[doad  £zT €91
(2002)
€1¢ Yy'ddy D ¢s1

Texo ‘081ep Linda(T 10§ ST I2¥INYIAYIOW SIY], KarsolN A 9[doad 977 €91
(£002)
€1€ Py ddy ed ss1

[e10 “2ARY] | AT USYDNJIIYIOW STY) YA ** Jridys Andap U0 6pg Inoqe A110M 0} paats nog orsopy A ofdoag 77 TE91

APOIN ond) uone) ar




238 Threatening in English

(z661) €€ PT

UM b 911 o4 10 fSUOW 0K 696 ‘OTAIYIRG A 'S €FT SLT
(€661) STL
UM *2s0] 0) Surgou pue und v aARY [  PE 9 VIO A'S)  THT LLI
(5661) 598
uAPLUM “a)TUreUAp 9ARY | TOMEIP INOK UT SOS PUB SOOT Y} [[B OWI dAID)  PEY /G DOURL] A'ST)  THT 9LT
(9661) LT6
Texo Jrasn [ ] pue ung e aAey [ ‘Op noA Ji asnedaq ‘surree Aue [nd jou o] Pe €8 SAUO[ASTY  0FT SLI
(9661) L6TT PE
UM “MOU 2137 UT £POqaWos 100y [[IM ] 10 SOZ JO doed U0 W A1 98 “UOSUIqOY A 'S} 6£T FLI
(z66T) 6£0T
[e1o 3Peq 2q [1.] 10 Auuny Suryidue op 1o PTd $96 HPULA SN 8ET ELI
(€661) €44 PTd
UM 'S0 pue spoT und e Seq oy ul 66 INeZURD A LET TLI
‘no£ 1oy Sursserrequia A19A 9q [[IM I [BL1) 0} SIWI0D 35€D Y T (**) 1 03 pauaddey
SunpAue J1 dureys e 2q pnom JJ "pooyIoqySIau 01U  UT 3SNOY 201U B 2ABY NOX (***) ased ayy doxp 01 Inq (££61) 76, "ddy ysem
Texo 9SIN0D OU JABY] [[IM )eIS ) (PUALY §YI2YdS) IsureSe [err) e ur ssoujim e se readde 0y asnyar [im nok jp 6 IS A NBIS 96T TLI
oK 138 [rm [ dod 1 pey aaey nog “Suraowr aq 1 UM NOA MO YIIM SUOP W | USYA I (6961) 65F PT'Y
[e1o  jono Surwod aq juom nok pue £affe ue ur nok 123 0y Jurof we | -astwoad e st siyy-ryew ezzid PneYdIN 967 NOZIT A NBIS  SET 0LI
300D ureyder S yey 3 usy 125150 20170d ~ J SWOS SW (£L61) S81 PTY
exo [y 03 Suro8 wij pue 92s0po 3y Jo Jno Srer) op—0¢ Aw 128 Qwoy 0F 0) Surod wiy rel siy) Jo N0 18 [ UIYM  £0€ “WRYIOH A NBIS  FET 691
“J100q JISIA B JO
uond2j01d 3y y3noiy 12)o yoea 235 am ssapun aoueystp oA doay Kyayes MoK 105 Osea[d IS [ MOUY |
nq po9 03 dn Juraay asayy) 2413 03 prey os s 1 pue 3FUIAI 235 0) paf[adod W] SIWT) AIE AIIYT, T0JLIID
Awryuroddestp pimom yeyy Surylawos op Aew [ presje W] pue aw WRYMIIA0 p[nom 1sndsip ayy, "ureSe aoej
0] 298] NOA 335 0} JUBM IIAIU [ INq DUI JJLIM J0 JISIA Lewr nox “sfauzone ySnoay) moddo ued Ljxadoxd jo (0007) s¢ “ddy-ysem
uapuM  1ogsuel], ‘ureSe nok 295 0] JUBM I2AU | '11eAY JO 2FURYD B ey a4 ] d[qereae 1a8uof ou st T # uondQ 'S €OT D A2®IS €67 89T
PO aond uone)) ar




Appendix 239

(0102)
nok mofaq 0f 0y ped ur payroday

[e1o uepd e aaey [ “[red sty 310dax 03 Juem nok J1 -+ JpsAw siy) jo ared Sunye) wiy + Aqisuodsar nok Surpjoy wi JON OSIM A 9BIS  $ST F8I
(0102)
‘wIom 31 NoA “nok yim Surpeap w ] pue yaam e ur Sunenperd ped ut pajioday

[e10 STUOs A[JT] "3 9} UL | JU2IXd SO 3y} 03 31 NYe) 03 Jurim w ] pue s[qrsuodsar no Surpjoy w JON OSTM A IS €67 F8I
(0102)
‘pueqsny] [1no£] Jo axed axe) [[[im ped ut pajroday

[eI0 T °Jsariiom ou aAey [[[im] aim [Awr] ey 0s 1qap Jo 1o [Jpaskur] 198 01 ** o sse [Lwr] Sunfrom usaq [aaey ] JON 9SIM ‘A 21BIS  7TST F8T
(0102)
ped ur payioday

[e1o *STY) JO a1ed aye) 03 Surof wr g JON OSIM A RIS 15T F8I
I qim umop Surof st axy (z661) 80T PTH

[BI0O ST ISAS0UM PUE ‘UMOP $203 I9AIRYM ISNEII “IT (1IOM JOU ST 1Y Sunyews 21104 16y} 00§ 10 7 9Y) T2ISIS 896 “UOSUYO[ ‘A°S)  0ST €8T
“Aexj0 2q [im Buryi£1949 Uy aq im Suryif1943 9 uop nok Jring yim Surpeap axnok (2661) 807 PTH

Te1o Jeym mowy Juop nox noA 153 0y Surof wf ‘oA jo ares axe) 0y Suro§ wiy Ansa) nok pue parorpur B 1J1 896 ‘Uosuyo[ A°'SN  6¥T €81
(2661) 671

[e1o ‘peap s1a8pn(ay1 10 198 [ USYM  PTd S¥6 TXII A RIS 8FT ¢8I
(£007) prndy
“yoeq 1a1ydnep Aw 128 0) saye)  TeD ur parroday 10N

[e1o 11 19AQ)RYM OP [[IM [ SBIA] PAUIIIUOI 3q 0} AT} 3y} ST MOu *** Jsed Awr Jnoqe PatIaduod st aU0ATaAT “H ourwse( a1 U] /FT 181
(6661) L8 PEd

[e1o "MOU ST S 2I9YM 2ABI PUE 197 [[ P[NOD | 9/ ‘UBWAAL] ‘A'STY  9FT 08T
(z661) 81 P

[e1o -Burpying 1oy dn mojq o3 SutoS wi g asyo 10 aur yym Sutssowr doys 1o1aq pey ARIS[TY  TZT “UAPIYM A 'S SHT 64T
(L661) 81 PET

[e10 ‘wooq of [im BuIpIIng oK [TT ‘WIPIYM A ST FFT 6LT

APOIN ond) uone) ar




240 Threatening in English

(€L61) ¥T€ PTA 9L

[e10 A7) Surysy Aue suop nok aaefy OUBJIS AT A 'S £9T 961
“Yoam sty Apuauewntad Surpey L1owaw mof pue Gururwip are-Jurrey axe sako mok  (€£61) $2€ PTA 9LF

[exo  pueyszapun | "a3e p[o 2q jsnuw ] *00) ‘Gurpey st Lxowdawr A Mok mouy| [ yury) | Inq Surwwrp are saks A OUBJIS AT A SN 99T 961
'sse UDINJIAY)owW (£007) 185 P€d

[exo ST I9PINW UD{ONJ BUUO, W] ‘SIeaA Uaa)jyy ut uostid e1no yem [ uaym 9mnod o) dn smoys ayJjp  £0S pue[dug A°Sn 97 S61
(€661) LT A

[e10 $10Us 3q 03 1] NOA PINOM MO (9T ‘XOI[IM A 3IIS  $OT F6T
(6661) TS¥ PTd 886

Te1o “oIq 18 N0k 9mod ur Sui] 10§ nok 123 0y Surof wp  Tamoyureds A aeIS €97 €61
(2007) 8¢ "xddy-pag

uoPLIM 1san3 Tersads oy se nok yym Ayxed aippau e aq [[Im 2191 aqARA PP PeIZIBd A SN 79T ¢61

‘[re3ap ur pauuerd st

Sunyhraag ** Jeyery I ajeurssesse o) Suruuerd axe ap) -+ 9AI[E A1)UNOD SIY) IABI] JOU OP SJUBUNII SIY| (9£61) 0201 PTA

[BI0  pUE JeJery Jet) aIns aew 0} PUIJUT OYM PUB MOU JNO I8 OYM PUE Paurer) uaaq aaey oym a[doad aaey ap FEG TOUPY ASY 197 161
(6661) 86T PTM'S

e1o oL Joared eI [II 666 DI AAEIS 09T 061
(1002) L6T PT'USEM

[e10 ‘sse mof dexns aw ayewr JUo(] T SWeRIIM A0S 657 681
(¥00T) 9€ PTUSEM.

[e10 51y no£ Jou aqABIA "NOA YIIM JIe)S pUB SUOLIIAI J00YSs PuE Mo1IOWO) [00yds 0} und e Suriq o) Surof wp  [GT ‘wInqry A LIS 85T 88T
(866T) 895

Texo “Kauowr oA jo e yuem | ‘Seq siy) ojur Louowr oy Jo [[eIng IO £TE [BH A NBIS  LST L8
(6002) pendy
“UMOP TN IDYJOW SIY) WING [[IM [ MOLIOWO) JNO J1 e Jou [[im s£nd nog ‘[eD ut pajioday

[e1o 219y 1340 awod 0) Sutod a1 LayT, 'sdoq Aur [res 03 Surod w1 “Jururow n, 1 axyew 0y Surod uare sAng nox JON DY A 9[doad 9577 98T
(¥L61) 07T PTH

[e10 *SPDY 250Y) PUE NOA 0} WD UL WLIEY JO JO € ‘SIY) Op NOA JT INOQE YUIY) 03 SPIY 0M] 950U} J0S O [0S “YoBPMOg ‘A'ST)  SST S8T

apoly 200D uonen) ar




Appendix 241

‘spref Sur- - -
00% 10J Je Surwre w, [ JeyM 1Y Ued | 10702 ey} JYSLI INOqE YOO P[NOM BQa3(T NUIY) | OO[ an[q A1a19U1ad
Texo 1o} I "2zue)g qog [d15] € ut 1ySnoiq a8po(y Jueadiag ** uaym ejrdsop] saureq ut a1ay) JySu sem |

*poojq ap dn weapd 03 sInoy aye)

pInom 11 se ‘wdjqoid e ST ST, *Speay spR{pueIs pue SpDy SIY pue peay sIy Ut $1o[nq [e1249s 1nd 0y Apeax

UM JOU ST IOUMO TV LDV Y} PUE )T PIP OYM SMOTD] 9UO OU J STIT Yim Aeme 128 p[nod ayy Aem A[uo ay (**)
[iW004] w108 [re axam pue 13y00d

Aur ut 101RUO3AP A1) YINOT, "umop dur Jed pue sur gnopuey o) [le A 10§ UNTEM SN SEM [ ;U0 SIOYS OU YIIM

passaip 128 0) Suo[ os aw 00) J1 YuIy) Nok op AYp ‘quioq e Jim padderns sem [ mouy [[e A pip apif asne))

17 21004 JIyM 112dxa saatsofdxa ue pue TymS 04 Suriq puy Juerrem e Suratas aq 1saq no Ypouwy

noA awm Jxau 2y 0§ *[11y3nef] auyred 19y jo surre oY) ur remSn( 1oy WoIy UIPII[q 1Y JABT “JLOI)

19y J[s pue 9stm Aw oIy oyrwy Auw [[ng 1soyS yoiq oy winj 03 jou pey | Y13uans oy [[e YOO, "9so[>

uaNIM 0s poo)s ApeT JuaSy oI 100p 0f Je UDOWY [ Y} 2ARY NOA USYM SNONITPLI S JIYS TNOA MOUY NOK
"MONJo'T teo( ut pIp Jeym st Josdn apdoad Sunyewr pue Lorqnd yonw ooy Surmerp jey) smowy pro

josdn apdoad ayewr uayo noA jey) ‘op nok et 11 Inoqe spnye Ay} SUIARY PUE SSIUTSN] SUOTIIA[OD ) UT

Buraq s w [ se sty 12pIsuoy) ‘aN1[ pnom noA esrpur Auedwod moA e 1oeud nok samseaw £)umdas ay)

URY) SISWO)SND MOK 0) uMOWY 19339q nok axyewr A[qeqoid ues pue Kepo) 1o[eap JDUINUT UL WOIJ SJUNOIIE

J1pa1o pandsip Surpuelsino moA uo uonewojur Suneso] pue £1010311p suoyd ajerodiod [presnin]

o Surdng jo £119q17 913 3003 1§ “ureSe ow woxy JuLreay 9q 10U [[Im NOA pue 19119] Y} 19A0 XeJ Ased

I Awr axewr “uredy “awm Jo Junowe 110Ys 194 [B] UT Y)m uoneSnI| Ut APUILIND 316 NOA SISW0)sNd

SueqnID) Y3 0) UMOWY [[oM 2q [[IM NOA [[aM ) uop noA Ji ‘ureSe aw woiy 1eay Jou [[Im nok juerens ued

1 Apuamigs pue Appmb ansst s1y) 2A[0S21 NOA J] *2pINIE JUALMD 10K 3Ye)  YOTUYM [IIM SSIUSNOLIAS 3}

saAu0d nok puy oy auoawos pred A[snoraqo aa T 1ex) 195 ot 2doy | -apmymie Snws moA pue nok yrm

9ouaned Jo JNO UNI dARY [ JIWPE IS | JNq JUIWSSISSE 19LI0DUT UE ST ey} {AIISIW JO J0] & W Pajedrd

UM aaey noA 1no ssadoxd sty Juidferp £q ey yyuryy nod pue y8noy £12a a1n04 yury) noL pueisiapun

UINLIM “afueypd [im a1 04 o 158 T uaYM

(1102) T2€ ped
€99 DIqEN A S

(1107) zzs ped
€99 AIGEN A S

(€102) 12€ ped
0€L ‘STUO[ A 'S

(2102) 86¥ Ped
09 MM 2SN
(£661) sL€ ped
LT1 “PUIRd A °ST)

TLT00T

1£T700C

0LT7661

69T 861

89T L61

IpoN aond)

wone)

ar




242 Threatening in English

o

(1002) 20T ped

rexo  Aerd oy awr yuem nok op 9[oo1N Aefd 0) Juem nok o ;2[02IN PIpP ‘('O 1| suonnq Aw ysnd 0) Juem nok o 1S ‘WeYpUeT A°ST) 087 90T
(T102) ¥821 PEH
uapLIM “JU250UUl 3Y) JO POO[q Y} PAYS [[1M [ UAIPIYD INOK KBS [IM [ 99 YPO[ABH A°STY 64T SOT
*219) NOA PUdS 0] JUO Y} U2 IABY P[NOD T YSIM AJUO I [y ul wing no£ adoy 1 sty peax nox jr g-y'(
os 'sdoo ajoysse Sunyony prdnys asa1y) Jo 151 2Y) YT IS0 DIp PINOM Y YSIM A[[eaI T *** dIoyMmAUE pIejseq
Je1) duly Jued I SB[ INq "S[[ej Ay} ur wiy Surumorp snf pue s[Iy }2215 0} umop sse prdmys sy Surdferp
pue sureyd moy Awr dn Sunjooy ereduwrr £e1d 19405 1apun Jrys Jo 2a1d Ay yey) ut wry Surysnid jo Judjur (£107) £82
UM passaxdxa ay) M ayonop sty 10§ Junjoof sinoy ¢ jsed ay) puads pue yona) Lwr ur papeo] swoy UM I e 87L YO0IS A S 84T H0T
“no£ [0y ued | ok 100ys ued | Ied
ur,,.,J mok yuam axayT, () dn wa, mojq "s1es uweppod 1may) ut squioq Ind pue 21913 N0 08 01 SpEp 19710
afenooua [ adoy [ puy (**) Y00q AW UI JAI] 0) IAIISIP JUOP NOX "JAI] 0) AI$IP JUOp NoA pue a8pn( e aq
0} 9AT259P 1UOP NOA ds1E)) (***) 1IN0 I)JE NOA IdYE SW0D [[,] 0 JeY} A2 IRl A2 1IN0 0) U0
w,[ o) Ise[ Ay ST YIFT oY) Anf 0§ peay Awr ut 1em 03 yoeq SutoS w ] pue ‘dn Apogawos ,,,J euuof wry
0§ (***) noA [y 1.1 ‘doys 3 uop noA J1 ‘nok daguerens | puy (***) uew e [y [im [ 98pn( ‘nok astwoid | og
(") 2Jep 1IN0 Js[ 3Y) 2q 193124 1Y) NoA uI[[2) wi ] Inq ‘oL ysureSe uryou aaey | 1em ur 28ueIumop urUL (T102) €LF PEH
Texo © Pa[P]  (**) I 10K dxye) [1.] pue PIyd Aw oy, (***) W) 1Se] AY) 2q 191194 SIY) 1IN0D 0} WO | UIYA 769 SAUPI[ AS'N LT €0T
*20140 Sunpny sty ut Jy3ny "wiy [ Moxrowol  (9007) s67 xddypag
[e10 IENIYM 2B[[eM [[D] pue 1opuod dn o pnod | nok pue aur uaam)aq Surylowos nok [[23 2w 19T ST SUD[URH A 'S 94T 20T
ja1p Sunyony 10 1yBrens 1113[8] jasg 10 " sadea AN AN Aeq ***-asuagap-J[as aq [im
J11nq ‘puey Awr £4q aqhew 10 "pon) jo puey ayy Aq puey Aw £q JON “21p [[1m no[£] *** awr uo [nd 03 £1) pue
205 NOX "NoA 25IMd p[nom 3y Jey) dur pastword por) “ereyruad [d1s] 21,104 aso] euuod axno[ x| - -urede (6002) 81 p£d
[exo X35 2ARY 0) A[qE 2q BUUOS dIe ‘F[eudy 10 e NOA Jo auou ‘skep aa1y) urgyim aw Aed 3 uop nok J[1] G8G PWIY A'S) LT 10T
*$2u2nbasu0d 3y} IAPNS 10 AB[IP INOYIIM / SINBISTUI INOK 121100 (1107) T2€ Ped
UM [eI)UDSS ST A)JSAUOY “Wd)SAS 20T)SN( ITe] © ST (PAIP ALY SS[IUNOD YITYM I0§) £1210S SIY) JO SUOISIAUIOD Y €99 UIqRIN A ST $LT 00T
(1107) TTe ped
uPUIM -2013sn( pIEMO) YIOM D aM 05 ‘Suruaia awos £q doss [1.] “nof woiy 1eay 3uop 1 J1 €99 QIqRN A'STY €47 00T
PO aond uone)) ar




Appendix 243

(8007) 1€¥ prddng:y

e1o 91p nox LESTTA'SN 16T 60T
(8007) 1€¥ prddngy

uAPLIM *SEUnSLIYD) ST AP [[IM NOK LESTTA'SN 06T 60T
(8002) 1¢¥ pr'ddngy

uIPUIM {IST[ (3B3P A7) UO aT€ NOX LESTTA'S 68T 60T
(8007) 1€¥ pr-ddngy

UIPLIM *JSI1 TP UOS INOA Y2JeM [[ImM NOA Jng “IINJ IYIOUW UOOS AP [[IM NOX LESTTA'SN 88T 60T
(8002) 1€¥% prddngy

uIMNLIM “21p [[IM NOA UAY) pue I1 3s50] [[1m Nox jstuad 1oL st Suof mop] LESTTASN 8T 60T
(8002) 1€¥% prddngy

uaPLIM “2TWAP INOX “PIeY AP [[IM NOX "dNeISTW & dpeu nox :1oddny uep LES TTASN 987 60T
(8002) 1€¥ prddngy

UJJLIM JAIT PUE UIM [[IM NOA Kem oU ST 2121} D1(] 10 250] NOA 1Y LES TT'A'SN  S8T 60T
(6002)
SSTT PEd T8S “Uey
1qnday jo Ajuno)
.wO m.ﬂEOU %uﬁ:‘—OU MO

[e10 -28pry Aqmy 1oy0ue Ay [ Loy UAY], pieog ‘A IDPUBPIN  $87 80T

"$1INod> mﬂw ur sawry Auewr uaaoxd :mmﬂ mNJ
pue paynsn( st uree yorym owr jsureSe awod 0) A1 [[im Jey) Aue ae) [[IM [ YoTYM Inq 9q Pasu Jt 1] Awr

213 [Tim T yorym pue ‘uonsanb ur £jxadoxd a1y je gopuels € aq [[im STY) s YOIYM U] "WAY) JO JUO 3q OS[e (0107) 888 "xddy

woNLIM  Aew 2 JNq ‘S[RUTWILID 353Y]) J$ALTE pue pre Aur 0) awod 0 Ajunod [pqduwe)) jo yriays oy Surpuewap we [ "pag 0 ‘BIOM A 'S €8T 0T
*JOUS-9AY STLINE], UWEPPOS B YjM (1002) 201 PEA

[ero  1ayrey oL 0) pauadder] jeym uer 1§ IIeJ B YIIM NOK 0) STOW SUOP A ] $JOIPI U NOA 31 "PI{ 1040 SJ[  1ST ‘WeYPURT A'STY 787 90T
19128 0) ut08 Wi *** 3STRI 0) B[[ISLIJ SABY JOU [[IM NOX ****UIP[IYd InoA [[& daeY 0 uro (1002) 201 PEA

e1o ] asnesaq ‘Aepyiaiq puodas 10y £q B[[ISLIJ dALY 10U [[IM NOx ***‘noA Jurylawos noL 123 0y Jutof wip 167 ‘weypueTA'Sy 187 907

PO aond uone)) ar




244 Threatening in English

(1102)

‘uaddey 0L ddy-uuop

Texo 1 yo1eMm 0) 19 3q 03 Surod wi (**) "nok 0y uaddey 0) Suro st uos oL 0y pauaddey 1eym Jo 1O 0€1 8Ly AajeIS  10€ 21T
(£002) 709 PTUSEM

[e10 oA [} [1,] KoueH T oK [0 [L.1 0ST “DD A 007117
(€107) 6££ "ddy ysem

usPLIM L uonnoaxa d1yqnd s pr1o8a10) | 03 uoneAUT SLT DPOTANVIS 667 01T
(£102) 6L "ddyysem

UMNLIM 211212y Aue a1 23e1S 3Y) Je PAUINg 2q P[NOYS NOX (i LNND Surdny nog GLT POTARIS 867 01T

‘erdwid]Q 2483] no£ 210Jq

UMOP SN Puas 0) 19431 3y [[nd pue 10AeJ © SN 0T 13710 3} UT e)s sty Sumind 1oy nok yueyy, 1oyepaid (£107) 642 ‘ddyysem

uaPLIM [enxas € £q pazopinur pue pader sroquiat A[rurey o4 jo auo 2as 0y Ayrunjroddo ayy aaey nok adoy | GLT DPOTANBIS 6T 01T
‘uew € yons £q Paf[ 2q [[im nok aams 10§ dqoyssy  (8007) 1€% prddng:y

USPUM  3NOA [[D] O} JUBM PUE IIP 0} SJUBM OUYM UBLU B WOIJ NOL 199101d ued [901[04 S[[IASLLION 23] Yury) nok o LESTTASN 967 60T
(8002) 1€¥ prddngy

uanLIM “uew e jou we  Jasw no [ny 1,uop 11 LESTTA'SN S6T 60T
(800¢) 1¢¥ prddngy

[e10 MoK T[] [[M T LESTIA'SN ¥6T 60T
(8007) 1€¥ prddng:

TIPLIM JOYysse YIeap ISapIeY ) IAPNS 0) NOA Juem | LESTIA'SN €67 60T
(8007) 1€¥ prddng:y

[e10 21p NOA “IONFIYIOUI A[OYSSE NOK LESTT'A'SN T6T 60T

PO aond uone)) ar




Index

A

advice 61, 97

affective impoliteness  27-29,
104-105, 108, 153, 157-158,
173-174, 179

age 21,30-31,77

agent 11, 17, 53, 55_56) 74_76y
80, 83-84, 86-88, 90—93,
96-97, 120-121, 123-125,
146-147, 149, 154-158, 163, 165,
169, 177, 182

aim, interactional aim,
interactional goal 7, 19—20,
28, 38, 47, 109, 129-130, 143,
152, 160, 179, 192

apologies 18, 30, 134, 138-139,
177

B

bagging (see also random forest)
161

bootstrapping (see also random
forest) 161

C

class, social class  86-89, 158,
163, 166-168, 170-171

classification tree, classifier
35, 64, 80-83, 86, 90, 92,
114115, 129-131, 134-135, 137,
157-161, 166-168, 171, 174-175,
177-178, 183

cluster analysis (see also
hierarchical cluster analysis)
118-126, 160, 182

ctree (see also conditional
inference tree) 159-161, 168

coding 35, 48, 51, 54-56, 62, 80,
97, 104-105, 114-115, 120

coercive impoliteness (see also
impoliteness) 27-29, 107,
153, 157-158, 179

commissive 79

compliments 18, 30, 40, 134

conditional inference tree (see
also ctree) 160-173, 178, 183

conditionality 14-15, 18, 26, 51,
55-65, 79, 84, 90, 111-112, 118,
120-125, 140-143, 151, 162-164,
169-174, 178, 182

context, situational context,
social context 12-13, 15, 17,
19, 22-23, 25, 27, 29-31, 34, 38,
41-42, 57-61, 68, 70-74, 76,
78, 84, 101, 111, 113, 118, 134—
137, 140, 146, 152—153, 182

corpus
37 39, 42—46, 52, 56, 58, 60,
62: 7%.73, 77 84_88> 93, 97
101-102, 106-107, 110—111, 113,
129, 138, 142, 144, 146, 149, 151,
154, 165-166, 172, 178, 181

courtroom discourse 22, 26,

13-14, 19, 26, 28, 30-31,

40, 130

D
directive 21-22, 27, 57, 97-99,
124, 147-149, 157, 163, 177
directness 12-14, 29, 48, 126,

180-181, 184, 189
distance, social distance 30-35,
75-76, 113-114, 119, 121-125

E

emic (see also first-order and
second-order approach)
41, 127, 129, 172

empirical methods, empirical
approach, empirical
pragmatics  3-7 11, 30, 37-38,
46, 48-51, 141, 181, 188

etic (see also first-order and
second-order approach) 41

explicitness, pragmatic
explicitness 12, 14, 17, 21, 33,
48, 51, 84, 86, 90, 93, 95, 144,
147-148, 181-182, 186-187, 191

F

face 11,19-20, 24-28, 59-62,
108, 172, 189-190

first-order impoliteness
46

form-to-function mapping
11, 47-48

function-to-form mapping
11, 47-48

futurity 15, 18, 26, 51-55, 59—61,
66_73’ 78_81’ 84’ 90, 95_96a
111-112, 115-117, 120-125,
142-143, 156, 162, 169, 173-174,
177-178, 181

40-41,

G

game theory 27,187

goal, interactional goal,
interactional aim 19, 23, 65,
109, 137 155, 158, 172, 173, 179,
189, 190

H
hierarchical cluster analysis
118-126, 160, 182

1

identification problem (see also
game theory) 187

IFIDs 19,39

illocutionary force
19, 39, 45, 51, 54, 65, 124, 129,
158, 188

impoliteness 24-27, 30, 32-33,
38-39, 65, 107-108, 117-118,
153, 157-158, 173-174, 179, 184,
192-194

11-12, 14,



246 Threatening in English

indirectness (see also directness)
11-13, 65, 126, 184, 186-188,

192

inference 13, 45

institutional discourse 22-24,
40, 42,57

insults 17-20, 104-105, 107~

108, 125, 151-153, 156, 158, 173,
177,193
intensifier 105-106, 151-152
intentions, communicative
intentions 10-11, 15, 28, 53,
64, 68-70, 7375, 77, 110, 112,
132, 186

J

judicial opinion 35, 41-46,
52, 69, 111, 129-130, 134-135,
137,193

L
lexical elements, lexical items
13, 18-19, 69, 100, 109, 149

M
macro-social
193-194
manipulating, manipulation
19-23, 26-27, 57, 64, 130-139,
143, 157, 174, 177-178, 184, 192
metalanguage 6
micro-social 30-31
mitigation 191
modal, modality 58-61, 66-69,
73-75, 78, 96

30-31, 48,

N
naturally occurring data

37,39,78,93
notebook method  45-46

10-11,

o

off-record indirectness
186-187, 191-192

orientation of threat 16, 53, 55,

79-81, 96-101, 103, 115, 120,

144-150, 163, 169

P

patient  55-56, 74-75, 80, 84,
86, 90-97, 120125, 146-149,
154-158, 163, 165, 169, 177, 182

paraverbal 45,194

payoff matrix (see also game
theory) 187 189, 190-191

perlocutionary effect 188

pronouns, personal pronouns
17, 51-55, 74, 76, 80, 92, 100—
104, 109, 117, 133, 149, 156-157

politeness (see also impoliteness)
13, 24-31, 41, 65, 107, 191-192

power, social power, power
behind discourse, power in
discourse 20-35, 53, 57, 75,
108, 114-115, 118, 133, 140, 153,
160, 169-173, 179, 183, 193

pre-event threat 131-134,
137-139, 148, 157, 177

predictor 130, 158-163, 168-172,
178

prosody 45

post-event threat 131-139, 148,
157,177

Q

qualitative data analysis
48,56,176,193

quantitative data analysis
48-49,185,193

9, 43,

R

random forests 39, 42, 138,
159-162, 168-174, 178, 183

rational choice (see also strategic
speaker) 186-187

requests 18, 54, 97, 113

response variable 160, 162, 168,
188-189

S
second-order approach 41, 46
speaker stance 13, 21, 69, 77
strategic speaker 20, 25, 27, 158,
185-192
swearing, swear words
104-108, 153, 158, 177

T

thanking 48
taboo words  17-18, 26, 51, 55,
100, 104-109, 115-117, 120-126,
146, 149, 150-157, 163, 165, 169,
173, 174, 177-182

v

variation 30-31, 52, 56, 73, 125,
158, 161-162, 192-194

violent verbs 14, 18, 39, 54-55,
69-70, 76, 80-99, 111-112,
115-126, 144-145, 148, 156, 162,
163-178, 183



ISBN 7890272 68 8

John Benjamins Publishing Company




	Series page
	Title page
	Copyright
	Table of contents
	Acknowledgements
	List of tables
	List of figures
	1 Introduction
	2 Threatening: Basic concepts and issues
	3 Data & methodology
	4 The form of threats
	5 The function of threats
	6 Conclusion
	References
	Appendix
	Index

