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Introduction

In this study I aim to support the theory of face-attack, or Impoliteness Strategy set out in Culpeper (1996) and updated more recently (Culpeper, Bousfield and Wichman 2003). I begin by reviewing past literature of politeness theory such as Leech (1983), Brown & Levinson (1987) and demonstrate how successful, prominent theory has focused upon politeness and has disregarded impoliteness. I conclude from this that I am in support of Culpeper’s claim that an impoliteness strategy theory is needed. I move on to discuss my study and data, and by using examples from the Channel 4 television series ‘Wife Swap’, demonstrate how they fit into the Culpeper model and consequently how Brown & Levinson’s (1987) theory of Bald on record is not enough to adequately explain impolite illocutions. I discuss implications for further research before making my own concluding remarks.

Literature Review

This section focuses upon high profile literature in the politeness branch of pragmatics. I aim to illustrate the main theories of politeness and outline criticisms made of them. I also aim demonstrate through the explicit observation of these theories how study has overlooked impoliteness, generally in its focus on politeness and its regard for impoliteness as a deviation from it. As Fraser (1995: 219) points out, politeness is not just ‘well understood concept that pervades human interaction’ and neither is impoliteness, they are both heavily strategic interactional conventions.

Theory of politeness centres on the notion of ‘face’. This, as Brown and Levinson (1987: 61) point out, is derived from an English folk term and the first empirical definition of face comes from Goffman (1967) in his essays on facework. He states:

“The term face may be defined as the positive social value a person effectively claims for himself by the line others assume he has taken during a particular contact. Face is an image of self delineated in terms of approved social attributes” (Goffman 1967: 5)

In Goffman’s terms, facework is the attention to this idea of face in conversational interaction. In that through our interaction we will work to save and maintain face. This idea, he claims, works regardless of culture, but in our society is known in terms of our ideas of tact, savoir-faire, diplomacy and social skill (Goffman 1967: 13). It is this idea of idea that has survived in politeness theory.

However, one theory of politeness that does not use this theory of face is the conversational maxim theory of Grice (1975). Grice put forward the idea of a co-operative principle. The co-operative principle is the notion that participants will co-operate with their conversational partners, he defines it as:

“…a rough general principle which participants will be expected (ceteris paribus) to observe, namely: Make your conversational contribution such as is required, at the stage at which it occurs, by the accepted purpose or direction of the talk exchange in which you are engaged.” (Grice 1974: 45)

The co-operative principle stipulates that four maxims of conversation are followed completely and wholly in order for conversation co-operation to be maximised. These maxims are Quantity (not saying too much or too little), Quality (not saying what you believe to be false), Relation (keeping exchanges relevant) and Manner (generally being clear and concise). The theory demonstrates that each ‘partner’ in the conversation may follow, violate, opt out or flout each of the maxims. In this way Grice’s Maxims are able to show how the conversation can become indirect, by placing exchanges in line with how the participant has worked with the maxim, but does not account for why. As Leech (1983) points out: ‘the CP in itself cannot explain (i) why people are often so indirect in conveying what they mean’ (Leech 1983: 80 original emphasis).

Leech (1983) takes the co-operative principle and places it alongside his own term of the politeness principle (PP) and irony principle (IP), strategy available to us whilst we are maintaining politeness, and argues that this theory can show why we choose the strategies we do in conversation. Leech argues therefore, that the CP and the PP compliment each other and stand next to each to support and explain conversation routines.

Like the CP and its maxims for co-operative exchange, the PP is made up also of maxims. Tact, generosity, approbation, modesty, agreement and sympathy and the values we work around in maintaining polite interaction. Rather than considering whether we manoeuvre ourselves around the PP’s maxims in the same way as the CP (i.e. following, violating, opting-out or flouting) Leech focuses just on following, adhering to the maxims and producing negative and positive politeness. In Leech’s use of the terms negative politeness accounts for the minimising of impolite exchanges, or trying to minimise impact on the hearer. Positive politeness accounts for strategy at the opposite end of this scale, maximising polite exchanges, or working to increase benefit to the hearer (Leech 1983: 83).

Leech’s theory has been widely criticised by many (Spencer-Oatey,  Fraser, Thomas, Brown and Levinson) because there is no way of restricting the number of maxims in any interactional setting. I agree with this criticism and also of the suggestion made by Thomas (1995: 167). Thomas argues the problem of been unable to restrict the number of maxims could be overcome by seeing the maxims as socio-psychological constraints which influence choices made in pragmatic moves. Although it is easy to view Leech’s maxims as complementary to Grice’s maxims (as shown above in terms of being principles) the theory is much stronger in this sense as it allows for cultural factors to affect the level of constraints.

In contrast, Brown and Levinson (1978, updated 1987 (I refer to the later edition)) try to set their theory in a universal context. The subtitle for their book is actually ‘Some universals in language usage’. Their analysis works by studying the languages of English, Tamil and Tzeltal as well as some examples from other languages. Brown and Levinson’s principle focus is upon face-saving acts, taking Goffman’s notion of face as their basis. It is because of this scope of languages, they argue that their theory maintains a scope of culture and therefore can be applied universally. People from all cultures work in terms of face-saving acts, but the requirements for needing to save face will be different according to culture.

Brown and Levinson state that each modern person has i) rationality and ii) face. Rationality for them is ‘the application of a specific mode of reasoning’ (p. 64). Therefore, for the theory to work, people must be rational and reason their way through their interaction. They take face to be two-fold, this meaning that every modern person has a negative and positive face that face saving acts try to maintain throughout conversation. The concept is defined as 

“negative face: the want of every ‘competent adult member’ that his actions be unimpeded by others.

positive face: the want of every member that his wants be desirable to at least some others.”

(Brown & Levinson 1987: 62)
Therefore, acts in conversation threaten these two notions of face, either of the speaker or hearer. The hearer (H) may have their negative face threatened by such acts as requests or orders and their positive face by acts such as criticism or challenge. Equally though, a face threatening act (FTA) may threaten the speaker (S). Examples of FTAs to the S’s negative face are offering assistance when they do not really wish to do so and accepting word of thanks. FTAs to S’s positive face include apologising and admitting mistakes.

It is sometimes difficult to define whether FTAs are potentially damaging to negative or positive face or in some cases, both. Even in the examples I have given above, there are problems. For instance, admitting a mistake is a FTA to positive face because it may result in S ‘losing face’ becoming embarrassed, losing respect and credibility etc. However, it is also potentially damaging to negative face as it may result in S having to correct the mistake they just owned up to, in which case they would be impeded.

This acknowledged, Brown & Levinson discuss the possible strategies that we use in order to work with these FTAs in conversation. This is shown in the table below.





Badly- without redress



On record



Positive politeness

Do FTA


With redress





Off record



Negative politeness

Don’t Do FTA

Fig. 1

This demonstrates the options open to S. Which strategy S follows, Brown & Levinson argue is due to a calculation of

W= D(S,H) + P(H,S) + R

This is where: 

W= weightiness 

D(S,H)= distance between speaker and hearer

P(H,S)= power between hearer and speaker

R= rank in culture of the level of imposition

The various values affect the weightiness and the weightiness in turn determines the decision regarding which strategy to follow. Don’t do the FTA is self-explanatory; this is applicable when the risk is too great. ‘Off record’ refers to acts that tackle the FTA indirectly. Bald on record is without redress and can be used to refer to imperatives such as ‘Shut up’. It is the performing act with redress, by using either using positive or negative politeness strategy, which Brown & Levinson are most interested in. The positive and negative politeness strategies are too lengthy to discuss here, but examples of positive include claiming common ground and asserting humour whilst negative include impersonalising S and H and minimising the imposition.

This theory of Face-saving view seems to me a strong one. It addresses difference in culture, the recognition of two sides of face and importantly, the recognition of S threatening their own face when they speak. However, this is not to say it has not undergone criticism from others. Fraser argues that the universal side of Brown & Levinson’s work is not validated (Fraser 1990: 234). Matsumoto (1988) and Spencer-Oatey (2000) argue that the theory ignores the interpersonal and social perspective of face and in doing so over emphasises individual freedom and autonomy in speech (Spencer-Oatey 2000: 13). It has also been demonstrated that such strategies cannot exist solely on combinations of individual actions alone (Hayashi 1995: 252). Thomas (1995: 176) points out that Dascal (1977) states that any conversation is potentially face threatening, just entering into a conversation is face threatening in that we expect a reply. Therefore Brown & Levinson’s claim that only some linguistic moves threaten face must be wrong.

Fraser (1990) reviews all the above theories (Grice 1975’s and Leech 1983’s conversational maxims and Brown & Levinson 1987’s face saving view) along with social norm theory. The social norm theory is not discussed by Fraser in detail and nor will it be here but in sum it suggests that each society has a set of norms within which people work to maintain politeness. Problems arise with this approach, as it is often just a higher degree of formality in speech (Fraser 1990: 221).

As well as reviewing these theories, Fraser introduces his own theory, although his does not develop this too fully, and the paper concentrates more on reviewing the older theories. However, I am in support of the new slant he brings to politeness theory. He introduces the idea of a conversational contract (Fraser 1990: 232) in which he states that all participants in conversation bring something with them. In this he means ‘rights and obligations’ that conversation must revolve around. Therefore, in entering a conversation we are entering the conversational contract. Thomas (1995: 177) notes that this acknowledgement of rights and obligations is a welcome one, but does concede that the theory is very sketchy. This is a valid point, although what Fraser suggests is a well-balanced viewpoint, and particularly that he recognises the importance of context, it does seem a ‘thin’ theory when placed in line with its predecessors.

I now want to focus a newer argument set out by Spencer-Oatey (2000). Like many politeness theories, Spencer-Oatey takes face as the centre axis, but does call her theory a face management theory as she feels this is too much focus upon one person where as rapport management (her term) focuses on the self and the other person involved (p.12). Her ideas can be set out as follows

	
	Face Management (Personal-social value)
	Sociality Rights Management (Personal-social entitlements)

	Personal/ Independent Perspective
	Quality face
	Equity rights

	Social-Interdependent Perspective
	Identity face
	Association rights


What Spencer-Oatey does, is open up the Brown & Levinson (1987) theory. In terms of managing face on a personal level is her idea of quality face, based on Brown & Levinson’s positive face: this being the desire for people to perceive our personal attributes in a positive light. On a social level, but still in face management is our identity face, which is the recognition of our roles and social identity attributed to us in certain circumstances. For instance, I may have the identity of grandson in one social setting, and then the identity of staff supervisor in another. Our sociality rights are the things we feel entitled to in our conversations. Equity rights are based on Brown and Levinson’s negative face and explain our consideration of others in that we are treated fairly. Spencer-Oatey believes that equity rights work on two scales: the cost-benefit scale and autonomy-imposition scale. Association rights work on the social level of our social rights and refer to the strive for maintaing the correct balance between the two scales of interactional association-dissociation and affective association-dissociation. The interactional scale describes our levels of interaction required for the conversation, that we strive to find the right balance of conversation, through the right levels of chit-chat, answering questions etc. The affective scale refers to our balance of expressing the right amount of emotional feeling relevant to the context.

I am in support of this theory in general and especially as Spencer-Oatey points out that ‘rapport’ is a better term to describe interaction as it recognises both partners in the conversation at the same time. However this said, I think Brown & Levinson’s demonstration of how some FTAs affect S and some H, is clearer in recognising the individual needs of S and H in any given exchange. In Spencer-Oatey’s theory she tries to maintain S and H as one working together but I feel S could become lost in such a discussion.

I now wish to draw emphasis on three issues I have feel have arisen from the discussion of politeness theory before concluding.

Firstly, is the importance of distance and power in theory. Brown & Levinson (1987) refer to as distance and power Leech (1983) as social distance and authority, Spencer-Oatey as superordination or equality and social distance or closeness. It is clear that these terms are important to politeness theory, however, it is difficult to see how these could ever be defined accurately. It is impossible to see how we could safely reach a conclusion where we have measured these variables to a confident degree. We can never be sure of what the social distance between person A and person B is, even if we as an outsider take upon ourselves to assume to know the size of the variable. Not only this, but I see it as perfectly logical that A might have a different idea about the closeness of the relationship compared to how B views it, in such I see it as impossible to state what D (in Brown & Levinson’s equation) could stand for. In terms of study all these variables can do is remain abstract and undefined conclusively.

Secondly, is the difficulty in terminology across the theories. In particular, the terms negative and positive politeness in Leech (1983) and Brown & Levinson (1987). As shown above, Leech defines negative and positive face as minimising impoliteness and maximising politeness respectively, while Brown & Levinson see it as redress attention to negative face (the want to be unimpeded) and positive face (the want to have one’s wants desired) respectively. As we can see these two uses of the terms are entirely different, whilst the terms were originally used by Brown & Levinson (1978) Leech’s (1983) terms seem more logical. The unrelated use of terms poses the problem of making politeness theory seem jumbled to new students of the concepts. It does seem irrational that theories within the same field use the same terminology for completely different concepts. That said, it is not a criticism of the theories, just a fact we have to be aware of.

As I have outlined above much theory focuses upon politeness and any impoliteness seems to be regarded as nothing more than deviation from polite behaviour. This for me is not the case and I move on to advocate Culpeper’s (1996 revised 1998) work on impoliteness.

This section has demonstrated the main ‘runners’ of politeness theory and has discussed common criticism of them and has shown how successful literature has focused on politeness, and has left impoliteness to follow in its shadow.

Method

In my original proposal I stated I wanted to compare the occurrences of impoliteness in entertainment interview against those in a political, or more ‘serious’ discourse. I began recording and looking closely at interviews from television shows such as ‘Parkinson’, ‘Friday Night With Jonathon Ross’ and numerous editions of ‘Newsnight’. However, it became clear that it was going to be difficult to accumulate the rich data I needed for analysis. It also became clear that a ‘comparison' between one discourse and another was not going to be simple. It was difficult to see how I would be able to conclude that the differences in impoliteness occurrences were truly attributed to the change in discourse and not to some other variables. It would have been interesting to see which types of strategy were most common in each discourse as well as the frequency of them. However, as much as I wanted to achieve this, I also wanted to achieve results that were relatively empirically sound. I originally set out with the purpose to find entertainment and political interviews with the same interviewee in each. In looking for this data it became doubtful that I would find enough to be able to substantiate any my study wanted to conclude. What I had set out to achieve, which was to illustrate how the change in context and discourse would change the choice of impoliteness strategy implemented between interactants, was beginning to look beyond the capability of a study of this size.

This said, I did not want to move away from impoliteness theory and with the television providing so many possibilities for data I began to consider other areas of television programming I could collect my data from. My original ideas of using the theory to ‘measure’ impoliteness across two polarised discourse now began to focus on collecting data which would test the theory and demonstrate its strengths, and make for a study which, hopefully, would produce stronger conclusions.

In shifting my direction, I began gathering television data on a much wider scale. In particular I took data from three recent contemporary genres. The first, the docu-soap, I took recorded examples from both the BBC’s ‘Airport’ and its ITV equivalent, ‘Airline’. Secondly were examples from ‘Pop Idol’, often treated in the popular media as a new and innovative programme searching for talent, but is perhaps just a re-birth of shows such as ‘Opportunity Knocks’ and ‘New Faces’ in the 1970s and 80s. Thirdly and finally was Channel 4’s ‘Wife Swap’. A brand of the diverse ‘Reality’ shows, involving ‘real’ people in not so real situations. After recording the shows on video and then taping the scenes with data I could use, I spent much time transcribing the data in order to ascertain what data would most serve my purpose.

Firstly, ‘Pop Idol’. While it was rich in impoliteness, particularly from the infamous talent critic, Simon Cowell, it lacked the interaction I wanted to try and focus on. The impoliteness was very one sided, and this would have been useful data to investigate power relations. However, I am interested in trying to see language usage in its everyday usage, and felt for this something more naturalistic would be better.

With ‘Airline’ and ‘Airport’, this type of interaction in real settings was demonstrated, however the service transactions where most impoliteness and conflict was arising were heavily edited. Getting an ease of flow in data was difficult.

And so I arrived at ‘Wife Swap’. My first attraction to the data, was of course the frequency of the conflict, something the producers of the programme were obviously interested in showing. Secondly though, it illustrated people in domestic circumstances which was something everyone can relate to, and is therefore, the ‘everyday’ language I was searching for. Of course, I am not suggesting that the realism is paramount in such a programme; the filming takes place in unrealistic circumstances, with cameras watching the speakers every move. However, I don’t think that these circumstances are enough to disregard the credibility of the data. 

This approach, of extracting data from television programmes has been the method carried out in other studies (Bousfield 1999z; Culpeper 2003)

With this decided, I went on to collect six episodes and transcribed all arguments and general ‘conflict talk’ within the shows, and began marking up these exchanges in line with the theory. I also wanted to broaden up my understanding of the show in general and so used Channel 4’s website, which had interviews with the programme participants and media articles to compliment what I saw on screen.

The Data

‘Wife Swap’ is one of the new brands of reality television. Reality TV places real people, non-celebrities into entertaining situations. In ‘Wife Swap’ two very different families swap are involved in the project for ten days of filming. The wife of family ‘A’ swaps places with the wife of family ‘B’ in order (as the introduction to the programme states) to learn things about themselves and their own lives. After five days with the new family, the wives are allowed to instigate changes into their new home for the remaining five days. During the ten days the wives have no contact with their real husbands and homes. At the end of the ten days the two wives and husbands are reunited; and the four discuss their experiences in a neutral environment, usually in a hotel or restaurant.

Interestingly, of the nineteen conversations, fourteen take place because of the changes each family’s guest has made. Four of the five episodes resulted in conflictive talk in the final meeting. In the case of episode four, the filming lasted only a few days before one of the wives, Lizzie, called off the project. In the case of episode five, it was the husbands who exchanged places instead of the wives.

In each episode the producers seem to match couples with their opposites. Episode one features Kelly and Rafe, organic vegans who swap with Maxine and Justin who eat chips and fatty foods most nights of the week and visit ‘MacDonalds’ regularly. Episode two features Belinda and Jeff who give their children complete freedom and responsibility find themselves meeting Roy and Jude, two civil servants who run a regimented household and impose fines and bedtime deadlines on their teenage children. In episode three Nicola and Jason have no idea when they switch with Jason’s brother Dave and his wife Jane. The couples have little contact with each other and the brothers very dissimilar. Jason is rich and successful but doesn’t spend time with his children. Dave, the devoted Dad, works a low-income job and money is tight. Episode four features Emma and Colin, who believe in working for everything and being ‘aspirational’ in life, coming face to face with Lizzie and Mark who, with their eight children receive thirty thousands pounds a year from benefits. Episode five features two househusbands, Nigel who throws himself into his work, and Darren, who doesn’t.

With these contrasting couples, arguments occurred in every episode. It is the producers of the show, who brought together these opposites that we have to thank for providing the colourful data.

Results

Because of the highly qualitative nature of this study, the results will become more apparent in the discussion.

Strategy (Culpeper 1995)


Examples Found In ‘Wife Swap’ 

Bald on record impoliteness





yes

Positive politeness:

Ignore / snub the other




yes

Exclude other from activity




yes

Disassociate from the other




yes

Be disinterested, unconcerned, unsympathetic

yes

Use inappropriate identity markers



yes

Use obscure / secretive language



no


Seek disagreement





yes


Make other feel uncomfortable



no


Use taboo words





yes


Call other names





yes

Negative politeness:


Frighten






yes


Condescend






yes


Invade other’s space





no


Explicitly associate the other with negative aspect

yes


Put the other’s indebtedness on record


yes

Sarcasm / mock politeness





yes

Withhold politeness






yes

Discussion

We have now reached a point in politeness theory where impoliteness has to be recognised as a theory of it’s own and not as a deviation from politeness strategy. This has been the argument of Culpeper (1996) who laid out the principles of what such a strategy would take its’ form as. This theory is extended, updated and re-discussed in Culpeper et al (2003).

This impoliteness theory takes Brown & Levinson (1987) as its basis and builds a complementary but contrasting theory along side it. What Culpeper suggests is that we need a theory that accounts for attacking face as much as we need a theory that accounts for saving face and provides this theory. 

The theory’s strength for me lies in various points Culpeper makes clear. For instance, it is made explicit that the impoliteness theory has not been built as an opposite to politeness theory for convenience sense; but because it is an ‘actual parasite of politeness’ (Culpeper 1996: 355). In the updated version of the theory an important observation is made in that verbal exchanges can be mixed in terms of strategy. Brown & Levinson originally argued that any ‘sentence’ would conform to one strategy. As I hope to demonstrate in my data, Culpeper is correct in the assumption that is not the case. Culpeper et al (2003) also makes a distinction based on offensive and defensive counter-attacks. Counter attack is an important part of impoliteness strategy as I plan to demonstrate and also support the claim that these counter attacks may have secondary goals. 

Finally, it is important to note that my study, like Culpeper’s theory makes no attempt to rank these impoliteness strategy as to how polite of impolite they are compared to the next one. Examples for each strategy are discussed within the relevant terms of that individual strategy.

To briefly remind ourselves of the five super-strategies set out in Brown & Levinson (1987).

1) Bald on record (politeness)

2) Positive politeness

3) Negative politeness

4) Off-record

5) Withhold the FTA

Culpeper (1996: 356) sets out the contrasting principles:

1) Bald on record impoliteness

2) Positive impoliteness

3) Negative impoliteness

4) Sarcasm/ mock politeness

5) Withhold politeness

As with Brown & Levinson’s face-saving view, 2) and 3) are collectives of respective strategy, in the same way the Culpeper face attack view 2) and 3) are also collectives of strategy. These are

2) Positive impoliteness strategies:

i) Ignore / snub the other

ii)
Exclude the other from an activity

iii)
Disassociate from the other

iv)
Be disinterested, unconcerned, unsympathetic

v) 
Use inappropriate identity markers

vi) 
Use obscure / secretive language

vii) Seek agreement

3) Negative impoliteness strategies:

i) Frighten

ii)
Condescend

iii) 
Invade other’s space

iv) 
Explicitly associate the other with negative respect

v) 
Challenge

This list is not regarded as exclusive at this stage. As I show in applying my examples to these strategies, this studies argues for recognition that recognition for impoliteness strategy is needed and Brown & Levinson’s bald on record is not able to explain the breadth of impoliteness. I now take each of Culpeper’s face attack super-strategies, and strategies within them and apply examples of my data in support for them.

Bald on record impoliteness

Culpeper makes the distinction between this and bald on record politeness suggested by Brown & Levinson. The latter is still politeness, but without redress. The lack of need to redress is due to factors such as urgency and when S and H have little distance and power between the. In face-attack theory, bald on record is performed regardless of face threat being high.

Example: Lizzie and her host husband, Colin, are dining in a restaurant and Lizzie has challenged the fact that Colin does all the cooking and his wife Emma does none.

Colin
(4) I just think that you are (2)

Lizzie
you think I’m picking you think I’m obnoxious and you think I’m arrogant (2) and you don’t like me do you not (1) but hey (.) life’s a bitch (3) and on that note I shall go and (.) intake some nicotine excuse me

Appendix 11

In this statement we see Lizzie make several bald on record statements. She supposes Colin’s opinions of herself and the comment ‘life’s a bitch’ makes her intentions of inducing impoliteness obvious. I also think that by immediately leaving after making the comments and using the term ‘and on that note’, demonstrates that she recognises her own impoliteness. Another more straightforward example is provided by Emma:

Mark
I’m not trying to insult your intelligence

Emma

the household manual is a complete load of (1) crap

Appendix 10

Positive Impoliteness

These strategies that follow provide examples of how positive face is attacked. That being the desire to have one’s wants desired by at least some others.

Ignore / snub the other

Example: Jude is trying to have a conversation with her host husband while he cooks dinner.

Jude
Will you | let me finish what I’m saying |

Jeff

   | No you don’t shout at me 
     | I take the rubbish out. I put the rubbish out on a night I put the blue bins down with the papers and the tins I put the glass if there’s anything to be done (.) with that. Right?

Jude
You- you= 

Jeff
=End of story

Jude
You will not speak over me Jeff you will allow me to have my word

Jeff
[turns his back on Jude and mumbles inaudibly]
Appendix 5

In this example, Jude has already been talking and Jeff is talking over her to his daughter, which is an example of ignoring Jude to begin with. Jeff explains his position (regarding his role with the rubbish) but makes clear that he will not listen to anything Jude may want to argue in saying ‘end of story’. When Jude tries again, Jeff turns his back on her. This is important, as it provides an example of how face attack strategy may entail non-verbal behaviour. In this case Jeff only turns his back, however it was not uncommon to find examples of interactants walking out of the room in order to snub or ignore the speaker.

In this case husband and wife Roy and Jude are leaving because Belinda is angry with Jude for feeding her children vegetables they don’t want.

Belinda
You do not force feed children.

Roy
Ok

Belinda
Yeah run away lose the argument you | do not force feed children

Jude





 | No we’re going we’re going now because we have nothing more to say

Belinda
Yeah lose the argument. Walk away

Appendix 7

In the above example, the move to leave was discussed by both parties. Notice how Belinda attacks face whilst Jude tries to save it, more on the counter-attack of face attack below. In the following example, the move by Jane to ignore Jason is not discussed by either party

Jason
I- I’m all man Jane (1) I just th- I just- I can’t see- I- wh- why- I’d like to know why- why- why is that- why is that not (1) something that you (2) agree with or whatever

[Jane gets up and starts to leave the room]

Jason
if you don’t agree with it-

[Jane exits]
Appendix 8

Exclude the other from an activity

This was difficult to find examples of where people explicitly did not allow people to join in a activity, and so in my data this strategy is marginal, if occurring at all. That said, in the following example, the two couples have met for the discussion of the ten day swap and Kelly makes it clear what her thoughts about her host husband are.

Kelly
Well when I was being you Maxine . and I’m gonna talk to you about this because I’ve had my discussions with Justin . and quite frankly I don’t want to have any more discussions with Justin because I find it intolerable the way he talks to me . and the way he acts in the house . I really don’t know how you stand it (.) I cleaned the house and then I’ve still been told I’m a lazy bitch d’y’know what I mean [laughs] so y’know that’s just intolerable that’s just unacceptable

Appendix 3

However, I whilst this could be taken that Kelly is trying to exclude Justin from the conversation I think it is more likely that she is wishing to illustrate the qualities she dislikes about him.

Disassociate from the other

This was a common strategy in the ‘Wife Swap’ data, most probably because of the nature of the interaction in the fact that the participants were so different to each other because they had been chosen for an entertainment programme to be so.

Emma 
- AND NO YOU’RE NOT MY MUM SO DON’T TELL WHAT TO DO

Appendix 5

In the above example, we see a demonstration of explicit disassociation, but the strategy can also be applied less obviously.

Justin
You’ve heard me ask her about 20 times | you’ve seen me ask about 20 times

Kelly





      | you’re shouting that’s not communicating that’s not communicating I don’t communicate with people who shout at me
Appendix 2

In this example Kelly exerts the difference between herself and Justin in the way they communicate when they’re angry, which is relevant to the actual situation they are in, this is therefore internal to the argument. In the following example Darren is disgruntled with Marina’s laziness but is referring to external differences between the pair of them (cleaning the house even though they are sat in the pub).

Darren
If you love Nigel in the way that I love Alexandra you’d keep on doing that job over and over again

Appendix 15

This principle would seem straightforward. If S emphasises association with H then this follows face-saving strategy and the identification between the two interactants and the claiming of common ground marks polite behaviour. Equally, it would seem in a face-attack view that the disassociation and emphasis on difference between S and H would carry impolite illocutions, however if we look at the following extract:

Lizzie
yeah yeah you can sit there like that and say oh yeah | Lizzie’s sat there being a gob- gobby cow and Emma’s sat there been civil sophisticated woman she’d like to think she is AND SHE’S NOT

Appendix 13

In this instance Lizzie is making a deliberate attack on Emma’s face but she does so not by emphasising difference between the two of them but showing that there isn’t that much difference between them at all, making a distinct observation that they are both ‘common’. With this it becomes difficult to see how disassociation would always be impolite (I’m nowhere near as good as you are at this).

Be disinterested, unconcerned or unsympathetic

This study was unable to find data to support interactants being either disinterested or unconcerned, this is most likely due to the fact that such interaction doesn’t often make for good television. However, examples of unsympathetic exchanges did occur in the data, these were usually after the “wives” were allowed to make rule changes the others disagreed with. Jane illustrates the level of sympathy she feels when Jason protests that he should have access to his games room after his children are in bed

Jason
no but just- I just can’t see what’s the | problem

Jane






      | tough innit
Appendix 10

And, similarly Jude’s lack of sympathy when teenager Emma wants her cats to remain in the house

Emma
they wanna lay on my bed

Jude

I don’t think the cats should be in the bedrooms
Appendix 4

Use inappropriate identity markers

This strategy involves applying an identity marker when it is not relevant to that situation of person. Sarcastic remarks such as ‘Yes my lord’ addressed to a husband from a wife constitute lighter, more playful examples. In the data I found the inappropriate use of identity markers directly in the middle of heated arguments.

Emma



| and you’ve got children as well haven’t you that are chronic asthmatic

Lizzie
yes I have

Emma 
smoking around asthmatic children is not good

Lizzie
doctor Emma in the house
Appendix 13

In this example it is understood that Emma, not actually a medical professional, has been given this inappropriate title by Lizzie (who smokes around her children) to demonstrate her distaste at Emma giving out medical advice. This is intensified by Lizzie who raises her voice whilst saying it.

In the following example, a tense argument has arisen between guest husband Darren and young teenager Jamie.

Jamie
I’m not your kid

Darren
you think yourself lucky you’re not

Jamie
I’m not your kid mate am I?

Darren
don’t mate me cos you’re talking to me like shit

Jamie
am I eck

Darren
you’re not my mate, not at the moment you’re not my mate

Appendix 18

In this instance, Jamie doesn’t use the word ‘mate’ at first, he then does and it has the affect of being intensifying the message through ‘cheekiness’ in the deliberate misuse of the word ‘mate’. This is a good example, as the inappropriateness of the term of address is large enough for Darren to acknowledge and tackle in the argument immediately.

Use Obscure / Secretive Language

No evidence for this strategy was found in my data. I would suggest this strategy is rather marginal in general application of positive impoliteness.

Seek Disagreement

This strategy was relatively common in the data and occurred when anyone tried to negate an opposite belief or feeling, sometimes in the form of a statement directly disagreeing or a question indirectly disagreeing. Some examples follow:

Mark


     | there is but the amount of kids we have you don’t put kids to bed and say right you’re going to bed- you go to bed and you won’t fucking wake up (.) til the morning it doesn’t work like that in the realistic fucking world

Emma
doesn’t it

Appendix 10

In the above example Emma seeks disagreement in questioning what Mark has said. In the below example, Emma knows the response she will gain from making such a statement, and is, in a sense, seeking disagreement with her expected argument back. Mark and Lizzie both seek disagreement in order to attack Emma’s face.

Emma
Mark (.) you’re brilliant you do (.) everything (1) in the house

Lizzie
correction (.) no he doesn’t (1) no (.) he doesn’t | he had to while you were cos you weren’t doing what you were supposed to

Mark






| I think you been mislead (.) I think you’ve been mislead by certain people
Appendix 13

I mentioned above that it must be remembered that not all disassociation will be impolite, in the same way not all disagreement will be impolite. In the following extract Belinda disagrees with Roy order to save his positive face.

Roy
um I’m afraid I’ve failed miserably on the first day on your first edict of=

Belinda
=no don’t see it as a failure
Roy
Well no I er- ok I didn’t do as well as I should have
Belinda
No I disagree (.) I disagree because I said its not gonna come overnight and (.) the main thing is you tried it. I don’t see it as a failure or you didn’t come over as right
Roy
Well you see=
Belinda
=You tried it | you actually tried it
Appendix 6

Make The Other Feel Uncomfortable

I was surprised to find that I could not provide any concrete examples of interactants making their partners feel uncomfortable, through long silences and difficult pauses. I have no explanation as to why this is, other than suggesting it is either rather marginal or not applicable as a strategy within the context of these data.

Use Taboo Words

I will not spend long addressing this strategy as it is most often used in conjunction with other strategy, and in my opinion is more often an intensifier of other strategy rather than a strategy within its own right. I find it hard to think of impolite exchanges from which we could remove or replace taboo language and consequently neutralise, they do exist I’m sure. A good example of the (perhaps over) use of the f-word is set out below.

Mark
I’m not scared of fucking saying I clean the house I mop (2) I’m a man of the fucking y’know

Emma
yeah I know you are

Mark
twenty-first fucking century | I’m not

Emma



          | that’s right and those men do a lot in the house

Mark
I’m not fucking shy of fucking saying I will fucking put the washer on I will fucking mop the floor I will fucking (.) bath my kids or y’know

Emma
hmm

Mark

or I’ll go I’ll go clean the fucking windows
Appendix 12

Even if we remove ‘fucking’ from this transcript it would still be impolite because Mark is disagreeing with the claims Emma has just made.

Call the other names

This strategy is similar to taboo language, except it is much easier to implement on its own, simply by uttering the insult. An example from my data follows.

Lizzie
here | don’t give my husband permission to speak you m- you [stands up to shout] SNOOTY FUCKING MOO

Appendix 13

Negative Impoliteness

The following strategies focus on attacking negative face, that being the want to be unimpeded in one’s actions.

Frighten

This strategy is defined by Culpeper (1996: 358) as the move to ‘instil a belief that action detrimental to the other will occur’. In following this definition, we can use the strategy to apply to threats. In the following example, I doubt that one could argue that Jude is actually frightened by teenager Emma’s threat, nevertheless I don’t doubt the intention behind it is certainly to try and scare Jude.

Emma


| I WILL NOT LISTEN. YOU CAN GET OUT NOW OR I WILL | THROW YOUR BLOODY CLOTHES OUT | THIS HOUSE-

And later in the same argument the strategy is repeated:

Emma
I MEAN IT. IF SHE’S NOT OUT THE HOUSE BY TEN O’CLOCK YEAH. I’LL GET HER OUT THE HOUSE MYSELF

Condescend, Belittle

This strategy is used to make the other look less than they are.

Kelly
when you’ve got a baby you’ve got an obligation to feed them properly . so their brain grows properly . so their limbs grow properly . so that they don’t have bad skin . so that they can function well and nutrition plays a really big part everybody |knows that

Justin



     
     |its what he wants innit

Kelly
|everyone knows that
Appendix 1

In the above example Kelly tries to belittle Justin by insulting his intelligence and suggesting that he doesn’t know what everyone else knows. Another more obvious example follows, where Kelly belittles Justin by suggesting she is superior to him:

Kelly 
I’ve- I have- I have brought myself down to your level to make contact with you as two human beings

Appendix 3

Invade The Other’s Space

Culpeper (1995:358) suggests this strategy works on two levels, a physical level of positioning oneself inappropriately, and a metaphorical level, in invading boundaries normally expected in the relationship. I did find examples of either in my data.

Explicitly Associate The Other With A Negative Aspect

In this instance, speakers attack face by pointing out negative associations with the hearer.

Jude
You were taking the piss out of me then | and | that is not a good 

Jeff





     | No |


example to be setting to your child
Appendix 5

In this example Jude associates Jeff with bad parenting values, and in the following example Lizzie attacks Emma on the basis that she had an affair with a married man.

Lizzie

=well we know your moral values don’t we

Appendix 13

Put The Other’s Indebtness On Record

This strategy is where the speaker reminds the hearer that something is owed to them. This usually occurred when people began deviating from or challenging the new rules. In these circumstances, the guests had ‘played the game’ for five days, easy for them to do in a new environment. At the end of the five days, the guest wife (or husband in the househusband edition) changed the rules and obviously felt that people who should be following the rules were indebted to them.

Kelly
its first day of changes and . and y’know you lot can’t even be bothered to do the changes really (.) it really fucks me off

Appendix 1

Jude

These are my rules in this house for these few days

Appendix 5

Sarcasm/ Mock Politeness

This type of strategy was not common in my data, which did surprise me.

Lizzie







        | HERE I’M TALKING AND I WAS TALKING FIRST

Emma
(2) [to Mark] oh we can speak ok

Appendix 13

In this example, Lizzie has been talking continuously and her husband Mark is trying to speak and Emma realises this. When Lizzie pauses, Emma sarcastically mentions others are allowed to speak. This is sarcasm but I do support it as a strong example in support of this strategy.

Withhold Politeness

In this instance, politeness using falls first with a refusal to accept that politeness second.

Jason
how- how on earth Nic (.) you look after the kids get some work in keep the house tidy and all that

Dave
yeah

Jason
on your own which is what you were doing wh- when I was there I will never (.) ever (.) ever know and I’m just- I apologise for the last ten years and I’ll put that right

Dave
there you are Nic [to Jason] fair play to you spud

Nicola
yeah but I’ve had ten years of shit though haven’t I (.) how do you replace that

Appendix 9

In this example, Nicola exchange follows this strategy as she refuses to accept Jason’s apology.

Consideration For Further Study

I now wish to close my discussion with a few points that were raised in the study of my data which I feel are worth regard in future research.

Firstly, in Culpeper et al (2003) the authors discuss the importance of counter attack. This works as follows, the attack is made and the hearer, who also becomes speaker 2 either accepts what is said:

Darren

 | you are the luckiest (.) laziest (.) bitch (.) in the UK

Marina
yeah (.) I know
Appendix 15

Counter attacks offensively, which entails attacking speaker one:

Lizzie
your- your pretty sad aren’t are (.) I am what I am right you might think gobby cow (.) whippity-do for you (.) d’you wanna Blue Peter badge or something like that=

Emma
=you’re so fascinated by me Liz
Appendix 13

Or counter attacks defensively, which entailing defending yourself:

Lizzie

=well we know your moral values don’t we

Emma
ok well my response to that (.) that comment Liz (.) is when you fall madly in love with somebody you don’t see logic or reason you rule from the heart and not the head I would never ever recommend anybody seeing a married person (.) but unfortunately I was young and foolish but now I think it’s the best thing that I ever did

Appendix 13

I do not discuss the various strategies for counter attack here for more details on this see Culpeper et al (2003), however I think counter attack would be mine own ‘next step’ if I were to continue this field of research.

I now wish to support the claim that mixing of strategy can and does occur in impoliteness strategy, and is another future research implication.

Emma
Screw you and your bloody rules and I’m not writing your rules out again

Appendix 5

In the example above, it could be argued that there are three types of super-strategy implemented. I certainly believe there are at least two. ‘Screw you’ could be defined as bald on record impoliteness. It could also be tagged as use taboo words. However if we take ‘Screw you and your bloody rules’ this is positive impoliteness, it directly attacks positive face. ‘I’m not writing your rules out again’ I believe, attacks negative face because it implies that the hearer will have to write the rules out again herself.

As discussed previously, power is an important factor to both S and H in face attack and face saving theory. It is interesting to see what I believe to battles for power in the example that follows

Emma

He always does it. He does it to mum

Jude
Not in my house

Emma
It’s not your house that is the point

Jude

It is my house for these few days

Emma
IT AIN’T YOUR HOUSE | YOU HAVEN’T LIVED HERE BEFORE-

Jude



       | Yes it is. Don’t you speak to me like that young lady-

Emma
-YOU’VE ONLY BEEN HERE SIX DAYS YEAH-

Jude
-you will show me some respect as your adult (.) your elder |

Emma






         - I WILL | NOT SHOW YOU NO RESPECT 

Jude
You will

Jeff
Listen to me (.) right (.) right (.) you listen to me-

Jude
These are my rules in this house for these few days

Appendix 5

In my view, all three speakers (including Jeff who tries to get his daughter Emma to listen him rather than his guest wife Jude) battle for power with impolite strategies.

I also think research would benefit from attention to the directness and indirectness of instigated strategy.

Belinda
Do you know if I could I could sit here and say you are an evil cow= 

Jeff
=well er=

Belinda
=cos you are I’m sorry you are an evil cow it’s school holidays and they can have snacks and if you make somebody-
Appendix 7

In this example, Belinda addresses Jude, who does not respond to her first indirect insult (Jeff is Belinda’s own husband), I think it is because of this lack of retaliation from Jude that Belinda repeats the insult in a direct form. Indirectness has also been interesting in the way that people have challenged it for purposes of clarity in the argument. Two examples of this are set out below:

Emma
I’m not used to being in the house everyday (.) erm (.) living off benefits I go out and earn my living

Lizzie
so do you see us as second class citizens because we are on received benefits

Mark
I think she sees us as spongers

Emma
yeah I do
Appendix 13

In the above example, Emma has indirectly insulted Lizzie and Mark’s lifestyle, they challenge this indirectness and force Emma to shift to be direct in what she feels. Similarly in the next example Nigel forces Alexandra to shift from indirectness to directness.

Alexandra
I really feel abused (.) 

Nigel

By me?

Alexandra
Yes by you Nigel
Appendix 19

One final area of future study could move its focus slightly to investigate why we find impoliteness so entertaining on the television. ‘Wife Swap’ has been a successful two series programme, also inspiring a one-off celebrity and I believe this is due to the high level of conflict talk within it. A comment from television reviewer David Butcher (Radio Times 21/10/03: 86) sums up my own feelings toward my data (heavily edited, but highly entertaining):

“There’s so much to love about this series, not least the way it gives us free rein to judge other people mercilessly on the basis of a few heavily edited episodes from their lives.”

I have hoped to demonstrate in this section, my support for face-attack theory and suggestions for further research.

Concluding Remarks

My aim in this study was to advocate support for impoliteness theory as a complementary and necessary theory to sit alongside politeness theory, as well as sitting the debate within the relevant literature. I hope to have done that in showing how examples of the strategies have occurred in my data from Channel 4’s ‘Wife Swap’. I have shown how some strategies did not occur in my data and have discussed possibilities as to why this may be. I have illustrated factors my data alerted me to such as the importance of directness / indirectness, the mixing of strategies and the battle for power. Further study should now concentrate on developing this theory further.
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Appendix 1

Episode 1- Transcript 1

Kelly: The visitor

Justin:The host 

It is the first day Kelly, who is living in Justin’s home has instigated the changes to his lifestyle and living arrangements. Justin is 

not following Kelly’s rules.
Kelly
its first day of changes and . and y’know you lot can’t even be bothered to do the changes really (.) it really fucks me off

Justin
hold on lets be fair Kelly you-

Kelly
no I’ve |put a lot

Justin

 |you-

Kelly
|no lets be fair

Justin
|its easy its easy-

Kelly
I’ve put a lot of effort into this house

Justin
yeah go on

Kelly
for five days . I’ve spent a lot of my energy . I’ve been cleaning your floors washing your clothes ironing your clothes cooking food for your kids and (.) the least you could do would be do the changes properly for the first| day

Justin

      | hold on no no no I wouldn’t eat it . so wouldn’t he and at the end of the day if he wants MacDonalds I’m gonna feed him MacDonalds

Kelly
What do you mean if he wants MacDonalds how do you know he wants MacDonalds? He can’t talk

Justin 
No he can’t that’s right but he didn’t eat-

Kelly
when you’ve got a baby you’ve got an obligation to feed them properly . so their brain grows properly . so their limbs grow properly . so that they don’t have bad skin . so that they can function well and nutrition plays a really big part everybody |knows that

Justin



     
     |its what he wants innit

Kelly
|everyone knows that

Justin
|its what he wants

Kelly 
so y’know it’s the easy option . don’t think that you’re putting the baby first cos you’re not . you’re putting yourself first (1) and you should be appreciating Maxine right now you should be appre- cos that girl does everything for you (.) everything for you man

Appendix 2

Episode 1- Transcript 2

Kelly: The visitor

Justin: The host

Amy: Justin’s step-daughter

Kelly and Justin are in the kitchen with Amy, who Kelly has said Justin must tell to go to bed as part of the rule changes
Justin
Amy will you go get yourself to bed please?

Amy
I’m helping wash up

Justin
Nah! I’ve asked you time and time again and you jus- Kelly I tell you what why don’t you ask her to do it? You’ve heard me ask her she’s not listening to me can you ask her to do it please? (1) let’s be fair y’know what I mean she says- you’re not getting no help I’m not getting no help either

Kelly
well you’re not communicating | to people

Justin




   | No I am you’ve just seen me ask her

Kelly
No you’re shouting

Justin
You’ve heard me ask her about 20 times | you’ve seen me ask about 20 times

Kelly





      | you’re shouting that’s not communicating that’s not communicating I don’t communicate with people who shout at me

Justin
don’t care I don’t care I’m fed up with it y’know you’ve seen me asking, you ain’t asking either you ain’t y’know | she’s taking the piss out of me

Kelly






      | I think this is the first time I’ve heard you ask | Justin

Justin



   | Kelly I’ll go upstairs and I’ll shout it out the window if you like or something (.) y’know I thought it was supposed to be as you said we help each other I ain’t getting no help here I’m coming home | I’ve got to- no

Kelly

           | And you’ve helped me |have you?

Justin





  | yeah I have

Kelly
Have you?

Justin
yeah I’ve done a fair amount with the baby cleaned up his room y’know I’m coming home from work tired I’m cleaning up his room I’ve asked her 3 or 4 times to go to bed you’ve seen it happen you’re not doing nothing to help the issue

Kelly
tomorrow I will do nothing 

Justin
no | don’t do nothing

Kelly
     |tomorrow I will do nothing

Justin 

at the end of the day you’ve been asleep everyday its not fair Kelly

Appendix 3

Episode 1- Transcript 3

Kelly: Visitor to Justin’s home

Justin: Maxine’s husband

Maxine: Visitor to Rafe’s home

Rafe: Kelly’s partner

The two women who have swapped homes for ten days and their husbands meet up in a neutral environment to discuss the 

experience.
Kelly
Well when I was being you Maxine . and I’m gonna talk to you about this because I’ve had my discussions with Justin . and quite frankly I don’t want to have any more discussions with Justin because I find it intolerable the way he talks to me . and the way he acts in the house . I really don’t know how you stand it (.) I cleaned the house and then I’ve still been told I’m a lazy bitch d’y’know what I mean [laughs] so y’know that’s just intolerable that’s just unacceptable

Justin
I don’t- I’ll be honest with you I don’t realise what I’m saying when I say- I do I just blow basically everything comes out y’know what I mean fuck this fuck th- I don’t realise what I’m saying it just comes out . its fires fires fires | but what

Kelly


             | but to be honest with you Justin you are used to people around you who tolerate it (.) and I can’t tolerate that [to Maxine] and you mustn’t tolerate that

Maxine
its getting passed that and getting on with it . and not challenging him because I don’t want another argument out of it y’know

Justin
look basically and I ain’t gonna lie to you . I’m gonna say to you alright . don’t take this the wrong way I think you are one lovely person . you’ve got every quality for a woman you have . but and I’ll be honest with you . you might not agree with this but I find me and you are built with the same frame

Kelly
[laughing] I can’t see-

Justin
no no exactly I know you’re not gonna agree with me this is what I’m saying | you have

Kelly
           | No

Justin
a lot of stuff done for you y’know what I mean . your rules arranged around everyone doing everything . so it takes a lot of weight of yourself . yeah I know I don’t do nothing everyone does everything for me . but that’s what I’ve seen for you

Kelly
how you can say me and you are similar?

Justin
we are similar

Kelly
you you just- I can’t comprehend how you’ve even got there

Justin
no cos you don’t want to

Kelly 
I’ve- I have- I have brought myself down to your level to make contact with you as two human beings . I have talked | to you on a level

Justin




           

| you like to be in control that’s what you like

Kelly
no no I just don’t wanna be abused

Justin
look, you like to be | in control

Kelly


        | No

Justin
everything to go your own way as long as everything goes your line y’know what I mean there’s not a problem

Kelly
well what the problem is is you’re not used to anybody standing up to you

Justin
yeah you’re right that’s correct

Kelly
you’re not | used to it

Justin

     | yeah yep

Kelly
you think you can apologise and its all gonna be ok but its not ok

Justin
but the thing is

Kelly
that kind of behaviour is not ok

Justin
no and you’re right and its intolerable and I’ve learnt that as I say I’ve learnt a lot from you and-

Kelly
that’s not me being controlling that’s just me being a normal human being

Justin
no I find you very I do find you to try and be in control I’ll be honest with you you do try and control the shop you do

Rafe
I mean I I do get frustrated sometimes y’know don’t we?

Kelly
yeah [to Maxine] listen you have to train him

Rafe
nah nah nah nah

Kelly
you have to train him

Rafe
no but-

Kelly
yes you do

Rafe
no but sometimes I-

Kelly
because boys aren’t brought up like that

Rafe
yeah but yeah but sometimes I feel that you don’t appreciate the stuff that I do (..) sometimes

Kelly
do you appreciate the stuff that I do? Listen just because you’re a man why do I have to say thank-you| for you doing what I do?

Rafe




  | no no no no I don’t I’m not saying that you have to say thank-you what I’ve learnt over the week y’know like the ten days-

Kelly
is that you do housework

Rafe
no no but that Maxine’s and my life

Kelly
uhhmm

Rafe
is like similar y’know what I mean

Kelly
I’m sorry I do not treat you like that

Rafe
no no no I know you don’t treat me like that I kn-

Kelly
so why you saying its similar?

Rafe
no what I’m saying is in the morning I do the housework

Kelly
yeah you do

Rafe
I do the washing you want me to do the washing I put the hang- I hang ‘em out

Kelly
uhm that’s what I do too Rafe

Rafe
yeah I’m not disputing that

Kelly
you don’t do more than me . you do a lot less than me in the house domestically um . and yet I am working as hard as you are so if you’re talking about balance . y’know I feel I need to be appreciated and if you appreciate me-

Rafe
yeah but I do appreciate you

Kelly
well I don’t feel like I’m appreciated

Rafe
ok

Kelly
you’ve been undoing my wo- my good work there Maxine [laughs]

Maxine
my aim to- when I’ve done this my aim was to hopefully when I get home they all did appreciate what I did

Rafe
yeah yeah

Maxine
that was my aim

Kelly
a lot of its down to you now Maxine as well y’know

Maxine
yeah yeah I can come back in and if they and hopefully they do appreciate me (.) don’t get overlooked

Justin 
the problem with me yeah maybe I’ve had my arse wiped all me life

Kelly
yeah

Justin
yeah that’s life that’s my life y’know its happened to me that’s the way I’ve been brought up my arse has been wiped for me all my life

Kelly
you don’t need to hear it from me

Justin
Kel as I say from this I learnt to appreciate Maxine yeah . I do need to do a lot more things for Maxine I need to do a lot more things around the house yeah I do . but not in the manner where Maxine’s in control of myself yeah y’know

Kelly
what you said that for?

Justin
control and relationships are two different words they do not go together . they don’t come under the same category they just . they just don’t go together we’ve had up- we’ve had our ups and we’ve had our downs d’y’know what I mean Kelly but it was quite a good experience it was its taught me a hell of a lot

Kelly
[laughs]

Justin
no no I’ll be honest-

Kelly
I wanna go home

Appendix 5

Episode 2- Transcript 2
Jeff: The host

Jude: The visitor

Emma: Jeff’s teenage daughter

Jeff is preparing the evening meal under Jude’s instruction; he is talking to Emma, as he is busy cooking.

Jeff

[to Emma] if I put it out in front=

Jude

=I was actually speaking a minute ago Jeff

Jeff

[sarcastic] Sorry

Jude

What I said was=

Jeff

=But I was having an important conversation about-

Jude
I was having an important conversation with you first. I said you’re being disrespectful to me

Jeff
No I’m not

Jude
You are. You’re taking the piss out of me

Jeff
No I’m not

Jude
JEFF

Jeff
Don’t shout at me

Jude
Will you | let me finish what I’m saying |

Jeff

   | No you don’t shout at me 
     | I take the rubbish out. I put the rubbish out on a night I put the blue bins down with the papers and the tins I put the glass if there’s anything to be done (.) with that. Right?

Jude
You- you= 

Jeff
=End of story

Jude
You will not speak over me Jeff you will allow me to have my word

Jeff
[turns his back on Jude and mumbles inaudibly]

Jude
You were taking the piss out of me then | and | that is not a good 

Jeff





     | No |


example to be setting to your child

Emma
He always does it. He does it to mum

Jude
Not in my house

Emma
It’s not your house that is the point

Jude

It is my house for these few days

Emma
IT AIN’T YOUR HOUSE | YOU HAVEN’T LIVED HERE BEFORE-

Jude



       | Yes it is. Don’t you speak to me like that young lady-

Emma
-YOU’VE ONLY BEEN HERE SIX DAYS YEAH-

Jude
-you will show me some respect as your adult (.) your elder |

Emma






         - I WILL | NOT SHOW YOU NO RESPECT 

Jude
You will

Jeff
Listen to me (.) right (.) right (.) you listen to me-

Jude
These are my rules in this house for these few days

Jeff
Listen to me (.) calm down

Emma
Why?

Jude
Because your father has asked you. He is your- | he is the authority in this house

Emma






     | You asked him

Jude

YOUR FATHER HAS ASKED YOU-

Emma
YOU ASKED HIM TO TELL ME. SO DON’T YOU DARE TRY AND | TELL ME THAT (.)| RUBBISH

Jeff
         |Emma Emma
         | Emma

Jude
You will listen | to your father

Emma


| I WILL NOT LISTEN. YOU CAN GET OUT NOW OR I WILL | THROW YOUR BLOODY CLOTHES OUT | THIS HOUSE-

Jeff

        | Emma (.) Emma (.) Emma (.) 


|
Emma 
- AND NO YOU’RE NOT MY MUM SO DON’T TELL WHAT TO DO

Jude
THANK CHRIST I’M NOT YOUR MOTHER. You’d get a good hiding now young lady

Emma
I’M GLAD YOU’RE NOT MY MUM COS’ YOU DON’T GIVE KIDS NO FREEDOM |-

Jeff

       | Emma |

Emma


        | -YOU SAY THEY HAVE TO BE IN BY TEN O’CLOCK WELL WHAT SORT OF MOTHER ARE YOU? GIVING KIDS NO FREEDOM

Jeff
Emma shhh

Emma
I MEAN IT. IF SHE’S NOT OUT THE HOUSE BY TEN O’CLOCK YEAH. I’LL GET HER OUT THE HOUSE MYSELF

Jeff
Ssshhh Emma

Jude
Jeff you should not allow your child to speak to me in that way.

Emma
[continues shouting inaudible for crying]

Jeff
Go next door

Jude
Do as your father tells you. You will respect your father he’s told you to go next door.

Emma
Screw you and your bloody rules and I’m not writing your rules out again

[Jeff and Emma exit, Jude bursts into tears]

Appendix 6

Episode 2- Transcript 3
Roy: The host

Belinda: The guest

As part of the rule changes, Belinda has told Roy, that he must ‘chill-out’ and enjoy spending time with his step-children. The 

next day they discuss the issue. 

Roy
I felt emotionally flattened after you gave me that delivery yesterday (3) it killed me (2) that- that er everything that I’d been trying to achieve was (.) crap (.) basically. That you didn’t think it was good parenting. It is difficult to erm have that personal feel for children. You’ve got it because it’s part of you I mean (.) you were there and all that sort of stuff. But it is difficult and I don’t think you actually understand how difficult it is
Belinda
I do
Roy
How?
Belinda
I’ve seen others’ experience
Roy
So if you’ve seen others’ experience it why do you give me such difficult challenge 
(4)
um I’m afraid I’ve failed miserably on the first day on your first edict of |

Belinda
    | no don’t see it as a failure
Roy
Well no I er- ok I didn’t do as well as I should have
Belinda
No I disagree (.) I disagree because I said its not gonna come overnight and (.) the main thing is you tried it. I don’t see it as a failure or you didn’t come over as right
Roy
Well you see=
Belinda
=You tried it | you actually tried it
Roy



| yeah
Appendix 7

Episode 2- Transcript 4

Belinda: Visitor to Roy’s home

Roy: Jude’s husband

Jude: Visitor to Jeff’s home

Jeff: Belinda’s husband

The two women who have swapped homes for ten days and their husbands meet up in a neutral environment to discuss the 

experience.
Belinda
I think the kids the last few days have really relaxed with you. Haven’t 

they Roy?

Roy

Pardon?

Belinda
The kids have really relaxed- I know Jude hasn’t been here so they’ve had to rely on Roy

Roy
I said at the time there is no manual to be a step-dad and- and

Jude
| There’s not one to be a dad |

Belinda
| No there’s not one to be a parent | [laughing] that’s what I tell my kids

Jeff
No yeah cos yeah because you know your kids from the start

Roy
You’re allowed to make all the mistakes as a parent because you’ve all got the inherent right to. As a step-dad you have to be bloody perfect sometimes and it’s not easy

Belinda
He called you dad

Roy
Well he’s done that before

Jude
Did he?

Belinda
Yeah. Well I ain’t heard it before

Jude
I haven’t heard that

Jeff
[to Belinda] What?

Belinda
He called him dad. He forgot himself. He said Dad oh er Roy

Roy

I didn’t hear it I must admit

Belinda
He did he forgot himself that means that you’ve done a grand job. The way you’ve come on and everything else and you’ve got those kids’ respect

Roy
I must admit I did find the rule changes a personal challenge because I felt it was a slight on- on me the rule changes | you wanted to introduce 

Belinda






 | yeah

Roy
were some of them against my basic principles

Belinda
Yeah

Roy
Uhm. Such as no pets in the house

Jude
Pets? No way I’m sorry no way

Roy
When I came in and saw those pets there, erm in the kitchen on the floor

Jude
In the kitchen? Where you’re preparing food?

Roy
No I’d just arrived home from work and found the things in there and I was just (.) I nearly cried when I walked in and saw that hutch in the hall I nearly cried (2) and already the excrement | from the | animals

Jude






      | uh (.) Fucking ‘ell |

Roy
has dripped onto the walls

Jude
You’re joking?
Roy
No

Belinda
It’ll clean

Roy
And some of the other rules Jude as well I felt quite livid about. Allowing them to stay up to twelve o’clock at night

Jude
That’s early in their household

Roy
Well I don’t care what’s in their household

Jude
I think children do need boundaries I do not think it’s appropriate-

Belinda
My children do have boundary levels

Jude
I do not think it’s appropriate to be- for children, regardless of whether it’s summer holidays or not to be staying up ‘til two or three o’clock in the morning

Belinda
They don’t always stay up til two or three. They go to bed when they like. So- it doesn’t mean they’ve got to stay up ‘til two or three they go to bed when they like and many a time Mary’s be- gone to bed earlier than school time. Why can’t you give your children that responsibility? Oh I forgot you go to bed at ten o’clock and vrer-ner

Jude
I work. I work full time I need to be up early in the morning. I want to spend some quality time with my husband.

Belinda
Yeah (1) You see that’s | what’s that’s what I don’t get with your house it’s just you two it’s just you two | you two do not

Jude
The programmes after nine o’clock are not suitable for | no its not just us two at all. [to Roy] Were my children disrespectful to Belinda?

Roy
No there were not disrespectful to Belinda (1) but

Jude
[to Belinda] But your children were disrespectful to me when I brought the rule changes in

Belinda
Why cos’ they’re not normally, they’re not normally

Jude
They were abusive, they threatened me

Belinda
[to Jude] Why?

Jude
And I do not think | that’s correct behaviour

Belinda


      | [to Jeff] Why?

Jeff
Well mainly cos’ of the rule changes I think

Belinda
Tell me about the rule changes | what were the rule changes

Jeff




  | But then you compromised

Jude
Well you know what the rules are they will come in at a certain time they will go to bed at a certain time they will not watch television after they’ve gone to bed

Jeff
In by nine bed by ten

Jude
They will eat vegetables

Jeff
Yeah er no snacks

Belinda
Oh you didn’t | make Mary eat vegetables?

Jude


| No snacks between meals

Jeff
No snacks between meals

Belinda
Do you know if I could I could sit here and say you are an evil cow- | 

Jeff









| well er

Belinda
-cos you are I’m sorry you are an evil cow it’s school holidays and they can have snacks and if you make somebody-

Jude
No they’ll have a healthy balanced diet

Belinda
I was made as a child to eat vegetables and I swore my kids would not be made and I’m not starting it now (4) no I have my particular views and they are my views.

Jude
[to Roy] Are you ready to go now?

Roy
Yes

Belinda
You do not force feed children.

Roy
Ok

Belinda
Yeah run away lose the argument you | do not force feed children

Jude





 | No we’re going we’re going now because we have nothing more to say

Belinda
Yeah lose the argument. Walk away

Appendix 8

Episode 3- Transcript 1
Jane: The guest

Jason: The host

Jane gives Jason some of the rule changes. Jason is unhappy that she has said he is not allowed in his games room.

Jane

No bribing whatsoever (2) right (.) in my week no bribing whatsoever

Jason
that no entry into the games room bit right (.) I think I- I haven’t been demanding I haven’t been- y’know I think I’ve been quite good (.) but that one there=

Jane
=I think that’s the end of the conversation cos it’s gonna go on and on about the games room

Jason
no but just- I just can’t see what’s the | problem

Jane





| tough innit

Jason
I don’t

Jane
be a man Jase

Jason
oh=

Jane
be a man

Jason
I- I’m all man Jane (1) I just th- I just- I can’t see- I- wh- why- I’d like to know why- why- why is that- why is that not (1) something that you (2) agree with or whatever

[Jane gets up and starts to leave the room]

Jason
if you don’t agree with it-

Appendix 9

Episode 3: Transcript 2
Nicola: Guest to Dave’s home

Jane: Guest to Jason’s home

Dave: Jane’s husband

Jason: Nicola’s husband

The two women who have swapped homes for ten days and their husbands meet up in a neutral environment to discuss the 

experience.
Narrator
NICOLA WANTS TO TELL JANE THAT SHE TAKES DAVE FOR GRANTED

Nicola
y’know I- I don’t think you realise how good he is for a man for what a man does

Jane
I know it’s the cooking so what else

Nicola
| he’s too soft

Dave
| y’know that’s- that’s really it really

Jane
well that’s what I’m saying so-

Nicola
he’s too soft

Jane
he said it’s just cooking so what else is it apart from cooking then

Dave
[breaths in deeply]

Jane
y’know what I mean

Dave
yeah I wish you wouldn’t be so (.) fucking on the defensive like fucking hell

Jason
hmm

Jane
well

Dave
y’know what I mean

Jane
I’m asking

Dave
now I- I’m getting pissed off and I don’t usually get pissed off

Jane 
well I’m asking (.) the cooking (.) | you’re not telling me anything

Dave




       | but I yeah I mean I do a lot of fucking things right but what I’m saying is (1)

[Dave Jason and Nicola all laugh]

Dave
I do think I do too much

Jane
well m- that’s what I’m saying what things to change then

Dave
I do the cooking an’ then I take the kids to bed an’ then if- y’know its all these little things

Nicola
you’ve got little things you can change

Jane
I start to help do the cooking as well an’ things

Nicola
yeah but you got- your- I think your problem is small | mine (.) is at stage where | we’re gonna split up (3) because I have been so unhappy

Jane
      
        | oh aye

Jason

if you’re just gonna say you’re not coming home

Nicola
I haven’t said that I need change I need change in my life for me and the kids I- I need that change y’know and I feel when I’ve gone through this week everyday of my life has been misery (1) I- I haven’t been able to run it like I should be- like I should have been (.) I’ve been- I’ve been really really bad (.) it’s taken this to make me realise how unhappy my life was

Jane
yeah even though you’ve got the money you’ve got the house

Nicola
got everything

Jane 
got everything that y’know but then it’s no good without happiness is it

Nicola
I have been so unhappy I-

Jason
how- how on earth Nic (.) you look after the kids get some work in keep the house tidy and all that

Dave
yeah

Jason
on your own which is what you were doing wh- when I was there I will never (.) ever (.) ever know and I’m just- I apologise for the last ten years and I’ll put that right

Dave
there you are Nic [to Jason] fair play to you spud

Nicola
yeah but I’ve had ten years of shit though haven’t I (.) how do you replace that

Jason
yeah I just wanna put things right because I love to death really (1) I’ve been wrong on (.) eighty per cent of issues that are the problem in our house (.) I’ve treated you in the last ten years like an employee and not a partner

Nicola
definitely

Jason
and that’ll change

Nicola
hundred per cent it’s been like that (.) I’m not asking for a lot I don’t want you to do ironing or anything like he does he does too much I think (.) I just want a bit more respect a bit- bit more love and attention and a bit more of the family man that a family’s supposed to be (.) y’know we do things as a family never mind these bloody computers an’ all these- c- cos they split up families (.) I just want that little bit of help where just (.) don’t treat me like shit cos that’s how I’ve been tret I’ve been walked all over and I don’t deserve it

Jason
so what happens now then

Nicola
we just carry on talking I’m- I’m happy with how it’s turned out it’s not how I thought it was going to turn out

Jason
I’m happy as well

Nicola
tears in your eyes

Jason
I haven’t said what I’ve said today because you might leave or cos any of that cos if you were gonna do that you’d just go wouldn’t you

Nicola
hmm

Jason
I’ve said what I’ve said today because I mean it really

Nicola
and we should be number one in your life

Jason
hmm

Dave
yeah

Nicola
me and the kids (.) not the play station gambling machines and work

Jason
hmm

Nicola
we’ve always come fourth

Jason
and you are

Nicola
so we should be (4) happy to hear that 
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Episode 4: Transcript 1
Emma: The guest

Mark: The host

Mark returns home from the pub and is confronted by Emma who has been waiting for him to ask about how much his wife Lizzie 

does in the house.

Narrator
AFTER BEING TOLD BY LIZZIE’S MUM, SISTER AND NEIGHBOURS THAT LIZZIE DOESN’T DO AS MUCH WORK AS THE MANUAL SUGGESTS SHE’S DETERMINED TO CONFRONT MARK WHOSE JUST RETURNED FROM THE PUB

Emma
what make you a brew

Mark
yes (1) please

Emma
is that what Liz would do (1) I don’t think so would she

Mark
yeah if I asked her

Emma
pardon

Mark
if I asked her she’d do it

Emma
would she

Mark
yeah

Emma
well that’s something then I suppose

Mark
why- why you saying she wouldn’t

Emma
there’s a lot of reasons why I don’t think she would

Mark
name one

Emma
relatives and relations

Mark
meaning what

Emma
just saying that there’s a lot of things=

Mark
=I think=

Emma
=there’s a lot of things in this household manual that she doesn’t actually do (.) somebody else does it

Mark
that somebody else being who

Emma
you
Mark
why what gives you that impression

Emma
pardon

Mark
what gives you that impression

Emma
from what everybody has told me

Mark
why what have they told you

Emma
they’ve said that Liz (1) doesn’t do any ironing

Mark
she does

Emma
well in the manual it was left blank

Mark
are you saying my wife doesn’t fucking iron

Emma
well that’s what the manual says

Mark
hmm

Emma
I’m not stupid

Mark
I’m not saying you are

Emma
y’know

Mark
I’m not trying to insult your intelligence

Emma
the household manual is a complete load of (1) crap

Mark
what do you mean the household name

Emma
pardon

Mark
the household name

Emma
the household manual

Mark
manual


Emma
yeah its full of lies

Mark
well how d- |how do I know that Liz=

Emma

        |it needs shredding = that manual needs shredding she’s put down that she’s responsible for the kitchen she’s responsible for the bathroom erm that there is a structured (.) bedtime (.) times for the children and then | another

Mark


     | there is but the amount of kids we have you don’t put kids to bed and say right you’re going to bed- you go to bed and you won’t fucking wake up (.) til the morning it doesn’t work like that in the realistic fucking world

Emma
doesn’t it

Mark
not in this household it don’t

Emma
ok

Mark
there’s eight kids here not two eight

Emma
hmm (.) I’d noticed

Mark
by the way you can make yourself a fucking brew an’ all if you wanna

Emma
no it’s alright

Appendix 11

Episode 4: Transcript 2
Colin: The host

Lizzie: The guest

Colin has taken Lizzie to a restaurant. At home, Colin does all the cooking and his wife Emma does none.
Narrator
AT THE RESTAURANT THE CONVESATION HAS MOVED ON FROM LIZZIE’S SUSPICIONS TO THE SUBJECT OF EMMA NOT COOKING

Colin
but she doesn’t have to- if you have somebody there that is prepared to cook then let them get on with it

Lizzie
well then you’re been a right joey then aren’t you

Colin
but I enjoy it if- your- your=

Lizzie
=you enjoy been a joey

Colin
no I enjoy cooking I enjoy doing=

Lizzie
=yeah but why shouldn’t Emma cooking for her children as well

Colin
but she doesn’t she doesn’t enjoy that | if she chooses not to

Lizzie





 | no cos’ she’s not prepared to give up her time (.) selflessly to y’know to cook something nice and healthy for her children

Colin
(4) I just think that you are (2)

Lizzie
you think I’m picking you think I’m obnoxious and you think I’m arrogant (2) and you don’t like me do you not (1) but hey (.) life’s a bitch (3) and on that note I shall go and (.) intake some nicotine excuse me

[Lizzie leaves]

Appendix 12

Episode 4- Transcript 3
Emma: The guest

Mark: The host

In the kitchen, Emma is still convinced that Mark does all the housework and his wife 

Lizzie does none.
Narrator
EMMA WANTS MARK TO ADMIT THAT HE DOES MORE HOUSEWORK THAN HE LETS ON

Emma
you do most of the housework in this house | it’s obvious

Mark






| I help out

Emma
you (.) do (.) not

Mark
I help out (1) y’know it’s- (1) how do I know that you haven’t fucking stitched Liz up down there and said like=

Emma
well why would I want to do that

Mark
well I dunno why do you think d’you think we’re stitching you up

Emma
because for some reason you don’t want it known that you do most of the jobs in the house

Mark
why=

Emma
=for whatever reason

Mark
I’m not scared of fucking saying I clean the house I mop (2) I’m a man of the fucking y’know

Emma
yeah I know you are

Mark
twenty-first fucking century | I’m not

Emma



          | that’s right and those men do a lot in the house

Mark
I’m not fucking shy of fucking saying I will fucking put the washer on I will fucking mop the floor I will fucking (.) bath my kids or y’know

Emma
hmm

Mark
or I’ll go I’ll go clean the fucking windows

Emma
that’s right cos | you do do it

Mark


| cos that’s the way you draw it up

Emma
yeah

Mark 
but that shouldn’t influence you in any way you should have just walked in here (.) looked in your manual and said (.) fuck me right that’s what Liz does I’ll fucking get on with it but I think you (3) right looked in the manual started doing things an’ right y’know looked in the manual starting doing things and people have talking to you

Emma
right

Mark
and you fucking turning round you doing more- concerned in listening to them thinking oh hang on a minute easy- easy route out Mark does- Mark does his well fair share y’know

Emma
well you do

Mark
well I do

Emma
hmm I know

Mark
it’s called team work its called helping out you have to in a family like this but I think you’ve took- you’ve thought fuck it that’s what she does fucking (.) y’know

Emma
well I’m supposed to do | what she does

Mark



    | I’ll do a little a bit and let- and watch fucking dickhead-

Emma
aren’t I

Mark
right

Emma
I’m supposed to what to do what she does

Mark
well she does

Emma
and you do a lot=

Mark
but she does more than what you fucking you- you have done

Appendix 13

Episode 4- Transcript 4
Emma: Mark’s guest

Lizzie: Colin’s guest

Mark: Lizzie’s husband

Colin: Emma’s husband
The two women who have swapped homes for ten days and their husbands meet up in a neutral environment to discuss the 

experience.
Narrator
IT’S TIME FOR EVERYONE TO SIT DOWN AND TALK

Emma
I’m not used to being in the house everyday (.) erm (.) living off benefits I go out and earn my living

Lizzie
so do you see us as second class citizens because we are on received benefits

Mark
I think she sees us as spongers

Emma
yeah I do

Mark
yeah

Emma
cos I think you should go back to work Mark | to get your independence

Lizzie






 | what you think don’t come into it

Mark
| so you don’t– why-

Lizzie
| why- why do you not think

Emma
independence to get out the house (.) how many days did you go to work Liz

Lizzie
one

Emma
one

Lizzie
yeah because I wasn’t actually well on the Wednesday morning cos I’m chronic asthmatic

Emma
yeah I-

Lizzie
yeah

Emma
I heard that actually

Lizzie
yeah well it was- that- | that was true

Emma



| and you’ve got children as well haven’t you that are chronic asthmatic

Lizzie
yes I have

Emma 
smoking around asthmatic children is not good

Lizzie
doctor Emma in the house
Emma
Mark (.) you’re brilliant you do (.) everything (1) in the house

Lizzie
correction (.) no he doesn’t (1) no (.) he doesn’t | he had to while you were cos you weren’t doing what you were supposed to

Mark






| I think you been mislead (.) I think you’ve been mislead by certain people

Emma
right

Lizzie
your whole life and your whole lifestyle is an out and out FARCE end o’t day your so pathetic right (.) Barbie doll (.) miss Penelope your-

Emma
yeah

Lizzie
your- your pretty sad aren’t are (.) I am what I am right you might think gobby cow (.) whippity-do for you (.) d’you wanna Blue Peter badge or something like that=

Emma
=you’re so fascinated by me Liz

Lizzie
I do find you fascinating cos I just (.) can’t get me head round it to be honest

Emma
I feel flattered

Lizzie
[menacingly] don’t be (.) cos you don’t wanna be

Emma
[looks at Colin and laughs]

Lizzie
yeah look down your nose at me right= 

Colin
=it’s not a question of | looking down our noses

Lizzie



| look down your nose at me (.) you’re sat there cocking your noses up=

Colin
=LIZ=

Lizzie
=hey don’t you shout at me (.) | do not shout at me (.) you are no better or no worse than what I am=

Colin




  | no Liz- just- just a second- we had- listen- we had-

Lizzie
=I am not your wife (.) right

Colin
no you’re not (1) | thankfully

Lizzie


    | right now so don’t you shout at me and dictate to me

Colin
I’m not | dictating to you

Lizzie

| that’s your wife I’m not (.)

Emma
[to Colin] leave her (.) just leave her

Lizzie
don’t sit there flatting your eyelids at my husband you fucking tart (.) right (.) uhhhh [mocks an impression of Emma] your head’s so far up your backside

Emma
hmm

Lizzie
yeah yeah you can sit there like that and say oh yeah | Lizzie’s sat there being a gob- gobby cow and Emma’s sat there been civil sophisticated woman she’d like to think she is AND SHE’S NOT

Colin



   



 | I think the problem is Liz- Liz- Liz- I think the problem is here that | there is not a two way conversation

Lizzie







        | HERE I’M TALKING AND I WAS TALKING FIRST

Emma
(2) [to Mark] oh we can speak ok

Lizzie
here | don’t give my husband permission to speak you m- you [stands up to shout] SNOOTY FUCKING MOO

Mark
       | well- I- I- [to Lizzie] sit down I’ll have my say with her now [to Emma] I’ll speak when I wanna speak

Emma
ok

Mark
if you two are having an argument=

Lizzie
=no she’s sat there been a patronising cow
Mark
you can patronise me all you want=

Lizzie
=tits on fucking two of her 

Mark
I tell you what

Lizzie
[gets up and moves her breasts in exaggerated mincing] look at me look at me here

Mark
[to Lizzie] will you sit down and try and let me talk will you [to Emma] I think c- you’re trying to be very patronising towards us (1) I really do

Colin
I just don’t think she trusts you Mark

Lizzie
I do

Colin
she sees Emma walking into that household

Mark
yeah

Colin
beautiful Emma there and she thinks that you=

Mark
=that’s a matter of opinion but go on

Colin
yeah ok but she thinks you are threatened by Emma being there

Mark
nah I wasn’t threatened one bit

Emma
I sense there’s a trust issue

Colin
I do as well

Emma
between you=

Colin
=somewhere=

Emma
=and whether=

Lizzie
=well we know your moral values don’t we

Emma
ok well my response to that (.) that comment Liz (.) is when you fall madly in love with somebody you don’t see logic or reason you rule from the heart and not the head I would never ever recommend anybody seeing a married person (.) but unfortunately I was young and foolish but now I think it’s the best thing that I ever did

Lizzie
(5) your husband and your children are there with you the majority of the day because of the lifestyle we’ve got and y- you love them (.) and you tell them that you love them but in an- such an extreme situation like this you realise (.) you love even more (.) than what- not a case that you’d care to admit to yourself (.) but they are they most prescious things to you (.) they’re not your belongings they’re yours [starts to get tearful]

Colin
[also slightly tearful] this is the first time I’ve seen you emotion this whole week Liz

Mark
she is normal

Appendix 14

Episode 5- Transcript 1
Darren: The guest

Marina: The host

Darren gives his opinion to Marina about her house a couple of days into staying there.

Darren

Nigel’s a slave to the family

Marina

Oh yeah probably

Darren

And he’s enjoying it?

Marina

Probably

Darren

Whereas (.) where I’m coming from erm (1) I believe that (.) however 

many people are in the household once you get=

Marina

=well technically it is his job

Darren

t- to me right=

Marina

=it is his job in our household | remember

Darren





 | Marina let me finish please yeah let me finish

Marina

yeah

Darren

cos you are forever stopping me talking

Marina

yeah

Darren

please let me finish the sentence=

Marina

=hang on | wait stop stop stop=

Darren


    | I’m-

=no you stop I’m talking

Marina

no I’m- I’m- I’m | I’m asking a question

Darren



    | will you stop

Marina

it’s his job (.) remember it’s his job

Darren 
if you’re not gonna talk to me I’ll just leave

DARREN EXITS
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Episode 5- Transcript 2
Darren: The guest

Marina: The host
S3: Marina’s husband’s sister

S4: S3’s husband

In the pub, Darren gives his opinion of how Marina treats her husband Nigel
Narrator
DARREN’S CONVINCED THAT MARINA’S CLAIM THAT SHE CAN’T DO HOUSEWORK IS JUST AN EXCUSE

Darren
If you loved Nigel in the way that I love Alexandra, I’m not saying that you don’t- if you loved- if you love=

Marina
(slightly upset) =you keep saying I don’t love him

Darren
If you love Nigel in the way that I love Alexandra you’d keep on doing that job over and over again

Marina
oh god

S3
that’s bullshit why should she

Marina
bullshit

Darren
he does everything

S3
that’s Nigel

Darren
something tells me that he loves his family very much

S4
he does yeah

S3
that’s why he does it for Marina

Darren
I don’t think he gets the returns

S3
oh he does (.) he does

Darren
yeah yeah in a certain kind of way

[Marina starts crying but goes unnoticed]

S4
yeah but in wh- what way- in what way do you think

Darren
[sees Marina crying] Hey

S3
don’t get upset

Darren
Marina sorry I- I’m not saying it to upset you, you know what I mean why are you getting upset

[pause while Marina stops crying]

Darren
it’s like I said to you last night ok

Marina
yeah ok | not that I’m bothered about-

Darren

 | you are the luckiest (.) laziest (.) bitch (.) in the UK

Marina
yeah (.) I know

Darren
and I said to you last night and you couldn’t disagree with me

Marina
yeah I know I disagree with what you say about how I feel about Nigel [starts crying again] how can you assume what I feel about my husband

Darren
no no no

Marina
yeah how can you ever assume that

Darren
|no no no no I’m sorry 


|

Marina
|you do don’t even say it don’t even go there | there is no-one I love more in this whole world | than my husband

Darren



     | and that great

S3
we know that

Marina
so don’t say it just don’t say it- it hurts
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Episode 5- Transcript 3
Alexandra: The host

Nigel: The visitor

Alexandra has returned home from work to find Nigel has moved the dogs out of the kitchen and into the lounge as part of the 

rule change.

Alexandra
dogs, like cats, get very put out of joint by things changing and moving around (.) you know it really does disrupt them they find it very hard to handle. Now you might not be aware of that but that is (.) always the case, that’s gonna happen. You’ve fucked up their minds today

Nigel
that weren’t me

Alexandra
y’know yes you have you’re responsible cos you’ve changed things around | in the house

Nigel

| you knew- you knew I were coming here t- t- (.) sort your house. When I’ve gone then you’re gonna let em back in t’kitchen

Alexandra
of course I’m going to let them back in the kitchen Nigel

Nigel
so what’s point me teaching you to keep em out

Alexandra
you’re not teaching me anything about y’know how to keep a house Nigel

Nigel
see- there the big issue aren’t they? dogs
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Episode 5- Transcript 4
Darren: The guest

Marina: The host

Jamie: Marina’s son

Darren and Marina are sat at the dining table eating a meal Marina has just cooked as 

part of Darren’s changes to the rules.
Narrator
DESPITE HER PROTESTS THAT SHE CAN’T COOK MARINA’S MANAGING TO PREPARE A ROAST DINNER FOR THE WHOLE FAMILY. HER CULINARY SKILLS HAVEN’T GONE UNNOTICED BY DARREN

Darren
you can cook

Marina
no I can’t  cook

Darren
you bloody well can

Marina
the fact is I don’t enjoy it

Darren
to say you can’t do it because y’know (.) you burn it

Marina
well I have said that and have done that

Jamie
can’t you just shut up arguing

Darren
we’re not arguing we’re talking

Jamie
you are

Marina
we’re having a discussion

Jamie
can’t you just eat and argue later when we’re in bed
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Episode 5- Transcript 5
Darren: The guest

Jamie: The son of Darren’s guests

Darren has implemented changes stipulating the children have to go to bed at a certain time. Jamie wants a bath before he goes to bed.

Darren

you’re in bed at nine o’clock

Jamie

no I’m not

Darren

it is now nine o’clock 

Jamie

no you said upstairs at nine o’clock

Darren

so go to your room please

Jamie

you said upstairs at nine o’clock

Darren

I said upstairs nine o’clock did I?

Jamie

yeah

Darren
let me just check these er- [reading from his list of rules] bedtime (.) upstairs nine o’clock

Jamie
there you go upstairs nine o’clock | upstairs  UPSTAIRS nine o’clock  end of story 

Darren





       | whoah whoah whoah

Jamie

| I proved you wrong (1) I proved you wrong

Darren

| it doesn’t say upstairs in the bathroom does it

Jamie

so what you said upstairs bathroom upstairs. I proved you wrong 

Darren

all you’re doing is proving yourself silly

Jamie

why am I? I proved you wrong. You said I had to be in the room

Darren

I can do without this cheekiness

Jamie

you do without you’re not doing out

Darren

I’m not out am I?

Jamie

no

Darren

[sarcastic] no

Jamie

no

Darren

room now please

Jamie

I’m watching this

[Darren moves forward and takes hold of Jamie’s arm]

Jamie

get off don’t touch me

Darren

I’m helping you to- to get out of the room

Jamie

no

Darren

can you go upstairs please Jay?

Jamie

no

Darren

can you go upstairs please Jay?

Jamie

no

Darren
now if you were you would have my hand across your arse now, 

Jamie
I’m not your kid

Darren
you think yourself lucky you’re not

Jamie
I’m not your kid mate am I?

Darren
don’t mate me cos you’re talking to me like shit

Jamie
am I eck

Darren
you’re not my mate, not at the moment you’re not my mate

Jamie
good, so don’t touch me

Darren
you’re a cheeky (.) little (.) sod

Jamie
nah

Darren
children (.) who’d have ‘em

Jamie
adults (.) who’d want ‘em
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Episode 5- Transcript 6
Alexandra: The host

Nigel: The visitor

Nigel has cleared out possessions of Alexandra because he felt they were unnecessary clutter. This has upset Alexandra.

Alexandra
I really feel abused (.) | by you 

Nigel




| By me?

Alexandra
Yes by you Nigel (.) because the things that keep my thread of sanity. The things that define me- are gone. It’s enough to send me to the looney bin yeah it really is yeah y’know my life is my creativity and that’s all gone it’s all been packaged up and taken away. Walking the dogs everyday, cooking. And I don’t want to see this happy, [starts crying] singing well (1) sorted whole woman turned into this ill (.) y’know kinda (1) woman who has to explain to her husband when he comes back how she let these things be touched and be taken away

Nigel
[to camera] she’s basically pissed off with me. I’ve took all her life away over this two week. She’s on the brink off commiting hari-kari because I- I’m cooking her fucking tea (1) work it out your sen I can’t fathom ‘er
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