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Abstract 

 

The pragmatics of greetings and leave-takings in Brazil and the United 

States: A cross-cultural study  

 

Vivian Flanzer, Ph.D.  

The University of Texas at Austin, 2019 

 

Supervisor:  Dale April Koike  

 

This dissertation examines the cultural norms involved in greetings and leave-

takings in different situations of social interaction as reported by university students from 

Brazil and the United States, investigating the differences and similarities between these 

norms in the two countries and if the gender of the speaker influences verbal and/or 

nonverbal behavior in greetings and leave-takings. Using aspects of pragmatics, 

sociolinguistics, and the model of frame (Terkourafi, 2005a), and following the studies of 

Koike and Lacorte (2017), Moraes (2001) and Schneider (2012a), I created a cultural 

survey that was answered by 182 Americans and 178 Brazilians. 

My findings show that the American and Brazilian students reported using the same 

greeting and leave-taking forms, indicating that they share a similar cultural frame 

regarding these speech acts. However, the results showed that, in most situations, the 

frequencies of these forms vary in both groups, suggesting that the Americans and 

Brazilians have different cultural norms and expectations regarding the realization of these 

greetings and leave-takings. A comparison of these data shows that the Brazilian university 

students reported a higher tendency than their American counterparts to use Body 
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Language and Vocatives in greetings and leave-takings, and Pre-Closures in leave-takings. 

The Americans, on the other hand, tended to mention Positive Comments in leave-takings 

and Status Questions in greetings. Critically, I found that these tendencies differ in terms 

of frequencies and/or linguistic realization according to the levels of social distance 

between the interactants. This knowledge is important for cross-cultural communication 

because it is through the choices of specific greeting and leave-taking forms and types of 

verbal and nonverbal expression that speakers sustain their relationships and display their 

identities. Moreover, this study reveals that gender variation does not play a major role in 

greetings and leave-takings for these students, indicating that a change might be underway 

toward more gender equality in both societies among this age group. By revealing the 

norms and expectations of speech communities in different situations of interaction, this 

large cross-cultural pragmatics study helps dispel blanket statements and stereotypes about 

peoples and cultures.
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Chapter 1:  Introduction 

Greetings and leave-takings are essential components of our daily social lives. 

Present in every human society (Goffman, 1971), they are among the first verbal routines 

explicitly taught to children in their native languages (Ebsworth, Bodman, & Carpenter, 

1996) and one of the first topics introduced in foreign language classes (Duranti, 1997). 

The importance of the openings and closings of social interactions is paramount: they play 

a fundamental role in social organization (Goffman, 1971) because they structure and 

maintain social relationships (Knapp, Hart, Friedrich & Shulman, 1973), elicit reciprocity 

and social recognition (Firth, 1972), handle an important part of the communicative 

competence necessary for being a member of any speech community (Duranti, 1997), and 

establish a platform for acceptance, creating a positive social bond between interlocutors 

in all age groups and cultures (Ebsworth et al., 1996). During greetings and leave-takings, 

social factors “loom largest”, as participants negotiate and control their social relationships 

through the messages exchanged (Laver, 1981, p. 289) and display a stance reflecting who 

they are to one another (Pillet-Shore, 2011, 2012). 

The universal significance of these speech acts, claims Firth (1972), can be 

indicated through “reverse behavior” (p. 2): when they are not performed appropriately, it 

can result in confusion, awkwardness, and even hostility (Ebsworth et al., 1996). When 

they are not performed at all (such as when people refuse to greet or say goodbye to 

someone they know) it expresses a “denial of the other person as a social entity” (Firth, 

1972, p. 2).  

Although greetings and leave-takings are socially significant events in universal 

terms, their realization is culture-bound; i.e., they vary according to different communities 

and social factors (Ebsworth et al., 1996; Firth, 1972; Goffman, 1971; Knapp et al., 1973; 
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Placencia, 1997a). Greeting and leave-taking behavior (which can be verbal or nonverbal) 

is highly conventionalized (Firth, 1972; Laver, 1981) and these culture-specific 

conventions are often performed intuitively, without much thinking. In fact, most speakers 

are consciously aware of only a small number of high frequency, ritualized semantic 

formulas that contribute to these speech acts (Ebsworth et al., 1996). 

Despite their centrality to social interaction, there are very few academic studies 

about greetings and leave-takings and there is a significant need for research on how they 

are performed in different languages and cultures (Ebsworth et al., 1996). In the field of 

pragmatics, a branch of linguistics that focuses on the production and comprehension of 

meaning in social contexts, and the approach that I adopt in this dissertation, the literature 

about these speech acts in American English is still scarce (see Clark & French, 1981; 

Duranti, 1986; Ebsworth et al., 1996; Farese, 2017; Felix-Brasdefer, 2012; Michno, 2017; 

Pillet-Shore, 2012; Pinto, 2008; Schegloff & Sacks, 1973; Schneider, 2012a). To my 

knowledge, there is only one study about greetings and leave-takings in Brazilian 

Portuguese (Moraes, 2001) and no study that compares the performance of these speech 

acts in Brazilian Portuguese and American English. 

Greetings and leave-takings tend to be understudied by academics, or regarded as 

mundane, ordinary (Knapp et al., 1973), or meaningless (Firth, 1972). Scholars are inclined 

to see these perfunctory, conventionalized acts as “part of the dust of social activity, empty 

and trivial” (Goffman, 1971, p. 64). Yet, the study of these “highly potent interpersonal 

maneuvers” can give unique insights into the nature of communicative norms (Knapp et 

al., 1973), shed light into social organization (Goffman, 1971), and contribute to the 

understanding and better communication among different languages and cultures. Given 

these circumstances, Goffman (1971) claimed: “Surely, it is time to examine ‘Hello’” (p. 

64). We might say the same about ‘Goodbye’. Conversational encounters, he affirmed, are 



 3 

typically opened and closed by these devices, often even built up in terms of them. He 

called, therefore, for a study of these performances. 
 

1.1 HOW BRAZILIANS AND AMERICANS PERCEIVE EACH OTHER WHEN GREETING AND   
LEAVE-TAKING 

When Brazilians and Americans reflect on cross-cultural differences in their day-

to-day social behavior, greetings and leave-takings are recurrent themes. Matthew Shirts, 

an American journalist living in Brazil since 1984, recalls his cultural shock when first 

visiting the country, as an 18-year-old high school student from California without any 

exposure to Portuguese: 
 
It was there that I felt deep down, for the first time, what culture is . . . that different 
cultures, in the most anthropological sense of the word, in fact do things in a distinct 
way . . . .  Culture has a physical component. I had never lived this sensation 
intensely before. . . .  Americans are not used to kissing as a form of greeting. And, 
suddenly, I was facing a situation in which everybody was kissing each other: one, 
two, three times. (Shirts, 2010, p. 56, my translation) 

Shirts’s startling experience is not unique. Harrison (1983), who performed a study 

comparing Brazilian and North American social behavior focusing on nonverbal 

communication, claims that differences between Brazilians and Americans regarding 

manners of greetings are “marked” (p. 27). Lacking the cultural norms that support 

nonverbal communication, she believes, even North Americans who achieve verbal 

fluency in Brazilian Portuguese might not be able to communicate effectively in Brazil: 

“American men often jump off from a Brazilian man’s abraço, and American women 

sometimes jump back from the kiss of greeting tendered by Brazilian women” (p. xiii). 

Brazilians who are not used to American habits may also misinterpret the message 

conveyed by American greetings and leave-takings:   

 



 4 

Brazilians feel that North Americans do not greet one another much at all, and that 
such greeting as does take place either tends to be very formal or rather superficial. 
They note a lack of physical contact, which bespeaks formality and distance. 
(Harrison, 1983, p. 27) 

Although, according to these authors, physical contact seems to be the most obvious 

source of cross-cultural differences in greeting and leave-taking encounters between 

Americans and Brazilians, typical verbal expressions from these countries also cause 

befuddlement. For example, according to Harrison (1983) Brazilians see Americans’ leave-

takings as a “proliferation of clichés as ‘Have a nice day!’, exchanged indiscriminately 

between relative strangers and close friends” (p. 27). Renowned Brazilian writer Luis 

Fernando Verissimo, when living for a year with his family in New York City, also noticed 

that this common American formula was used indiscriminately. For him, ‘Have a nice day!’ 

is an emblem of American amiability, informality and egalitarianism: 
 
What impresses us is the compulsive niceness of almost everybody. … The 
American informality is contagious.  . . . In the stores, in the restaurants, people are 
treated without deference, but pleasantly, from equal to equal. . . . niceness is a fact. 
“Have a nice day!” is the sentence you hear the most. (Verissimo & Fonseca, 1991, 
pp. 106-107, my translation) 

Americans may also misread some common Brazilian leave-taking formulas, as 

signs of overfriendliness. Priscilla Goslin, an American expatriate living in Rio de Janeiro 

for more than six decades, wrote a humorous book with tips for foreigners on how to 

survive in her adopted city (Goslin, 1995). She cautions her readers that to demonstrate 

friendliness in social situations, cariocas (someone born in the city of Rio de Janeiro) never 

bid farewell with a simple “goodbye.” Instead, they always end their social encounters with 

one of the following expressions: a gente se vê ‘see you’, te ligo ‘I’ll call you’, or aparece 

em casa ‘show up at my place’. But she warns that these phrases are not to be taken literally. 

What they really mean, affirms Goslin, is “we WON’T be seeing each other again soon”, 

“DON’T wait for my call” and “DON’T show up at my place” (p. 43). 



 5 

These humorous anecdotes share the astonishment of the discovery of cross-

cultural peculiarities regarding verbal and nonverbal behavior related to greetings and 

leave-takings, and some misconceptions about what is being communicated. In addition, 

they reveal that these perceived cultural habits are overgeneralized by foreigners, at least 

in their first encounters. From the American perspective, in Brazil “everybody was kissing 

each other” (Shirts, 2010, p. 56); people never say a simple goodbye, and always say a 

friendly expression of leave-taking. For Brazilians, Americans do not have physical contact 

at all while greeting, and say ‘Have a nice day!’ to everybody indiscriminately. And it is 

precisely this overgeneralization, this incapacity to attribute verbal and nonverbal behavior 

to specific social circumstances and relationships, common in first encounters with a new 

culture, that may cause miscommunication. 

Let’s get back to Shirts, the American journalist now living for more than 30 years 

in Brazil, who described his discovery that culture can involve a physical component. He 

continues the testimony of his short story (which, by the way, is entitled O beijo como 

cultura, or ‘The kiss as a form of culture’) admitting that what made him more confused, 

uncomfortable and awkward about the Brazilian greeting style when he first arrived in 

Brazil, was not knowing how many kisses he was supposed to exchange with women, as 

he sometimes was kissed once, twice, or three times on different occasions. As his 

Portuguese skills were too limited to clarify this with his host family, he came up with his 

own theories and concluded that the more important the person, the more kisses the person 

should receive upon being greeted. Shirts decided to apply his theory on his next encounter, 

which happened to be the introduction to the director of the Catholic school he was about 

to start attending as an exchange student. The director was an elderly nun, and a very 

reserved person. Anxious to show his respect and his gratitude to her, upon entering the 

director’s office, the young American held her tightly, and enthusiastically kissed her three 
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times. As soon as he left the school, his host family, who witnessed the episode, burst out 

laughing. They explained to him, with the help of a dictionary, that nuns are not to be 

kissed, much less three times! Shirts finishes his story confessing that, after 30 years living 

in Brazil, he still feels unsure about how to act when greeting Brazilian women, always 

hesitating if he should give one, two, or three kisses. He concludes: “It depends on the 

context, of course. And this is a ‘contextual’ country” (Shirts, 2010, p. 57).  

Shirts’s anecdotes highlight the importance of context for the realization of 

greetings, and reveal the difficulty for first-time visitors to grasp the different contexts at 

play and the expected behavior in specific circumstances. In his interaction with the 

director, it was a situation of formality (a professional setting), with marked social distance 

between the interactants (the elderly and reserved nun-director and the young student) as 

well as cultural and gender differences and power imbalance (the director was accepting 

the American as an exchange student). If the context had been the celebration of the nun’s 

birthday at her family home and Shirts her favorite nephew, probably the three enthusiastic 

kisses would have been appropriate to the situation. What made Shirts’s host family laugh, 

and his story so humorous, was his obliviousness to all these important social variables.  

Goslin (1995), Harrison (1983), and Kelm and Victor (2017) write about the rules 

regarding greetings and leave-takings in Brazil for the American audience. They point out 

that the number of kisses varies according to the region: one in São Paulo, three in Minas 

Gerais and generally two in the rest of the country. They also note that the greeting “kiss” 

is usually not an actual kiss, but a rubbing of cheeks with a kiss in the air, and is appropriate 

for women-to-women and men-to-women greetings. Men greeting other men should shake 

hands (or other hand touching gestures) and/or pat on the shoulder or give a brief hug. In 

professional situations, the most common form of greeting is the handshake. When saying 

goodbye, these same rules apply. 
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Although the cross-cultural information these authors provide regarding greetings 

and leave-takings is useful, it is based exclusively on the authors’ own observations, 

experiences and insights and is not backed up by empirical data. Moreover, this information 

is based on the perspective of the foreigners and not of the native speakers of these 

countries. A deeper understanding of cross-cultural communication between Brazilians and 

Americans is currently needed. The United States is Brazil’s second-largest trading partner 

and Brazil is the seventh-largest trading partner of the United States. In higher education 

and study abroad, Brazil is the fifteenth largest destination for U.S. students. Brazil, on the 

other hand, has recently committed to send abroad 100,000 university students, and the top 

destination is the United States (Kelm & Victor, 2017). Given that greetings and leave-

takings are essential for establishing, maintaining and negotiating social relationships and 

their realization is prone to cultural variation, among other social factors, there is a need to 

conduct a cross-cultural empirical investigation that unveils the cultural norms of verbal 

and non-verbal behavior regarding these speech acts in different contexts of interaction in 

Brazil and the U.S. based on the perspectives of the native speakers. This dissertation seeks 

to fill this need by examining, from a pragmatics perspective, how culture, gender, and the 

social distance between the participants influence the manners in which greetings and 

leave-takings are performed in these two countries.  In order to accomplish these goals, I 

created an online questionnaire targeting greetings and leave-takings in different situations 

and types of interaction. This questionnaire was answered by university students from 

Brazil and the United States. 

In this chapter I introduce the basic concepts that I address in this dissertation. I 

start part I by reviewing the literature about greetings and leave-takings in the field of 

pragmatics and the social sciences, highlighting their importance for human interaction and 

the organization of social life. I also show how these speech acts are complex and multi-
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faceted, prone to social variation and including body language, emotion and prosody, and 

serve different social functions in our daily lives. In part II, I describe the notions of frames 

and cultural models, and argue that this flexible framework is the ideal methodological 

approach to carry out this multi-faceted study. 

1.2 DEFINING GREETINGS AND LEAVE-TAKINGS 

A closer analysis of greetings and leave-takings exposes a “multitude of 

complicating issues” (Goffman, 1971, p. 75). Starting and terminating a social encounter 

are complex events, involving the choice of a wide range of linguistic and nonlinguistic 

behaviors that are influenced by many situational and social variables. These behaviors 

may consist of a simple wave or a head nod, a single utterance or a lengthy speech act set. 

Goffman’s (1971) definition of greetings encompasses the complexity and 

vicissitudes of this speech act: 
A selection from a set of behavioral displays is involved. Two individuals upon 
approaching orient frontally to each other. Their glances lock for a moment in 
communion, eyes glisten, smiling expressions of social recognition are conveyed, 
and a note of pleasure is briefly sustained. … A verbal salutation is likely to be 
provided along with a term of address. When possible, embracing, hand-shaking, 
and other bodily contacting may occur (Goffman, 1971, p. 74, my italics). 

This definition touches on essential points that I explore in this study. First, 

Goffman points out that the actual realization of the greeting is a selection from a 

behavioral repertoire. Greetings are “highly conventionalized” (Firth, 1972) but they are 

inherently variable; their actual realization is contingent to the specific situation, to the 

social factors of the participants (such as age, gender, region), to the type of relationship 

between them (social distance, hierarchy) and individual preference. Second, his definition 

encompasses verbal (including terms of address) and nonverbal behavior. Goffman’s 

description of the latter is more expansive than of verbal salutations. The fact that greetings 

include nonverbal communication is obvious for the layperson. However, the empirical 
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studies about greeting and leave-takings in pragmatics and related fields tend to focus on 

verbal behavior alone (Clark & French, 1981; Ebsworth et al. 1996; Farese, 2017; Félix-

Brasdefer, 2012; Márquez Reiter & Luke, 2010; Michno, 2017; Moraes, 2001; Pinto, 2008; 

Placencia, 1997a; Schneider, 2012a; Valeiras Viso, 2002). Other studies that focus on 

nonverbal behavior of greetings and or leave-takings leave aside the verbal utterance as 

part of the analysis (Harrison, 1983; Kendon & Ferber, 1973; Pillet-Shore, 2012). The only 

studies about American English, to my knowledge, that focus on both verbal and nonverbal 

behavior are those of Knapp, Hart, Friedrich, & Shulman (1973) and Krivonos and Knapp 

(1975). Third, Goffman situates the act of greeting in the realm of social organization. 

Fourth, he includes the display of emotions (‘pleasure’) that is associated with this speech 

act. Finally, the author mentions the possibility of physically touching the other person 

(“body contact”), underscoring that the establishment of social ties through touching, such 

as in a handshake, creates a “symbolic bond between the parties” (Firth, 1972, p. 4). 

All the factors mentioned in Goffman’s definition of greetings (importance to social 

organization, variation, verbal – including terms of address - and nonverbal 

communication, display of emotions, and body contact) are also present in the various 

definitions of leave-takings, as I will discuss  later in this section.  

Many authors consider greetings and leave-takings to be rituals (Goffman, 1971; 

Firth, 1972; Laver, 1981; Moraes, 2001; Placencia, 1997a). Goffman (1971) describes 

rituals as “a perfunctory, conventionalized act” (p. 62) that conveys respect and regard. 

Following Durkheim’s (1915) classification of rituals into positive and negative, Goffman 

(1971) claims that negative rituals preserve the self and the right to be left alone whereas 

positive rituals affirm and support social relationships. Goffman points out that if the 

elaborate ceremonial rituals for supernatural entities described by Durkheim are not 

common anymore in contemporary society, there remain brief, “interpersonal rituals” that 



 10 

can shed light into social organization (p. 63). Positive interpersonal rituals are ‘supportive 

interchanges’ (p. 64), as they engender not only responses but also reciprocity between the 

participants. Greetings and leave-takings, which “appear[s] to be found in every human 

society” (p. 73), are, to Goffman, supportive interchanges par excellence. In the same vein, 

Firth (1972) affirms that greetings and leave-takings are rituals because they both follow 

“patterned routines” and include a system of signs that convey messages with “adaptive 

value in facilitating social relations” (p. 29). According to Firth, greeting rituals imply a 

positive acceptance of the person met, a willingness to establish a social relationship. 

Leave-taking rituals recognize that the relationship has been established (and accepted), 

and hints that it could continue.  

Goffman (1971) also refers to greetings and leave-takings as “access rituals”, since 

access to the interlocutor is a precondition to a social interaction. For Goffman, greetings 

mark a transition to a period of increased access to the other person, and leave-takings to a 

state of decreased access until the next interaction. Together, greetings and leave-takings 

are “ritual brackets”, “punctuation marks” (or, for Laver, 1981, the “marginal phases”) 

around a state of accessibility (Goffman, 1971, p. 79). In this way, Goffman affirms, a 

single definition covers both greetings and leave-takings: they are positive rituals that mark 

degrees of accessibility to the other person and therefore should be studied together. In 

fact, many authors define greetings by comparing them to leave-takings, or vice-versa, 

highlighting similarities and differences between them, as I show next.  

Although both greetings and leave-takings are seen as access rituals (Goffman, 

1971), access being central to any interpersonal relationship (Krivonos & Knapp, 1975), 

they serve different purposes regarding accessibility. According to Goffman (1971), a 

greeting between two people who know each other, has dual functions: it reinforces the 

previous relationship of the participants but also anticipates the increased access to each 
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other that is about to begin. A leave-taking, on the other hand, terminates the encounter 

and  bolsters the relationship for the anticipated hiatus.  

Another difference noted by Goffman (1971) is that while it can be relatively easy 

to prepare in advance for a greeting when the person to be met is not yet present, 

preparation for a leave-taking can be more complex. One party may be more inclined to 

end the interaction than the other, so the person that wishes to terminate the encounter 

should initiate the process in advance through cues that are effective but not blatant, such 

as saying “OK”, “I have to go back to work”, or start gathering their belongings. In 

addition, because leave-takings happen in the context of the situational factors that have 

developed during the interaction, in certain cases they might feel difficult for the 

participants (Knapp et al., 1973). Laver (1981) posits that ending a conversation poses a 

higher risk to face than starting it, as participants at the same time have to consolidate the 

interaction that is about to end and “mitigate” the separation that is about to start. Therefore 

leave-takings are a “fragile phase”, and are much more elaborated than greetings (p. 303). 

In the same vein, Schegloff and Sacks (1973) argue that if conversation openings regularly 

utilize a common starting point (usually a greeting), and subsequently diverge over a range 

of conversation topics, closing a conversation converges from a diverse range of topics to 

a regular, common closure. In this sense, they claim, conversations do not simply end (to 

utter a single “goodbye” or silence in a middle of a conversation is considered abrupt and 

rude); they are “brought to a close” (p. 289). This process entails prospective possibilities 

that arise in different points of the conversation. Consequently, ending a conversation, 

affirm the authors, is a transition that requires “accomplishing” (p. 324). 

The expression of emotions is an important component in both greetings and leave-

takings. In many societies, emotions are displayed by body motions, in others they are 

mainly expressed by verbal forms. In many cultures, greetings are expected to convey 
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pleasure, and leave-takings to express sadness for the impending separation (Firth, 1972; 

Placencia, 1997b). The amount of emotion expressed may vary or be minimal, but is key 

to the social relationship as they imply respect to the recipient. In certain greeting 

circumstances, participants may feel inhibited and constrain their display of emotions 

during the period of increased access to the other person. During leave-takings, when 

participants assume that their availability to each other will decrease, they can safely 

express their emotions and desires of increased involvement (Goffman, 1971). Although 

in this dissertation I will not measure emotions directly, I will take into consideration the 

expression of the emotions of Brazilian and American students in situations of greeting and 

leave-takings as revealed by their written answers to the questionnaire.  

Both greetings and leave-takings are considered positive rituals as they engender 

acceptability, support and reciprocity (Firth, 1972; Goffman, 1971; Laver, 1981). Firth 

(1972) notes that in many languages, these speech acts express positive qualities of 

viability, serenity or benedictions. In English, ‘welcome’ means ‘it is good that you have 

come’. Upon departure, we use again goodwill terms, such as ‘farewell’ or ‘goodbye’, 

which is a contraction of “God be with you” (pp. 7-8). ‘Adieu’ (French) and the 

corresponded ‘adeus’ (Portuguese) and ‘adiós’ (Spanish) consign a person to God’s care 

(p. 17). In Hebrew, Shalom aleichum, which means ‘peace be with you’, is used for both 

greetings and leave-takings.  

Finally, as with other speech acts, the realization of both greeting and leave-takings 

reflects social norms, which “encompass[es] a wide range of actual and potential 

behaviors” (Knapp et al., p. 183). These social norms are culture-bound, varying according 

to the speech community, the situation, the relationship between the participants, and social 

factors such as age and gender, and determine what behavior is appropriate for each 
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specific situation. According to these authors, the violation of these norms may affect the 

effectiveness of the greeting and/or leave-taking. 

In the next sections, I address in more detail the importance of variation and body 

language for the studies about greetings and leave-takings.  

1.3 VARIATION IN GREETINGS AND LEAVE-TAKINGS 

Goffman (1971) recognizes that there is a significant difference among the various 

ways of expressing greetings and leave-takings, since what is appropriate in a particular 

situation is not necessarily what is expected in a different context. The nature of each 

encounter, he claims, such as a business meeting, a ceremony, or unexpectedly running 

into someone, provides “rationales, conventionally recognized understandings, each with 

its own range of appropriate applications” (p. 72). The types of social situations that 

influence the way that greetings and leave-takings are performed include: individual or 

group interaction; formality or informality of the occasion, prior acquaintance or not of the 

parties involved; conventional emotional nature of the occasion; face-to-face or distant 

communication; probability and frequency of contact, etc. (Firth, 1972; Goffman, 1971). 

The social factors of the participants, such as their region, social class, ethnicity, gender 

and age (Barron & Schneider, 2009; Schneider & Barron, 2008; Schneider, 2012) as well 

as the type of relationship between the interactants, such as their social distance (Laver, 

1981), also influence the expected forms of greetings and leave-takings. Although it is 

impossible to describe all of these factors, I review next some of the most recurring 

variational factors in the literature of greetings and leave-takings: cross-cultural, social 

distance and gender variation. 
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1.3.1 Cross-cultural variation 

Scholars consider the verbal and nonverbal realizations of greetings and leave-

takings as highly conventionalized rituals that follow patterned and culture-specific 

routines (Firth, 1972; Goffman, 1971; Laver, 1981). These conventions reflect the social 

norms (the preferred ways of saying things and organizing thoughts) of particular 

languages and communities (Kecskes, 2014).  

Firth (1971) observes that, although human societies tend to use a comparatively 

small set of basic materials to express greeting and leave-takings, they show a wide range 

of variation in behavior. What seems entirely natural in one place can be considered strange 

behavior in another (Lundmark, 2009). Americans and Britons, for example, might 

exchange a kiss in a private greeting but refrain from doing so in public. A French person, 

notes Firth (1972), might do just the opposite. Brazilians kiss as a form of greeting and 

leave-taking in private and public occasions (Harrison, 1983). And while the handshake is 

considered to be the traditional formal greeting of Western countries par excellence, 

especially among men in formal situations, this tradition is not true for other societies. For 

the Tonga tribe in South Africa, shaking hands is taboo, and can be considered dangerous 

(Firth, 1972).  

As previously mentioned, there are many differences between the way Brazilians 

and Americans communicate nonverbally during the exchanges of greetings and leave 

takings. Kelm and Victor (2017) point out that these differences include ‘haptics’, 

‘proxemics’, and ‘affect display’. Haptics relates to how people communicate through 

touch. During a social interaction, they claim, Brazilians are more likely to touch the 

interlocutor than Americans. Proxemics concerns the spatial separation that people 

maintain from each other in social interactions. Kelm and Victor (2017) affirm that 

Brazilians are more likely to stand closer to the person they are talking to than Americans. 
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This perception seems also to be echoed among Brazilians. When the Olympic games were 

hosted in Brazil, the Brazilian newspaper O Globo published a humorous article about 

common cross-cultural gaffes that might be committed against citizens of other countries 

that were participating in the games. When commenting on differences between Brazilian 

and Americans, the journalist focused on greetings, as related to haptics and proxemics:  
Greeting a foreigner demands diplomacy…. Brazilians hug, kiss, touch each 
other; Russians give a peck on the lips; . . . Americans feel unease with too much 
intimacy – there was even a manual determining the distance of 33 centimeters 
between the interlocutors…. ” (Mazzacaro, 2016, p. 27, my translation) 

The article concludes with a quote from a Brazilian public relations firm, recommending 

solely hand-shaking in dealing with foreigners. 

Regarding affect display, Kelm and Victor (2017) state that Brazilians demonstrate 

more emotion than Americans in general. Affect display, they warn, should not be confused 

with the intensity of the emotion, as “two people who are equally happy may not 

demonstrate that happiness in the same way” (p. 135). For Kelm and Victor (2017), how 

much we are allowed to express our emotions is determined by our society’s cultural 

norms. They claim that in Brazilian society it is more acceptable for people to show their 

emotions openly than in the United States. Harrison (1983) notices that many Brazilians 

let their emotions show through tone, volume, and use of gestures; therefore, in general, 

she asserts, conversation among Brazilians tend to be more animated than among 

Americans.  

These different conversation styles based on display of emotions can have a real 

impact on cross-cultural interaction. For example, Kelm and Victor (2017) posit that 

Americans frequently perceive Brazilians as loud and exceptionally emotional whereas 

Brazilians often think of North Americans as being cold and uncaring. One of Harrison’s 

informants thought that Americans are “only half people” because they don’t express too 
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much emotion when greeting each other (p. 24). As mentioned, the intensity of feelings 

does not translate into display of emotions equally in all cultures: “Brazilians are simply 

culturally more accustomed to displaying emotions more openly than the North 

Americans” (Kelm & Victor, 2017, p. 136). 

Verbal behavior, naturally, also vary according to different cultures, not only 

because of the different languages used but also due to different conceptions of the world. 

For example, similar time-framed formulas for greetings and leave-takings, such as ‘good 

morning’, ‘good afternoon’, and ‘good evening’, are present in many societies, but some 

might stress different time sectors (Firth, 1972). The French and the Germans usually do 

not use ‘afternoon’ as a greeting or departure signal, as Americans and Brazilians do. And 

while Americans differentiate ‘good evening’ from ‘good night’, Brazilians and French do 

not make this distinction.    

1.3.2 Social distance 

Greetings and leave-takings encode social identities and/or relationships between 

speakers and addressees. When a person greets or takes leave from another, there is a 

constellation of social referents they might use depending on the hearer and the relationship 

between the participants (Archer et al., 2012). As an illustration, these authors point out 

that in ‘How are you, Professor Aijmer?’, the speaker has chosen to stress the addressee’s 

(higher) professional status. However, this utterance is not obligatory when greeting 

college professors; if the interactants were close friends, a more informal greeting would 

be more appropriate (p. 27).  

Laver (1981) notes that the levels of intimacy between the participants and the 

formality of the situation constrains the choice of formulaic phrases used in greetings and 

leave-takings, since utterances of maximum formality and distance are used with people 
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with higher rank or greater age than the speaker. In the same vein, Goffman (1971) posits 

that the amount of expansiveness expected in the beginning and ending of interactions 

depends on the level of intimacy between the individuals: “a long-absent neighbor will 

ordinarily be owed less of a show than a long-absent brother” (p. 83). The amount of time 

passed since the last encounter (in greetings) and the level of probability of future 

encounters (in leave-takings) may also affect the expansiveness of the salutation even 

among people that are not very intimate. In general, notes Goffman, the types of 

relationships may imply the probability of contact, as we probably interact with a close 

friend more often than with an acquaintance. He adds  that rituals that are intended to show 

proper respect in a distant relationship, if performed to someone who is closely related to 

the speaker could, instead, be seen as an affront.  

Variation in the use of body language can also express different levels of social 

distance in greetings and leave-takings. A kiss, for example, varies in several forms, 

according to the type of the social relationship/distance between the interactants. As Firth 

(1972) described, the lip-to-lip kiss (which may vary in duration and intensity) is performed 

between lovers and spouses; the lip-to-cheek kiss among family members, children and 

maybe very close friends; and the cheek-to-cheek kiss among friends and/or acquaintances, 

depending on the culture (it is widely used in Brazil). The cheek-to-cheek kiss, believes 

Firth, has an emotional component but not an erotic one, as not using the mouth in this 

form of kiss greeting “reduces to a minimum any suggestions of erotic elements in the 

exchange" (p. 26). The author adds that a further simulacrum is the verbalization of the 

kiss, in instances in which the actual kissing action is substituted for a verbal statement or 

the sound of kissing, also very common in Brazil. 
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1.3.3 Gender variation 

In the literature on greetings and leave-takings, gender differences are marked in 

many cultures, especially regarding body language. Scholars, for instance, attribute the 

handshake, or some kind of hand or arm touch, to male-to-male interactions exclusively, 

and, in business situations, between men and women (Firth, 1972; Harrison, 1983; Kelm 

& Victor, 2017; Kendon & Ferber, 1990): 

 
A handshake is primarily behavior between male-equals or those making a show of 
equality; my guess is that it occurs much less frequently between men and women. 
Between women no handshake at all may be exchanged, though other identificatory 
signs may be. (Firth, 1972, p. 5)  

Between women who are not family members, the literature shows either no body 

contact at all when greeting or taking leave (Kendon & Ferber, 1990), or in some countries, 

such as in Brazil, the use of the cheek-to-cheek kiss. Men and women may also exchange 

this form of kiss, but “men do not kiss men, except in intimate family circumstances . . . 

and even then it is optional” (Firth, 1972, p. 25).  

These comments about the gender rules concerning greetings and leave-takings can 

be seen as generalizations based on the researchers’ insights and experiences, as, with the 

exception of Kendon and Ferber (1990), they did not perform empirical studies about these 

behaviors. Moreover, gender variation also depends on other factors, such as the levels of 

intimacy between the interactants, age of the participants and other circumstances. Finally, 

these behaviors were described in the 1970s and 90s, and cultural norms may also change 

with time. As I write this dissertation in 2017-9, two of the most recurring themes in the 

global media are the “gender revolution” (see for example the National Geographic 

Magazine Special Issue: Gender Revolution, 2017) and the “Me Too Movement” 

(https://metoomvmt.org/). As part of this discussion about the redefinition of gender roles, 
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gender identities, and the appropriateness of male-female touching, issues related to 

greetings and leave-takings are surfacing in the media.   

 A recent article on the NPR website features a French mayor that officially 

announced that she will now only greet male officials with a handshake instead of the 

traditional two-cheek kiss, as the latter makes her feel uncomfortable because it “shows an 

inequality between men and women,” while the former is “what men do” (Beardsley, 

2018). Senator Joe Biden, whose “touchy” greeting style to men and women in the past 

had been considered affectionate, in today’s lens is being publicly considered as 

inappropriate, an issue that appeared on the first page of the New York Times (Stolberg & 

Ember, 2019). The findings from this dissertation will hopefully shed light on how the 

gender revolution is impacting gender behavior regarding greetings and leave-takings in 

Brazil and the United States among university students. 

 Similar to spoken language, the choice of the type of body language during 

greetings and leave-takings varies according to several cultural and social factors, a topic 

that I address next. 

1.4 BODY LANGUAGE IN GREETINGS AND LEAVE-TAKINGS 

The human body, through its postures, movements and contact with other bodies, 

is an important component of greetings and leave-takings. In this study, I take into 

consideration body language as reported by the participants’ answers to the questionnaire. 

Firth (1972) notes that a body movement per se is not considered body language 

unless it entails an exchange of socially-recognized signs. For example, physical 

encounters may happen without a social relationship, such as when two people in a 

crowded bus accidentally rub their shoulders. In this case, “they recognize the physical 

presence of each other but . . . the existence of each is not incorporated into the social 
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universe of the other” (p. 1). A social relationship, affirms Firth, is created only by some 

exchange of signs, as by a word or a nod. In the case of greetings, utterances such as “hi” 

and gestures like a hand wave, work as “moves to transition from mere physical copresence 

into mutually ratified social copresence” (Pillet-Shore, 2012, p. 376). 

In this perspective, Firth (1972) considers the human body as a social instrument 

and draws parallels between spoken and body language as both are performed 

unconsciously and are expressions of social relationships. Verbal and nonverbal elements, 

he posits, can serve as complements, alternatives or substitutes for one another. The 

instrumental use of the human body for social purposes, he adds, is a key element in the 

ways greetings and leave-takings establish and maintain social relationships.  

According to Firth (1972), during greetings, body movements such as waves, nods, 

and eyebrow raisings can serve the purpose of showing recognition and drawing the 

attention of the addressee. Smiles are considered one of the major signs of welcome in 

most cultures. Touching the other person creates a symbolic bond between the parties. The 

handshake has the function of reducing social anxiety. The greeting-hug is the gesture that 

gives “prime satisfaction to the participants and prime demonstration of amity to the 

public” (p. 25). The kiss, as previously mentioned, has many variations in greetings and 

leave-takings (lip-to-lip, lip-to-cheek, cheek-to-cheek, and verbalization of the kiss), 

displaying the type of social relationship between the interactants. 

The eyes also play a fundamental role in human relationships, as sighting is 

considered a pre-interactional step: before any greeting can begin, participants must see 

each other, identify the other as someone they wish to greet, and have some indication that 

the other person will wish to greet as well (Kendon & Ferber, 1990, pp. 163-165). In other 

words, individuals “simultaneously have to address and acknowledge each other” as a 

precondition for social contact (Goffman, 1971, p. 69).  
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Kendon and Ferber (1990) distinguish several phases of greetings; in all of them, 

body language has importance. The decision to greet is usually followed with a “distant 

salutation”, i.e., an exchange of salutations while there is a considerable distance between 

the participants (p. 159). The distant salutation might include a head toss, lowering the 

head, a nod, a wave, and/or a smile, and it may be followed by an utterance such as “hi” 

(p. 173). The distant salutation might be the entire greeting, or it can be a prelude to further 

interaction. If the latter occurs, participants start moving towards one another to be at a 

closer range (the “approach period”). The approach phase is marked by facial orientation 

(including exchange of glances as an encouragement for further interaction), body crossing 

(one arm or both across the upper part of the body) and grooming (clothes adjusting, hair 

strokes, facial rubs) by the participants (p. 180). Towards the end of the approach period, 

participants usually smile and perform a “palm presentation”, orienting the palm of their 

hand toward the other person (p. 188).  In the “close salutation period”, the culmination of 

the greeting transaction, participants orient to one another and come to a halt, facing each 

other. The close salutation might occur without body contact or include a handshake, 

kisses, and/or (partial or tight) embraces (p. 191). Kendon and Ferber note that once the 

close salutation has been completed, the participants then move away and adopt a different 

orientation to one another.  

Body language, especially smiles, handshakes, kisses and embraces, is also an 

important feature of leave-takings (Firth, 1972; Goffman, 1971). To signal to the other 

party the intention to finish an interaction, the most common non-verbal categories found 

by Knapp et al. (1973) were breaking eye contact, positioning the body to the left, leaning 

forward and head nodding. Other physical cues that display the aim to transition to a 

farewell is increasing inter-participant space and edging toward an exit (Schegloff & Sacks, 

1973).  
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1.5 FUNCTIONS OF GREETINGS AND LEAVE-TAKINGS 

Firth (1972) identified three major social functions of greeting and leave-takings: 

attention producing, reduction of uncertainty or anxiety in social contact, and 

identification. I address each of these themes below. 

1. Attention producing 

A basic function of greeting is the attraction of the other person’s attention, by, for 

instance, glancing, waving or saying “Hello”. In the same vein, leave-taking behavior is 

also initiated by attracting the attention of the interlocutor to the fact that we wish to leave 

the interaction. By calling the attention of the other party, we are giving an “appropriate 

sign that further communication is wanted” (Firth, 1972, p. 30) and establishing that 

“channels have been opened, or that they soon will be” (Goffman, 1971, p. 77). In other 

words, we are implicitly eliciting some form of reciprocity, some kind of return from the 

hearer signaling that the speaker is authorized to initiate the interaction. This sign can be a 

word or a gesture, but what is relevant is that some form of return be given. Reciprocity is 

important in all social relationships, and one attribute of greetings is that they elicit social 

recognition in return (Firth, 1972). Kendon and Ferber (1990) believe that people in general 

will only initiate a greeting if they are confident that it will be returned: “To be rebuffed or 

unrecognized is gravely embarrassing, and people rarely risk this” (p. 166). These initial 

moves from the speaker and the hearer, claims Goffman (1971), can then function to “ratify 

mutual orientation and openness for talk”, and suggest the status and the duration of the 

interaction (p. 77).  

Analogously, participants usually don’t end a conversation with a single ‘bye’, or 

a sudden silence, which would be interpreted as abrupt, rude or angry behavior. Instead, as 

Schegloff and Sacks (1971) posit, they need to signal to their interlocutor that they intend 

to start the transition to close the conversation, usually through expressions such as ‘OK’ 
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or ‘alright’. The authors call these expressions as “pre-closings”, as the hearer may opt to 

keep talking or agree with the speaker to start closing the conversation by, for instance 

answering back ‘OK’. The process of ending an interaction, just like in greetings, entails 

the attention of the interlocutor and the elicitation of collaboration and reciprocity from the 

participants.   
 

2. Reduction of uncertainty or anxiety in social contact 

A face-to-face encounter without any form of communication may be seen as 

threatening. Therefore, posits Firth (1972), even the most casual greeting gesture has the 

function of removing uncertainty from the encounter. When we pass strangers on the road 

and nod or say a brief word, we are not necessarily being friendly; we are putting the others 

in a “social context” and their reply implies that they are not “primarily aggressive” (p. 31). 

By the same token, when acquainted persons find themselves together again after a period 

of separation, there is necessarily some display of pleasure towards the other. Goffman 

(1971) affirms that this ensures that the previous separation was not malicious. Laver 

(1981) posits that the linguistic routines in greetings have the social functions of defusing 

the “potential hostility of silence”, allowing participants to cooperate in creating a 

comfortable interaction by showing signs of cordiality and mutual acceptance, and by 

serving as “an exploratory venue for participants to perceive their relative social status” (p. 

301).  I address this last point later, when I discuss the function of identification in greetings 

and leave-takings. 

In parallel, farewells in leave-takings have the function to “put a definite point to 

the departure” (Firth, 1972, p. 31) bringing the encounter to an “unambiguous close” 

(Goffman, 1972, p. 79). In this context, the eminent separation is established as a social 

fact and is not left “hanging …in the air as an unresolved issue” (Firth, 1972, p. 31). 
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However, routine behavior in leave-takings is much more elaborated than in greetings, as 

participants might see the separation as a risk to the relationship and feel more vulnerable 

(Laver, 1981). Consequently, participants have to deal with how to end social encounters 

without ending relationships (Placencia, 1997a, p. 78). In order to achieve these goals, 

behavior used during leave-takings serves two primary functions: mitigation and 

consolidation (Laver, 1981). Mitigation, according to Laver (1981), aims to achieve a 

cooperative parting, with appropriate reassurance that there are no feelings of rejection 

involved in the separation that is about to occur. Typically, it involves comments that blame 

the end of the encounter on a compulsory reason external to the speaker, such as “I am 

sorry, I have to go finish my homework.” Consolidation aims to reinforce the relationship 

between the participants through behavior that emphasizes the joy of the interaction (‘It 

was nice seeing you!’), the esteem and solidarity between the participants (‘I enjoy our 

little talks’), caring for the hearer (‘Take care!’), and the assurance of the continuation of 

the relationship through announcements of future encounters (‘See you next Saturday!’) 

(p. 303). These types of comments bolster the relationship for the anticipated lacuna in 

contact (Goffman, 1971).  

3. Identification and management of social relationships 

An important function of both greeting and leave-taking behavior is providing a 

framework within which individuals can identify each other and express the status of their 

relationship (Firth, 1972). As the literature shows, greetings and leave-takings are 

expressed through conventional verbal and/or nonverbal behavior that vary according to 

the situation, social factors of the speaker and the hearer, and the type of relationship 

between them. In other words, these social factors influence the appropriate choice of 

behavior for a determined situation. It is, therefore, through the manner in which these 

rituals of greetings and leave-takings are performed that the interactants signal to each other 



 25 

their respective status, their degree of familiarity and, in the case of greetings, what roles 

they will play in the encounter that is about to begin (Kendon and Ferber, 1990).  In a 

similar fashion, Duranti (1997) notes that greetings are formulaic, but they are not always 

predictive, and it is the selection of a particular word or gesture that distinguishes “between 

us and them, insiders and outsiders, friends and foes” (p. 71). Guests feel welcome to a 

party by the way the hosts greet them. Friends acknowledge and reaffirm their friendships 

through a specific manner of greeting each other. Therefore, variation is intrinsically 

related to identity, playing a key role in establishing, affirming or negotiating social 

relationships. Through the variation of their (verbal and nonverbal) behavior, interactants 

can express if they are “friends, relatives or strangers; whether they are males or females; 

whether they differ greatly in social status” as well as situate the greeting or leave-taking 

in a particular context (such as formal or informal), how long ago they last met, or how 

long it will take for them to meet again (Kendon & Ferber, 1990, p. 203). Greetings may 

serve as an exploratory venue for participants to perceive their relative social status (Laver, 

1981) as they tailor their utterances to display their understanding or their appraisal of “who 

we are to one another right now” (Pillet-Shore, 2012, p. 377). In this sense, Pillet-Shore 

considers greetings as “microcosmic encapsulations of social relationships”, because 

through them, we can learn about the current condition of the relationship between the 

persons involved (p. 396). The same could be said of leave-takings. 

Laver (1981) posits that if the use of linguistic patterns serves as acknowledgement 

or reinforcement of the social relationship between the participants, deviation from that 

norm implies that there is some attempt by the participants to re-negotiate their 

relationship. In this perspective, any deviation from the norm (i.e., any type of verbal or 

nonverbal behavior that is not expected in that situation) can be seen as a message about a 

change of status. Laver claims that a marked setting constrains the choices of formulaic 
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phrases of greetings and leave-takings to the formal ‘Good 

day/morning/afternoon/evening/night’ and ‘Goodbye’. These expressions express 

“maximum formality and maximum distance” and are used with acquaintances, usually of 

higher age or rank. Between people who are close to each other, ‘Hello’ and ‘Bye’ would 

be more appropriate choices. Changes in this norm signal changes in the relationship: “To 

move from ‘Good day’ to “Bye’ is a large social step; to move from ‘Bye’ to ‘Good day’ 

is an almost irrevocable act of social distancing” (Laver, 1981, p. 300). The changes in the 

terms of address that often accompany greetings and farewells are also important indicators 

of an alteration of status between the participants. For example, when two people move 

from a title + last name (e.g., ‘Professor Jones’) to a first name (e.g., ‘Mary’) they are 

acknowledging the growth of their intimacy. When adults address a child with whom they 

are intimate by their full name (“What are you doing, Robert Dean Smith?”) they are 

conveying some kind of reprimand (p. 298).    

In sum, as Firth (1972) observes, a basic function of greeting and leave-takings is 

creating an occasion for the expression of the identity of the participants and the 

establishment of their relative status positions, as well as providing an opportunity for the 

exploration or affirmation of a change in the status of the relationship. Terms of address 

play an important role in this function, which I address next. 

1.6 TERMS OF ADDRESS  

Terms of address, also known in the literature as ‘forms of address’ and ‘vocatives’, 

are socially marked (Huang, 2014). They usually accompany greetings and leave-takings 

(Archer et al., 2012; Clyne 2006, 2009; Farese, 2017; Huang, 2014; Laver, 1981) but may 

also occur with other speech acts, such as directives (Koike, 1992). Central to the study of 

terms of address from a cross-cultural perspective is Braun’s (1988) work, which defines 
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address as a “speaker’s linguistic reference to his/her interlocutor(s)” and terms of address 

as “words and phrases used for addressing” (p. 7). Braun classified forms of address into 

three categories: pronouns of address (pronouns referring to the interlocutors, such as tu 

(T) and vous (V) in French, which, according to Brown and Gilman [1960], refer 

respectively to the intimate and the more formal and distant form of address); verb forms 

of address (verbs that refer to the interlocutor(s)); and nouns of address (nouns and 

adjectives used to designate or refer to the interlocutors). Nouns of address, which are of 

particular relevance for this study, can be classified into the following types according to 

Braun (1988): names (first name, last name, or the combination of both), kinship terms 

(terms for blood relations and affines), common titles like ‘Mr./Mrs.’ (general common 

forms that may have different formal and social characteristics in different languages), 

titles (forms that are inherited - count, duke - or achieved by appointment -doctor), 

occupational terms (they designate the addressee’s profession); types of relationships (that 

describe the relationship between the interactants, such as neighbor or friend), and terms 

of endearment. This last category is used to address people with whom the speaker feels 

close, and can include almost any noun (existing or invented), usually revealing speakers’ 

creativity and individual imagination. 

Address usage is considered reciprocal when two speakers use the same or an 

equivalent form of address and non-reciprocal when the forms used by the speakers are 

different, as for example when people address their mother as “Mother” and are addressed 

by their first name in return. When the forms of address are used reciprocally, the address 

relationship between the interactants is symmetrical; when different forms are used, the 

address relationship is asymmetrical (Brown and Gilman, 1960; Braun, 1988). Laver 

(1981) adds that address usage is reciprocal between equals and non-reciprocal between 
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participants of unequal status; for example, an office intern may call the manager ‘Mr. 

Smith’ but receive ‘Charles’ in return (p. 298). 

Braun (1988) claims that to understand the social features of the interaction, it is 

fundamental to consider the address behavior; i.e., the way speakers choose the variants 

available to them according to their own social backgrounds and those of the addressees. 

In this way, address behavior is “meaningful whenever speakers have to choose between 

several variants, all of which are grammatically correct in a given conversational context” 

(p. 13). Braun adds that the extra linguistic factors then determine the selection of 

grammatically interchangeable forms. She points out that the analysis of forms of address 

should account for variation, such as interactants’ age, class, education, sex, etc., and 

consider that speakers of the same language “differ in the number of variants which make 

up their address repertory as well as in the rules according to which they select forms from 

their repertory” (p. 19). In this vein, the system of address (the totality of available forms 

in one language) reflect the cultural norms and values of the speech community. For 

example, if the kinship terms of address in one society express juniority and seniority, one 

can conclude that age is important in that culture. Braun states that the same goes for the 

marking of status or sex in forms of address, noting that “from this angle, the system of 

address, and its change through time, can be a point of sociolinguistic interest” (p. 13). The 

author adds that the address systems from different languages correspond to “different 

ways of experiencing interpersonal relationships” (p. 62). Moreover, an address system 

that imposes different kinds of social distinctions on the speakers draws more attention to 

the differences between members of the respective society than a society with a simpler 

system of address (p. 65), a point that will be relevant to the analysis of this dissertation. 

The discussion above introduced the concepts of greetings and leave-takings and 

their important social functions. Greeting and leave-takings are complex, being influenced 
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by many situational and social variables, and multi-faceted, as they include not only verbal 

and nonverbal behavior but also prosody, touching, feelings and emotions.  

1.7 THEORETICAL BACKGROUND 

In the following sections I present the theories and frameworks that I use to explore 

and describe the study performed for this dissertation. I show that the flexible concepts of 

frames and cultural models are ideal for investigating the multi-faceted greetings and leave-

takings. 

1.7.1 The notions of expectations, appropriateness, and social norms  

As noted, Goffman (1971) states that behavior that is appropriate to a particular 

situation is not necessarily what is expected in a different context. He points out that the 

nature of each encounter (such as a business meeting or a chance meeting in the street) 

provides rationales, conventionally recognized understandings of what to expect in each 

situation. Goffman (1974) calls these rationales frames, as they organize human experience 

and structure our perception of society. His ideas about frames and expectations highly 

influenced the field of pragmatics.  

Archer et al. (2012) posit that a post-modernist approach in pragmatics focuses on 

the extent to which verbal and nonverbal behavior meets the expectations of what is 

considered appropriate within a given situation, activity and/or community of practice 

instead of the traditional focus on the politeness theory, which I review in chapter 2. 

Researchers who influenced this dissertation share this perspective that takes into 

consideration the notions of frames, expectations and appropriate behavior (Bednarek, 

2005; Blyth, 2012; Kecskes, 2014; Koike, 2010, 2012, 2015, 2017; Schneider, 2012a; 

2012b; Terkourafi, 2005a, 2005b). In order to define this post-modern perspective, several 

scholars (Archer et al., 2012; Placencia, 2008; Schneider, 2012a; Terkourafi, 2005b) refer 
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to Watts’ (2003, 2005) concept of politic. According to Watts, “politic” refers to what 

participants would expect to happen in a specific situation, which therefore expresses the 

appropriate mode of behavior. Because politic behavior is expected, it is unnoticed; i.e., it 

is not salient. In this view, behavior that exceeds the expectation of what is considered 

appropriate is marked and is considered polite (positively marked) or impolite (negatively 

marked) (Archer et al., 2012; Schneider, 2012a).  

Schneider (2012a) posits that Watts’ terms of “politic” and “non-politic” are 

equivalent to “appropriate” and “non-appropriate”. He studied the frequency of five meta-

pragmatic adjectives (impolite, rude, polite, appropriate and inappropriate) in a large 

electronic corpus in American English and found that the most frequent term by far is 

“appropriate” followed by “inappropriate”. Schneider believes that this evidence shows 

that linguistic and nonlinguistic behavior is perceived and judged by users of lay English 

more frequently in terms of (in)appropriateness than (im)politeness. The notion of 

appropriate behavior reflects what is sociable acceptable, which, in Schneider’s view, is 

equivalent to the social norm (p. 1026). These appropriate behaviors arise from repeated 

interactions in social situations from the same kind and are “collectively shared 

prototypical patterns” (Schneider, 2012b, p. 346). Kecskes (2014) also links the notion of 

appropriateness with social norms, claiming that the appropriate use of language within a 

speech community depends on “conventions, norms, beliefs, expectations, and knowing 

the preferred ways of saying things and the preferred ways of organizing thoughts” (p. 66). 

These behaviors are learned through socialization with other members of the speech 

community and are the product of a lifelong process as people keep assuming new social 

roles and participate in different socio-cultural contexts during their life span.  

For Tannen (1993), the notion of expectation underlies the discussion of frames, 

scripts, and schemata in the field of linguistics. Bednarek (2005) posits that frames are 
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knowledge structures that are acquired through socialization and built out of experience. 

This way, she claims, frames provide prototypes that are associated with expectations. 

Placencia (2008) asserts that investigating what constitutes acceptable and unacceptable 

behavior in specific situations can provide useful insights about speakers’ expectations and 

unveil cultural beliefs of the speech community, a view that is echoed by Haugh (2007). 

Koike (2010), in a similar vein, emphasizes the importance of expectations to communicate 

and interpret meaning in social interaction. She posits that expectations are the product of 

individuals’ world experience and background knowledge and that they shape how one 

feels and behave when in interaction in a particular situation with a specific person(s). She 

adds that expectations vary from one individual to the next, since each individual has 

different previous experiences, but recognizes that a group of individuals who share similar 

backgrounds can also share “similar expectations about language and behavior” (p. 257).  

The aforementioned concepts of expectations and appropriate behavior reflect the 

underlying behavioral norms of the respective sociocultural community of speakers 

(Schneider, 2012b). In this perspective, Terkourafi (2005b) proposes one alternative for 

the traditional politeness theory: the “frame-based view”. This approach seeks to establish 

regularities between linguistic expressions and their contexts of use (Kecskes, 2014) as 

specific situations are associated with particular expressions with which they regularly co-

occur (Terkourafi, 2005a). Frames, then, “act as a pointer as to what such ‘normal 

circumstances’ are in different situations for different communities” (Terkourafi, 2005a p. 

111). In this way, the frame-based approach corresponds to Watts’s ‘politic behavior’, 

since both aim to capture what is appropriate relative to a certain situation (Terkourafi, 

2005b, p. 252). Of special relevance to this dissertation, Terkourafi’s frame approach takes 

into consideration extra-linguistic variables such as the sex, age and social class of the 
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speaker and the addressee, the relationship between them, the setting of the exchange and 

the type of speech performed (2005a, p. 102).  

In this perspective, say, for a Brazilian university student, the frame of greeting a 

professor at the university might be different (by entailing different expectations) than the 

frame of greeting a close friend. Both these frames might also differ if the speaker is 

American. The gender of the speaker and/or the addressee might also influence these 

greetings’ frames. 

Also of relevance to this dissertation is Bednarek’s (2005) notion of frame (based 

on Ungerer and Schmid, 1996) as constructed out of categories (which she calls ‘features’). 

These features, she claims, provide default assignments (prototypes), which are associated 

with expectations. For Bednarek, some of these features are more central to a frame, while 

others might be more peripheral. As an example, she posits that in the frame of a 

“bedroom”, a bed is a highly expected feature.  A mirror or a TV might be less so, but can 

be still considered as part of the frame. In this example, the bed is a central feature of the 

“bedroom” frame (as it is highly expected) while the mirror and TV are peripheral features. 

In this study, I seek to unveil the frames of greetings and leave-takings as reported by 

university students in Brazil and the United States by establishing the central and peripheral 

categories (which I call greeting and leave-taking forms) in different situations of 

interaction. I also investigate how culture influences these frames through a comparison of 

the greeting and leave-taking forms in both countries. In order to achieve these goals, I 

analyze and compare the students’ responses to a questionnaire, looking for tendencies and 

patterns within each group, as well as for individual variation (outliers). 

The frame-based view that I adopt in this dissertation is a much more flexible model 

than the politeness and the speech act theories (which I discuss in detail in chapter 2) that 

have been traditionally used in cross-cultural pragmatics studies. To my knowledge, this is 
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the first study that comparatively investigates the functions of greeting and leave-takings 

in terms of frames between Brazilian Portuguese and American English. 

In the next sections I describe the frame model in more detail, but first it is 

important to highlight that, in the pragmatic literature, “frames”, “cultural models”, and 

other related terms have been used interchangeably by authors or even by the same authors. 

According to Bednarek (2005), the fact that there is no unified frame theory with specific 

terms and definitions resulted in a “terminological confusion” in which these terms cannot 

usually be distinguished. Therefore she sees frame as a “general cover term” for the 

concepts of scenario, schema, script, and cognitive model. Other authors see the concept 

of frames as equivalent to the concept of “cultural models.” For example, Kecskes (2014) 

affirms that “cultural models are cognitive frames or templates” (p. 81). Schneider (2012b) 

points out that “cultural model”, “frame”, “script”, “scenario”, “schema” and “cognitive 

model” are “competing terms used in different academic disciplines for largely the same 

or very similar phenomena, i.e. some type of knowledge or mental representation” (p. 365). 

Blyth (2012), in describing cultural models, states that these are abstract cognitive 

constructs “referred to variably as domains, frames, models, prototypes, schemas and 

scripts” (p. 54). Given these considerations, in this dissertation I consider these terms to be 

equivalent. 

1.7.2 Defining frame (and cultural models) 

Bednarek (2005) and Koike (2015, 2017) note the difficulty of attaining a single 

clear definition of frames, as this concept is complex and multifaceted, involving several 

different elements. As I show in more detail in the next sections, this flexible term 

encompasses not only the notions of expectations and appropriate behavior, but also 

individual prior experience and background knowledge, collectively shared prototypical 
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patterns (the social norms that are shaped by the socio-cultural environment, the default 

behavior), common ground, questions of identity and variation (at the individual, social 

and cultural levels), linguistic and extra linguistic routines and prosody. In addition, 

because frames seek to establish regularities, this concept is data-driven and linked to 

quantitative methods (Terkourafi, 2005b). 

  For Bednarek (2005), frames are “mental knowledge structures that capture the 

typical features of a situation” (p. 685) that are located in human memory and that can be 

selected or retrieved when necessary. These structures, she adds, are acquired through 

socialization and therefore are culturally dependent and prone to change. Koike (2010, 

2012, 2015) also points out that the current concept of frame is based on the idea of 

expected behaviors for a given situation that are determined by our prior knowledge and 

experiences. When we face a new situation, she affirms, we evoke a frame, or a 

“stereotyped situation that is relevant to the situation at hand” which “provides 

expectations of how the situation is normally handled and how it will transpire” (Koike, 

2010, p. 260). Her study (2010) shows how expectations influence the production and 

comprehension of language in the context of natural talk. 

Schneider (2012b) defines cultural models as “representations of culture-specific 

behavioral norms, which direct (but do not determine) actual social behavior” (p. 366). He 

posits that, although actual behavior is subject to individual variation and the co-

construction of talk in interaction in specific social situations, behavioral norms are 

“collectively shared prototypical patterns reflecting what is considered appropriate in a 

given type of situation” (p. 366). He adds that cultural models are acquired by active 

participation, interaction, observation, or socialization in repeated encounters of the same 

situation type and are stored in the long-term memory. Cultural models specify the default 

behavior of speakers (the behavior considered appropriate) and guide their expectations 
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and performances in specific types of situations, enabling them to cope with recurrent 

social events. However, Schneider points out that these models might be modified during 

the talk in interaction (2012b, p. 366).  Because cultural models analysis supports the notion 

that current discourse is in dialogue with prior discourse, it can be used to predict cultural 

expectations for the discussion of a given topic (Blyth, 2012).  

1.7.3 The individual and the society 

Although scholars who work with the concept of frames take into consideration the 

individuals’ expectations, performance and background knowledge, as well as the 

underlying social norms that guide them, some give more emphasis to the societal aspect 

of frames, while others to the individuals’ perspectives. Kecskes (2014) highlights the 

importance of socialization in a given speech community to the development of language 

skills: “L1 socialization and language development go hand in hand” (p. 66). He adds that 

native-language and social development co-occur as people interact in their socio-cultural 

environment that shapes their norms, values, conventions and beliefs. Thus, language 

socialization is “basically a subconscious and partly automatic process through which the 

child gradually integrates into her/his environment and speech community both 

linguistically and socially” (p. 68). Therefore, the community in which individuals are 

located has a major effect on what they notice and interpret as well as the actions they take 

(p. 129). I return to this point later, when I discuss cross-cultural variation.  

Also on the importance of socialization to the notion of frames is the work of 

Terkourafi (2005b), who uses the concepts of ‘individual rationality’ and ‘societal 

rationality’. The author argues that speakers’ individual rationality is constrained by a 

societal rationality that has “pre-cast” for them “the universe of possibilities into a range 

of concrete choices” (p. 249). The societal rationality, she points out, is associated with 
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Bourdieu’s idea of ‘habitus’, and is therefore a “necessary pre-condition of individual 

rationality, not an optional add-on” (p. 250). The author states that a speaker’s intentions 

are connected with their societal recognition by the addressee. She exemplifies this by 

affirming that a speaker’s promise is only a promise if the addressee interprets this behavior 

as a promise and if a promise is something that is done in this particular society. When the 

addressee recognizes and ratifies the speaker’s behavior, this behavior enters their 

“common stock of collective experiences” and can then serve as the model for future 

interactions, forming the behavioral norms. In short, for Terkourafi,  “individual intentions 

are in their essence socially constituted” (2005b, p. 249).  

Koike (2017) claims that although it is possible to identify groups’ and 

communities’ general behaviors, these behaviors are not homogeneous and should not be 

represented as such. She upholds the importance of looking at the outliers, to the ones that 

do not behave like the others, because they also belong to the group. Koike shows that 

although speakers’ behaviors are not necessarily uniform and unanimous, they are within 

the range of what is acceptable and expected in their communities. Otherwise their 

behavior would be considered impolite or unacceptable (p. 76). Like Koike, Schneider 

(2012a) believes that different members of the same community might have different 

perceptions of appropriate behavior, so different individuals may evaluate the very same 

behavior in the very same situation differently (p. 1024). To illustrate this same point, 

Archer et al. (2012) posit that while swearing in front of someone’s grandmother would 

probably be considered inappropriate in any context, swearing in front of a close friend 

might be acceptable in a familiar context. However, for many individuals, swearing might 

be considered impolite in any circumstance (p. 95). Another aspect of individual actions 

regarding the social norms is that competent members of a community might know exactly 
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what to say and do, when and how, but that does not mean that they “wish to behave 

accordingly in any actual situation” (Schneider, 2012b, p. 366).  

For Kecskes (2014), the individual and the enveloping society are intertwined in 

language use, and there is no point in discussing which came first as the individual not only 

is constrained by the cultural models internalized during childhood but also participates in 

creating them.  Kecskes affirms that when people speak or write, they tailor what they wish 

to express to fit the situation or context in which they are communicating, such as at a 

faculty meeting, or at a car rental business. At the same time, the particular utterances, 

words and expressions they use “create that very situation, context, and the socio-cultural 

frame in which the given communication occurs” (p. 7). In other words, for Kecskes, 

sociocultural frames require the use of a particular language and behavior (that are 

expected) but behaving and speaking in a particular way creates social situations and 

sociocultural frames.  

In this study, I address the sociocultural frames of greeting and leave-takings in 

specific situations in Brazil and the U.S. by establishing the “collectively shared 

prototypical patterns” suggested by Schneider (2012b). However, because the participants’ 

answers are not uniform or unanimous, I also take into consideration the individual 

linguistic realizations of these patterns, including the outliers (Koike, 2017).  

1.7.4 Frames and sociocultural variation 

For one person to understand fully what is being communicated by another, there 

must be some kind of shared knowledge between them, as Terkourafi’s (2005b) 

aforementioned example about the promise illustrates. Participants in talk need a shared 

sense of how the discourse is framed in order to participate in a given social situation 

(Koike, 2012). This shared knowledge is known as “common ground”, a concept that 
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includes worldviews, shared values, beliefs, and a situational context (Kecskes, 2014, p. 

151). According to Kecskes, the concept of common ground requires a community in 

which speakers and hearers are mutually aware of the social norms. Therefore, different 

communities can, and most probably will, have different social norms and notions of 

common ground. In other words, it can be expected that social norms and notions of 

appropriate behavior vary across communities.  

Schneider (2012a) claims that the variation of social norms in different 

communities is attributable to cultures, and not necessarily to languages, since the same 

language can be used in different regions or parts of the world. Therefore, speakers may 

share the same native language but not the same culture, while speakers of different 

languages might share the same interactional norms. For Schneider (2012b), language and 

culture are not the same, and “appropriate behavior in a given situation can be expected to 

vary according to regional and social varieties of the same language” (p. 1025). This 

concept is the basis of variational pragmatics (Barron & Schneider, 2009; Schneider & 

Barron, 2008), a relatively new framework in pragmatics that considers five types of 

macro-social factors: region, social class, ethnicity, gender and age. Schneider claims that 

most studies in variational pragmatics have concentrated on region, gender and age. He 

adds that other factors, such as religion, might also influence language use in interaction 

and that not all of the five social factors adopted by variational pragmatics framework 

might have the same importance in all language communities and cultures (2012a, p. 1028).  

In the same vein, Terkourafi (2005b) emphasizes that a frame model allows for 

holistic situations, since linguistic expressions relate to social variables. The frame-based 

view assumes that the social categories are very important for the interaction, as they are 

fixed early on in the exchange and are based on participants’ expectations and on visual 

perceptions: “people make default assumptions about them as soon as possible, in order to 
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even initiate interaction” (p. 247). During their analysis, researchers classify situations into 

types of contexts that encompass a certain type of speaker (of a specific sex, age and social 

class), a certain type of addressee, the relationship between the speaker and the addressee 

and the setting and context on the interaction.  

These concepts of frame and cultural models, then, intersect with sociopragmatic 

variation, defined by Marquez Reiter and Placencia (2005, p. 192) as “the way in which 

speakers vary their use of language in similar situational contexts with similar 

communicative purposes and thus exhibit different interactional features/patterns”. These 

patterns, they posit, in turn reflect cultural norms. 

Blyth (2012) studied the pragmatic variation of stances (expressions of opinions) 

between French and American foreign language students in an online forum (Cultura) with 

the objective of finding cultural models for these two groups. One feature of the Cultura 

forum is the students’ exclusive use of the native language; Americans (who were learning 

French) wrote only in English, and French students of English wrote only in French. Thus, 

students produced a bilingual/bicultural dialogue on a variety of topics. Blyth investigated 

the topic of “individualism” and found a considerable difference in the connotation 

between the English and the French terms. In English, most of the adjectives associated 

with “individualism” have a positive connotation (unique, important, free, independent, 

good, quirky). The English nouns also express a positive value (e.g., freedom, 

independence, confidence, creativity). The French view of “individualisme” contrasts 

radically with the positive American view. For the French students, the term is “something 

akin to a social evil” (p. 62). The most frequent French association is the word égoïsme 

(selfishness) and Blyth shows how this term has an overwhelmingly negative connotation 

in this culture. The author concludes that the two terms seem to be false cognates “that 

index very different cultural referents and therefore evoke very different cultural models” 
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(p. 63). He claims that this fact anticipates difficulties in cross-cultural stancetaking 

between Americans and French. Another cross-cultural study that investigated how 

cultural models determine expected behavior in specific situations is Schneider (2012a). I 

review this study in chapter 2. 

Koike (2017) investigated how cultural frames determine expected behavior in 

specific situations based on a cross-cultural study presented by Koike and Flanzer  (2014). 

The researchers used an online questionnaire that was answered by 34 American students 

from the University of Texas at Austin and 34 Brazilian students from the Federal 

University of Minas Gerais. The questionnaire, which was adapted from Koike and Lacorte 

(2014), had one version in English and another in Portuguese; students answered the 

questions in their native languages. To compare the American and Brazilian cultures, the 

investigators examined the situation of self-introductions to a fellow student at the 

university setting (Flanzer, 2014, 2015).  

Results show that the answers of Brazilians and Americans bore some similarities 

but also significant differences. Most Brazilians (59%) and Americans (82%) reported 

greeting the addressee (“Oi” in Portuguese and “Hi” in English). However, after the initial 

greeting, most Americans (50%) either disclosed their names (“My name is…”) and/or 

requested the addressee’s identity (“What is your name?”). This tendency to disclose or 

request identification through a name was not as high among the Brazilian students (17%). 

On the other hand, most Brazilian participants (44%) preferred, after the greeting, to 

inquire about the addressee’s field of study (Qual é seu curso? ‘What is your major?’). 

These results might indicate that, when trying to establish contact for the first time, the 

most important grounding element for the American group is their/the other person’s 

identity as conveyed by a name, while for the Brazilian group it is to find common ground 

based on shared interests or a group identity. That is, the focus is on the cohort and not on 
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the individual (Flanzer, 2014, 2015). The researchers conclude that the two groups have 

different expectations for self-introductions in a university setting. They also found 

different expectations regarding apologies (Koike & Flanzer, 2014). The findings from that 

investigation encouraged me to expand this line of work, and pursue it in this dissertation.  

The literature reviewed shows that the concept of common ground is tied to a 

speech community in which speakers and hearers have some shared knowledge of the 

social norms; at the same time, it reveals that different communities can have different 

social norms and notions of common ground. Consequently, points out Kecskes (2014), 

participants in intercultural interaction who do not share much of a common ground might 

face challenges and/or miscommunication. Blyth (2012), in his study about online 

discussions by French and American students, notes that expressing opinions in a style that 

breaks with another culture’s norms may lead to misunderstandings. Koike (2017) also 

believes that the misalignment of intercultural expectations and cultural frames can cause 

misinterpretations. Therefore, she maintains that in order to have a fluid and successful 

conversation, it is mandatory to have a shared notion of cultural frames and expectations. 

By unveiling the cultural frames of greetings and leave-takings of American and Brazilian 

students, the current study seeks to contribute to a better understanding of these two cultural 

groups, aiming to avoid misunderstandings in these social situations. 

1.7.5 Frames, formulaic language and linguistic routines 

As seen in the beginning of this chapter, greetings and leave-takings are 

characterized by their “formulaic”, “conventional”, “patterned” and/or “routine” behavior 

(Firth, 1972; Goffman, 1971; Laver, 1981). Kecskes (2014) argues that formulaic language 

reflects the preferred ways of saying things and organizing thoughts that are linked to the 

use of a particular language and belonging to a particular community. The use of formulas, 
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states Barodvi-Harlig (2012), signals the membership of the speakers in particular speech 

communities, and can be seen as “part of a social contract” (p. 223). Kecskes (2014) defines 

formulaic language as “multiword collocations that are stored and retrieved holistically 

rather than being generated de novo with each use”, such as, idioms, phrasal verbs etc. (p. 

105). These word strings, combined, have the tendency to express a holistic meaning that 

is “more than the sum of its individual parts” or that is very different from the literal word-

for-word meaning (p. 105), such as in “My math test was a piece of cake”. 

One kind of formulaic expression that, being tied to particular social events, is 

especially relevant for pragmatic competence is what Kecskes (2014) calls situation-bound 

utterances (SBUs). For Kecskes, SBUs are expressions such as “how are you doing?” and 

“have a nice day” that act as conversational routines and/or rituals, and members of the 

same community understand them in the same way. Kecskes states that SBUs are highly 

conventionalized, pragmatic units which are linked to standardized communicative 

situations and reflect “socio-cultural patterns, cultural models, and behavioral expectations 

in a speech community” (p. 72). For this reason, the author considers formulaic language 

as the basics of native-like language use. 

SBUs are culture-specific, and can vary across cultures. Kecskes points out that if 

particular cultures require the use of an SBU in certain situations, this might not necessarily 

be the case in a different culture. He does not suggest that these situations are nonexistent 

in other languages, but that these cultures might not find it important to introduce a special 

SBU in these cases. Kecskes (2014) argues that the use of SBUs is connected with socio-

cultural relevance: if there are highly conventional formulas for one particular situation, it 

is because this situation is relevant for that speech community. To illustrate how SBUs are 

culture-specific, Kecskes notes that, in the context of leave-takings, future-oriented 

Americans use expressions such as “see you soon”, “I’ll talk to you later” or “looking 
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forward to seeing you again” without much thinking. However, these expressions would 

be untranslatable or make no sense in other cultures that have different social norms, such 

as in Arab cultures. He points out that, as Arabs believe that only God can determine what 

will happen in the future, SBUs such as “God willing” would be more appropriate during 

leave-takings to refer to a future encounter.  

Kecskes (2014) asserts that native speakers like using formulaic language for 

several reasons. First, because they are “economical” and do not require as much effort as 

in creative language, they are more communicatively effective. Second, formulaic 

expressions have a framing power as they relate to socio-cultural values; i.e. what is 

expected or hoped for in a specific situation in a particular speech community: “frames 

help determine which parts of reality becomes noticed” (p. 112). Frames are highly 

predetermined by the situation and their conventional use represents socio-cultural 

concepts; i.e., when a SBU is used, a particular frame is activated (p. 145). He highlights 

that, although the process of adopting frames in the communicative interaction is 

unconscious, most formulaic expressions are tied to a conceptual framework. To illustrate 

how SBUs activate particular frames, Kecskes (2014) refers to the socio-cultural concept 

of greeting as “when meeting someone, you know you are expected to greet the person” 

(p. 146). He notes that some SBUs that express this concept in American English are “How 

are you doing?”, “How are you?”, “How is it going?,” and “What’s up?”. However, the use 

of these expressions is dependent on the actual situational context. Greeting the professor 

with “How are you doing”, he claims, is appropriate, while using “What’s up?” would not 

fit in the situation. 

The third reason why native speakers tend to use formulaic language, according to 

Kecskes, is because it gives them the tranquility to know that what they say will be 

understood at the same way it was intended. SBUs “serve an important function in giving 
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people confidence and behavioral certainty in conversation because they can usually be 

interpreted only in one particular way, which excludes misunderstandings” (p. 75). 

Starting and ending a conversation, as mentioned, can be seen as threatening or 

anxiety-producing. Greeting and leave-taking behaviors have the functions, respectively, 

of removing uncertainty about the encounter that is about to begin and of reassuring that 

the end of the interaction is not the end of the relationship (Firth, 1972; Goffman, 1971; 

Laver, 1981; Placencia, 1997a). The preference for using unequivocal formulas in these 

situations, I argue, can contribute to dispel these uncertainties.  

 Although Kecskes (2014) and Laver (1981) examined the connections of formulaic 

language with greetings and leave-takings, their assumptions were based on personal 

observations on the use of these formulas and not on empirical studies. This dissertation 

aims to contribute to this discussion through a quantitative study that captures formulaic 

language associated with greetings and leave-takings in different contexts in American 

English and Brazilian Portuguese. 

1.7.6 Frames, identity and intercultural communication 

As Kecskes (2014) posits, formulaic expressions are said to be group identifying, 

since they indicate speech community preferences and their common ground in certain 

interactional situations. This fact might pose some challenges in intercultural 

communications. This is partially because the sociopragmatic norms concerning 

appropriate language and behavior are developed in the native language through 

socialization and therefore are very influential and sometimes difficult to change. Second-

language learners tend to interpret behaviors in the second language through their native 

language socio-cultural mindset (Kecskes, 2014). Kecskes refers to several recent studies 

that point out that, because the influence of the native language in communicative patterns 
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is so strong, non-native speakers may resist using the native-speakers’ pragmatic norms in 

order to maintain their own identity, sometimes even purposely using negative pragmatic 

transfer. At other times, non-native speakers may be unaware of cross-cultural differences 

regarding the use of some formulaic expressions. Kesckes (2007) found a lower percentage 

of formulaic expressions used by non-native speakers as opposed to native speakers. In the 

think-aloud part of his study, non-native speakers affirmed that they avoided using 

formulaic expressions because they feared being misinterpreted. Kecskes (2014) adds 

several reasons for the infrequent use of formulaic expressions among non-native speakers: 

they may (1) use these expressions without comprehending the socio-cultural meaning they 

carry; (2) sometimes interpret these expressions literally, causing misunderstandings; or 

(3) use a formula that exists in their native language only but not in the second language 

(p. 117). The result is that, from the native speaker perspective, this misuse probably 

sounds unnatural (p. 119). If the non-native speakers do not speak the target language well, 

their misuse of formulaic language might not be perceived as troublesome if they are 

considered as “outsiders”. But when non-native speakers speak the target language 

fluently, they tend to be considered as part of the target speech community and their 

behavior is interpreted according to the socio-cultural norms of this community. In this 

situation, the misuse of a formulaic expression may be considered a deliberate violation of 

the social norm, and not viewed as an error (p. 210). Kecskes (2014) states that it is still 

unknown how pragmatic competence correlates with language proficiency. Non-native 

speakers with high levels of grammatical proficiency do not necessarily show high 

pragmatic proficiency. I examine in this dissertation the linguistic formulas and patterned 

behavior expected in different contexts of greeting and leave-takings in Brazil and the U.S., 

relating to cultural frames in these situations. These findings can have pedagogical 
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applications, as they can inform learners of both languages about cultural norms and, 

hopefully, help them avoid miscommunication.  

1.8 MOTIVATION OF CURRENT RESEARCH 

In this chapter I have presented several arguments that motivate the current study: 

(1) although realized in a perfunctory manner, greetings and leave-takings perform major 

social functions in our daily lives, and are essential for establishing, maintaining and 

negotiating social relationships; (2) these speech acts include not only speech but also body 

language and other pragmatic markers such as deixis, touching and emotions; (3) they are 

considered formulaic, conventional behavior that reflect social norms; (4) their realization 

is prone to social variation, such as cultural and gender variation, and also by the type of 

relationship between the interactants; (5) previous research I conducted in collaboration 

with Koike show that there are different cultural norms among Brazilians and Americans 

regarding other speech acts such as self-introductions and apologies (Koike & Flanzer, 

2014). 

These five arguments motivate this dissertation, which examines how Brazilian and 

American university students realize greetings and leave-takings in different situations of 

interaction and levels of intimacy. This investigation is unique for many reasons: (1) it 

situates the study of these speech acts within a theory of frames and cultural models; (2) it 

is the first large-scale quantitative study that compares greetings and leave-takings of 

Brazilians and Americans; and (3) it includes verbal and nonverbal behavior in the analysis 

of these speech acts. 

1.9 SUMMARY OF THE CHAPTER AND OUTLINE OF THE DISSERTATION 

This chapter introduced the topic and motivation of this dissertation. First, I 

discussed the importance of greetings and leave-takings for social interaction and the 
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scarcity of studies in this area. I defined these speech acts, showing how they are seen as 

positive rituals that are intertwined and should be considered together. I suggested how 

body language is seen as an important component of these acts. I also show that the 

examination of social variation is essential for the understanding of greetings and leave-

takings, as social factors influence the appropriate choice of behavior for a determined 

situation; it is through the manner in which these rituals are performed that interactants 

signal how they see each other. I addressed the significant functions of greetings and leave-

takings for social interaction and for the display and establishment of identity. I also 

discussed how terms of address, frequently used with greetings and leave-takings, are 

socially marked and play an important role in expressing individual and group identity. I 

argued that theories of frames and cultural models are the appropriate venue for the 

investigation of greetings and leave-takings, as they take into consideration social 

variation, the use of formulas, the relationship between the individual and the society, and 

nonverbal behavior as forms of expressions of social norms.  

In chapter 2, I discuss the field of pragmatics and explore other frameworks that 

influence this study, such as speech act theory, politeness and cross-cultural pragmatics. I 

then discuss the importance of deixis, prosody and body language for the studies of 

greetings and leave-takings. I also review previous research of these speech acts and 

present my research questions. 

Chapter 3 explains the methodology used to perform this study and to analyze the 

data obtained through a questionnaire. Chapters 4 and 5, respectively, present the research 

findings from the data collection regarding greetings and leave-takings. Finally, in chapter 

6, I provide my conclusions, interpretations, limitations of the study as well as suggestions 

for pedagogical applications and future studies. 
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Chapter 2:  Pragmatics, Greetings, and Leave-Takings 

In part one of this chapter, I discuss the field of pragmatics and its main 

frameworks, such as the speech act theory, politeness and cross-cultural pragmatics, that 

have influenced this study and others on the topic of greetings and leave-takings. I also 

address the importance of deixis, prosody and body language for the study of pragmatics. 

In part two, I review the main empirical studies about greetings and leave-takings, pointing 

out their contributions to this topic and identifying where research is lacking. The chapter 

concludes with my research questions for this dissertation.  

2.1 THE FIELD OF PRAGMATICS 

This study, which examines the frames (expected behavior) evoked by greetings 

and leave-takings in different situations of interaction as reported by university students in 

Brazil and the U.S., is situated in the field of pragmatics. Pragmatics is “a branch of 

linguistics that focuses on the use of language in social contexts and the ways in which 

people produce and comprehend meanings through language” (Kecskes, 2014, p. 6). The 

author observes that different definitions of pragmatics contain the same three main 

elements that, combined, result in communication: the linguistic code that is the means of 

interaction; the producer-interpreter of the code; and the socio-cultural context in which 

interaction takes place. In this approach, pragmatics focuses on “how meaning is shaped 

and inferred during social interaction between human beings” (p. 22) and offers a special 

perspective on different aspects of linguistic communication (Archer et al., 2012). 

Kecskes’ definition highlights the importance of the context and the interactants 

(speakers and hearers) for the production and understanding of meaning and, by extension, 

for the study of pragmatics. Context, as Huang (2014, p. 16) points out, comprises three 

different sources: the physical context of the utterance (the interpretation of a utterance 
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depends on its spatio-temporal location); the linguistic context (surrounding utterances in 

the same discourse, such as what was mentioned before); and the general-knowledge 

context (the common ground, or background assumptions shared by members of a same 

speech community). In order to understand what is being communicated, Archer et al. 

(2012) state, studies on pragmatics need a rich description of the socio-cultural situation, 

which takes into consideration “… the temporal and spatial locus of the communicative 

situation, the social identities of participants, the social acts and activities taking place, and 

participants’ affective and epistemic stance” (Ochs, 1996, p. 410 as quoted by Archer et 

al., 2012, p. 7 emphasis in original).  

Because pragmatics is concerned with “meaning in usage” (i.e., meaning described 

in relation to speakers and hearers in a specific context), its main focus is not to determine 

literal meaning through the rules of language, but to understand the “speaker’s intent in 

uttering X in context C – whilst also determining the hearer(s)’s . . . (mis)interpretation of 

that intent” (Archer et al., 2012, p. 25). Therefore, pragmatics may also address the social 

aspects of language use, as the meaning of what is being communicated may also reveal 

something about the type of situation, the speakers’ social roles and identity, their relation 

with the addressee, etc. This way, the authors affirm, pragmatics interfaces with 

sociolinguistics, as it takes into consideration sociolinguistic variables, such as age, gender, 

and social class1. Archer et al. (2012) claim that researchers may analyze pragmatics 

differently, depending on their perspectives and aims. In addition, the field of pragmatics 

is open to different methodological approaches (which I discuss in detail in chapter 3), such 

as ethnography, questionnaires and electronic corpora. In this study, I take into 

consideration the context of the interaction (greetings and leave-takings at the university), 

                                                
1 For a detailed discussion on the relationship between pragmatics and sociolinguistics see Terkourafi 
(2012). 
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the relationship between the speakers (university students) and different hearers (friends, 

classmates and professors), as well as the social factors of culture, gender and age. 

In the next sections, I address some of the traditional theoretical approaches in the 

field of pragmatics, such as the speech act theory, politeness and cross-cultural pragmatics, 

that have influenced studies about greetings and leave-takings.   

2.1.1 Speech Act theory 

The notion of ‘speech act’ has been central to the studies of pragmatics and is part 

of the foundations of this field. The philosopher John L. Austin, in several lectures given 

at Harvard University, claimed that language is used to ‘do things.’ These lecturers were 

published posthumously in the book How to do things with words (1962). The American 

philosopher John Searle, a student of Austin, continued the work of his professor by 

refining, systematizing and expanding Austin’s ideas.  

Austin proposed a theory of language as action based on the notion of speech act. 

This theory assumes that language is a rule-governed behavior that entails performing 

speech acts like commands, warnings and apologies. Austin distinguished three types of 

acts: locutionary act (refers to the actual words that are uttered), illocutionary act (what is 

performed in saying these words, such as an apology, a request or a refusal) and 

perlocutionary act (consequences or effects the utterance might have on the addressee). 

Huang (2014) points out that the term “speech act” in its narrow sense is often taken to 

refer specifically to illocutionary acts. 

Searle (1969) suggested a new and broader typology of speech acts, classifying 

them into five categories:  

• Representatives (or assertives) – express the speaker’s belief that something is true. 

Examples: stating, suggesting, boasting, complaining, deducing. 
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• Commissives – express speaker’s commitment to do some future act. Examples: 

promises, pledges, vows. 

• Directives – speech acts through which the speaker attempts to get the hearer to do 

something. Examples: asking, ordering, requesting, inviting, advising.  

• Expressives – speech acts through which the speaker expresses a psychological 

state towards the hearer; e.g., greeting, thanking, apologizing, congratulating, 

welcoming. 

• Declarations – speech acts that are used in the context of an institution; e.g., a priest 

baptizing a child, or a judge sentencing offenders. 

According to this typology, greetings and leave-takings fall under the category of 

expressives. For Searle (1969), greetings are “a much simpler kind of speech act” (p. 64) 

that serves to acknowledge the hearer through a conventional expression:   

 
In the utterance of “Hello” there is no propositional content and no sincerity condition. 
The preparatory condition is that the speaker must have just encountered the hearer, 
and the essential rule is that the utterance counts as a courteous indication of 
recognition of the hearer. (Searle, 1969, p. 64) 

As I show in this dissertation, greetings and leave-takings do have propositional 

content, such as establishing or reaffirming the type of social relationship between the 

participants, removing uncertainty and anxiety about the interaction, and eliciting 

reciprocity and collaboration. This issue is still controversial in the current literature on 

greetings and leave-takings. Although some authors have challenged Searle’s ideas, others 

still see greetings and leave-takings as devoid of propositional meaning. Archer et al. 

(2012), for example, point out that the routinization of greetings is almost taken for granted, 

as they are learned as chunks and do not have to be freely created every time speakers want 

to use them. Therefore, they claim, these routinized phrases are used for phatic function 
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rather than for a literal meaning. In tandem, Kecskes (2014) considers greetings as 

linguistic routines that are “devoid of propositional meaning” and Schneider (2012b) sees 

them as "no more than polite noise, propositionally devoid of meaning" (p. 347). 

Duranti (1997) challenged Searle’s ideas that greetings have no propositional content 

and that their denotational value can be disregarded for three reasons: (1) information can 

be exchanged without words (by gestures, posture, movements, clothes, etc.); (2) there is 

information exchanged beyond the propositional content of what is said through prosodic 

and paralinguistic features; and (3) even formulaic expressions can be informative (a highly 

routinized exchange does not imply that its content is predictable or uninteresting for social 

analysis). Ebsworth et al. (1996) also questioned the idea that greetings are devoid of 

content and sincerity. They posit that greetings convey feelings, which are reflected in the 

words or the speakers’ tone of voice. Furthermore, they found that greetings contain 

attitudes and facts, and that genuine answers, especially among friends, were given to 

questions such as ‘How are you?’ (p. 92). 

Speech acts are still a major topic in pragmatics, and new ways of analyzing them have 

been proposed. According to Archer et al. (2012), one criticism of the original theory was 

that speech acts focused on single utterances without considering the context; i.e., its 

consequences in the discourse perspective. Also, Searle has been criticized because speech 

acts are only analyzed from the speaker’s point of view, without weighing the interactional 

aspect of language and the hearer’s role in the communication (Archer et al., 2012).  

Kecskes (2014) criticizes the Speech Act Theory for centering on the individual rather 

than on the society. He argues that speech acts do not occur in isolation. Instead, they are 

attached to several other acts that contribute to their success in conversation. These other 

acts may be speech oriented or extralinguistic facets of communication, such as gestures, 

intonation and facial expressions.  
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Another criticism of the Speech Act Theory is its emphasis on universal features. 

Recently, researchers are more interested in studying how speech acts vary synchronically 

or diachronically according to different societies or cultures, such as in the discipline of 

variational pragmatics (see Schneider & Barron, 2008) that seeks to explore speech acts 

cross-culturally or in regional varieties of the same language. Schneider (2008, 2012a, 

2012b), for example, studied pragmatic variation regarding social introductions in English-

speaking communities in the United States, Ireland and England. 

Archer et al. (2012) remark that variation in the realization of speech acts has often 

been studied on the basis of politeness, a topic that I address in the next section. Politeness 

theory has influenced important studies about greetings and leave-takings (e.g., Moraes, 

2001; Placencia, 1997a) that informed this dissertation. 

2.1.2 Politeness 

Studies in politeness have been proliferating in linguistic research for more than 

thirty years. The interest in this topic was so vast that many considered politeness as a sub-

discipline of pragmatics (Marquez Reiter & Placencia, 2005). Politeness is a form of social 

interaction. It relates to social manners and reciprocal obligations and duties, seeking to 

maintain the equilibrium of interpersonal relationships. Although there are several 

perspectives on politeness, Brown and Levinson’s (1987) model has had great influence in 

the studies of pragmatics and I briefly review it here, as it has informed many studies about 

greetings and leave-takings that are pertinent for this dissertation. 

A key component for the model proposed by Brown and Levinson (1987) is the 

notion of face, a concept derived from Goffman (1967). Goffman defines face as an image 

of the self that is “delineated in terms of approved social attributes” (p. 5). In Brown and 

Levinson’s interpretation of this concept, all competent adult members of a society are 
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concerned about their face (i.e., the self-image they present to others) and the face of others. 

In the same vein, another key concept in Brown and Levinson’s theory is rationality. For 

these authors, the notions of “face” and “rationality” are universal notions present in any 

society (Huang, 2014; Marquez Reiter & Placencia, 2005). 

Brown and Levinson (1987, p. 62) distinguished two components of face: 

• positive face - “the want of every member that his wants be desirable to at least 

some others”. 

• negative face - “the want of every ‘competent adult member’ that his actions be 

unimpeded by others”. 

In other words, positive face relates to an individual’s desire to be accepted, 

admired, liked and validated by others while negative face refers to an individual’s need 

not to be imposed by others and his/her right to freedom of action. Consequently, according 

to Brown and Levinson, positive politeness relates to preserving the positive face of 

others; i.e., when competent adult members choose strategies that emphasize solidarity 

with the addressees. Some positive politeness strategies include treating the addressees as 

members of the in-group or as someone liked, noticing or exaggerated approval of the 

addressee, joking, seeking approval or avoiding disapproval. Negative politeness relates 

to maintaining the negative face of others, by signaling to the addressees that their want to 

be free to act without imposition is respected. Negative politeness strategies include 

showing deference for the addressees and using indirectness and mitigating words to make 

a request (Archer et al, 2012; Huang, 2014).  

Brown and Levinson (1987) argue that certain acts might threaten the face needs of 

the speaker and/or the hearer. They call these acts “face-threatening acts”, or FTAs. In their 

view, directives (requests, suggestions, advice) and commissives (promises, refusals, 

threats) can threaten the negative face of the hearer by potentially indicating that the 
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speaker does not intend to avoid impeding the hearer’s freedom of action. Expressions of 

disapproval, accusations, criticisms, disagreements, and insults can threaten the 

addressee’s positive face. According to Placencia (1997a), leave-takings can possibly 

threaten the positive-face of the hearer, as they can end the relationship if not performed 

tactfully and in mutual agreement to end the interaction. Regarding the speaker’s positive 

face, it can be threatened, for example, by an apology (as the speaker will be expressing 

regret for doing an FTA), a compliment or thanks. Finally, the speaker’s negative face can 

be damaged by, for example, expressing thanks, because this act can show a debt to the 

hearer (pp. 65-8). In the course of social interaction, there is always the possibility that face 

will be threatened.   

The face-saving model (as Brown and Levinson’s model is also known) also 

includes five strategies to perform and/or redress the FTA: off-record (indirectly); on-

record baldly (directly without redress); on-record with redress (with positive or negative 

politeness), and not performing the FTA at all. Huang (2014, p. 146) illustrated these 

strategies, as reproduced here:  

Situation: John, a student, asks Mary, another student, to lend him her lecture notes. 
1. On record, without redress, baldly: 
e.g., Lend me your lecture notes. 
 
2. On record, with positive politeness redress/showing solidarity: 
e.g., How about letting me have a look at your lecture notes. 
 
3. On record, with negative politeness redress/showing deference: 
e.g., Could you please lend me your lecture notes? 
 
4. Off record/offering verbal hints: 
e.g., I did not take any notes for the last lecture. 
 
5. Don’t perform the FTA/offering nonverbal hints: 
e.g., [John silently looks at Mary’s lecture notes.] 
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Brown and Levinson (1987) claim that the seriousness of FTAs can be measured, 

“in many and perhaps all cultures”, according to three social variables: the social distance 

(D) between the speaker and the hearer, the relative power (P) of the speaker and the hearer, 

and the absolute ranking (R) of impositions in a particular culture (p. 74). The authors 

clarify that their classification of D, P and R is not intended to be viewed as a “sociologist’s 

ratings of actual power, distance, etc., but only as actor’s assumptions of such ratings, 

assumed to be mutually assumed” (pp. 74-6, emphasis in original). This means that 

speakers take into consideration D, P and R in order to assess the amount of face-work 

required in a certain situation and choose one of the five FTA strategies described above. 

Li (2010) states that although Brown and Levinson have not addressed greetings 

and leave-takings in detail, the politeness theory can be applied to these speech acts. She 

claims, for example, that starting a conversation without a greeting can be considered a 

bald on record strategy, and that humorous or teasing greetings between intimate friends 

(“Are you still alive?”) can be considered off-record greetings to enhance solidarity. 

Moraes (2001) used the framework of politeness to investigate if D, P, and R influence the 

realizations of greetings and leave-takings in Brazilian Portuguese. She found that the three 

social variables influence these speech acts, and that D (the social distance between the 

participants) has the greatest influence. Placencia (1997a) also found that the degree of 

social distance between participants highly influenced greetings in Ecuadorian Spanish. 

The ‘face-saving model’ has generated an enormous amount of research on 

politeness. Many of these studies have focused on the universal aspects of the model, such 

as (positive and negative) face, (positive and negative) politeness, the three social variables, 

and the five FTA strategies (Huang, 2014). The model has also generated a great amount 

of criticisms, just as many as there have been applications of the theory to empirical studies 

(Marquez Reiter & Placencia, 2005). 
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One of the main objections to Brown and Levinson’s model is their claim of the 

universality of face and the politeness strategies. Because their perspective is on the 

individual’s wants (that are presumably shared in all cultures), they have been accused of 

having a Western (or Anglo-centered) individualistic bias, and therefore oversimplifying, 

or overseeing, some important cross-cultural differences (Archer et al., 2012). The concept 

of negative face, for example, has drawn serious criticisms from Asian scholars as well as 

those working with Hispanic politeness, such as Placencia (1996), who argued that the 

notion of negative politeness with its emphasis on the individual does not fully account for 

the deferential behavior of Ecuadorians, who seemed more concerned with their position 

within the group than with their desire for freedom of action (Marquez Reiter & Placencia, 

2005). 

Other criticisms to the ‘face-saving’ theory include its emphasis on the principle of 

rationality, as it assumes that the speaker uses rational, goal-oriented means to calculate 

politeness strategies; the prominence given to the FTAs; the rigidity and the symmetry of 

the three social variables (as in certain cultures and/or certain situations one variable may 

play a larger role than other); and the focus on single polite strategies while neglecting the 

realization of politeness within the extended discourse (Archer et al., 2012; Huang, 2014; 

Marquez Reiter & Placencia, 2005).  

2.1.3 Cross-cultural pragmatics 

As seen, both the Speech Act Theory and the Politeness framework have been 

criticized for their presumed universalist approach. In fact, for many years, universalism 

was the dominant paradigm in linguistic pragmatics (Goddard, 2006). According to 

Goddard, universalist pragmatics necessarily imposes an external perspective of the speech 

acts practices in a given culture. It is a parameter that has been decided “in advance”, 
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without taking into consideration the perspectives of the culture in question (p. 1). Goddard 

believes that the field of pragmatics still suffers from “a remarkable degree of ‘culture 

blindness’” (p. 2).  

The field of cross-cultural pragmatics has sought to challenge the universalist 

paradigm by studying the use of language in different cultures through comparison. In the 

next sections, I review the two most significant and influential approaches in cross-cultural 

pragmatics: the Cross-Cultural Speech Act Realization Project (CCSARP) and the notion 

of ‘cultural scripts’ proposed by Wierzbicka (1991, 1994) and later expanded in 

collaboration with Goddard (2004). 

2.1.3.1 The Cross-Cultural Speech Act Realization Project (CCSARP) 

Blum-Kulka, Olshtain, Kasper and House developed the CCSARP project to 

investigate how certain speech acts are realized across different languages/cultures (see 

Blum-Kulka & Olshtain, 1984 and Blum-Kulka, House and Kasper, 1989). Seven other 

scholars also participated in this project, which focused on eight languages/varieties: 

Australian, American and British English, Canadian French, Danish, German, Hebrew and 

Russian. The project’s goals were “to compare across languages the realization patterns of 

two speech acts—requests and apologies —and to establish the similarities and differences 

between native and non-native speakers' realization patterns in these two acts in each of 

the languages studied within the project” (Blum-Kulka & Olshtain, 1984, p. 196). 

The authors chose to focus on the speech acts of requests and apologies because 

they are both considered face-threatening acts (FTAs) that affect participants’ face wants 

in different ways. Requests require a future effort from the interlocutor, imposing mainly 

on the hearer. Apologies, on the other hand, are attempts by the speaker “to make up for 



 59 

some previous action that interfered with the hearer’s interests” counteracting the speaker’s 

face wants (Blum-Kulka et al., 1989, p. 12).  

A fundamental tenet underlying the CCSARP is the notion of variation. The authors 

affirm that they are concerned with “interrelating the ways language is used to perform 

certain speech acts with the social and situational variables that potentially affect their use” 

(Blum-Kulka et al., 1989, p. 5). They consider three types of variation for the project: 

(1) situational variability: to establish native speakers’ patterns of realizations 

relative to different social constraints in each of the languages studied. Regarding social 

constraints, the authors claim that one of the major findings that emerge from studies in 

pragmatics is that degrees of social distance and power between participants are among the 

most important factors in determining variation in speech acts. Other important variables 

are sex, age and frequency of interacting. 

(2) cross-cultural variability: to establish the similarities and differences in the 

patterns of speech realizations cross-linguistically, relative to the same social constraints. 

(3) individual, native versus non-native variability: to establish the similarities and 

differences between native and non-native speakers realization patterns relative to the same 

social constraints (Blum-Kulka & Olshtain, 1984; Blum-Kulka et al., 1989). 

The native versus non-native variation of pragmatic forms was of special relevance 

to the CCSARP. First, the studies proposed by the project sought to avoid 

misunderstandings, frustrations or breakdowns in cross-cultural communication. Second, 

the project focused on the acquisition and use of pragmatic norms in a second/foreign 

language, more specifically on how learners produce and comprehend speech acts, and 

how their pragmatic competence develops over time. This sub-field that includes second-

language learners’ pragmatic and discourse knowledge is known as “interlanguage 

pragmatics” (Blum-Kulka et al., 1989; Kecskes, 2014).  
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Blum-Kulka et al. (1989) claim that a major concern in sociolinguistics research is 

the way in which data are collected. In a project of a scope as large as the CCSARP, in 

which researchers sought to compare requests and apologies as produced cross-culturally 

and also within the same language by native and non-native speakers, recording natural 

interactions by participant-observers would not be feasible. Written elicited data, in this 

case, prove to have methodological and theoretical advantages, since they allow cross-

cultural and intra-language comparability as well as “more stereotyped responses” that 

represent the prototypes of the variants occurring in actual speech  (Blum-Kulka et al., 

1989, p. 13).  

The instrument used in the project was the Discourse Completion Test (DCT), 

originally developed by Blum-Kulka, as it allows to account for situational, cross-cultural 

and individual variability. The DCT (also referred by some authors as Discourse 

Completion Tasks) consists of scripted incomplete dialogues that represent socially 

differentiated situations. A short description of the situation, specifying the setting and the 

social distance between the participants precedes each dialogue, which respondents were 

asked to complete (Blum-Kulka & Olshtain, 1984; Blum-Kulka et al., 1989). One example 

of a DCT situation, given by Blum-Kulka et al. (p. 14), is the following: 
 
(a) At the University 
Ann missed a lecture yesterday and would like to borrow Judith’s notes. 
Ann: ____________________________________________________ 
Judith: Sure, but let me have them back before the lecture next week. 

The situations depicted in the DCT reflect everyday occurrences among the student 

population in the countries tested, such as asking the roommate to clean up his mess in the 

kitchen or a professor being late in returning a student’s term paper. As noted, the situations 

specify the nature of the interactants’ relationship (i.e., their social distance), a relevant 

factor for the research project.  The sex of the speakers and hearers varied randomly across 
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all situations, since the questionnaire was not designed to investigate this variable (Blum-

Kulka et al., 1989).  

Blum-Kulka et al. (1989) chose university students as a target population to ensure 

“as much homogeneity as possible in social class, level of income, educational background, 

occupation, and age range” (p. 16). Participants in each country included an equal number 

of males and females. Researchers analyzed the data using a shared coding scheme for 

requests and apologies, which was based on “frames of primary features expected to be 

manifested in the realization of requests and apologies” that provided “the meta-paradigm 

for the analysis of the data” (p. 16).  

One of the most noteworthy findings of the CCSARP was that there are marked 

cross-cultural differences in terms of levels of directness regarding requests. For example, 

under the same social constraints, speakers of Hebrew tend to be more direct than speakers 

of German. The authors suggest that the notions of politeness might be culturally 

relativized and that similar choices of directness levels might carry “culturally 

differentiated meanings for members of different cultures” (p. 24). They called for more 

empirical research to test these hypotheses, as they believed that the different notions of 

directness/indirectness might cause misunderstandings (such as perceiving each other as 

being impolite) or communication breakdowns.  

Their call was answered. As Trosborg (2010) posits, since the 1980s the scope and 

the method proposed by the CCSARP have been widely influential and cross-cultural 

studies have flourished, mainly because the discourse completion task (DCT) provided an 

instrument that allowed researchers to gather quickly a large amount of data from different 

nationalities. She notes that studies of “requests, refusals, complaints, and apologies were 

undertaken and have remained salient till today” (p. 4). Although cross-cultural 

comparisons of several types of speech acts have been widely studied (Putz & Aertselaer, 
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2008; Trosborg, 2010; Huang, 2014) greetings and leave-takings are typically not listed 

among these. This may be because (1) they are not considered FTAs; (2) many scholars 

see them as perfunctory, empty routines without propositional value; and/or (3) they 

include body language and other extra-linguistic features, which can be hard to capture on 

a DCT. In addition, Portuguese is never listed as one of the languages studied in cross-

cultural investigations. Huang (2014), for example, when describing the influence of the 

CCSARP in cross-cultural pragmatic studies, mentions 35 languages, but not Portuguese. 

Placencia (2011) notices that cross-linguistic studies in Portuguese have been “slow”, 

citing only three studies in this language (performed in the 1970s-80s) and pointing out the 

“potential interest in the area” (p. 83).  

Although influential, the CCSARP received some criticisms. Kecskes (2014) 

believes that the CCSARP put too much emphasis on the native vs. non-native speakers’ 

production of speech acts, focusing mainly on cultural breakdowns or pragmatic failures 

on the part of the non-native speakers. For this reason, he claims, many scholars have 

considered the two separate fields of cross-cultural pragmatics and interlanguage 

pragmatics as synonymous. 

From the perspective of some researchers of the fields of foreign language teaching 

and second language acquisition, the focus on “failure” presupposes emulation of an 

idealized native speaker. Byram (1997) claims that upholding the native speaker as a model 

to be imitated by language learners is an impossible target, leading to an inevitable failure. 

Moreover, it would aim at the wrong kind of competence in suggesting the separation from 

one’s own culture and acquisition of a native sociocultural competence and a new 

sociocultural identity. In the same vein, Cohen and Sykes (2013) affirm that second 

language learners might be unaware of the divergent pragmatic norms between their native 

languages and the target language. But there are instances, they add, in which learners 
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purposely diverge from the target language pragmatic norms so as not to violate their sense 

of self-identity, a point that is echoed by Kecskes (2014). Recent comparative studies 

within the same language, instead of focusing on the native/non-native speakers, center on 

the variation within the same language and consider different social factors. This is the case 

of the field of Variational Pragmatics (Barron & Schneider, 2009; Schneider & Barron, 

2008).  

Another criticism to the CCSARP was their focus on the categorization of the 

different request strategies into ‘direct’ and ‘indirect’. According to Archer et al. (2012), 

the reasons for cross-cultural misunderstandings clearly go deeper than whether we are 

more or less direct, or whether we use ‘supportive moves’ preceding a request. Our 

linguistic behavior is motivated and shaped by cultural beliefs. These beliefs relate to the 

values of a culture and their study is essential to avoid ethnocentric approaches (p. 114). 

Wierzbicka (1991) believes that the terms ‘directness’ and ‘indirectness’ are often used in 

linguistic descriptions as if they were self-explanatory, while in fact they are applied to 

vastly different phenomena, which are shaped by totally different values. She posits that 

this confusion stems from the widely-accepted distinction between ‘direct’ and ‘indirect’ 

speech acts, which overlooks the fact that, in several languages besides English, the 

imperative can be combined with other particles, making it harsher or softer. The author 

claims that there is no general principle that would allow the researcher to classify these 

combinations into direct or indirect. “I suggest, therefore, that the whole distinction 

between ‘direct’ and ‘indirect’ speech acts should be abandoned . . . and that the different 

phenomena associated with these labels should be individually examined” (p. 88). 

Wierzbicka affirms that to compare different cultures in terms of their true basic values, 

researchers need terms that are universal, intuitively clear and verifiable in different 
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cultural contexts. She proposes to perform such comparisons using semantic primes, which 

I address in the next section.  

2.1.3.2 The notions of sematic primes and cultural scripts 

Wierzbicka (1991) believes that the different ways of speaking in different 

language communities is often underestimated in the literature about language use. In her 

view, the theories of speech acts tended to assume that the mainstream, white American-

English way of speaking is the ‘normal’ way that can be expected in any other human 

society, and this is an “ethnocentric illusion” (p. 67). The same charge of Anglo-centrism, 

she states, can be made with respect to Brown and Levinson’s search for universals 

regarding the politeness phenomena and various other supposedly universal ‘maxims’ of 

human linguistic and behavioral interaction. In reaction to this “misguided universalism”, 

Wierzbicka offers a new direction to the field of cross-cultural pragmatics informed by the 

following ideas:  
 

1. In different societies and in different communities, people speak differently. 
2. These differences in ways of speaking are profound and systematic. 
3. These differences reflect different cultural values, or at least different 
hierarchies of values.  
4. Different ways of speaking, different communicative styles, can be explained 
and made sense of, in terms of independently established different cultural values 
and cultural priorities 

(Wierzbicka, 1991, p. 69) 
 

In order to explain different cultural values in universal terms that are not culturally 

biased, Wierzbicka (1991, 1994) proposes using expressions that have shared meanings 

across all languages. These expressions, which she calls ‘semantic primes’, are illustrated 

in Table 2.1 below (Wierzbicka, 1994, p. 20):  
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Table 2.1: Semantic primes (Wierzbicka, 1994, p. 20) 

substantives I, you, someone, something, people 
determiners, quantifiers this, the same, other, one, two, many (much), all  
mental predicates know, want, think, feel, say 
actions, events do, happen 
evaluative good, bad 
descriptors big, small  
intensifier very 
meta-predicates can, if, because, no (negation), like (how) 
time and place when, where, after (before), under (above)  
taxonomy, partonymy kind of, part of 

According to Wierzbicka (1991, 1994), researchers can use semantic primes to 

formulate ‘cultural scripts’, which are the underlying assumptions in each culture that 

determine linguistic behavior. To illustrate this framework, Wierzbicka (1991) proposes 

that instead of comparing American vs. Israeli culture in terms of the direct/indirect 

dichotomy as performed by Blum-Kulka, Danet and Gherson (1985), researchers should 

use the following cultural scripts: 
 

We can portray the Israeli attitudes as follows: 
 
 we can all say to one another: 
 
 ‘I want this’, ‘I don’t want this’, ‘I think this’, ‘I don’t think this’ 

we will not feel something bad towards one another because of this 
  

We can portray the Anglo-American cultural assumptions as follows: 
 
 I think: I can say: ‘I want this’, ‘I think this’ 
 I know: other people don’t have to want the same/think the same 

No one can say: ‘I want you to want this’, ‘I want you to think this’ 
(Wierzbicka, 1991, p. 91) 

Goddard (2006) later expanded Wierzbicka’s theories, suggesting the term 

‘ethnopragmatics’ to describe the revised methodology (p. 2). One issue I see with the 

cultural scripts approach is that it does not give the same importance to intra-cultural 

variation as the cross-cultural pragmatics approach proposed by Blum-Kulka et al. (1989). 
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Wierzbicka (1994) argues that if in most societies there is a great deal of variation in 

people’s communicative styles, even more striking is the similarity in the expectations that 

reflect cultural norms as stated in cultural scripts. Similarly, although Goddard (2006) 

acknowledges that societies are heterogeneous and that not every member would accept or 

endorse scripts, he believes that “even those who do not personally identify with the content 

of a script are nonetheless familiar with it, i.e., that it forms part of the interpretative 

backdrop to discourse and social behavior in a particular cultural context” (p. 6).  

Blyth (2012) recognizes the heuristic usefulness of cultural scripts but notes many 

methodological challenges in this approach: they do not present enough details to capture 

important pragmatic distinctions; there is no specified syntax for writing cultural scripts; 

they combine epistemic and affective stance; and they consist of an array of many different 

linguistic features (p. 71).  
 

2.1.4 New perspectives in pragmatics: prosody, body language, and deixis  

Archer et al. (2012) note that the field of pragmatics is broadening, and its future 

lies in a dialogue with new fields, such as variational pragmatics and applications in the 

area of second or foreign language learning, as well as the relationship between pragmatics, 

gesture and prosody (p. 10). This dissertation encompasses all of these trends. In the 

following sections, I discuss how prosody, body language and deictic forms are relevant 

for the understanding of pragmatics and for the analysis of this dissertation.  

2.1.4.1 Prosody 

The same words can be said in many different ways. One’s tone of voice, 

intonation, and pitch, for example, can have as much or more effect on the listener than the 

words uttered. Archer et al., (2012) observe that, in writing, these differences can be 
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conveyed by the use of adverbs such as in He said firmly or Go away, he snapped abruptly 

(p. 96). Each adverb suggests a way of speaking that expresses how the speaker feels about 

the addressee and/or the message. Other ways of expressing these attitudes in writing 

include the use of CAPITALS, italics, vowel elongations (Hiiiiiiiii), emojis, and 

exclamation points. These resources highlight or emphasize some parts of the sentence to 

“match the attention we want our hearer to pay to it” (p. 98). These expressions of 

emotional and attitudinal meaning fall in the domain of prosody (Archer et al., 2012), the 

‘musical’ aspect of speech (Pillet-Shore, 2012), which should be considered in the studies 

of pragmatics for conveying extra-linguistic information that are important for capturing 

the full meaning of the utterance. Although I will not be measuring prosody in this study 

(as my data are from a written questionnaire), in my analysis of the responses I will take 

into consideration some elements of the participants’ prose, such as vowel elongations 

(“hiiiiiiii”), repetitions (beijo, beijo ‘kiss, kiss’), and the use of certain adjectives and 

adverbs (um abraço forte ‘a tight hug’; a half-smile) that either enhanced or attenuated the 

participant’s expressions of greetings and leave-takings. 

2.1.4.2 Body language 

As discussed in chapter 1, body language plays a very important role in greetings 

and leave-takings. Therefore in this study, I take into consideration body language as 

reported by the participants in different situations of interaction through their answers to 

the questionnaire. Archer et al. (2012) note that although body language is an important 

part of speaker meaning, a full understanding of its relationship with speech is still 

unknown. They observe that while body language is not essential for communication (as 

in a telephone conversation, for example), it is also true that speakers nearly always 

accompany their speech with gestures, whether or not their interlocutors see them, as when 
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someone gesticulates while speaking on the phone. In face-to-face interaction, body 

language can either emphasize or substitute speech, playing an important part in the 

interaction (Firth, 1972).  

Body movements can have different functions depending on the context. As seen 

in chapter 1, gaze can be used to gather information (as for example to identify a person 

before starting a greeting, as Pillet-Shore (2012) demonstrates) or to the management of 

conversational interaction: it can signal an interactant’s intention to take the floor, or to 

demonstrate interest in what the speaker is saying. Glances can also be used to emphasize 

certain words or, when towards the interlocutor, to signal the need for assistance in finding 

a determined word (Archer et al., 2012).  

As these authors show, gestures are wide-ranging in their nature. Interactants may 

use them unconsciously, such as when using their hands while talking, or consciously, as 

for example by hugging a friend when saying goodbye. Some gestures may be widely used 

in a culture and have no equivalent in other cultures, and other gestures may have different 

meanings across cultures, which can possibly be a source of misunderstanding. When 

Americans perform the “OK” sign they are expressing agreement or satisfaction. This exact 

same sign in Brazil is considered highly offensive, as it is equated with “giving the finger” 

in the United States. Spatial orientation can also be a cause of cross-cultural discomfort: 

the proximity between the speaker and the hearer can be perceived in some cultures as too 

close and therefore an invasion of personal space. This same distance may be perceived in 

other cultures as too distant, signaling indifference or unfriendliness.   

Given all the above-mentioned variation regarding gestures, Archer et al. (2012) 

believe that it is difficult to state what speech-accompanying gestures really mean. For that 

reason, they claim, “it is becoming increasingly clear that in order to fully understand the 

context of an utterance we need to see that context as multimodal, in other words, as derived 
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from the organized interaction between what is said, the way it is spoken and visible body 

movements” (p. 96). Similarly, Duranti (1997) maintains that nonverbal communication 

has often been analyzed independently of the talk that accompanies it. This study 

contributes to the discussion of the relationship between verbal and nonverbal behavior in 

greetings and leave-takings as I analyze the participants’ responses regarding not only what 

they would say but also what they would do.   

2.1.4.3 Deictic forms 

The analysis of the deictic forms present in the participants’ responses in this study 

also sheds light on their expressions of greetings and leave-takings. The term deixis 

originates from the Greek verb that means “to point”, “to show” or to “indicate.” In 

linguistics, deixis deals with the relationship between the structure of a language and the 

context in which this language is used (Huang, 2014, p. 169). According to Archer et al. 

(2012, p. 26), the categories of deixis are as follow: 

1. Person deixis: e.g.,‘I’ll see you there’ 

2. Social deixis: e.g.,‘Nice to meet you, Professor Aijmer” 

3. Place (space) deixis: e.g.,‘I’m not here right now’ (phone message) 

4. Emphatic deixis: e.g.,‘I hate those curtains’ 

5. Time (temporal) deixis: e.g.,‘She’s coming to visit us soon’ 

6. Discoursal deixis: e.g.,‘Besides, she is a very good driver’ 

  (Archer et al., 2012, p. 26, emphasis in the original)  

 Time and social deixis, are particularly relevant for this study. Time deixis relates 

to the encoding of temporal points relative to the time at which the utterance is produced. 

Huang (2014) points out that time units can be calendrical (time-measured periods that 

designate a fixed sequence of time, such as ‘July’, ‘Monday’, or ‘week’) and non-
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calendrical (time- measured periods used as units of measure relative to some fixed points 

of interest). Time deixis is grammaticalized in deictic adverbs of time (e.g., now, soon, 

later) and tense (e.g., this coming Monday). Time deixis is pertinent for the analysis of 

leave-takings, as it appears in expressions such as “see you later”, “talk to you soon” or 

“see you next semester”.  

Social deixis encodes the social identities and/or relationships between speakers, 

addressees and others. Social deixis can be expressed through a wide range of linguistic 

devices including personal pronouns, forms of address and the choice of vocabulary 

(Archer et al., 2012; Huang, 2014). As seen in chapter 1, forms of address are an important 

component of greeting and leave-takings. As they are socially marked and express the 

relationship between the interactants, they are central for this study.  

Place (or space) deixis is concerned with the specification of location in space 

relative to the participants of an interaction. In this study, several American participants 

resorted to place deixis when the addressee is someone with whom they do not have much 

intimacy, as for example saying “see you in class” to take-leave from a classmate. Place 

deixis is not very prominent in the responses regarding addressees that are more intimate, 

an observation that I take into consideration in my analysis. Emphatic deixis, such as in “a 

shy goodbye”, is also part of my data, and is important for my analysis as it intensifies or 

attenuates the reported behavior for greetings and leave-takings.     

2.1.5 Summary of pragmatic theories 

In this section, I described the field of pragmatics and reviewed three theories or 

frameworks that have been influential in this field: the speech act theory, politeness theory 

and cross-cultural pragmatics. Parts of these theories, in different ways, influence this 

study. However, none of them, on their own, is able to account for a meaningful, 
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comparative study of how greetings and leave-takings are expressed by native speakers in 

Brazil and the U.S. Although I conduct a cross-cultural study through a DCT, I do not 

address direct/indirect features of speech acts, nor do I compare native speaker speech with 

L2 learner performance. And although I search for the cultural norms underlying specific 

greetings and leave-takings situations in both countries, based on the perspective of the 

native speakers, I do not employ the semantic primes as proposed by Wierzbicka (1991), 

as this approach does not account for intra-cultural variation. As I argue in chapter 1, a 

frame-based approach, which seeks to unveil the social norms through the notions of 

expectations as expressed by the participants, is a much more flexible and complex model. 

It allows for the interpretation of verbal as well as nonverbal features (body language, 

emotions, prosody) of greetings and leave-takings and account for sociocultural variation, 

individual and group identity, as well as formulaic language and routine behavior. This 

dissertation is innovative as it is the first cross-cultural study that uses the concept of frames 

to investigate greetings and leave-takings as performed in Brazil and the U.S.  

Researchers of pragmatics agree that the way in which data are collected and 

analyzed depends on the pragmatic perspective adopted by the researcher, as well as on the 

object of study. In chapter 3 I discuss the different methodologies used in pragmatics and 

justify the choice of  the DCT as the main data-collection instrument for this study. 

In the next section, I summarize some relevant studies that have been conducted on 

the topic of greetings and/or leave-takings in Brazilian Portuguese and American English 

in the field of pragmatics. 

2.2 GREETINGS AND LEAVE-TAKINGS IN BRAZILIAN PORTUGUESE AND AMERICAN 
ENGLISH 

As mentioned, there are few empirical studies about greetings and leave-takings in 

American English and, to my knowledge, only one in Portuguese (Moraes, 2001). These 
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studies are very diverse in scope. In relation to the type of interaction, some are face-to-

face (Ebsworth et al., 1996; Knapp et al., 1973; Michno, 2017; Moraes, 2001; Pillet-Shore, 

2012; Pinto, 2008; Schneider, 2012a), some are e-mails (Clyne, 2009; Duranti, 1986; Félix-

Brasdefer, 2012) and some are telephone conversations (Clark & French, 1981; Placencia, 

1997a, 1997b; Schegloff & Sacks, 1973, Valeiras Viso, 2002). Within each medium, there 

are also different types of interactions, such as passing greetings (Pinto, 2008), and self-

introduction at parties (Schneider, 2012a). Some are cross-cultural studies (e.g., Ebsworth 

et al., 1996; Pinto, 2008) while some are intra-cultural studies (e.g., Duranti, 1986; Moraes, 

2001; Schegloff & Sacks, 1973). Some use natural discourse (phone conversations, 

messages left on answering machines, video recordings) (Clark & French, 1981; Pillet-

Shore, 2012; Placencia, 1997a, 1997b; Schegloff & Sacks, 1973, Valeiras Viso, 2002) and 

some use elicited data (questionnaires, role-plays) (Ebsworth et al., 1996; Knapp et al., 

1973; Michno, 2017; Moraes, 2001; Schneider, 2012a). A few target only the nonverbal 

aspects of the interaction (prosody, gestures) (Kendon & Ferber, 1990; Pillet-Shore, 2012) 

and most explore only the verbal utterances. In terms of variables, some examine gender 

and/or levels of intimacy among speakers or terms of address, or a combination of these 

three. 

 Many researchers (e.g., Duranti 1986; Félix-Brasdefer 2012; Valeiras Viso 2002) 

agree that whereas each type of communication (such as face-to-face, phone, and e-mail) 

has its own linguistic identity, they all carry some linguistic and structural similarities. 

Although in this dissertation I examine only reports of greetings and leave-takings in the 

context of face-to-face interactions, given the lack of studies about the two speech acts, I 

also address here some studies about e-mail exchanges, telephone conversations and 

messages left on answering machines that relate to my study.   
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I first review Moraes’ (2001) M.A. thesis about greetings and leave-takings in Rio 

de Janeiro, Brazil. This study highly influenced this dissertation in that it describes forms 

of greetings and leave-takings according to different situations and social variables, such 

as age, sex and levels of intimacy between the participants. Next, I review Schneider’s 

(2012a) study, which uses the frameworks of cultural models (frames) and variational 

pragmatics to perform a comparative study about self-introductions in England, Ireland and 

the United States. His methodology inspired the approach used in this current study. Then 

I review other studies about these speech acts. The section concludes by summarizing the 

contributions and pointing to the gaps in these studies and how they inform my research 

questions. 
 

2.2.1 Moraes (2001): Greetings and leave-takings in Brazil 

Using the frameworks of politeness (Brown & Levinson, 1987), conversation 

analysis (Schegloff & Sacks, 1973), and Goffman’s work on face (1969) and positive 

rituals (1971), Moraes (2001) proposed to analyze greetings and leave-takings as 

conversational rituals through their linguistic realization by Brazilian native speakers. The 

author aimed to investigate to what extent factors such as personal identity, relationship 

between the participants and the situational context of the interaction influence the choice 

of expressions used by Brazilians to greet and take leave from each other. Her second 

objective was to discuss the applications of her findings to the teaching of Portuguese as a 

Foreign Language. 

Her hypotheses were:  (1) Brazilians, “known for being effusive and informal” (p. 

7), tend to establish intimacy with the people they greet and take leave, even if, in reality, 

they are actually not so close; and (2) following Goffman (1971), some factors that 

influence how Brazilians greet and take leave are (a) participants’ age; (b) levels of 
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intimacy or distance between them; (c) the place where they meet; (d) the time elapsed 

since the last/ until the next presumed encounter; and (e) the circumstances of the 

interaction. 

Her research instruments included a questionnaire and ten scenes from a Brazilian 

soap opera that showcased greetings and/or leave-takings. The questionnaire included nine 

questions about greetings and nine questions about leave-takings, built around typical daily 

scenarios that foreign students might find upon arriving in Brazil, such as in a store, a 

residential building, and an elevator in a commercial building. These scenarios were 

assumed to test the roles such as buyer/seller, resident/doorman and elevator operator/user 

(p. 13), and elicit variations regarding the factors described above following Goffman 

(1971). In question 1, “How do you greet and take leave from a friend/a neighbor/someone 

you have just met?”, her objective is to study possible variations that may occur according 

to the social distances between the participants. The other questions address the following 

scenarios/social variables, asking how do you greet/say goodbye: in a residential and 

commercial building to the doorman/ elevator operator; when you enter/ leave an elevator 

to a friend/ a neighbor/ an unknown person; to a person you were just introduced to at the 

beach/ a party / at work; at a party where you do not know many people, when you 

arrive/leave; when you are walking on the street and run into a friend/ an unknown person; 

if you were introduced to someone yesterday and you run into her today; and to someone 

you see everyday/ once in a while/ that you haven’t seen in a long time or will not see 

again.   

The questionnaire was answered by 50 Brazilian Portuguese native-speakers, all 

middle-class residents of the city of Rio de Janeiro, who were divided into five age groups: 

15-20, 21-30, 31-45, 46-60, and 61+. Each age group had 10 participants: 5 males and 5 

females. Moraes did not provide information regarding her procedures for data collection. 
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For example, it is unclear if she personally interviewed each participant (and, in this case, 

whether she audio recorded their answers or wrote them down) or if the participants wrote 

their own answers on the questionnaire.   

Regarding the procedures for data analysis, she classified the participants’ 

responses into separate expressions, counting the number of occurrences for each 

expression per age group and gender. Later, she combined the expressions according to 

their pragmatic function. For instance, greeting expressions such as Tudo bem? ‘How are 

you?’ and Como é que você está? ‘How are you doing?’ were combined into “expressions 

that show interest for the hearer” (p. 35). Leave-taking expressions such as Até logo ‘See 

you soon’, Até amanhã ‘See you tomorrow’, and A gente se fala ‘We’ll talk later’, were 

classified as “expressions that refer to future encounters”. Moraes decided not account for 

terms of address, which I believe is one of the gaps in her study, as address forms encode 

the social identities and/or the relationships between the participants (as seen in 1.6). The 

author also transcribed the soap opera scenes, classifying them into expressions and 

accounting for prosody (if expressions were uttered enthusiastically, or in a dry or normal 

manner).  

Because the questionnaire elicited so many variables, I summarize here only the 

findings that are relevant for this dissertation. In answering the question “How do you greet 

your friend?” the most common expression used was Oi ‘Hi’ followed by Tudo bem/bom? 

‘How are you?’. Moraes notes that Oi was preferred by participants age 31 and older since 

younger male informants (15-20 years old) preferred instead slang terms such as Fala! 

‘Speak!’ and E aí? ‘Hey’. Regarding expressions that show interest for the hearer, younger 

male participants also preferred to use slangs such as Qual é? ‘What’s up?’ and Beleza? 

‘Awesome’, to the more formulaic tudo bem/bom. Moraes claims that these findings 

suggest that the younger male generation prefers the use of slang to formulaic expressions. 
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I believe that this affirmation, however interesting, should be regarded with caution, as the 

younger male population in her study includes only five participants. In addition, her 

analysis accounts for only the gender of the speaker, and not that of the addressee.  

 Regarding the question “How do you greet a neighbor?”, the most used expression 

in all age groups was Bom dia/ Boa tarde/ Boa noite ‘Good morning/Good afternoon/Good 

evening’, which shows, according to Moraes, “the need of the Brazilians to maintain a 

certain distance from their neighbors, people that are not so close” (p. 28). Again here, the 

author did not specify the gender and age of the addressee.  

For the question “How do you say goodbye to a friend?”, Tchau ‘Bye’,  was the 

most widely used expression. Moraes notes that in the younger age groups, all females 

preferred Tchau while 9 of 10 males chose the slang expressions Valeu! ‘Bye’ or Falou! 

‘Bye’. Moraes infers that leave-takings represent to Brazilians an “uncomfortable, difficult 

act,” indicating to the hearer that his/her presence does not dissatisfy the speaker (p. 29). 

These strategies include mainly a reference of a future contact (older generations preferring 

expressions with até such as até mais ‘see you later’ and até logo ‘see you soon’ and 

younger generations preferring te ligo ‘I will call you’ and te encontro ‘I will meet you’). 

The author notes that expressions that show appreciation for the encounter that is about to 

end, such as Gostei de estar com você ‘I enjoyed being with you’ were rarely used. 

Moraes observes another Brazilian characteristic of the situation of saying goodbye 

to a friend: to express orally what would be represented by a gesture, such as saying 

Beijo/beijinho/beijão ‘A kiss/ a kiss--diminutive/ a kiss --augmentative’ and um abraço ‘a 

hug’. Moraes claims that through these expressions, Brazilians reinforce intimacy with the 

other person, bringing affection to their relationships (DaMatta, 1984). Many times, she 

points out, these expressions are uttered with the respective gestures. Moraes claims that it 
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is very important to clarify this aspect of the Brazilian culture to foreigners, so that they do 

not feel invaded in their privacy, being unfamiliar with such habits (p. 30). 

When responding to “How do you say goodbye your neighbor?” the most used 

expression was again Tchau ‘Bye’, followed by Até logo ‘see you later’, and Bom dia/ Boa 

tarde/ Boa noite ‘Good morning/Good afternoon/Good evening’. Since Tchau ‘Bye’ 

appears equally with the friend (most intimate) and neighbor (who Moraes considers less 

intimate than a friend) situation, Moraes concludes that this is the most neutral expression 

and that Até logo ‘See you later’, and Bom dia/ Boa tarde/ Boa noite” ‘Good morning/Good 

afternoon/Good evening’ seem to mark distance. The analysis of the soap opera 

corroborates the uses of the aforementioned expressions. 

Moraes concludes that her findings confirm her first hypothesis that Brazilians try 

to establish intimacy with people that they greet and take leave, as they use expressions 

that “try to approximate them to the hearer” (p. 56). Her second hypothesis was also 

confirmed, as the speakers’ personal identity (age and gender), the relationship between 

the participants (degrees of intimacy), and the situational context (place of encounter, time 

elapsed since last encounter/ until next encounter) shape how Brazilians greet and say 

goodbye. Moraes affirms that the factor that most influenced the ways Brazilian greet and 

say goodbye was the degree of intimacy between the interactants, as participants were more 

effusive in terms of prosody, more informal and produced lengthier greetings and farewells 

with higher levels of intimacy. Social distance, she claims “is the determinant factor in 

social and linguistic behavior of Brazilians” (p. 72). Moraes attributes these finding to the 

fact that Brazilians have, as DaMatta (1984) claims, the “characteristic of establishing 

intimacy with people [with whom] they interact, bringing affectivity in all types of 

ambiences they circulate, including formal spaces such as the work environment” (Moraes, 

2001, p. 74). 
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Other influential factors were the age group (younger generation’s tendency to use 

slang and innovative language); gender (males from the younger generation tend to use 

more slang than their female cohort; females of all ages tend to use more expressions 

involving a kiss and males preferred to say expressions with a hug); and the amount of time 

elapsed since the last meeting or until the next prospective encounter. Finally she found 

that greetings were simpler and shorter than leave-takings in general, and in the same 

circumstances, shorter with people of low levels of intimacy and lengthier and more 

effusive with closer friends. Leave-takings were longer, as participants avoided ending the 

conversation abruptly and therefore included several steps in their closings, including pre-

closures, announcements, expressions that refer to future encounters, and finally a farewell 

expression.  Moraes suggests that future research on this topic should include a 

comparative study between greetings and leave-takings performed in Brazil and another 

country, and a study in which nonverbal behavior is included in the analysis. I answer both 

calls in this dissertation.  

Moraes’ (2001) study is important to this dissertation as it reveals the most common 

expressions used in greetings and leave-takings in Brazilian Portuguese (from Rio de 

Janeiro), as well as the influence of social distance, age and gender in the choices of these 

expressions. However, these findings should be taken with caution, as the study has too 

many variables and the number of participants per age group and gender was only 5. The 

fact that she does not specify the gender of the addressee is also a gap in this study. 

Moreover, her questionnaire addresses many situations that are common to the typical 

lifestyle of the middle-class in Rio de Janeiro (e.g., the beach, buildings with doormen, 

elevator operators) but are not necessarily part of the daily life in other parts of Brazil or in 

different countries. Although these situations are pertinent to her study, they would not be 

appropriate in a cross-cultural investigation such as this dissertation. 
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2.2.2 Schneider (2012a): Appropriate behavior across varieties of English 

 Schneider (2012a) used the frameworks of cultural models (frames) and variational 

pragmatics to investigate the norms of appropriate verbal behavior in three varieties of 

English: American (AmeE), Irish (IrE) and British (EngE). More specifically, he sought to 

find out which behavior is considered appropriate in the situation of small talk between 

strangers at a party and if the notions of appropriateness differ across varieties of English. 

The author affirms that norms of appropriate behavior in a community can be established 

empirically by employing experimental methods, especially in production questionnaires. 

Although this instrument may not reflect what participants would actually say in real life, 

it reveals what guides their expectations, perceptions and performances in a given social 

situation; i.e., their cultural norms (Schneider, 2012a).  

To conduct this study, Schneider employed a dialogue production task (DPT), 

which was given to 308 participants. Next, he created a controlled subcorpus with 90 native 

speakers of English (30 each from Ireland, England and the United States). All of them 

were female students between 13 and 18 years old, with each national group from the same 

region and school. Participants were asked to write a dialogue situated at a party where 

they were introducing themselves to a stranger of the same sex. Schneider found 

sociopragmatic similarities regarding the choice of speech acts in the dialogues, as they all 

appeared in the three varieties of English (p. 1031):  
a. GREETING – e.g., Hi! 
b. APPROACH – e.g., Great party, isn’t it? 
c. DISCLOSE IDENTITY – e.g., I’m Ashley. 
d. QUESTION IDENTITY – e.g., What’s your name? 
e. REMARK IDENTITY – e.g., I don’t believe we’ve met. 
f. COMPLIMENT APPEARANCE – e.g., I really like your top. 
g. QUESTION HOST – e.g., How do you know the hostess? 
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 He also found sociopragmatic differences in the frequency and distribution of the 

speech acts. For example, GREETINGS occur in the same frequency in all varieties, while 

APPROACH is higher in IrE and DISCLOSE IDENTITY in AmE. When he focused on 

the initial turns at talk, he found more sociopragmatic differences: 57% of EngE speakers 

started their dialogues with a bare GREETING, 60% of AmE used a 

GREETING+DISCLOSE-IDENTITY or QUESTION IDENTITY and 73% of IrE favored 

GREETING+APPROACH. 

 At the pragmalinguistic level of analysis, he also found similarities (e.g., the 

QUESTION HOSTESS was an interrogative construction invariably starting as How do 

you know X in the three varieties) and differences (e.g., in APPROACH, AmE favored the 

tag question huh? while IrE and EngE preferred isn’t it? And while IrE favored the 

adjective “great” in Great party, AmE used more lexical variety such as nice, good, cool 

and fun). The author concludes that these diverging preferences reveal different 

expectations of behavior across the three varieties. 

 To investigate gender and age differences among the AmE speakers, Schneider 

created a second subcorpus from the original questionnaire, with two groups: the early 

teens group (age 13-14) included 26 females and 21 males and the young adults (18-22 

years old) comprised 22 females and 31 males. Results show that the preferred speech act 

for the early teen group is GREETING, which females used slightly more. More significant 

was the difference in the use of the other speech acts: females showed a higher preference 

than males to introduce themselves and to ask the interlocutors’ names. Male participants 

preferred the QUESTION type (How are you?). Among the older group, females express 

DISCLOSE ID more frequently and males use more QUESTIONS. Schneider concludes 

that there are pragmatic differences among the national varieties of English (e.g., a higher 

tendency to use approach in Ireland and to disclose identity in the United States) and also 
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among social varieties in the same nation (e.g., male participants prefer to ask questions 

and young female participants to use a greeting, whereas older female participants opt to 

disclose id). Directly comparable groups, in terms of age and gender, from the same 

location display specific patterns of verbal behavior in the same type of social situation (p. 

1034). This study is important to my dissertation for its methodology. It illustrates the use 

of a production questionnaire that provides researchers with an instrument to control for 

the situation of the interaction as well as for the social variables of the participants. It also 

demonstrates how the analysis of the responses may reveal the norms of appropriate 

behavior (cultural models/frames). In addition, Schneider’s study confirms the linguistic 

variation corresponding to age, sex, and nationality regarding a specific situation; in this 

case, small talk at parties.  

 
2.2.3. Pillet-Shore (2012): Greeting: Displaying stance through prosodic recipient 
design 

 Pillet-Shore (2012) examined the prosody of greetings through 80 hours of video 

recordings of naturally-occurring face-to-face interactions in private settings (residences 

and workplace). The recording yielded 337 openings between English speakers in the 

United States. The author used the framework of Conversation Analysis and the software 

program Praat to perform prosodic analyses of the sound files extracted from the video 

recordings.  

 Pillet-Shore (2012) found that participants delay performing a greeting until they 

see “who’s there” (p. 377); i.e., they visually inspect each other, searching for 

identification/recognition before performing the greeting. In addition, participants varied 

the way they produced their greetings according to the nature of the relationship between 

the participants and also the time elapsed since the parties involved last greeted each other. 
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For example, regarding the time elapsed, in one of the videos that she reported, two 

neighbors greet each other and after a brief interaction one of them realizes that he forgot 

something and goes back to his apartment to get it. When he returns three minutes later, 

the neighbors greet again, but this second greeting is very different from the first one. 

Regarding the nature of the relationship, she found that the level of intimacy was an 

important factor in determining greeting variation. At the lexical level, “Hey” was used for 

more familiar participants and “Hi” for those less familiar. Participants also tailored their 

prosody according to the level of familiarity with the addressee. 

 Pillet-Shore identified two different clusters of prosody: the ‘large’ and the ‘small’ 

greeting. In the large greeting, the speech is lengthened, there is a higher onset pitch, an 

audible smile and the volume is louder. The lexical resources used in large greetings 

express approval and/or celebration, such as “Yeay! I’m so glad you are heeeere!” (p. 385). 

This way, speakers can demonstrate a “positive stance” to the hearer through “multiple 

modalities”; i.e., they might use a greeting term (hey); an address term (Aiden!); and/or 

appreciating exclamations (yeah); “but what is common across all of these various lexical 

choices is each speaker’s ‘audiovisual prosody’” (p. 386). Smiles and clapping may also 

be found in this type of greeting.  

 According to Pillet-Shore, participants perform their greetings with a “large” 

cluster of prosodic features for two reasons. One is to treat the addressee as familiar by 

displaying successful recognition (e.g., using the addressee’s names, thereby explicitly 

demonstrating recognition, but uttering them with “large” features). The other reason is to 

treat the current encounter as special, because the amount of time elapsed since the last 

contact is significant and/or the current occasion is unusual/unexpected. Another important 

finding of this study is that “large” greetings are most often related to overlapping talk; i.e., 

participants greet each other simultaneously. Pillet-Shore affirms that this does not happen 
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by accident, as the prosodic features of the large cluster “maximize the possibility of 

achieving greeting simultaneity” (p. 389). By lengthening their greeting utterances, 

appending address terms to lexical greeting terms, and combining body-behavioral 

greeting actions with lexical greeting terms, parties “extend their greeting actions so as to 

maximize the possibilities that recipients will ‘join in’ and help them achieve a greeting 

chorus by producing their greetings at or near the same time” (p. 389).  When parties 

perform their greetings at the same time, they are simultaneously reinforcing their 

relationship and building social solidarity.  

 In the “small” greetings, the speech is not lengthened, there is a lower onset pitch, 

no audible smile and the volume is softer. For Pillet-Shore, by producing greetings with 

the “small” cluster of features, speakers are displaying a “neutral stance” for one of the 

following reasons:  to treat the addressee as unfamiliar, to treat the addressee as already 

greeted, or to express some intra/inter-personal trouble (pp. 391-392). The author 

concludes that participants use prosody to tailor their greetings according to the level of 

relationship with the addressee and states that greetings are “microcosmic encapsulations 

of social relationships critical to parties’ re-creation and maintenance of social solidarity 

(p. 396).”  

 Pillet-Shore’s findings bring many important contributions to the study of 

greetings. They instantiate the claims that participants visually inspect the addressees as a 

pre-condition to greetings, and that the realizations of the greetings are tailored according 

to levels of intimacy with the addressee. Prosody plays an important role in expressing the 

state of the relationship and how participants see each other. The fact that this recognition 

is simultaneous (since the parties’ greeting performances usually overlap) is also an 

important discovery. Although this dissertation does not address natural data, Pillet-
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Shore’s study influenced my data analysis, because I consider signs of prosody as revealed 

by the written answers of the participants (cf. Archer et al., 2012). 
 

2.2.4. Placencia (1997a): Opening up closings in Ecuador  

Placencia (1997a) analyzed the procedures that Ecuadorian Spanish speakers use 

in closing telephone conversations in contrast to Schegloff and Sacks’ (1973) study, with 

the objective to investigate whether the conversational procedures these authors describe 

regarding American English are of a universal character. 

 For that purpose, she recorded 73 telephone conversations in a household in Quito, 

Ecuador. Participants in these conversations included six members of the household, 

between the ages of 25 and 80, and a range of friends, acquaintances, relatives and 

professionals with whom they interacted on the phone. Placencia found that many 

procedures used in Ecuadorian Spanish were similar to those in American English 

described by Schegloff and Sacks (1973) but their linguistic realizations were frequently 

shown to be different. For example, repetitions indicating the intention of closing 

conversations such as “ya ya ya” (‘okay okay okay’) and giving excuses to leave that blame 

“el compromiso” (‘the engagement’), were only found in Spanish. 

 Regarding pre-closings, Placencia points out that the authors neglected to see that 

the closing function from these expressions is performed indirectly, as many of these 

utterances (OK and alright in English, Bueno and ya in Ecuadorian Spanish) are also 

employed to indicate agreement. She claims this is because closing a conversation can be 

seen as a face-threatening act (cf. Brown & Levinson, 1987) prompting participants to be 

tactful and to avoid feelings of rejection or offense by seeking mutual agreement to close 

the interaction.  
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 Another interesting difference that Placencia found pertains to the 

“announcement,” a pre-closing device classified by Schegloff and Sacks (1973) into two 

types: reference to the addressee’s interests (I’m going to let you go) or the speakers’ 

interests (I gotta go). Placencia found that in Ecuadorian Spanish the announcement is 

accompanied by an excuse. This way, she claims, speakers disassociate themselves “from 

the 'infringement' that the initiation of the closing causes by putting the blame on someone 

else” (p. 61).  

 Regarding variation, Placencia found that the utterance selection is dependent upon 

the degree of social distance between participants, the type of conversation, age of 

participants and frequency of contact between interactants. This study is important because 

it shows that there are some universal features in closings that have different functions or 

different forms of realization in specific languages. Some of the features Placencia found 

in Ecuadorian Spanish are also found in my Brazilian Portuguese data. 
 

2.2.5 Placencia (1997b): Address forms in telephone conversations in Ecuador  

 In a different study (Placencia 1997b) originating from the same corpus as 

Placencia (1997a), the author examined the forms of address uttered in telephone 

conversations in Quito, Ecuador, with the purpose of establishing the contextual factors 

that govern their use, the types of acts they are associated with and the function they 

perform. 

 Placencia found that titles are employed as name substitutes expressing great 

distance between the participants or asymmetry in relationships that require an expression 

of respect. Nicknames are employed mostly by the younger generation as a term of 

endearment and to reflect intimacy. 
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 Regarding the point in the telephone conversations at which the address forms 

occur, she found that they appear more often in openings and closings. In openings, they 

not only serve the function to confirm identity (“aló, Luisita”) and display recognition, but 

also, and most important for this dissertation, they perform an interactional function “by 

displaying through the choice of address term, how close or distant each participant regards 

the other, and whether they see each other as equals or not, among other things” (p. 188). 

 In closings, the terms of address most frequently appear in the initiation position 

(e.g., Bueno Esmeralda te espero; ‘OK, Esmeralda, I will wait for you’). Placencia points 

out that the function of these utterances appears to be purely interactional as they are not 

necessary for the structural development of the conversation nor to clarify who the 

addressee is. She concludes that the inclusion of address forms in conversation openings 

and closures might convey the difficulty of entering and leaving a conversation and the 

need for participants to ratify their relationships, contributing to a “smooth transition into 

and out of talk” (p. 190). Placencia also notes that terms of address are linked with closing 

acts that convey intense emotions, such as expressing sympathy, pleasure for the 

interaction, and thanking. In all these cases, the terms of address strengthen or emphasize 

the force of the utterance.  

 She concluded that social distance, age, asymmetry in the relationship as well as 

the context of the interaction influence the choice of the linguistic form. In addition, the 

repeated use of address terms in some conversations had the function of emphasizing 

respect or affection and possibly facilitating the achievement of the speaker’s goal. This 

study is very relevant to investigations of greetings and leave-takings, as it sheds light into 

the different functions that forms of address may have in these speech acts. However, as it 

was based on natural data, the qualitative analysis addressed only a few occurrences per 

situation. There is a need to examine address forms and their functions in a larger database. 
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2.2.6 Ebsworth, Carpenter and Bodman (1996) - Cross-cultural realization of 
greetings in American English 

Ebsworth, Carpenter, and Bodman, (1996) used a combined method of natural 

observation and elicited data to investigate the use of greetings by native and non-native 

American English speakers. They created an open-ended questionnaire based on observed 

greeting situations, which was answered by 50 native speakers of English (NS), 20 

bilingual graduate students (from 9 different native-languages) and 80 adults who were 

advanced ESL students (NNS) from different language backgrounds. Their age ranged 

from 19-65 years old. Some of the participants also performed role-plays of these situations 

(10 NS/NS, 10 NS/NNS and 10 NNS/NNS). Twenty open-ended interviews were also 

conducted to provide an informed interpretation of data gathered. From the natural 

observation of native speakers, the authors identified eight different types of greetings 

according to the relationship between the interactants, their availability and the time they 

haven't seen each other (pp. 93-96). They also found (contrary to Searle’s (1969) 

arguments) that both sincerity and propositional content are present in greetings either 

through words, the tone of voice and/or a smile. Their findings also show that friends, and 

sometimes acquaintances, give an honest answer to questions like “How are you?”. Finally, 

they found that what people say upon greeting is not always rote. While some greetings 

were simple, others were complex speech act sets.  

 The analysis of the dialogues constructed by English learners as well as the role-

plays (which included nonverbal aspects of the greeting routines) revealed many examples 

of cross-cultural dissonance and showed that greetings pose difficulties for non-native 

speakers (NNS) due to transfers from their native-language as well as “developmental 

problems and confusion” (p. 96). NNS did not know how to respond to some forms of 

greetings, which could be due to a violation of cultural conventions from their native 
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languages. In addition, NS used a greater variety in the types of greetings and creative 

language than expected, especially in situations with informal or intimate exchanges. NNS, 

on the other hand, tended to remain formal and used more ritualized routines, as they lacked 

the repertoire to interact in informal situations.  

 The analysis of the videotapes of the role-plays reveals differences regarding 

nonverbal behavior: NNS took fixed physical positions, while NS varied stance and 

gestures according to levels of formality or intimacy. 

 NS sometimes judged the NNS behavior in the interactions to be “awkward and 

unnatural” (p. 97). The authors note that two categories of greetings posed special 

challenges for NNS: speedy greeting and greetings on the run, as their performed greetings 

were not short enough for the hurried situation. Several NNS reported that this kind of 

greeting pointed to Americans’ lack of politeness and interest in others. 

 The authors also point to some pragmalinguistic failures, such as the use of “How 

do you do?”  instead of “How are you?” and inappropriate use of titles such as “Hello, 

Lady.” In terms of prosody, NNS had difficulties approximating the right tone and 

intensity; speaking in a more monotonous way, which was interpreted by the NS as lack of 

enthusiasm and warmth. Ebsworth et al. (1996) assert that complex rules of nonverbal 

behavior that are related to greetings (bowing, handshaking, kissing and touching) vary 

according to different cultures. Japanese informants, for example, noted that they felt 

embarrassed when hugged or kissed by Americans. 

 Some NNS informants expressed anxiety about greetings, as they felt they did not 

know what to say. The authors pointed out that information found in ESL textbooks such 

as saying “hello”, exchanging names, and asking about well-being does not represent the 

variety found in their natural data. Ebsworth et al. conclude that models for learning must 

be based on research about how greetings are actually performed, which few books actually 
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do. It is through research that we will “continue to expand our awareness of language 

functions and improve our understanding of cross-cultural communication” (p. 102). 

 A problem with this study is that, in order to perform cross-cultural comparisons, 

the authors focused on native vs. non-native speakers’ production of greetings, 

emphasizing the non-native speakers’ “failures” and inadequacies, and placing native 

speakers as the ideal to be emulated, which, as seen in part 1 of this chapter, can be an 

impossible target. Another problem is that the non-native speakers have several different 

native languages, making it impossible to associate the difficulties found by the authors to 

specific languages or cultures. Nevertheless, this study brings some important 

contributions to the research on greetings, such as the identification of different types of 

greetings; the realization that greetings are not always expressed as routines or without 

sincerity, especially in relationships of greater intimacy; and that verbal and nonverbal 

behavior regarding this speech act might pose difficulties and anxieties for non-native 

speakers. This could be avoided if ESL textbooks included examples of real life behavior. 

This dissertation aims to contribute with research that can be used for learning purposes by 

providing models of expected greeting behavior in American English and Brazilian 

Portuguese.  

 

2.2.7 Other relevant studies about greetings and/or leave-takings 

 Clark and French (1981) examined goodbyes uttered to telephone operators at 

Stanford University during routine calls. They found that the more acquainted the callers 

felt with the operator (e.g., when the operator gave complex information or apologized for 

making a mistake), the more likely the callers would say goodbye after saying thank you. 

This finding reveals that saying “goodbye” is related to the degree of acquaintanceship in 
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the relationship. They also found that female callers said goodbye more often than males 

and that female operators received more goodbyes than their male colleagues. The authors 

concluded that the function of the act of saying goodbye is more than purely structural, as 

suggested by Schegloff and Sacks (1973); it not only completes the process of reaffirming 

acquaintance but is also tied “to certain socially and culturally defined routines” (p. 18). 

These results are interesting, as they show that even in situations in which interactants 

barely know each other, a small increase in acquaintanceship is enough to differentiate the 

form of leave-taking produced. It also shows that the gender of the speaker and of the 

addressee influence the way people say goodbye.  

 Another interesting study regarding closings in telephone conversations is Valeiras 

Viso (2002). The author conducted a cross-cultural study on messages left on telephone 

answering machines in Madrid, Spain and London, England (70 messages in each country). 

He found that: (1) good wishes expressions (take care, hope you are well) were used more 

in English (38%) than in Spanish (14%); and (2) expressions about future contact (see you) 

were also found more in English (40.5%) than in Spanish (7%). The author points out that 

most of the expressions for future contact did not convey a concrete plan, leaving it open 

to the addressee to call back and make plans or not, which could be interpreted as a lack of 

genuine interest on the part of the speaker for a future contact. He also found that (3) the 

formula un beso ‘a kiss’ (and its variations such as besito and besazo) appear in 58% of the 

Spanish messages and 0% in English. Valeras Viso claims that this expression transmits a 

degree of intimacy (and, he claims, the suffix added to the formulas to indicate diminutive 

or augmentative emphasizes the sense of intimacy and affection) and has no equivalent in 

English. The author points that besos and abrazos ‘hugs’ are words learned from childhood 

to greet in Spain and that in the British culture, usually the physical contact is more 

moderate (“comedido”) than in the Spanish culture. The author finally affirms that the 
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differences between the two languages are not about value (better or worse; more polite or 

less) but a reflection of the differences between the cultures. Although this study addresses 

Spanish and British English, and voice messages instead of face-to-face interactions, the 

results are interesting for this dissertation as they show that different languages and cultures 

might express solidarity and intimacy differently, but this does not reflect the way they feel 

about the interlocutor. In addition, it reveals that the Latin culture preferred the 

verbalization of a gesture (the kiss) while the Anglo culture preferred expressions of good 

wishes and future contact.  

 Regarding greetings in telephone conversations, Reiter and Luke (2010) reviewed 

several studies about telephone openings in many different languages and concluded that 

there is a strong cultural variation with respect to the identification/recognition sequence 

and exchange of ‘how-are-you’s’. Cultural differences in expressions of greetings were 

also found in e-mail correspondence. Clyne (2009) investigated modes of address in 

intercultural communication in strings of emails written in English among professionals 

from different native languages, finding that the progression of correspondence may 

decrease the social distance among the interlocutors through changes in modes of address. 

The author shows that, initially, interactants tend to use address forms according to their 

own language’s (or culture’s) address systems (e.g., title+first name+last name or title+last 

name) but they may change these forms (immediately, one round later or progressively) 

during the correspondence string if their interlocutors indicate how they would like to be 

addressed by their closing signature (e.g., they may sign with just the first name). Clyne 

(2009) points out that sometimes, cultural values may stop a person from accommodating 

to the interlocutor’s address pattern. The choice of address mode, he claims, expresses 

issues of identity, inclusion and exclusion, and face.  It is based on the principles of 

familiarity, maturity, relative age, network, social identification, and address mode 
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accommodation. These principles depend on factors such as: the address rules of the 

specific languages (or national varieties); the address preferences of the network (and/or 

the individual); and the contextual factors (the situation or the institution). From Clyne’s 

(2009) study, we can see that forms of address in openings may vary cross-culturally and 

that interactants might not object to adapting to the other culture’s forms, if there is some 

negotiation in the process.   

 The analysis of greetings in electronic correspondence also shows gender variation. 

Félix-Brasdefer (2012) examined 320 e-mail messages sent by male and female university 

students who were learning Spanish to their instructors (200 messages were written in L2 

Spanish and 120 in L1 American English) with the goals of investigating pragmalinguistic 

variation in opening and closing moves and gender variation. He found that variation by 

gender played an important role in the preference for opening and closing moves in both 

the L2 SPN as well as in the L1 ENG emails. Opening the emails with a Greeting Word 

Only (“Hola”) was the preferred move of female students in the SPN data (23.4%) and in 

the L1 ENG data (31%). The majority of the SPN male data preferred Greeting+Title 

(27.8%).  

 A study of cross-cultural variation in face-to-face interactions is Pinto (2008), 

which examined the “passing greeting”, a term introduced by Goffman (1971) to define a 

ritual that happens when two acquaintances greet each other in passing, literally ‘on the 

run’ and without pausing. Pinto considers this kind of encounter a twist from the typical 

greeting/farewell paradigm because it contains elements of both speech acts: the speaker 

acknowledges the presence of the hearer but does not stop to start a conversation. In fact, 

Pinto notes, American English (according to Goffman 1971 and Blair 1983) tends to use 

formulas such as “hi” or “hello” in a passing greeting, while in Peninsular Spain the 
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tendency is to use “adiós” (‘goodbye’) or “hasta luego” (‘see you soon’), which he 

considers as a passing “farewell”.  

 Pinto (2008) performed six hours of non-participant observation at a busy 

pedestrian street off the Plaza Mayor in Valladolid, Spain, on weekdays during pre-lunch 

hours. He observed 19 exchanges. Since they were naturally-occurring events, no 

information is available regarding the degree of familiarity between the speakers. As 

mentioned, the routines that he observed included expressions of farewells, but when hola 

(‘hi’) was used, the interlocutors stopped to start a conversation.  

 Pinto points out that because they both share the primary function of 

acknowledging recognition of the hearer, passing greetings and passing farewells fulfill the 

same function. However they differ in that passing greetings signal the possibility of access 

while passing farewells bolster the relationship for the anticipated period of no contact. By 

saying “hello” in a passing greeting, Americans mark a possibility of access (showing 

therefore good intentions) when there is no intention to stop and start a conversation. Pinto 

believes that this showing of good intentions (even if they would not be fulfilled) is a 

characteristic of American English speaking style. On the other hand, the Spanish passing 

farewell has a bolstering function, which is in line with the Spanish culture that values 

solidarity and positive politeness. He concludes that the two language communities 

investigated show a tendency to employ routines that reflect the interactional style of their 

particular culture.  

 Michno (2017) also performed a cross-cultural study that investigates face-to-face 

interactions, but through elicited data. His study explored how sixteen bilingual and 

bicultural Mexican American residents of Texas perceive politeness norms related to 

greetings and leave-takings in different cultural and linguistic contexts. In order to evaluate 

their social expectations, Michno used an online questionnaire targeting three social 
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settings: (1) a cookout with extended family, (2) a party with 20 Spanish-speaking friends, 

and (3) a party with 20 non-Spanish-speaking friends. The research included a rating scales 

tool, a discourse completion task (DCT), and a retrospective report. Participants were 10 

females and 6 males who range in age from 27-68 years and were divided into two language 

groups (8 participants in each) according to the languages spoken with their parents: 

Spanish and English. 

 Michno found that with regard to the expectations to greet in social settings, both 

language groups perceived the highest obligation to greet in the family cookout, followed 

by the party with Spanish friends and, finally, the party with non-Spanish friends. 

Regarding the types of greetings and leave-takings mentioned in the DCTs, he found that 

in greetings, Questions (“How are things?”) were the most commonly found type in the 

three settings, followed by Positive Comments (“You look great!”), “Personalization” 

(utterance of the hearer’s name or making specific remarks about him/her) and “Physical 

contact” (a hug, handshake and kiss on the cheek). Regarding leave-takings, Positive 

Comment (“Take care”) was the most mentioned, followed by Future Meeting (“Let’s visit 

again soon”), and Physical Contact. Michno points out that positive comments were the 

most common type (when combined with greeting and leave-taking), suggesting that they 

were either the most formulaic or the most effective in showing solidarity and that Physical 

Contact was more common with family and Spanish-speaking friends than with non-

Spanish speaking friends. Michno concludes that certain politeness norms tied to the 

Mexican American family setting appear to extend to the Spanish-speaking friends, but not 

to the non-Spanish speakers’ cohorts. He also finds no correlation between participant 

language group and level of social obligation attributed to greetings and leave-takings. This 

study also reinforces previous findings that levels of intimacy determined forms of 
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greetings and leave-taking and shows that expectations regarding the obligation to greet 

and say goodbye in social settings as well as physical contact is higher in family situations. 

 Finally, it is worth mentioning Knapp et al.’s (1973), study, as it is the only one, to 

my knowledge, that addresses verbal and nonverbal behavior. Knapp et al. (1973) 

investigated the specific verbal and nonverbal behaviors associated with the termination of 

communicative exchanges and their variation according to the situational and relational 

constraints of the interaction. Participants were university students who interviewed faculty 

members  (low-high status) and each other (low-low status) while being videotaped. Four 

researchers analyzed the tapes by categorizing and ranking the verbal and nonverbal 

behavior. The authors found that regarding nonverbal behavior, the most common 

categories were (in order of most to least frequent: breaking eye contact, left positioning, 

forward lean, and head nodding. Regarding verbal behavior, the most common strategies 

were reinforcement (words or phrases that express agreements, such as “yeah”, “right”), 

professional inquiry (any question about the partner’s professional life), buffing (short 

words or phrases that bridged thoughts or topics of discussions, such as “ur”, “er” and 

“well”), and appreciation (statements that expressed satisfaction about the conversation, 

“Really enjoyed talking to you”). Knapp et al. claim that the two major communicative 

functions of leave-takings were signaling inaccessibility and support for the relationship. 

The authors also found that participants felt more difficulty in taking leave of interactants 

of higher status (i.e. professors), as it took longer to take leave of professors than with 

students. This study also shows the relevance of social distance to the performance of 

leave-takings. However, there were some gaps in this investigation: the situation of 

students interviewing professors is unusual; interviewers were paid according to the 

accuracy and speed of interview; interviewees were privately instructed to answer 

questions but to not produce termination cues (such as gathering their belongings or saying 
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“OK”); and many of the categories found are unique to the type of the formal interview 

situation and the configuration of the room, such as participants sitting facing each other .  
 

2.3 CURRENT STUDY: RESEARCH QUESTIONS  

 The literature review in this chapter has shown that studies about greetings and 

leave-takings are scarce, especially when compared to investigations of other speech acts. 

Moreover, these studies present a very diverse focus: e.g., greetings only, leave-takings 

only or both; face-to-face, e-mails, or telephone conversations; cross-cultural studies in 

different languages; natural discourse and elicited data; verbal and nonverbal aspects of the 

interaction. This variety reveals a lack of consistency in terms of the methods employed 

and the focus of the investigation, proving that studies in the topic of greetings and leave-

takings are still in an embryonic phase. On the other hand, these diverse studies converge 

to very similar findings: they all signal that contextual factors, mainly social distance, 

culture and gender, determine the way greetings and leave-takings are produced.  

 As seen in chapter 1, greetings and leave-takings have significant functions for 

social interaction and for the display and establishment of individual and group identity. It 

is through the conventional manner in which these rituals are performed that the 

interactants signal, through words and body language, how they see each other and 

establish, maintain, reinforce, or negotiate their relationship. Violations in these 

expectations might cause serious miscommunication. Therefore it is essential to be aware 

of these expectations, especially in cross-cultural communications. In the case of Brazilians 

and Americans, we have seen a lack of comparative studies on the expectations regarding 

these speech acts. In fact, the literature on these populations’ greeting and leave-taking 

habits, especially the accounts of expatriates and travelers, shows that these expectations 

sometimes collide. An important step towards the understanding and improvement in 
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communication of these two cultures would be to know the expectations of Brazilians and 

Americans regarding greetings and leave-takings through a systematic description of their 

verbal and nonverbal behavior in specific situations of greetings and leave-takings, and 

with different levels of intimacy between the participants. This dissertation contributes to 

filling this gap by performing, for the first time, such a comparative study.  

 In order to address the issues mentioned above, the following research questions 

are posed for the current study: 

 1. What are the cultural frames that appear to determine greetings and leave-

 takings in the Brazilian data at different levels of intimacy? 

 2. What are the cultural frames that appear to determine greetings and leave-

 takings in the American data at different levels of intimacy? 

 3. Are there similarities and differences regarding these cultural frames for 

 these Brazilian and American students? 

 4. Within each country, does the gender of the speaker influence the verbal and/or 

 nonverbal behavior in greetings and leave-takings? 

 In summary, this dissertation aims to identify and compare the cultural frames 

within which native speakers use greetings and leave-takings in contexts of different levels 

of intimacy in Brazil and in the United States, respectively. Another goal of this dissertation 

is to investigate if the gender of the speaker influences these frames. Findings from this 

dissertation will contribute to the research on the topic of greetings and leave-takings as 

well as to pedagogical applications, answering the call of Ebsworth et al. (1996) for models 

for learning that are based on research about how greetings and leave-takings are actually 

performed. 

 In order to answer the above research questions, a quantitative research instrument 

was designed and conducted. Chapter 3 presents the methodology for the study.   
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Chapter 3:  Methodology 

In order to respond to the research questions stated at the end of chapter 2, I 

designed and conducted a discourse completion task (DCT) involving two groups of 

participants. This chapter begins with a justification for using the DCT to conduct the data 

collection. I also describe the processes of designing and distributing the survey, as well as 

the two groups of participants. The chapter concludes with a description of how I 

performed the data analysis.     

3.1 METHODS IN PRAGMATICS 

Pragmatics is considered a relatively new field, which intersects with other 

disciplines such as linguistics, sociology, anthropology and psychology. Scholars of 

pragmatics agree that the way in which data are collected and analyzed depends on the 

pragmatic perspective adopted by the researcher, as well as on the object of study (Archer 

et al., 2012; Marquez Reiter & Placencia, 2005; Santoro, Kulikowski & Silva, 2017). They 

also agree that, if the researcher’s goal is to study the realization of certain speech acts 

according to certain social variables as is the case of this study, collecting naturally-

occurring speech acts might not be viable, as it might take a long time to gather a large 

enough number of natural instances of the speech act in every single combination of the 

social variables. In this case, elicited data, more specifically production questionnaires in 

which the social variables can be controlled, is a better option (Marquez Reiter & Placencia, 

2005). In the next section, I describe the commonest methods for elicited data used in 

pragmatics, giving special attention to the Discourse Completion Task (DCTs), the method 

chosen for this study. 
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3.1.1 Elicited data 

Elicited data in pragmatics can be divided into negotiatory (role-plays) and non-

negotiatory (discourse completion tasks and multiple-choice questionnaires). In role-plays, 

participants (usually two) interact in simulated social situations given by the researcher. 

The situations allow controlling for variables such as social distance, sex, etc. Role-plays 

can be open (unstructured, conversational goals are not prescribed) or closed (structured), 

in which case the participants respond to scenario descriptions (Marquez Reiter & 

Placencia, 2005). This method, note Santoro et al. (2017) allows for circumscription of the 

interaction into the speech act that is to be studied and enactment of the same role-play in 

different languages and cultures, enabling the study to be replicated and expanded. 

However, they note, it can be difficult to obtain a large number of participants for this kind 

of study. 

The Discourse Completion Task (DCT) has become the most widely used research 

instrument in cross-cultural pragmatics (Félix-Brasdefer, 2010) for investigating the 

linguistic realization of speech acts, for enabling researchers to control for social variables, 

as well as for comparing data across different cultures (Marquez Reiter & Placencia, 2005). 

It is also the method chosen for this study, for reasons that I elaborate further. 

There are two basic types of DCTs: those that include the hearer’s response 

(“closed” DCTs) and those that do not (“open” DCTs). In open DCTs, the scenarios are 

presented and then followed by a blank space/line to be completed by the participants. In 

closed DCTs, the hearer response is given, and the participant is asked to fill out the missing 

part of the dialogue, providing the speech act under examination. Marquez Reiter and 

Placencia (2005) note that research has shown that open DCTs provide lengthier responses, 

which include more supportive moves and external modifiers, proving to be a better 

instrument than closed DCTs. In particular, “enriched” open DCTs (instruments in which 
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information on a number of social and contextual variables is added) trigger longer and 

more elaborated responses. The authors also mention research that has contrasted ‘natural’ 

data with data collected through DCTs. The results of these studies show that the language 

used in DCTs is “shorter in length, simpler in wording, less negotiatory and less 

emotionally involved than naturally occurring language” (p. 227). This is because the 

language elicited by DCTs is metapragmatic; i.e., participants write down what they 

believe to be the appropriate response for the situation, based on their accumulated 

experiences (Golato, 2003 as quoted by Marquez Reiter & Placencia, 2005). As Félix-

Brasdefer (2010) posits, the DCTs measure what the participants know, rather than how 

they use their ability to interact with an interlocutor (p. 45). For Schneider (2012a, 2012b), 

it is exactly for this reason that the DCTs are the preferred method for studies that seek to 

establish frames or cultural models, such as this dissertation. Schneider (2012b) asserts that 

written questionnaires have been criticized because participants do not necessarily write 

what they would actually say in real-word situations. Instead they write what they think 

they would say or should say; i.e., “what is expected in the given type of situation” (p. 361, 

my emphasis). Although the DCT data do not display actual social behavior, Schneider 

asserts, they reveal the underlying behavior norms, the appropriate behavior for the given 

situation. Therefore participants’ answers to the DCTs “produce a prototypical version that 

guides their actual speech” (p. 362). As Schneider sees it, DCTs are the ideal method for 

establishing cultural models (or frames) because they reveal the default behavior of 

speakers (the expected behavior). He believes that “this is a crucial point for all kinds of 

investigations of pragmatic variation across cultures, including studies in variational 

pragmatics” (p. 362). This notion is not new and was already present in the methodology 

of the Cross-Cultural Speech Act Realization Project (CCSARP), which recognized that if 

the elicited data provided by the DCT might result in more stereotyped responses, “it is 
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precisely this more stereotyped aspect of speech behavior that we need for cross-cultural 

comparability” (Blum-Kulka et al., 1989, p. 13).  

The DCTs also fulfill other methodological needs regarding cross-cultural 

pragmatics. In order for researchers to establish pragmatic similarities and differences 

across cultures or across varieties of the same language, they have to observe three 

methodological principles (cf. Schneider 2012a, p. 1029):  

1. Empiricity principle: researchers need real language data (either naturally-

occurring or elicited) and not fabricated data based on their intuitions (“armchair 

pragmatics”). 

2. Contrastivity principle: linguistic features can only be considered variety-

specific if the variety studied is contrasted with at least one other variety of the same 

language or another language. For example, features of American working-class language 

can only be established by comparison with American middle-class language (Barron & 

Schneider, 2009) or another country’s working-class language.  

3. Comparability principle: data sets from different varieties can only be contrasted 

if they are comparable. In this vein, the author illustrates, no one would dare to compare 

sermons performed by old middle-class Australian males with texting by teenage working-

class girls from Scotland, as these data are not comparable. 

Many scholars of pragmatics agree that authentic data are not a feasible choice if 

the researcher’s intent is to compare the realization of certain speech acts according to 

certain social variables (Archer et al., 2012; Félix-Brasdefer, 2010; Kasper, 2000; Marquez 

Reiter & Placencia, 2005; Santoro et al., 2017; Schneider, 2012a, 2012b; Terkourafi, 

2005b). Kasper (2000) states that “authentic data may just not be a viable option when an 

essential component of the research goal is to compare the use of specific pragmatic 

features by different groups of speakers in a given context” (p. 320). Comparability, 



 102 

according to Schneider (2012a), entails controlling relevant variables of macro-social 

factors, discourse type and contexts, which is achievable by employing experimental 

methods. As Barron (2003) notes, in the DCT, while the speech act to be elicited is kept 

constant, social variables, such as social distance are varied. 

 Another advantage of using DCTs to perform cross-cultural comparisons of cultural 

frames is that they are relatively easy to administer, allowing the collection of a large 

amount of data with fairly little time. Quantity is at the core of the frame-based approach 

(Terkourafi, 2005b), the framework I adopt in this dissertation. According to Terkourafi, 

whereas the politeness approach considers norms a priori, her proposed frame-based 

approach is grounded in the analysis of a large corpus, which includes both sexes and 

different age groups, and recognizes norms that can be empirically observed. In order to 

reveal the norms in the collected data, she claims, it is imperative to perform a quantitative 

analysis, seeking to establish regularities of co-occurrence between linguistic expressions 

(preference for an expression over semantically equivalent ones) and their extra-linguistic 

contexts of use, such as sex, age, social class and the social distance between the 

participants. The frame-based view assumes that the social categories are very important 

for the interaction, as they are fixed early on in the exchange and are based on participants’ 

expectations. During the analysis process, suggests Terkourafi, the situations are classified 

into types of contexts that encompass a certain type of speaker (of a specific sex, age and 

social class), a certain type of addressee, the relationship between the speaker and the 

addressee, and the setting and context of the interaction. These considerations regarding 

the building of the DCT as well as the methods for analysis influenced the way I conducted 

my research, as I show next.  
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3.2 INSTRUMENT: THE DCT 

3.2.1 Designing the DCT 

To unveil and compare the cultural frames surrounding the of use of greetings and 

leave-takings in Brazil and the United States, I created an open DCT in order to control for 

the social variables of age and gender of the speaker and the addressee, and levels of 

intimacy between the participants in different situations of interaction. As mentioned, the 

DCT has proven to be an effective method for research on speech acts (Blum-Kulka et al., 

1989; Félix-Brasdefer, 2010; Kasper, 2000; Márquez Reiter & Placencia; 2005; Santoro et 

al., 2017; Spencer-Oatey, 2008; Terkourafi, 2005b; Trosborg, 2010), and for greetings and 

leave-takings in particular (Ebsworth et al., 1996; Moraes, 2001; Schneider, 2012a).  

I chose to work with university students for several reasons. Blum-Kulka et al. 

(1989) claim that there are many advantages for working with this population, as it ensures 

homogeneity regarding educational background, occupation, and age range. Another 

advantage was the relative ease in reaching a large pool of participants in both countries, 

due to my status as a university instructor in the U.S. and my Brazilian background. Finally, 

as I show in Chapter 6, results from this dissertation could be applied to teaching 

Portuguese and English as a Foreign Language to university students. 

The DCT for this study comprises 23 situations that are common to undergraduate 

students: 11 greetings, and 12 leave-takings. Because greetings and leave-takings may be 

performed with words and/or body language, and my research goals include the 

examination of both verbal and nonverbal behavior, I asked, in each scenario, what the 

participants would say and/or do. This represents an innovation from the traditional DCT 

format, which usually only asks what participants would say. 

As I discussed extensively in chapters 1 and 2, scholars note that the main variables 

that influence the actual realization of greetings and leave-takings are the context of the 
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situation, the social distance between the interactants as well as the age and the gender of 

the participants. These are the variables that I took into consideration when building the 

questionnaire and that I address next. I adapted the questionnaires from Moraes (2001), 

Ebsworth et al. (1996), and Schneider (2012a) on greetings and leave-takings to create my 

own. However, I was careful to create situations that undergraduate students from different 

parts of Brazil and the United States could relate to, avoiding cultural pitfalls such as 

greeting the doorman, saying goodbye to the elevator operator, or acknowledging an 

acquaintance at the beach, as in Moraes (2001). I also created new situations, such as 

texting and skyping, that reflect the ways that university students currently communicate 

when not in face-to-face interactions. The questionnaire can be seen in the Appendix 1.  

3.2.1.1. Situational variables 

According to Goffman (1971) and Firth (1972), the main types of social situations 

that influence the way that greetings and leave-takings are performed include: the site of 

the encounter; the formality or informality of the occasion; face-to-face or distant 

communication; probability and frequency of contact between the interactants; and the 

availability of time for the interaction. Based on these considerations, I chose the situational 

variables for my study that are shown in Table 3.1:  
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Table 3.1 - Situational variables 
SITUATIONAL 
VARIABLES 

DEFINITION EXAMPLES 

site physical environment university vs. a party 
environment face-to-face vs. electronic interaction greeting a friend in person 

vs. by phone vs. by text 
haste a "passing" vs. unhurried greeting greeting someone when  in 

a rush vs. when not 
pressed for time 

time between 
interaction 

how long since the interactants have 
seen or will see each other again 

someone seen daily vs. 
someone not seen in a 
long time 

formality formal vs. informal a big party vs. a small 
dinner party at your 
friend's house 

number group vs. individual  saying goodbye to a group 
of friends vs. to one friend 

To control for “environment”, I divided the questionnaire into three main sections: 

“At the university”; “At the party”; and “Daily”. The “”At the university” section contains 

seven questions with face-to-face situations of interaction that reflect the daily life of a 

university student, such as greeting/saying goodbye to a group of friends, to a best friend, 

a classmate and a professor on campus. In this section I also included a question about a 

“passing greeting”, a hurried greeting performed in passing  (Goffman, 1971; Pinto, 2008). 

The “At the party” section has five questions, also pertaining to common face-to-face social 

situations, such as greeting/saying goodbye to the host of a big formal party, starting a 

conversation with a person you do not know, and greeting/leave-taking from a group of 30 

people. The “Daily” section has 11 questions, and includes different environments of 

interaction such as texting, e-mailing, and speaking on the phone and/or on 

Skype/FaceTime. It also includes some face-to-face interactions, such as running 

unexpectedly into someone you have not seen in a long time, saying goodbye to someone 

you will not see for a long time, and greeting/taking leave of a longtime friend that invited 

you to an informal dinner at her home.  
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3.2.1.2. Social distance variables 

Social distance, as Félix-Brasdefer (2009) posits, is understood in terms of the 

degree of familiarity (close (- D) or distant (+ D)) between the interlocutors as specified in 

the descriptions of the situations. As seen in chapter 2, it is the factor that most influences 

the ways Brazilians greet and say goodbye (Moraes, 2001). It is also a determinant factor 

in the United States (Clark & French, 1981; Clyne, 2009; Ebsworth et al., 1981; Knapp et 

al., 1973; Michno, 2017; Pillet-Shore, 2012) and Ecuador (Placencia, 1997a; 1997b). In 

order to examine how the levels of intimacy influenced the way participants from my data 

expressed their greetings and leave-takings, I added to the questionnaire types of 

relationships that are common both in Brazil and the United States. The variables that 

express social distance are described in Table 3.2 below:  
 

Table 3.2 – Social distance variables  
CLOSE 
FRIEND 
-D 

ACQUAINTANCE 
+D 

PROFESSOR 
-/+ D 

FAMILY 
-D 

UNKNOWN 
+D 

PG university 
G university 
LT university 
G text 
LT text 
LT phone 
G surprise 
LT street 
G dinner 
LT dinner 

PG university 
G university 
LT university 
G text 
LT text 
G surprise 
LT long time 

PG university +D 
G university -D 
LT university -D 
G text -D 
LT text -D 
G email +D 
LT email +D 

G text 
(parents) 
LT text 
(parents) 
LT phone 
(mother) 
LT phone 
(father) 
LT 
(cousin) 

G university 
LT university 
G party 
LT party 

G= greetings; LT= leave-takings; PG= passing greeting; -D=less distance; +D=more distance  

 In order to avoid repetition and monotony, I added some variety to each of these 

roles. For example, the close friend at the university also appears as the best friend from 

high school, a long time friend, and a childhood friend in different scenarios. The 



 107 

acquaintance category appears as a classmate whom one does not know very well, a person 

with whom you always take the bus, a new classmate, and an acquaintance from the gym.  

 In terms of social distance, for university students (regardless of their nationality or 

culture), a close friend is a person with whom there is a deep, intimate connection. It is also 

a relationship with a peer; i.e., a symmetrical relationship with a person of equal status 

(Brown & Gilman, 1960). The acquaintance, in the context of the questionnaire as 

exemplified above, also represents a symmetrical relationship with a peer, but it is a more 

distant relationship than that with a close friend.  

 The relationship between a professor and an undergraduate university student is a 

little more multifaceted, for the reasons I describe next. When I was devising the 

questionnaire, many students in the U.S. and in Brazil commented that the large size of 

some of their university classes often precludes the opportunity to interact with their 

professors. Consequently, they are unsure if these professors from current or past semesters 

know who they are, and tend not to greet them at all when they run into them on campus. 

Thus, in the situation of greeting at the university, I described a professor “from last 

semester with whom you developed a close relationship.” In other scenarios, in which 

greeting might be more obligatory, such as when writing an email with a question about an 

assignment, the addressee is an “unspecified” professor.  

 The relationship between undergraduate students with their university professors 

may be a little closer or a little more distant, but in both cases it is not a peer relationship 

due to the age difference (a professor is most likely older than the undergraduate student) 

and to the inequality of roles, as the professor (even one with whom one has a close 

relationship) is in a position of authority (Farese, 2017). It is in Brown and Gilman’s (1960) 

terms an asymmetrical relationship, as the participants have an unequal status. On the other 

hand, this type of relationship does not necessarily exclude feelings of affection and/or 
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gratitude, since professors can share their knowledge and offer their mentorship, thereby 

strongly impacting a student’s life.  

 While it is certain that there are many different relationship styles among family 

members, in general young adults and their parents have an intimate relationship that is 

asymmetrical, as the parties have unequal roles. The unknown person appears at the 

university and at the party setting as “a person that you don’t know but whom you would 

like to get to know.” In these settings, the unknown person is a peer university student and 

a peer from the same groups of friends, respectively, and the relationship is symmetrical. 

The scenario of a self-introduction to strangers was influenced by Schneider’s (2012a) 

study, and by the research I conducted with Koike (Flanzer, 2014, 2015; Koike & Flanzer, 

2014).  

 Following Moraes’ (2001) questionnaire structure, to examine the effect of the 

social variables I added, in some situations, different levels of social distance to the same 

scenario, as for example in Question 21: 
 

Q21. You hung out with the people below and now it’s time to leave. It will be a while 
until you see each other again. What do you say/do to say goodbye to… 
 

a) your favorite male cousin? 
 

b) your new male classmate?  

3.2.1.3 Gender variables 

As seen in chapters 1 and 2, the literature about greetings and leave-takings point 

out that the gender of the speaker (Félix-Brasdefer, 2012; Moraes, 2001; Schneider, 2012a) 

as well as of the addressee (Harrison, 1983; Kelm & Victor, 2017; Kendon & Ferber, 1990) 

influences the way these speech acts are performed. For this reason, I specified the gender 

of the addressees in all situations of the questionnaire, as Table 3.3 below illustrates:  
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Table 3.3 - Gender variables of the addressees 
FEMALE MALE 

close friend university 
professor university 
classmate you don’t know well 
female host party 
close friend text 
new classmate text 
professor text 
parents text 
mother phone 
childhood friend phone 
best friend hanging out 
longtime friend dinner 

close friend university 
professor university 
guy with whom you always take the bus 
professor e-mail 
close friend text 
new classmate text 
parents text 
father phone 
childhood friend phone 
best friend hanging out 
acquaintance from the gym surprise 
favorite cousin surprise 

I also adapted Moraes’ (2001) questionnaire structure to account for gender within 

the same levels of intimacy in some situations, as in Question 17:  
 

Q17. You are on the phone (or on FaceTime or Skype) with the people described below. 
When you end the conversation, what are the last things you say to: 
 

a) your mother? 
 

b) your father?  
 

c) your male childhood friend? 
 

d) your female childhood friend? 

 The gender of the speaker is accounted for in the “Profile” section, which I describe 

next. 

3.2.1.4 The profile section  

 After the section with the situations, I added a “profile” section with 17 questions 

(multiple choice, yes/no and open-ended questions) to elicit the following information 

about the participants: sex, age, university and field of study, place of birth, where the 

childhood was spent, language(s) spoken at home while growing up, parents’ professions 

and highest degrees, travel abroad and to what destination(s). I also asked if they were 
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studying/had studied Portuguese/English as a second language; the language(s) spoken in 

the immediate family and/or with friends; and if they watched Brazilian/American 

movies/Internet series. The profile section was particularly helpful to control for 

participants’ age, and the gender of the speaker. 

 

 

3.2.1.5 Cultural variables 

 Following studies in cross-cultural pragmatics (e.g., Blum-Kulka et al., 1989), in 

order to compare the responses from both countries, I created two versions of the DCT. 

First, I wrote it in English, and then I translated it into Portuguese, making adjustments in 

both versions so that they resembled each other as much as possible. Next, I transferred 

both versions of the questionnaire into Qualtrics, an online survey tool endorsed by the 

University of Texas at Austin that allows the creation of survey instruments as well as its 

distribution, data storage and data analysis. I added the IRB consent form to my DCT, so 

that only users who read the consent form and agreed to participate in the survey were 

allowed to continue. To facilitate the participants’ experience in taking the online survey 

for this study, I added progress bars as well as the ability for the participant to edit previous 

responses. Both the English and the Portuguese versions of the online surveys were then 

test-piloted by two university students in Brazil and two in the U.S. 
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3.3. PROCEDURES FOR DATA COLLECTION 
 

3.3.1. Procedures for distribution 

 In order to recruit the potential students for my survey, I emailed university 

professors in different parts of the U.S. (34 professors) and Brazil (17 professors). In my 

e-mail, I explained the purpose of my study and asked for their collaboration in 

encouraging their students to participate in the survey. I also sent them a letter to be 

forwarded to their students with the link to my anonymous online survey. The letter to the 

students also explained the purpose of the study, stated that participation was voluntary 

and completely anonymous, and informed them that the survey would take approximately 

20 minutes, they could skip questions if they wished and use their computers or 

smartphones to participate. 

 Some professors e-mailed this letter to their students, other posted it on their 

Facebook page and others mentioned the letter and gave the link to their students in their 

classrooms. Students did not receive credit for participating in the study. Participants were 

able to access the survey by following the link, and I was able to see their answers as soon 

as they posted them. The surveys were completed in an average of 15 minutes. 
 

3.3.2. Instructions for participants 

As mentioned, the online survey starts with a consent form, which explains the 

purposes of the study (IRB approved # 2016-04-0119), the risks/benefits of taking the 

survey, the confidentiality of data, the right to withdraw and skip any questions, and the 

minimum age of 18 years to participate in the study. If participants chose not to participate, 

the survey ended with a thank you note; if they agreed to take the survey, they were taken 

to the “Instructions” page. I instructed participants to answer the situations considering 
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what they would say and/or do, and provided two examples of how to answer the questions, 

including verbal expressions and body language. Participants were also instructed to 

respond in the context of their own cultures (vs. what can be considered appropriate in 

another country/culture), write as much as necessary, add comments if they liked, and 

answer N/A (not applicable) when relevant. They were asked to click on a “start” button 

to begin the survey.  

Qualtrics automatically saves the participants’ responses; therefore, if needed, they 

could pause the survey and return later, resuming from where they had stopped. However, 

they were instructed that once they had clicked the “submit” button they would not be able 

to access the survey. Qualtrics generates a response ID number for each participant that 

prevents multiple submissions from the same user. After two months, I closed the English 

and Portuguese surveys as I had already 488 participants who completed the survey: 263 

Americans and 226 Brazilians. A sample of some participants’ answers can be found in 

Appendix 2. 

3.4 PARTICIPANTS  

 After closing the survey, I carefully examined if all participants met my study 

requirements. I eliminated one Brazilian participant who was younger than 18 (the age 

approved by the IRB) and 42 Brazilian participants who were over 30 years old. In a 

previous study I conducted with Koike (Flanzer, 2014, 2015; Koike & Flanzer, 2014) 

targeting university students in Brazil and in the U.S., we were surprised to find an age 

discrepancy between the two sites. Most of the American students ranged in age from 18-

24 but many Brazilian students were much older, several over 30 years of age. The higher 

age in the Brazilian group could be explained, according to their answers, by the fact that 

many were back in school for a career change, while others were retired and were seeking 
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personal growth and fulfillment. Because this past study showed that the age range among 

university students in Brazil is higher than in the U.S., and I wanted to get an equal number 

of participants from both countries, I capped the age limit in this dissertation to 30 years of 

age.  

Due to the fact that Americans who grew up speaking only English (even if they 

learned other languages later in life) may use different pragmatic expressions and have 

different social expectations than their bilingual and heritage speaker cohorts (Koike & 

Flanzer, 2004; Koike & Gualda 2008; Koike & Palmieri, 2011), I eliminated 81 American 

participants: 32 Spanish heritage speakers, 30 who grew up speaking only Spanish and 19 

who grew up speaking other languages besides English. For the Brazilian survey, I 

eliminated 5 participants who grew up speaking another language besides Portuguese.  

After the elimination procedures described above, there remained 360 monolingual 

participants: 182 Americans (50.5%) and 178 Brazilians (49.5%). Their age mean is, 

respectively, 20.4 and 22.8. 

3.4.1 Gender and region 

 As Table 3.4 below illustrates, 66% of the participants are female and 34% are male 

and in both countries there was a prevalence of female participants. However, among the 

Brazilian participants, the gap between male and female participants was smaller than 

among the Americans. This gender gap among university students in my data reflects the 

university demographic distribution in the U.S. (López & González-Barrera, 2014) and in 

Brazil (Governo do Brasil, 2016), because in both countries there are more female students 

enrolled in institutions of higher education.  
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Table 3.4 - Gender of the participants 

PARTICIPANTS MALE N= FEMALE N= 
U.S. 48 134 
Brazil 75 103 
Total 123 237 
Total % 34% 66% 

 The participants who answered my survey were from different parts of Brazil and 

the United States. The American participants were located in four regions: 

 1. Maine (33%) – 60 participants, all from the University of New England, a large 

private university located near the city of Portland. 

 2. Texas (26%) – 47 participants, all from the University of Texas at Austin, a large 

public university located in the capital of Texas. 

 3 Midwest (20%) – 37 participants, from seven different universities located in the 

Midwest region 

 4. Other U.S. sites (21%) – 38 participants, from ten different universities scattered 

in the U.S.  

 The Brazilian participants are distributed in four regions:  

 1. Minas Gerais (36%) – 66 participants, all from the Universidade Federal de 

Minas Gerais, a large public university in Belo Horizonte, the state capital, located in the 

southeast of Brazil. 

 2. Pará (21%) – 38 participants, all from the Universidade Federal do Pará, a large 

public university located in Belém, the capital of the state, located in northeastern Brazil. 

 3. Rio de Janeiro (21%) – 37 participants, all from the Universidade Federal do Rio 

de Janeiro (Federal University of Rio de Janeiro), a large public university located in Rio 

de Janeiro, the state capital, in the southeast of Brazil. 
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 4. Other Brazilian sites (22%) – 39 participants, from seven different public 

universities scattered throughout Brazil.  

 I tested a portion of the Brazilian and American data subset for region and, because 

I did not find any significant difference in either data set, I combined the regions into 

“Brazil” and “United States”. 

3.4.2. Fields of Study 

 The majority of both the American (41%) and Brazilian (49%) participants are 

Liberal Arts students. The second most common field of study for both groups is Science 

and Engineering (24% of Americans, 30% of Brazilians). Other fields of study can be seen 

in Tables 3.5 and 3.6 below. As these tables illustrate, participants from both countries 

have similar interests regarding career choice. In the American group, 46 students reported 

a double major; therefore the number for the American fields of study (228) is larger than 

the number of participants (182). Having a double major was not seen in the Brazilian 

group. 

Table 3.5 - Fields of study of the U.S. students 

Fields of study U.S. N= % 
Liberal Arts/Communications 93 41 
Science and Engineering 55 24 
Medical/Nursing 35 15 
Business 17 7 
Education 16 7 
Fine Arts/Architecture  8 4 
Law/Public Affairs 4 2 
Total 228 100 
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Table 3.6 - Fields of study of the Brazilian students 

Fields of study Brazil N= % 
Liberal Arts/Communications 86 49 
Science and Engineering 52 30 
Medical/Nursing 12 7 
Business 7 4 
Education 3 2 
Fine Arts/Architecture  4 2 
Law/Public Affairs 10 6 
Total 174 100 

3.4.3. Parental Education 

 In order to find out about the socio-economic background of the participants, I 

included a question regarding parents’ highest educational degrees. Although investigating 

the influence of social class on the expected behavior regarding greetings and leave-takings 

is beyond the scope of this dissertation, future studies that derive from this database would 

be able to use social class as a variable. The profiles for Parental Education are described 

in Tables 3.7 and 3.8. 

Table 3.7. Father’s education 

Father's highest educational degree  U.S. N= U.S. % BR N= BR% 
Postgraduate 34 19 26 15 
College 87 48 41 23 
High School 56 31 67 38 
Middle School 3 2 17 10 
Elementary School 0 0 25 14 
Total 180 100 176 100 
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Table 3.8  Mother’s education 

Mother's highest educational degree  U.S. N= U.S. % BR N= U.S.% 
Postgraduate 36 20 30 17 
College 105 58 50 28 
High School 39 21 60 34 
Middle School 2 1 14 8 
Elementary School 0 0 23 13 
Total 182 100 177 100 

 In the American group, 33% of fathers and 22% of mothers do not have a college 

degree. In Brazil, these numbers are higher: 62% of fathers and 55% of mothers did not go 

to college.  In the American group, most of the parents’ highest educational degree is 

college (48% of fathers and 58% of mothers). In the Brazilian group, most of the parents’ 

highest educational degree is high school (38% of fathers and 34% of mothers). However, 

the numbers of parents with a postgraduate degree is quite similar across gender and 

country: in the U.S., 19% of fathers and 20% of mothers; in Brazil 15% of fathers and 17% 

of mothers. In Brazil, 14% of fathers and 13% of mothers did not study past elementary 

school. In the U.S., all parents have at least an elementary school degree.  

3.4.4. Languages studied and travel abroad  

 The majority of the Brazilian participants have had some kind of exposure to 

American culture: 91% of them are studying or have studied English and 94% of them 

watch American movies and/or Internet series. By contrast, only 15% of the American 

participants are studying/have studied Portuguese and 11% watch Brazilian movies and/or 

Internet series. 

 Sixty-five percent of the Americans have traveled abroad, mostly to Europe (42%) 

and Latin America (34%). Only 2% of the American participants who have been abroad 

had visited Brazil. Among the Brazilians, 38% had traveled abroad, and the most common 

destinations were also Europe (43%), Latin America (25%) and the United States (24%).  



 118 

3.5 PROCEDURES FOR DATA ANALYSIS 

 My analysis is based on 12 subsets of data that derive from questions 6 and 7 from 

the DCT:  
 
Q6. You are at the university. What do you say/do to greet each of the following people 
individually: 
 

a) your close female friend? 
 

b) a female classmate whom you don’t know very well? 
 

c) a female professor from last semester with whom you developed a 
close relationship? 

 
 Q7. You are at the university. You talked to those described below individually. When 
it’s time for you to leave, what do you say/do to say goodbye to each of the following 
people: 
 

a) your close female friend? 
 

b) a female classmate whom you don’t know very well? 
 

c) a female professor from last semester with whom you developed a 
close relationship? 

 

 I chose to analyze these twelve subsets from questions 6 and 7 for several reasons. 

First, greeting and leave-taking from these addressees at the university setting is probably 

the most common everyday situation from the survey. While (almost) every university 

student has at least one close friend, several classmates and professors, relationships with 

family and friends outside campus may vary more according to the individual and the 

cultural levels. Second, the format of the questions allows for comparison across genders 

and levels of intimacy. Finally, the format also allows for comparisons between the acts of 

greeting and leave-taking. 

 To start the analysis, I read the data, in English and in Portuguese, for the entire 

survey and more closely Questions 6 and 7. I used the Qualtrics data analysis tool for this 
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purpose, as it allowed me to visualize the data in different forms. I observed that, in both 

countries, the responses among levels of intimacy were very distinct.  Regarding the gender 

of the addressee, however, the responses to male and females were very similar, in many 

cases even copied from one answer to another. I suspect that the reason for this similarity 

is that, from the participants’ point of view, the gender of the addressee did not matter 

much regarding greetings and leave-takings. It could also be argued that participants might 

have felt tired, impatient, or rushed, and just repeated the responses for gender differences 

in questions 6 and 7. I doubt this hypothesis, however, since the responses varied among 

levels of intimacy for these two questions and throughout the entire survey. They also 

varied in terms of environment and types of situation. 

 Due to this similarity in responses regarding male and female addressees, and the 

overabundance of variables to consider in my dissertation (Brazilians vs. Americans; 

female speaker vs. male speaker; greetings vs. leave-takings; friend vs. classmate vs. 

professor), I decided to eliminate the gender of the addressee as a variable from my 

analysis, omitting randomly, the male addressees. Therefore this study includes the 

following 12 subsets of data in the university setting: 

 
1. Greeting a close female friend (Brazil) 
 
2. Greeting a close female friend (U.S.) 
 
3. Greeting a female classmate whom you don’t know very well (Brazil) 
 
4. Greeting a female classmate whom you don’t know very well (U.S.) 
 
5. Greeting a female professor from last semester with whom you developed a close 
relationship (Brazil) 
 
6. Greeting a female professor from last semester with whom you developed a close 
relationship (U.S.) 
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7. Saying goodbye to your close female friend (Brazil) 
 
8. Saying goodbye to your close female friend (U.S.) 
 
9. Saying goodbye to a female classmate whom you don’t know very well (Brazil) 
 
10. Saying goodbye to a female classmate whom you don’t know very well (U.S.) 
 
11. Saying goodbye to a female professor from last semester with whom you developed a 
close relationship (Brazil) 
 
12. Saying goodbye to a female professor from last semester with whom you developed a 
close relationship (U.S.) 

The next step, following Moraes (2001), Schneider (2012a), and Knapp et al. 

(1973), was to determine the categories used to classify the responses for each question in 

the surveys. To this end, I searched for commonalities regarding the forms of greetings and 

leave-takings, also using Qualtrics’ “word cloud,” a visualization tool that allows the 

researcher to view the words repeated most often in the open-ended responses. I identified 

all of the different expressions and nonverbal behaviors in the 12 data sets, and then 

classified them into different forms of greetings and leave-takings (following Moraes, 

2001; Schneider, 2012a and Knapp et al., 1973), as I show next. 

3.5.1 Forms of greetings and their functions  

I classified the greetings found in my data into the categories shown in Table 3.9 

below: 
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Table 3.9 – Forms of greetings in Brazil and the U.S. 

Greetings Forms 
 
Definition 

Examples In 
English 

Examples In 
Portuguese 

Salutations Expressions of greetings  Hi/ Hey/ Hello 
Oi/ Ei 
(‘Hi’/’Hey’) 

Body Language Body movements used in 
greetings hug/ smile  

abraço (‘hug’) 
/ beijo (‘kiss’) 

Status 
Questions Questions that express 

interest in the hearer 
How are you?/ 
What's going on? 

Tudo bem? 
(‘How are 
you?’) 

Vocatives 

Nouns used to address the 
hearer directly, such as 
first, last names and 
nicknames, terms of 
endearment, and titles  

dude / Prof. 
Smith 

amiga/ 
professora 
(‘female 
friend’/’female 
professor’) 

Positive 
Comments 

Expressions that describe 
appreciation in seeing the 
interlocutor 

Good to see you! Que bom 
encontrá-la!  
(‘How nice to 
meet you!’) 

Other The outlier expressions  
I scare her Com licença! 

(‘Excuse me!’) 
 

These forms of greetings appeared sometimes in isolation and other times in 

different combinations in the responses (e.g., “Hey, what’s up?” or “’Oi, migaaa! E dou 

um abraço e um beijo na bochecha’” ‘‘Hi frieeend!’ and I give her a hug and a kiss on her 

cheek’). The functions of each of these greeting forms, according to the literature reviewed 

for this dissertation, are as follows: 

1. Salutations: are straightforward recognition signals (Firth, 1972) and the tone 

and manner in which they are uttered are essential to convey a more general message than 

the simple utterances of the words (Goffman, 1971; Firth, 1972). Albeit short simple 

formulas, they have several functions besides demonstrating recognition and drawing the 

attention of the addressee. They elicit reciprocity (as the hearer is expected to reply back 

with a salutation), thereby removing the “potential hostility of silence” (Laver, 1981) and 
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any anxieties or uncertainties about the encounter.  The reply also establishes that there is 

freedom for the speaker to address the hearer (Goffman, 1971). The choice of salutation, 

as well as the manner by which it is uttered, function to ratify the mutual orientation for 

the impending encounter and the social status of the interactants. It might also determine 

the duration of the interaction. 

2. Body Language: As seen in chapter 1, the human body can be considered as a 

social instrument, and body movements as equivalent to a spoken language. Body language 

can emphasize and/or substitute speech (Firth, 1971).  

3. Status Questions – Through these types of questions, people exchange 

information about one another, usually about a state of health. This exchange is typically 

highly formalized and very brief (Kendon & Ferber, 1990). When people ask, “How are 

you?” to an acquaintance, they do not expect a lengthy account in response, but rather a 

routine statement such as “I am fine”, even if the person is not. In this way, status questions 

do not require necessarily a literal answer, but an acknowledgement in equal terms (Firth, 

1972); i.e. some kind of response that shows the recognition of the presence of the other 

person (Goffman, 1971). Similar to salutations, the main function of status questions is to 

elicit reciprocity from the hearer, signaling that the speaker is authorized to initiate what 

Goffman calls the “access period” (p. 80). However, when interactants have a closer 

relationship, the hearer might give a longer, more honest answer to the How are you? 

question (Ebsworth et al., 1996; Firth, 1972; Goffman, 1971). 

4. Vocatives: These are forms of address; more specifically, nouns, such as first 

and last names, titles and terms of endearment used to address the hearer directly. 

Vocatives play very important functions in greetings: they draw the attention of the 

addressee, personalize the salutation, and identify participants as belonging to certain social 

groups (Braun, 1988; Clyne 2009; Duranti, 1997; Firth, 1972; Laver, 1981). They also 
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perform an important interactional function, since the choice of the address term indicates 

how close or distant each participant considers the other, and if they regard each other as 

equals or not, ratifying in this way their relationship when they start the interaction. In 

addition, vocatives, depending on the context, express emotions, respect and/or affection, 

and strengthen the force of the utterance (Placencia, 1997b). All of these functions 

contribute to a smoother transition in and out of the conversation. 

5. Positive Comments – These types of expressions show appreciation for seeing 

or being with the hearer, reinforcing the positive quality of the relationship (Knapp et al 

1973). It is also a sign of cordiality and solidarity, contributing to “getting the interaction 

comfortable” (Laver, 1981, p. 301). 

6. Other - This category describes the outliers; i.e. individual responses that do not 

fit in any of the categories described above. As seen in chapter 1, language is at the same 

time standardized, creative and variable. Not all members of a speech community behave 

in the exact same way in a given situation, and individuals may use language more 

creatively. Pragmatic norms describe group tendencies but it is also important to examine 

the outliers as well (Kecskes, 2014; Koike, 2017; Schneider, 2012b). 

In addition to the categories mentioned above, during my data analysis, I found 

some elements of the participants’ written prose (such as vowel elongations, repetitions, 

and the use of certain adjectives and adverbs) that either enhanced or mitigated these forms 

of greetings. I classified these elements as “Indicators”, since they include elements of 

prosody and deixis, as I discussed in chapter 2. 

Examining discrete categories such as the greeting and leave-taking forms is 

advantageous from an analytical point of view. However, as Koike (1992) points out, it is 

also important to consider the combinations as they appear in the data. These forms of 

greeting appeared sometimes in isolation or in different combinations. While it is beyond 
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the scope of this study to analyze in detail all types of possible greeting combinations, 

which can be infinite, I nevertheless comment on the most common combinations of 

greetings found in each scenario.   

3.5.2 Forms of leave-takings and their functions 

The leave-takings, as reported by the participants, were classified into the 

categories shown in Table 3.10 below: 
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Table 3.10 – Forms of leave-takings in Brazil and the U.S. 

Leave-Takings 
Forms 

 
Definition 

Examples In 
English 

Examples In 
Portuguese 

Farewells  Expressions of farewells  bye Tchau (‘Bye’) 

Body Language  Body movements and/or gestures 
used in leave-takings 

hug/ kiss / 
smile  

abraço (‘hug’) 
/ beijo (‘kiss’) / 
sorriso (‘smile’) 

Vocatives  

Nouns used to address the hearer 
directly, such as first, last names 
and nicknames, terms of 
endearment, titles and kinship 
ties.  

girl/ Prof. 
Smith 

amiga (‘female 
friend’)/ 
professora 
(‘female 
professor’) 

Later 

Expressions that refer to future 
plans or contact with the 
interlocutor 

see you later/ 
talk to you 
soon 

Até mais (‘See you 
later’) / Depois a 
gente se fala 
(‘We’ll talk more 
later’) 

Pre-Closures  

1. Closures: Indicate an intention 
to either start closing the 
conversation or changing the 
subject  
 
2. Announcements: the 
verbalization of the act of leaving 
3. External reasons: attribute the 
end of the encounter to an 
external reason  

1. OK/ 
alright  
 
2. N/A 
 
 
 
3. I have to 
go to do my  
homework 

1. então tá (‘OK’) 
/ bom (‘well’)  
 
 
 
2. Vou indo (‘I’m 
leaving’) 
 
3.Tenho que ir (‘I 
have to go’)  

Positive 
Comments 
 

1. Well-wishes: Expressions that 
describe good feelings for the 
hearer and blessings  
2. Appreciation: Expressions 
that describe satisfaction in 
having seen the interlocutor 
(reaffirm the positive aspect of 
the interaction) 
3. Emotions: Expressions that 
describe positive feelings for the 
hearer 

1. Have  
a good day / 
Peace out 
 
2. It was 
good to see 
you! 
 
 
3. I love you 

1. Vai com Deus 
(‘Go with God’) / 
Se cuida! (‘Take 
care!’) 
 
2. Foi bom te ver!  
(‘It was good to 
see you!’) 
 
3. Te amo (‘I love 
you’) 

Other 
Describe the outliers.  Thanks 

Some não (‘Don’t  
disappear’) 

 

Akin to the greeting responses, these forms of leave-takings appeared sometimes 

in isolation and at other times in different combinations in the responses, and have similar 



 126 

or different functions according to the context of the interaction. The functions of each of 

these leave-takings forms are: 

 1. Farewells: Like the salutations, the farewells are simple and straightforward and 

their utterance functions to bring the encounter to an “unambiguous close” (Goffman, 

1971, p. 79) putting a “definite point to the departure” (Firth, 1972, p. 31). However, as 

seen in chapter 1, in general, except in cases of emergencies, ending an interaction with 

just a “bye” is considered rude and abrupt, and other forms of leave-taking (e.g., “OK”, “I 

have to go”) are usually expected to take place before the final farewell to facilitate the 

transition. 

 2. Body Language: the same forms of body language found in the greeting 

situations (e.g., smile, wave, handshake, hug, kiss) were found in the leave-taking 

scenarios. One form found only in the leave-taking situations (and only in the Portuguese 

data) was the verbalization of the kiss, which can be used as a substitute for this gesture, 

or as Moraes (2001) notes in her study, while performing the act of kissing, in this case 

reinforcing the intimacy and the affection of the relationship. 

 3. Vocatives: The forms of vocatives found in leave-takings were similar and have 

a similar function (draw the attention of the addressee, ratify the relationship, display 

respect and emotion, etc.) to those described for greetings. 

 4. Later: The expressions that refer to future plans or interactions with the hearer 

function to convey continuity, by affirming that a relationship between two individuals 

“survives the termination of an encounter between them” (Albert & Kessler, 1978, p. 542). 

These authors state that between friends, these expressions of future encounters are usually 

more specific, such as, “See you tomorrow for lunch”, and between acquaintances, they 

are more vague. 
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 3. Pre-closures:  As discussed in chapter 1, closing a conversation may be a 

challenging endeavor. One strategy for speakers to close the conversation without sounding 

abrupt is to offer cues that signal their intentions to transition to ending the interaction. 

Adapting from Laver (1981), Moraes (2001), Placencia (1997a), and Schegloff and Sacks 

(1973), I classified these pre-closures into three categories: 

(a) Closures: These are cues that function to indicate an intention to close the 

conversation. Placencia (1997a) argues that, as many of these utterances (such as OK and 

alright in English, and Bueno and ya in Ecuadorian Spanish) are also employed in other 

contexts to indicate agreement, they can also have the function of seeking tactfully a mutual 

agreement to end the interaction, sparing the addressee from feeling rejected or offended. 

(b) Announcements: These verbalizations of the act of leaving (like the 

verbalizations of the act of kissing) were only found in the Portuguese data. 

(c) External reasons:  These are statements that seek to justify the leave-taking by 

making reference to persons or forces external to the subject (Knapp et al., 1973). 

According to Laver (1981), these types of expressions aim to achieve a cooperative parting, 

as they reassure the hearer that there are no feelings of abandonment involved with the 

closing; the speaker blames the end of the encounter on an external reason, which might 

be expressed (“I am going to miss the bus”) or not (“I gotta go”). The idea conveyed is that 

it is not that speakers want to go, but they have to go. For Placencia, speakers use these 

expressions to “disassociate” themselves from the “infringement that the initiation of the 

closing causes by putting the blame on someone” or something else (Placencia, 1997a, p. 

61). 

 4. Positive comments: As in greetings situations, these types of expressions 

reinforce the positive quality of the relationship (Knapp et al 1973), signaling cordiality 
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and solidarity (Laver, 1981, p. 301). However, they have different forms and functions 

during leave-takings: 

(a) Well-wishes: these expressions convey blessings or caring for the hearer and 

have the function of strengthening the social relationship between the participants by 

wishing good fortune for the future (Firth, 1972). 

(b) Appreciation: express satisfaction or enjoyment at having participated in the 

conversation. 

(c) Emotions: verbalization of emotions that show affection for the addressee (“I 

love you”). 

 7. Other: description of the outliers. 

 I also examined the extra-linguistic resources, such as elements of written prose 

and deixis, and the ways in which the leave-taking forms were combined in the responses. 

3.5.3 Other procedures 

 In order to classify the responses from the survey into the categories described 

above, I used the “Data” tool from the Qualtrics software. To discover statistical 

differences regarding the categories by country and gender, I exported data from the 

Qualtrics software into Microsoft Excel, combining the data of the two countries into one 

Excel sheet. Using R-Studio, I performed a logistic regression with a 0.05 level of 

confidence to test for statistically-significant differences between the categories in Brazil 

and the U.S. For variables where there was a 0 response in one of the categories, I ran a 2-

sample test of proportion. I also ran these statistical tests to look for gender differences 

within each country.  
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3.6 SUMMARY OF THE CHAPTER 

This chapter described the methodology used in the study for this dissertation, as 

well as the analysis to interpret the data. The study involved two groups of university 

students, one from Brazil and one from the United States. Each participant completed a 

DCT and a profile section through an anonymous electronic survey using the Qualtrics 

software. The next two chapters present the results obtained with this survey.  
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Chapter 4:  Greeting at the University   

 The results from the survey described in chapter 3 are presented in chapters 4 and 

5. As seen in chapter 3, although the data from the DCT do not display what people actually 

say in real-world situations, they reveal underlying behavioral norms, the expected 

behavior for the given situation in a given target community (Schneider, 2012b). In other 

words, the data represent the cultural frames evoked by the scenarios described in the DCTs 

by a given population. In this chapter, I describe the cultural frames regarding greetings in 

the university setting based on the responses of the Brazilian and the American participants 

to the question:  

(Q6) You are at the university. What do you say/do to greet each of the following people 

individually: 

a. your close female friend 

b. a female classmate whom you don’t know very well 

c. a female professor from last semester with whom you developed a close relationship 

 A large study population of 182 Americans (134 females and 48 males) and 178 

Brazilians (103 females and 75 males) answered this question. In the following sections, I 

present my findings and interpretations for each of the three scenarios according to levels 

of intimacy of the survey responder with the following: friend, classmate, and professor. 

For each scenario, I first present a figure that highlights the differences and/or similarities 

regarding greetings expectations in Brazil and the United States, showing the percentages 

of responses for each of the greeting forms found in my data, as described in chapter 3: 

Salutations, Body Language, Status Questions, Vocatives, and Other. These forms of 

greetings appeared sometimes in isolation and other times in different combinations in the 

responses. Next, I discuss in more detail the responses for each greeting form, including 

their specific linguistic realizations, and the role of gender variation in both languages. I 
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also discuss some elements of the participants’ written prose (such as vowel elongations, 

repetitions and the use of certain adjectives and adverbs) that either intensified or 

attenuated the greeting subtypes, which I call “Indicators”. While it is beyond the scope of 

this study to analyze in detail all types of possible greeting combinations, which can be too 

numerous to report here, I nevertheless comment on the most common combinations of 

greetings found in each scenario.  

4.1. GREETING A CLOSE FEMALE FRIEND AT THE UNIVERSITY 

 For university students (regardless of their nationality or culture), a close friend is, 

in general, a person with whom there is a deep, intimate connection, and also a relationship 

with a peer; i.e., a symmetrical relationship with a person of equal status (Brown & Gilman, 

1960). Figure 4.1 below shows the percentages of responses for each of the greeting forms 

reported to greet a close female friend at the university in Brazil and the United States. 
 

Figure 4.1. Comparison of greeting forms by Brazilian and U.S. students regarding friend 
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 As Figure 4.1 illustrates, although the American and Brazilian participants reported 

using the same greeting forms, their preferred ways to greet the close friend are not the 

same; i.e., they have different cultural expectations. Although Salutations are the most 

frequent form reported in both groups, there is a higher tendency among the American 

participants to report the use of this form of greeting (82%, or 150/182 responses) than the 

Brazilians (65%, or 116/178 responses). A logistic regression test shows that this difference 

is significant (p=0.000244***). This difference may be explained by the fact that the 

Brazilian participants also demonstrated a preference for Body Language (61%, or 

109/178) almost as much as for a verbal Salutation. By contrast, Body Language plays a 

lesser role in responses of the American group (23%, or 42/182). When greeting a close 

friend at the university, the expectation of using Body Language is higher among these 

Brazilians than for these Americans in my study (p=1.18e-12***).  

Results also show a significant difference (p=0.0246*) regarding the reporting of 

Status Questions. While this greeting is the second most-frequent form mentioned in the 

American group responses (50%, or 91/182), in the Brazilian group, it is the third most-

frequent (38%, or 68/178). Finally, both groups reported Vocatives with a similar 

frequency (33% or 58/178) in the Portuguese data and 30% (55/182) in the American. In 

the next sections, I discuss the results regarding these forms of greetings in more detail.   

4.1.1. Salutations  

Salutations are expressed by short simple formulas (“Hi!”, “Hey”) that are  direct 

and unequivocal and have several functions in greetings: they draw the attention of the 

addressee, demonstrate recognition, and elicit reciprocity, removing any anxieties or 

uncertainties about the encounter that is about to happen and sometimes even determining 

the tone and the duration of the interaction (Firth, 1972; Goffman, 1971; Laver, 1981; 
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Pillet-Shore, 2012). Given the importance and the efficacy of salutations, it is not surprising 

that the majority of participants from both groups preferred this form of greeting. However, 

the American group mentioned Salutations at a higher rate than the Brazilian group 

(p=0.000244***). Salutations were reported in both data groups either by themselves or in 

combination with other greeting forms. In the American group, Salutation alone was the 

most reported (36%) type (with or without a Vocative), as in 4-1 and 4-2, illustrating that 

it represents the basic greeting speech act: 

(4-1) Hey, girl! (female) 

(4-2) Hi (male) 

In contrast, Salutation without other forms of greetings was reported only by 19% 

of Brazilian participants. These examples support a tendency for Salutations to play a more 

important role in the English group than in the Brazilian in the context of greeting a close 

female friend. 

 Because the choice of salutation type plays a fundamental role in establishing, 

affirming, or negotiating social relationships (Kendon & Ferber, 1990) and is an expression 

of the identity of the participants and their relationships (Duranti, 1997), it is important to 

know the types of linguistic realizations of salutations as reported by the participants. Table 

4.1 below lists the types reported by both groups, including the number of tokens and the 

percentages of responses: 
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Table 4.1 – Greeting a close female friend: Salutation types  
Brazil % 

(tokens) 
U.S. % 

(tokens) 

Oi (‘Hi’) 
37% 
(66) 

Hey 63% 
(115) 

E aí? (‘What’s up?’) 
13% 
(24)  

Hi 14% 
(26) 

Ei (‘Hey’)  
7% 
(12) 

Hello 3% 
(6) 

Olá (‘Hello’) 
3% 
(6) 

Yo 1% 
(1) 

Bom dia/Boa tarde (‘Good 
morning /afternoon’) 

2% 
(3) 

Howdy 1% 
(1) 

Fala (‘Speak’) 2% 
(3) 

  

Opa! (‘Wowsa’) 1% 
(2) 

  

Total 65% 
(116) 

Total 82% 
(150) 

 As Table 4.1 shows, both groups display a low degree of variation regarding the 

type of salutation reported, indicating that these formulas are highly conventional in the 

scenario of greeting the friend. Oi ‘Hi’, followed by E aí?2 ‘What’s up?’ are the most 

frequently-reported Salutations in the Portuguese data. These results corroborate Moraes’ 

(2001) findings that Oi and E aí? were the preferred forms used to salute a friend in the 

age group between 15 and 30 years old. 

In the English group, the most frequently-mentioned Salutation to greet the friend 

was “Hey”, distantly followed by “Hi”. These findings support Pillet-Shore (2012), who 

reported that “Hey” was used for more familiar addressees while “Hi” was used for less 

familiar ones. However, as we will see later, it contradicts Farese (2017), for whom the use 

of “Hi” is independent of the social relationship between interactants. 

                                                
2 Although “E aí?” could be considered a question due to its rising intonation, it functions like a salutation 
for the following reasons found in my data: it is never preceded by a salutation (no one says, for example 
“*Oi, e aí?”), in 11/25 occurrences in my data “E aí?” was followed by a status question (“E aí, beleza?” or 
“E aí, tudo bem?”), and in 10/25 occurrences, “E aí?” was followed by a vocative (“E aí, amiga?”). In fact, 
a male participant from São Paulo commented that “e aí” is equivalent to “Olá” (‘Hello’).   
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4.1.1.1 Salutations by gender 

 In the Brazilian group, variation by gender of the speaker was not found regarding 

the preference for Salutations to greet a close female friend (68% of males and 62% of the 

female participants) as well as for the use of Oi (36% of males and 35% of females) and E 

aí? (17% of males and 12% of females). These results do not support Moraes (2001), who 

found that only male informants reported using E aí? while female participants preferred 

Oi to greet a close friend. 

 In the American group, variation by gender of the speaker was also not found: a 

similar number of male (79%) and female (84%) participants reported using Salutations to 

greet their close female friend, and the most frequent formulas reported (“Hey” and “Hi”) 

were similarly employed by 56% males and 65% females and 13% of males and 15% of 

females, respectively. These findings indicate that, in both sets of data, the expectations for 

male and female students regarding the use of Salutations when greeting a close female 

friend are similar. 

4.1.2. Body Language  

 Body Language plays a major role when greeting a close female friend in the 

Brazilian group (61%), almost as much as Salutations (65%). In contrast, the tendency to 

mention Body Language in the American group is smaller (p=1.18e-12 ***), while the 

report of Salutations is higher (p=0.000244***). 

 Body language, affirms Firth (1972), can emphasize and/or substitute speech. In 

the Brazilian group, these two tendencies were reported with similar frequency to greet the 

friend: 30% of Brazilian participants reported Body Language + Salutation (4-3) and 31% 

reported Body Language without a Salutation (4-4), often without any verbal greeting (4-

5 and 4-6).  
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 (4-3) Dou um abraço forte e um beijinho dizendo: "Oi APELIDO, tudo bom?" 

 (female) 

        ‘I give a strong hug and a little kiss saying: “Hi NICKNAME, how are  

 you?’  

(4-4) Dou dois beijos e pergunto: “Tudo bem?” (male) 

          ‘I give two kisses and ask: “How are you?”’ 

(4-5) Abraço e beijo na bochecha. (male) 

          ‘A hug and a kiss on the cheek.’ 

 (4-6) Dou um sorriso e um abraço. (female) 

                    ‘I smile and hug.’ 

In contrast, only 12 American participants (6%) mentioned Body Language without 

a Salutation. These examples support the findings that, in the greeting-the-friend scenario, 

it is highly expected in the Brazilian group to use Body Language as a substitute or as 

emphasis for oral communication. These expectations are not as predominant in the 

American group. 

“Body Language” is a broad term that includes several different gestures and 

actions. The types of Body Language mentioned by participants in both countries to greet 

the close female friend, as well as the percentages of responses and the number of tokens, 

are shown in Table 4.2. Because many participants mentioned more than one type of Body 

Language in their responses, the total number of tokens of Body Language types shown in 

the table (163 Brazilians; 48 Americans) is higher than the number of participants who 

reported using Body Language to greet their female friend (109 Brazilians; 42 Americans). 
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Table 4.2 – Greeting a close female friend: types of Body Language  

Body Language 
Types 

Brazil 
% 
(tokens) 

U.S. 
% 
(tokens) 

Hug 
50% 
(88) 

15% 
(27) 

Kiss 
32% 
(57)  

0.5% 
(1) 

Other gestures 
7% 
(12) 

8% 
(15) 

Actions 
3% 
(6) 

3% 
(5) 

Total of tokens (163) (48) 

The type of body language most reported in both sets of data to greet the female 

friend was a hug (50% of Brazilians and 15% of Americans). This result was surprising, 

especially in the Brazilian data, in which greetings directed to female friends by male and 

females are usually described by the cheek-to-cheek kiss, whereas the (brief) hug is 

commonly associated with greetings among men (Goslin, 1995; Harrison, 1983; Kelm & 

Victor, 2017; Moraes, 2001; Shirts, 2010). In addition, from the perspective of my personal 

experience as a Brazilian woman, the prominence of the hug over the kiss in this greeting 

scenario was also unexpected. Interestingly, whereas the above-mentioned authors 

describe the man-to-man Brazilian hug as lacking intensity (they are brief hugs, half-hugs, 

or one-arm hugs), 15% of the hugs mentioned in my Brazilian data were accompanied by 

adjectives that express intensity and/or emotions such as: um abraço forte ‘a strong hug’, 

um abraço apertado ‘a tight hug’, um abraço carinhoso ‘a warm hug’, um abraço afetuoso 

‘an affectionate hug, um mega abraço ‘a mega hug’, um abraço marcado por intimidade 

‘a hug marked by intimacy’, and um abração ‘a big hug’. According to Firth (1972), 

touching the other person during a greeting creates a symbolic bond between the parties, 

and the greeting-hug is a gesture that gives “prime satisfaction to the participants and prime 

demonstration of amity to the public” (p. 25). The greeting-hug, the type of greeting with 
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the highest number of tokens (88) in the entire Brazilian data for this scenario, seems to be 

symbolic of intimacy and friendship, and highly expected to occur among Brazilian 

students when greeting a female friend at the university.  

Several reasons could explain this shift from the kiss to the hug as the most 

prominent expected behavior when greeting a close friend in the Brazilian data. First, 

verbal (and non-verbal) behavior in a given community may change over time and when 

they do, the changes are usually introduced by the younger generations (Labov, 1994, 

2001), as is the case of the participants in this study. Second, as discussed in chapter 1, the 

world is going through a “gender revolution” that includes a shift and redefinition of gender 

roles and identities. As part of this wave, issues related to greetings are currently surfacing 

in the media, showing that greeting behaviors traditionally associated with men-to-men 

interaction are being incorporated in women-men and women-women interactions as a sign 

of equality (Beardsley, 2018). In this perspective, it could be possible that, by hugging a 

female friend (instead of the traditional kisses directed to females), these university 

students are demonstrating gender equality. Finally, the intense hug entails full body 

physical contact and an obvious display of emotion, and it is possible that this generation 

of students feels more comfortable with these expansive behaviors than older generations. 

The second most frequent type of Body Language reported in the Brazilian data 

was beijo ‘kiss’ (32%, 57 tokens) including its variants beijos ‘kisses’, and beijinhos 

‘kisses-diminutive’. Noteworthy is the fact that among the 57 Brazilians who mentioned 

“kiss” in reference to greeting the close friend, 41 (72%) added that this kiss was no rosto 

‘on the face’, na bochecha ‘on the cheek’, um beijo de amigos ‘a kiss between friends’ or 

dois beijos, in clear reference to the common way that Brazilians greet with two cheek-to-

cheek kisses, in which the sound of the kiss is made but the lips do not touch the skin. As 

seen in chapter 1, the kiss has many variations in greetings, each conveying the type of 
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social relationship between the interactants: the lip-to-lip kiss is for spouses and lovers; the 

lip-to-cheek kiss is for close family; and the cheek-to-cheek kiss is for friends and, 

depending on the culture, for certain acquaintances (Firth, 1972). By emphasizing that the 

kiss to the friend does not involve the mouth, these participants are making clear, to use 

Firth’s words, that this gesture has an emotional symbolism but not a sexual one.  

The greeting types mentioned by the participants appear sometimes in isolation and 

sometimes in different combinations in my data. Brazilians reported giving hugs only (48), 

kisses only (17), or hugs and kisses (40) when greeting their close female friend at the 

university, as in the examples below: 

 (4-7) Abraço. (male) 

       ‘I hug.’ 

 (4-8) Dou um beijo no rosto. (female) 

       ‘I give a kiss on the cheek.’ 

 (4-9) “Oi, migaaa!” e dou um abraço e um beijo na bochecha. (female) 

      ‘“Hi, frieeend!” and I give a hug and a kiss on the cheek.’ 

 These examples show that, if the hug is the new and more predominant greeting 

form reported in this scenario, it did not entirely substitute the more traditional kiss, as 

these two forms are both reported. While it is impossible to predict if the hug will substitute 

the kiss in this scenario, this coexistence of variables is typical of a change in process, as 

changes in languages do not occur abruptly but rather in stages over time (Labov, 1994, 

2001).    

 Other forms of body language reported by Brazilians were gestures such as a smile 

(6), wave (4), and handshake (2), as well as actions such as getting closer (4), yelling (1), 

and looking (1).  



 140 

 Body Language plays a much smaller role in the American data (23%). The type of 

body language most reported in this group was also the hug (15%; 27 tokens). This result 

was also surprising, given that in the research about greetings among peers in the United 

States (e.g., Schneider, 2012a; Pillet-Shore, 2012), hugs are not mentioned. Again, this 

could indicate a change in the way the younger generations greet each other in this country. 

In 2009, the New York Times featured an article in its Style section titled “For Teenagers, 

Hello Means ‘How About a Hug?’” (Kershaw, 2009). According to this article, “girls 

embracing girls, girls embracing boys, boys embracing each other”3 is the favorite type of 

greeting in high schools across the country. As mentioned, studies about greetings and 

especially those that involve body language and touching are few, and more academic 

research is needed in order to affirm if this is a change in trend.  

 Whereas in the Brazilian group several participants qualified the hug with 

adjectives that express intensity and/or emotions, only one American participant used an 

adverb in reference to this gesture, which attenuated it: 

 (4-10) Hey, what’s up? (hug them quickly) (female)   

 Other gestures reported by American participants to greet the close friend were 

“smile” (8), “wave” (5), the “peace sign” (1) and “weird gestures to make them laugh” (1). 

American participants also reported actions (5) that convey intimacy and humor, such as 

“touch her butt”, “yell their name” and “grab them by the shoulder”. Only one American 

mentioned a kiss: 

 (4-11) Hi, how are you? Hug and kiss on the cheek or forehead (male)   

                                                
3 Kershaw, S. (2009, May 27). For teenagers, hello means ‘How about a hug?.’ The New York Times. 
Retrieved from https://www.nytimes.com/2009/05/28/style/28hugs.html 
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4.1.2.1. Body Language by gender 

 In the Brazilian group, results show that more female participants (69%) reported 

using Body Language when greeting a close female friend at the university than their male 

counterparts (51%) (p=0.014203*). This difference seems to be influenced by the reporting 

of hugs (57% females; 39% males), where a difference was also found (p=0.0148 *). No 

gender differences were found regarding the report of kisses (34% females; 30% males). 

These findings suggest that, if there is a change in progress regarding the way that close 

female friends are greeted, in which the hug (traditionally associated with men-to-men 

greeting) is used more predominantly than the more conventional cheek-to-cheek kiss, this 

change is being promoted by women. One possible explanation is that women could feel 

more confortable hugging their female friends than men. Another is that, if this change 

reflects a pursuit for gender equality, women are playing a more active role in this 

transition.  

 In the U.S. group, an equal percentage of males and females (23% each) reported 

using Body Language to greet the close female friend. No gender differences were found 

related to Body Language comments in the American group.  

4.1.3. Status Questions  

 Status Questions are interrogative expressions through which people ask 

information about one another during greetings (“How are you?”). This exchange is 

typically highly formalized, very brief, and does not require a literal or lengthy answer 

(Firth, 1972; Kendon & Ferber, 1990). The function of Status Questions during greetings, 

similarly to Salutations, is to elicit acknowledgment and reciprocity; i.e. some kind of 

response that shows recognition from the other person, opening the channels in this way 

for the imminent interaction (Goffman, 1971). 
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 When greeting the close female friend at the university, more Americans (50%) 

than Brazilians (38%) in my data reported using a Status Question (p=0.0246 *). 

Considering that both Salutations and Status Questions elicited verbal responses that 

conveyed reciprocity, and that more Americans than Brazilians reported using these two 

forms in greeting the friend, we can say that the American group indicates a higher 

tendency to use forms of greetings that elicit verbal reciprocation than do the Brazilians. 

Starting a face-to-face encounter may provoke uncertainty or anxiety. This can be defused 

through the routines of salutations and asking status questions, in which participants 

display cordiality and mutual acceptance, while at the same time cooperating in the creation 

of a comfortable environment and perceiving their relative social status (Laver, 1981). 

Hugs and cheek-to-cheek kisses, more predominant in the Brazilian group, also entail 

cooperation and reciprocity, as participants are hugging and kissing each other. However, 

while Salutations and Status Questions request or elicit impending reciprocity from the 

hearer (Hi/hi; How are you?/Fine and you?), hugs and cheek-to-check kisses precipitate 

immediate reciprocity. These preferences reflect different cultural norms and expectations 

between the two groups. 

 Table 4.3 below lists the types of Status Questions as well as the number of tokens 

and the percentages of responses reported by participants in both countries to greet the 

female friend: 
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Table 4.3 – Greeting a close female friend: Status Questions types  
Brazil % 

(tokens) 
U.S. % 

(tokens) 
Tudo bem/bom?  
(‘How are you?) 

16% 
(28) 

What’s up? 24% 
(43) 

Como você/cê está/tá? 
 (‘How are you doing?’) 

12% 
(21) How are you? 

13% 
(24) 

Como vai? 
 (‘How are you doing?’) 

3% 
(4) How is it going? 

9% 
(15) 

Tudo/você está jóia?  
(‘Is everything cool?’) 

1% 
(3) What is going on? 

2% 
(3) 

Cê tá boa?  
(‘Are you OK?’) 

1% 
(2) How was your night/day? 

1% 
(2) 

Beleza?  
(‘Awesome?’) 

1% 
 (2) What's good? 

0.5% 
(1) 

Quais as novidades?  
(‘What’s new?’) 

1% 
 (2) How's classes? 

0.5% 
 (1) 

Tudo certo?  
(‘Everything OK?’) 

0.5% 
(1) How are you doing? 

0.5% 
 (1) 

Chegaste agora? Estás indo 
para onde? (‘Did you arrive 
now? Where are you going?’) 

0.5% 
(1) 

What are you up to? 

0.5% 
 (1) 

Tem aula de quê hoje? (‘Which 
classes do you have today?’) 

0.5% 
 (1)  

 

Tranquilo?  
(‘All good?’) 

0.5% 
 (1)  

 

Vamos almoçar hoje? 
(‘Let’s have lunch today?’) 

0.5% 
 (1)  

 

Que fazes por aqui?  
(‘What are you doing here?’) 

0.5% 
 (1) 

  

Total 38% 
(68) 

Total  50% 
(91) 

 The most frequent Status Question type mentioned by Brazilians was Tudo bem? 

and its variant Tudo bom? ‘How are you?’ (16%), followed by Como você/cê está/tá? ‘How 

are you doing?’ (12%). These results corroborate Moraes (2001), who found that, when 

greeting a friend, the most common question used by the younger generation was Tudo 

bem/bom?. In the American group, the most frequent type of Status Question in this 
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scenario was “What’s up?” (24%), followed by “How are you?” (13%) and “How is it 

going?” (9%). 

4.1.3.1. Status Questions by gender 

 A larger percentage of the Brazilian males (52%) than the females (28%) reported 

asking a Status Question in greeting a close female friend at the university (p=0.00141 **). 

Regarding the linguistic realizations of these questions, a larger percentage of males (23%) 

than females (11%) mentioned Tudo bem/bom? (p=0.0335*). This result contradicts 

Moraes (2001), who found that, in this age group, Tudo bem/bom? was preferred by 

females, while men tended to prefer slang such as Beleza? ‘Awesome?’ and Qual é? 

‘What’s up?’. These slang terms barely appear in my data and seem to be outdated. While 

males have a higher tendency to report asking Status Questions to greet the female friend, 

in contrast, females preferred Body Language such as hugging. These findings suggest that 

Brazilian male and female university students have different ways of expressing intimacy 

with their close female friends when greeting. 

 In the U.S. data, the percentage of males who mentioned a Status Question when 

greeting their close female friend (52%) was similar to that of their female counterparts 

(49%), and no difference was found.  

4.1.4. Vocatives   

Vocatives are forms of address that play important functions in greetings: they draw 

the attention of the addressee, personalize the salutation, and in many cases, also express 

emotions, respect and/or affection, strengthening the force of the utterance (Braun, 1988; 

Clyne 2009; Duranti, 1997; Firth, 1972; Laver, 1981; Placencia, 1997b).  All of these 

functions contribute to a smoother transition in and out of the conversation. They also 

perform an important interactional function, since the choice of the address term signals 
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the social distance between the speaker and the addressee, ratifying in this way the status 

of the relationship at the beginning of the interaction. As Huang (2014) states, “there is no 

such thing as a socially neutral form of address” (p. 215). 

When greeting the close female friend, an approximately equal number of the 

Brazilians (33%) and the Americans (30%) reported vocatives. In both groups, the majority 

of vocatives were used following a Salutation (54/58 in Brazil; 46/55 in U.S.), as in the 

examples below: 

(4-12) “Oi, migaaa!” e dou um abraço e um beijo na bochecha. (female) 

     ‘“Hi, frieeend!” and I give her a hug and a kiss on her cheek.’  

 (4-13) Hey girl (female) 

 Table 4.4 lists the types of vocatives, the frequencies of responses and the number 

of tokens found in the American and the Brazilian groups. As some participants listed more 

than one vocative, the number of Vocatives listed in the table is higher than the number of 

participants who reported using this form. 
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Table 4.4 – Greeting a close female friend: Vocative types  

Brazil 
% 
(tokens) U.S. 

% 
(tokens) 

amiga (‘friend’) [15 miga+ 11 amiga] 
15% 
(26) Girl 

13% 
(24) 

nome (‘first name’ FN) 
9% 
(16) first name (FN) 

7% 
(13) 

apelido (‘nickname’) 
3% 
(5) Friend 

2% 
(4) 

linda/lindinha/lindona (‘beautiful’) 
3% 
(5) love 

1% 
(2) 

gata/gatinha (‘sexy’) 
2% 
(3) nickname 

0.5% 
(1) 

amor (‘love’) 
1% 
(2) fam4 

0.5% 
 (1) 

cabeça de ervilha (‘pea's head’) 
0.5% 
 (1) chica 

0.5% 
 (1) 

menina (‘girl’) 
0.5% 
 (1) babes 

0.5% 
 (1) 

mana (‘sis’) 
0.5% 
 (1) dude 

0.5% 
 (1) 

safada (‘bad’) 
0.5% 
 (1) hunny (sic) bun (1) 

    ho5 
0.5% 
 (1) 

   dumb slut 
0.5% 
 (1) 

   slut 
0.5% 
 (1) 

    m'lady 
0.5% 
 (1) 

    bud 
0.5% 
 (1) 

    shorty 
0.5% 
 (1) 

    honey 
0.5% 
 (1) 

    ma’ 
0.5% 
 (1) 

    boo 
0.5% 
 (1) 

 Total   (61) Total   (58) 

                                                
4 Slang for family, or a loved and trusted person 
5 Slang for “hore” 
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Although no differences were found regarding the number of Vocatives in the 

American and Brazilian groups, Table 4.4 shows that the types of vocatives mentioned in 

each country to greet the close female friend are different. In the Brazil group, the main 

type of vocative used is amiga (15%) with its variation miga ‘female friend’ while in the 

U.S. group the main type used is “girl” (13%).   

As Braun (1988) affirms, the choice of address variants is meaningful because it 

reflects the cultural norms and values of a speech community. Different languages may use 

different nouns as forms of address because “different linguacultures encourage the 

expression of different meanings in interaction” (Farese, 2017, p. 73). In this vein, the 

choice of vocatives to greet the close friend by the Americans and Brazilians in my data 

reveals different ways of displaying bonds in these cultures. When most of the Brazilians 

choose amiga to address their close female friend, they are reinforcing the tight knit nature 

of their relationship. In other words, the message they are conveying is that what bonds 

them is their close friendship. When the Americans, on the other hand, report a preference 

for “girl” as a vocative, they may be emphasizing the nature of their gender. The fact that 

Americans also mention other vocatives that refer exclusively to females (e.g., “ma'”, 

“chica”, “slut”, “ho” and “m’lady”) supports this hypothesis.  

 Another difference regarding the linguistic realization of vocatives is that in the 

Brazilian group there are several vocatives that refer to physical beauty such as linda, 

lindinha, lindona, gata, and gatinha (‘beautiful’, ‘beautiful diminutive’, ‘beautiful 

augmentative’, ‘sexy’, and ‘sexy diminutive’). This type of vocative does not show up in 

the American data. On the other hand, Americans mentioned vocatives that could be 

considered derogatory in other contexts (“ho”, “slut”, “dumb slut”, and “shorty”), but in 

the situation of greeting a close female friend, they can be heard as a sign of intimacy. 

These types of vocatives do not appear in the Brazilian data. Both Brazilians and 
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Americans mentioned endearment terms, such as amor ‘love’ in Portuguese and “love”, 

“fam'”, “babes”, “hunny [sic] bun” and “honey” in English.  

4.1.4.1. Vocatives by gender 

In the Brazilian group, a slightly higher percentage of females (37%) than males 

(27%) mentioned vocatives; this difference is not significant. However, more females 

(22%) than males (4%) used the noun amiga (‘friend’) to greet their friend (p= 0.0055 **). 

These results show that, in the Portuguese data, if it is expected for both sexes to use 

vocatives to address the friend, these expectations vary according to the type of vocative. 

Females tend to mention nouns that reinforce their identity through their type of 

relationship (amiga). In addition, females reported 8/9 vocatives that refer to physical 

beauty such as linda, gata, etc. Males tended to report more neutral forms of address, such 

as the friend’s first name. 

In the American group, the gender variation regarding vocatives is somewhat the 

opposite of what was found in the Brazilian group: more females (36%) than males (15%) 

mentioned a vocative to address their close female friend (0.00804 **) but no gender 

difference was found regarding the use of “girl”. However, only females reported using 

nouns that could be considered offensive in a different situation (e.g., “slut” and “ho”) and 

terms of endearment such as “love” and “honey”. The use of their friends’ first names as 

vocatives (which are more neutral than the nouns mentioned above) was reported by a 

similar percentage of males (8%) and females (7%). The female preference for nouns that 

express endearment and others considered offensive to address the female friend can be 

interpreted as a mark of intimacy, or as a type of female-to-female peer bonding. A male 

using these terms might have a higher probability of being misinterpreted as offensive or 

misogynous (if using nouns like “slut” and “ho”) or crossing the boundaries of friendship 
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into a more romantic (terms of endearment) or sexualized relationship (in using nouns that 

refer to physical beauty in the Brazilian group). Therefore, it could be less risky for men to 

use the first name (FN) as a term of address to a female friend. 

4.1.5. Other 

 As the literature review in chapters 1 and 2 demonstrated, language is at the same 

time standardized, creative and variable. Certainly not all members of a speech community 

speak exactly the same way in a given situation. In this sense, if pragmatic norms describe 

general tendencies, it is also important to examine the outliers in the data. 

In this scenario, both groups reported the same percentage of outliers (7%). Because 

this is a rather small number, we can affirm that the way Brazilians and Americans greet 

their close friend at the university is fairly formulaic, as already discussed. Table 4.5 below 

shows the types of outliers found for this scenario: 
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Table 4.5 – Greeting a close female friend: Outliers  

Brazil (tokens) U.S. (tokens) 
Inicio conversa/puxo assunto  
(‘I start a conversation’) 

(7) Oh my God/gosh! (3) 

Faço brincadeira/ piada interna/ 
Cheguei! 
(‘I joke’/‘make a private joke’ / ‘I 
arrived!’) 

(4) Nice hair/shirt (2) 

Imediatamente paro tudo o que 
estou fazendo e abro um sorriso e os 
braços (‘I stop everything that I am 
doing and smile and open my arms’) 

(1) It’s good/nice to see 
you! 

(2) 

  Start talking (2) 
  Scare her (1) 
  Talk about our day (1) 
  Say something 

specific to the person 
(1) 

  I missed you! (1) 
Total   (12) Total  (13) 

Outliers in the Brazilian group include 7 general statements about initiating a chat, 

statements about making a (private) joke and one that demonstrates the importance of 

greeting the close friend (“I immediately stop everything that I am doing…”). Outliers in 

the American group include expressions of surprise and enthusiasm (“Oh my gosh!/God!”), 

of pleasure about the imminent interaction (“it’s good/nice to see you”), compliments 

(“nice hair/shirt”), and general statements about initiating a chat, and a joke.  

4.1.6. Indicators 

During my data analysis, I found some components of the participants’ written 

prose (such as vowel elongations, repetitions, and the use of certain adjectives and adverbs) 

that either enhanced or attenuated the forms of greetings and leave-takings. I call these 

components, which include elements of written prosody and deixis, “Indicators”. 
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Table 4.6 – Greeting a close female friend: Indicators  

Indicators Brazil (tokens) U.S. (tokens) 

vowel elongation 

ooooooi / ei migaaa 
(‘hiiiiiiii’/ ‘hey 
frieeeend’) (11) hiiiii/ yoooooo (5) 

Repetition N/A 0 hey, hey, hey! (2) 

adjectives/adverbs 

Um oi bem animado/de 
forma empolgada (‘an 
energetic/and 
enthusiastic hi’) Um 
abraço forte (‘a strong 
hug’) (16) 

Say "hi enthu-
siastically/ in a 
funny voice (4) 

     
Total  (27)  (11) 

As seen in chapter 2, when investigating greetings in video-recorded face-to-face 

interactions, Pillet-Shore (2012) found that participants tailored their prosody according to 

their level of familiarity with the addressee.  When participants greeted addressees with 

whom they were intimate, they displayed a “positive stance” toward the recipient by using 

lengthened speech, a higher onset pitch and a louder volume (p. 385). Several participants 

in my study conveyed this “positive stance” towards their close female friend in their 

written responses. 

Both the Brazilian and the American participants used vowel elongations in 

Salutations (“Hiiiiiiii”). The Brazilian participants also reported elongating their vowels in 

Vocatives (e.g. migaaa!!!). Adjectives and adverbs that intensify and bring emotions and 

enthusiasm to the interaction were also found in both groups, with a higher number of 

tokens in the Brazilian data. In general, more Brazilian than Americans used Indicators in 

their responses for this scenario (p=4.78e-06 ***). This finding suggests that it was more 

expected among the Brazilians in my data to express enthusiasm and excitement through 

“prosody” than among the Americans. No gender differences regarding the use of 

indicators were found in this scenario. 
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4.1.7. Combinations 

So far I have been discussing each greeting form in isolation, in order to better 

analyze their functions in greetings and to draw cross-cultural and cross-gender 

comparisons. However, it is important to keep in mind that individuals from a speech 

community do not speak in exactly same way and that the greeting subtypes I have been 

analyzing many times were combined in the participants’ responses. Koike (1992) notes 

that the combination of options available for the individuals “are infinite and demonstrate 

the creativity of the human mind” (p. 60). Although it is impossible to reproduce all these 

combinations, it is possible to find some patterns.    

 In the Brazilian group, the majority of participants reported using Body Language 

by itself (26%) when greeting their close female friend at the university. In contrast, this 

pattern was rarely used in the U.S. group (4%), which supports the finding that it is more 

appropriate in the Brazilian group to use Body Language as a substitute for oral 

communication when greeting a female close friend than in the American data. In the 

American group, the most often-mentioned combination was Salutation only (36%). Other 

combinations found in the Portuguese data were: Salutation only; Salutation +Body 

Language + Status Question, Salutation+ Status Question, and Salutation + Body 

Language: 

 (4-14) Oiiiiii (male) 

 ‘Hiiiiiii’ 

(4-15) Dou um abraço forte e um beijinho dizendo: "Oi APELIDO, tudo bom?"  

  (female) 

 ‘I give a strong hug and a little kiss saying: “Hi NICKNAME, how are  

  you?”’ 

(4-16) Oi, tudo bem? (male) 
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 ‘Hi, how are you?’ 

(4-17) "Oi, meu amor! / nome da amiga”. Abraço e beijo. (female) 

 ‘“Hi my love/friend’s name”. I hug and kiss. 

In the American group, another very common combination was Salutation + Status 

 Question:  

(4-18) Hey what's up (female). 

4.2. GREETING A FEMALE CLASSMATE AT THE UNIVERSITY 

 For university students, the type of relationship with a classmate whom they do not 

know very well is symmetrical (peer-to-peer) but often more distant than that with a close 

friend. Figure 4.2 below shows the percentages of responses for each of the greeting forms 

reported to greet the female classmate at the university in Brazil and the United States. 

Figure 4.2. Comparison of greeting forms by Brazilian and U.S. students regarding a 
classmate  

 

As Figure 4.2 shows, American and Brazilian participants have similar cultural 

expectations in the situation of greeting a classmate that they do not know well at the 
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university, with the exception of Body Language. Similar to greeting a close friend, the 

majority of Brazilians and Americans in these data reported greeting the classmate with a 

Salutation (75% of Brazilians and 77% of Americans) and more Brazilian participants 

(42%) than their American counterparts (28%) reported using Body Language (p=0.00721 

**). The participants from Brazil and the U.S. alike mentioned Status Questions with 

similar frequencies (35% and 30%, respectively) and Vocatives were scarcely mentioned 

by either group; (4% and 0.5%). In the next sections, I discuss the results of these forms of 

greetings in more detail.   

4.2.1. Salutations  

 Both groups preferred Salutations to greet the classmate at the university, 

reinforcing the importance and efficacy of this straightforward form of greeting. Table 4.7 

lists the types of Salutation expressions in both countries as well as its number of tokens 

and the percentages of responses: 
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Table 4.7 – Greeting a female classmate: Salutation types  
Salutations Brazil % 

(tokens) 
Salutations U.S. % 

(tokens) 

Oi (‘Hi’) 43% 
(76) Hey 

41% 
(74) 

Olá (‘Hello’) 11% 
(20) Hi 

32% 
(54) 

Bom dia/boa tarde (‘Good 
morning/ afternoon’) 

9% 
(16) Hello 

8% 
(14) 

E aí? (‘What's up?’) 8% 
(14) Howdy 

0.5% 
(1) 

Ei (‘Hey’) 3% 
(6)     

Opa (‘Wow!’) 1% 
(2)     

Total  75% 
(133)  Total  

 77% 
(140) 

 In the Portuguese group, the most frequently-reported Salutation type to greet the 

classmate was Oi ‘Hi’ (43%), followed by the more formal Olá ‘Hello’ (11%) and Bom 

dia/Boa tarde ‘Good morning/afternoon (9%). These results contradict those of Moraes 

(2001), who found that when greeting a neighbor (in her questionnaire, someone you might 

see quite often but are not necessarily familiar with, such as the classmate in our scenario), 

most participants preferred using Bom dia/Boa tarde followed by Oi. Although Oi was the 

preferred formula to greet both the friend (37%) and the classmate (43%), greeting the 

friend was often marked by indicators that express intensity and enthusiasm (oooiiii!, um 

oi bem animado), whereas for the classmate, nine participants used indicators that express 

awkwardness and/or distance regarding this salutation, such as: um ‘oi’ bem impessoal ‘a 

very impersonal ‘hi’’, um tanto sem jeito ‘very awkwardly’, digo um ‘oi’ rapidamente ‘I 

say ‘hi’ very quickly.  

 In English, the most commonly-reported form of salutation to greet the female 

classmate was “Hey” (41%, 74 tokens), closely followed by “Hi” (32%, 54 tokens). “Hey” 

and “Hi” were also the two most-frequently mentioned forms to greet the close female 
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friend. However, “Hey” was more widely mentioned with a close friend (115 tokens) than 

with a classmate (74 tokens), whereas the use of “Hi” was higher to salute the classmate 

(54 tokens) than the friend (26 tokens). These results may suggest that both “Hey” and 

“Hi” are expected formulas used by American university students to greet their peers, and 

that “Hey” might indicate more intimacy while “Hi” appears to be more neutral. “Hello”, 

mentioned by only 8% of Americans to greet their female classmate and by 4% to greet 

their close friend, seems not to be an expected form to salute peers at the university. 

4.2.1.1. Salutations by gender 

 Variation by the speaker’s gender regarding the preference for Salutations was not 

found in either the Portuguese or the English group.  

4.2.2. Body Language  

Brazilians (42%) reported more Body Language than Americans (28%) to greet a 

female classmate whom they don’t know well  (p=0.00721 **). The types of Body 

Language mentioned by participants in both countries to greet the female classmate, as 

well as the percentages of responses and the number of tokens, are shown in Table 4.8. 
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Table 4.8 – Greeting a female classmate: Body Language types  

Brazil % 
(tokens) U.S. 

% 
(tokens) 

sorriso (‘smile’) 
19% 
(34) smile 

21% 
(38) 

aceno com a mão (‘wave’) 
12% 
(22) wave 

9% 
(17) 

toque/aperto de mão (‘hand 
touch /handshake’) 

6% 
(11) nod 

2% 
(4) 

beijo (‘kiss’) 
4% 
(8) continue walking 

1% 
(2) 

aceno com a cabeça (‘nod’) 
4% 
(7) look down 

0.5% 
(1) 

abraço (‘hug’) 
0.5% 
(1)     

toque no braço (‘touch arm’) 
0.5% 
(1)     

gesto de positivo (‘thumbs up’) 
0.5% 
(1)     

me aproximo  (‘come closer’) 
2% 
(4)     

não me aproximo muito (‘don’t 
come too close’) 

0.5% 
(1)     

a olho (‘look at her’) 
0.5% 
(1)     

sigo em frente (‘keep 
walking’) 

0.5% 
(1)     

paro (‘stop’) 
0.5% 
(1)     

Total 
42% 
(74) Total 

28% 
(51) 

Whereas in the scenario of greeting the friend, the most often-mentioned Body 

Language type was the hug, in greeting the unfamiliar female classmate, both groups 

preferred a “smile” (19% in Portuguese and 21% in English), followed by a “wave” (12% 

in Portuguese and 9% in English). These numbers are fairly similar in both groups and no 

differences were found regarding these types of greetings between the two countries, 

suggesting that the Americans and the Brazilians have similar expectations regarding 
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smiling and waving to greet an unfamiliar classmate. However, more variation regarding 

Body Language types was found in the Brazilian data (e.g., handshakes, hand touching, 

kisses, nods, and other actions), which supports the higher tendency in this group to 

mention Body Language.  

 “Smile” and “wave” are universal forms of Body Language used in greetings 

(Firth, 1972) that do not involve touching the other person, like hugs. If hugs seem to mark 

intimacy and friendship in greetings, the smile and wave appear to mark a cordial distance 

and unfamiliarity.6 This hypothesis can be supported by the following comments of the 

Brazilian group, which emphasized the lack of touching and the effort to maintain physical 

distance from the classmate (these types of comments were not found in the American 

group data): 

 (4-19) Um aceno de longe. (female) 

           ‘A wave from far away.’ 

(4-20) Um simples “oi”. Sem toques. (male) 

          ‘A simple “hi”. No touching’. 

(4-21) “Bom dia,” mas não abraço. (female) 

          ‘“Good morning”, but I don’t hug.’ 

(4-22) "E aí, tudo bem?” sem contato. (male) 

 ‘“Hey, what’s up?” without any contact.’ 

(4-23) Não me aproximo muito e digo: "E aí, boa?”  (female) 

 ‘I don’t come too close and say: “Hey, how are you?”’ 

(4-24) Cumprimento-a à distância. (male) 

 ‘I greet her from far away.’ 
                                                
6 Of course, my data are not natural and do not address what people actually do, but what they believe they 
would do in the situation. It is very possible that participants also smile and/or wave in conjunction with 
hugging or kissing the close friend.  
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In addition, in contrast to the hugs to greet the close female friend that were often 

accompanied with adjectives to intensify the gesture and express emotions, the 

adjectives/nouns used by participants in both groups to qualify the gestures of smiling and 

waving when greeting the unfamiliar classmate express attenuation, indicating reservation 

and a lack of emotion. In Portuguese, the adjectives cited to qualify the smile were leve 

‘light’ (2), tímido ‘shy’, forçado ‘forced’, and sorrisinho ‘small smile’. In English, they 

included “half a smile”, “awkward smile”, “small wave (2)”, and “wave if I am feeling 

particularly outgoing that day.” 

4.2.2.1. Body Language by gender 

 In the Brazilian group, results show that more female participants (48%) reported 

using Body Language when greeting a close female friend at the university than their male 

counterparts (32%) (p=0.028*). This difference seems to be influenced by the report of 

smiles (29% females; 5% males), where a difference was also found (p=0.000367***). No 

gender differences were found in the reporting of waves. These findings suggest that in this 

scenario, it is more expected that Brazilian female university students smile at their female 

classmates during greetings than their male classmates would do. 

 In the U.S. group, a nearly equal percentage of males and females (27% males; 28% 

females) reported using Body Language to greet the close female friend. No gender 

differences were found regarding the report of Body Language in the American group. 

4.2.3. Status Questions  

A similar number of Brazilians (35%) and Americans (30%) reported asking Status 

Questions when greeting the female classmate at the university. Compared to the greeting 

of the close female friend, an approximately equal number of Brazilians reported asking 

Status Questions (38%) while fewer Americans mentioned Status Questions to greet the 
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female classmate than the close female friend (50%). These findings suggest that, in the 

American data, asking questions about the addressee’s welfare might indicate familiarity. 

Table 4.9 below describes the types of Status Questions reported by participants in 

both countries as well as the number of tokens and the percentages of responses when 

greeting an unfamiliar female classmate: 
 

Table 4.9 – Greeting a female classmate: Status Question types  
Brazil % 

(tokens) 
U.S. % 

(tokens) 
Tudo bem/bom? (‘How are you?’) 25% 

(44) How are you? 
20% 
(38) 

Como você está/tem passado? 
(‘How are you doing?’) 

6% 
(10) How is it going? 

7% 
(12) 

Beleza? (‘Awesome’) 4% 
 (7) 

What’s up? 3% 
(5) 

Tudo jóia? (‘Is everything cool?’) 1% 
(2) 

How was your 
weekend/day? 

1% 
(2) 

Tá boa? (‘Are you OK?’) 0.5% 
(1) 

We have class together, 
right? 

0.5% 
 (1) 

[J]á fez a atividade de X 
professor? 
‘Have you done prof. X’s 
assignment?’ 

0.5% 
(1) 

Did you do the homework? 

0.5% 
 (1) 

  You are on my bio class, 
right? 

0.5% 
 (1) 

  
Are we in class together? 

0.5% 
 (1) 

  What do you think of last 
test? 

0.5% 
 (1) 

Total 35% 
(63) 

 Total 30% 
(54) 

In the Brazil group, the most frequent Status Question to greet the female classmate 

was Tudo bem/bom? ‘How are you?’ (25%). This was also the most mentioned Status 

Question in greeting the friend (16%). The fact that the frequency of this expression 

increases proportionally to the social distance between the participants suggests that this 

formula might be more expected in situations of more distance.  
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In English, the most frequent formulas used to greet the close female friend and the 

female classmate are not the same. While in the former situation “What’s up?” was the 

expression with the higher number of tokens (43), in the latter the preferred forms were 

“How are you?” (38) and “How is it going?” (12). “What’s up?” was rarely reported to 

greet the unfamiliar classmate (5), which indicates that it is used to mark intimacy among 

peers. “How are you?” was reported in both situations, albeit with a higher number in the 

female classmate scenario. This seems to be a more neutral form, and more expected in 

situations of greater social distance.  

Both groups also show some less formulaic questions that relate to academic life 

(e.g., “You are in my bio class, right?”). Greeting an unfamiliar classmate might be an 

uncomfortable situation for some students. Asking a formulaic Status Question or one that 

relates to academic life and tries to build some common ground might be a strategy to 

diminish the distance and the awkwardness between the students. In greeting the professor, 

we will see, questions about academic life are more salient. 

4.2.3.1. Status Questions by gender 

 A larger percentage of Brazilian males (49%) than females (25%) reported asking 

a Status Question to greet an unfamiliar female classmate at the university (p=0.001081**).  

In the Brazil group, similar to greeting the friend, there seem to be different cultural 

preferences for male and females when greeting the classmate: females report more Body 

Language (smiles), while males report more Status Questions. Regarding the linguistic 

realizations of these questions, no gender differences were found.  

 In the U.S. group, the percentage of males that reported asking a Status Question 

when greeting their classmate (35%) was similar to that of their female counterparts (29%), 
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and no difference was found. American males and females in my data have similar cultural 

norms. 

4.2.4. Vocatives 

Not surprisingly, Vocatives were scarcely reported in the context of the unfamiliar 

female classmate: 4% in the Brazilian data and 0.5% in the American data. All the 

Vocatives mentioned in both groups were used following a Salutation, and the only type 

that appeared in the data was the first name (FN) of the classmate. 
 

4.2.5. Other 

Both groups reported a similar percentage of outliers (6% in the Brazilian data and 

7% in the American). Because this is a rather small number, we can affirm that the way the 

Brazilians and the Americans greet an unfamiliar female classmate at the university is fairly 

formulaic. As Table 4.10 below shows, the outliers in this scenario reinforce the idea that 

greeting an unfamiliar classmate can be an “awkward” experience that some participants 

would try to avoid (4 Brazilians; 5 Americans). Other strategies to deal with this 

uncomfortable situation seem to vary by group. The Americans seem to take the initiative 

to get to know the classmate a little better, maybe in the hopes of becoming more familiar 

with her. Their strategies include introducing themselves by disclosing their names, asking 

the classmate’s name (5), or showing satisfaction with the encounter (“Good to see you”, 

“Nice to meet you” (3)). The Brazilians, on the other hand, show a more passive approach, 

mentioning that they would only greet the classmate if she initiates the greeting.  
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Table 4.10 – Greeting a female classmate: Outliers  
Brazil (tokens) U.S. (tokens) 
Não falo nada (‘I don’t say 
anything’) 

(4) Don’t say anything (5) 

Se ela me cumprimentar, retribuo 
(‘If she greets me, I reciprocate’) 
Um tanto sem jeito espero uma 
reação de resposta positiva, (‘Very 
awkwardly I wait for a positive 
response.’) 

(5) My name is/I’m 
X/what’s you name 

(5) 

Com licença (‘Excuse me’) (1) Nice to meet you / Good 
seeing you 

(3) 

  I probably wouldn't 
interact with this person 
unless we were going to 
work together on a 
project or study 
together. 

(1) 

  If I don't know them, I'd 
probably crack a half 
smile and have them 
initiate if they want to. 

(1) 

Total 6% 
(10) 

Total  7% 
(13) 

4.2.6. Indicators 

When greeting a close female friend at the university, many participants in both 

groups reported they would use vowel elongations, repetitions, and adjectives/adverbs that 

conveyed intensity and expansiveness in their responses. As Table 4.11 below shows, the 

adjectives/adverbs used in this scenario convey a lack of emotion, implying distance and 

reservation. These findings are in tandem with what Pillet-Shore (2012) calls “small” 

greetings, which sound “little, subdued, reserved” as participants are displaying a “neutral 

stance” to treat the recipient as unfamiliar (p. 390). The neutral stance is conveyed to the 

unfamiliar classmate by the attenuators mentioned by participants in both groups (such as 

“light”, “impersonal”, “quick”, “small”, “afar”, “awkward”, etc.).  
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The participants from Brazil used more indicators that express attenuation (21) than 

the Americans (7) (p=0.0176 *) in greeting the classmate, compared to more intensifiers 

with the close female friend. These findings suggest that the Brazilians in my data seem to 

be more conscious of their display of emotions than Americans, and that this display varies 

according to the levels of intimacy: effusiveness in intimate situations and reservation and 

distance in unfamiliar scenarios. No gender differences regarding the report of indicators 

were found in this scenario. 

Table 4.11 – Greeting a female classmate: Indicators 
Indicators Brazil (tokens) U.S. (tokens) 
vowel elongation N/A 0 N/A 0 
Repetition N/A 0 N/A 0 

attenuators 

Digo um “oi” bem 
impessoal/rapidamente 
(A very impersonal/quick 
“hi”) / um aceno de longe 
(a wave from afar) / um 
leve sorriso (a light 
smile) (21) 

Say hi in a 
casual 
manner/softly 
A small wave / 
an awkward 
smile (7) 

4.2.7. Combinations 

The greeting forms discussed so far to address the unfamiliar female classmate have 

appeared in the responses by themselves or in different combinations. The pattern of 

combinations (or lack) in both sets of data was very similar. 

In both groups, the most preferred combination is Salutations alone (29% 

Brazilians; 39% Americans), followed by Salutations + Status Question (24% Brazilians; 

27% Americans) and Body Language alone (17% Brazilians; 17%  Americans). The 

examples below illustrate these patterns in both languages: 

(4-25) Oi. (female) 

 ‘Hi.’  

(4-26) Hey! (male) 
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(4-27) Falo "oi, tudo bom?" (male) 
 
‘I say “hi, how are you?”’ 

   
(4-28) Hey how are ya (female) 

(4-29) Eu apenas sorrio. (female)  

‘I only smile’  

(4-30) Smile (female) 

These results show that when greeting an unfamiliar female classmate, American 

and Brazilian university students have similar expectations regarding the combinations of 

greeting forms. The fact that participants preferred ‘Salutation only’ shows that in this 

situation of unfamiliarity, both groups commonly produce a straightforward greeting, 

which shows social recognition and establishes a “supportive interchange” by engendering 

responses and reciprocity between participants (Goffman, 1971). The combination of 

Salutation+Status Questions, the second most-preferred combination, reinforces the move 

to smooth the encounter with someone unfamiliar toward a comfortable interaction by 

adding another level of acknowledgment and reciprocity. 

Body Language only, the third most-frequent choice in both groups, consists 

mainly of “smiles” and “waves”, gestures that do not involve touching and seem to mark 

unfamiliarity. In the Brazilian group, these preferences contrast with the greeting of the 

close female friend, which produced more variations in combinations. Ten Brazilian 

participants highlighted the less effusive greeting to the unfamiliar classmate by using the 

word apenas (‘just’ or ‘only’), as in, for example, Eu apenas sorrio/aceno ‘I only 

smile/wave’; apenas digo “oi”/cumprimento ‘I only say hi/greeting’ and Apenas me 

aproximo ‘I only come closer’).  
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4.3. GREETING A CLOSE FEMALE PROFESSOR AT THE UNIVERSITY 

As seen in chapter 3, the relationship with a professor with whom a university 

student developed a close relationship is, in Brown and Gilman’s (1960) terms, 

asymmetrical, as the participants have an uneven status due to the age difference and to the 

inequality of roles, since the professor (even one with whom one has a close relationship) 

is in a position of authority (Farese, 2017). On the other hand, this type of relationship does 

not necessarily exclude feelings of affection and/or gratitude in certain circumstances, 

since professors can share their knowledge and offer their mentorship. Figure 4.3 below 

shows the percentages of responses for each of the greeting forms reported to greet the 

close female professor at the university in Brazil and the United States. 

Figure 4.3. Comparison of greeting forms by Brazilian and U.S. students regarding 
professor 

 
 

Figure 4.3 shows some similarities but also significant differences in the ways these 

Brazilian and American university students reported greeting their close female professor, 

suggesting that these groups have different cultural expectations in this situation. Similar 
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to the other greeting scenarios discussed in this chapter, both groups favored greeting their 

professor with a Salutation (81% or 145 Brazilians and 89% or 161 of Americans). 

Differences were found regarding their second greeting choice: Vocatives for Brazilians 

(59%) and Status Questions (66%) for Americans. More Brazilians than Americans 

mentioned Vocatives (p=4.64e-05 ***) and more Americans than Brazilians reported they 

would use Status Questions (p=0.00324 **).  

Body Language was the fourth choice by both groups. However, more Brazilians 

(39%) than Americans (13%) mentioned this greeting form (p=9.73e-08 ***). In the 

American data, a new greeting form appears that was not present in greeting the close 

friend and the unfamiliar classmate: Positive Comments (7%). In the next sections, I 

discuss these results in more detail.   

4.3.1. Salutations  

The Salutation to greet the female professor was the form with highest frequency 

of responses in both countries in this entire study (81% Brazilians; 89% Americans). A 

possible explanation is that, since the professor is not a peer, being older and representing 

a more formal relationship, more participants preferred to use greeting forms that are more 

conventional, straightforward and unequivocal. A Salutation is, in Kecskes’ (2014) terms, 

an economical formula, since it has a clear communicative effect with little processing 

effort; saying “Hi” as a greeting is fast and polite enough. Table 4.12 lists the Salutation 

expressions used in both countries, with their percentages of responses as well as the 

number of tokens. Because some participants mentioned more than one type of Salutation, 

the total of expressions might be higher than the number of responses. 
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Table 4.12 – Greeting a female professor: Salutation types  
Brazil % 

(tokens) 
U.S. % 

(tokens) 
Oi (‘Hi’) 46% 

(82) Hi 
46% 
(81) 

Bom dia/boa tarde/noite (‘Good 
morning/afternoon/evening’) 

20% 
(35) Hello 

27% 
(49)  

Olá (‘Hello’) 8% 
(15) Hey 

18% 
(32) 

Ei (‘Hey’) 6% 
(12) 

Good morning / afternoon / 
evening 

2% 
(3) 

E aí? (‘What's up?’) 2% 
(5) Hola 

0.5% 
(1) 

 
 Howdy 

0.5% 
(1)  

Total  (149) Total  (167) 

In the Brazilian group, the most frequent Salutation expression reported was Oi 

‘Hi’ (46%). Oi was also the preferred Salutation expression for greeting the unfamiliar 

female classmate (43%) and the close female friend (35%). These results indicate that Oi 

is the more neutral term to greet in this Brazilian group, as it can be used in all levels of 

intimacy. The second most frequently-reported Salutation expression in Portuguese was 

Bom dia/Boa tarde/noite ‘Good morning/afternoon/evening’ (20%). These expressions 

were rarely present in greeting the close friend (2%) and appeared less frequently in the 

unfamiliar classmate situation (9%). As Moraes (2001) affirms, the Bom dia/Boa 

tarde/noite formulas express distance and formality, and therefore seem more adequate to 

greet the professor than the classmate and the friend. A comment from one Brazilian 

participant reinforces the idea of distance conveyed by these expressions: 
 
(4-31) Digo "Bom dia/boa tarde/noite". Nunca fui ligado a professores. 

‘I say “Good morning/afternoon/evening”. I was never close to professors.’ 

In the American group, the most commonly-reported form of salutation to greet the 

professor was “Hi” (46%), and the second was the more formal “Hello” (27%).  “Hey”, 
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which was the predominant Salutation form reported to greet the close friend (63%) and 

the classmate (41%), appears in third place in the professor scenario (18%). These results 

suggest that “Hey” is more appropriate to greet peers. “Hi” seems to be a more neutral term 

to greet in English, as it appeared in the scenarios of the close friend (14%) and classmate 

(32%), although with different frequencies across the levels of intimacy. “Hello” seems 

more appropriate for situations of more distance, and with older generations, as it was 

rarely reported to greet the friend (3%) and the classmate (8%). Interestingly, the “good 

morning/afternoon/evening” expressions, usually considered as the preferred choice to 

indicate formality with addressees of higher age and/or rank in greetings and leave-takings 

(Laver, 1981), rarely appear in this study (2% to greet the professor and 0% in the others).  

4.3.1.1. Salutation by gender 

 Variation by gender of the speaker regarding the preference for Salutations was not 

found either in the Portuguese or in the English group.  

4.3.2. Body Language  

 When greeting a closer female professor whom they do know well, 39% of the 

Brazilians and 13% of the Americans reported using Body Language. Similar to the 

greeting of the close female friend and the unfamiliar classmate, there is a higher tendency 

in the Brazilian group to use Body Language than in the American group (p=9.73e-08 ***), 

which shows that the two groups have different cultural norms and expectations regarding 

the use of Body Language during greetings. 

 The types of Body Language, the percentages of responses and the number of 

tokens mentioned by participants in both countries are shown in Table 4.13 below: 
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Table 4.13 – Greeting a female professor: Body Language types  

Brazil % 
(tokens) U.S. 

% 
(tokens) 

sorriso (‘smile’) 
17% 
(31) smile 

5% 
(10) 

abraço (‘hug’) 
12% 
(21) hug 

2% 
(4) 

beijo (‘kiss’) 
7% 
(13) wave 

 2% 
(4) 

aceno com a mão (‘wave’) 
6% 
(11) stop walking 

 2% 
(3) 

toque/aperto de mão 
(‘handshake/ hand touch’) 

3% 
(5) touch shoulder 

0.5% 
(1) 

aceno com a cabeça 
(‘nod’) 

2% 
(4) extend my hand 

0.5% 
(1) 

tapa leve no braço (‘touch 
her arm lightly’) 

0.5%  
(1)  approach them 

 0.5% 
(1) 

me aproximo (‘I come 
closer’) 

0.5%  
(1)  alter my posture 

 0.5% 
(1) 

a olho (‘I look at her’) 
0.5%  
(1)  exchange a look of respect 

 0.5% 
(1) 

vou até ela (‘I go to her’) 
0.5%  
(1)  keep walking 

 0.5% 
(1) 

paro (‘stop’) 
1% 
(2)     

chego perto sem encostar 
(‘I come close without 
touching’) 

0.5%  
(1)     

Total  (92) Total  (27) 
 

As with the classmate scenario, the type of Body Language most reported to greet 

the female professor in both groups was “smile”, although more Brazilians (17%) than 

Americans (5%) mentioned this type of Body Language (p=0.000711 ***). As discussed 

before, the “smile” (a major sign of welcome in most cultures that does not involve 

touching) in a greeting conveys friendliness and acceptance and, based on my survey’s 

answers, is expected behavior for relationships that are not intimate.  

In both groups, the second most-mentioned Body Language type was “hug”, 

although again more Brazilians (12%) reported this gesture to greet the professor than the 
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Americans (2%), (p=0.00135 **). In the Portuguese data, “kiss” (7%) was also mentioned. 

This result is interesting, as the hug and kiss, as seen in situation of the close female friend, 

involve touching and mark more intimacy and affection. The comment of a male Brazilian 

participant reinforces this idea: 

(4-32) Eu costumo abraçar e beijar, dando sinal de afeição. (male) 

‘I usually hug and kiss, demonstrating affection.’ 

The most frequently-mentioned Body Language types in both groups (smiles, hugs, 

and in Portuguese, also the kiss) convey the multifaceted nature of the student-professor 

relationship, which generally involves respect and distance but also, in some 

circumstances, more intimacy and affection. The comments below from six Brazilian 

participants reinforce that the display of familiarity and affection through Body Language 

in this scenario may vary according to the situation and is contingent on the professor being, 

in fact, very close:  

(4-33) Um beijo se for muito próxima. (female) 
‘A kiss if she is very close.’ 

(4-34) A depender do nível de proximidade, abraço. (female) 
‘Depending on the level of intimacy, I hug.’ 

(4-35) Se for realmente próxima, abraço. (female)  
‘If she is really close, I hug.’ 

(4-36) Dependendo da intimidade dou um beijo na bochecha. (female) 
‘Depending on the intimacy level, I kiss her on the cheek.’ 

 
(4-37) Dependendo da professora, posso cumprimentar com um beijo no rosto. 
(male) 

‘Depending on the professor, I can greet with a kiss on the cheek.’ 

(4-38) Um beijo no rosto (caso ela também dê "abertura"). (female) 
‘A kiss on the cheek (in the case she shows “openness”).’ 
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In the American data, hugs were mentioned only 4 times, three of which were 

preceded by indicators that express hesitation and attenuation such as “maybe”, “perhaps”, 

and “small”:  

(4-39) Possibly give a hug. (female) 

(4-40) Maybe a small hug. (male) 

(4-41) I may give her a hug. (female) 

These findings show that the use of Body Language in this situation is more 

expected in the Brazilian context. 

4.3.2.1. Body Language by gender 

 In the Brazilian group, more female participants (47%) reported using Body 

Language when greeting a close female professor at the university than their male cohorts 

(28%) (p=0.0127*). This difference seems to be influenced by the report of smiles (26% 

females; 5% males), where a difference was also found (p=0.00102 **). No gender 

differences were found regarding the report of hugs (14% females; 9% males). These 

findings suggest that women in the Brazilian data either would use more Body Language 

(in particular, the smile in this situation) or would be more conscious of it when greeting a 

female professor than the male participants would.  

 In the U.S. group a similar percentage of males (10%) and females (14%) reported 

using Body Language to greet the close female friend. No gender differences were found 

regarding the report of Body Language in the American group.  

4.3.3. Status Questions  

Similar to the close-friend scenario, more Americans (66%) than Brazilians (51%) 

reported using Status Questions to greet the close female professor at the university 

(p=0.00324 **). These findings suggest that, in situations with more intimacy, it is more 



 173 

expected for Americans to use Status Questions (that elicit a verbal response and 

reciprocity), unlike Brazilians who claim to use more Body Language. Table 4.14 lists the 

types of Status Questions reported by participants in both countries as well as the number 

of tokens and the percentages of responses when greeting a female professor with whom 

one has a closer relationship: 
 

Table 4.14 –Greeting a female professor: Status Questions types  
Brazil % 

(tokens) 
U.S. % 

(tokens) 
Tudo bem/bom (com a senhora)? 
(‘How are you (Ms.)?’)  

38% 
(67) How are you (doing)? 

49% 
(89) 

Como vai (a senhora)? (‘How are 
you/Ms.?’) 

6% 
(10) 

How is your/this 
semester going? 

9% 
(16) 

Como (a senhora/você) está? (‘How 
are you doing?’) 

4% 
(7) 

How is it /everything 
going? 

4% 
(8) 

Tudo jóia? (‘Is everything cool?’) 1% 
(2) How have you been? 

4% 
(7) 

Como vão as turmas? (‘How are your 
classes?’) 

1% 
(2) What’s up? 

0.5% 
 (1) 

Tá boa? (‘Are you OK?’) 0.5% 
(1)  

 

Como foi de férias? (‘How was your 
vacation?’) 

0.5% 
(1)  

 

Está dando aula este semestre? (‘Are 
you teaching this semester?’) 

0.5% 
(1)  

 

Total 51% 
(91) 

Total 66% 
(120) 

Similar to the friend and classmate situations, the most frequent Status Question 

reported by the Brazilians was Tudo bem/bom? ‘How are you?’ (38%). However, the 

percentages of responses for this expression increased according to the levels of distance 

between the interactants (16% for the close friend; 25% for the unfamiliar classmate). 

These findings support Laver’s (1981) affirmation that, the more risky the situation (in this 

case of greeting someone with whom there is lack of intimacy), the more routine the 

interaction. For Laver, routine behavior (which he finds equivalent to polite behavior) 
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mitigates the possible threat of the situation. Other questions mentioned in the Portuguese 

group were Como vai and Como está?, and other less formulaic questions that refer to the 

academic context using nouns such as “classes”, “semester” and “vacation”. 

In English, the most frequent formula reported to greet the female professor was 

“How are you (doing)?” (49%). This expression was also the one preferred to greet the 

unfamiliar classmate, while “What’s up?” was the most common formula for greeting the 

close friend. These results support my previous findings that “How are you” is a more 

neutral term that can be used across different levels of intimacy, while “What’s up?” marks 

familiarity among peers.  

The second most-reported question in the American data was “How is your/this 

semester going?” (9%). As seen in the Brazilian data, the noun “semester” circumscribes 

the question (and the relationship with the addressee) to the academic domain. These types 

of questions mark the importance of the place of the encounter (the campus) in the 

interaction with the addressee. For most undergraduate students, what serves as common 

ground with a professor is their scholarly/academic pursuits rather than their personal lives; 

thus the recurrence of the word “semester”  (16 tokens). I return to the topic of nouns that 

circumscribe the interaction to the academic domain when discussing the leave-takings 

results.  

4.3.3.1. Status Questions by gender 

Variation by gender of the speaker regarding the preference for Status Questions 

was not found either in the Portuguese or in the English group. 

4.3.4. Vocatives  

When greeting the female professor on campus, Vocatives were the second most-

reported greeting form in Portuguese (59%) and the third in English (37%). There is a 
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higher tendency to mention Vocatives in Portuguese than in English in this scenario 

(p=4.64e-05 ***).  

Almost all Vocatives in Portuguese (98/105) and in English (63/68) were 

mentioned following a Salutation. Table 4.15. below describes the types and frequencies 

of Vocatives mentioned in Brazil and the United States in my data.  
 

Table 4.15 – Greeting a close female professor: Vocative types  
Brazil % 

(tokens) 
U.S. % 

(tokens) 

Professora [5 fessora] (‘professor (prof]’) 
53% 
(95) Professor 

14% 
(26) 

Professora + First Name (‘professor+FN’) 
2% 
(3) 

Professor+Last 
Name 

11% 
(20) 

First Name  
5% 
(9) Dr.+ Last Name 

6% 
(11) 

Xuxu (‘sweetie’) 
0.5% 

(1) First Name 
4% 
(7) 

  Ms.+ Last Name 
2% 
(3) 

  Mrs.+ Last Name 
1% 
(2) 

  Ma’am 
0.5% 

(1) 

Total 
59% 

(105) Total 
37% 
(68) 

As Table 4.15 shows, both the Brazilian (98 tokens) and American (46) participants 

preferred the term “Professor” (Professora) as a vocative, although more Brazilians 

reported this term (p=8.18e-08 ***). In the Portuguese data, the tendency was to report the 

title on its own, while in English there was a similar frequency of the term by itself (26), 

followed by the person’s Last Name (20). As in the greeting of the close friend, where the 

preference was amiga ‘friend’, there seems to be a tendency for Brazilians to choose 

vocatives that indicate the type of relationship between the participants. As Harrison (1983) 
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notes, there is an “overwhelming concern” with day-to-day social relationships that are 

basic to Brazilian culture (p. 26). 

In both languages, this form of address is typically used only by students (college 

professors are not called “professor” by their colleagues or superiors) and is non-reciprocal 

(Braun, 1988; Brown & Gilman, 1960): a student who addresses the hearer as “professor” 

will most probably be addressed in return by either the First Name or no form of address. 

As Brown and Gilman (1960) posit, non-reciprocal forms of address are used in 

asymmetrical relationships, which involve distance. Farese (2017) claims that the term of 

address “professor”, like “nurse” and “doctor”, is directly linked to the context of a specific 

place or institution (the university in the case of the professor and the hospital in the case 

of the others). In these contexts, he notes, addressees can be seen as someone ‘above’ the 

speaker because they have more authority and also because they can do “good things” for 

the speaker, who, in turn, cannot do the same thing for them (p. 79).  In light of these 

considerations, I see the vocative “professor” as a term that conveys respect and distance, 

but that also may express gratitude and affection. 

Although the title “professor” in English translates directly to professora in 

Portuguese, I do not believe they have the same semantic meaning in both societies. Braun 

(1988) posits that the system of address (the totality of available forms and their 

interrelations in one language) reflects the cultural norms and values of the speech 

community and may correspond to “different ways of experiencing interpersonal 

relationships” (p. 62). She adds that an address system that imposes different kinds of social 

distinctions on the speakers “draws more attention to differences between members of the 

respective society” (p.  65, my emphasis) than a society with a simpler system of address.  

In this vein, in American English, the term “professor” is used to refer to someone 

who teaches at the college level and/or “a faculty member of the highest academic rank at 
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an institution of higher education” (“Merriam-Webster online”). Educators in settings other 

than higher education are referred to by different terms, such as “teacher”, “instructor”, 

“coach”, “tutor”, etc. The term “professor” as used in American English, therefore, conveys 

hierarchy (“highest academic rank”, “higher education”) and prestige. And with hierarchy 

comes distance and, to a certain extent, respect. The fact that the title “professor” in English 

can be used in conjunction with a Last Name but not with First Name (one does not say 

*Professor Claire), and that the second most-reported term of address in the American data 

was “Doctor”, corroborate this interpretation. When speakers use the term of address 

“professor” in English, they are showing respect (reverence) to the hearer, distance (as it is 

an asymmetrical relationship) and, at the same time, affirming their status as college 

students. 

In Brazilian Portuguese, professor (and its feminine form, professora) designates 

the one who teaches, whether at pre-school, grade school or college level. In other words, 

professor(a) is not connected specifically to higher education and does not convey as much 

hierarchy and prestige as in English. Pre-school Brazilian children address their teachers 

by their First Names, by professor(a) or may even call them tia ‘aunt’, demonstrating 

affection and intimacy to the professional who is educating them. When university students 

use professora in Portuguese, they are conveying respect and distance, but not so much 

hierarchy as in American English. Other reported terms of address in the Brazilian data 

convey affection and some familiarity, such as the reduction fessora (5), the use of First 

Names (9), and the affectionate nickname [sic] Xuxu ‘dear’. This demonstration of 

affection for the professor in the Brazilian data was also represented by the hugs and kisses 

towards the addressee. 
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4.3.4.1. Vocatives by gender 

In both the Portuguese and English groups, no variation by gender of the speaker 

was found regarding vocatives. 

4.3.5. Positive Comments  

When greeting the close female professor, 13 Americans (7%) cited expressions 

that conveyed satisfaction for seeing the professor (so good/nice to see you!). These types 

of expressions, that I classified as Positive Comments, did not appear in the Brazilian data 

in this scenario. Although the number of occurrences of Positive Comments is rather small 

in the American data when greeting the professor, these types of expressions will be 

relevant in the discussion of leave-takings. 

4.3.6. Other 

Both groups reported a similar percentage of outliers (11% in the Brazilian data and 

9% in the American). Because this is a rather small number, we can affirm that the way 

Brazilians and Americans greet their professor at the university is fairly consistent. Table 

4.16 below shows the types of outliers and their number of tokens: 
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Table 4.16 – Greeting a female professor: Outliers  
Brazil (tokens) U.S. (tokens) 
Converso assuntos da faculdade  
(‘I chat about university matters’) 

(9) Talk about something 
related to university 

(6) 

Converso um pouco/brevemente 
 (‘I chat a little/briefly’) 

(4) Chat if I have time 
 

(2) 

Saudades! 
 (‘I miss you!’) 

(4) Nice shoes, Ms. B / You 
look great! 

(2) 

Retribuo o gesto da mesma maneira 
 (‘I give back her gesture the same 
way’’’) 

1% 
(2) 

I miss you/your class 
 

(2) 

Caso tenhamos tempo, converso  
(‘I chat if we both have time’) 

1% 
(2) 

Long time no see 
 

(2) 

Suas aulas me fazem falta! 
 (‘I miss your classes!’) 

0.5% 
(1) 

Keep walking unless they 
start a conversation 

0.5% 
(1) 

Você podia nos dar aulas de novo! 
(‘You could be our teacher again!’) 

0.5% 
(1) 

We should catch up soon 
 

0.5% 
(1) 

  I would start a pretty casual 
conversation, like I would 
with a close friend, but 
maybe try and seem a little 
bit more intelligent. I 
would probably alter my 
posture. 

0.5% 
(1) 

  I hope all is well 0.5% 
(1) 

  Not sure 0.5% 
(1) 

Total 11% 
(20) 

Total 9% 
(17) 

In both groups, the majority of outliers in this scenario allude to the university 

context (“talk about something related to the university”, “I miss your classes”). As shown 

in the discussion of Status Questions and Vocatives, in the professor scenario, the place of 

the interaction plays a very important role. Other outliers refer to the brevity of the 

interaction (Converso um pouco ‘I chat a bit’), to the feeling of affection (in Portuguese, 

saudades) and to the need to stand out and impress the professor, by altering the posture 

and trying to sound “more intelligent”.  
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4.3.7. Indicators 

As seen before, when greeting the close female friend at the university, many 

participants in both groups conveyed the intimacy of the relationship by displaying a 

“positive stance” (Pillet-Shore, 2012) towards the recipient. In the unfamiliar classmate 

scenario, the indicators conveyed a “neutral stance” (Pillet-Shore, 2012), demonstrating 

lack of emotion, distance and reservation. In the female professor situation, a relationship 

that is distant but has some possible elements of affection, I found a bit of both. Table 4.17 

below shows examples as well as the number of tokens of the written expressions of 

indicators in the female professor situation.  

Table 4.17 – Greeting a female professor: Indicators 

Indicators Brazil (tokens) U.S. (tokens) 
Vowel elongation Professoraaa / Ooooi  (5) N/A 0 
Reductions Fessora ‘prof’ (5) N/A 0 

Nouns referring to 
academic life 

Semestre / turmas/ aulas / 
faculdade ‘semester/ 
students/ classes/college’  (14) 

Semester / 
classes/ 
research  (26) 

Adjectives/adverbs
/nouns 
demonstrating 
affection 
/enthusiasm 

De forma entusiasmada / 
demonstro afeto e alegria/ 
sorriso simpático ‘in an 
enthusiastic way/ I 
demonstrate affection and 
cheerfulness/ warm smile’ (6) N/A (0) 

Adjectives/adverbs 
demonstrating 
distance 

dou um “oi” de longe/ 
cumprimento-a à distância 
‘“hi” from afar/ greet her 
distantly’ (11) 

Pretty casual 
conversation / 
small hug / 
look of respect (3) 

 

As Table 4.17 illustrates, the indicators that demonstrate affection and enthusiasm 

are found only in the Portuguese data: vowel elongations (5), reductions (5), words 

expressing enthusiasm and fondness (6). Words expressing distance are found in both 

languages (11 tokens in Portuguese and 3 in English). Finally, words related to the 

academic setting are also found in both groups, with a higher number of tokens in English 
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(26 vs. 14 in Portuguese). Like greeting the close friend and the unfamiliar classmate, more 

Brazilians than Americans reported Indicators (p=0.00011 ***), once again reinforcing 

that the Brazilians in my data seem to be more conscious about their display of emotions 

than Americans, and that this display varies according to the levels of intimacy. Moreover, 

the fact that indicators that express affection were not found in the American data, the 

greater prevalence of smiles and hugs in the Portuguese data, and the less hierarchical 

connotation of the Brazilian form of address of “professor” compared with that of 

American English, support my hypothesis that the Brazilians’ responses convey more 

affection to the professor than those of the Americans. No gender differences regarding the 

report of Indicators were found in this scenario. 

4.3.8. Combinations 

The greeting forms described here appeared in the responses by themselves or in 

different combinations. In both groups, the most preferred combination was Salutation + 

Status Question (33% of Brazilians and 56% of Americans) followed by Salutation Only, 

with or without a Vocative (24% of Brazilians and 23% of Americans). Examples below 

illustrate these patterns in both languages:  

(4-42) Bom dia, professora! Como você está? (female) 

 ‘Good morning, professor! How are you?’  

 (4-43) Oii, professora! (male) 

‘Hii, professor!’ 

(4-44) Hi, how are you? (male) 

(4-45) Hello! (female) 

These results show that, when greeting a close professor, the American and 

Brazilian university students had similar expectations regarding the combinations of 
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greeting subtypes. The fact that participants preferred a Salutation + Status Question show 

that in this situation, what is most appropriate for both groups is to produce a 

straightforward greeting followed by a Status Question, demonstrating not only interest in 

the addressee but also eliciting some kind of response that will ease into the interaction. In 

the Brazilian data, Body Language, mainly in the form of smiles, is also of importance, 

since it appears in the combination Salutation+ Body Language+ Status Question (15%), 

by itself (13%), and Salutation+ Body Language (10%). 

4.4. SUMMARY OF RESULTS FOR GREETING AT THE UNIVERSITY 

In this chapter I presented the results regarding ways that the Brazilian and 

American participants reported performing greetings at the university in the three situations 

with different levels of intimacy: the close female friend, the unfamiliar classmate, and the 

close professor. One important finding is that all greeting forms (Salutations, Status 

Questions, Vocatives, and Body Language) appear in the data of both groups in almost all 

of the situations, showing that all of these forms fit the same cultural frames for greetings 

for both the Americans and the Brazilians. However, the Brazilians and the Americans 

sometimes have different preferences in the reporting of these forms, showing that there 

are similarities but also differences regarding the cultural norms of greetings as produced 

by the university students in both countries. One similarity is that both groups, in all three 

levels of intimacy, predominantly reported Salutations when performing these greetings, 

supporting the literature claiming that these short, simple formulas are highly effective 

because they demonstrate recognition, draw attention, and elicit reciprocity  (Firth, 1972; 

Goffman, 1971; Kecskes, 2014; Laver, 1981; Moraes, 2001). One striking difference is 

that the Brazilians mentioned more Body Language than the Americans in all three 

situations of interaction, also corroborating the literature that affirms that Body Language 
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plays a greater role in Brazil than in the U.S. The findings from my study contribute to this 

literature by showing that in the Brazilian greetings, Body Language may not only 

emphasize but also substitute speech, a tendency not found in the American data. Another 

interesting finding in the situation of greeting the close friend was that the Americans have 

a higher tendency to report using forms of greetings that elicit verbal reciprocation 

(Salutations and Status Questions) than do the Brazilians. On the other hand, the Brazilians 

demonstrated a higher tendency to mention forms of greetings that elicited physical 

reciprocation (hugs and kisses). These preferences reflect different cultural preferences, 

i.e., different ways of displaying intimacy with the friend. 

Another very relevant finding is that, in both groups, there is variation according to 

the levels of intimacy in regard to the frequency of the forms of greetings as well as the 

linguistic/behavioral realizations of each form. For example, in the close friend scenario, 

the Americans employed more Salutations and Status Questions than the Brazilians; in the 

classmate scenario, both groups reported these forms with equal frequency. In the professor 

scenario, the Americans employed more Status Questions, and the Brazilians more 

Vocatives. I also found variation of the greetings forms across the three levels of intimacy 

in both sets of data, as Figures 4.4 and 4.5 illustrate: 
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Figure 4.4. Greeting forms by Brazilian students 

  

 

Figure 4.5. Greeting forms by American students 
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in English) and the unfamiliar classmate (4% and 1% respectively). The preference for the 

Vocative when addressing the professor may be explained as a strategy to overcome the 

distance that can come with an asymmetrical relationship: university students are 

interacting with someone who is older and in a position of authority because this person is 

their professor. The fact that, in the Portuguese data amiga and professora, two forms of 

address that highlight the type of social relation between the participants, were the 

preferred choice to address the friend and the professor respectively, support Da Matta’s 

(1981, 1984) assertion that Brazilians often affirm their personal identities through overt 

references to their types of social relations. Vocatives were scarcely mentioned to address 

the unfamiliar female classmate, as this is a situation of unfamiliarity.  

In the Portuguese data, Body Language in general plays a larger role in the close-

friend situation (61%, almost as prominent as a Salutation) than in the other levels of 

intimacy (42% classmate and 39% professor), indicating that Body Language is more 

expected in situations of intimacy. In addition, the reported Body Language types also 

varied across levels of intimacy: the Brazilian students preferred hugs and kisses with the 

close friend, smiles and hand waves with the classmate, and smiles and hugs with the 

professor. These findings are important because they show that Body Language that 

involve touching is expected in situations of intimacy only, contradicting the literature that 

asserts that hugs and kisses are common general ways of greeting in Brazil (Goslin, 1995; 

Kelm and Victor, 2017; Shirts, 2010).  

Variation at the linguistic realization level was also found in different scenarios. 

For example, regarding Salutations, American students reported a preference for “Hey” to 

greet the friend, “Hi” to greet the classmate and “Hello” for the professor. These findings 

regarding variation across levels of intimacy are very important, as they corroborate the 

idea that, when greeting, speakers are not only opening the channels for the social 
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interaction, but also reinforcing their type of relationship and displaying their identities 

(Duranti, 1997; Kendon and Ferber, 1990; Pillet-Shore, 2012). This current study clarifies 

and expands Searle’s (1969) affirmation that greetings have no propositional content. My 

results show that they carry high indexical value for indicating social relationships.  

Results regarding gender variation were also very significant. In the U.S. group, no 

significant gender variation was found, except for the female preference of using vocatives 

to address the close female friend. These findings contradict the literature about greetings, 

which emphasizes the important role of gender in determining preferences for greeting 

forms in American English (e.g., Clark and French, 1981; Félix-Brasdefer, 2012; 

Schneider; 2012a) and suggest that a change, in which men and women have more equal 

roles in social behavior, is in progress. In the Brazilian Portuguese data, women reported 

using significantly more Body Language than men in all levels of intimacy. However, in 

the close friend scenario, this preference was influenced by the hug, a gesture traditionally 

associated with the men-to-men greeting. This finding, like in the American data, also 

suggests a change in progress regarding gender roles in the Brazilian group. I discuss these 

greeting findings in more detail in chapter 6, when I address my research questions. 
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Chapter 5: Leave-Taking at the University   

 In this chapter, I describe the cultural frames regarding leave-takings in the 

university setting based on the responses by the Brazilian and American participants to the 

question:  

(Q7) You are at the university. You talked to those described below individually. When 

it’s time for you to leave, what do you say/do to say goodbye to each of the following 

people: 

a. your close female friend 

b. a female classmate whom you don’t know very well 

c. a female professor from last semester with whom you developed a close 

relationship. 

 In the following sections, I present my findings and interpretations for each of the 

three scenarios according to the levels of intimacy: friend, classmate, and professor.  

 As seen in chapter 1, the literature on greetings and leave-takings considers closing 

a conversation to be more difficult than initiating one. Participants might have different 

intentions about when to end the interaction (Goffman, 1971) and have to find a point in 

the conversation in which to introduce the transitions towards the closing, which may be 

accepted by the hearer or not (Schegloff and Sacks, 1973). In addition, as talk participants 

might see the imminent separation as a risk to the relationship and feel more vulnerable 

(Laver, 1981), leave-takings entail the double task of ending the interaction while at the 

same time fostering the relationship (Goffman, 1971; Placencia, 1997a). Laver (1981) 

posits that, this way, participants aim to achieve a cooperative parting, reassuring that there 

are no feelings of rejection involved in the separation (e.g., blaming the end of the 

encounter on a compulsory reason external to the speaker), and also reinforcing the 

relationship between the participants through behavior that emphasizes the joy of the 
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interaction, the esteem and solidarity between the participants, caring for the hearer, and/or 

the assurance of the continuation of the relationship through announcements of future 

encounters (p. 303). For these reasons, leave-takings are seen as a “fragile phase” (Laver, 

1981), and “a much more delicate operation” (Goffman, 1971, p. 91) than greetings, 

entailing more elaborate routines. In this perspective, it was not surprising to find longer 

responses and a greater number of forms of leave-taking than greetings. These forms, as 

described in chapter 3, include Farewells, Body Language, Vocatives, ‘Later’ (expressions 

that refer to future encounters, e.g. “see you later”), Positive Comments (well-wishes and 

a display of appreciation and positive feelings), Pre-closures and Other. These forms of 

leave-takings appeared in isolation or in different combinations in the responses.  

 In the following sections, I discuss in more detail the responses for each scenario 

(friend, classmate, and professor) and leave-taking form, including their specific 

linguistic/nonverbal realizations, and the role of gender variation in both languages. I also 

discuss the “Indicators” and the most common combinations for each scenario. 

5.1. LEAVE-TAKING FROM A CLOSE FEMALE FRIEND AT THE UNIVERSITY  

Figure 5.1 illustrates the frequencies of responses for each of the leave-taking forms 

for the close female friend at the university by the Brazilian and the American participants. 
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Figure 5.1. Comparison of leave-taking forms by Brazilian and U.S. students: Friend 

 

As Figure 5.1 shows, Brazilians and Americans reported using the same leave-

taking forms, but with different frequencies, indicating that the two groups have different 

preferences for the ways they say goodbye to a close friend at the university. Most of the 

Americans (75%) preferred to refer to a future contact (“Later”), and at a higher frequency 

than did the Brazilians (43%), p=2.77e-09 ***. In contrast, more Brazilians (67%) reported 

using Body Language at a higher frequency than the Americans (20%), p=< 2e-16 ***. 

Differences were also found regarding all other forms, with the exception of Farewells. 

The Brazilians reported more Vocatives (p=0.000684 ***) and Pre-closures (p=0.00208 

**) than did the Americans, who in turn mentioned more Positive Comments (p=0.0497 

*). In the next sections, I discuss in more detail the results regarding these forms of leave-

takings.   
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66%

43% 40% 37%

24%

5% 3%

20%

75%

24%
29%

10% 12%

1%

BODY
LANGUAGE

LATER PRECLOSURE FAREWELL VOCATIVE POSITIVE OTHER

LEAVE-TAKING _FRIEND

BR U.S.



 190 

expressions were present in the Brazilian data as well (43%), but not as frequently as in the 

American data (p= 2.77e-09 ***).  

Table 5.1 below details the expressions mentioned in Portuguese and in English to 

refer to future encounters: 
 

Table 5.1 – Leave-taking from a close female friend: Later types   

Brazil % 
(tokens) U.S. % 

(tokens) 
Até [1]+  
mais [21], amanhã [13], depois 
[2], logo [2], o próximo dia [1] 
(‘See you / soon / tomorrow / 
later / the next day’) 

22% 
(40) 

 

 
Fala (speak) 
a gente se fala [14], depois nos 
falamos [3], depois a gente 
conversa [3] amanhã a gente 
continua a conversa / 
conversamos no celular depois/ 
me chama no 
Facebook/Whatsapp/ te ligo mais 
tarde/ me liga depois 
(‘Talk to you/later/tomorrow/ by 
cellphone/ by Facebook/ I will 
call you later/ call me later’) 

15% 
(26) 

Talk to you + 
later (7), soon (1) 

4% 
(8) 

Ver (see) 
(amanhã/depois) a gente se vê 
[6], espero te ver em breve, 
vamos marcar alguma coisa, 
vamos almoçar juntas amanhã? 
(‘see you tomorrow/ hope to see 
you soon / let’s plan to see each 
other/ let’s have lunch together 
tomorrow?’) 

5% 
(9) 

See you/ya (24) + 
later (78), around (7), soon (5) 
When should we hang out 
next? Let me know when 
you're free!" 

64% 
(116) 

[text] 
depois te mando mensagem/ 
qualquer coisa me mande 
mensagem 
(‘I’ll text you/text me later’) 

1% 
(2) 

Text + 
me (7), (I’ll) text you (later) 
(5), I'll snap you 7% 

(13) 

Total  43% 
(77) Total  75% 

(137) 
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A glance at Table 5.1 shows that there is more linguistic variation in the Portuguese 

leave-takings than in the English expressions. Kecskes (2014) argues that formulaic 

language reflects the social behavior of members of a speech community, as it is tied to 

particular social events and situations and is a direct reflection of what is considered 

appropriate language use in this speech community. He points out that if there are highly 

conventional formulas for one particular situation, it is because this situation is of relevance 

for that speech community. In addition, he claims, the use of formulaic language gives 

“people confidence and behavior certainty in conversation, because they can usually be 

interpreted only in one particular way, which excludes misunderstanding” (p. 75). By the 

same token, when discussing linguistic routines and appropriate behavior, Laver (1981) 

claimed that situations that caused maximum risk to face led to a high degree of linguistic 

routines, since the linguistic options in these cases are more constrained (p. 290). In this 

light, given the high percentage of “Later” expressions in the American group in this 

scenario (this was also the highest percentage of a leave-taking form in all the scenarios 

presented in this chapter), it is clear that, for this group, taking leave of a close female 

friend can be seen as a “risky” situation, because it involves separation and possible 

feelings of rejection and uncertainty. For the Americans in my data, the reassurance of a 

near-future encounter is the most expected strategy to convey to the close female friend 

that the bond between them will still stand after the termination of the interaction. The 

results in the English data support Valeiras Viso (2002), who compared telephone closings 

in Spain and in England and found that expressions about future contact were found more 

in English (40.5%) than in Spanish (7%). In addition, the high frequency of Later 

expressions is also in tandem with Kecskes (2014), who considers Americans to be “future-

oriented” (p. 76). When discussing how highly-conventionalized linguistic formulas are 

tied to particular situations and therefore reflect cultural models and behavior expectations, 
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the author points out that, for “future-oriented Americans”, formulas such as “See you 

soon” and “I’ll talk to you later” are “quite natural”, but for other cultures, such as Arab 

cultures, expressions that convey certainty about the future sound unnatural.  

Although the adverb “later” was seen in 96 tokens and “soon” in 6, no concrete 

plan for meeting the close friend was actually mentioned. Valeiras Viso (2002) and Moraes 

(2001) also observed this lack of concrete plans in their data. For Valeiras Viso, this could 

be interpreted as a lack of genuine interest of the speaker for a future contact, leaving it 

ambiguous to the hearer if the intention of seeing someone again is sincere. The fact that 

this study reflects what participants would do in a hypothetical situation rather than natural 

data may also explain the lack of concrete plans. 

In the Portuguese data, the majority of Later expressions included the preposition 

até ‘until’, which is more neutral since it indicates an idea of future time but does specify 

if the encounter will involve seeing, talking or texting. The most commonly-reported 

formula was Até mais *‘until later’ (21 tokens), followed by a gente se fala *‘we’ll talk’. 

Expressions with the verb “speak” (fala, conversa, chama, liga) (15%) outnumbered 

expressions with “see” (5%) and “text” (1%). Maybe for the Brazilians in this study, 

speaking with their close friends has more weight than seeing them. By contrast, 

expressions with “see” (64%) predominated in the American data. The adverb amanhã 

‘tomorrow’ in expressions such as até amanhã * ‘until tomorrow’ or amanhã a gente se 

fala ‘talk to you tomorrow’ had 22 tokens (vs. 2 in the English data), making the future 

interaction with the friend less vague by mentioning a set date in the future. 

5.1.1.1. Later by gender 

 Variation by speaker’s gender regarding the report of Later expressions was not 

found in either the Portuguese or in the English group, indicating that males and females 
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in both groups have similar expectations regarding the mention of a future encounter upon 

leaving from a close female friend at the university. 

5.1.2. Body Language  

When departing from a close female friend at the university, the Brazilian group 

mostly reported using Body Language (66%). By contrast, only 20% of the Americans 

reported using it, indicating that, like the greeting scenario, there are different cultural 

norms and expectations in the two groups (p=< 2e-16 ***), as I describe next.  

Table 5.2 illustrates the types of Body Language mentioned by participants in both 

countries to take leave from the close female friend, as well as the percentages of responses 

and the number of tokens. Because many participants mentioned more than one type of 

Body Language in their responses, the total of tokens is higher than the number of 

participants. 
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Table 5.2 – Leave-taking from a close female friend: Body Language types  

Brazil % 
(tokens) U.S. 

% 
(tokens) 

Dou um abraço (‘I hug’) 
43% 
(77) Hug 16% 

(29) 

Dou beijo(s) (‘I kiss’) 
28% 
(49) 

Other gestures: wave (7), 
smile (2) 

4% 
(8) 

Digo “beijo” (‘I say “kiss”’) 13% 
(23) 

Other actions: leave (5), slap 
her ass 

4% 
(7) 

Other gestures: aceno [2], 
sorrio[2], aperto a mão [5] 
(‘wave’, ‘smile’, ‘handshake’) 

5% 
(9) 

Kiss 0.5% 
(1) 

Other actions: olho, me levanto, 
saio (de perto) [4], parto [2] 
(‘look’, ‘get up’, ‘leave’, ‘go 
away’)  

5% 
(8) 

 

 
Total  (166) Total   (45) 

Similar to the greeting of the friend, the type of Body Language most reported in 

the Brazilian data was abraço ‘hug’ (43%), again sometimes (10%) followed by Indicators 

that express intensity and/or emotions such as forte ‘strong’, apertado ‘tight’, carinhoso 

‘warm’, afetuoso ‘affectionate’, and grande ‘big’. These findings support my argument (as 

seen in 4.1.2) that a full-bodied hug is a mark of intimacy and friendship (highly expected 

to occur among Brazilian students when greeting or saying goodbye to a close female 

friend at the university), and that the predominance of this gesture over the cheek-to-cheek 

kiss traditionally associated to address women in situations of greetings and leave-takings 

indicates a change in process, possibly demonstrating gender equality.  

In a similar fashion with the greeting the friend results, Brazilians’ second most 

frequent choice of Body Language was beijo ‘kiss’ (28% or 25/49), also specified as the 

‘cheek-to-cheek kind’ (as per the indicators na bochecha or no rosto, ‘on the cheek’ or ‘on 

the face’), reinforcing that the close physical contact with the friend is devoid of any 

sensuality or eroticism. In addition, these types of Body Language were sometimes 

combined in the responses: Brazilians reported giving hugs only (44), kisses only (33), or 
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hugs and kisses (33), showing again that, if the hug is the new, more predominant form to 

greet and take leave of a close female friend in this population, it did not entirely substitute 

the more traditional cheek-to-cheek kiss. 

Thirteen percent of the Brazilian participants (23) reported saying the word beijo 

to their friend in the face-to-face interaction at the university. This verbalization of the 

gesture occurred in conjunction with a physical hug (8), a physical kiss (2) or by itself (14), 

as the examples below demonstrate: 

(5-1) Me despeço falando “vou indo, beijo” e abraço-a. (male) 

‘I say goodbye saying ‘I’m going, a kiss’ and I hug her.’ 

(5-2) ‘Vou lá, beijo, até amanhã’ (despeço abraçando e dando beijinho no rosto) 

‘I’m leaving, a kiss, see you tomorrow’ (and I say goodbye hugging and giving a 

little kiss on her face) 
 
(5-3) Tchau amoor, beijo, vou indo. (female)  

‘Bye loove, a kiss, I am going.’ 

The verbalization of the kiss is a common leave-taking practice over the telephone 

in Brazil. In the context of face-to-face interactions (especially in conjunction with an 

actual kiss and/or hug), it might sound redundant, but it serves as a means of accentuating 

the affection for the female friend. In addition, it reinforces that Body Language involving 

touching is a mark of friendship and intimacy. 

In the English data, as in the scenario of greeting the friend, the type of Body 

Language most often reported was also the hug (16%), although less frequently than in the 

Brazilian Portuguese data (p=3.68e-08 ***). In contrast with the Brazilians, who used 

Indicators to accentuate the strength of this gesture, three American participants attenuated 

the intensity of the hug, as in the examples below: 
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(5-4) A little kiss and/or hug (male) 

(5-5) I give her a one-arm hug (male) 

(5-6) Maybe give her a quick hug (female) 

 Only one person (a male) mentioned a kiss. Other gestures mentioned in the 

American data were “wave” (7) and “smile” (2) and actions such as “leave”. 

The preference for Brazilians to report Body Language (mainly hugs and/or kisses) 

and for Americans to mention Later expressions when taking leave of a close female friend 

at the university setting suggests that there are different cultural norms and expectations in 

the two groups in this situation. When seeking to reassure a close friend about the 

continuation and strength of the relationship after an interaction ends, Americans prefer to 

verbalize that a future encounter is certain. The Brazilians, on the other hand, prefer to 

express their affection through physical contact, instead of referencing a future meeting. 

The Americans in these data are focusing on the future, on what will happen post-

interaction (the continuation of the relationship), while the Brazilians are more focused on 

the present moment of the interaction, showcasing, through touching, that there are no 

feelings of rejection involved with the separation.  

In the Brazilian group, the importance of Body Language in general and touching 

in particular when addressing a close female friend is amplified when we consider that this 

form was also widely reported during greetings (61%). In other words, the Brazilian group 

indicates a strong tendency to hug and kiss their close female friend when greeting and 

again when saying goodbye. While for the Americans it seems natural to mention 

expressions that convey the certainty of the future (e.g. “See you later”), for Brazilians it 

may be more expected to touch their friends physically when greeting and taking leave.  

My results for the Brazilian data do not corroborate entirely those of Moraes (2001). 

Her study shows that in the situation of taking leave of a friend, the most preferred strategy 
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was Later (30/50 among Brazilians from all age groups). The discrepancy between my 

results and those of Moraes for this scenario can be explained by the time of her study (17 

years before mine) and the wider age range in her sample. Moreover, the wording of her 

question was “How do you greet your friend?” while my questionnaire specifically asks, 

“what do you say/do”.  

5.1.2.1. Body Language by gender 

In the American group, no gender differences were found regarding the report of 

Body Language. In the Brazilian group, similar to the greeting-the-friend scenario, more 

female participants (72%) reported using Body Language when taking leave from a close 

female friend at the university than their male cohorts (57%) (p=0.0321 *). Further 

logistical regression tests indicate that this difference is determined by the verbalization of 

the kiss, which was predominantly reported by females (19% vs. 4% by males, p= 0.00607 

**). These findings support those of Moraes (2001), who found that the verbalization of 

the kiss was a resource used by females only. Interestingly, contrasting with the situation 

of greeting in which predominantly women mentioned hugs, no gender differences were 

found regarding the report of hugs in this leave scenario. This finding is relevant because 

it suggests that in the context of leave-taking from a close female friend, both male and 

female participants reported a similar behavior (which is surprising given that the hug has 

been traditionally associated with men-to-men greeting), indicating that they would feel 

comfortable touching their friend with their full body. As Goffman (1971) notes, in certain 

circumstances, overt demonstrations of affection may be greater during farewells than in 

greetings, since in the former, participants assume that their availability to each other will 

decrease, which allows them to safely express their emotions and desires of increased 

involvement. 



 198 

5.1.3. Pre-closures  

Closing a conversation, as seen in chapter 1, may be a challenging endeavor for 

several reasons, one of which is to avoid sounding abrupt and hurting the hearer’s feelings. 

One strategy that speakers use to smooth the closing of the conversation is to offer cues 

that signal their intention to transition to ending the interaction. Following Laver (1981), 

Moraes (2001), Placencia (1997a), and Schegloff and Sacks (1973), I call these cues “Pre-

closures” and classify them into three categories: External Reasons, Announcements, and 

Closures, as described in chapter 3. 

Pre-closures strategies were mentioned by 40% of the Brazilian participants and by 

24% of the Americans (p=0.00208 **). Table 5.3 below illustrates the Pre-closures types 

and their percentages in the situation of leave-taking from a close female friend at the 

university.   
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Table 5.3 – Leave-taking from a close female friend: Pre-closures  

Brazil % 
(tokens) U.S. % 

(tokens) 
External reasons 
(já)tenho que ir (agora) (23), 
preciso ir (15), tenho que X (3), 
vou ter que ir (2), já estou 
atrasada (‘I need/have to go, I 
need to do X, I will need to leave, 
I am already late’) 

25% 
(44) 

External reasons:  
I’ve got to/gotta/have to go 
(29), I have to be on my way, I 
have to get out of here, I better 
get to class 18% 

(33) 
Announcements 
Vou/tô indo, vou nessa, vou partir, 
estou partindo, já deu minha hora, 
já está na hora de ir (‘I am 
leaving, I am going, I will leave, 
it’s time for me to go’) 

10% 
(18) 

Announcements: N/A 
 

0% 
Closures 
Bom (3), bem(2), então tá(2), aqui, 
pois, ah (‘good, well, OK, here, 
so, uh’) 

6% 
(10) 

Closures: OK (8), alright (7), 
well (4), hey (3), aww, uh 
 13% 

(24) 
Total   (72) Total   (57) 

 The most reported pre-closures type in both countries were External Reasons (25% 

in Portuguese and 18% in English), which seek to justify the leave-taking by referring to 

persons or forces external to the subject (Knapp et al., 1973). Thus, the idea conveyed is 

that speakers have to go, but do not necessarily want to do so. Placencia (1997a) adds that 

in this way, speakers “disassociate” themselves from the “infringement that the initiation 

of the closing causes by putting the blame on someone else” (p. 61). Laver (1981) believes 

that these statements aim for a cooperative parting, as they reassure the hearer that there 

are no feelings of rejection involved with the separation.  

The most frequently-mentioned formula in Brazilian Portuguese for external 

reasons was tenho que/preciso ir ‘I have to go’ (25%), and in English, “I’ve got 

to/gotta/have to go”, (18%). In both groups, very few participants specified the actual 

reason for having to go: three in Portuguese (já estou atrasada ‘I am already late’ and “I 

have to do X” (2)) and five in English (“I have to go to class” (2), to “take a nap” (1) and 
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“to do X” (2)). These results suggest that, in both cultures, what is most expected is to let 

the hearer know that the reason for leaving is external to the speaker’s will. The exact 

reason or excuse is not as relevant.   

The second most-reported pre-closures type in Portuguese included 

Announcements;7 i.e., the verbalization of the action of leaving. This strategy was not 

found in the English data nor in the literature reviewed in this dissertation, except for 

Moraes (2001). The most common expression of Announcements in Portuguese were vou 

indo ‘I am leaving’(8) and vou nessa ‘I am going’(5). I suggest that the same way that the 

verbalization of the kiss had the function of highlighting the importance of kissing upon 

departure, the verbal description of the action of leaving signals the importance of giving 

cues so that the hearer will not be caught by surprise, smoothing the transition to the 

departure in this way.  

Expressions of Closures8 (utterances that function to indicate an intention to close 

the conversation) were found in 13% of the American data and 6% of the Brazilian data. 

The most common expressions in the Brazilian data were bom, bem and então tá (‘good’, 

‘well’ and ‘so OK’) and in the English data “OK” and “alright”. Placencia (1997a) argues 

that many, if not all, of these utterances are also employed in other contexts to indicate 

agreement. Therefore, in the situation of leave-takings, they are an indirect and tactful way 

to achieve a cooperative parting (mutual agreement to end the interaction), avoid feelings 

of rejection or offense, and reassure the continuation of the relationship.  

Schegloff and Sacks (1973) observe that expressions such as “I have to go” are 

more effective than expressions like “OK” because the latter might invite sequels; i.e. the 

                                                
7 My classification of pre-closures differ from Shegloff and Sacks (1973). The authors label “overt 
announcements” expressions such as “I’ve got to go” as “overt announcements”, and “I am going to let you 
go” as “external reasons”.  
8 They are called “warrants” by Schegloff and Sacks (1973). 
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hearer might respond with “OK” and change the topic of the conversation instead of closing 

it. Maybe this explains why both Brazilians and Americans in my data preferred the 

External Reasons and also the fact that, in the responses, the Closures many times appear 

in conjunction with other types of Pre-closures. In the Portuguese data, 10/10 Closures 

were combined: Closures + Announcements (5) and Closures + External reasons (5), as the 

examples below illustrate: 

(5-7) Bom, tô indo. Beijo. (female) 

 ‘Well, I’m going. Kiss.’  

(5-8) Digo: “Bem, já tenho que ir.” (male) 

 ‘I say: “Well, I have to go already.”’  

In the English data, 14/24 Closures were combined with External Reasons as the 

examples below illustrate: 

(5-9) Well, I gotta go. (female)   

(5-10) OK, see you later. Gotta get going. (male) 

In sum, Pre-closures are indirect, tactful cues that signal the speakers’ intention to 

initiate ending the interaction. The fact that more Brazilians than Americans reported using 

these expressions when taking leave of their close friend suggests different expectations 

and cultural norms in this scenario. 

5.1.3.1. Pre-closures by gender 

 In both sets of data, no gender differences were found, indicating that the American 

and Brazilian men and women have similar expectations regarding the use of Pre-closures 

when leave-taking from a close female friend.  
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5.1.4. Farewells  

Like the Salutations in greetings, Farewells are simple and straightforward 

utterances (“bye”, “tchau”) that function to put a final and unambiguous end to an 

interaction (Goffman, 1971; Firth, 1972). 37% of Brazilian and 29% of Americans reported 

using a Farewell expression when taking leave of their close friend. Whereas in the three 

greeting scenarios (friend, classmate and professor), expressions of Salutations were the 

most frequent types in the American and Brazilian groups, expressions of Farewells do not 

seem as important in this scenario as Later expressions in the American group (75%) and 

Body Language (66%) in the Brazilian group. Since leave-takings are considered to be 

more face-threatening than greetings (Goffman, 1971; Laver, 1981), in this scenario it may 

be that it is more important to reassure the hearer about not feeling rejected and to 

emphasize continuation of the relationship rather than end the encounter with a simple and 

direct Farewell expression. Table 5.4 lists the Farewell expressions and their percentages 

in both countries:  

Table 5.4 – Leave-taking from a close female friend: Farewells 

Brazil % 
(tokens) U.S. % 

(tokens) 

tchau (‘bye’) 34% 
(60) bye 25% 

(46) 

falou (‘bye’, slang) 3% 
(5) goodbye 2% 

(4) 

boa noite (‘good night’) 1% 
(2) adios 0.5% 

(1) 

adeus (‘goodbye’) 0.5% 
(1) goodnight 0.5% 

(1) 
Total  (68) Total  (52) 

The preferred Farewell formula in the American group was “bye”, and in the 

Brazilian group, tchau. These results partially contradict Moraes (2001), who found that 

the most reported formula in all age groups was tchau except in the younger group (15-30 
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years old, the age group that corresponds to the set in my data), where only the females 

used tchau and all the males used the slang valeu ‘bye’ (p. 29). She also reported that some 

males from the age group of 31-45 used the slang term falou ‘bye’. In my data, the slang 

valeu was not found and falou was rarely seen by males (3/5) as well as females (2/5), 

showing that language, especially slang, changes over time.  

5.1.4.1. Farewells by gender 

No gender differences were found in either data sets. 

5.1.5. Vocatives  

 More Brazilians (24%) than Americans (10%) mentioned vocatives to say goodbye 

to their close female friend (p=0.000684 ***). Table 5.5 lists the types of vocatives, the 

frequencies of responses and the number of tokens found in the American and the Brazilian 

groups. As some participants listed more than one vocative, the number of Vocatives listed 

in the table is higher than the number of participants that reported this form. 
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Table 5.5 – Leave-taking from a close female friend: Vocatives  

Brazil 
% 
(tokens) U.S. 

% 
(tokens) 

amiga [8 ‘miga] 
(‘friend’)  

12% 
(21) girl 3% 

(6) 

nome (‘name’) 5% 
(8) name 2% 

(3) 

querida (‘dear’) 2% 
(4) fam 0.5% 

(1) 

amor/amore (‘love’) 2% 
(4) boo 0.5% 

(1) 

apelido (‘nickname’) 2% 
(2) bum 0.5% 

(1) 

meu bem (‘darling’) 0.5% 
(1) my dude 0.5% 

(1) 

linda (‘beautiful’) 0.5% 
(1) man 0.5% 

(1) 

mulher (‘woman’) 0.5% 
(1) best friend 0.5% 

(1) 
menina (‘girl’) 
 

0.5% 
(1) friend 0.5% 

(1) 
cabeça de ervilha 
(‘pea’s head’) 

0.5% 
(1) cutie 0.5% 

(1) 

fia (‘daughter’) 0.5% 
(1) bitch 0.5% 

(1) 

gatinha (‘pretty girl’) 0.5% 
(1)   

Total   (48) Total   (18) 

Like the greeting scenario, the most frequent vocative reported in Brazilian 

Portuguese was amiga ‘friend’, and in English, “girl”. In Portuguese, the number of tokens 

of amiga in leave-takings (21) was similar to the number of tokens for this vocative in the 

greeting scenario (26). In other words, Brazilians tend to mention vocatives that convey 

the tight knit nature of their friendship in both greeting and leave-taking from a close 

female friend. Harrison (1983) notes that an overwhelming concern for daily social 

relations is a basic trait in Brazilian culture. For Da Matta (1981, 1984), Brazilians often 

affirm their personal identities through overt references to their types of social relations. 

The fact that more Brazilians than Americans reported vocatives in this scenario, and that 



 205 

the most frequent type is amiga, supports these affirmations. Other vocatives in the 

Portuguese data were different terms of endearment (6%) and nouns that refer to physical 

beauty (1%). 

In the English data, Vocatives in general and “girl” in particular were reported more 

frequently in greetings than in farewells. These results suggest that in the English data, it 

is more appropriate to use Vocatives in greeting the close female friend than in saying 

goodbye to her. 

5.1.5.1. Vocatives by gender 

 Gender variation was not found in both data sets. These results are interesting when 

compared with the situation of greeting the close friend. In the Portuguese data, men and 

women alike reported vocatives to greet the female friend, but mainly women mentioned 

the term amiga ‘female friend’. These findings suggest that, during leave-takings, it is 

expected for these men and women alike to refer to their close female friend as amiga, 

therefore making explicit and reinforcing the nature of their relationship. However, the 

Brazilian women in my data tend to do this both in the context of greeting and saying 

goodbye. These results are analogous to the scenario of hugging a close female friend (men 

and women equally reported hugging the friend when leave-taking, but mainly women 

reported hugging when greeting). Again, women reported performing these overt 

demonstrations of affection (hugs, amiga) in the beginning and at the end of the interaction.  

Men also reported these displays of affection, but tended to do so more during the leave-

takings, supporting Goffman’s (1971) observation that, for some people, the display of 

emotions is greater and safer during farewells (a period of decreased availability) than 

greetings.  
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 In the English data, the findings are somewhat similar: men and women alike 

reported using Vocatives to say goodbye to their close female friend, but mainly women 

mentioned Vocatives to greet them.    

5.1.6. Positive Comments  

The formulas under this category include well wishes for the hearer (“Have a good 

day!”), appreciation for the interaction that is about to end (“It was nice talking to you!”) 

and the verbalization of emotions that show affection for the addressee (“I love you!”). 

These types of expressions reinforce the positive quality of the relationship (Knapp et al., 

1973), signaling cordiality and solidarity (Laver, 1981) and strengthening the social 

relationship between the participants (Firth, 1972). 

When taking leave from a close female friend at the university, more of the 

Americans (12%) than the Brazilians (5%) reported using Positive Comments (p=0.0497 

*). Table 5.6 below describes the types and frequencies of Positive Comments used in 

Brazil and the United States in my data: 

Table 5.6 – Leave-taking from a close female friend: Positive Comments  

Brazil  % 
(tokens) U.S. % 

(tokens) 
Well-wishes: 
Fica/vai com Deus (3), se cuida 
(2), vai com cuidado para casa 
(‘Go/stay with God, take care, 
go home carefully’) 

3% 
(6) 

Well Wishes: 
Have a+ 
nice day (2), good day (2), 
good/nice one, great night, 
have fun 

4% 
(8) 

Appreciation: 
Bom te ver/falar com você 
(‘Good to see/talk with you’) 

1% 
(2) 

Appreciation: Nice talking 
to you (2); Good/great seeing 
you (3) 

2% 
(4) 

Emotions: 
Te amo / vou sentir saudade (‘I 
love you / I will miss you’) 

1% 
(2) 

Emotions: 
(I) love you (8), I’ll miss you  

5% 
(9) 

Total   (10)   (21) 
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In the American data, the most common types of Positive Comments were 

“emotions” and “well wishes.” In this group, Positive Comments were the least preferred 

leave-taking form when saying goodbye to the close female friend. These results do not 

support Michno’s (2017) study about greetings and leave-takings among Mexican-

Americans with their friends and family, which found that Positive Comments were the 

most common type of expressions used. It also does not corroborate Goddard (2006) and 

Pinto (2008) that showing positive feelings and good intentions in well wishes is a 

characteristic of the American English speaking style. 

In the Brazilian data, Positive Comments were also the least-preferred form of 

leave-taking (5%), which is unsurprising as this form is rarely mentioned in the literature 

about leave-takings in Portuguese. Moraes (2001), for example, did not find any 

expressions of this type among adults younger than 45 years old. 

5.1.6.1. Positive Comments by gender 

 Gender variation was not found in either data set, suggesting that the Brazilian and 

American men and women have similar expectations for using Positive Comments  when 

taking leave from a close female friend. 

5.1.7. Other 

As Table 5.7 below illustrates, outliers were very infrequent in both groups (3% in 

Portuguese; 1% in English) showing that the leave-taking patterns from the close female 

friend are similar across countries. Outliers in both groups include jokes and funny 

remarks, observations that the way of taking leave is contingent on the time elapsed since 

the last encounter or until the next meeting, invitations to come over or to tag along and a 

plea to the friend not to “disappear”. 
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Table 5.7 – Leave-taking from a close female friend: Other  
Brazil (tokens) U.S. (tokens) 

Some não (‘Don’t disappear’) (1) 
I make a parting joke 
 (1) 

Chamo para ir para casa (‘I invite 
her to come over’) (1) 

Depends on when I will see 
them next 
 (1) 

Pergunto para onde está indo e 
dependendo, vou junto (‘I ask 
where she is going to and 
depending I go with her’) (1) 

 

 
Bebe hoje não, tem aula amanhã 
(‘Don’t drink today, there are 
classes tomorrow’) (1) 

 
 

Depende do tempo em que não nos 
vemos (‘It depends on how much 
time we do not see each other’) (1) 

 
 

Total   (5) Total   (2) 

5.1.8. Indicators 

Table 5.8 below describes the Indicators found in leaving the close female friend: 

Table 5.8 – Leave-taking from a close female friend: Indicators 

Indicators Examples Brazil (tokens) 
Examples 
U.S. (tokens) 

vowel elongation Beijooo/amoor (2) N/A (0) 
Repetition Bjo, bjo / tchau, tchau (2) N/A (0) 

Intensifiers 

Abraço... 
Forte(3), apertado(2), 
carinhoso, grande (7) N/A (0) 

Attenuators N/A (0) 

Quick hug / 
one-arm hug / 
a little kiss (3) 

Total  (11)  (3) 
 

As Table 5.8 shows, in the Portuguese data there were some intensifiers (7) 

regarding hugs, some vowel elongations (2) and repetitions (2). The number of tokens for 

the intensifiers and vowel elongations was much smaller than in greeting the friend. 

Perhaps this result can be explained in that the question about greeting the friend came first 
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in the survey. The English data lacks intensifiers and vowel elongations but has a few 

attenuators (3) regarding hugs and kisses, not found in the Portuguese data. 

  As mentioned, what I am calling “Indicators” here are some stylistic features of 

(written) speech that contribute to the meaning of some leave-taking forms. In this vein, 

the intensifiers in Portuguese and the attenuators in English regarding Body Language 

serve to highlight the differences between the two groups regarding the appropriateness of 

using Body Language when taking leave of the close female friend at the university.  

5.1.9. Combinations 

The leave-taking forms discussed here in isolation appeared in both sets of data in 

many different types of combinations. Although it is impossible to reproduce all of them, 

it is possible to find some patterns.  

The “Later” category, the most widely-reported form in the American data, 

appeared often in isolation (42%) or in different combinations. In the Portuguese data 

“Later” appeared in isolation only in 6% of the cases, suggesting that in Portuguese this 

form of leave-taking usually is combined with other forms, such as Pre-closures (47%) and 

Body Language (60%).  

Body Language, the preferred form of leave-taking from the close female friend in 

the Brazilian group, appears 25% of the time in isolation (the same percentage as in the 

situation of greeting the friend) and also in several different kinds of combinations, 

indicating that, in this context, Body Language can emphasize or substitute speech. This is 

not the case in the American data, in which Body Language in isolation did not appear.  

In both groups, while Vocatives were always preceded by a Salutation (Hey, girl!) 

in the greeting, this was not the case in leave-takings. In Portuguese we find the following 
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combinations: Farewells + Vocatives (21) and Vocatives + Pre-closures (sometimes 

followed by Body Language and/or Later) (21), as the two examples below demonstrate: 
 
(5-11) Tchau, amiga. Te amo. (male) 
         ‘Bye, (female) friend. I love you.’ 

 
(5-12) Menina, tenho que ir. Depois a gente se fala. Beijos. (female) 
         ‘Girl, I have to go. Talk to you later. Kisses.’ 

In the English data, different from Portuguese, Vocatives never initiate the leave-

takings. The combinations found in the American group regarding Vocatives are: Farewells 

+ Vocatives (9), Later + Vocatives (5), Pre-closures + Vocatives (+ Later) (6), as the three 

examples below illustrate: 
 
(5-13) Bye girl! (female) 
 
(5-14) See ya later girl! (female) 
 
(5-15) I gotta go, fam. See ya! (female) 

Pre-closures, as the name suggest, always initiated the leave-takings whenever they 

were used in the American data: 
 
(5-16) I say I gotta go hug n [sic] leave (male) 
 
(5-17) I say “Alright, I talk to you later” wave and smile (female) 

As previously mentioned, in the Portuguese data, Pre-closures (the External 

Reasons type “tenho que ir”) may be preceded by Vocatives. However, the Closures type 

always initiated the leave-takings, as in the example below: 
 
(5-18) Aqui, querida, preciso ir! Bom demais falar com cê! (Abraço e beijo) 

 (male) 
‘Alright, love, I gotta go! It was great talking to you! (I hug and kiss)’ 
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5.2. LEAVE-TAKING FROM AN UNFAMILIAR FEMALE CLASSMATE AT THE UNIVERSITY 

Figure 5.2 shows the percentages of leave-taking forms reported by the Brazilian 

and American participants to address an unfamiliar female classmate: 
 

Figure 5.2. Comparison of leave-taking forms by Brazilian and U.S. students: Classmate 

 

As seen in Figure 5.2, overall there are mainly differences in cultural norms and 

expectations between the two groups in this scenario. Also, within each group, as I discuss 

in the following sections, the preferences of leave-taking forms do not correspond to the 

situation of leaving a close female friend, pointing to variation across levels of intimacy. 

When departing from an unfamiliar female classmate, the Brazilians preferred 

Farewells (55%) with a higher tendency than the Americans (34%) (p=4.51e-05 ***). In 

contrast, most of the Americans preferred a Later expression (46%) and, although the 

percentage of responses for this subtype was higher in the English data than in the Brazilian 

(38%), no statistical differences were found, suggesting similar expectations by both 

groups regarding mention of a future encounter.  
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Brazilian participants mentioned Pre-closures (38%) at the same percentage as 

Later (38%), suggesting the equal importance of these forms for the Brazilian group. As 

with the close friend, more Brazilians than Americans (14%) reported using Pre-closures 

when taking leave of the unfamiliar classmate (p=5.67e-07 ***), suggesting that the use of 

these types of expressions is more expected in Portuguese than in English. Also, as in all 

of the situations analyzed so far (including greetings), more Brazilians (29%) than 

Americans (8%) reported using Body Language (p=1.39e-06 ***), another indicator of a 

difference in expectations between the two groups. By contrast, more Americans (32%) 

than Brazilians (2%) in my data reported using Positive Comments (p=5.67e-07***), a 

difference also found in the situation of a close friend.  

Not many Brazilians mentioned Vocatives (11%), which is not surprising since the 

addressee in this context was unfamiliar, but it contrasts with the 0% frequency in the 

American data (p=9.73e-06). In addition, the fact that more Brazilians than Americans also 

mentioned Vocatives in other situations (greeting the professor and taking leave from the 

close friend) suggests that this form is more typical of Brazilian culture. 

In the next sections, I discuss these findings in more detail.   

5.2.1. Farewells  

As mentioned, expressions of Farewells (the unmarked, basic forms of expressing 

goodbyes) are the most frequent formulas in the Brazilian group and the second most-

preferred in the American group in this scenario. While in the close friend scenario 

participants preferred expressions that reassured the hearer about the continuation of the 

relationship, here the preference is for simple expressions that put an end to the interaction. 

These results suggest that, as expected, separating oneself from someone that students 

barely know does not pose as much risk as with someone with whom they are very close. 
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Table 5.9 shows the Farewell expressions reported in both countries to address the 

classmate:  
 

Table 5.9 – Leave-taking from an unfamiliar female classmate: Farewells 

Brazil % 
(tokens) U.S. % 

(tokens) 

tchau (‘bye’) 48% 
(85) bye 31% 

(55) 

falou (‘bye’, slang) 6% 
(9) goodbye 3% 

(6) 
boa noite (‘good 
evening/night’) 

1% 
(2)   

tchauzinho  (‘bye’, diminutive) 1% 
(2)   

valeu (‘bye’, slang) 0.5% 
(1)   

adeus (‘goodbye’) 0.5% 
(1)   

Total   (100) Total   (61) 

Like the close friend scenario, the preferred formula of Farewells in the Brazilian 

group was tchau and “bye” in the American group, suggesting that these are the default 

forms in both languages. The results in Portuguese corroborate Moraes (2001), who found 

that in a situation of leaving-taking from an unfamiliar person (in her case, a neighbor), 

tchau was the preferred formula among the participants. The second most-frequent 

expression in the Portuguese data was also the slang falou. Other expressions found in the 

Brazilian data included the more formal and distant boa noite ‘good night’, the diminutive 

form tchauzinho, the slang ‘valeu’ and the outdated “adeus”. In the English data, the 

preferred form was “bye”, although six participants preferred the more formal “goodbye”. 
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5.2.1.1 Farewells by gender 

In both sets of data, more women than men reported using Farewells to the 

unfamiliar female classmate, suggesting that these women of both countries have a higher 

tendency to use these expressions in situations of unfamiliarity. 

5.2.2. Vocatives  

Table 5.10 lists the types and frequencies of vocatives mentioned by Brazilian 

participants: 
 

Table 5.10 – Leave-taking from an unfamiliar female classmate: Vocatives  

Brazil 
% 
(tokens) U.S. 

% 
(tokens) 

First Name  6% 
(10) N/A (0) 

Ô (‘hey’) 2% 
(4)   

Cara (‘dude’) 2% 
(3)   

Querida (‘dear’) 1% 
(2)   

Total   (19) Total   (0) 

Vocatives were reported by 11% of the Brazilian participants and none of the 

Americans. The percentage of responses in the Brazilian data was slightly higher than in 

the greeting scenario with the same level of intimacy (4%). This result can be explained in 

that, as we have seen several times, a leave-taking may be considered more “risky” than a 

greeting, so speakers make more efforts and use more strategies to display solidarity; in 

this case, by personalizing the farewell through a Vocative. Moreover, the preferred form 

of vocative reported is the classmate’s first name. One can assume that, if speakers do not 

know the name of the classmate at the beginning of the interaction, they might have a better 

chance to learn it by the end of the conversation. 
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Another form of vocative mentioned was ô ‘hey’ (4). This form is commonly used 

in Brazil to address a person whose name is unknown and was also found in Koike’s (1992) 

study about the use of directives in Brazil. Also mentioned were the slang cara ‘dude’ and 

the endearment term querida ‘dear’. 

5.2.2.1. Vocatives by gender 

No gender differences were found. 

5.2.3. Later  

Table 5.11 details the expressions mentioned in Portuguese and in English to refer 

to future encounters with the unfamiliar classmate: 
 

Table 5.11 – Leave-taking from an unfamiliar classmate: Later expressions  

Brazil % 
(tokens) U.S. % 

(tokens) 

Ver (see) 
Nos vemos por aí (2), te vejo 
depois, depois a gente se 
esbarra 2% 

(4) 

 See you/ya (14) + 
In/next class (23), later (33), 
around (7), soon , next 
week, tomorrow (2), 
hopefully I will see you 
again 
 

 
45% 
(82) 

Fala (speak) 
Depois a gente se fala (2), outra 
hora nos falamos (2), depois a 
gente conversa (2)  

3% 
(6) 

Talk to you soon 1% 
(2) 

Até +  
mais (24), amanhã (19), logo 
(6), o próximo dia (1), até (4), 
breve, a próxima, semana que 
vem, outro dia, inté 

33% 
(59) 

 

 
(text) 
N/A    

Total 38% 
(68) Total 46% 

(84) 



 216 

Expressions that refer to a future encounter (Later) were the most frequent leave-

taking type in the American group (46%) and the second most-frequent type in the 

Brazilian group (38%). Although a higher percentage of Americans than Brazilians 

reported these forms of leave-takings, no statistical differences were found, suggesting that 

the Brazilian and American students have similar expectations regarding the use of Later 

expressions in this context.  

In the American data, the percentage of participants who mentioned Later 

expressions in the classmate scenario is 30% lower than in the close-friend scenario, 

indicating that this strategy is even more expected when addressing someone with whom 

the speaker has more intimacy. This difference is not noted in the Brazilian data. In the 

English data, the report of a different formula, which includes the noun “class”, is 

noticeable: “See you in/next class” (23). The recurrent reporting of “class” in the American 

data shows that, if it is appropriate to assure a peer with whom one is unfamiliar that a 

future encounter will occur, it may also be important to affirm that this encounter will 

happen in the context of the academic domain and will not cross any personal or intimate 

boundaries. In other words, “class” here in this context expresses distance, attenuating the 

Later expressions. Similar to the situation of greeting the professor, in which the noun 

“semester” was recurrent, “class” in this situation marks the importance of the place of the 

encounter (the campus), circumscribing the future encounter to the campus.  

In the Portuguese data, the Later expressions were more formulaic and less 

personalized than in the close friend situation. Also, with the unfamiliar classmate, there 

was a preference for more neutral and vague expressions (the ones that start with “até”) 

than for expressions that convey the desire to “see” or “speak” to the addressee. These 

choices mark the distance to the classmate.  
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5.2.3.1. Later by gender 

 No gender differences were found in either dataset. 

5.2.4. Pre-closures  

Similar to the close-friend scenario, expressions of Pre-closures to take leave from 

the classmate were higher in the Brazilian data than in the American (p=5.67e-07 ***), 

suggesting that these indirect, tactful cues that communicate the intent to end the 

interaction are more prominent in the Brazilian culture. Table 5.12 below illustrates the 

Pre-closings types and expressions in the situation of leave-taking of an unfamiliar 

classmate at the university: 

Table 5.12 – Leave-taking from an unfamiliar classmate: Pre-closures  

Brazil % 
(tokens) U.S. % 

(tokens) 

External reasons 
Tenho que ir (agora) (25), 
preciso ir (16), já está na minha 
hora (3), preciso sair ('I have to 
go, I need to go, it is my time, I 
need to leave’) 25% 

(44) 

External reasons:  
I’ve got to/gotta/have to go 
(22), + excuses: I have to be 
on my way, I have to leave, 
I’ve got to be somewhere in 
a few minutes, I have a lot 
of hwk  

12% 
(22) 

Announcement 
Vou/tô indo(nessa) (8), vou 
lá(2), vou nessa(2), já vou  (‘I 
am leaving, *I go there, *I go in 
this one, I am already going’) 

7% 
(13) 

Closings: OK (2), alright 
(3), well (2), hey (2),  5% 

(9) 
Closings 
Bom (3), bem(2), então tá(5) 
então(5), eita, viu, pois é, é 
(‘good, well, so…’) 

11% 
(19) 

 

 
Total   (76) Total   (31) 

In the Portuguese data, the total number of Pre-closures (76) was almost identical 

to the close-friend situation (72). In addition, the expressions employed at both levels of 

intimacy were almost the same, which reinforces the idea that these types of expressions 

may be standard and unmarked in Brazilian Portuguese. 
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The most-reported pre-closing subtype in both countries was again “External 

reasons,” (Tenho que ir and “I gotta go”) a strategy that, as we have seen, blames the 

departure on a reason external to the speaker’s will, reassuring the hearer that there should 

be no feelings of rejection involved on the listener’s part.  

Expressions of “Closings”, cues that indirectly express the intention to start ending 

the conversation (então tá ‘so OK’), were found in both groups. “Announcements”, the 

verbalization of the action of leaving (tô indo ‘I am leaving’), were again not found in the 

English data. 

5.2.4.1. Pre-closures by gender 

No gender differences were found in both sets of data. 

5.2.5. Body Language  

Body Language is the fourth most-frequent leave-taking form in the Brazilian data 

(29%) and fifth in the American data (8%). As in all of the other scenarios (including 

greetings), more Brazilians than Americans reported using a form of Body Language when 

taking leave of an unfamiliar female classmate. 

The types of Body Language, the percentages of responses, and the number of 

tokens mentioned by participants in both countries are shown in Table 5.13 below: 
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Table 5.13 – Leave-taking from an unfamiliar classmate: Body Language types  

Brazil % 
(tokens) U.S. % 

(tokens) 

Aceno (‘wave’) 
10% 
(18) Wave 6% 

(11) 

Dou beijo (‘I kiss’) 
5% 
(9) Leave 3% 

(5) 

Sorrio (‘I smile’) 5% 
(9) Walk away 1% 

(2) 
Aperto/toque de mãos 
(‘handshake/hand touch’) 

5% 
(9) Get up 0.5% 

(1) 

Other actions  5% 
(8) Smile 0.5% 

(1) 

Abraço (‘hug’) 4% 
(7)   

Digo beijo/abraço (‘I say 
kiss/hug’) 

2% 
(4)   

Other gestures  2% 
(3)   

Total  (52) Total   (15) 

The most-mentioned Body Language type in both groups was the “wave”, a 

traditional gesture for expressing goodbye in both cultures that involves no touching and 

therefore is more-expected in a situation of unfamiliarity with a classmate. This gesture 

can also be used to express a greeting; it was the second most-preferred choice in both 

groups in the scenario of greeting a classmate. The most-preferred Body Language form 

for greeting a classmate was “smile” for both groups. 

In the Brazilian data, “kisses”, “smiles”, and “handshakes” were the second most-

reported Body Language types, with 9 tokens each. Again, when kisses were mentioned, it 

was specified that they were no rosto ‘on the face’. The hug, which was the predominant 

Body Language type in the close friend scenario (77 tokens), was rarely reported in relation 

to the classmate (7). 

5.2.5.1. Body Language by gender 

No gender differences were found in either set of data. 
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5.2.6. Positive Comments  

Table 5.14 below describes the types and frequencies of Positive Comments 

reported in the Brazilian and American data: 
 

Table 5.14 – Leave-taking from an unfamiliar classmate: Positive Comments 

Brazil % 
(tokens) U.S. % 

(tokens) 

Well-wishes: 
Fica com Deus  
(‘Stay with God’) 1% 

(2) 

Well Wishes: 
Have a+ 
good (rest of your) day (17), nice 
day (7), great day (2) good/nice 
one (7), great weekend 

19% 
(34) 

Appreciation: 
Gostei da conversa 
(‘I enjoyed our 
conversation’) 0.5% 

(1) 

Appreciation: 
It was... 
nice talking to you (12), 
good/nice seeing you (9),  
nice meeting you (4), 
good chatting 

14% 
(26) 

Total   (3) Total   (60) 

Like the close friend scenario, when saying goodbye to an unfamiliar classmate, 

more of the Americans (32%) than the Brazilians (2%) in my data reported using Positive 

Comments (p=5.67e-07 ***). In the American data, the number of tokens in the unfamiliar 

classmate situation (60) is much higher than regarding the close friend (21), suggesting that 

Positive Comments may be more expected in a situation of greater social distance. In the 

Brazilian data, Positive Comments did not play a major role in either level of intimacy.  

An approximately equal percentage of American participants reported Positive 

Comments that refer to past interaction (“Appreciation”, 14%) and state post-interaction 

desires (“Well wishes”, 19%), respectively reinforcing the positive quality of the 

relationship and projecting the strength of the social relationship to the future (Firth, 1972; 

Knapp et al., 1973). Sometimes Appreciation and Well wishes were combined in the same 

response: 
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(5-19) It was good seeing you. Have a nice day. (male) 

The most-mentioned formula for well wishes was “Have a good/nice/great day” 

(29) and the most-mentioned Appreciation formula was “It was nice talking to you” (12). 

5.2.6.1. Positive Comments by gender 

 In the American group, more women than men reported using Positive Comments 

when taking leave of an unfamiliar female classmate. These results underscore that women 

made more use of Farewells to end the interaction (“bye”), and they also avoided being 

interpreted as rude or abrupt by compensating with Positive Comments that express well-

wishes and appreciation for the interaction.  

5.2.7. Other  

The percentages of outliers in both groups were rather small (4% in Portuguese and 

6% in English), showing that the leave-taking patterns in the unfamiliar classmate context 

were quite common. Table 5.15 below describes the types and frequencies of outliers in 

both groups: 
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Table 5.15 – Leave-taking from an unfamiliar classmate: Other  

Brazil % 
(tokens) U.S. % 

(tokens) 
Nada (‘Nothing’) (3) Nothing (5) 

Cumprimento  (‘I greet her’) 0.5% 
(1) Sorry (4) 

Se ela não estiver conversando 
diretamente comigo, não me 
despeço. (‘If she is not talking 
directly to me, I don’t say 
goodbye’) 

0.5% 
(1) 

We should form a study 
group 

(1) 
Tenho que ir, tá bom? (‘I have to 
go, OK?’) 

0.5% 
(1)   

Pergunto para onde ela está indo e 
dependendo vou junto (‘I ask 
where she is going to and 
depending [on that], I go with her’) 

0.5% 
(1) 

 

 

Total  4% 
(7) Total  6% 

(10) 

As Table 5.15 shows, five Americans and three Brazilians reported that they would 

not do anything when saying goodbye to an unfamiliar classmate, possibly indicating that 

they would only perform some kind of leave-taking if they have a more personal interaction 

with the addressee. The comment by the Brazilian participant affirming that he would only 

say/do something to say goodbye if the classmate had been chatting directly with him 

supports this hypothesis. Four Americans reported apologizing for having to leave (“Sorry, 

I have to go”), a trend not found in the Brazilian group. 

5.2.8. Indicators  

 No Indicators were found in this situation. As seen, several Indicators were used 

in my data, sometimes emphasizing and sometimes attenuating the force of the utterance. 

The fact that no Indicators were found in this scenario points to a certain indifference 

towards the unfamiliar addressee. 
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5.2.9. Combinations  

 In the American data, 44 participants reported Later expressions on their own, such 

as in “See you later” and “See you in class”. Later expressions were also combined with 

Farewells (“Bye, I’ll see you next class!”) and with Positive Comments (“It was nice 

talking to you. I’ll see you later!”). Thirty-eight participants mentioned a Farewell in 

isolation (“Bye!”), showing that, in this situation of more social distance, they did not think 

it was necessary to add other expressions that attenuate the separation. On the other hand, 

28 participants reported Positive Comments in isolation (“Have a good day!”, “It was nice 

seeing you!”). These examples show that either Later expressions or Positive Comments 

can be used as a substitute for a Farewell. 

 In the Portuguese data, 44 participants reported Farewells in isolation, showing that, 

as in the American group, in this situation of more distance, the basic, unmarked form of 

taking leave is expected. The combination of Farewell + Later appears 15 times (e.g., 

Tchau, até!) and the combination of Pre-closures + Farewell, 25 times (Tenho que ir. 

Tchau.).  Pre-closures do not appear in isolation; they are either combined with Farewells 

or Later (Preciso ir, te vejo depois). “Later” in isolation appears only 11 times, less 

frequently than in the American data. In the Portuguese data (33), larger combinations of 

leave-taking forms were also very common, as in the example below: 
 (5-20) Pois é, tá na minha hora, tenho que ir agora, mas depois a gente  
 conversa. Tchau (beijo no rosto se a pessoa se inclinar). (female)  
  
 ‘OK, it’s about time, I have to go now, but we’ll talk later. Bye (I kiss her on 
 the cheek if she leans toward me)’ 

5.3. LEAVE-TAKING FROM A CLOSE FEMALE PROFESSOR AT THE UNIVERSITY 

The percentages of participants’ responses regarding forms of leave-takings to 

address the close female professor are shown in Figure 5.3. 
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Figure 5.3. Comparison of leave-taking forms by Brazilian and U.S. students: Professor 

 

As Figure 5.3 illustrates, the Americans have a clear preference for Positive 

Comments (65%) in this situation. In the Brazilian group, the percentages of responses for 

the leave-taking forms are not as divergent. Although Brazilians preferred Farewells 

(53%), they were almost always followed by a Vocative (49%). Later, Pre-closures, and 

Body Language also played a role in the Brazilian group. The results in this scenario are 

unique for two reasons. First, it was the only scenario (including greetings) in which 

statistical differences were found in all six forms, indicating that, when taking leave from 

a close university professor, Brazilian and Americans have very different cultural norms 

and expectations. More Americans (65%) than Brazilians (15%) reported Positive 

Comments (p=< 2e-16 ***). On the other hand, more Brazilians than Americans reported 

Farewells (p=4.24e-05 ***), Vocatives (p=2.81e-13 ***), Later expressions (p=0.00559 

**), Pre-closures (p=1e-05 ***), and Body Language (p=8.44e-09 ***). I discuss these 

findings in more detail below. The other unique finding in the situation of leaving the close 

female professor was that it was the only one in the six scenarios in which gender 
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differences were not found at all in any subset of the data. These findings suggest that, if 

the cultural norms and expectations are different between the two countries, they are the 

same in each country for men and women alike for this scenario.    

5.3.1. Farewells  

Similar to the classmate scenario, in the context of leave-taking from the close 

female professor, Farewells is the most frequent form in the Brazilian group and the second 

most-frequent in the American group. More Brazilians than Americans mentioned 

Farewells (p=4.24e-05 ***). These results suggest that, when leave-taking of a professor, 

to whom a student might feel respect, distance, and maybe even gratitude and affection, 

what is more appropriate for the Brazilians is to use a simple, direct and effective 

expression of Farewell that can be uttered in isolation (20) or in several kinds of 

combinations. By contrast, in the American group, it is more appropriate to verbalize 

positive feelings towards the addressee. Table 5.16 below shows the Farewells expressions 

in both countries:  

Table 5.16 – Leave-taking from a close professor: Farewells 

Brazil % 
(tokens) U.S. % 

(tokens) 

tchau 50% 
(89) bye 20% 

(36) 

bom dia/boa tarde/boa noite 4% 
(7) goodbye 10% 

(19) 

  adios 1% 
(2) 

Total  53% 
(94) Total  31% 

(57) 

As in the close friend and unfamiliar classmate scenarios, the preferred formula of 

Farewell for the professor was tchau in the Brazilian group and “bye” in the American 

group, suggesting that these are unmarked forms in both languages and therefore expected 

to be used at all levels of intimacy. These results corroborate Moraes (2001), who found in 
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her survey that tchau is the most frequent formula to express leave-taking. The more formal 

formulas bom dia/boa tarde/noite ‘good morning/afternoon/evening’ were mentioned by 

4% of the Brazilians in this scenario and “goodbye” by 10% of the American participants.  

5.3.2. Vocatives  

When taking leave of a closer female professor on campus, Vocatives were the 

second most-mentioned form in the Portuguese data (49%) and the fifth most-mentioned 

in the English data (10%). Similar to the situation of greeting the professor, there is a higher 

tendency to use vocatives in Portuguese than in English in this context (p=2.81e-13 ***). 

Table 5.17 below lists the types of Vocatives as well as the frequencies of responses and 

number of tokens in Brazil and the United States in my data: 
 

Table 5.17 – Leave-taking from a close professor: Vocatives 

Brazil % 
(tokens) U.S. %  

(tokens) 

Professora (3 fessora) 47% 
(83) Professor 

6% 
(11) 

First Name 2% 
(3) 

Professor + Last 
Name 

1% 
(3) 

Querida ‘love’ 0.5% 
(1) Dr.+ Last Name 

1% 
(2) 

  Dr. 
1% 
(2) 

  First Name 
0.5% 
(1) 

Total  (86) Total   (19) 

Both the Brazilian (83) and American (13) participants preferred the Vocative 

“Professor” (Professora). In Brazilian Portuguese, it is more common to use the title on its 

own, while in American English it can also be followed by the Last Name.  

 As I suggested in the scenario involving greeting the professor, the address system 

in Brazilian Portuguese and American English is not equal, since in Portuguese a professor 
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is someone who teaches at any level, while in American English, the title refers to someone 

who teaches in higher education and/or someone who holds the highest academic title. The 

term of address “Professor” in English, I suggest, conveys more hierarchy than in 

Portuguese. 

The fact that in the Brazilian group, Vocatives were reported in high frequency in 

both the scenarios of greeting and taking leave of the female professor suggests that when 

interacting with her, the verbalization of this type of relationship is very important for the 

Brazilians but less so for the Americans. We also saw that in the scenarios of greeting and 

leaving a close friend, the preferred Vocative in the Brazilian group was amiga (‘friend’). 

These findings, as mentioned, support Da Matta’s (1981, 1984) assertion that Brazilians 

often affirm their personal identities through overt references to their types of social 

relations. In addition, calling the addressee by her job title can be a strategy to overcome 

the distance that may come with an asymmetrical relationship (i.e., the university students 

are talking to someone who is older and in a position of authority because this person is 

their professor).  

5.3.3. Positive Comments 

The majority of the American participants (65%) mentioned Positive Comments to 

take leave of the close female professor. By contrast, Positive Comments was the least-

used leave-taking form in the Portuguese data (15%), showing that this form is more 

expected in the American group than in the Brazilian, not only in this scenario (p=< 2e-16 

***) but across all the other intimacy levels as well. This indicates that use of Positive 

Comments is more characteristic of the American group than the Brazilian. However, it is 

important to note that Positive Comments do not play the same role at all levels of intimacy 

in the American data: the percentage of Positive Comments when leave-taking from the 
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professor (65%) is higher than with the classmate (32%) and the friend (12%), suggesting 

that the use of Positive Comments increases with the level of distance between the 

interactants. Wierzbicka (1999) argues that American English values, even more than other 

varieties of English, foster the display of good and positive feelings. For Goddard (2006), 

the widespread use of the word “great” in American discourse reflects, like a yardstick, 

this display of positive feelings. Following Goddard’s lead, I counted the reports of the 

positive words “great”, “good”, and “nice” that appeared in the leave-taking responses for 

each level of intimacy. The results are shown in Table 5.18: 
 

Table 5.18 – Positive words in leave-taking responses in American English 
Positive 
words 

Friend 
(tokens) 

Classmate 
(tokens) 

Professor 
(tokens) 

good (5) (26) (44) 
nice (6) (28) (23) 
great (2) (5) (60) 
Total (13) (59) (127) 

As Table 5.18 clearly demonstrates, the number of tokens of positive words is much 

higher in the classmate scenario when compared to that of the close friend, and again, much 

higher in the professor than in the classmate situation. These results support my hypothesis 

that Positive Comments (and the display of positive feelings) increase in inverse proportion 

with the level of intimacy between the interactants, perhaps as an attempt to overcome this 

distance. In this vein, although I agree with the literature that claims that showing positive 

feelings and good intentions is a characteristic of the American English speaking style 

(Goddard, 2006; Wierzbicka, 1999), I believe that these authors overlooked the fact that 

positive words can also express, at least in the context of leave-takings, the distance 

between the interactants. This finding is very relevant, as it challenges the assumption (seen 

in chapter 1) that positive expressions such as “Have a nice day!” are used indiscriminately 
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in the United States (Harrison, 1983) and are emblematic of American amiability, 

informality and egalitarianism (Verissimo, 1991). 

Table 5.19 below describes the types and frequencies of Positive Comments 

reported in Brazil and the United States in my data: 
 

Table 5.19 – Leave-taking from a close professor: Positive Comments  

Brazil % 
(tokens) U.S. % 

(tokens) 
Well-wishes: 
Tenha um bom dia (7) 
(‘Have a good day’) 
Fica com Deus (3) 
(‘Stay with God’) 
Boa aula 
(‘Have a good class’) 
Te cuida 
(‘Take care’) 
Bom descanso! 
(‘Have a good rest’) 
Sorte com as turmas novas 
(‘Good luck with your new 
classes’) 

8% 
(14) 

Well Wishes: 
Have a+ 
good day (32), nice day 
(16), great day (13) 
good one (2), take care, 
wish them well 
 

36% 
(65) 

Appreciation: 
Bom te [re]ver/ver a sra 
(10) (‘It was nice seeing 
you [again]’) 
Adorei conversar com a sra 
(3) (‘I loved talking to 
you’) 

8% 
(13) 
 

Appreciation: 
It was... 
nice talking to you (19), 
good/nice seeing you 
(35),  
good to catch up (7) 35% 

(63) 
Total   (27) Total   (118) 

As in the classmate scenario, the percentages of Positive Comments geared to post-

interaction (well-wishes such as “Have a good day”) were almost identical to those of 

comments regarding the period that precedes the termination of the encounter (“It was nice 

talking to you”).  

In the friend and classmate leave-taking scenarios, Later expressions were reported 

in higher percentages of responses (75% and 46%, respectively) than in the professor 
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scenario. As discussed, the Later formulas convey certainty about the future encounters. 

This willingness to project about the future might not occur commonly in certain cultures, 

but as Kecskes (2014) posits, for “future-oriented Americans” it sounds very natural (p. 

76). Perhaps using expressions of Later sound too imposing when addressing the professor, 

due to the nature of the asymmetrical relationship. Positive comments are less intrusive 

and could be seen as a more tactful strategy to fill the distance gap than Later expressions. 

However, the “well-wishes” and the Later formulas have the commonality of focusing on 

the future. More specifically, these results indicate the idea of projecting future events 

(“See you tomorrow”, “Have a good day”) to guarantee that what is ending is the current 

interaction and that there will be another one to anticipate. 

5.3.4. Later  

“Later” was the third most-reported leave-taking type both in the Brazilian (37%) 

and the American (23%) data. More of the Brazilians than the Americans mentioned Later 

expressions when leave-taking from the professor (p=0.00559 **). In the American group, 

in contrast with the report of Positive Comments, the percentages of reports of Later 

expressions decreased with the levels of distance: friend (75%), classmate (46%), and 

professor (23%). These results suggest that, in the American group, expressions that refer 

to future contact are more expected in situations of less social distance, which supports 

Goffman’s (1971) observation that in situations in which the probability of future contact 

is low, phrases like “see you” might not be appropriate. An interesting finding is that in the 

Brazilian group, the percentages of responses for Later expressions according to levels of 

intimacy—friend (43%), classmate (38%), and professor (37%)—are not as discrepant as 

in the American group.  
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Table 5.20 below details the Later expressions mentioned in Portuguese and in 

English, the number of tokens and the percentages of responses: 
 

Table 5.20 – Leave-taking from a close female professor: Later expressions  

Brazil % 
(tokens) U.S. % 

(tokens) 
Até +  
mais (46), logo (6), a 
próxima (aula), amanhã , 
outro dia, breve, outra aula 
depois a gente continua  
(‘See you / soon / next class/ 
tomorrow / later / the next 
day / we’ll continue later’) 

34% 
(61) 

See you/ya... 
later (11), around 
(11), (again) soon 
(2), in class, 
Thursday, 
promise/hope to 
keep in touch 
 

16% 
(30) 

Fala (speak) 
a gente se fala de novo, 
viu?/  
depois nos falamos 

vamos ver um dia para 
podermos conversar mais 
(‘I’ll talk to you again /later 
Let’s find a day to talk 
more’) 

3% 
(3) 

Talk to you soon 
/later 
Hope to talk some 
more soon 

3% 
(5) 

Ver (see) 
A gente se vê depois 
(‘see you later’) 

0.5% 
(1) 

Other 4% 
(7) 

Total  37% 
(65) Total  23% 

(42) 

As in the friend and classmate scenarios, “Até mais” ‘Until then’ was the most 

frequent formula in Portuguese, and “See you later” and “See you around” the most 

frequent in English. 

5.3.5. Pre-closures  

Similar to the friend and classmate situations, more Brazilians (35%) than 

Americans (14%) reported Pre-closure expressions (p=1e-05 ***). In the Brazilian data, as 

in the report of Later expressions, the percentages of Pre-closure responses were quite 

similar across intimacy levels: 40% friend, 39% classmate and 35% professor.  
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Table 5.21 below illustrates the Pre-closing expressions in the situation of taking 

leave of a close professor at the university: 
 

Table 5.21 – Leave-taking from a close female professor: Pre-closures  

Brazil % 
(tokens) U.S. % 

(tokens) 
External reasons 
Tenho que ir (26), preciso ir 
(18), já está na minha hora (2),  
+ excuses (6) 
(‘I need/have to go, I need to do 
X, it’s my time, + excuses’) 

26% 
(46) 

External reasons:  
I’ve got to/gotta/have to 
go (24),I have/need to 
leave (2) + excuses(7)  14% 

(26) 
Announcement 
vou lá(2), vou nessa (1), já vou, 
vou indo, estou indo (2)  
(‘I am leaving, I am going, I 
will leave’) 

4% 
(7) 

Closings:  
well (2) OK (1),  1% 

(3) 
Closings 
Bom (3), poxa(2) então(4), é(2) 
(‘OK, alright’) 

6% 
(11) 

 
 

Total   
(64) Total   (29) 

Like the other scenarios, most of the Pre-closures formulas are the “external reason” 

type; i.e., they attribute the end of the encounter to an external reason that is independent 

of the speaker’s will. These findings suggest that in the Brazilian data it is more expected 

than in the American data to show to the addressee that the departure does not necessarily 

depend on the speakers’ will, but on their urgency to end the conversation in order to do 

something else, out of duty or responsibility. This way the addresee is assured that there 

are no feelings of rejection involved with the imminent separation.  

The most reported Pre-closure expressions in both countries were, once again,  

Tenho que/preciso ir (46) in the Portuguese data and “I gotta/have to go” (26) in English. 

Similar to the close-friend scenario, in both groups very few participants specified the 

actual reason for having to go: six in Portuguese (e.g. Vou perder o ônibus! ‘I am going to 



 233 

miss my bus’) and seven in English (e.g. “I have to go to class”), indicating that, in both 

cultures, the actual reason for having to leave is not really expected. 

As in the other scenarios, expressions of “Closings”, or cues that indirectly express 

the intention to close the conversation, were found in both groups. “Announcements”, the 

verbalization of the action of leaving (vou lá ‘I am leaving’), were again not found in the 

English data.  

5.3.6. Body Language  

 When taking leave from a closer female professor, 32% of the Brazilians and 5% 

of the Americans reported using Body Language. As in all the scenarios discussed so far, 

it is more expected to use Body Language in the Brazilian group than in the American 

when saying goodbye to the professor (p=8.44e-09 ***). 

 The types of Body Language, the percentages of responses, and the number of 

tokens mentioned by participants in both countries are shown in Table 5.22 below: 

Table 5.22 – Leave-taking from a close female professor: Body Language types  

Brazil % 
(tokens) U.S. 

% 
(tokens) 

Hug 
9% 
(15) Wave 2% 

(3) 

Wave 
8%  
(14) Leave 2% 

(3) 

Kiss 6% 
(11) Smile 1% 

(2) 

Smile 4% 
(8) Hug  0.5% 

(1) 

Handshake/hand touch 4% 
(7) Shake hands 0.5% 

(1) 

Other 5% 
(9)   

Total  32% 
(56) Total  5% 

(10) 
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In the Brazilian group, “hug” was the most-mentioned type (15), followed by 

“wave” (14) and “kiss” (11). According to Table 5.20, in the Brazilian data, Body 

Language that involves touching (hugs, kisses, hand touches; [33]) was mentioned almost 

equally to non-touching gestures (smile, wave, looking at the watch; [31]). As discussed in 

other scenarios, touching (especially hugs) is expected in the context of intimacy. Like the 

situation of greeting the professor, the similar number of tokens for touching and non-

touching Body Language types reflects the multifaceted nature of the student-professor 

relationship; one that may engender feelings of respect and distance but also, in some cases, 

gratitude and affection. As in the situation of greeting the professor, six Brazilians 

mentioned that hugging and/or kissing the professor (on the cheek) is contingent upon the 

specific situation and only if the professor is, in fact, very close and shows an openness 

(abertura) to being hugged and kissed. 

5.3.7. Other  

Table 5.23 lists the Outliers in the responses for taking leave of the professor: 
 

Table 5.23 – Leave-taking from a close female professor: Outliers  

Brazil  (tokens) U.S.  (tokens) 
Desculpe (‘sorry’) (3) Thanks (12) 
Agradeço pela conversa (‘I thank 
you for the conversation’) (1) I’m sorry (3) 
Me despeço (‘I take-leave’) (2) Not sure (1) 

Faço um ar de ocupado (‘I look as 
if I am busy’) 

(1) 

Something that 
indicates that her 
time is valuable....   
"I'll get out of your 
hair" (1) 

Total  (7) Total  (17) 

In the American group, 12 students reported thanking the professor for talking with 

them (6), for their time (2) or for no specific reason (4). Thanking the addressee either for 
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talking or for their time was not reported in the friend or classmate scenarios, suggesting 

that this expression of gratitude is more appropriate in a non-peer relationship. In the 

Brazilian data, only one student reported thanking the professor.  

Other outliers included reports of apologies for having to leave (“I’m sorry…” [3 

in each group]), the acknowledgment that the professor’s time is valuable (American 

group) and a student’s effort to impress the professor (“I pose as if I’m busy”) in the 

Brazilian group. These attitudes convey respect and distance. 

5.3.8. Indicators  

I did not find much mention of Indicators in this scenario, as compared to the 

previous ones.  In the Portuguese data, there were two attenuators, one intensifier and two 

repetitions, as shown in Table 5.24. One possible explanation for fewer mentions of 

Indicators in this scenario could be the order of the questions in the survey; i.e. this scenario 

was answered after the others, and it could be that the answers became less detailed as the 

survey progressed. Another explanation could be that Indicators are more common in 

greeting the professor rather than in leave-taking. 
 

Table 5.24 – Leave-taking from a close female professor: Indicators  

Indicators Examples Brazil 
 
(tokens) 

Examples 
U.S.  (tokens) 

vowel 
elongation N/A (0) N/A (0) 
repetition Tchau, tchau (2) N/A (0) 

intensifiers 
Abraço apertado (‘Tight 
hug’) (1) N/A (0) 

attenuators 

Digo tchau timidamente/ dou 
um tchau meio de longe  (‘I 
say bye shyly/I say bye from 
afar’) (2) N/A (0) 
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5.3.9. Combinations  

In the Portuguese group, a widely-reported combination was Farewell + Vocative 

(5-21). Other common combinations were: Later + Vocative; and Pre-closure + Vocative. 

The three examples below are: 

(5-21) Tchau, professora. (female) 

           ‘Bye, professor.’ 

(5-22) Té [sic] mais, professora. (masculino) 

 ‘See you later, professor.’ 

 (5-23) Tô indo, professora. (male) 

 ‘I am leaving, professor.’ 

Larger combinations, in which several leave-taking forms were used, also appeared 

in the Portuguese data. These longer utterances displayed affection and interest for the 

professor: 
 
(5-24) Digo “bom, tenho que ir lá, professora. Beijo, até mais”, e aceno com  

 as mãos. (female) 
  
 ‘I say “well, I gotta go, professor. A kiss and I see you later” and I wave.’ 
 
(5-25) “Infelizmente eu preciso ir, professora. Vamos ver um dia para poder  

 conversar mais.” (male) 
  
 ‘Unfortunately I have to go, professor. Let’s find a day so we can talk  

 some more.’ 
  
  (5-26) “É… Vou lá então. Bom te ver! Beijo!” Dou dois beijos.  
  
  ‘“Well… I am going then. Good to see you. A kiss!” I give her two  
 kisses.’ (female) 

In the English data, Positive Comments were the most-reported leave-taking form, 

appearing several times (40) in isolation, which shows that this form can substitute the 

more traditional Farewell:  
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(5-27) Have a good day! (male) 

(5-28) Good to see you! (female) 

Other common combinations in the English data included also Positive Comments 

+ Farewells (20) and Later in isolation (16): 

(5-29) Bye, have a great day! (female) 

(5-30) See you later (male) 

Longer combinations with several of the leave-taking forms were also reported, and 

they usually conveyed positive feelings, respect, and deference for the professor: 
  
(5-31) It was so great chatting, I’m glad we did this! I actually have to run, but  

 I hope we can keep in touch. (female) 
 
(5-32) I have to go XYZ, but it was really nice to talk to you! I’ll follow up  

 with ABC and let you know how everything goes. (female) 
 
(5-33) I have to go. I’ll see you around. Thanks for talking with me! It was  

 nice talking with you again! (female) 

5.4. SUMMARY OF RESULTS FOR LEAVE-TAKINGS AT THE UNIVERSITY 

 In this chapter I have presented the results from the Brazilian and American 

participants’ responses regarding leave-takings at the university according to three levels 

of intimacy: the close female friend, the unfamiliar classmate, and the close professor. Both 

the American and Brazilian participant groups wrote longer responses for the leave-taking 

than the greeting situations. I also found a greater number of different forms for leave-

taking than for greetings, which corroborates the assertion that closing a conversation is a 

much more difficult process than initiating one, as participants have to finish the 

conversation and, at the same time, foster the relationship with the addressee (Firth, 1972; 

Goffman, 1971; Laver, 1981; Schegloff and Sacks, 1973; Placencia, 1997a). The fact that, 
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in both sets of data and at all levels of intimacy, the number of Farewells reported was 

much smaller than the Salutations also supports this idea. 

 As in the greeting situations, all leave-taking forms (Farewells, Vocatives, Body 

Language, Later, Positive Comments, Pre-closures) appear in both groups in almost all of 

the situations, showing that the Americans and the Brazilians have similar frames regarding 

verbal and nonverbal behavior in leave-takings at the university setting. At the same time, 

the two groups often have different preferences regarding the use of these forms, showing 

that there are similarities but also differences regarding the cultural expectations regarding 

leave-takings of these university students in both countries. 

 One important finding was that there are notable differences regarding the cultural 

norms and expectations in both cultures: at all levels of intimacy, the Brazilians had a 

higher tendency to report Body Language, Vocatives and Pre-closures than the Americans. 

And the American tendency to mention Positive Comments (at all levels of intimacy) is 

more significant than the Brazilian. These findings suggest that, in the American group, it 

is more typical to express positive and good feelings and to make projections about the 

future, while the reinforcement of social relations through the use of Vocatives, use of the 

body to substitute or emphasize the speech, and the employment of tactful cues to soften 

the departure (Pre-closures) may be more characteristic of the Brazilian culture as seen in 

these university students’ responses. 

 When we dig deeper in the analysis, we can see (as Figures 5.4 and 5.5 show below) 

that these tendencies are not always homogeneous at all intimacy levels, being subject to 

variation according to their frequency of use and/or their linguistic/behavioral realizations, 

suggesting differences according to intimacy or distance.  
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Figure 5.4 Leave-taking forms by Brazilian students 
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Figure 5.5 Leave-taking forms by American students 
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takings have no propositional content. In this sense, for example, the Brazilians’ hug as 

shown in this data communicates that the person being hugged is a close friend.  

 In the American group, as Figure 5. 5 illustrates, the frequency of expressions that 

refer to the future (Later) decrease with the levels of social distance (friend [75%], 

classmate [46%], and professor [23%]) and by contrast, the frequency of Positive increases 

sharply with the level of distance between the interactants: friend (12%), classmate (32%), 

and professor (65%). These findings show that “Later” expressions are much more 

expected in peer relationships with someone who is very close, while Positive Comments 

are more expected in more distant and asymmetrical relationships. These findings also 

show how the linguistic choices communicate the nature of the relationship to the 

addressee. 

 Like the greeting scenarios, gender variation in both groups was infrequent, 

suggesting, again, that a change may be occurring regarding the performance of gendered 

behavior. I return to these findings in the next chapter, where I present the conclusions for 

this dissertation. 
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Chapter 6:  Conclusions and Implications   

 In this chapter, I draw the final conclusions and implications of this dissertation. I 

start by addressing each of the research questions presented in chapter 2, discussing my 

findings (as presented in chapters 4 and 5) in light of the literature about greetings, leave-

takings, and the fields of pragmatics and sociolinguistics (seen in chapters 1 and 2). I then 

present the contributions of my study to the fields of pragmatics and sociolinguistics. I also 

discuss possible pedagogical applications of my findings, the limitations of this study and 

suggestions for future research. I end the chapter with a final conclusion of the dissertation. 

6.1 RESTATING THE RESEARCH QUESTIONS 

 The research questions of this study relate to the cultural frames (social and cultural 

norms and expectations) regarding verbal and nonverbal behavior in specific situations of 

greetings and leave-takings as performed by these Brazilian and American university 

students between the ages of 18 and 30. These research questions also address how the 

social factors of culture, distance and gender appear to affect these norms and expectations.  

6.1.1 RQ 1 - What are the cultural frames that appear to determine greetings and 
leave-takings in the Brazilian data at different levels of intimacy? 

 Although greetings and leave-takings are different speech acts with different social 

functions, I note some commonalities found between these two speech acts in the Brazilian 

data. One important similarity was that Vocatives and Body Language played a relevant 

role in both greetings and leave-takings, and across all levels of intimacy, suggesting the 

importance of these two forms for the Brazilian communicative style. Another similarity 

between greetings and leave-takings in the Brazil group was that all forms of greetings 

were reported at the three levels of intimacy, as they were for leave-takings. However, in 

both speech acts, these specific forms often vary across the levels of intimacy, in their 
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frequency and/or verbal/nonverbal realization. This speech/body language variation 

according to social distance corroborates the idea that, besides the functions of opening 

and closing a social interaction, greetings and leave-takings also function to establish or 

reinforce the type of relationship between the participants and display their identities to 

each other (Duranti, 1997; Kendon and Ferber, 1990; Pillet-Shore, 2012). This finding 

expands Searle’s (1969) affirmation that these speech acts have no propositional content. 

Instead I found that they have high indexical value.  

 In the following sections, I discuss first the cultural expectations for greetings, 

followed by those for leave-takings as produced by the Brazilian university students. 

6.1.1.1 Greetings as produced by the Brazilian university students 

 When greeting a close female friend, Brazilians preferred evoking a Salutation 

(65%) almost at the same frequency as Body Language (61%, mainly a hug, but also 

kisses). The predominance of the hug over kisses was surprising, as greetings directed to 

female friends were invariably described by the cheek-to-cheek kiss, whereas the (brief) 

hug was consistently associated with greetings among men (Goslin, 1995; Harrison, 1983; 

Kelm & Victor, 2017; Moraes, 2001; Shirts, 2010). This unexpected, apparent change in 

behavior might be a reflection of a more general tendency towards gender equality. The 

Brazilians also reported Status Questions (38%) and Vocatives (33%). The preferred 

Vocative was amiga, conveying to the addressee that the facet of their identities that bonds 

them is the tight-knit nature of their relationship (their friendship) (cf. DaMatta, 1981, 

1984; Harrisson, 1983). Indicators expressed emotions (“abraço forte”, ‘tight hug’) and 

enthusiasm (“ooiiiii amigaaaa!”) to the interaction. 

 To greet the unfamiliar female classmate, participants again preferred a Salutation 

(75%). Their second choice was also Body Language (42%), but this time the preferred 
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types, the smile and the wave, did not involve touching the other person. Status Questions 

(35%) were the third choice. Vocatives (4%), as expected, were rarely mentioned in this 

situation, as the relationship with the addressee is one of unfamiliarity. Indicators used to 

greet the unfamiliar female classmate conveyed a lack of emotion, distance and reservation.  

 To greet the close female professor, Brazilians once more preferred a Salutation 

(81%), which usually was followed by a Vocative (59%, professora) that also specified the 

nature of the relationship. The third greeting form choice was Status Questions (51%), and 

the fourth, Body Language (39%). The most mentioned types of Body Language were the 

smile (17%) and the hug (12%).  

 Results from chapter 4 revealed that the different greeting forms sometimes varied 

(in terms of frequency and/or linguistic/nonverbal realization) according to the social 

distance between the participants, suggesting that they can express intimacy or distance, or 

be more neutral (see Figure 4.4). 

 Body Language in general played a larger role in the close-friend situation (61%) 

than in the other levels of intimacy (42% classmate and 39% professor). In addition, as 

Figure 6.1 shows, the types of Body Language reported in greetings across levels of 

intimacy are not the same.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 245 

Figure 6.1 Body Language types for greeting in Brazil 

 

 The greeting-hug is the expected behavior associated with greeting a close female 

friend, expressing that this relationship is special and involves considerable affection. In 

the asymmetrical relationship with the professor, the hug was less expected, conveying 

affection and gratitude for the mentor. The traditional cheek-to-cheek kiss was also 

expected with the close female friend, but rarely with the classmate and the professor. Hugs 

and kisses entail not only touching but concomitant reciprocity (participants hug and kiss 

each other at the same time), and these behaviors might be considered face-threatening in 

situations of unfamiliarity and distance. These findings are very relevant because they 

contradict the literature that asserts that hugs and kisses are common general ways of 

greeting in Brazil (Goslin, 1995; Kelm and Victor, 2017; Shirts, 2010). The smile and the 

wave, universal and more neutral forms of Body Language used in greetings to signal 

openness and welcoming (Firth, 1972), are more expected in situations of cordial distance 

and unfamiliarity, such as when the addressee is the classmate or the professor. 

 All three levels of intimacy predominantly revealed Salutations were indicated 

when performing greetings, supporting the literature that affirms that these short, 

straightforward formulas are highly effective for opening conversations, as they 

demonstrate recognition, draw attention and elicit reciprocity (Firth, 1972; Goffman, 1971; 
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Kecskes, 2014; Laver, 1981; Moraes, 2001). However, as Figure 4.4 shows, the frequency 

for Salutation reports increases according to the level of distance and formality, which can 

be explained by the fact that, the more the situations are face threatening (in this case, of 

greeting someone with whom the relationship is asymmetrical or more formal, such as the 

professor and the classmate) the more formulaic language/behavior is employed. At the 

linguistic realization level, variation was also found, as shown in Figure 6.2: 

Figure 6.2 Salutation types in Brazil 

 

 The most frequent Salutation type in all levels of intimacy was Oi, indicating that 

this formula is the default term to greet in Brazilian Portuguese, corroborating Moraes’ 

(2001) findings. Results also indicate that the “intonation” (here, in the context of written 

responses, it is understood as elongation of syllables) might have a role in marking 

familiarity. When addressing the close friend, this Salutation was many times marked by 

indicators that express intensity and enthusiasm (e.g., oooiiii!, um oi bem animado ‘hiiiiii’, 

‘a very enthusiastic hi’), while when addressing the unfamiliar classmate, indicators 

expressed awkwardness and/or distance. E aí? was mostly used to greet the close female 

friend, decreasing with levels of distance, which suggests that this formula is more 

expected in situations of intimacy and friendship, and is not expected in an asymmetrical 

37%

13%

3% 2%

43%

8% 11% 9%

46%

2%
8%

20%

OI E AÍ? OLÁ BDTN

SALUTATION TYPES_BR

FR CL PROF



 247 

relationship such as the professor. The opposite can be said about Bom dia / Boa tarde/noite 

(BDTN, ‘Good morning/afternoon/evening’), which increases with the levels of distance. 

Mainly reported in the professor scenario, these formulas seem to express formality and 

distance. Olá occurred more in situations of distance. 

 Status Questions were more frequent in the professor scenario (51%) than in that 

of the friend (38%) and the classmate (35%). These findings support again Laver’s (1981) 

assertion that, in situations of more “risk” (i.e., in this case, greeting someone that is older 

and in a position of authority), more formulaic behavior is expected. Variation was also 

found regarding the linguistic realization of Status Questions, as shown in Figure 6.3: 

Figure 6.3 Status Questions in Brazil 

 

 Tudo bem/bom? ‘How are you?’, corroborating Moraes’ (2001) findings, is the 

most commonly-reported Status Question expression in greetings but its frequency 

increases according to social distance, being more expected in situations with more 

distance and formality between the interactants. The less formulaic “Como você está?”, on 

the other hand, is more expected in situations of familiarity, indicating, perhaps, that the 

hearer has a genuine interest in the welfare of the addressee. The outdated “Como vai?” 

was rarely mentioned. 
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6.1.1.2 Leave-takings as produced by Brazilian university students  

 When leave-taking from a close female friend, the Brazilian participants strongly 

favored Body Language (66%); more specifically the hug (43%) and/or the kiss (28%). 

Expressions that refer to future encounters (Later, 43%) and Pre-closures (40%), especially 

the “External Reasons” type (Tenho que ir ‘I gotta go’) and expressions of Farewells (37%) 

were the second choices. Vocatives (24%) were slightly less frequent for leave-takings than 

in greetings (33%), and again, the preferred term was amiga, emphasizing the tight-knit 

nature of the friendship. Positive Comments (5%) were rarely reported, and did not play 

an important role in this situation. 

 To take leave from the unfamiliar classmate, Brazilians preferred the basic 

expressions of Farewells (55%) to end the interaction unambiguously. Later and Pre-

closures (38% each) were the second choices, followed by Body Language (29%). 

Vocatives (12%), mainly the classmate’s first name, were also cited, showing the effort of 

the speaker in learning their peer’s name during the conversation. Again, Positive 

Comments were rarely mentioned. 

 As in the classmate situation, Brazilians also preferred basic Farewells (53%) to 

take leave of the female professor. However, here the Farewells were almost always 

followed by a Vocative (49%), mainly professora (47%). The higher frequency of 

Vocatives in this scenario, as compared with the other two, suggests that the verbalization 

of the type of relationship is very important for Brazilians. Calling the addressee by her 

professional title can be a strategy to address the distance that may come with an 

asymmetrical relationship (i.e., the university students are talking to someone who is older 

and in a position of authority as their professor). In addition, speakers highlighted their 

identity as university students. Expressions of ‘Later’ (37%), Pre-closures (35%) and Body 
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Language (31%) came close as third choices. Positive Comments (Tenha um bom dia 

‘Have a nice day’) were the form least reported (15%). 

 The leave-taking forms sometimes varied (in terms of frequency and/or 

linguistic/nonverbal realization) according to the three levels of intimacy. Like the greeting 

scenarios, Body Language played a larger role in the interaction with the close friend (66%, 

the preferred leave-taking form) than with the classmate (29%) and the professor (31%). 

In addition, the Body Language types also varied according to the levels of intimacy, 

similar to the greetings. Abraço ‘hug’ was the preferred gesture to leave the friend, 

followed by kisses and the verbalization of the kiss, reinforcing the idea that touching in 

these situations expresses friendship and intimacy and is not expected in all intimacy levels. 

As in greetings, this finding contradicts the literature that asserts that kissing female 

interactants from different levels of intimacy is a generally expected way of leave-taking 

in Brazil (Goslin, 1995; Harrison, 1983; Kelm & Victor, 2017; Shirts, 2010). For this young 

generation of college students, the wave and the smile were culturally more expected 

gestures to take leave of the professor and the classmate.  
 

6.1.2 RQ 2 - What are the cultural frames that appear to determine greetings and 
leave-takings in the American data at different levels of intimacy? 

 As in the Brazilian data, one similarity between greetings and leave-takings in the 

American group was that all forms of greetings were present in the three levels of intimacy 

(except for Vocatives in the classmate situation), and the same can be said about leave-

takings. However, in both speech acts, these forms also often vary across the levels of 

intimacy, according to their frequency and/or at the level of verbal/nonverbal realization. I 

first discuss the cultural frame for greetings, and then the cultural frame for leave-takings 

as reflected in the responses by our American university students, ages 18-30 years. 
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6.1.2.1 Greetings as produced by the American university students 

 To greet the close female friend, American university students strongly preferred a 

Salutation (82%) and/or a Status Question (50%) The third choice was a Vocative (30%), 

with a preference for the noun “girl” (13%), indicating that the gender of the addressee is 

of relevance for this group. Body Language (23%) was the fourth choice, with a preference 

for hugs (15%).   

 When greeting the unfamiliar female classmate, participants again chose a 

Salutation (77%) and/or a Status Question (30%). Body Language (28%) was the third 

choice, and the smile (21%) was the most predominantly reported gesture. Only one 

Vocative was reported: the first name of the classmate. 

The professor received the highest frequency of Salutations (89%) and Status 

Questions (66%) of the three levels, possibly because these basic forms of greetings that 

elicit reciprocity and open the channels for the interaction could act as a strategy to 

overcome the asymmetry of the student-relationship situation. Vocatives (38%), mainly 

the title “professor” (25%), also played an important role. Body Language (13%) was the 

least reported form in this scenario, and the smile (5%) was the most reported gesture. 

 As discussed in chapter 5, the different greeting forms in the American data 

sometimes varied either in terms of frequency and/or linguistic/nonverbal realization 

according to the three levels of intimacy, expressing familiarity, distance or neutrality. 

Salutations were the preferred form of greetings in the American group, with high levels 

of frequency across all levels of intimacy (82% friend, 77% classmate, and 88% professor). 

However, as Figure 6.4 illustrates, the linguistic realization of Salutations were not the 

same for all levels of intimacy, suggesting, once again, that the manner (the linguistic 

choices) by which speakers greet the addressee establishes or reinforces the type of social 

relationship between them as well as displays their identities to each other. 
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Figure 6.4 Salutation types in the U.S. 

 

 The frequency of “Hey” increases with the level of familiarity, expressing intimacy, 

and is more expected in greeting the close friend. On the other hand, “Hi” decreases with 

the level of familiarity, expressing more distance. In addition, “Hey” appears to be more 

expected in situations of interaction with a peer (i.e., another student from the same age 

group) than in the asymmetrical relationship with the professor. “Hi” is more expected in 

situations of increased social distance, as in unfamiliarity with a peer (the classmate) or 

someone older and in a higher hierarchical position (the professor). Indicators to salute the 

close friend (“hey, hey, hey!,” “say hi enthusiastically”) intensified and brought enthusiasm 

to the interaction, while to salute the classmate they conveyed a lack of emotion and 

reservation. These findings support Pillet-Shore’s (2012), who reported that “Hey” was 

used for more familiar addressees, while “Hi” was used for less familiar ones. However, it 

contradicts Farese (2017), for whom the use of “Hi” is independent of the social 

relationship between interactants. “Hello”, rarely reported to greet the friend (3%) and the 

classmate (8%), was more expected for situations of more formality, and with older 

generations.   
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 Body Language was reported with different frequencies in the three levels (23% 

friend, 28% classmate, and 13% professor). In addition, participants preferred different 

gestures for each level as Figure 6.5 shows:  

Figure 6.5 Body Language types in the U.S. 

 

 The hug appeared almost exclusively in the close-friend situation. This result was 

also surprising, given that studies about greetings among peers in the United States (e.g., 

Schneider, 2012a; Pillet-Shore, 2012) do not mention this gesture. This finding could 

indicate a change in the way younger generations greet each other in this country, as 

Kershaw (2009) posits. Studies about greetings and especially those that involve body 

language and physical contact are scarce, and more academic research is needed in order 

to affirm if this is a trending change. In the classmate situation, the smile was the preferred 

choice. The wave was more predominant in the professor context, suggesting that it is more 

appropriate in situations of asymmetry. 

 Status Questions were the second choice for greetings across all levels of intimacy, 

but in unequal frequencies: 50% friend, 30% classmate and 66% professor. Greeting an 

unfamiliar classmate might be an uncomfortable situation for some students, which may 

explain the lowest frequencies of Status Questions. As seen, these types of questions elicit 
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reciprocity that opens the channels for the beginning of a conversation (Goffman, 1971; 

Firth, 1972). Probably these students have more interest in engaging in a conversation with 

a friend and close professor than with someone they barely know. 

 Figure 6.6 shows the linguistic realizations of Status Questions per level of 

intimacy: 

Figure 6.6 Status Questions types in the U.S. 

 

 “What’s up?” was reported almost exclusively with the close friend, indicating that 

this is the expected expression to express intimacy with a peer. “How are you?” was the 

most frequent formula mentioned to greet the familiar professor and the unfamiliar 

classmate, although in higher percentages in the professor situation. This seems to be a 

more neutral term that can be used across different levels of intimacy, but is more expected 

in formal situations. “How’s it going?” is not as wide-spread, and is cited in similar 

percentages across the levels of intimacy. 
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6.1.2.2 Leave-takings as produced by the American university students 

  When saying goodbye to a close female friend, American participants 

demonstrated a strong preference for expressions that refer to a future encounter (“Later”; 

75%), indicating that in this situation, more important than ending the interaction is to use 

strategies that foster the continuation of the relationship. Distant second choices were 

Farewells (29%), Pre-closures (24%), and Body Language (20%). The main linguistic 

realizations for these forms were “See you (later)” (56%), “bye” (25%), “I have to go” 

(18%), and hug (16%). The least reported forms were Positive Comments (e.g., “Have a 

good day”, “It was nice seeing you”, 12%) and Vocatives (10%). The main term of address, 

again, “girl.”  

 To take leave from the classmate, American participants again preferred 

expressions that refer to a future encounter (Later, 46%) but with a lower frequency than 

in the close friend scenario (75%). Farewells (34%) and Positive Comments (32%) came 

close as second choices. Pre-closures (14%) and Body Language (8%) did not play a major 

role in this situation. No vocatives were mentioned. 

To say goodbye to the professor, American participants demonstrated a clear 

preference for Positive Comments (65%), perhaps as an artifice to overcome the more 

formal, hierarchical, and asymmetrical interaction with the professor. Farewell was the 

second most frequent form (31%), followed by Later expressions (23%). Vocative (10%, 

mainly “professor”) was the fourth choice and Body Language (5%) played a minor role. 

One important finding of this study is that some leave-taking forms in the American 

data varied notably according to different levels of intimacy, which offered possible new 

insights and perspectives about the cultural norms and values conveyed through American 

English speech. The frequency of Positive Comments (expressions of good feelings, such 

as well-wishes and appreciation) as reported by the American participants increased steeply 
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with the level of distance between the interactants: friend (12%), classmate (32%), and 

professor (65%). In other words, Positive Comments are much more expected when taking 

leave of the professor than with the close friend. In this vein, although my findings support 

prior claims that the showing of positive feelings and good intentions is a characteristic of 

the American English speaking style (Goddard, 2006; Pinto, 2008; Wierzbicka, 1999), they 

also indicate that this literature overlooked that, at least in the context of leave-takings, the 

display of positive emotions may be a mark of distance and formality between the 

interactants. This finding is relevant, as it challenges the assumption seen in chapter 1 that 

positive expressions such as “Have a nice day!” are used indiscriminately in the United 

States (Harrison, 1983) and are an emblem of American amiability, informality and 

egalitarianism (Verissimo, 1991).  

In contrast with the usage of Positive Comments, the frequency of expressions that 

refer to a future encounter (Later) decrease with the levels of social distance:  friend (75%), 

classmate (46%), and professor (23%). These results suggest that, in the American group, 

expressions that refer to future contact are more expected in contexts of less social distance. 

This supports Goffman’s (1971) observation that in situations in which the probability of 

future contact is low, as in the professor situation, phrases like “see you” might not be 

expected. My results also corroborate Kecskes’ (2014) arguments that Americans’ leave-

takings are often future-oriented. The frequencies of Later and Positive Comments are 

inversely proportional (e.g., in the professor scenario there is a low frequency of Later and 

a high frequency of Positive Comments, and vice-versa in the friend scenario). However, 

Positive Comments of the well-wishes type (Have a nice day!), in addition to expressing 

good feelings for the addressee, are also focused on the projection of the future. 

 Pre-closures, mainly the External Excuse type, were more cited in the friend 

situation (24%) than in the classmate and professor (12% each) scenarios, suggesting that 
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this form expresses intimacy for this group. The same can be said about Body Language, 

which was also reported more often to address the friend (20%) than the classmate (8%) 

and the professor (5%). Farewells, on the other hand, were reported with similar frequency 

across levels, and are more neutral forms of leave-takings. 
 

6.1.3 RQ 3 - Are there similarities and differences regarding these cultural frames 
for these Brazilian and American students?  

 Both the American and the Brazilian participants wrote longer responses for the 

leave-taking situations and reported a larger number of forms than for greetings, 

corroborating the literature that asserts that closing a conversation is a much difficult 

process than initiating one, as participants must focus on finishing the conversation while 

at the same time foster the relationship with the addressee (Firth, 1972; Goffman, 1971; 

Laver, 1981; Schegloff and Sacks, 1973; Placencia, 1997a). The fact that in both sets of 

data and in all levels of intimacy the number of Farewells reported was much smaller than 

that for the Salutations also supports this idea. 

 One important finding from this dissertation was that all greeting and leave-taking 

forms appeared in data of both groups in almost all of the situations, showing that the 

Americans and the Brazilians have similar cultural frames regarding greetings and leave-

takings. However, these forms were often reported with different frequencies in the two 

groups, indicating that there were important differences regarding the cultural norms and 

expectations in both cultures. Tables 6.1 and 6.2 illustrate where significant differences 

were found in the greetings and leave-takings forms in the three levels of intimacy: 
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Table 6.1 – Greetings: significant differences in Brazil vs. U.S. 

Levels of 
Intimacy 

Salutation Body 
Language 

Question Vocative Indicators 

Friend U.S. BR U.S. - BR 
Classmate - BR - - BR 
Professor - BR U.S. BR BR 

BR: higher tendency in Brazil; U.S.: higher tendency in the U.S.; - no significant difference  
 

Table 6.2 – Leave-takings: significant differences in Brazil vs. U.S. 

Levels of 
Intimacy 

Later Body 
Language 

Pre-
closures 

Farewells Vocative Positive 
Comments 

Friend U.S. BR BR - BR U.S. 
Classmate - BR BR BR BR U.S. 
Professor BR BR BR BR BR U.S. 

BR: higher tendency in Brazil; U.S.: higher tendency in the U.S.; - no significant difference  

 The Brazilian group showed a higher tendency to mention Body Language at all 

levels of intimacy in both greetings and leave-takings, supporting claims that non-verbal 

communication regarding these speech acts is a notable difference in communication style 

in the two countries (Goslin, 1995; Harrison, 1983; Kelm & Victor, 2017; Shirts, 2010). 

However, as seen in 6.1.1.1 and 6.1.1.2, my findings were also not supportive of this same 

literature, which asserts that the cheek-to-cheek kiss is the most common way for men and 

women to greet and say goodbye to women in Brazil, while the (brief) hug and the 

handshake is the expected way for men to greet and take leave of men. Results from this 

dissertation showed that (1) Body Language that involves touching is a mark of intimacy 

in Brazil and is the preferred form only in cases where interactants are close to each other, 

and (2) the hug (and not the kiss) is the preferred type of Body Language to greet and take 

leave of women with whom there is intimacy. The Brazilian group also showed a higher 

tendency to mention Indicators at all levels of intimacy in greetings, indicating that the 

Brazilians in my data seem to be more conscious about their display of emotions than the 
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Americans, and that this display varies according to the levels of intimacy (enthusiasm for 

the friend, reservation for the classmate and a mix of both for the professor). 

 In the situation of greeting the friend, different cultural norms were found. The 

Americans reported more Salutations and Status Questions than the Brazilians. The 

Brazilians, on the other hand, reported more Body Language than the Americans. In the 

Brazilian group, Body Language many times substituted speech, a tendency not as 

predominant among the American group. These results suggest that the Americans prefer 

to evoke forms of greetings that elicit verbal reciprocity  (Salutations and Status Questions) 

while Brazilians prefer forms that entail physical reciprocity and cooperation (hugs and 

kisses). Although the Americans and the Brazilians reported Vocatives in the same 

frequencies, a difference was found regarding the preferred address forms (amiga in 

Portuguese and “girl” in English), indicating differences in the links (i.e., friendship and 

gender) that bind the intimacy between the friends (cf. Braun, 1988; Farese, 2017). These 

preferences reflect different cultural norms and expectations between the two groups when 

greeting the close female friend.  

 In greeting the professor, the Americans also showed a higher tendency to report 

Status Questions than the Brazilians, who in turn mentioned more Body Language than 

Americans. I also offer that, if in both greetings and leave-takings the preferred vocative 

in both languages to address the professor was “professor/professora” (with a higher 

frequency of occurrence in the Portuguese group), these terms may not have the same 

semantic meaning in both societies. In the American English system of address (cf. Braun, 

1988), “professor” is used to refer to someone who teaches in higher education, as opposed 

to “teacher”, “instructor”, “coach”, “tutor” etc. In Brazilian Portuguese, professor, and its 

feminine form, professora, designates the one who teaches, whether at pre-school, grade 

school or college level. Professor(a) is not connected specifically to higher education and 
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does not convey as much hierarchy and prestige as in English. The fact that, in the 

American group only, the term “professor” was half of the time followed by the last name, 

while in Brazilian Portuguese the affectionate reduction ‘fessora (5) and the 

nickname“[sic] Xuxu ‘dear’ were also found, supports the idea that when these university 

students use professora in Portuguese, they are conveying respect and distance, but not as 

much of a hierarchy as in American English. 

 Regarding leave-takings, I found significant differences regarding the frequencies 

of almost all of the forms in the three situations, which indicates that the American and the 

Brazilians have different cultural norms and expectations regarding the ways they end their 

interactions in the different situations of social distance. In all levels of intimacy, the 

Americans showed a higher tendency than Brazilians to employ Positive Comments while 

the Brazilians reported Body Language, Vocatives and Pre-closures at a higher frequency 

than the Americans. These findings indicate that for the American university students, it is 

more typical to express positive and good feelings and to make projections about the future, 

while the articulation of social relations through Vocatives, the use of the body to substitute 

or emphasize speech, and the tactful cues to soften the departure (Pre-closures), are more 

characteristic of the Brazilian students.  

 In the situation of leaving the friend, the preference for Brazilians to mention Body 

Language (mainly hugs and/or kisses) and for Americans to report Later expressions 

indicates that the two groups have different cultural norms and expectations in this 

situation. When seeking to reassure a close friend about the continuation and strength of 

the relationship after an interaction ends, the Americans in these data are focusing on the 

future, what will happen post-interaction (the continuation of the relationship), while the 

Brazilians seem more focused on the present moment of the interaction, perhaps indicating, 
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through touching, that there are no feelings of rejection involved with the separation. This 

should be followed up in future research for verification. 

 In the situations of leaving the classmate and the professor, the Americans reported 

more Positive Comments than the Brazilians, who in turn reported more of all the other 

leave-taking forms. These results show that in the Brazilian group, there was a higher 

tendency to use combinations of different leave-taking forms, while in the American group, 

Positive Comments stood out as the preferred strategy to take leave in situations of greater 

distance. Another interesting difference found was that expressions that refer to future 

contact (“Later”) were cited with similar frequency across levels of intimacy in the 

Brazilian data, but express intimacy in symmetrical relationships in American English, 

which could explain the higher tendency of the Americans to report using these expressions 

in the friend scenario and the Brazilians in the professor scenario.  

 

6.1.4 RQ 4 - Within each country, does the gender of the speaker influence the 
verbal and/or nonverbal behavior in greetings and leave-takings? 

 One unanticipated finding of this dissertation was that the influence of the speaker’s 

gender on the verbal and nonverbal behavior in greetings and leave-takings as produced by 

the Brazilian and American students was smaller than expected. These results were 

revealing, given that the literature about greetings and leave-takings reviewed in this 

dissertation emphasized the importance of gender in determining verbal and non-verbal 

behavior both in American English (Clark and French, 1981; Félix-Brasdefer, 2012; Firth, 

1972; Goffman, 1971; Kendon & Ferber, 1990; Schneider; 2012a) and Brazilian 

Portuguese (Goslin, 1995; Harrison, 1983; Kelm & Victor, 2017; Moraes, 2001; Shirts, 

2010). The paucity of gender differences regarding greeting and leave-takings in this study 

suggests that a change may be underway in which men and women exhibit more gender 
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equality in their behavior. This change, as seen in chapter 1, could also be seen as a 

reflection of a more global discussion about the redefinition of gender roles and gender 

identities. One fact that support this hypothesis is that in the American data, participants 

indicated a preference for the gender-neutral pronouns “they” and “them” (17+37=54) over 

“she” and “her” (7+24=31), as Table 6.3 illustrates: 
 

Table 6.3_Pronouns used in the American data 
Levels of 
Intimacy 

they them she her 

Greeting 
friend 

3 12 1 7 

Greeting 
classmate 

3 2 0 2 

Greeting 
professor 

9 7 2 3 

Leave-taking 
friend 

2 8 2 8 

Leave-taking 
classmate 

0 3 1 2 

Leave-taking 
professor 

0 5 1 2 

Total 17 37 7 24 

  In the Brazilian data, I also noticed the use of the gender-neutral term a pessoa (‘the 

person’; 25 tokens) almost as much as the feminine personal pronoun “ela” (‘she’; 21 

tokens). Another fact that supports my hypothesis that there may be a societal change 

taking place regarding gender differences associated with greetings and leave-takings 

towards women is that, as mentioned in chapter 3, the responses to male and female 

addressees of the same levels of intimacy and status (e.g., male vs. female close friend; 

male vs. female professor) were very similar; in many cases even copied/pasted from one 

answer to another, indicating that from the participants’ point of view, the gender of the 

addressee did not matter regarding greetings and leave-takings. 
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 Tables 6.4 and 6.5 indicate, respectively, the gender differences found in greetings 

and leave-takings in the American group. 
 

Table 6.4  Gender differences in Greetings_/ U.S. 
Levels of 
Intimacy 

Salutations Body Language Status 
Questions 

Vocatives 

Friend - - - FEM 
Classmate - - - - 
Professor - - - - 

FEM: higher tendency among females; -: no significant difference 
 
 

Table 6.5  Gender differences in Leave-takings_/ U.S. 
Levels of 
Intimacy 

Later Body 
Language 

Pre-
closures 

Farewells Vocatives Positive 
Comments  

Friend - - - - - - 
Classmate - - - FEM - FEM 
Professor - - - - - - 

FEM: higher tendency among females; -: no significant difference 

The only gender difference found regarding greetings in the American data was the 

female preference for the use of Vocatives in the close-friend scenario. Interestingly, no 

gender difference was found regarding the use of “girl”, the most-reported vocative in this 

scenario. However, only females reported using nouns that could be considered offensive 

in a different situation (e.g., “slut” and “ho”) and terms of endearment such as “love” and 

“honey”. The female preference for nouns of endearment and others considered offensive 

to address the female friend can be interpreted as a mark of intimacy, as a type of female-

to-female peer bonding. A male using these terms would maybe have a higher probability 

of being construed as offensive or misogynist (if using nouns like “slut” and “ho”) or 

crossing the boundaries of friendship into a more romantic relationship (conveyed in terms 

of endearment).  
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Regarding leave-takings in the American data, the only differences found were the 

female preferences for Farewells and Positive Comments in the unfamiliar classmate 

situation. These results underscore that, if women reported using more of the simple, 

unambiguous expressions that serve to end the interaction (“bye”), they also avoided being 

interpreted as rude or abrupt (and therefore offending the classmate) by compensating in 

reporting Positive Comments that expressed well-wishes and appreciation for the 

interaction.  

Tables 6.6 and 6.7 show the gender differences found in greetings and leave-takings 

in the Brazilian group: 
 

Table 6.6 – Gender differences in Greetings_/ Brazil 
Levels of 
Intimacy 

Salutations Body Language Status Questions Vocatives 

Friend - FEM MALE - 
Classmate - FEM  MALE - 
Professor - FEM  - - 

FEM: higher tendency among females; MALE: higher tendency among males; -: no significant 
difference 
 

Table 6.7 – Gender differences in Leave-takings_/ Brazil 
Levels of 
Intimacy 

Later Body 
Language 

Pre-
closures 

Farewells Vocatives Positive 
Comments  

Friend - FEM  - - - - 
Classmate - - - FEM  - - 
Professor - - - - - - 

FEM: higher tendency among females; MALE: higher tendency among males; -: no significant 
difference 

 Regarding greetings, the Brazilian women reported more Body Language than men 

at all three levels of intimacy, showing a higher tendency to use nonverbal communication 

and/or more awareness of nonlinguistic behavior. It is important, however, to consider that 

the type of body language preferred by Brazilian women varies according to the levels of 
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intimacy. In the close female friend scenario, the female preference for body language was 

determined by the reports of hugs (no gender differences were found regarding kisses and 

other gestures). These findings suggest that, if there is a change in progress regarding the 

way that close female friends are greeted in which the hug (traditionally associated with 

men-to-men greeting) has a more predominant role than the more conventional cheek-to-

cheek kiss, this change seems to be initiated by women. One interpretation for the female 

preference for hugs is that maybe women feel more comfortable hugging their female 

friends than men do. Another interpretation is that, if this change reflects a pursuit for 

gender equality, women may be having a more active role in this transition. When taking 

leave from the close female friend, Brazilian women also reported using more body 

language than their male cohorts. However, in this case, further logistical regression tests 

indicated that this difference was determined by the verbalization of the kiss (i.e., saying 

the word “kiss”), as no significant differences were found regarding hugs or kisses. These 

findings correlate with those of Moraes (2001), who found that the verbalization of the kiss 

was used by females alone. The lack of gender differences regarding the report of hugs in 

this scenario is relevant because it suggests that in the context of leave-taking from a close 

female friend, both male and female participants embraced the change towards gender 

equality in behavior and felt comfortable touching their friend in a tight hug. As Goffman 

(1971) notes, in certain circumstances, overt demonstrations of affection may be higher 

during farewells than in greetings, since in farewells, participants assume that their 

availability to each other will decrease, which allows them to express their emotions and 

desires of increased involvement safely. 

 In the situations of greeting the female classmate and the female professor, the 

female preference for body language was exclusively the smile, a universal gesture used in 

greetings that expresses welcoming (Firth, 1972). As discussed in 6.1.1.1 and 6.1.1.2 
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above, in the Brazilian data, the greeting-hug marks intimacy and close friendship with the 

female peer, while the smile was more expected in situations of cordial distance and 

unfamiliarity, such as with the unfamiliar classmate and the professor.  

 Brazilian women also reported more Farewells (tchau) than men to take leave from 

the unfamiliar female classmate. Farewells were the preferred leave-taking form in this 

scenario (in contrast with the situation of the close friend, in which Body Language, Pre-

closures and Later expressions were favored), suggesting that, as expected, separating from 

someone that students barely know does not pose as much risk as with someone with whom 

they are very close. 

 Finally, the Brazilian men reported asking more Status Questions when greeting 

the close female friend and the unfamiliar classmate. Regarding the linguistic realizations 

of these questions, more males than females mentioned the expression Tudo bem/bom?, 

which contradicts Moraes’ (2001) findings that in this same age group, this expression was 

preferred by females, while men tended to favor slang such as Beleza? ‘Awesome?’ and 

Qual é? ‘What’s up?’. These slang expressions barely appeared in my data, and may be 

now outdated. While the males showed a higher tendency to report asking Status Questions 

to greet the female friend and the classmate, by contrast, females preferred to refer to body 

language such as a hug (for the friend) or a smile (for the classmate). These findings suggest 

that, when greeting their peers, the Brazilian male and female university students reported 

similarities in the use of Salutations and Vocatives. There were also slight differences 

(Body Language and Status Questions) in expressing intimacy and distance in greeting 

their peers.  

 In sum, for both countries, the gender variation found for greetings and leave-

takings was less significant than expected. 
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6.2 CONTRIBUTIONS TO THE FIELD OF PRAGMATICS  

 This dissertation contributes to the field of pragmatics in offering the first 

comparative study of greetings and leave-takings as produced by native Brazilian and 

American university students in Portuguese and in English. Moreover, these two speech 

acts have been scarcely studied in either language and in the field of pragmatics in general, 

in which examination of other speech acts such as requests, apologies and compliments 

predominates. 

 Methodologically, to my knowledge, this is the first study that used the concepts of 

cultural frames, expectations, and cultural norms to investigate verbal and nonverbal 

behavior among Brazilians and Americans. The model of frame that I adopt in this 

dissertation is a more flexible model than the politeness and speech act theories that have 

been traditionally used in studies of cross-cultural pragmatics. First, the frame approach 

takes into consideration extra-linguistic variables such as the social distance, sex, and age 

of the speaker and the addressee, the relationship between them, the setting of the exchange 

and the type of speech performed (cf. Terkourafi, 2005a), all of which are essential features 

for the study of greetings and leave-takings (Archer et al, 2012; Goffman, 1971; Firth, 

1972; Laver, 1981). Second, it allows a search for the cultural norms underlying specific 

greetings and leave-takings situations in both countries based on the perspective of the 

native speakers (Koike & Lacorte, 2014; Schneider, 2008, 2012a), instead of the focus on 

pragmatic failures as produced by language learners when compared to native speakers.  

 This study is also innovative in the inclusion of Body Language in the survey and 

in the analysis of participants’ responses. Empirical studies about greeting and leave-

takings in pragmatics and related fields tend to focus on verbal behavior alone (Clark & 

French, 1981; Ebsworth et al. 1996; Farese, 2017; Félix-Brasdefer, 2012; Márquez Reiter 
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& Luke, 2010; Michno, 2017; Moraes, 2001; Pinto, 2008; Placencia, 1997a; Schneider, 

2012a; Valeiras Viso, 2002). Studies that focus on nonverbal behavior of greetings and or 

leave-takings leave aside the verbal utterance as part of the analysis (Harrison, 1983; 

Kendon & Ferber, 1973; Pillet-Shore, 2012). The analysis of Body Language as reported 

by participants was essential for the comprehension of the cultural norms pertaining to 

greetings and leave-takings in both cultures as well as for the depiction of possible changes 

regarding gender roles in Brazil. Another original analytical tool of this study was the use 

of the category of Indicators (i.e. deixis and other aspects of participants’ written prose that 

either intensified or attenuated verbal and nonverbal behavior) to shed light on the ways in 

which greetings and leave-takings were produced. 

 In terms of findings, the results from this study corroborate claims that context, 

national culture and social distance are major social factors that determine verbal and 

nonverbal behavior in greetings and leave-takings (Archer et al, 2012; Goffman, 1971; 

Firth, 1972; Laver, 1981; Moraes, 2001; Pinto, 2008; Placencia, 1997a; Schneider, 2012a; 

Valeiras Viso, 2002). But, most importantly, it points out that the effect of gender 

differences on these behaviors should be revisited.  

 Finally, through this large, quantitative study, I confirmed Goffman’s (1971) and 

Knapp et al.’s (1973) claims that, although greetings and leave-takings tend to be little-

noticed by academics and considered by many as mundane, ordinary, or meaningless, they 

shed light on the organization of societies, give unique insights into the nature of 

communicative norms, and have significant functions for social interaction and for the 

display and establishment of individual and group identity. These speech acts definitely 

have propositional content and indexical value.  
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6.3 LIMITATIONS AND IDEAS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH  

 As in any research study, this investigation had some limitations that might have 

influenced the results. One limitation was the scarcity of previous research regarding 

greetings and leave-takings in Brazilian Portuguese and in American English, as well as 

research that compares speech acts as produced by native speakers of these two countries. 

I would hope that this dissertation incentivizes more studies regarding greetings and leave-

takings, and more comparative research in the field of pragmatics between Brazilian 

Portuguese and other languages.  

 Regarding the methodology used in this study, the Discourse Completion Task 

(DCT), as discussed extensively in chapter 3, measures participants’ expectations of what 

should be said or done in particular situations (Schneider, 2012a), and not what they in fact 

do. These expectations are essential for establishing cultural norms, one of the main goals 

of this dissertation, as they reveal the default behavior (patterns, prototypes) of the 

speakers. However, it could be beneficial in future studies to triangulate the results of the 

DCT with natural data, such as direct observation and/or video recordings, and compare 

participants’ expectations with their actual behavior regarding speech and body language. 

Video recordings could also reveal other facets of these utterances, such as prosody, that 

are relevant for the understanding of greetings and leave-takings. 

 Due to the fact that language and culture are interconnected and bilinguals and 

heritage speakers may use different pragmatic expressions and have different social 

expectations than their monolingual cohorts (Koike & Flanzer, 2004; Koike & Gualda 

2008; Koike & Palmieri, 2011; Michno, 2014), I have opted to include only monolingual 

native speakers of American English and Brazilian Portuguese in my study. However, this 

does not necessarily represent the population of university students in both countries, in 
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which multilingualism is prevalent. It would be interesting to see other studies about 

greetings and leave-takings that compare the cultural frames of monolinguals with 

bilinguals and/or heritage speakers. In this vein, I plan in the future to compare the cultural 

norms and expectations of monolingual English students from the University of Texas with 

their Spanish bilingual and heritage speakers cohorts, based on data that I have gathered. 

 It also could be worthwhile to pursue an investigation in which the gender variation 

of the addressee is a factor, especially concerning vocatives and body language. In this 

dissertation I chose to analyze the questions regarding face-to-face interaction at the 

university. An idea for future research is to analyze greetings and leave-takings in other 

contexts of interaction that are addressed in my survey, such as text messages (and 

particularly the use of emojis) and telephone conversations, in which body language, if 

used, is not seen by the interlocutor.  

 Finally, as noted several times throughout this dissertation, I mainly discussed the 

different greetings and leave-taking forms in isolation, as an analytical artifice to better 

understand their functions in different levels of intimacy and to draw cross-cultural and 

cross-gender comparisons. Although I did provide some of the most common combinations 

of greetings and leave-taking forms that appeared in the data for each level of intimacy, 

they are by no means exhaustive, as these combinations are infinite, and impossible to 

document.  

6.4 PEDAGOGICAL APPLICATIONS 

As seen throughout this dissertation, greetings and leave-takings have significant 

functions for everyday social interaction and the display and establishment of individual 

and group identity. It is through the choice of the specific forms of greetings and leave-

takings discussed in this study that these university students from Brazil and the United 
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States, using words and body language, signal how they establish, maintain, reinforce, or 

negotiate their relationship. It is therefore essential to be aware of the cultural norms and 

expectations in cross-cultural communications, as violations of these expectations might 

cause serious miscommunication.  

Certainly, the concern for teaching cross-cultural pragmatics for foreign language 

learners is not new. As seen in chapter 3, one of the goals of the Cross-Cultural Speech Act 

Realization Project (CCSARP) (see Blum-Kulka & Olshtain, 1984 and Blum-Kulka, 

House and Kasper, 1989) was to focus on the acquisition and use of pragmatic norms in 

the second/foreign language context. Although the CCSARP’s recognition of the 

importance of teaching cross-cultural pragmatics is a positive influence in the field of 

foreign/second language education, its methodology has been criticized for emphasizing 

the native vs. non-native speakers’ production of speech acts, focusing mainly on cultural 

breakdowns or pragmatic failures on the part of non-native speakers (NNS) (Kecskes, 

2014). Some scholars of foreign language teaching challenge the traditional method of 

emulating an idealized native speaker (NS). Byram (1997), for example, claims that 

upholding the NS as a model to be imitated by NNSs is an impossible target and an 

inevitable failure. Moreover, it could aim for the wrong kind of competence as it suggests 

the separation from one’s own culture and acquisition of a native sociocultural competence 

and a new sociocultural identity. Cohen and Sykes (2013) assert that teachers should focus 

on assisting learners in building a more robust repertoire of strategies to develop the ability 

to make informed choices regarding how they would deal with different cross-cultural 

situations. Their aim is to support learners in building a “toolkit” of common pragmatic 

options that can be used as they co-construct communications in a variety of cross-cultural 

interactions. For McConachy (2013), the choice of how to position oneself in intercultural 

interaction should be an informed one, based on an awareness of the ways in which 
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interactional practices are informed by culture.  It is still a matter of debate how exactly 

learners might develop an awareness of the pragmatic differences between their native 

language and their target language and how they might build this “toolkit” of pragmatic 

options.  

Blyth (2015) believes that intercultural educators face the challenge of creating 

environments and pedagogical methods that promote an awareness of language and culture 

as a subjective phenomenon. Dervin and Liddicoat (2013) claim that there is still much to 

be done regarding the ways that language education can contribute to education for 

diversity and cross-cultural communication, as the practices usually done in the classroom 

tend to overshadow the analysis of language. The consensus seems to be that there is a lack 

of theoretical work exploring the possibilities of teaching pragmatics from an intercultural 

perspective (McConachy, 2013).  Such an approach provides the learners with resources 

and an understanding of linguistic and cultural norms concerning the speech acts in the 

target language so that they can choose a way of interacting that is comfortable or beneficial 

according to the situation and their own personality. In addition, most resources designed 

to teach cross-cultural pragmatics include dialogues or other materials that do not derive 

from research about how NS actually perform these speech acts, but from the authors’ 

personal experiences and insights. Koike and Lacorte (2014) propose that learning the 

target language and culture through surveys completed by native speakers can provide a 

deeper understanding from an insider’s perspective of the target society. Regarding 

pedagogical materials specifically about greetings and leave-takings, Ebsworth et al. 

(1996) call for models of learning that are based on research about how these speech acts 

are actually performed. This dissertation can contribute to filling this gap, as it examines 

from the perspective of university student native speakers from Brazil and the United States 
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how culture, gender, and social distance between the interactants influence the ways in 

which greetings and leave-takings are performed in these two countries.   

Portuguese and English as a foreign language teachers and educators can use the 

findings from this dissertation to devise many teaching resources. They can create activities 

that raise learners’ awareness about the different cultural norms and expectations in 

different situations of greetings and leave-takings in both countries, hopefully avoiding 

miscommunication. Through these activities, learners can start building their toolkits of 

pragmatic options, as proposed by Cohen and Sykes (2013), which they may decide to use 

in intercultural communication if they feel comfortable, and/or if it suits their personality 

(McConachy, 2013). They can use the numerous tables I provided with lists of expressions 

and nonverbal behavior that are more expected in each situation to teach vocabulary and 

non-verbal communication. These tables can also be an excellent tool to prompt learners 

to analyze language as produced by native speakers (cf. Dervin & Liddicoat, 2013) and 

reflect on (1) how it may change according to gender and social distance, and (2) how 

language use reflects general tendencies and patterns, with plenty of room for individual 

variation. Finally, they can create activities that enable learners to realize that the 

meticulous analysis of perfunctory daily actions can reveal a great deal about the cultural 

norms and values of a speech community. 

6.5  FINAL CONCLUSIONS 

 This dissertation on the cultural frames involved in greetings and leave-takings as 

reported by university students from Brazil and the United States sheds light on several 

topics. It reveals that the American and the Brazilian university students have similar 

cultural frames regarding these speech acts, as they report using the same greeting and 

leave-taking forms. It also shows that, in many situations, they have different cultural 
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norms and expectations regarding the realization of the greetings and leave-takings, as the 

frequencies of these forms vary in both groups according to the levels of intimacy between 

the interactants. The comparison of these data suggests that these Brazilian university 

students have a higher tendency than their American counterparts to use Body Language 

and Vocatives in greetings and leave-takings, and Pre-Closures in leave-takings. The 

Americans, on the other hand, showed a higher tendency to mention Positive Comments in 

leave-takings and ask Status Questions in greetings. Critically, we learned how these 

tendencies differ in terms of frequencies and/or linguistic realization according to the levels 

of intimacy. This knowledge is important to cross-cultural communication because it is 

through the choices of specific greetings and leave-takings forms and types of verbal and 

nonverbal expression that speakers sustain their relationships. Moreover, this study shows 

that gender variation does not play a major role in greeting and leave-takings for these 

students, revealing that a change might be underway toward the expression of more gender 

equality in both societies among this age group. By revealing the norms and expectations 

of speech communities in different situations of interaction, this large cross-cultural 

pragmatics study helps dispel blanket statements and stereotypes about peoples and 

cultures.  
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Appendices 

APPENDIX 1: THE QUESTIONNAIRE 
INSTRUCTIONS 
 
Thank you for agreeing to participate in this survey about greetings and farewells. During 
the survey you will be presented with different scenarios and be asked to answer “what 
do you say/do” in each particular situation. 
 

• Please write what you would say in the specific situation under quotation 
marks. Ex: “Good afternoon!” 

 
• In what do you “do”, you may describe: 

 
o actions (Ex: I cross the street or I hold her hand) and/or 

 
o gestures and physical expressions (Ex: smiles, hugs, kisses, hand 

movements, eye contact, etc.) 
  

• Feel free to add comments – you might write, for example: it depends on the 
situation (please explain reason) 

 
• You can write as much as necessary, there are not word limits 

 
• If you wouldn’t say or do anything in one of the situations below, write N/A  

 
EXAMPLES 
  
Here are some examples of how to answer these kinds of questions. 
 
1. Your best friend eats all the chocolate your grandmother sent you for your birthday. 
What do you say/do? 
 
“What’s the deal, dude?”  

 
 
2. You are in a rush and accidentally step really hard on your five-year-old niece’s foot. 
What do you say/do? 
 
I bend down, hold her hand and say: “I’m really sorry. Are you OK, sweetie?” 
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CLICK ON THE START BUTTON TO BEGIN THE SURVEY 
 
AT THE UNIVERSITY 
 
Q1. You are at the university. What do you say/do to strike up a conversation with a 
person that you don’t know but whom you would like to get to know? 
 
Q2. You’ve just met a student at the university. You’ve talked for a few minutes and now 
it is time for you to leave. What do you say/do? 
 
Q3. You have a break between classes and you go for a walk on campus. You see several 
of your friends chatting. What do you say/do to greet the group? 
 
Q4. You are chatting for half an hour with a group of friends at the university. When it’s 
time for you to leave, what do you say/do to say goodbye to them? 
 
Q5. You are very late to class and you are walking in a hurry on campus. What do you 
say/do when the person walking towards you is… 
 

a) your close female friend? 
b) your female professor whom you don’t know well? 
c) a female classmate whom you don’t know well? 

  
Q6. You are at the university. What do you say/do to greet each of the following people 
individually: 
 
a) your close female friend  
b) your close male friend 
c) a female classmate whom you don’t know very well 
d) a guy with whom you always take the bus 
e) a female professor from last semester with whom you developed a close 

relationship  
f) a male professor from last semester with whom you developed a close relationship  

 
Q7. You are at the university. You talked to those described below individually. When 
it’s time for you to leave, what do you say/do to say goodbye to each of the following 
people:  
 
a) your close female friend  
b) your close male friend 
c) a female classmate whom you don’t know very well 
d) a guy with whom you always take the bus 
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e) a female professor from last semester with whom you developed a close 
relationship  

f) a male professor from last semester with whom you developed a close relationship  
AT THE PARTY 
 
Q8. You were invited to a big party. When you arrive and see the female host what do 
you say/do? 
 
Q9. You are leaving a big party to which you were invited. What do you do/say to the 
female host? 
 
Q10. You are at a party. Your friends have not arrived yet and you decide to start 
chatting/a conversation with a person that you don’t know (not a flirting situation). What 
do you say/do to strike up a conversation? 
 
Q11. You arrive at a party with approximately 30 people and many of your friends are 
there. You (check all that apply): 
 a) go around and greet everybody individually and introduce yourself to the 
people you don’t know 
 b) only greet your friends 
 c) only greet the host 

d) don’t greet anyone 
e) other: ______________ 

 
Q12. You are leaving a party with approximately 30 people. You (check all that apply): 
 a) go around and say goodbye to everybody individually 
 b) only say goodbye to your friends 
 c) only say goodbye to the host 

d) don’t say goodbye to anyone 
e) other: ______________ 

 
 
DAY TO DAY 
 
Q13. You want to start texting a message (ex: on iMessage, Facebook, WhatsApp) in the 
situations described below. For each situation, what do you type to start the text 
conversation? For example, which greeting and/or emoji you would use, if applicable,:  
 

a) to start texting with your close female friend 
b) to start texting with your close male friend 
c) to start texting with your new female classmate about an assignment  
d) to start texting with your new male classmate about an assignment  
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e) to start texting with your female professor about the research project you are 
working on 

f) to start texting with your parents 
 
Q14. You are texting (ex: on iMessage, Facebook, WhatsApp) in the situations described 
below. For each situation, what do you type to end the text conversation; i.e., the last 
things you type? For example, which goodbye and/or emoji, would you use, if 
applicable, : 
 

a) To end texting with your close female friend 
b) To end texting with your close male friend 
c) To end texting with your new female classmate about an assignment 
d) To end texting with your new male classmate about an assignment  
e) To end texting with your female professor about the research project you are 

working on 
f) To end texting with your parents 

 
Q15. You have a question about an assignment and decide to write an e-mail to your 
male professor. To start the e-mail, you write: 
 
Q16. You have a question about an assignment and are writing an e-mail to your male 
professor. To end the e-mail, you write (the last things you write): 
 
Q17. You are on the phone (or on Facetime or Skype) with the people described below. 
When you end the conversation, what do you say to (the last things you say): 
a) your mother? 
b) your father?  
c) your parents? 
d) your male childhood friend? 
e) your female childhood friend? 
 
Q18. You are on the phone with a family member who is talking very enthusiastically 
about future plans. You really have to go and you need to end the conversation. You say: 
 
Q19. You went out with your best female friend and had a great time. When it’s time to 
say goodbye to your friend, what do you say/do? 
 
Q20. What do you say/do when… 
a) you run into your best male friend from high school that you haven’t seen in a while?  
b) you run into a male acquaintance from the gym class that you haven’t seen in a 
while?  
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Q21. You hung out with the people below and now it’s time to leave. It will be a while 
until you see each other again. What do you say/do to say goodbye to… 
a. your favorite male cousin?  
b) your new male classmate? 
 
Q22. Your longtime female friend invites you for dinner at home. After you knock, 
your friend opens the door. What do you say/do to her? 
 
Q23. Your longtime female friend has invited you for dinner at home. When it’s time 
to leave what do you do/say to her?  
 
 
PROFILE QUESTIONS 
 
A. Sex 
 
a) Male 
b) Female 
 
B. Age: ___ 
 
C. University where you are studying (name and place): 
 
D. Field(s) you are majoring in: 
 
E. Where (city, state and country) were you born? 
 
F. Where (city, state and country) did you spend your childhood? 
 
G. What language(s) did you speak at home when you were growing up? 
  
H. Have you traveled/lived abroad? 
a) Yes 
b) No 
 
I. If you have traveled/lived abroad, where did you travel and how long did you stay in 
each place? 
 
J. What is your father’s highest educational degree? 
 

a) Elementary school 
b) Middle school 
c) High school 
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d) College 
e) Postgraduate 

 
K. What is your mother’s highest educational degree? 
 

a) Elementary school 
b) Middle school 
c) High school 
d) College 
e) Postgraduate 
 

L. What is your father’s profession? 
 
M. What is your mother’s profession? 
 
N. Do you study/have you studied Portuguese? If so, for how long? 
 
O. Do you have Brazilian Portuguese-speaking family and/or friends that you keep in 
touch with? 
a) Yes 
b) No 
 
P. If you answered “yes” to the question above, in what language do you usually 
communicate with them? 
 
a) English 
b) Portuguese 
c) Other: _______________________________ 
 
Q. Do you watch Brazilian movies, videos, TV shows or Internet series? 
 
a) Yes 
b) No 
 
PLEASE CLICK THE SUBMIT BUTTON TO FINISH. AFTER THIS STEP YOU 
WON'T BE ABLE TO COME BACK TO THE SURVEY. 
 

 

 

 



 280 

APPENDIX 2: SAMPLE ANSWERS 

Brazilian Portuguese data 

R_6LGETaeMQB1bHwh 

 

R_7UHBSNaP3PdrXQV 

 

R_e9zRfnCtpCzwvZz 

 

Q6. Você está na universidade. O que você diz/faz para cumprimentar cada uma das 
pessoas abaixo individualmente:  

a. sua amiga próxima  

Aproximo, dou um abraço apertado e digo: "Ei linda, como você tá?"  
 

Digo "olá" acompanhado de um abraço ou dois beijinhos  
 

Eu dou um abraço forte nela  
 

b. uma colega de turma que você não conhece muito bem  

Aproximo, sorrio e cumprimento casualmente.  
 

Digo "olá" acompanhado de um sorrisinho  
 

Eu dou um beijinho no rosto  
 

c. uma professora do semestre passado com quem você tem mais proximidade  

Sorrio, abraço e digo: "Que saudade!"  
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Digo "olá professora, tudo bom?"  
 

Eu sorrio e digo: "bom dia professora, como a senhora está?"  
 

Q7. Você está na universidade. Você conversou com as pessoas descritas abaixo 
individualmente. Quando está na hora de ir embora, o que você diz/faz para se despedir 
de cada uma das pessoas abaixo individualmente:  

a. sua amiga próxima  

Abraço e falo "Tenho que ir, beijo pra você!"  
 

Digo "tchau, até amanhã, beijo beijo", se for o caso dou dois beijinhos ou um abraço  

 

eu dou um grande abraço e digo: "vou sentir saudade, beijo"  
 

b. uma colega de turma que você não conhece muito bem  

Sorrio e digo "Tenho que ir, até mais!"  
 

Sorrio e digo "tchau, até amanhã"  
 

"tchauzinho, até amanhã"  
 

c. uma professora do semestre passado com quem você tem mais proximidade  

Sorrio e digo "Tenho que ir, até mais!"  
 

Digo "tchau professora, até"  
 



 282 

eu apenas digo: "até mais professora!"  
 

American English data 
 
R_6PWtZRiDUP5GjFX 

 
R_efCjM9RqwKS89p3 

 
R_eKINf869VqC3433 

 
Q6. You are at the university. What do you say/do to greet each of the following people 
individually:  

a. your close female friend  

“Hey girl” 
 
"hey girl what's up?" ask her about something that happened recently, something we do 
together, etc.  

 
"Hey hey!" or "Hey girl!" or "What's up?"  

 

b. a female classmate whom you don’t know very well  

“Hi how are you?” 
 
“hey.” 

 
“Hi, how are you?” 

 

c. a female professor from last semester with whom you developed a close relationship  

“Hi good to see you” 
 
“Hi, how are you?” 

 
“Hi Professor X” 
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Q7. You are at the university. You talked to those described below individually. When 
it’s time for you to leave, what do you say/do to say goodbye to each of the following 
people:  

a. your close female friend  

“See ya later” (hug) 
 
"ok, I have to go to ____. See you later” 

 
"Gotta go, catch ya later!"  

 

b. a female classmate whom you don’t know very well  

“Good to see you” (wave goodbye) 
 
"see you next class"  

 
"Have a good day!"  

 

c. a female professor from last semester with whom you developed a close relationship  

“Good to see you” (wave goodbye) 
 
"I have to go XYZ, but it was really nice to talk to you! I'll follow up with ABC and let 
you know how everything goes."  

 
"Have a good day!"  
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