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Experimental studies of the context dependent nature of assertiveness:
Perspectives of speakers and listeners

Takashi MITAMURA (Department of Psychology, Kwansei Gakuin University)
Junko TANAKA-MATSUMI (Department of Integrative Psychological Science, Kwansei Gakuin Univer-

sity)

Assertiveness is generally defined as “appropriate and forthright assertion”. On the other hand, indirect assertion is
often considered as a polite form of assertion (Brown & Levinson, 1978). The present study investigated the effect of
context with either high or low legitimacy of speaker’s assertion on the speaker and listener. In Experiment 1, 108 par-
ticipants responded in writing to situations which required requesting or refusing. Results revealed that participants
responded with fewer letters and more phrases of apology in low legitimate assertion context than in high legitimate
assertion context. In Experiment 2, 33 participants as listeners evaluated impressions of both direct and indirect asser-
tion models. Results revealed that indirect assertion model was evaluated as being more appropriate than direct asser-
tion model in low legitimate assertion context. Results of the present study indicated context dependent nature of asser-
tiveness. Effective assertiveness is not always forthright. Indirect assertiveness is can be effective in some context.

Keywords: assertiveness, context dependency, interpersonal communication, politeness.



