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Abstract
This study aims at (1) identifying politeness in English as a linguistic phenomenon,(2) surveying the Arabic politeness expressions which will be presented with seeking a suitable TL equivalence, which preserves as closely as possible the original’s illocutionary force,(3) clarifying the similarities and differences in the use of politeness expressions in English and Arabic, and (4) identifying the politeness strategies which Iraqi foreign language learners (henceforth IFLLs) have difficulty in using because of the differences found in both languages. 

Associated with the objectives of the work, the following hypotheses are adopted:

1. Iraqi students learning English as a foreign language are influenced by their mother tongue in using politeness strategies.

2. Learners will show a great tendency towards using (a) particular type(s) of strategy rather than others for one reason or another.

3. IFLLs are more polite in using requests in their mother tongue                             than using them in English.

4. Sex will influence the type of strategies employed.

     To achieve the aims of the study and verify its hypotheses, fifty undergraduate students studying English in the third year, at the Department of English in the College of Basic Education /Al-Mustansiriyah University are chosen as subjects for this study. They are asked to answer a questionnaire in two versions (one in English and another in Arabic). The questionnaire consists of two parts; the first part consists of seven situations in each of which the subjects are asked to make requests in a polite way. The second part consists of two branches with three situations each. In the first branch, the subjects are asked to make requests, while in the second they are asked to answer them.

     The data of the work are analyzed in terms of Leech’s model of politeness (1983). The analyses performed on the data confirm the hypotheses of the study and yield the following:

1. The use of the tact maxim in the two versions of the questionnaire is quite apparent in the sense that the subjects’ performance is unwillingly directed to serve the Ss’ purpose. The tact maxim is used by the subjects more than other maxims (44%) (See table 3). The reason is simply related to the higher percentage of impositives especially in the form of requests (26%). Usually requests should be mitigated as they are performed for the Ss’ own benefit.

2. It is noticed that the (PP) which should be obeyed at least in the formal context is of negative tendency. That is, the subjects’ performance lays much more emphasis on the negative form of politeness than on corresponding positive one. It is so because students intend to minimize the impoliteness of the impolite beliefs.

3. The use of the agreement maxim has been developed quite prominently as an indicator of the subjects’ seeking agreement with others (20%). But this happened without the students’ realization of any basic elements to be utilized for the given sake i.e. on intended norms or assumptions.

4. The subjects attempt to convey their polite attitude via the use of the co-occurrence rules of address forms such as ‘Sir’ ‘سيدي’ or even ‘excuse me’ ‘عُذراً’. They usually use them when addressing a H of Hi. But, it is worth to mention that subjects use them without being aware of their role in signaling respect to others.

5. Females tend to be more careful and more polite in their use of the politeness strategies than males do. This finding is consistent with that of Walter’s (1979), who finds that females reflect a greater degree of unanimity and greater distinction between polite and impolite forms than males do.

6. Concerning the type of politeness strategies, both females and males use negative politeness strategies more than positive politeness strategies. However, males use negative politeness strategies and specifically hedges more than females do. This finding is not consistent with that of Lakoff’s (1975), who finds that females use more hedges than males do.

The study falls into six chapters. Chapter one gives a general introduction of the study, the problem, the hypotheses, the aims, the procedures, and the limits of the study.

    Chapter two concentrates on politeness in English, it is devoted to answering some questions about the very nature of politeness as a linguistic phenomenon and cultural specific concept.

     Chapter three focuses on the Arabic politeness expressions, which will be presented with seeking a suitable target language (hence forth TL) equivalence, which preserves as closely as possible the originals’ illocutionary force.  Chapter four presents the previous related studies.

       Chapter five serves as the practical side of the study in which it describes the subjects and the type of procedures used to carry out the the questionnaire.

       The last chapter is devoted to provide the concluding remarks as well as some suggested recommendations in this concern, followed by a bibliography and appendices of the two versions of the questionnaire.
CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION
1.1 Preliminary Notes

        When people talk, they usually do so depending on a highly complicated system of communication. Communication involves dealing with language as a system and as a behaviour. Language is a system because it is made up of different elements or parts i.e., sounds; words; meanings; and rules for their possible combinations. At the same time, it is a behaviour as it is seen as a kind of purposeful activity (i.e. means for ends), consisting of a variety of verbal actions similar to that of human actions in carrying various effects, some are intended, others are not. 

        Communication is a process that involves the coding and the decoding of the communicated message. People usually attempt to signal their involvement in an interaction through utilizing certain factors so as to achieve communication. So that participants in any kind of interaction are in need of ways or mechanisms enabling them to express their benefits and intentions and respond appropriately and politely.

       Accordingly, the study of politeness becomes one of the main fields of research that has received a great deal of attention. Moreover, it is connected with other domains such as socio-linguistics and socio-pragmatics, ethnography of communication, second language teaching/acquisition or conversational analysis. Finally politeness should be distinguished from appropriateness. Because appropriateness stands for the language use that corresponds with the expectations, and in fact that these expectations may challenge the normal use. Edward (1976:66).

1.2 Statement of the Problem
Few researchers have been able to identify the specific aspects of communicative competence which students of English as a second or foreign language need to acquire in order to communicate effectively.
Examinations of the problem which students encounter when using sociolinguistic rules have not paid so much attention as those involving psycholinguistic rules .In fact, studies involving sociolinguistic rules could be said to be scarce if compared with those in the field of psycholinguistics and general linguistics. To fill this gap, this study focuses on one area of sociolinguistics investigated in Iraq i.e. politeness strategies for the purpose of foreign language learning.
In real life communicative conversational encounters, native speakers of language recourse to their communicative competence to understand others and to make themselves understood by others (CF.Hymes, 1972, Canale,1984).In other words, they possess communicative skills that enable them to communicate successfully at the recognition and production levels. As regards learners of a foreign language, the situation will be different. Learners’ performance in the target language is influenced by various pragmatic and linguistic factors such as the cultural differences and the transfer of the first language discourse conventions to the foreign language performance i.e. whether they transfer their realizations of these strategies appropriately to English settings or not, and this is, as James (1983:137) asserts, often leads to breakdown in communication.
1.3 Aims of the Study
This study aims at:

1. Identifying politeness in English as a linguistic phenomenon.

2. Surveying the Arabic politeness expressions which will be presented with seeking a suitable TL equivalence, which preserves as closely as possible the original’s illocutionary force.

3. Clarifying the similarities and differences in the use of politeness expressions in English and Arabic.

4. Identifying the politeness strategies which Iraqi foreign language learners (henceforth IFLLs) have difficulty in using because of the differences found in both languages. 

1.4 Hypotheses
The study will adopt the following hypotheses:
3. Iraqi students learning English as a foreign language are influenced by their mother tongue in using politeness strategies.

4. Learners will show a great tendency towards using (a) particular type(s) of strategy rather than others for one reason or another.

3. IFLLs are more polite in using requests in their mother tongue                             than using them in English.

4. Sex will influence the type of strategies employed. 

1.5 Procedures
1. An empirical work in a questionnaire of two versions (Arabic and English) will be conducted to collect data about the following:

a-the most common types of politeness  strategies adopted by the learners in question to realize and measure the extent to which Iraqi learners comprehend English politeness strategies as a foreign language.

b-the ability of the learners to transfer their realizations of their mother tongue strategies appropriately to English situation.

2. On the basis of the findings of the analyses, conclusions and pedagogic recommendations will be introduced.
1.6 Limits of the Study
1. The study will be conducted on undergraduate students, which will involve third year students chosen from the Department of English in the College of the Basic education / Al-Mustansiriyah University.

2. Most of the interactional acts of the questionnaire are requests in themselves, as they involve acts such as questions, orders, and suggestions, that possess a certain degree of impositiveness. They involve also invitations and offer acts with rather different strategic attitudes. Politeness can be treated as a principle called the (PP). So that politeness maxims will be analyzed in terms of Leech’s model of politeness (1983). 

 1.7 Significance of the Study
        The ultimate importance of this study is to suggest the specific areas of politeness in Arabic and English which deserve greater emphasis on English as a foreign language(henceforth EFL ) classroom and provided practical suggestions for teaching  politeness strategies in both languages .Thus ,the results will be of relevance to linguists ,textbook  writers, as well as advanced non-native learners of English since the misunderstanding of politeness strategies by Arab learners results from their little knowledge of their mother tongue and the foreign language strategies.
CHAPTER TWO
THE NOTION OF POLITENESS IN ENGLISH
2-1 Introduction 
    One of the main goals of learning a foreign language is to be able to communicate i.e. to understand the native speakers of that language, and to be understood by them. For this reason, knowing the grammatical rules of a language alone is not sufficient. It is believed that the learner should develop "the capacity to participate in another's feeling and empathy towards members of another culture " (kramsch, 1993:1) .Within the process of learning a foreign language comes to exist a very important aspect, that can lead to smooth and in the same time effective communication .i.e. the realization of politeness as a linguistic phenomenon. The notion of politeness stresses the social nature of the interpersonal relationships and their cultural relativity (ibid).This is why it is considered as a cultural concept. For instance, polite behaviour in one culture might be viewed impolite in other cultures and vise versa.


Politeness as a linguistic phenomenon has been viewed by some scholars such as Lakoff (1973a, 1975) Leech (1983) and Brown and Levinson (1978, 1987).


Their works seem to be directed to approach definitionally a fuzzy and an empirically difficult area of politeness depending on pragmatic means. Although they have different perspectives about the very nature of politeness , they share the common goal of investigating principles of language use .They develop their perspectives in an independent way , and they propose certain principles to help them in characterizing the verbal strategies in accordance with the speaker's intention of achieving the expected kind of smooth communication.
2-2 Politeness: Definition   

       In everyday conversation, there are ways to go about getting the things we want. When we are in a group of friends, we can say to them 'go get me that plate' or' shut up’.

However, when we are surrounded by a group of a adults at a formal function , in which our parents are attending , we must say ‘could you please pass me that plate, if you don't mind ?’ and 'I am sorry, I don’t mean to interrupt, but I am not able to hear the speaker in front of the door’.  In different social situations, we are obliged to adjust our use of words to fit the occasion. It would seem socially unacceptable if the phrases above were reversed.  (Internet).


These 'ritual expressions’, as Crystal (1987:52) calls them, are a common feature of social interaction in all forms of spoken and written dialogue, especially in conversation. They are of considerable importance in accounting for the way people judge each other, and in explaining the success or failure of an interaction .The omission of a politeness formula, when one is expected or failed to acknowledge one appropriately, can lead to a tense atmosphere, or even to social sanction as children who fail to say ‘please’.

       Most accounts of politeness expressions are probably appendices of short chapters in grammar, although accounts may also be found in ethnographies and in guidebooks for travelers, officials, and missionaries.

The accounts in grammar are usually limited to lists of expressions, with the briefest indication of their use and a sentence or two which says how important the expressions are in dealing with the natives.  (Ferguson, 1976: 138) 

       Most of social scientists have just started to recognize the importance and complexity of using politeness expressions in modern western conversations and their usefulness to foreigners learning them.


 According to Kasper (1994), in English the word "polite" dates back to the fifteenth century and it originally meant "polish".

 In the seventeenth century, a polite person was defined as having `refined, courteous manners’, according to Oxford Dictionary of Etymology (Internet).

     Politeness is thus closely associated with the behaviour of the upper classes and hence, the expression `polite society`. In modern usage `polite` is defined as `having refined manners, courteous; cultivated, cultured; well –bred (of literature, etc) refined, elegant (ibid) 

     Ambrose Bierce defines politeness as `the most acceptable hypocrisy’ Honore Balazac says `virtue, perhaps, is nothing more than politeness of soul’; Marry Wilson states that `politeness is half good manners and half good lying’ (ibid) 


Lakoff (1975:64) views politeness as a means to “reduce friction in a personal interaction”. Furthermore she states that        “politeness usually supersedes: it is considered more important in a conversation to avoid offence than to achieve clarity" (ibid: 64)

     Fraser (1978), and Fraser and Nolen (1981) hold a completely different point of view on politeness theory. They define politeness in terms of parties’ rights and obligations based on social relationships which are negotiated in conversational contract between speaker (henceforth S) and hearer (henceforth H) who must adjust and readjust the conversation to adapt to the ongoing perception of those rights and obligations.

       Watts et.al (1992:51) proposes the concept of "polite behavior" to describe the socio- culturally determined behavior which is aimed at maintaining socio-equilibrium within a social group . This behavior is subjected to a number of constraints, viz

(1) type of social activity. (2)  speech events engaged in within that activity (3)common cultural expectations of participants.(4)  shared assumptions of participants ,  and          (5)  social distance and dominance relationship in force.


Arndt and Janney (1984:22-3), on the other hand, take a socio- psychological approach. They make a distinction between social point of view, and tact, which relates to politeness from an interpersonal point of view, although both are culturally required.

       A further claim is made by Brown and Levinson (1987) who states that the use of politeness strategies “make possible communications between potentially aggressive parties “.

      It seems that despite the divergent view points taken by linguists in their approach to politeness, they all agree on the fact that views 

(1) Politeness as a social norm for the maintenance of social equilibrium, and 

  (2) Politeness as a form of interpersonal support to avoid confrontation. 
2-3 Some Perspectives of Politeness 

   In fact few perspectives are concerned with the study of politeness. And this study will be restricted to investigate only two of the major perspectives that are cited in Kasper (1990:220).Because they provide a good deal that account for what is meant by politeness and its universal principles, maxims and strategies .They are the conversational – maxim view , and face saving view .
        2.3.1 Conversational –Maxim View  


   Basically, the conversational – maxim view is very much dependent on Grice’s work on conversation in which he presents what he calls “the cooperative principle" (henceforth CP).Leech (1983:79) mentions that it is true that the CP is important, but at the same time it is not sufficient. Because it can not provide satisfactory explanations to the following questions (a) why people are often so indirect in conveying what they mean? and (b) what is the relationship between sense and force in the non-declarative type of sentences (ibid:80) .In other words the (CP)can not provide an account for the propositional meaning of most sentences of human interactions. Lakoff (1973a) as cited in Fraser (1990:224) considers politeness as an avoidance of offence. Then, in her later work, she becomes more explicit, especially when she describes politeness as “a device used in order to reduce friction in personal interaction” Lakoff (1979:64) as cited in Fraser (ibid) thinks that being polite is one part of mastering the pragmatic competence. Actually, the pragmatic competence involves two maxims: 

(1) Be clear                          (2) Be polite 

     In addition to that, she proposes sub- maxims and three rules to be carried out:

Rule (1) Don’t impose (Formal/ impersonal politeness) 

Rule (2) Give options (informal politeness) 

Rule (3) Make the H feel good (Intimate politeness) 

     She also believes that the use of any of these rules depends on the type of politeness situation (ibid) (What she mainly intends to maintain, is that the proper way for reducing friction caused by the imposition is by using the ' mitigation strategy’ expressions such as ‘ as you know …,’ ‘I want to say …’ etc . In this concern, Fraser (1980) interprets mitigation as "a strategy for softening or reducing the strength of speech act whose effect is unwelcome to the hearer"(ibid).

2.3.1.1 Politeness Principle (PP)

As it is mentioned earlier politeness has been studied within the domain of the (CP). In Leech’s model of politeness (1983), politeness is seen as “an important missing link between the (CP) and the problem of how to relate sense and force” Leech (1983:104). What is noticed in Leech’s work is the distinction he makes between the illocutionary goals i.e., what speech acts the S intends to convey, and the social goal i.e. what position the S adopts on being truthful, polite, ironic and the like (Fraser, 1990:225) 


Leech (1983: 15) differentiates between two types of rhetoric: interpersonal and textual. The interpersonal rhetoric includes certain principles which are: cooperative principle (CP), politeness principle (PP) and irony principle, whereas the textual rhetoric includes the processibility principle, clarity principle, economy principle and expressivity principle (Ibid: 16).

What’s actually noticed in Leech’s work is that there is no explicit definition of politeness, but rather it deals with as a part of the interpersonal rhetoric system. There’s a kind of relation between the (CP) and the (PP). It is described as ‘trade-off’ relation. In conversation, the (CP) enables the participant to communicate on the assumption that he is being cooperative. This would lead to the regulation of the illocutionary or discoursal goals. The (PP) has a higher regulation role as it is used for the establishment of social relationships, which in turn enables the S to assume that his/her interlocutors are cooperative in the first place. So the S has to behave politely in order not to break the communication channel, otherwise he wouldn’t be able to attract the listener’s attention. (ibid: 81).


The cognitive model of politeness as proposed by Leech (1983) consists of at least the following mappings (Hernandez, 1999: 217).
· People are economists /businessmen 

· Politeness is the minimization of cost and the maximization of benefit (i.e. the objective of the economist) 

· Impolite acts are costly acts. 

· Polite acts are beneficial acts. 

· A polite person is the economist who attempts to minimize costs and maximize benefits. 

· The degree of politeness of a speech acts is its rating in a scale of cost- benefit (ibid).

        2.3.1.2 Politeness Maxims 


Leech (1983: 107 – 138) identifies six interpersonal maxims of (PP), these maxims are: 

1- Tact Maxim: 

The tact maxim usually applies to Searl’s directive and commissive categories of illocutions. The illocution’s prepositional content stands for an action to be implemented by the H, or the S. This action may be assessed in terms of what S supposes to be its cost or benefit to S or H. It’s the case when applying to a cost – benefit scale. So the determination point on this scale (depending on context) may become “ benefit ”  to H rather than “ cost ” to H , if the imperative mood of illocution is constant (ibid : 107) .

          There are two sides of the tact maxim, a negative side “minimize the cost to H” and the corresponding positive side, “maximize benefit to H”. The first is more important than the second. It is so because it depends on not expressing a wish that H does not want to carry out. 

2- Generosity Maxim: 


It is based on the principle “minimize benefit to self; maximize cost to self” (ibid: 133f). There is a need to distinguish between  the bilateral aspect of the ‘other centered’ of the tact maxim and the ‘self – centered’ of the generosity maxim . 

3- Approbation Maxim: 


It concentrates on the principle of “minimizing dispraise of others, maximizing praise of other” (ibid: 136) in its more important negative aspect, this maxim states avoid saying unpleasant things about others, and more particularly about H. 
4- Modesty Maxim: 


It is based on “minimizing praise of self and, maximizing dispraise of self”. 
5- Agreement Maxim: 


It is usually manifested in assertive illocutions. It is based on the principle that calls for (a) minimizing disagreement between self and other and (b) maximizing agreement between self and other ” (ibid : 132) . It is better to mention, that there is an attitude to exaggerate agreement with other people, and to mitigate disagreement by expressing regret or partial disagreement. 

6- Sympathy Maxim: 


It is manifested in assertive illocutions. It stands for the principle that calls for (a) “minimizing antipathy between self and other’s and (b) maximizing sympathy between self and other (ibid). It is important to notice that, in conversation self stands for the S, whereas other stands for the H or may be Hs. 


Tan (2001b:2) presents a more recent formation for the politeness maxims as shown in Table(1).
Table (1) 
Tan’s New Formation of Politeness Maxims
	Generosity \ tact 
	Place a high value on other’s wants ,       A low value on self’s qualities 

	Approbation \ modesty 
	Place a high value on other’s , qualities , A low value on self’s qualities 

	Agreement 
	Place a high value on other’s , options  ,  A      low value on self’s options 

	Sympathy 
	Place a high value on other’s , feelings ,  A low value on self’s feelings 

	Obligation [=indebtedness] 
	Place a high value on other’s, actions,     A low value on self’s actions 


      Within each Maxim  Leech (1983: 132) identifies a set of scales: 

1- cost – benefit scale : 

It represents the cost or the benefit of an act to the S and the H. 

2- Optionality scale :

It represents the relevant illocutions, ordered by the amount of choice which the S permits the H. 

3- Indirectness scale :

It represents the relevant illocution ordered in terms of the H’s work to infer the S. 

4- Authority scale : 

It stands for the relative right for the S to impose wishes on the H. 

5- Social Distance Scale : 

It stands for the degree of familiarity between the S and the H.  

The last two scales have been identified by Brown and Gilman’s account of politeness (1989) as cited in (Leech, 1983: 126). Their account determines the social distance to be presented as ‘a two dimensional graph’ as it is shown in figure (1). 
                              Figure (1) 

                           Social distance

as cited in (Leech, 1983: 126. Fig. 5.1)

      
The vertical axis indicates the social distance in terms of (power) or (authority). Whereas the horizontal axis indicates the solidarity factors. The social distance relation provides a good account of the (PP). The higher up in the hierarchy and the more distant the addressee is, the greater need for the addresser to: 

(a) minimize cost of the addresser. 

(b) be more indirect to the addresser.

(c) provide more option for the addresser (Fraser,1990:232) 

Finally, politeness always takes place in the course of interaction. This interaction is identified by the relationship between persons within the environment (Hernandez, 1999: 220). However, it seems essential to realize the possible types of relationships that can be obtained between humanbeings in relation to environment. Two of them have a prominent effect in an interaction which are: inner – relationships and in-out relationships. The inner – relationships are those that correlate with power and social distance, whereas the key word of the concept power is usually manifested by the imposition involved (ibid: 222). Consequently, power can be presented as in figure (2). 
                     Figure (2) 

vertically image – schema and metaphorical understanding of power as the position held in a vertical scale
          Having power is being up 

        Having no power is being down

                   as cited in (Hernandez, 1999: 223)

      2.3.2 Face-Saving View

The face-saving view is very much influenced by the inspirational model of politeness proposed by Brown and Levinson (1978, 1987). And since the list of speech acts which affects the S’s and \ or the H’s positive or negative face constitutes any kind of linguistic action , communication is seen as basically as dangerous and an antagonistic endeavor (Brown and Levinson , 1987 : 65ff) . Brown and Levinson’s model of politeness seems to be in an opposition to the assumption that a  “ polite way of talking show up as deviations requiring rational explanations on the part of the recipient who finds in consideration of politeness reasons for the speaker’s apparent irrationality or inefficiency ”. (Fosold , 1990 : 161) 


Brown and Levinson: (1978: 36 ff) identify a model person who is a willful fluent S of a natural language. Also this person is endowed with two properties: face and rationality.

2.3.2.1 Face and Face Work

The notion of face is Chinese in origin. It was firstly examined by Hu (1944) in its historical development and significance. Hu distinguishes between two notions of face‘lien’ and  ‘mein-tzu’  the first refers to a person’s basic moral character , whereas the second used to refer to “ a reputation achieved through getting on in life through success and obtentation” (Hu, 1944 : 45) as cited in Tracy (1990: 109f) . But, what is noticed is that, both of the two notions of face appear to be compatable with the negative face (Kasper, 1990: 194). The notion of face has a somewhat diverse referent in other cultures. In the English speaking community, this notion was first introduced by the social psychologist Erving Goffman (1971). He uses face to refer to the image that a S projects in his engagement in an interaction. So face has a meaning as in saying ‘to lose face’. By adopting such an opinion, Goffman thinks that every participant in an interaction should feel the need to be appreciated by others, and feel free from being interfered with. Therefore, he stresses the idea of being aware of violating one another’s face. Goffman (1976: 52) asserts that face is something that can be lost, maintained and consolidated. Thus, it must be attended to in an interaction. 


When dealing within the framework of face as a notion, there is an important distinction should be made between face and face work. First, face is a social phenomenon, it comes into existence when an individual is ‘socially in contact’ with another. It is created by the communicative moves of interlocutors. Second, the face work represents the communicative strategies that are enactment, support, or challenge of the socially situated identity people claim or attribute to other (Tracy, 1990: 210). 

Hernandez (1999: 214) points out that face corresponds politeness to form a metaphorical cognitive model of politeness which is based on the following mappings. 

· People are their public images. (i.e. face ) 

· Their wants to defend their territors not to be impede in their actions, not to be imposed up on , etc…. are their negative face. 

· To be polite is to preserve other people’s face, both positive and negative (ibid).

         There are two current approaches to the study of face. The first is a sociolinguistical approach that is based on politeness theories. The second is psychological one that depends on politeness data researchers obtained (ibid). 
2.3.2.1.1 Politeness Theories – Social Identity Approach

Perhaps the most thorough treatment of politeness is that of Brown and Levinson’s (1978) . As it is mentioned before, They lay much focus on face which is defined as “The public self- image that every member wants to claim for himself” (ibid: 67f). This ‘public self image’ consists of two related aspects: 

(a) Negative face that represents “The want of every competent adult member” that his actions be unimpeded by others”.

(b) Positive face that represents “the want of every member that his wants be desirable to at least some others”. 

       The treatment of face as having two related aspects is done in terms of the participant’s want rather than the social-norms (Fraser, 1990: 229). The negative face requires the freedom of action and freedom from imposition. Essentially it is the S’s want of not to be impeded by others. The positive face represents the constituent of self-image that the participant has and wants to be appreciated and approved by at least some other participants. 

       Brown and Levinson(1978: 106) develop two types of politeness depending on the two aspects of face: positive politeness and negative politeness. The positive politeness is “redressive action directed to the addressee’s positive face”. The negative politeness is “redressive action addressed to the addressee’s negative face” i.e. his want to have his freedom of an action unhindered and his attention unimpeded (ibid: 134). In this sense negative politeness corresponds with what people do mean by ‘being polite’. Scollon and Scollon (1995: 36) think that the notion of face is a paradoxical one, as it includes two opposite folds namely involvement, and independence. The aspect of involvement is associated with the person’s need to be treated as a contributing member in the community. This actually concurs with positive face of Brown and Levinson’s model. The aspect of independence focuses on the individuality of the participant. This concurs with the negative face of Brown and Levinson’s model. As a result, the notion of face needs to be studied from its very paradoxical nature i.e. the aspects of involvement and independence should be handled simultaneously to meet a certain communicative goal. Tracy (1990 :210f) mentions that politeness theory starts its analysis with linguistic units of speech acts as identified by Searle (1969) , in which he uses them to refer to the function or action performed by a particular utterance. In this concern, Brown and Levinson (1978) argue that many speech acts are considered as being threatening to face. The organizing principle for Brown and Levinson’s model of politeness is that “some acts are intrinsically threatening to face” (ibid: 129). They suggest that these threatening acts require redress. Consequently, this would probably signal the significance of using politeness strategies. 


Face threatening acts (henceforth FTAs) as involved in Brown and Levinson’s model (1978) are classified into four types in terms of the S’s intention, the social norms or both (Fraser, 1990: 230): 

(i) Acts threatening to the H’s negative face e.g. ordering, threatening, warning ….etc. 

(ii) Acts threatening to the H’s positive face e.g. complaining, criticizing, disagreeing, raising taboo topics. 

(iii) Acts threatening to the S’s negative face e.g. accepting offers, Thanking, promising unwillingly. 

(iv) Acts threatening to the S’s positive face , e.g. apologizing , accepting compliment , confessing …etc. 

But where do threats come from? It is a question that needs an urgent answer. First, as it is known that an utterance is performed in accord with intentions and beliefs. However, what follows that this utterance carries another kind of information. A speech act matually presupposes its felicity conditions. Also it reflects the S’s belief that the H cares to know what is implicated by the S’s words, (Aridissono, et. al, 1999:3). 


Positively, there are certain speech acts that carry a considerable amount of offence to the H’s face, at the same time they can be utilized to convey other pieces of information that prevent the undesired intention on the part of the H . Such a strategy is mainly based on focusing much emphasis on conventional indirect speech acts that are recognizable by means of other illocutionary acts (ibid: 5). Accordingly , there are three types of illocutionary acts that possess a potential threat , that need to be redressed by the application of indirectness forms (ibid) .

1- Requests: 


In fact, requests are considered as the clearest example of (FTAs) that are usually performed for the sake of the S’s benefit. And in order to reduce the imposition of the request involved , certain strategies are to be followed . They can be summarized as (ibid: 6f): 

(a) the S can ask a question to maintain the consequences of the imposition. 

         1-EX: Do you want to give me a lift? 

(b) asking the H if he is committed to carry out the intended action. 

        2 -  Ex: Do you pass me the salt?
  (c)  invoking a question about the necessary condition for the H to obey the intended act. 
          3-   EX. Can you give me a pen? 
(d)  the use of unmarked questions which requires that the S believes that the prepositional content of the question is false. 

 4- Ex: You can’t lend me your book, can you? (ibid) 

2- Questions: 


It is true that questions show somehow a different level of threatening, but there is a significant aspect to be realized. The S has to balance the potential threat to the H’s face with the face that , in some cases , indirect questions are not well performed (ibid: 7f)
5- EX: Do you know where you have been yesterday evening? 


Questions also may represent a further threat especially, when they are performed to get some ‘private’ information. The use of indirectness form can not redress any effects of the threat (ibid) 

6- EX: Please, could you tell me your bank account number? 
3- Statements: 


Statements are considered as problematic because they suffer from imposition upon H, and risk to annoy him. If the S presents a belief that may cause disagreement on the part of the H, he can give up his claim and provide a weaker one. And the best way is to use an expression of doubt by means of adverbs like ‘May be, probably, perhaps’, that are usually called for in the cases of partial disagreement, to reduce threat as much as possible (ibid:9). 
7-EX: I will come as soon as I possibly can.

2.3.2.1.2 Face Strategies

People are often obliged to impose certain wishes on others. That is why they are in need of using  particular strategies so that they can reduce or mitigate the effects of their imposition. By doing so, they have opportunity to soften the situation in which they find themselves involved. But, these strategies are not found in all cultures. Rather, each culture has its own strategies, that are somehow different from other cultures. (Aitchison, 1999: 105) There are five level strategies as suggested by Brown and Levinson (1978 : 74) for carrying out the (FTAs) which are : 

(1) Bald on record (most direct)

(2) Positive politeness. 

(3) Negative politeness 

(4) Off – record (giving hint) 

(5) Don’t do face threatening acts (least direct)
                             Figure(3)
Possible strategies for doing FTAs


       as cited in (Brown and Levinson, 1978: 74 Fig.5)

The strategies are numbered according to the degree of politeness (Renkema, 1993: 15). In this concern, Tracy (1990: 212) tries to summarize the strategies in a diagram called super strategies, as in the figure

                           Figure (4)     
       Super Strategies as cited in (Renkema , 1993 :15)

The following examples are used to account for the four types of politeness strategies that are proposed by Brown and Levinson (1978) , (internet) .


A student saw a cup of pens on his teacher’s table, and he wanted to use one, so that he might say.

7- “Oh I want to use one of those!” 

8- “So, is it OK if I use one of those pens? ”

9- “I’m sorry to bother you but, I just wanted to ask you if I could use one of those pens?”

10- “Hmm, I’m sure I could use a blue pen right now”. 


First, (7) represents an answer that is based on Bald on-Record that doesn’t look for any kind of minimizing threat to the teacher’s face. Second, (8) represents an answer that depends on positive politeness strategy, in which the student appears to be respecting his teacher’s desire. Third (9), stands for the negative politeness which appears to share with the positive politeness   a common property that is the want to be respected, but with a rather imposing effect. Finally, (10) represents an answer that stands for the off record strategy which is mainly devoted so as to overcome the uncomfortable effect towards the other participant, i.e. the teacher. It seems useful to mention, that the use of the politeness strategies depends on three important factors: 

(1) The social distance of the S and the H.

(2) The S and the H’s relative power relation.

(3) The absolute rank of imposition in the particular culture. 

Brown and Levinson (1978: 81 ff) claim that the S must determine the seriousness of face threatening acts in terms of the above independent and culturally sensitive factors . The seriousness can be formulated as follows , the factors are abbreviated respectively as D,P and R : 

WX = D (S+H)+ P (H+S) + R 

Weightness = the seriousness or estimate risk of face lose of (FTA) 
Positive politeness is simply defined as any effort to meet the positive face. The S wants for the H what he wants for himself. Negative politeness is defined as any effort to meet the negative face wants. It is essentially designed as a redressive action to (FTA) that creates the occasion of politeness. On record (FTA) are speech acts which are ambiguous. Off record (FTA) are those acts that can be directed through inference (Brown and Gilman, 1989: 162).The degree of politeness investment becomes compatible by adding the value of social power , social distance and the degree of imposition involved in the (FTAs). (Blum – Kulka et al, 1985) as cited in Kasper (1990: 201). Escandell – Vidal (1998 : 47) believes, that though status , power , and social role or face are universal notions , their particular content is apparently culture – sensitive ; within which each society has its own conditions of what the relevant properties that determine the values selected for each parameters. 
Fraser (1990: 232) thinks that “the status, the power, and the role of each S and the nature of circumstances” are relevant parameters for obtaining the initial sets of rights and obligations. 

Moreover, they “play crucial role in determining what messages may be expected both in terms of form and context”. 

There is an important point that should be realized which is that Brown and Levinson do not provide any indication as what are the essential factors that account for the assessment of values : social distance , power and rank of imposition in any individual acts (Horse , 1998 : 57) . 
2-4. Degrees of Politeness and Illocutionary Function

The classification of politeness made by Lakoff (1989: 101 – 4) constitutes polite, non polite and rude. The behaviour that does not conform to politeness rules is a non-polite behaviour, which occurs appropriately in situations where politeness is not expected. Behaviour is considered rude if it does not utilize politeness strategies where these would be expected and the utterance plausibly is interpreted as intentionally and negatively confrontational. Polite behavior is evident in those utterances, which adhere to rules of politeness where or not these are expected in a particular type of discourse. 


Leech (1983 : 104 – 7) points out that different types of situations call for different degrees of politeness and attempts a classification according to how illocutionary functions relate to the social goal of maintaining comity . He distinguishes the following four types:

  1- The competitive type of function: It involves acts in which “the illocutionary goals compete with the social goal, e.g., ordering, asking, demanding, and begging” (ibid: 164). Politeness is demanded to reduce the discord, which lies implicitly in the competition between Ss, and can be considered as ‘good manners’. Negative politeness, as specified by Brown and Levinson (1978, 1987), is demanded to mitigate the intrinsic discourtesy of the goal. This category corresponds to Searle’s category of directives, e.g., ordering, commanding and advising.

2- The convivial type of function: It involves acts in which “the illocutionary goals coincides with the social goals, e.g., offering, inviting, thanking and congratulating” (Leech, 1983: 104-5). These acts are intrinsically polite and take the form of positive politeness so as to achieve comity. Leech (ibid) states that by congratulating or complimenting somebody, S adheres to H’s positive face. This class relates to parts of Searle’s of expressives; viz., the acts of expressing S’s psychological attitude in cases where it is positive, e.g., thanking, congratulating, and pardoning. Likewise , Searle’s class of commisives ,e.g., promising , vowing and offering , are considered convivial in nature, performed as they are in the interest of someone other than S.

3- The collaborative type: It involves acts where “the illocutionary goal is different to the social goal; e.g., asserting, reporting, announcing and instructing”. Politeness is considered largely irrelevant i.e., these acts are considered neutral with regard to politeness (ibid). The class of declaration is also neutral with regard to politeness .It scarcely makes sense to talk about , e.g. , a priest christening a baby in a polite way , and although sentencing a person may in itself be considered  an unpleasant act, the judge can hardly be said to be impolite by performing his authoritative role (ibid : 106 ).

4- The conflictive type of function: It refers to acts in which the illocutionary goal conflicts with the social goal, e.g., threatening, accusing, cursing and reprimanding. These acts are intrinsically impolite as by their very nature they are designed to cause offence. This class includes the part of Searle’s category of expressive , which are geared towards the expression of the S’s negative feelings and reactions towards H, for example , when giving vent to reproaches , accusations and acts of blame (ibid : 104-5) . 

The above classification refers to the inherent politeness level in a given communicative act and has been referred to as “absolute politeness”.

Leech (ibid: 83) distinguishes between polite, non-polite and impolite Speech Acts (henceforth SAs). Polite SAs largely correspond to Leech’s category of convivial function corresponds to the collaborative function. Directives are considered non- polite acts, whereas expressives relating to H in a negative way are classified as being intrinsically impolite. (For similar classification, seeHaverkate(1988:386-7) .

The claim that the demand for politeness may be inherent in the communicative situation has also been recognized by Lakoff             (1989: 101-4), who points out “that certain types of situation, for example, courtroom discourse, do not demand politeness; on the contrary, non-polite behavior can be systematic and normal”. She makes a distinction between discourse genres, which are designed for the purpose of communicating information, and those intended purely or mainly for interaction itself. A classroom lecture is an example of the former, while ordinary conversation is in the later category .Generally, the more interactive type of discourse is, the more it will require adherence to politeness rules; the more designed for the sharing information it is, the less important politeness will be.

Leech and Haverkate are concerned with a classification of politeness according to inherent properties of communicative acts ,whereas  Lakoff seems to base her classification on behavior patterns , i.e. , the way a communicative act is realized in a given situation (the notion of ‘relative politeness’ is introduced by Leech (1983 :83) . A similar opposition has been voiced by Gumperz (1982) to the effect that a linguistic expression can not be said to be inherently polite or impolite, but necessarily be dependent on the participants’ interpretation of this expression in context.
2.5 Politeness and Indirectness
Why do people tend to be indirect when they express their requests for instance? In attempting to answer such a question, there is a need to invoke the notion of politeness. It could be said that people are keeping on being indirect in order that they can maintain social relationship and not to be offended by others. In other words, they seek to be polite in their interaction to obtain communicative end. 

Indirect speech acts represent the most important form of the conventional indirectness; as a result they become the focus of the linguists’ attention. It has been claimed that all the kinds of the things that can be done by means of utterances are strictly limited (Searle, 1967), and that sentences carry in their structure indications of their illocutionary force or paradigmatic use. So that the use of indirect speech acts enables people to communicate a certain desire by means of rhetorical questions to fulfill the assertion, and imperatives to offers…etc. As cited in Brown and Levinson (1978:139), Gordon and Lakoff (1971, 79) maintain that there is a systematic way to make indirect speech acts in English. This is simply done by stating or questioning the felicity condition of an act. A felicity condition as Searle thinks is a condition of the real world that should be met by the aspects of the communicative event so as to make a certain SA the intended one. In this concern, Brown and Levinson (1978: 139) define directness as:

      Any communicative  behavior verbal or non-verbal that conveys something more than or different from what is literally means which in context could not be  defended as ambiguous between literal and conveyed meanings, and therefore provides no line of escape to the speaker or the hearer, would serve the same purpose as the more idiomatic expression .

Leech (1983: 33) presents his opposition to Searle’s(1969) idea concerning the illocutionary force of SAs. He mentions two points to support this claim. First, he thinks that there are no special illocutionary rules that are required for indirect illocutions. He adds that indirect speech act is performed by the use of a set of implicatures. This happens because as he states “all illocutions are ‘indirect’ in that, their force is derived by implicatures” (ibid). But, these speech acts vary in their degree of indirectness; consequently, their degree of politeness is verified. Fraser (1990:230) asserts that the more direct a SA is the more threatening to the H’s face. Therefore, the indirect SAs possess the least threat, hence the most polite verbal behaviour.

Aitchison (1999:104) supports this idea when she thinks, that the polite utterance requires the avoidance of directness. This would justify her belief that it is a polite attitude to say things indirectly. 

Collins (nd: 2) presents two factors that can in a way or another influence the indirectness:

1- The nature of the relationship between S and H. As people perform more indirectness with others who have an authority or power over them. Particularly  those who are socially different from them in age, social class, occupation, sex, ethnicity…etc.

2- The nature of imposition involved within a certain SA in which the impositive act requires certain polite indirectness to be carried out. 

With  reference to the second factor, Leech (1983:107) presents the tact maxim, in which he describes it as the most important maxim of politeness that is used in an English speaking community. In particular, he develops what he calls the cost benefit scale that is available to illustrate the modification of SAs by means of the indirectness strategy. To get things much more clear, it seems useful to consider the following examples:

11- Open the door.

12- I want you to open the door.

13- Will you open the door?

14- Can you open the door?

15- Would you mind opening the door?

16- Could you possibly open the door?
What is observed here, is that while the S is keeping the prepositional content (x= open the door), the degree of tactfulness verified depending on strategic indirectness of the illocutions performed. This strategy is best reflected through the verified mode selections, i.e., modality selections where (11) is an imperative, (12) declarative and (13-16) are interrogatives. There is an increase in the indirectness scale as the move goes down that scale (11-16), so (16) is considered as the most polite since it is the most indirect. Finally, Ardisson, Boella and Lesemo (1999:1) think that “indirect speech acts are the paradigmatic example, speaker often uses them when the direct forms may appear impolite”.
2-6 Politeness and Culture

It is known that the underlying principle of politeness is to maintain harmony via performing appropriate intentions and considerations for the others’ feeling .As a matter of fact, every culture has developed its own systematic mechanisms to convey whether Ss are performing polite attitudes or not . UK-KY (2001:1) believes that “decoding intended politeness in any situation is complicated by the fact that standard mechanisms show politeness may themselves be manipulated by speakers, and valued in various ways by listener”.

It seems quite true because it is the case that is observed in the Korean language. For instance, Korean people use certain mechanisms including linguistic markers to signal a particular level of formal politeness almost in every sentence. And this does not necessarily indicate that the S intends to be polite or not.In other words, the use of these mechanisms may be neutral and conventional (ibid). Moreover , the interpretation of real politeness seems to be somehow difficult (across cultures) : because the cultural presupposition of each participant may be quite different i.e. the participants belief of what is ' good / bad ', ' honest / dishonest ',' fair /  unfair ' may be show a genius variation (ibid :2). It is thought that politeness mechanisms and formulas can be diffused across language boundaries, as it is reflected in Ferguson's statement (1976:139) that there is             a "… strong tendency for the structure and the use of politeness formulas to diffuse with other elements of culture across language boundaries”. He supports his idea by mentioning the striking number of Arabic greetings and thanks that have spread with Islam to speech communities, which have not shifted to Arabic.
House (1998: 61) presents some cross – cultural differences between English and German in terms of the dimensions of the communicative norms. So that the German people as compared to English people tend when engaging in an interaction to use ways that are more direct, more explicit, more self – referenced and more content oriented.           
2-7. Speech Act Theory

Normally, People speak in order to communicate something to those they are addressing. S then has a particular intention he wants to convey to his addressee. When that intention is well recognized by the addressee, or the H, the act of communication is successful. Sometimes what is said does not always convey what the S wants to, i.e., speech alone does not determine the intended message of the S. “The unquestionably a need for a typology of what is done by a person who utters a particular sentence” (Horman, 1981:155).

        Concerning the reason behind studying SAs theory, Searle (1969) confirms that the study of such a theory is important, because all linguistic communications involve linguistic acts. He also adds that 
"it is not the symbol , word , or sentence that constitutes     the unit of linguistic communication , but rather it is the production of a word  or sentence that constitute the unit of linguistic communication , but rather it is the production of a word or a sentence under a particular condition that counts as SAs , and which on its part the basic unit of communication” (Searle , ibid :16) .
Since the introduction of Austin's theory of SAs , there have been different views of what is meant by SA , These views range between assigning a broad or a narrow sense to the term. When Austin (1962) sets out discuss his theory by distinguishing the type of sentences which look like statements but the utterance of which is in fact the performance of an action , he uses the term ‘performatives’. As soon as he rejects his dichotomy of  ‘constatives’ and ‘performatives’ in faviour of the triple taxonomy of locutionary , illocutionary and perlocutionary act , he talks about ' SAs ' to incorporate all those  three sub-acts .Bates (1976 : 13) associates the term ' SA ' with the illocutionary force of an utterance which denotes the status of that  utterance as a promise , threat , request , etc . To her, ‘SA’ which is the major category of pragmatic structure and rules of use, refers to "the speaker's goal in using a proposition. It describes the S's intention to issue a command, ask a question, make a promise, etc. Lyons (1977: 726) states that the term ' SA ' has often been used and is still used in the more natural sense of ‘act of speech’ ”. The dissatisfaction expressed by Lyons is attributed to two reasons: Firstly, it refers to something more abstract than to the act of speaking as such i.e. the production of an actual spoken utterance. Secondly, the Austinian (or post Austinian) sense of SA is not limited to spoken language, but it covers means of communications such as using manual gesture or summoning someone is said to be performing a particular SA. James (1983: 119) advocates a more general view of ‘SA’ stating that “when we do things through language we perform what Austin (1962) calls speech act ".

2-8. Politeness in Speech Act Theory
Austin(1962) states that legal doings such as getting married , bequeathing a property , naming ships , baptizing people , and so forth are described as doing things rather than saying utterances ,i.e.  can not be evaluated as true or false, he calls the above legal doings ‘performatives’ . He says “in saying something a speaker also, does something”. His realization has been widely accepted and his division of acts into locutionary , illocutionary and perlocutionary acts has formed the basic for the development of communicative functions defined by illocutionary force . It is worth mentioning that locutionary acts , illocutionary acts , and especially perlocutionary acts are closely related to pragmatics and , in general , to politeness because they indicate the H's interpretation of the message  received and the concomitant act , i.e. , he may act politely or  impolitely . Consider these examples:

17- Would you mind playing foot ball?

18- Please, play foot ball.

19- Foot ball is meant to be played; you know.

20- Play foot ball.

21- Foot ball. 

In 17 and 18 , degrees of politeness in conveying the message could have been prefaced by I , in my capacity as an addresser , request you politely / very politely to play foot ball, while in 20 and 21 , there is a more aggressive attitude in the nature of orders . But in 19 the request is ironical (Doctor, 1988: 143).

     Searle (1975 a :60) draws a distinction between direct and   indirect SAs , which depends on a recognition of the intended perlocutionary effect of an utterance on a particular occasion . How can one do more than one thing at one time with his words (i.e. the multiple function of an utterance) is part of the important issue of indirect SAs.  Takahashi and Raitblat (1994: 475) point out that indirect SAs are utterances in which S's intended meaning is different from the literal meaning. Thus, for example, an utterance like the following is often used as a polite request for being told about the time, but its literal meaning is that of question with regard to H's ability to state the time:

22- Could you tell me the time?

      An utterance such as 22, though interrogative in form is conventionally used, as Takahashi and Roitblat (ibid) point out , to make a polite request . Hs are able to interpret indirect SAs and other forms of non – literal language such as irony and metaphor by relying on their knowledge of SAs along with general CP.(Bobrow and Bell , 1973 : 343 – 46 ; Clark and Lucy , 1975 : 50 – 72;  Grice , 1975 : 41 – 58 Searle , 1975 a : 59 – 82) .

Schffrin (1994: 59) rightly notes that Searle's view of indirectness is one aspect of politeness; politeness may also arise from SA theory. Consider the following examples:
23- I want you to bury the turtle.

24- Would you be able to bury the turtle? (I bid).

Both 23 and 24 are conventionally understood as requests (their primary act); yet there are also other acts: the former is a statement, the latter, a question. Both utterances, however, are understood as requests because of the literal SAs that they also perform. In this case, the phrase " I want you to do x" states an S-based sincerity condition for requests, i.e., S wants H to do action. Likewise, the phrase “would you be able to x?” is an H – based preparatory condition , i.e. , H is able to do action . Therefore, 24 is more polite than 23 since it does not commit H or force him to do x (an act).

2.9 The Relevance of Deference and Register to politeness
2. 9. 1. Deference
Thomas (1995: 150) believes that " deference is connected with politeness, but is a distinct phenomenon; it is opposite of familiarity. It is the respect we show to our people by virtue of their higher status, greater age …..etc” . Deference has, in addition to politeness, an honorific overtone. To convey deference, one is required to enact that ‘status virtual’ representing “a way in which the individual must guard and design the symbolic implications of his acts while the immediate presence of an object that has a special value for him” (Goffman, 1967: 57). In the wider sense of   its meaning, deference, as Goffman points out, is not to be     conceived as asymmetrical – what subordinate owes to his superordinate . Rather, it is                                                                                 asymmetrical, as exemplified by some societies such as Tibetan salutations between high – placed equals. Deference is opposite to familiarity. It can be noticed that politeness is a more general term of showing respect or consideration to other people, but deference and politeness have the same social behavior and linguistic value. Thomas (1995: 150) points out that deference is particularly built into the grammar of those languages which have a Tu/Vous (henceforth T/V) system – (i.e., the familiar vs. the formal pronoun forms ) as the French language where the choice of a second person pronoun : T / V depends on the amount of respect or deference anyone wishes to show . Hence, it can be concluded that 'V' is the polite form which represents a higher degree of formality than ' T ' which represents the normal form of address for signalling individuals. In other words, Ss of language which make the distinction are obliged to use these forms because of the linguistic choices they must make to signal either respect or familiarity towards their interlocutors. 

Yule (1985: 193) and Thomas (1995: 151) agree on one significant point stating that there are some languages such as English which contains options available for indicating the relevant status of the person. In other words , there are no deference forms , but names , titles , honorifics , e.g. , ‘Sir’ , ‘Madam’ and ‘Professor’ , which are used to indicate a more polite status than , for instance , ‘baby’ , ‘John’ and ‘Hey you’ . 

Brown and Gilman (1960 : 257 – 9 ) define power as the relation called " more powerful than " as richer than , stronger than and they regard this relation as being non – reciprocal or asymmetrical , with the greater receiving V and the lesser T , They define solidarity as the relation which is symmetrical or reciprocal with V becoming more probable as which is symmetrical or reciprocal with V becoming more probable as solidarity declines, for examples have the same job or the same reputation . This kind of relation comes to address people of equal power. The following figure illustrates the two dimensions:
Figure (6)
 The two dimensional semantic
	Superiors

	Equal and Solidarity


	Equal and not Solidarity



	Inferiors


(After Brown and Gilman, 1960: 259)
Hudson (1980: 126) stresses a significant point stating that later on solidarity became more important than power in determining the form of use. For instance, it was quite obvious for French children to call their fathers ' V ' as recognition of greater power, but nowadays they call their fathers ' T ' because of high solidarity.
Generally speaking, the upper classes address one another with the polite form V, while the lower classes use the familiar pronoun T. But the upper classes may use the familiar pronoun when they talk to the lower classes and lower classes may use the polite form when talking with the upper classes. 
Social roles are culture – specific and they are typically reciprocal , a parent – to – child and child – to – parent , a teacher – to – student and student –to – teacher and so on . Social roles determine the terms of address when, for example, Sir, Lord and Dr. are used with the vocative function of language, since they indicate a higher degree of formality. Polite forms said by the lower classes in comparison with the upper classes show a difference of power since they show all types of social difference and distance. Thus, the use of familiar pronoun has become more frequent when the degree of intimacy, similarity or solidarity has become quite large. This fact illustrates that the non – reciprocal polite and familiar forms are based on the degree of intimacy or solidarity, which leads to a conflict when someone of an upper class addresses another one of a lower class. On the other hand, when a person of a lower class addresses someone of an upper class, the power factor would require a polite form, while the solidarity factor would require a familiar pronoun. In most European languages, the solidarity factor has won over the power factor with the results that these languages have become nearly reciprocal (For more details see Trudgill, 1983: 104). 
Brown and Gilman (1960: 260) illustrate the abstract conflict rules of address in a sample of social dyads as follows:   
Figure (7) Social dyads involving a semantic conflict.
	Employer
	Officer
	Customer

	T     V     V
	T   V     V
	  T        V       V

	Employee
	Solider
	    Waiter

	Elder brother
	Master
	   Parent

	T   T     V
	T   T     V
	T     T           V

	Younger brother
	Faithful servant
	  Son


 With reference to figure (7) they (P. 259) explain that “the first three dyads involve conflict in address to inferiors who are not solitary, and the second dyads involve conflict in address to superiors who are not solitary”. The result of this conflict is a simple one dimensional system as shown by the following figure: 
                                         Figure (8)
                   One dimensional system



                         V        V
        V                             

                         T          T            T

                as cited in (Brown and Gilman, 1960 : 260)

Leech (1983: 126) on the other hand, proposes the vertical axis, which is opposed to the power factor of Brown and Gilman and the horizontal axis, which is opposed to the solidarity factor. Leech prefers to call these two dimensions the Social Distance. He affirms that the degree of politeness or respectfulness depends on the relative status or the degree of intimacy between S and H .He adds that if S observes the tact maxim, the degree of optimality and indirectness of speech will be increased in the expression of imposition.
2.9.2 Register
Behaviors do not only have to be appropriate to the individuals, they also need to be suitable for particular occasions and situations. This has its counterpart in language : to give a boxing commentary in the language of the Bible or a parish – church sermon in legal language would be a bad mistake or a joke (Trudgill , 1983 : 100) .
Halliday (1975: 79–80) states that Ss of a language have alternative means for saying the same thing or achieving the same purpose , all of them depend on the context . For instance, it is possible to get a drink of water by using different degrees of politeness as in:

25- Do you have any water?
Which is a question or by issuing a directive as in: 

26-Give me a glass of water, please?
Or making a statement as in:

27- I'm thirsty.

       In addition to that, there are many other ways to show the degrees of politeness, one of them is by referring to the objects by names or pronouns. Bloom and Lahey (1978 : 10 -1) say that the alternative forms of a message – whether , for example , to use a noun or a pronoun ; to ask a question or make a statement – depend on the ability to make inferences about what S already knows and needs to know as well as the status relation between S and H .

           Linguistic varieties linked in this way have been termed ‘Register or degree of formality’. Aitchison (1987: 107) points out that the use of inappropriate register might be sometimes amusing as it is the case in the use of a formal style to translate a rhyme     associated with an informal nursery setting.

Register is a sociolinguistic phenomenon; it is a description of the linguistic forms which occur in a particular situation. However, choices of register may be of interest to the pragmatician if S makes a deliberate use of unexpected forms in order to change the situation or to challenge the status (Thomas, 1995: 154). 

2 -10 Address Forms
Address Forms (henceforth AFs) are words and phrases used for addressing. They refer to the collocutor(s) and thus contain a strong element of deixis. Often they designate the collocutor(s), but not necessarily so, since their lexical meaning can differ from or even contradict the addressee’s characteristics (Braun, 1988: 7).      

On the same basis, Fasold (1990: IF) defines AFs as “the words speakers use to designate the persons they are talking to while they are talking to them”. This definition shows that the participants cannot be clearly designated unless they in face – to – face interaction. For example, if a student speaks to his / her teacher, s/he gives him / her title and sometimes title and last name showing respect and politeness towards him / her. But in other situations , if this student is asked about his / her teacher's name , he will refer to him / her by using his / her last name only and so on .In brief , ‘ the shape of linguistic behavior changes rapidly as the S social position changes’ (Brown and Fraser 1979 : 36 and Saville – Troike , 1982:  89) .

          The use of AFs is dependent on social factors that can be seen as a composite of sociolinguistically real factors (status, age , sex , degree of intimacy , etc. ) which together determine the overall degree of politeness within a given speech situation.  (Thomas, 1995:128). This means that if you feel close to someone, because that person is related to you, or you know him or her well or are similar in terms of age, social class, occupation, sex, ethnicity, etc., you feel less need to employ honorifics.

2. 10 .1 Pronouns of Address
          These are pronouns referring to the collocutor(s). These are, above all second person pronouns such as the English you, German du and ihr . French T and V , and Arabic أَنتَ ،أنتِ ،أنتُم ، أنتن .

 Brown and Gilman introduce the symbols T and V to designate the simple or intimate pronoun of address T and the polite, distant, or secondary pronoun of address V in a language.

The abbreviations T and V are derived from Latin T and V are especially suitable for languages with a contrast of two pronominal variants such as French T / V. German du / sie, Spanish tu / usted and Arabic انتم ، انتَ … etc.

  The recipient of V may differ from the recipient of T in strength, age, wealth, sex or profession. This can be made clear by a set of examples from various languages through history. In the Medieval Europe, generally, the nobility said T to the common people and received V; the master of a household said T to his slave, his servant, his squire [in its old sense] and received V. Within the family, of whatever social level, parents gave T to children and were given V. In Italy in the fifteenth century penitents said V to the priest and were told T (Grand, 1930). In plays of Shakespeare (Byrne, 1936 and Busse, 1998 and 1999), the noble principals say T to their L and are given V in return.

           Homles (1995: 19) states that formality is an important point to be taken into consideration in languages with T / V distinction, the V form may be considered the appropriately polite form for very formal context, regardless of the personal relationships involved.

2.10. 2 Titles
            There is no unanimity as to what should be classified as title. Frequently, especially in English, the term title is used without distinction for all nominal variants except names. It is preferred to call only forms which are bestowed, achieved by appointment such as doctor, major, or inherited such as Count, Duke titles (Titles, 1966: 38ff). Forms such as Mr., Mrs. are also called titles by almost all researchers other than Braun (1988: 10) who refers to them as general forms.

Sociolinguistically, titles have been mainly viewed in terms of power and solidarity. For instance, the choice between first name ‘John’ and the family name with a social honorific ‘Mr. Brown’ when addressing the same individual is a matter of power and solidarity. That is, the more equal and intimate the S is to the addressee, the more he would call him ‘John’ and the less equal and more distant he is to him, the more he would call him  ‘Mr. Brown’. Therefore, the choice between using the first name and the title (honorificized family name) depends on the type of social relationship between the S and the addressee.

Holmes (1995: 19) considers formality as a fundamental factor in using titles. If we consider a formal setting, such as a low court or ceremonial occasion, Ss tend to focus on transactional role rather than personal relationships and negative politeness is the prevalent pattern. Brothers who are barristers will refer to each other in court as my learned colleague. A minister's secretary will generally address him / her as Minister in a formal meeting, but reciprocal first names are more likely between them in private.

2.10.3. Kinship Terms   (K T)
          These are terms for blood relatives and for affines. When a Kinship Term(henceforth KT) is used for addressing  someone who is not relative to the S in one way or another, this is called a 'fictive use ' of a K T .Fictive use can also imply addressing a relative with a term expressing a relationship different from the biological one ( Braun, 1988 and Burling, 1970 : 29 ff ). An example of this is the use of KTs such as أَخي   ( my brother ) to one's cousin in Arabic.    

 In address, there are sometimes special K Ts which may or may not occur in reference, for example endearing short forms and derivations, or honorific forms.     
Chapter Three
The Notion of Politeness in Arabic
3.1 Introduction

The relationship between language and politeness has only been developed as central to both in recent research (in particular Leech, 1983; Brown and Levinson 1978, 1987). Leech affirms that politeness is an essential dimension of that area of language with which linguistic pragmatics should deal. 


This chapter aims at exposing some of the Arabic politeness expressions and their equivalents in the TL. In addition, it focuses on the difficulties that learners may encounter in understanding politeness expressions in both languages due to the different cultures each language is associated with and different customs of each society.

It should be kept in mind that the learner should look for a way to understand the intended meaning of a given text. As pragmatics is the discipline that concentrates on the nature of the intended meaning in a communicative situation, it therefore should be taken into account when dealing with politeness formulas. 


Hatim and Mason (1990: 37) point out that "…the meaning of the utterance has to do with what the utterance is intended to achieve, rather than merely the sense of the individual words”. In order to arrive at a thorough understanding of the intended meaning, one should consider a variety of extralinguistic factors such as situation and culture. 


By the same token, if one is to understand politeness expressions in terms of their intended meaning, one should consider host extralinguistic factors. Moreover, different communities and various groups of individuals within a given society might not share a common ground due to the fact that they have different experiences and even discrepent attitudes to the way situations are associated to each other. What may be acceptable in one community may not be necessarily so in other. Hence, learners should bear in mind the linguistic and cultural distance between the codes used to comprehend the massage. 


In fact, difference between cultures cause many complications for the learners of a foreign language who should be competent enough to deal with these differences.
 3.2 Pragmatics and Politeness

To begin with, pragmatics goes beyond the textual level of merely connecting sentences and paragraphs together. In other words, it is rather devoted to the way utterances are utilized in communicative situations and the way they are interpreted in the context, "pragmatics is the study of language in use. It is the study of meaning, not as generated by the linguistic system, but as conveyed and manipulated by participants in a communicative situation” (Baker, 1992:217).


Indicating what S implies rather than what he merely says, assumes that one should be able to fathom the conventional meaning of an utterance and reach its underlying intended meaning. Nevertheless, the conventional meanings of words and structures can never be forsaken; indeed they are the first step to be accounted for. In addition , any verbal communication necessitates a knowledge of the language system , for any misunderstanding , no matter how minute it might be, could well affect the implicatures in the TL; thus distributing the continuity or flow of the text. So learners of a foreign language, should be aware of the underlying meaning of the polite forms for overcoming any pragmalinguistic misinterpretation which is likely to occur due to any cultural gap between the languages.  
3.3 Politeness Strategies in Communicative Interaction

It is generally agreed upon that politeness represents a form of human behaviour, controlled by certain principles of rationality, which in turn regulate interactional activities with the ultimate purpose of getting things accomplished. 


Communicative interaction is basically speech act centered. Therefore, it is preliminary in the sense that it does not contain in discourse a component specifying the macro categories that are inherent in different types of interaction.  
3.3.1 Phatic Communion 

The basic function of language is to impart information, but there is another secondary function, which is used to maintain good and smooth communication between interlocutors and end the conversation in a polite manner, this function is termed "phatic communion”.


Phatic communion can be used politely and impolitely. Thus, the learner should be able to differentiate between the polite and the impolite implications of phatic communion. 


It is worth mentioning that any politeness formula contains both propositional contents i.e., (semantic meaning) and illocutionary force, i.e., (pragmatic function). The pragmatic knowledge presupposes the ability to know the relationship between the two.  Among the most distinctive instances are those of phatic communion. In some cases, the relation between them is quite apparent and can be easily grasped as in the English expression: 

28- Thank you. 

Which corresponds to the Arabic (شكراً). 

In other cases, phatic formulas tend to exhibit some kind of divergence between the two languages involved in that it is not possible to relate the proportional content to its pragmatic force, for instance, the English expression: 

29- How do you do? 

is not merely asking about health ; in fact it is used by people when introduced to one another for the first time ; it is a formal ‘Hello’ . Thus, the learner should be aware of the convention and the conditions of this formula and understand it as (تشرفنا ). Here, we should pay more attention to the intended meaning in the source language (henceforth SL) formula than respecting the TL norms. 


Levinson (1983: 376) presupposes that "despite the probable universality of processes like implicature, there are likely to be significant differences not only in the structure of the languages, but in their use”. Every culture has certain peculiarities, which constitute one of the most major challenges that lead to pragmaliguistic misunderstanding, for example the English expression:

      30- What do you do? 


is said to mean what is your job ? A listener or a reader who lacks a pragmaliguistic competence may externally understand it as (ماذا تفعل ؟ ) , whereas a competent one knows that the pragmatic force of this utterance should be conveyed and understood as ( ما وظيفتك ؟ ) or (  ما عملك؟) .

3.3.1Discourse Etiquette

It is the normative rules that govern conventional relations. One of these rules is the maximum "don't interrupt”.

        Generally speaking, conversational interruption is FTA when it prevents S from fulfilling his communicative goal as in: 

31- ‘They tell me there's a man called Freud, an Austrian, I believe ….’ But Mrs. Tower interrupted her without any politeness at all ‘Don’t be ridiculous, Jane’.

                                                                      (Maugham, 1971:3)                                                   

          In the previous example, impolite interruptions are recognized since there are obvious makers which manifest impoliteness. So this may be less problematic, in that impolite interruptions can be equally matched in both languages as illustrated below: 

· أخبروني ان ثمة رجل نمساوي يدعى فرويد واعتقد .... 

لكن السيدة تاور قاطعتها دون أي تهذيب على الاطلاق : لاتكوني سخيفة يا جين. 
On the other hand, likewise, polite interruption is recognized via makers employed in the context as in the following example: When the servant interrupted his master, he apologized for his interruption and used makers to this end: 
 32- I am sorry for interruption, but there's somebody at the door. Or: 

33- Excuse me, sir, there's some body at the door. 

One can notice that the servant used two makers ‘I am sorry’ and ‘Excuse me’ to justify the interruption; these two phrases can be matched with equivalent ones in Arabic as presented below: 

 أعتذر للمقاطعة , لكن شخص ما ينتظرك في الباب . -
 عذراً سيدي , شخص ما ينتظرك في الباب .  -
As for the conversational-internal behaviour, it is represented by kind of behavior such as reciprocating a greeting. The ability to use such sociolinguistic routines i.e., greetings, is regarded as an essential part of communicative competence. As Ferguson (1976:92) points out that some politeness routines like greetings are universal phenomena in human language and it is important to include an account of their acquisition in our ethnographies of communication. Grief and Gleason (1980: 166) emphasize that acquiring these routines have become not only a marker of membership in polite society, but also some of the most durable elements of our linguistic repertoires as in the following examples: 

      34- Farewell (literary) 

      35- Good bye (general, more common) 

      36- Cheerio (informal) 


‘Farewell’ could be matched literally with Arabic as (الوداع), ‘Good bye’, on the other hand, is general as it is in Arabic (مع السلامة). Finally ‘Cheerio’ which is equally restricted to the informal situations among close friends, is not easy to find a counterpart in Arabic , thus no Arabic equivalent exists , hence , emotiveness is somehow lost. 

3.4 Polite Speech Acts 


As far as the taxonomy of illocutionary acts is concerned, convivial or polite SAs typically belong to the expressive and commissive classes.

      The act of thanking can be characterized as a reactive SA, its realization being determined in a more or less conventional way by the performance of a prior act, either verbal or non verbal by H. 


Haverkate (1988: 391) points out that thanking has the task of restoring the equilibrium in the cost-benefit relation between S and H. He also adds that thanking is a verbal act which compensates the cost invented by H for the benefit of S. Hence, failing to restore the cost-benefit balance by not thanking, the cooperative interaction is considered as an impolite form of behavior. 


The following examples express the polite form of behaviour since there is a response to the greeting implied: 
- سوف اساعدك لحل مشكلتك . 

- اشكرك . 
37- I'll help you to sort your problem out. 

38- Thank you.

The example above shows a correspondence between English and Arabic in terms of using this greeting. Thus, it can be said that this marker of greeting is the same in both languages. 


Greetings can also be used informally by using the word ‘thanks’.
 The Arabic counterpart for it is also ( شكراً) .

39- Have a seat?                                                     أجلس ؟          
40- No, thanks.                                                  كلا , شكراً .                   
Consequently, the degree of informality in the original is somehow lost in Arabic. 

According to Coulmas (1981:81), thanking is a proper candidate for politeness universal: 

As regards apologies and thanks, it seems to be reasonable assumption that they exit as generic speech acts in every speech community. I would even go so far as to venture the hypothesis that every language provides a stock of conventionalized means for fulfilling these functions. 

Offers, on the other hand, are another kind of polite SAs. Offers may be performed directly or indirectly. Leech (1983: 108) mentions that indirect illocutions (offers) tend to be more polite since they increase the degree of optionally, and because the force of indirect illocutions tend to be more diminished and tentative.

41- Have a cup? 

42- No, thanks. 



(Prichett: 1967: 285) 

      43- You've had your tea? Go on "Why not have another?” 

- قدحاً من الشاي ؟ 
- كلا , شكراً .

- هل شربت قدح الشاي ؟ هيا لم لا تتناول قدحاً آخر ؟ 

Example (43) seems to be more polite than (41) since (43) is an indirect offer. Hence we can recognize the degrees of politeness in such utterances. 


Pragmatically, we should distinguish between the impositive use of some direct illocutions and the non-impositive use as follows:

44- Won't you have a piece of cake?
45- Can’t you take your shoes off?


It can be noticed that (44) is an offer, rather than an impositive, while (45) typically has an impositive force. In this case, the reader of such utterances may have different emotions or attitudinal implications to consider since the impositive give the negative choice: 
لم لا تتناول قطعة من الكيك ؟  -
 الا تخلع حذائك ؟  -
3.5 Non Polite Speech Acts

Non – polite SAs are characterized by two sub classes: the impolite SAs such as threatening, reproaching and insulting; and the non impolite SAs such as assertive and directives. 


Impolite SAs performed by Ss to attack or undermine H's face are not relevant to the subject matter of this study. 


As for the non – impolite SAs, they can be distinguished by assertives. In assertives, Ss can express themselves in a polite way. Therefore, they make use of mitigation strategies to protect H's face. 

Mitigation seems to be a widespread cross cultural politeness device and expressed by a more or less routinized way. 


آسف   , , اعتذر and  اخشى are examples of Arabic idioms used to protect H's face . Concerning the use of ‘آسف’ three illocutionary functions must be kept apart; the first one is that when ‘آسف’ occurs in a non-performative utterance, it does not express empathy on the part of S, but apology. For example in an assertive act: 

 آسف على التأخير .  -
Which can be understood in English as an apology:  

46- I'm sorry for being late. 


The above illustrate the fact that ‘آسف’ is used to stand for (I'm sorry) to reflect the apology intended. 


The second illocutionary function of ‘آسف’ occurs when it is used in a performative utterance. In this case, it can be understood as a standard formula for expressing feelings of regret or sadness. ‘آسف’ is then used to express sympathy: 
آسف جداً لوفاة والدك . -
‘آسف’ here is used to express sympathy, which is also a counterpart to the English expression (I am sorry). 

47- I am dreadfully sorry to your father's death. 


Again taking Searl's classification of illocutionary acts as a frame of reference, one can speak in both cases of the performance of an expressive SA. The third illocutionary function of ‘آسف’ is the negative reaction to a previous SA. In this case, the non literal meaning with assertive force is implied. Consider the following: 

هل تستطيع ان تدلني على جامعة اوكسفورد .  -
آسف انا غريب . -
48- Could you tell me the way to Oxford University? 

49- I'm sorry, I am a foreigner. 

This use of the performative expression should be qualified as a mitigating strategy because S's aim is to prevent negative face by not literally confronting H with unfavorable information. 


It is quite apparent from this that the strategy under consideration is carried out by the performance of an indirect SA which is an interesting conclusion. In the example (49) above ‘آسف’ can be rendered into English as (I'm sorry), which is more polite than using (No). In other words, ‘آسف’ is used to avoid H from reacting impolitely or offensively. 
‘يعتذر’ or ‘يغفر’ on the other hand, is used to indicate remedy as in: 

ستعذرني على تطفلي , أليس كذلك ؟ أو  -
ستغفر لي تطفلي , أليس كذلك ؟  -
The word (يغفر) or (يعتذر) which indicates remedy have an equivalent in English which is ‘excuse’, as in:

50- You will excuse my intrusion, wont you? 

(Sayers, 1971: 185) 


The second use of ‘يعتذر’ is to express a polite request. ‘يعتذر’ or        ‘عذراً’,and here can be used in Arabic and English for a polite request as in : 

عذراً على وصولي متأخراً .  -
51- Excuse my late arrival. 

Reasonably the basic definition of (يعتذر) is that it is a formula to remedy. But, it can be used to indicate a polite request. On the other hand, ‘آسف’ is used mainly as an expression of dismay or regret as an unpleasantness suffered by S and \ or H  

Concerning the word ‘ يخشى’ , there are two main uses for it . When S does not aim at producing a particular perlocutionary effect on H; in this case ‘يخشى’ is also used to express mitigation device. ‘I am afraid’ is the meaning of ‘يخشى’ in English in both cases. 

أخشى انك لم تستمع ابداً .  -
52- I'm afraid that you didn't enjoy yourself at all. 

(Joyce , 1967 : 175) 


Therefore, the learner must distinguish between the mitigating and non-mitigating use of this expression. In the latter case, S expresses a real fear concerning the state of affairs described as in: 

اظن بأننا سوف نتأخر .  -
53- I am afraid that we will be late.
It is worth emphasizing that difficulty may appear when the same formula is pragmatically used to perform more than one illocutionary act in different situations as illustrated above. In addition, some frequent formulas have drifted their semantic import by acquiring a wide spectrum of illocutions.  (Farghal and Borini, 1998: 150).


However, from a cross-cultural perspective , one can notice that these expressive formulas like ‘آسف’ , ‘أعتذر’ and ‘ أخشى’ which mean ( I am sorry ) , (excuse me ) and ( I’m afraid ) respectively in English may have a universal status as mitigating devices . 

3.6 The Illocutionary Act

Studying politeness expression reflected by the illocutionary component of the SA might require a primary distinction between macro and micro acts. The study is concerned with the micro act in which a distinction between direct and indirect SAs can be made. 


The extra factor in indirect SAs is often described as politeness. Davison (1975: 149) confirms that “utterances can be said politely without being overtly (Syntactically) marked for politeness”. The indirect SAs can be expressed by modals such as (may), (can), (would) …etc. 


The following example indicates politeness since it gives the optionality for H:  


54- May I speak now? 


Here, the illocutionary force of this politeness formula is not apparent in the surface structure, and if the learner fails to go beyond the mere utterance in order to assign the intended force to this formula, he may give rise to a source of pragmaliguistic failure in understanding. The following example: 

هل لي ان اتحدث الان ؟ -
indicates the higher degree of politeness on the part of S and at the same time it gives H the optionality to refuse or accept the request. 


Sometimes indirect SAs seem obviously to be manipulated in the original text, i.e., there are some markers which indicate politeness. In this case, we do not face any problem in figuring out whether the utterance is polite or impolite as in: 


55- May I ask why you are late? 
هل لي ان اسأل عن سبب تأخرك ؟  -
On the other hand, expressions of reasonableness pre-condition may not only be viewed as a polite request, but also as an order as in the following example:  


56- It is too hot in this room. 


As far as the original context is concerned, this expression may not only be considered as a polite request, but also as an authorization order to switch the air-conditioner or the fan on. This utterance might have been said with the appropriate type of stress. This utterance should be produced with an equally emphatic of stress in Arabic as in: 

الحر شديد في هذه الغرفة .  -
Hence the judgement of politeness is determined by the conditions under which the expressions are used.  


Consequently, the intention of utterances should be well acquainted in both languages, otherwise, they would be understand as ordinary utterances which exhibit no pragmatic effect. 

3.7 Predicating Act

Euphemism is regarded as one of the most important strategies relevant to predicate structures, which develops politeness strategies. 


Pragmatically, euphemisms are very important to indicate politeness because the use of particular words indicates membership of particular groups within the community. Therefore, people of a high social status may tend to use euphemisms so as to avoid taboo words or to mitigate difficult or embarrassing situations. Euphemism is used in English and Arabic as well, for instance, (توفي) which means (مات) has an equivalent word in English viz (passed away) and not (died) in order to mitigate the situation and be more polite as in:

- توفي قبل نصف ساعة . 

57- He passed away half an hour ago. 
3.8 Referring Act 


The referring act is very significant to politeness. The first referential category of politeness occurs in the use of polite and familiar pronouns of address. This was explained in the previous section (2.9).


Another category is the manipulation of focalizing expressions which have two sides; the first one is the S-oriented politeness expressions which are directed from inferior to superior as represented in the example below: 

خادمك المتواضع المطيع .  -
58- Your humble and obedient servant. 

         Focalizing S-oriented politeness is used here to indicate modesty or humility. The other side is H-oriented politeness expressions which are normally directed from the L to the S, i.e., (فضيلتكم), (جلالتكم), (سيادتكم), (قداستكم) which are respectively mean in English: 

· Your Honour, Your majesty, Your Excellency, Your Holiness.    

It is evident that the Arabic expressions employ plural pronouns to attach an equivalent special form of positive politeness and to reflect more asymmetrical relations between S and H. 


Another alternative translation for the above expressions can be achieved by adding the word (صاحب) to match the English counterparts as shown below: 

صاحب الفضيلة , صاحب الجلالة , صاحب السيادة , صاحب القداسة .  -
The third referential category of politeness is manifested in the strategy of defocalization, which enables S to suppress the identity of the agent by making use of an agentless passive construction. This is shown in the pairs of examples below: 

لم تَحِلْ المشكلة . -
لم تُحَلْ  المشكلة . -
59- You didn’t sort out the problem. 

60-The problem hasn’t been sort out.
The defocalizing occurs in the second sentence of Arabic and English where non-specific reference made. They both manipulate focalizing and defocalizing strategies as shown above.The impersonalization and objectivity occurs in the second sentence of both pairs.

3.9 Deference and Register 


As said earlier (2.9), both deference and register represent sociolinguistic phenomena. They have little to do with pragmatics unless a strategic choice is made to flout the behaviour norms of a society, or to change or challenge the situation. These theoretical considerations need not concern us here because the problem still lies in how to form and understand politeness formulas as such. And the situation is only significant to us to the extent that it helps to choose the appropriate polite strategy. 
3.9.1 Deference.

In English (we \ you) plural pronouns, when used to refer to a single H\S are understood to indicate deference or distance. Nida (1964:204) states that (we) is sometimes called (editorial) first person plural, e.g., we believe …. When the subject is S himself. 


On the other hand , Brown and Levinson (1978 : 203) maintain that the use of ‘you’ (plural) gives a conventional ‘out’ for the H , i.e. by giving the H the option to interpret it as applying to him rather than , say , to his companions .


As mentioned earlier (see 2.9.1 above). The use of non reciprocal power semantic prescribes usage between S and H. For instance, a servant may addresses his master : 


61- Servant: They asked about you today, Sir. 


Here , the learner should recognize the relative rank between S and H. Hence , when the worker or servant addresses his master , he uses the plural (you) which should be matched in Arabic to indicate deference as shown below : 

الخادم : لقد سألوا عنكم اليوم سيدي . 


But, when the master addresses his servant or one of his subjects, the singular (you) is meant. Therefore, we should recognize it as (انت).T he word (انت ( is implied (known in Arabic as المستتر) since it is employed in the imperative sentence initiated by the imperative verb (اجلب) as shown in the following example:


62- Master: Bring me a cup of tea. 

Which can be rendered into: 

السيد : اجلب لي كوباً من الشاي . 


In English, there are originally aristocratic connotations involved in such address forms as Sir. Gentleman, Madam and Lady...etc. they have different definitions as presented below according to Oxford Advanced Learners Dictionary of Current  English ( 1984) lady (sv lady C5 and C157) is a woman of higher social position or of good manners and education . 


Madam (sv Madam C5) is a respectful form of address to a woman, esp. if older and often used in shops, in letters … etc. 


Sir (sv sir C5) is a polite form used in addressing a man , esp. in shops , by children talking to male teachers , in writing letters ,… etc.

Gentleman (sv gentleman C4) fml. & polite a man . 


In comparing the above mentioned words to Arabic, it appears that there is some loss, since there is only one equivalent for each (Lady) and (Madam), and (Sir) and (Gentleman) as (سيدة) and (سيد) respectively. 

63- Can I help you Madam?
64- Dinner is served, Sir.

3.9.2 Register
        Bolinger (1975:358) states that register is a matter of various degrees of formality. Consequently, there should be some kind of appropriateness between language, occasion and audience.

    Learners may face problems in understanding  politeness expressions since the way of addressing people varies according to their various ranks, e.g., addressing a president or a king differs from addressing a child or a layman. Indeed, Ss of a language use different means to express the same thing, depending on the context of situation. In other words, language varies not only according to social characteristics of S (such as his social class, age and sex), but also according to the social context in which he finds himself. Such being the case, the same S can use different linguistic varieties in different situations and for different purposes.

     Strevens (1965:79; in House, 1977:48) illustrates Joos’ (1971) distinction of how the same message may be conveyed in five different degrees of formality, viz., frozen, formal, consultative, casual and intimate.

63. “Visitors should make their way at once to the upper floor by way of staircase”. (Frozen)

64. “Visitors should go upstairs at once”. (Formal)

65. “Would you mind going upstairs right away, please?” (Consultative)

66. “Time you all went upstairs now”. (Casual)

67. “Up you go chaps”. (Intimate)

We should be aware of such degrees of formality in that the first two utterances are the most formal; the last two utterances are the most informal, whereas the third one is on the border line.

  These examples should therefore have equivalents in Arabic as follows:

-على ألزائرين أن يرتقوا(أو) يتخذوا سبيلهم في ألحال ألى ألطابق ألعلوي.

-على ألزائرين أن يصعدوا في ألحال.

-هل لكم أن تصعدوا على ألفور رجاءاً؟

-حان ألوقت لكي تصعدوا كلكم ألآن.

-ألى ألأعلى ياشباب.

However, one might argue that the Arabic counterparts do not conclusively indicate the intended degrees of formality in the same way as their English do.

     This may be due to the fact that the use of Standard Arabic is almost always associated with formality. Unlike the case with Standard English where, as Strevens’ examples obviously show, its use is not necessarily associated with formal situations. 

3.10 Address Forms

     Address forms are an integral part of polite language use and therefore they are  figured predominantly in several of the strategies described by Brown and Levinson’s politeness theory (1978-1987)

      The tendency of making status gradation explicit by using special forms of address for special statuses, and to treat superiors (henceforth Hi)  different from subordinates (henceforth L) or peers could be called politeness. Hence, failing to use an appropriate address form in a certain situation may cause embarrassment or problem in interaction. Thus, learning when, where and to whom one can use a particular address form is essential to make interaction fruitful.
3.10.1 Pronouns of Address
     It may happen that Hi give أنت/أنتِ (The T pronoun in Arabic) to L, because the status relation allows them to do so. But it would be unlikely for the L to return أنتَ/أنتِ to the Hi. It is preferable to use أنتم (The V pronoun in Arabic) to give deference. Therefore, it is evident that Arabic has a T/V distinction. Braun, (1988:62) states that the respect scale of a language with four or five polite pronouns would reach higher than the respect scale of a language with only one pronoun. The different shapes of address systems would then correspond to different ways of experiencing interpersonal relationships. There would not only be differences in linguistic politeness, but differences in the very feeling of respect. 
3.10.2 Titles
   Titles are the most frequent means of addressing Hi. Many occupations of high prestige have a double form that goes with them based on the [form] ال the[form] pattern, where the first form is usually a form of one of the abstract nouns which will be described below and the second form is definite (i.e., prefixed with the definite article ال ) and usually the name of the position that the addressee fills. This is particularly true with the positions in the army, the police force, and the government.  سيادة ألرئيس  (The Excellency or the dominance of the President) and فضيلة ألشيخ (The Excellency of the Sheik) is used to address the Sheik. These and others are listed in table (2) below.
                               Table (2)  
 Double terms Based on The [form] ال [form] pattern
	Army, Police Force Positions
	               Gloss

	سيادة ألرائد
سيادة أللواء

سيادة ألعقيد

حضرة ألضابط
	To a major

To a general

To a colonel

To an officer

	Government Positions
	

	سيادة ألرئيس

سيادة رئيس ألوزراء

سيادة ألنائب

سيادة ألوزير

سيادة ألسفير

	To a president

To a prime minister

To a vice-president, deputy

To a minister

To an ambassador

	Other Positions
	

	سيادة ألعميد

حضرة ألمشرف

فضيلة ألشيخ
	To a dean

To a supervisor

To a Sheikh


 (After Parkinson, (1982:248))
   Examination of the above table shows that the forms that begin with ‘سيادة’ (the dominance) are generally higher (more polite) than those that begin with ‘حضرة’ (the presence) (Al-Ta’ee, 2004: 199).

These forms are used most likely by Ss who are in the same organization with them; for example army officers and ministers are most likely to receive their terms from employees of their ministry.

    The term دكتور (male doctor) is clearly a borrowed term, although it has been assimilated rather well into Arabic language system, as is evidenced by the normal Arabic form دكتورة (female doctor). Arabic has two words for doctor one is حكيم and the other is طبيب. Neither of these terms is used nowadays. The term دكتور, however, has no competition; it is the most respectful and available terms to doctors. It is used both with or without first name / last name added.

       The terms دكتور/دكتورة are used to address any type of doctor. This includes medical doctors of all specialists, pharmacists, and anyone who has obtained a doctorate degree in any field whatsoever.  By a very slightly extension, it seems more polite to address anyone who is expected to become a doctor, such as medical students, graduate students especially if they are also teaching assistants, and professors who have not yet obtained doctorates.

        The use of the term دكتور/دكتورة (female/male doctor) to medical students or students of higher studies by their parents, siblings and friends of the family is very common occurrence, with several instances appearing in Arabic. When people are asked about this usage, all agreed that it is a type of ‘well-wishing’ and it is a kind of encouragement to study and this definitely would make the addressee feel good.
3.10.3 Kinship terms
          There are many KTs used in Arabic which are used to address older family members. A father is addressed as (يا) والدي, أبتاه, أبتي, أبي ((O) my father) and a mother is addressed as (يا) والدتي, أُماه ,أُمي (O)) my mother.

     In the Qur’an Glorious  the Prophet Abraham addresses his father with the form ياأَبتِ although his father is a disbeliever. He uses the first person pronoun adding his father to himself to show kindness, politeness and good manners to encourage his father to believe, as in:

"ياأَبتِ إني قَدْ جَاءِني مِنَ ألعِلْمِ مَا لَم يأتِكَ فَاتبعنْي أَهدِكَ صِراطاً سَوياً"
(مريم/43)
 “O my father! Lo! There hath come unto me of knowledge that which came not unto thee. So follow me, and I will lead thee on a right path.
 (Pickthall, 1976:399)

    The forms used for addressing a father and a mother can be applied to any older strange people to show gentleness.
The use of such KTs to people who are real relatives is considered very polite and sympathetic.

CHAPTER FOUR:

RELATED STUDIES

Introduction:
        In this chapter, the focus will be on studies that have been done on politeness strategies, but they do not employ the model which is used in the present study, i.e. Leech’s model of politeness(1983).
       Studies that center on politeness from a phonological point of view such as Loveday’s (1981-71-88) Pitch, Politeness and Sexual Role: An Exploratory Investigation into the Pitch Correlation of English and Japanese Politeness Formulae, will be out of our concern for the present research.

       The nine case studies will be presented here chronologically starting with Hill’s et al.(1986) paper “ Universals of linguistic politeness: quantitative evidence from Japanese and American English” and ending with Al-Ta’ee’s (2004) paper “Address Forms in English and Arabic”

       The amount of detail of each study depends on the extent to which each of these studies is relevant to the present research.   
4.1 Hill et al. (1986)
     Hill et al. (1986) have adopted this study as an empirical investigation of certain aspects of linguistic politeness in Japanese and American English. The immediate aim of this study is to get quantitative evidence as a basis for comparing the systems of sociolinguistic politeness in making requests in the two languages. 

    The main point to be concentrated on in this study is the concept `Wakimae`  which is fundamental to politeness in Japanese `Discernment` in English reflects `Wakimae` basic sense .Wakimae refers to the almost automatic observation of socially –agreed upon rules and applies to both verbal and non-verbal behavior .Ide (1982:257ff) describes it as “confirming to the expected norm”. Complementary to Discernment is the aspect of politeness which allows the S a considerably more active choice, according to the Ss intention, from a relatively a wider range of possibilities. It is called Volition.

   The aim of this research is to confirm the operation of Discernment in the two languages and to determine the differences in the strategies by which Discernment is employed. To achieve this aim, this study concentrates on one aspect of politeness: making requests in Japanese and American English.

The researcher design a three part questionnaire asking subjects to give their judgments of the degree of carefulness of certain request forms (part I), the distance they perceive between themselves and certain types of persons in typical situations (part II) and the actual request form they would use toward such persons(part III).

       The questionnaire is devoted to the politeness of requests in borrowing a pen. This keeps the imposition factor constant.

 Another advantage of this choice is that the request for a pen can be used in both Japanese and American context and with a variety of addressees. Finally, using the pen request allows for a great variety of linguistic forms to be used.

      In order to achieve the comparative aim of this study, it is important to have as much harmony as possible in social status, educational background and personal concerns. Thus the subjects of this experiment are college students enrolled in Japanese and American Universities.

       The results of this study show that the fundamental pattern for the Japanese and the American subjects is similar; that is, both groups reveal graded responses in which choice of request forms correlates with personal situation. No form is either Japanese or English is reversed by the subjects for one person /situation category exclusively.

       Thus the results of this study support its claim that “Discernment” is a factor in the polite use of both languages. The researchers also observe that when addressees are characterized in terms of occupation/status, relative age, degree of acquaintance with S, and particular situation, Japanese subjects show very high agreement on the appropriate form(s) for making a certain request. The American subjects, on the other hand, show a more exaggerated correlation between these particular person /situation features and the appropriate form of a request. This suggests that while the Discernment factor operates in both sociolinguistic systems, it satisfies a proportionally greater share of the decision -making for Japanese Ss than it does for American English Ss. Conversely, Americans may –or must-take into greater account the factor of Volition.

     The study also proposes that Americans and Japanese follow the same overall model of polite use of language a finding similar to that of Brown and Levinson, but the difference is in the weight assigned to the various factors subsumed under `Discernment` and `Volition`.
4.2 Davies (1987)
         Davies in his paper is concerned with the types of formulaic expression used by Ss of a language as markers of politeness. It deals with an explicitly contrastive discussion of formulas in the first language and the TL can be useful both in improving the learner’s productive and receptive performance and developing a deeper understanding of the foreign culture. To illustrate the kinds of contrast that may arise and the difficulties that may appear for learners; a framework for the analysis and comparison of politeness formulas is presented, and examples taken from English and Moroccan Arabic are introduced.

      Davies states that it is important to distinguish three different levels of analysis when describing and comparing formulas, these levels are: the semantic content, illocutionary force and situations of use. The study shows that in some cases there is no equivalence at any of the three levels, for example, when a formula is required in one language whereas in the other no remark is required at all in the corresponding situation. The following examples from Morrocan Arabic which are used in situations that do not call for any specific comment in English:

1. /bsshha/(بالصحة) ‘with health’ (said to one who has just taken a bath).

2. /llajrhmu/(الله يرحمو) ‘God bless him’ (said after the mention of a dead person).

However, there are other cases of partial equivalence, for the many differences in semantic content; the obvious contrast is that many of the Arab formula refer to religious concepts, where the corresponding English ones do not. The following pairs explain this point:


            Arabic                              English       

3. to someone about to take  an           /llaj?awn/                           good luck      

examination, or perform                ‘May God help’

some difficult tasks.                       يعاون      الله
4. to one who has provided       /barakallahufik/                       thank you

A gift or service.                       ‘God bless you’    

                                                 بارك الله فيك  
5. to apologize for an offence      /llajasamh/                       excuse me      or imposition
          ‘May God forgive’  
                                              الله يسامح    
        Davies states that there is another kind of contrast that arises when two languages contain routines which are semantically similar but differ in functions they can fulfill. For example, the Arabic formula /hamdulla/ ‘praise to God’ seems quite similar to the English ‘thank God’, but it is conventionally used in ways in which the English expression is not; it can function as a response to an inquiry after one’s health, to indicate that all is well, or as an indication that one has just finished eating.

       Davies adds other distributional contrasts which may be attributed not to differences of force but to particular restrictions on where formulas may be used , relating to any of a large number of possible situational variables . Learners may have to recognize that although a TL formula has the same illocutionary force as their first language; it nevertheless does not have the same range of applicability. For example, both (6) and (7) below seem functionally identical to English ‘please’, serving to mark a request as polite.

6. /llajxllik/                          الله يخليك  ‘may God preserve you’   

7. /llajrdi?lik/        الله يرضى عليك  ‘may God be pleased with you’

     Such an expression can help learners not only to identify and understand any contrast, but also to recognize that the very different politeness strategies advocated in the two languages nevertheless represent manifestations of a common concern to show good will and operation.  
4.3 Siltala (1994)

   In the theoretical part of Siltala’s thesis which is entitled ‘the use of politeness in informal and formal writing of the finished sixth form writers’, Siltala has given a detailed description of the process of writing. It includes also an introduction to the different teaching methods concentrating on the method called process writing in which writing takes place in several sub processes. This method emphasizes the communicative need of the writer, i.e., he must have a sense of audience and purpose. In order to succeed in communication the writer has to be able to use appropriate politeness strategies, which is the second area of the study. He wants to see if the finished sixth form writers were able to communicate both in informal and formal writing, for different readers and for different purposes. Readers should have used appropriate politeness strategies: solidarity politeness in informal context and deference politeness in formal context. The aim was to see what happens during the rewriting process, what kind of students benefit most from this method and what difficulties they have.

      The researcher received 25 informal and formal letters, each in three versions since they were written in the process writing method. The research method used is mainly qualitative since the corpus is limited. In the empirical part he has given examples of different politeness strategies used by the students. He has also illustrated some failures to use them, as well as described the development of the politeness strategies. In the quantitative research he studied what strategies were most common, how they were developed, and how the writers with different grades used them.

   It is apparent that writers knew how to make difference between informal and formal writing. All writers had the appropriate dominating politeness strategies in use in both letter types. However, informal letters turned out to be easier for the writers. In addition, in informal writing the violation of strategies did not disturb as much as in formal writing. Formal letters included a frequent use of violating strategies, which shows the difficulty. In informal letters especially the writers with average grades seemed to benefit from the rewriting process. In formal letters both low and average writers showed clear improvement. The most common strategies were surprisingly similar in all groups of students.

    The corpus of this study was rather limited but it is believed that this study gives some reliable information of the language learners’ abilities and difficulties. One of the researchers’ aims is to make a practical study that could be used in every day language teaching. The theoretical part of this study should provide any language teacher with some useful information of the process of writing and its teaching. This study also shows how important it is to make the students more aware of the politeness requirements as well as of the cultural differences connected to them. This would help in a more successful communication in a foreign language.  
4.4 Lee- Wong (1994)
    Lee-Wong states in his article that though indirect requests like ‘could you give me a little salt?’ is the perfect norm in English; it is not necessarily thought to be so in Chinese. Chinese does not expect S to ask H whether s/he would part with a little salt. To query H here would contradict S’s sincerity. Using a conventionally indirect request might appear tentative and polite to a non-native S of Chinese but to convey tentativeness in this context could result in sending the wrong signal to H. The signal might be understood as S doubting H’s generosity. Thus, if a Chinese S requests a little salt he would say:

-Dama, please give me a little salt, I haven’t any.

      Therefore, this research puts forward two postulations: first, the perceptions of politeness are coloured by cultural expectations, and second, imperatives are perceived as socially appropriate norms.

         The subjects of this study are Chinese Ss: elicitations from eighty two interviewees and written responses from 170 questionnaire respondents. A total of thirty situations designed in the form of a modified discourse completion test (DCT) are used for oral and written elicitations.

        The results of this study show that impositives, a direct bald on-record strategy (Brown and Levinson: 1978:100f) is the most frequently used main strategy type, whereas in the Cross-Cultural Speech Act Realization Project (CCSARP) the `conventionally indirect strategies constitute the most frequently used main strategy type` (Blum-Kulka and House, 1989:127). An obvious result of this research shows the overwhelming preference for the conventionally direct strategy i.e., direct bald on record is followed by the conventionally indirect requests, i.e., hints are not favoured. A combination of direct bald- on -record and conventionally indirect is not shown to be frequently used to. 

     The direct bald-on-record strategy actually composes impositives of the following categories: imperatives, questions, want/need statements and presumptive statements. This research shows that the favourite sub strategy used is the imperatives used as requests. This shows that imperatives in Chinese, unlike English and most other European languages are not considered impolite.

   The research also investigates the socio-cultural parameters identified by Brown and Levinson (1978) as they are particularly relevant to the study of requestives in the face to face interactions.  

    These parameters are P(ower), D(istance) and R(anking). So the preference for the direct bald- on-record strategy shown by the respondents in this study reveals the Chinese unwillingness of circumlocution. Anything that can be expressed directly is preferred. Questing H’s ability or willingness to do X is not generally seen as the requestive norm. 
4.5 Timlin 1995
   Timlin in his thesis ‘the use of positive and negative politeness strategies in some ESP textbooks of technical College’ aims to discuss politeness as a phenomenon; Moreover, the researcher tries to find out whether the Ss in the dialogue of ESP textbooks use Brown and Levisohn’s positive and negative politeness strategies. He also tries to value the importance of learning these strategies to ESP students at the technical college. 

    The researcher selects some speech situations from various textbooks used at the technical college. The unit of his analysis is the ‘spoken’ utterance. Firstly, he analyzes the use of positive politeness strategies in the dialogues, (strategy by strategy). Secondly, he investigates negative politeness strategies in the same manner. He exploits Brown and Levisohn’s model as a tool. He has also made comments on each strategy separately, and in general. 

   As expected, various examples of the use of positive and negative politeness strategies could be found in the data. The Ss in ESP textbooks were indeed polite. Some strategies are not found in the data, for the reason that a student does not need to learn all strategies, because some of them can be replaced by other ones.

   Learning to be polite is very valuable skill for an ESP learner. He finds out that a lot of attention should be paid to this aspect of teaching English, and especially in teaching positive politeness strategies.

   Brown and Levisohn’s model gives a good basis for this study. However, some of their strategies were not accurate enough. He has done his analysis using his own reasoning; therefore there can be room for other interpretations as well. 

       The researcher has suggested that Brown and Levisohn’s strategies are valued for an ESP learner, who is supposed to speak English fluently and politely to give a good impression.

4.6 Anne 1996
       The general focus of this research ‘Conflict and politeness strategies in pupil discourse’ is on the spoken language skills of some Finish upper secondary school pupils. More specifically, the aim is to find out how tactfully they could manage a speech situation where Ss’ interests are incompatible. It tends to examine how the pupils attended to the social goal of respecting the partner’s face wants similarly when furthering their own interest to achieve the instrumental goal. This face work has been analyzed in terms of conflict and politeness strategies (e.g. which strategies the pupils engage, and how they succeeded in using them)

   The material consists of six transcribed pair negotiations that are audio and videotaped in the upper secondary school of Oulu Teacher Training College. The qualitative methods were utilized by analyzing stretches of talk from the presentation, discussion, and closing phases. The study of conflict strategies was based on Hocker and Wilmot’s (1991) theory which was complemented by models from Sillars` (1980), and Bettinghans and Cody (1987). The politeness strategies were examined according to Brown and Levisohn’s (1987) model.    

        Most pupils have mastered a fairly sufficient variety of positive politeness strategies, whereas the range of negative politeness remained small. However, the employment of some strategies was overemphasized or inappropriate. For example, the overuse of negative politeness hedges in softening face threats, or sudden shifts from positive politeness to bald on record use do not convey any tactful impression. The integrative conflict strategies are mainly used in the problem solving and closing phases, even though they would have been needed in the presentation phase, to create a cooperative start. Most pupils started with distributive tactics which also dominated the discussion phase.

        The present study relies on the transcriptions based on the tape and video recordings. The inner validity is attended to by conducting the recordings in the school environment. The same simulation could be given in other upper secondary schools as well. Though the material is not specially planned for anyone in the Graduli-group, it is applicable to the study of face work strategies. Nevertheless, the unauthenticity of simulation causes some reservations concerning any complete applicability of the results. It becomes evident, though that there is need for systematic teaching and practicing of adequate face work strategies to meet the challenges of cross-cultural communication. 

4.7 Hiltula 1998
  The purpose of Hiltula`s thesis ‘Politeness in the working English television series’ was to study politeness in informal and formal meetings in the working English television series. In the theoretical part of this study, the author has given a detailed description of different politeness theories and the realization of politeness in different languages and cultures as well as the teaching of politeness. In the analysis part of this thesis the researcher studies the realization and the amount of both linguistic and non-linguistic politeness in informal and formal meetings using e.g., Brown and Levisohn’s (1987) and Leech’s (1983) fairly clear-cut rules and categories as his main references in the field of studying politeness. 

    There are 28 formal meeting extracts, 3 sketches, 15 interviews and 12 phrases shown on television screen in the formal meeting unit 4, whereas there are 17 informal meeting extracts, 3 sketches, 20 interviews and 14 phrases shown on television screen in the informal meeting unit 5. The researcher transcribed all parts of both units and then he studies the transcriptions looking for tokens of linguistic and non-linguistic politeness. The research method used is mainly qualitative there should have been more data in order to obtain more reliable results. However, there are also quite a few quantitative findings in this study.

    The study shows that there are more realizations of negative politeness strategies in formal meetings and those positive politeness are slightly more common in informal meetings. In addition, off-record politeness strategies were nearly as rare in formal meetings as in informal ones, but still there are more tokens of off-record politeness strategies to be found in formal ones. There are also more realizations of Leech’s politeness maxims in informal meetings. However, token of non-verbal politeness are very much the same in formal and informal meetings, and the teaching method of politeness was predominantly teacher-centered.

   The corpus of this study is rather limited but the researcher believes that this study gives somewhat reliable information of politeness in formal and informal meetings.

     The reliability of this study relies on the transcriptions based on Working English television series. However, the results of this study can not be generalized to all formal and informal meetings, not to mention meetings held in other languages. 

4.8 Lehtonen 2003
    ‘Thanking and apologizing strategies used by Senior High School Students’ is the title of Lehtonen’s thesis that aims to describe two different politeness strategies, thanking and apologizing, which senior high school students use. The study will also try to clarify what things should be paid attention to in English teaching in the realm of politeness phrases.

      Thanking and apologizing strategies that 20 Senior High School students used in the questionnaire are classified according to Aijmer’s (1996) model. The questionnaire has 25 different situations to which the students have to react in writing. The method of this study is mainly qualitative, concentrating on the description of the different politeness phrases. However, the quantitative method is not completely excluded because it is reasonable to count the number of strategies used in order to demonstrate which strategies are the most and the least popular.

   As far as thanking strategies in the study are concerned, the most explicit way of thanking, thank you, thanks, is proved to be the most popular way to thank. The most popular thanking responder is you’re welcome. The most common apologizing strategy is, I am sorry, which expresses regret. Although the students’ answers in this study are better than it has been expected, mistakes in vocabulary, spelling and grammar  have occurred to a certain extent. The aim of the study is not to test them, however, neither pronunciation nor body language. Still, even though errors in conversation are tolerated, they may often pass unnoticed, the importance of accuracy must be emphasized. In that way learners of English will minimize misunderstanding in conversation between individuals in international contexts.

    Although the results can hardly be generalized due to the small number of informants, this study proves the importance of teaching politeness strategies in English syllables.
4.9 Al-Ta’ee 2004
       Al-Ta’ee in her thesis ‘Address forms in English and Arabic’ aims to highlight similarities and differences in the use of address forms in English and Arabic. It  shows how each of the two cultures has affected the social relations among people of different standings in society as reflected by address forms, and even create new class distinctions as reflected in the address forms. 

        A survey is made of the relevant literature, and a comparison between the address forms systems of both English and Arabic is made also. The survey indicates that there are lots of similarities in the strategies used in the address system of both languages. However, there are also differences that are far from being negligible.

The survey also shows that although the Arab world was exposed to social administrative influences from English and/or French in the last two centuries, forms of address in Arabic are not studded with borrowings from those two languages.
4.10 General Discussion
   The eight studies discussed above are included here for their relevance to the present study, especially Hill et.al (1986), Davies (1987), Lee-wong (1994) and Al-Ta’ee (2004). That is Hill etal (1986), Davies (1987) and Al-Ta’ii (2004) are concerned with the types of politeness formulas adopted in two languages and compare the system of sociolinguistic politeness in these languages which can be useful in developing a deeper understanding of the foreign culture, and this aspect is paid attention in the current study.

        Lee-wong (1994) deals with the socio-cultural aspect of the language, he states that what is perfect in one language may not necessarily be so in another one. Through out this research, Lee-Wong’s thought can be noticed clearly.

   The other studies have been included here since the results which they have reached are also useful to this study.

These studies are also useful for future studies.
CHAPTER FIVE
DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS OF STUDENTS’  RESPONSES
5.1 Data collection
5.1.1 An introductory note
          This chapter is devoted to surveying the procedures followed by the researcher in carrying out the plan of the study. It intends to shed light on the following points:
1- The steps of constructing the questionnaire.

2- The subjects (sample) and the pilot study.

3- The administration of the tasks.

4- The validity and reliability of the questionnaire.

5- The statistical means used for analyzing the data collected through the questionnaire.

6- Analysis of students’ responses.
5.1.2 Description of the Questionnaire
          In order to examine the objectives of the current research and investigate its hypotheses, the researcher has designed a questionnaire in two versions, One in English and another in Arabic. The purpose behind this questionnaire is to investigate politeness strategies used by Iraqi learners learning English as a foreign language in English and also in their mother tongue i.e., Arabic.

          The questionnaire consists of two parts. The first part contains seven situations in each of which the subjects are asked to make requests in a polite way (see appendix 1).

           These situations are in the context of an out-door chat, a cinema, and a restaurant. The addresser- addressee relationship is as follows: Three superior to inferior, two inferior to superior, and two between equals.

           The second part consists of two branches with three situations each. The situations are in the context of a shared kitchen in a dormitory. The addresser- addressee relationship is between equals (colleagues). In the first branch, the subjects are asked to make requests, while in the second they are asked to answer them.

           The point behind the second part is to figure out whether the subjects are able to respond politely in the two cases i.e., when they themselves ask others and when they are asked by others.

          It is worth mentioning that the Arabic version of the questionnaire is completely similar to the English one. It has the same parts and the same situations (for clarity see appendix2).The questionnaire in its two versions is conducted on the same subjects without informing them the purpose behind it.

5.1.3 Subjects
          In order to get learners of English at a specific English stage of development, fifty undergraduate students studying English in the third stage, at the Department of English in the College of Basic Education /Al-Mustansiriyah University are chosen as subjects for this study. Twenty five of them are females and the rest are males. None of the informants have spent any time in an English speaking community or have been taught by a native speaker.

5.1.4 Pilot Study
          In order to examine the effectiveness of the research tools, a pilot study was carried out in December 2005 involving the two versions of the questionnaire and subjects of a similar group to that one identified above. This group consists of ten undergraduate students in the third year at the Department of English in College of Basic education /Al-Mustansiriyah University.

The same questionnaire items included in the real one were given to this group to determine the questionnaire administration and to overcome any difficulty that might arise.

5.1.5 Administration of the Takes
   The two versions of the questionnaire were administered in the period between December 2005 and January 2006. 

          The subjects were informed to write their sex and age, but not their names, to make sure that there is no influence of the psychological consequences, such as hesitation or shines upon the students performance.

          The subjects were given enough time they needed and provided with whatever information they asked for except that leading to providing answers to the questions.
5.1.6 The Validity of the Questionnaire
          The instrument validity is defined by Heaton (1975:153) as "The extent to which a tool, measures what is suppose to measure and nothing else". Face validity is the best type of validity in case of self-rating (Nunnally, 1972:353).

          The questionnaire in its two versions has been exposed to a jury of experts who have been requested to modify, change or add anything suitable to the questionnaire which serve the aims of the present study. The items which have been judged valid by 95% of the jurors are kept in the questionnaire. In addition, certain modifications, addition and omissions have been made in response to the jurors’ suggestions.

          The jury of the English experts:

1- Dr.Abdul Jabar Darwesh, Assistant Professor, College of Basic Education, Al-Mustansiriyah University.

2- Abdul Jalil Jassim Hejal, Assistant Professor, College of Basic Education, Al- Mustansiriyah University.
3- Dr.Dhuha Atallah Hassan,  Assistant Professor, College of Basic Education, Al- Mustansiriyah University.

4- Dr.Nahida Taha AL-Nasiry,  Assistant Professor, College of Basic Education, Al- Mustansiriyah University.

5- Dr.Sabah AL-Rawi, Professor, College of Languages, Baghdad University.

6- Dr.Safa Isaa Hassan, Assistant Professor, College of Maysan Physical Education, Basrah University.

          The jury of the Arabic experts.

1- Abbas Awda Shinawir , Assistant  Professor , College of Basic Education  , Basrah  University.

2- Dr .Fasal Miftin Kadum . Assistant Professor, College of Basic Education, Basrah University.

3- Dr. Khalid Sahar, Assistant Professor, College of Basic Education, Basrah University.

5.1.7 Reliability of the Questionnaire

          Reliability is "the degree to which a test or an examination measures what it does measure (Guntlet, 1961:110). It is also defined by Verma and Beard (1981:86) as "the degree of accuracy with a given test or a set of scores that measures whatever it is measuring``.

          In order to check the reliability of the questionnaire a sample of ten students has randomly been chosen from the third stage, College of Basic Education, Department of English. This sample of students was excluded later when choosing the main sample of the study.

          Using Pearson Correlation coefficient, it has been found that the reliability of all categories was 0.91 and this very high.

5.1.8 Statistical Means
          High frequencies and percentages have been used to achieve the aims of the study.

5.2 Analysis of Students’ Responses 

          In this section, the results of the two versions of the questionnaire (i.e. English and Arabic) were analyzed in the light of Leech's model of politeness (1983) i.e., (politeness is regarded within the domain of the (PP) and its maxims) and the type of analysis that will be followed is a content analysis.

          First, by means of Searle's (1969) categories of illocution, the sentences have been analyzed. The most important categories that underlie the politeness phenomenon are three: impositives, (directives), comissives and expressives. Whereas the rest (i.e. assertives and declaratives) have little thing to do with politeness as a linguistic phenomenon.

          It is important to realize an important fact when checking the answer sheets of the students, that there are some students who respond rather indifferently, or maybe they were confused so as to answer depending on some of the dialogues, that they have memorized when they were in the secondary stage. Accordingly, some of the answer sheets were neglected for the given reason.

                            Table (3) 
                      Categories of Illocutions
	Impositives

(36%)
	Commissives

(30%)
	Expressives

(34%)

	ordering
	requesting
	advising
	promising
	offering
	pardoning
	praising
	blaming

	3
	13
	2
	8
	7
	10
	5
	2

	6%
	26%
	4%
	16%
	14%
	20%
	10%
	4%


        Table (3) shows that the most prominent type of illocutions that are usually performed by the students are impositives, and particularly in the form of requests. And this is of course can be attributed to the type of relationship that governs the addresser and the addressee. The second type which involves the higher amount of usage amongst students are expressives, and especially pardons and apologies. Whereas the commissives appear to obtain the least type of illocutions.

          Returning to the first type of illocutions, it is observed that they exist within the scope of competitive categories of illocutionary function. The kind of politeness which is involved in that particular category is of negative character, since politeness maxims are put to work so as to mitigate intrinsic discourtesy of the social goal.
          Requests are kinds of illocutions that are generally used to maintain a relationship of a special goal between two participants of different social ranks as it is the case between the teacher and the student, or that which  sometimes exists between two participants of the same social rank and cultural background such as the case obtained between students . 

          As it is mentioned earlier, the sentences will be analyzed in accord with (PP), more precisely in terms of its maxims. Furthermore, it is important to realize that most of the analysis has much to do with the implicatures.
Table (4) 
Politeness Maxims

	Tact
	Agreement
	Generosity
	Modesty
	Sympathy

	22
	10
	7
	7
	4

	44%
	20%
	14%
	14%
	8%


5.2.1 Tact Maxim

          The following sentences will be analyzed in terms of the tact maxim, in which it consists in minimizing cost to H               ( negative form of politeness ) and maximizing benefit to H         ( positive form of politeness ).

68- Can you bring me a glass of water?

هل يمكن أن تجلبي لي قدحا من الماء؟-

          By using the question form as in (68), instated of the straightforward order. S expresses the belief that  H will give him the thing he wants or not. The S here uses indirectness in employing what he intends. Therefore; indirectness can be considered as the significant strategy the S uses aiming to mitigate the friction caused by the impositive illocution. In this case  H ,in accordance with this presupposition, is free from the imposition performed by such a sentence. It has been noticed that the participants should at least observe the (PP) to cooperate in what is  implicated by this imposition.
69- please sir, can you tell me the time?
- رجاءا سيدي, هل يمكن إن تخبرني عن الوقت؟ 

70- Excuse me sir, can you tell me what time is it please?

- عذرا سيدي, هل يمكن إن تخبرني كم الساعة ألان رجاءا؟ 

71- Can you tell me the time?

- هل يمكن إن تخبرني عن الوقت؟
72- Excuse me please, can you tell me what time is it because my watch seems to be stopped?

-  عذرا من فضلك هل يمكن أن تخبرني عن الوقت, لأن ساعتي توقفت على ما يبدو؟
          The propositional content of sentence (69) and (70) has much to do with apology for grasping a piece of information. They both implicate that the S intends to bring to the H’s mind his/her wish to tell him/her the time. Here the use of the model (can) يمكن serves as an important factor that helps to increase the amount of optionality available to H. Increasing the extent of optionality in most times leads to a relaxing effect on the part of H. As a result increasing optionality can be considered as another type of politeness strategy. So that either H notices the tact maxim and obeys it, and consequently performs the action, or he would probably refuse to cooperate by justification for the refusal (not obeying the (PP)).

          The (PP) is seemingly limited by the S`s intention, therefore; the tact maxim is applicable in this case since H is observing it and obeying its polite consequences. In other words, since S is observing that H is tactful, this leads to the maximizing of H`s benefit. Sentence like (72), has one implicature that is why it can be regarded as being more tactful as compared with (71). It is so because as S himself tries his best not to violate the quality maxim of the (CP). So H is feeling less confused by the whole matter as S provides H with a justification for his question to motivate the intended request.

73- Excuse me sir, can you give me five tickets?    
- عذرا سيدي, هل يمكن أن تعطيني خمس بطاقات؟
74- Do you mind giving me five tickets?

- هل تمانع أن تعطيني خمس بطاقات؟

75- If you don't mind, can you give me five tickets?

- إذا كنت لا تمانع. هل يمكن أن تعطيني خمس بطاقات؟
          Taking into consideration sentences (73), (74) and (75), it is noticed that 75 appears to be having the more tactful power in comparison with the other two sentences. But the formulation of such an interpretation seems a little bit early, and it needs some illustration. First an important view should be not forgotten that politeness is an asymmetrical matter i.e., what might be considered as polite by someone, might be regarded as impolite by another.

Second, it is observed that the level of optionality has increased and become stronger as one moves down from (73) to (75). Third (75) gains a higher degree of indirectness that makes it more tactful and more polite. Precisely, it can be said that the degree of indirectness correlates with the degree of optionality. Consequently, H has the right or the option of not performing the intended action although the three sentences have kept the same propositional content of a ‘request for five tickets’.

76- Excuse me, can I ask you?
- عذرا, هل أستطيع أن أسالك؟

77- Excuse me sir, can I talk with you?
- عذرا سيدي, هل لي أن أتحدث معك؟
          In sentence (76) the S wants to reduce the amount of imposition by providing per-request. And on the basis of his per-request, he will formulate his intended request. Actually, he is by doing so is trying to soften the impolite belief of such an illocution ‘asking’ as if he unwillingly trying to impose the privacy of H. So that S can not be sure of performing the intended answer if he uses, for instance ‘I want to know’. It follows that because S wants H to carry out the act ‘answering’, S appears to be polite. This may lead to a meta-implicature that: as S is being polite by providing a pre-request, it implicates that S wants H to cooperate by providing an answer. The same thing can be said concerning sentence (77). What is different here is the way of indicating the polite attitudinal behaviour. The S in this case is questioning the sincerity of H`s to take part in the talk, because it requires much more time (having continuous flow of speech). Accordingly,(77) might indicate an offer to participate in an interaction whether formal or informal. So it can be seen as a politeness ‘on the record’. This prepares the way to two different implicatures (meta-implicatures) to take place, that also can lead to somehow paradoxical kind of politeness in which:

(i) There is an abstract conflict between S and H since S helps or tries to help H to participate in talk, but H refuses to do so.

(ii) There is an apparent disobedience in that H refuses to cooperate, and by doing so, he is willingly maximizing the impolite belief.

          In fact (ii) is less applicable since the (PP) is observed by the two participants, and that kind of abstract conflict is going to be softened. As a result, S appears to be more polite, precisely more tactful in declaring that kind of offer. 
78- Can you show me the way to Palestine street?
- هل تستطيع أن تدلني على الطريق المؤدية إلى شارع فلسطين؟

79- Could you possibly show me the way to Palestine street?

- هل من الممكن أن تدلني على الطريق المؤدية إلى شارع فلسطين؟
          Sentences like (78) and (79) show that the tact maxim can be observed successfully by S and H. This may happened if each one of them realizes his/her role to some extent; in the avoidance of conflict or inaction between them; by preventing the incompatibilities that may take place in the surface of their social interaction. They do so following the tact maxim of somewhat a relevant degree. The S in this case must be aware of not expressing a desire to be implemented by H, especially if the latter does not indicate his willingness to perform what is intended.
80- You can go to the market and buy some salt.
- أنت تستطيع أن تذهب إلى السوق وتشتري بعض الملح.
          Usually sentence having ‘can’ ‘يمكن’ or ‘يستطيع’ and in particular the impositive illocutions gain ‘a higher degree pf politeness’. They are so because of the higher amount of indirectness and the weakest amount of their potentiality of imposition. Turning to the declarative kind of sentences  such as  the case of (80). It is felt to be having a higher amount of tactfulness as the S intends to provide the H with a piece of advice (i.e. for the H's benefit) that helps him to fulfill his aim (i.e. having salt for cooking). Here the use of ‘you can...’ ‘أنت تستطيع’ is justifiable since it is the suitable way to mitigate the effect of the impositive form of ‘you must…’ ‘أنت يجب’ It implicates that S wants H to be aware that S is guiding him simply by offering a piece of advice. Moreover ‘you can…..’انت ‘تستطيع implicates that he is not obliged to perform the action (going to the market to buy….) and hence S is tactful.

81-You shouldn't ask for salt again, and you should buy it from the market.

- أنت يجب أن لا تطلب الملح ثانية, بل يجب أن تشتريه من السوق.

          Sentence (81) is made up of two propositional contents i.e. not performing one particular act and emphasizing the other to take place. And since the given discussion is within the domain of the tact maxim it is useful to treat (81) as composing of two versions, or sentences joined by and:
{a} You shouldn't ask for salt again 

                                                                                and 

{b} You should buy it from the market       
          In attempting at analyzing )a(, it is important to notice that it belongs to the impositive kind of illocution (order), in which its main goal is to make H perform an act. The potential force of this impositive has been rather reduced or minimized by the use of ‘should’ instead of ‘must’ that implies much more imposition over H`s affairs. Moreover, using the negation with ‘should’ makes the imposition rather indirect. This sentence implicates the provision of an advice more than anything else, especially if it is uttered with a falling intonation. Here, intonation plays a role in persuading H to take the S’s advice into account. By considering this piece of advice of H`s own benefit, we'll have (positive politeness).  Accordingly, S assumes that he is behaving politely in performing the advice, and at the same time he expects H to fulfill S`s advice for H`s benefit.

          Another piece of advice is provided by S so as to conform H`s benefit via )b(. But, this time, the matter is not the same. Although both versions of sentence (81) i.e. )a( and )b( contain the model ‘should’, )b( is seemingly bearing strong imperative force. Thus it is more direct, therefore; less tactful. It implicates that S wants H to perform the action, otherwise H will be impolite. The process of imposing H to ‘buy’ makes the polite attitude of S a little bit embarrassed by the way of making such an advice. Consequently S is already facing a difficulty to facilitate the inference on the part of H. 
A solution can be made to overcome such a thing using again the intonation i.e. falling intonation.

82- Do you have any pizza and a cup of orange juice please?
- هل عندك أي شيء من البيزا وقدحاً من عصير البرتقال, رجاءا؟

          Since the analysis is still within the tact maxim, it is important to have a look at sentence (82). Such a sentence is used usually by a person who seeks a chance to get something. The reason for using such an utterance is quite simple, S wants to mitigate the impolite belief caused by impositive. Of course, the use of the politeness marker ‘please’ involves a lot. The implicature of such a question may be presented as: since S notices the tact maxim, he wants to take his polite indicator into consideration as he asks H about the expected questions as H on his part will provide S with what he wants while noticing the tact maxim.

          We can notice from the above mentioned examples in the tact maxim that learners perform better with requests realized indirectly than with those realized directly. This could partly be attributed to the deeply rooted habits developed by the learners during their per-university study, Book 8 of NECI, for instance, concentrates on indirect speech acts in the initiation of requests and partly on the influence of the transfer of first language use.

          It is apparent that learners appeal to these strategies (i.e., indirect requests) more significantly than they do with others.

The employment of such strategies by students is not surprising since it constitutes a part of their behavior across all situations. This can be an indicator that such use is not intended as a matter of attaching any social meaning to it, but rather it may rank a kind of first language use transfer. This finding supports the first hypothesis made in chapter one of this study.

          At the same time, the finding that IFLLs prefer to make requests through indirect strategies is consistent with the second hypothesis made in the first chapter of this study, i.e. the type of the directive influences the learners to use (a) particular type (s) of strategy rather than another.

5.2.2 Agreement Maxim

        The coming sentences will be analyzed in accordance with the agreement maxim of the (PP) in which it consists in minimizing the disagreement between S and H (negative politeness) and maximizing the agreement between them (positive politeness).

83- Ok I will give you some salt.


- حسنا, سوف أعطيك بعض الملح.

84- No, of course, I don't mind.

كلا, بالطبع, أنا لا أمانع.  
          In attempting to analyze sentences (83) and (84), it is found that they belong to the expressive type of illocutions. Such sentences are actually intended to be used to maintain or establish an agreement between S and H and  keep them away from any future conflict. In sentence (83), the S begins his sentence with ‘O.K’ ‘حسناً’ to provide a suitable ground for some more cooperation between S and H. Ultimately they find themselves having a common belief. Also in this sentence the S appears to be polite as he increases the extent of agreement with the H. In other words, S realizes the (PP), and more particularly the agreement maxim. The same thing can be said for (84), but it does have double negation (no) and (not). In fact, the use of the second negation reduces the effect of threat caused by (no) to its minimum. Moreover, it ensures the balance between the two joined parts of the sentence. But what is noticed is that it appears to be less polite as compared with (83).   

85-You can come in and get some, but make sure that you'll have it next time.

- تستطيع أن تدخل وتحصل علية, ولكن تأكد من امتلاكه المرة المقبلة.
          Sentence (85) represents an agreement to give a permission. In fact, permission is always given by a person who possesses a higher rank to one belongs to a lower rank, but sometimes it is between equals as in the example above.

          Giving permission in most of the times indicates the S`s willingness to reduce the friction between the two participants. That is to say it aims at increasing the agreement between the two. But it can be considered as a partial disagreement since it contains a conditional element i.e. the H has not to ask for it again. Though it is considered as a partial disagreement, it helps to rebuild the trust between S and H. So that S is intentionally polite as he recognizes the (PP) and the agreement maxim.

          In learns` responses. Seeking agreement by expressions such as "Okay"حسنا" is frequent in our data in both languages, while seeking agreement by using tag questions is used by our subjects in all situations of the questionnaire but only in very isolated cases.

5.2.3 Generosity Maxim
          The following sentences will be analyzed in accordance with the generosity maxim that consists of minimizing benefit to the S (negative politeness) and maximizing cost to the S (positive politeness).

86- Can you come inside and take some salt?

- هل تستطيع أن تدخل وتأخذ بعض الملح؟
87- Here, you can have some of mine, if you want.

- انه هنا, يمكن أن تأخذ بعض مما أملكه, إذا أردت.

          Sentences (86) and (87) represent offers as uttered by the S. Fortunately, the use of ‘can’ ‘تستطيع’ helps in transmitting the polite belief of the idea represented by the offers. They are considered as being polite because they guarantee the minimizing of the benefit to the S himself (negative politeness). They are also felt to be less crucially threatening to the H`s face. But, sentence (87) is rather more polite than (86) in the optionality involved. So that S can maintain a kind of freedom on the part of H by using ‘if you want’ إذا أردت. Because sometimes S`s wish comes in opposition to H`s one. So H is free as to take S`s offer into consideration. The apparent amount of the polite attitude leads to the realization of the generosity maxim. This in turn results in H`s positive response of having salt (more beneficial on the part of the H).

88- Can you join us tonight?

- هل تستطيع أن تنظم إلينا الليلة؟

89-Do you like to join us tonight?  

- هل ترغب بأن تنظم إلينا الليلة؟
90- Are you ready to join us tonight?

- هل أنت مستعد لأن تنظم إلينا الليلة؟
          All these sentences (88), (89) and (90) show the same impositive illocutionary act, and almost the same propositional content of inviting H to go somewhere. Sometimes it is felt that the generosity maxim coincides or goes along with the tact maxim. This can be attributed to the speech act invitation. It is tactful to invite somebody to gain a certain relationship; moreover, it will be generous to do so. Because it is usually followed by a response like "thank you, that’s very kind of you….etc". The question is whether to consider invitation within the domain of tact maxim or the generosity or may be both. But the most applicable case is to deal with invitation as belonging to generosity as it implies minimizing cost to the H. They implicate that since S is being polite by inviting H to (x), they follow that H should take S`s invitation into account and provide the relevant answer depending on the situation. Precisely, H should establish his polite attitude by giving a positive answer, or giving some justifications for the negative answer. But, what is noticed is that sentence (90) is somewhat different. It is the case in which the S provides a post-invitation. In other words, the S has already invited H to join him that night.But,now he is asserting this invitation by using ‘are you ready’ هل أنت مستعد which can be taken as guarantee for the positive reply to be performed by H. That is why, it can be considered as having a less polite attitude since it threatens the H`s privacy.

91- I want you to join us tonight.
- أنا أريدك أن تنظم إلينا الليلة.

          It is obvious that sentence (91) involves an impositive force. It is so because of the presence of (I want you to do x). In addition to that it involves an offer to do certain act (x = joining the S for a night). But what is noticed is that the S performs the action rather directly. And by doing so, he may break the (PP) unintentionally. It would be generous to perform an offer to be taken for H`s benefit (giving him an opportunity to join the S). But it is less tactful to use an impositive illocution. Here hinting strategy of the (CP) comes into work as follows:

(i) S is seemingly polite in offering H a chance to join him for a night, in such a way which suggests that H is satisfied.

(ii) It follows that S`s offer can be only appreciated if H wants to join the S.
5.2.4 Modesty Maxim
          The following sentences will be analyzed in accordance with the modesty maxim consisting in minimizing praise to the S (negative politeness) and maximizing dispraise to the S (positive politeness).

92- I'm very sorry, but as you know I've run out of salt.

- أنا أسف جدا, ولكن كما تعلم لقد استنفذت مالدي من ملح.
93- Forgive me, I haven't bought salt.

- سامحني. أنا لم أشتري الملح.
          In dealing with sentence like (92) and (93), it is noticed that they belong to apology speech acts. And apologies are in most of the time dealt with as belonging to the modesty maxim as they involve maximizing dispraise of the S. The most modest type of apology are those which include justification. Sometimes adding the phrase "as you know" كما تعرف/تعلم  may bring an impolite effect to the linguistic behaviour because S wants to embarrass H by the intended apology. Furthermore, S is treating H as his counterpart or his partner (i.e. belong to the same social rank). Also the apology provided by a justification is rather inappropriate. It may be interpreted as that S is making fun of the H. Hence, it is better mention that type of apology offered in (93) which appears to be much more modest as compared with (92). Since it involves a higher a mount of maximizing dispraise to S. So, S by providing such an apology is blaming himself in the presence of H. It is quite obvious as the S uses (forgive me)(سامحني). As a result S is being polite.

          The analysis performed on the subjects` responses to situations involving requests in both languages with respect to internal modification devices reveals that Iraqi learners attempt to exhibit more degree of politeness in their expressions in English than that displayed in their expressions in Arabic.

          Their behavior in this regard is manifested through intensifying their use of certain devices e.g. questions, modals, past tense and deference markers, to the extent of making their frequencies high. 

          Learners employ a wide range of other devices or sub devices in English, while such expressions’ counterparts are actually infrequent within the learners’ responses in Arabic.

          One of these frequent devices that learners rely on in their responses in English is ‘hedging’ which is among the most common negative politeness strategies (found in our data). Expressions such as "possible" "just" as well as "if clause" and "I wonder if" and model are among the most common kinds of hedging used in the data of this research. This means that the subjects do have knowledge of hedges and their semantic function although they have never been taught them directly. The following examples taken from the subjects` performance:

94- I wonder if you could join us tonight.

95- I'll be happy if you come.

96- I'll be in a great pleasure if you could join us tonight.

97- Sir, I would like to ask you a favour. Can you show me the way to Palestine street?

98- I would be glad to have you join us tonight.

          The analysis of learners` Arabic responses signals that their responses are confined to limited devices to express their requests  throughout the Arabic version of the questionnaire i.e. "هل" "الهمزة" and "هلا" as in the examples below:

- هل لي ببيزا مع عصير برتقال؟

- هلا جلبت لي بيزا مع عصير برتقال؟

- أيمكنك أن تجلب لي بيزا مع عصير برتقال؟
  This finding refutes hypothesis 3 in chapter one.

          In order to test hypothesis 4 which states that sex will influence the type of strategies chosen, the performance of the female group (henceforth GF) of the sample is compared with that of the males` (henceforth GM). The results yielded are as follows:

          Regarding positive politeness strategies, our subjects` performance is as follows:

1- Showing an interest in and noticing H is not widely used by either group (see table 5 below).

2- Females use endearments and first names more than males do. Also females direct these forms to Hi and also to equals(henceforth E) as in "Dear". While males use them only to direct Hi .

          The following are examples from the data:

99- Dear friend, I want you to join us tonight.       (GF)

- صديقي العزيز, أريدك أن تنظم إلينا الليلة.

100- My friend, I want you to join us tonight.          (GM)                              

- صديقي, أريدك أن تنظم إلينا الليلة.
2- Ellipsis is used only by GM when addressing Hi which is not the right distribution for ellipsis. The GF, on the other hand, never use ellipsis in all contexts. For example:

101- A glass of water.

102- A pizza and a cup of orange juice.

3- Seeking agreement by using tag questions is a strategy used by females. This finding replicates Lakoff`s (1975) finding. She finds that females use more expressions like tags than males do.

 For example:

101- You will come with us, won't you?       (GF)

- سوف تأتي معنا, أليس كذلك؟

4- Giving reasons is also a strategy used mainly by females as in:

102- Sir, can you tell me the time, my watch seems to be stopped?

- سيدي,هل لك أن تخبرني عن الوقت,ساعتي توقفت على ما يبدوا؟
                                  Table (5)         
   Percentage of Positive Politeness Strategies Directed to L,     

  Hi and E that are used by GF and GM
	Strategy
	To L
	To Hi
	To E

	Greeting
	
	
	

	GF
	0.52%
	0.52%
	

	GM
	
	0.92%
	

	Address forms
	
	
	

	GF
	1.04%
	7.5%
	2.34%

	GM
	
	5%
	

	Ellipsis
	
	
	

	GF
	
	1.8%
	

	GM
	
	
	


.         Negative politeness strategies most commonly used by GF and GM are as follows :

103- I wonder if it is possible to show me the way to Palestine street? (Hi: GF)

- أنا أتسال إذا كان من الممكن أن تدلني على شارع فلسطين؟

104- Would you mind bringing us a pizza and a cup of orange juice? (L:GM)

- هل تمانع بأن تجلب لي بيزا مع عصير برتقال؟    

105- Would you honour us with your presence tonight? (E:GM) 

- هلا شرفتنا بحضورك الليلة؟

106- Do you mind to tell me what time it is? (Hi: GF)            

- هل تمانع بأن تخبرني كم الوقت الآن؟
107- Is it possible to bring me the bill, I am in a hurry? (L:GF)

- هل من الممكن أن تجلب قائمة الحساب, أنا على عجلة؟
108- I wonder if you can lend me some salt? (E:GF)

- أني لأتساءل لو تستطيع أن تعيرني بعض الملح؟ 
2- Indirectness is used by both group and it is directed to Hi more than E and L. Table (6) below shows that GM use, to some extent, indirectness more than GF do. The following are examples from each group performance:

109- Do you mind to give me a glass of water? (Hi: GF)
- هل تمانعي بأن تعطيني قدحا من الماء؟

110- Could you give me five tickets? (L:GF)

- هلا أعطيتني خمس بطاقات؟
111- I wish you to join us tonight. (E:GF)

- أنا أتمنى أن تنظم ألينا الليلة.                                            
112- I wonder if you could give me a glass of water? (Hi: GM)
- أني أتساءل أن كان باستطاعتك أن تعطيني قدحا من الماء؟

113- Would you bring me a pizza and a cup of orange juice? (L:GM)

- هل لك أن تجلب لي بيزا مع عصير برتقال؟

114- I'd love to invite you tonight.

- أنا أحب أن ادعوك الليلة. 
3- deferential address forms are used by males also more than females (see table 6 below)
Table (6)
Percentage of Negative Politeness Strategies Directed to L, Hi and E used by GF and GM
	Strategy
	To L
	To Hi
	To E

	Hedges
	
	
	

	GF
	50.5%
	56.5%
	53.5%

	GM
	56.4%
	60.1%
	54.8%

	Indirectness
	
	
	

	GF
	53.1%
	66.4%
	57%

	GM
	61.5%
	74%
	62%

	Deferential Address forms
	
	
	

	GF
	
[image: image1]
	5.9%
	

	GM
	
	8.89%
	


          These findings are evident that sex does influence the type of strategies chosen which validates hypothesis 4 stated in the first chapter.

Chapter Six

Conclusions and Recommendations

6.1 Conclusions
According to the current analysis of the results, several findings can be concluded:

1. The use of the tact maxim in the two versions of the questionnaire is quite apparent in the sense that the subjects’ performance is unwillingly directed to serve the Ss’ purpose. The tact maxim is used by the subjects more than other maxims (44%) (See table 3). The reason is simply related to the higher percentage of impositives especially in the form of requests (26%). Usually requests should be mitigated as they are performed for the Ss’ own benefit.

2. It is noticed that the (PP) which should be obeyed at least in the formal context is of negative tendency. That is, the subjects’ performance lays much more emphasis on the negative form of politeness than on corresponding positive one. It is so because students intend to minimize the impoliteness of the impolite beliefs.

3. The use of the agreement maxim has been developed quite prominently as an indicator of the subjects’ seeking agreement with others (20%). But this happened without the students’ realization of any basic elements to be utilized for the given sake i.e. on intended norms or assumptions.

4. The subjects attempt to convey their polite attitude via the use of the co-occurrence rules of address forms such as ‘Sir’ ‘سيدي’ or even ‘excuse me’ ‘عُذراً’. They usually use them when addressing a H of Hi. But, it is worth to mention that subjects use them without being aware of their role in signaling respect to others.

5. Strategies that make the speech more formal, i.e., negative politeness strategies such as indirectness and hedgings are used frequently by the subjects. These strategies are context sensitive, i.e., they are used more to Hi than to E or L.

6. Syntactically speaking, interrogative sentences are the most common sentence type used by our subjects. The subjects use more interrogative sentences when addressing Hi than E or L. To both E and L, declarative and imperative sentences are used more. This indicates that our subjects do attach some social meaning to these forms.

7. Females tend to be more careful and more polite in their use of the politeness strategies than males do. This finding is consistent with that of Walter’s (1979), who finds that females reflect a greater degree of unanimity and greater distinction between polite and impolite forms than males do.

8. Concerning the type of politeness strategies, both females and males use negative politeness strategies more than positive politeness strategies. However, males use negative politeness strategies and specifically hedges more than females do. This finding is not consistent with that of Lakoff’s (1975), who finds that females use more hedges than males do.

9. Tags are used by females more than males. This replicates Lakoff’s (1975) findings who find that women are uncertain and more careful in their choice of politeness forms than men.

10. Students’ performance of the directive is sometimes influenced by first language transfer, and sometimes it, especially their expression of requests, is influenced by their tendency to over generalize some of the rules of the target language which they learn from textbooks.

11. The learners tend to appeal to particular types of modality marker mainly including questions, modals, past tense and deference markers almost across all types of situations. However, these markers are less frequently present in the learners’ performance in Arabic than they are in English.

12. Learners’ use of polite forms is dependent on some cultural dimensions which can be seen as a composite of sociolinguistically real factors such as status, age, mother tongue language, sex, degree of intimacy which together determine the overall degree of politeness within a speech situation. On the other hand, if a person feels close to someone because they are related together or similar in terms of age, social class, occupation, sex, ethnicity, they feel less need to employ honorifics.

13. There is some correspondence between English and Arabic in terms of using greetings, but at the same time there is dissimilarity between them (no Arabic equivalence exists) especially in using informal English terms. Consequently, the degree of informality in the original(English) is somehow lost in Arabic.

14. The Arabic counterparts do not conclusively indicate the intended degree of formality in the same way as their English do. This maybe due to the fact that the use of Standard Arabic is almost always associated with formality. Unlike the case with Standard English whose use is not necessarily associated with formal situations and this is the obstacle learners of English as a foreign language always face.
6.2 Recommendations

The following points are seen as being worthy to be taken into account:

1. Teachers and learners should cooperate towards the achievement of effective and smooth communication. This can be best done by introducing them several ways of expressing a given message. Such a message may reflect the speaker’s belief of cultural norms of what is appropriate and polite and what is not.

2. There is an urgent need for the teaching of the appropriate use of language such as the politeness markers and modes of indirectness in English and Arabic. That is, the learners should be aware of the socio-cultural markers of speech.

3. Emphasis should be placed on role-playing and other communicative activities in classroom in order to facilitate the development of learners’ pragmatic competence.

4. The mood distinctions which contribute to the greatest politeness distinctions should be given the due emphasis in teaching politeness. The role of the modal in either present and past tense as an additional feature contributing to politeness can be relegated to a secondary teaching focus. This is so because IFLLs need to be aware of the contribution mood makes to politeness and the contexts in which interrogative/declarative/imperative is most preferable.

5.There is a need to establish the importance of a neglected dimension which is that of speech event; because it is considered as a determinant factor for evaluating politeness values.     

6-3 Suggestions for Further Research
The following topics are seen worthy for future research:
1-An Arabic socio-pragmatic study be conducted with the intention of  identifying the cues and markers of politeness.

2-Further research is needed with regard to the use of “hedging”.

3-“Phatic communion” in both English and Arabic, is a subject that is wide, interesting and important enough to be the subject of a separate piece of research.  
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Appendix (1)

(The English Versions of the Questionnaire)

Cover letter Accompanying the Task.

To the jury member
Dear Sir, Madam

    The researcher conducts a study entitled “Cultural dimensions affecting politeness strategies in English and Arabic”.
A questionnaire has been constructed in order to investigate the politeness strategies used by Iraqi learners at the College of Basic Education/ English Department/third year.

The researcher will be grateful if you, as a specialist in the field of linguistics, identify whether the constructed items are suitable or not. Any required modification, omission, or addition will be highly regarded.

Thank you for your cooperation


                M.A. Candidate

                                                      Mohammed Tahir Jassim

Part 1

The following are six situations .You are asked to answer them politely.

Situation 1
    You have stopped by to pick up a friend to join you and some others for the night in the town. How would you invite your friend to join you for a night?

Situation 2

Your friend’s mother greets you at the door while your friend gets ready .You feel thirsty .How would you ask her for a glass of water?

Situation 3

Before going to the movies your group stops off at a restaurant. You sit down and the waiter comes out to take your order. You want a pizza and a cup of orange juice .How would you order?

Situation 4
You are enjoying your pizza and losing the track of time. You have the only watch in the group and you notice that it seems to be stopped. .You don’t want to miss the next show .How would you ask a man in the next table for the time?

Situation 5
The waiter is slow in getting the bill to you so you can leave. You are anxious to get your bill. How would you ask for it?

Situation 6
You get to the show on time. You are inviting your friends, so you need five tickets .What would you say to the person in the ticket office?

Situation 7

After watching the movies you feel that you lose the way to go back home. How would you ask a passerby to show you the way to the place where you live(Palestine Street)?
Part 2

You live in a self –catering University students’ hall of residence. While cooking in a shared kitchen, you discover that there is no salt left .Your next door neighbor is also cooking in the kitchen. 

A-You want to borrow some salt from him, how would you make each of the following:

1. A direct request for salt after stating the reason.

2. An indirect request for salt after stating the reason.

3. Stating the reason for borrowing salt.

B-If you were the next door neighbor in the hall, how would you respond to such an utterance:
 “I’ve run out of salt”  

1. Accept the request.

2. Suggest an alternative means other than doing something yourself.

3. Refuse your friend’s request.
Appendix (2)

(The Arabic Version of the Questionnaire)
Cover letter Accompanying the Tasks.
الاستاذ الفاضل………………………….المحترم

تحيه طيبه…

يجري الباحث دراسته الموسومة(الأبعاد ألثقافيه المؤثرة في صيغ الكلام المؤدبة في اللغة الانكليزية والعربية. ويتطلب إجراء البحث أن يصوغ الباحث استبانه لمعرفة صيغ الكلام المؤدبة في اللغة العربية التي يستخدمها طلبة كلية التربية الأساسية /قسم اللغة الانكليزية /المرحلة الثالثة. لذا صاغ الطالب عدداً من المواقف لاستكشاف ذلك .

يرجى قراءة الاستبانة وتثبيت مدى صلاحيتها ومناسبتها ووضع الملاحظات و التعديلات التي ترونها مناسبة,وتقبلوا من الباحث شكره و تقديره وأدامكم الله لخدمة العملية التربوية. 

الباحث             

محمد طاهر جاسم        

قسم اللغة الانكليزية/الدراسات العليا 
الجزء الأول
أجب عن المواقف الاتيه بطريقه مؤدبه:

الموقف الأول:
قررت أنت وأصدقاؤك قضاء ليلة ممتعة في المدينة.بعد ذلك مررت على احدهم في المنزل المجاور لمنزلك.كيف يمكن أن تدعوا صديقك للخروج معك؟

الموقف الثاني:
حيتك أم صديقك في الباب و طلبت منك الجلوس بينما كان صديقك يستعد للخروج معك. شعرت بعدها بالعطش .كيف لك أن تطلب قدح ماء منها ؟

 الموقف الثالث:
قبل ذهابك إلى السينما قررت مع أصدقائك تناول وجبة عشاء في احد المطاعم وكانت لديك رغبه في طلب بيزا مع عصير برتقال.ماذا تفعل؟

الموقف الرابع:
أنت ألآن تستمتع بتناول وجبة طعام العشاء .ولكن اكتشفت أنَ الوقت قد مر بسرعة وأنت لا تريد أن تفوت عليك فرصة مشاهدة عرض مسرحي.كيف تسأل شخصاً بجوار طاولتك عن الوقت ؟
الموقف الخامس:
قد يتأخر النادل في إحضار قائمة حساب طعام العشاء وأنت على عجلة من أمرك .كيف تطلب منهُ ألإسراع بإحضار القائمة ؟
 الموقف السادس:
لقد وصلت إلى المسرح في الوقت المحدد,وقد دعوت أصدقاءك لحضور ألعرض المسرحي,وتحتاج إلى خمس بطاقات دخول.كيف تطلب من المسؤول إعطاءك البطاقات؟ 
الموقف ألسابع :
بعد مشاهدة العرض المسرحي,تبين أنكم قد ضللتم طريق ألعوده إلى البيت . كيف لك أن تسأل أحد ألسابله عن الطريق المؤدية إلى البيت ؟

الجزء الثاني
أنت وزميلك تعيشان في مُجمَع سكني للطلبة في أحدى ألجامعات.بينما كُنتَ تطبخ في مطبخ مُشتَرَك اكتشفت أنك مُحتاج لبعض من ملح الطعام.

أ-أردت أن تستعير بعض الملح من زميلك ,كيف يُمكن ذلك باستعمال:

1- طلب مباشر بعد بيان السبب.  

2- طلب غير مباشر بعد بيان السبب.  

3- بيان سبب الاستعاره.
ب-لو كنت مكان زميلك(ألشخص ألذي يُطلَب منهُ الملح)كيف يمكنك ان تُجيب على طلبه أذا كان الأتي:

"لقد استنفذت ما لدي من ملح الطعام"

1- اقبل الطلب.
2- اقترح حلاً بديلاً للطلب.

3- أرفض طلب زميلك.     
الخلاصه

تُعنى هذه الدراسة بأحد مجالات علم أللغة ألاجتماعي ألا وهو صيغ ألكلام ألمؤدبة كظاهرة لغوية. وإذا أردنا ألدقة أنها تُرَكِز على هذهِ ألصيغ في اللغة ألانكليزية والعربية واستخدام ألعراقيين ألدارسين للانكليزية كلغة أجنبية لها.

تقع ألدراسة في ستة فصول, يضع الفصل ألأول مقدمة عامة للدراسةو مشكلتها و فرضياتها و أهدافها, و ألأسلوب ألمُستَخدم لاستنباط ألنتائج و مديات ألدراسة.

 يُرَكِز الفصل ألثاني على صيغ ألكلام ألمؤدبة في أللغة ألانكليزية, وقد خُصِصَ للإجابة عن بعض ألتساؤلات عن ماهيتها كظاهرة لغوية و مفهوم ثقافي خاص.

من ألجدير بالذكر ان أللغات بشكل عام توظف أساليباً لغوية مُختلفة لتقديم صيغ ألتأدُب ألتي يتم ألاستفادة منها حسب سياق ألموقف. إن صيغ ألتأدب تتطلب قدر كبير من الإدراك لأهمية ألشكل و ألمحتوى حتى يُمكن نقل تأثير التأدُب بشكل مماثل قدر ألمُستطاع للتأثير ألمقصود في ألنص ألأصلي. ألفصل ألثالث يُرَكِز على صيغ ألكلام ألمؤدبة في أللغة ألعربية ألتي سوف تُقَدَم مع مما يُقابِلُها مِن ألصيغ في أللُغة ألانكليزية ألتي تتضمن قدر ألمُستطاع قوة المعنى ألأصلي.

يُقدِم ألفصل ألرابع بعض ألدراسات ألسابقة ألمتناولة لنفس ألموضوع.

يخدِم ألفصل ألخامس ألجانب ألعملي من ألدراسة,إِذ إنهُ يصف عينة ألبحث وألأجراءات  ألمستخدمة لتنفيذ نسختي ألأستبيان و تحليلهما تبعاً لمبدأ ألكلام ألمؤدب و قواعده.
كُرِس ألفصل ألأخيرلأعطاء ألنتائِج ألمُستخلصة فضلاً عن ألتوصيات ألمُقتَرَحة بهذا ألشأن متبوعة  بقائمة بالمصادر و مُلحَق للاستبيان بنسختيه. 
ألجامعة ألمستنصريه
ألأبعاد ألثقافية ألمؤثرة في صيغ ألكلام ألمؤدبة

في أللغة ألأنكليزية و  ألعربية
رسالة مُقدمة إلى مجلس كلية ألتربية ألأساسية –ألجامعة ألمستنصرية 

جزء من متطلبات نيل درجة الماجستير آداب   وهي
في علم أللغة ألتطبيقي
الطالب تقدم بها
محمد طاهر جاسم الموسوي 
بأشراف 

ألأستاذ ألمساعد ألدكتورة نظام شيت ألطائي
صفر 
    
   شباط  
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Do the FTA





5- Don’t do the FTA





On record 





4- off record  





1-Without redressive action, badly  





With redressive action 





2- Positive politeness 





3-Negative politeness  





Don’t perform act (1) perform act .


Indirectly(2) with redress 


negative politeness 


positive politeness (3)


Directly and “badly” (4) 

















Most polite


(Used for high face-threat





Least polite 


(Used for low face-threat)
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Indirect speech act





More polite








