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Abstract

This paper focuses on the notion of politeness dtaenas an analytical
category in linguistic politeness research. It aeguthat the current
theories of linguistic politeness have neglecteal tbtion of politeness
formulae, either ignoring the relationship betwebair semantic, formal
and pragmatic characteristics or disputing theirist&nce altogether,
claiming that the emergence of polite meaningsesricted to singular
and concrete contexts. It will be shown, howeveat & non-contextual
approach to linguistic politeness makes it possibléescribe politeness
formulae systematically on a pragmatic, semantic] aven formal level.
The approach is based on the common ground of alitepess
phenomena, namely their function of establishingintaining or
negotiating relations of social distance.

Keywords: linguistic politeness, politeness forneuléunction of polite-
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Introduction

The title of the present article makes two assuongtivhich are far from

being unquestioned in linguistic politeness thedry:There is such a
thing as politeness formulae, i.e., recurring lisga elements that are
stereotypically associated with the communicatibpalite meanings. 2.

Those formulae can — at least within a given lagguabe described and
classified (semantically, formally and pragmatigplbn a functional

basis.

As for the first statement, it is important to poout that the
existence of politeness formulae is conceived afadeing restricted to
their actual occurrence in natural speech, ndnécattual polite intention
of the speaker or the hearer’s interpretation digeptt is assumed, on the
contrary, that politeness formulae exist indepetigenf concrete
contexts.

If it is true that polite linguistic formulae tramg polite meanings
independently of concrete contexts, they must sbnsif specific
linguistic meansthat indicate their polite content. It is undisgulitthat
linguistic politeness has something to do with reog, conventionalized
linguistic elements. If this were not the caseerilgicutors would have a
hard time meeting with their everyday (polite) liigfic needs in
recurring situations. Even more bothering, yet bahérst glance, is the
fact that if linguistic politeness were not formiglainterlocutors would
have no possibility to conventionally implicate acdmmunicate their
polite intentions.



If the linguistic expression of politeness is -edst to a consi-
derable extent — not restricted to particular sagions within a concrete
communicative event, one should ask what kindsngjuistic means are
used to express politeness. Indeed, one will fimat some linguistic
means are more likely to occur as instantiationpadite meanings than
others. Conventionalized realisations of linguispoliteness will be
called politeness formulae. But how can we distisiguan idiomatic
expression from a polite idiomatic expression, aoliteness formula?
In other words, what is it that makes a linguisbemula a politeness
formula? Linguistic politeness theory hardly evaises this question
explicitly and awards it due attention.

To fill this gap, it will be necessary to find a yvaf systema-
tically describing politeness formulae on semaritonal and pragmatic
grounds. It is argued here that this can be actievethe basis of the
functionof politeness. As will be shown later, one of thajor functions
of politeness is the establishment, maintenanag nagotiation of social
distance relations.

Before addressing the assumptions made above ia dsail, it
is worthwhile discussing the best known linguigiaiteness theories in
regard to their handling of the issues raised here.

1. The normative or traditional approach?

What is referred to here as thermative approactvery often does not
play a major role in overviews of linguistic poliess theories. The
reason for this neglect is partly due to the fheit the normative view
stands for a rather old-fashioned concept of pwdiss, namely that
politeness is a set of socially stipulated, cukspecific norms of
behaviour. However, the idea that politeness isystesn of con-
ventionally determined norms is intuitively plausiland based on an un-
scientific, lay concept of politeness. As the naiweapproach considers
politeness formulae to be the linguistic impleméaota of social rules,
the existence of politeness formulae is taken f@ntpd and neither
questioned nor explicitly asserted. Norms of sobwthavior are simply
assumed to result in a certain set of recurringulistic means (i.e.
politeness formulae) to implement those norms. Tdhe reason why
Held (2005 [1992]: 136) refers to this viewpoint ‘@gusal-determi-
nistic”. Werkhofer (2005 [1992]: 157) calls thistram of politeness the
“traditional view*, Fraser (1990yescribes the characteristics of the
“social norm view“as follows: “Briefly stated, it [the social normewv,
KS] assumes that each society has a particularolsetocial norms
consisting of more or less explicit rules that prigg a certain behavior
[...]" (Fraser 1990: 220).

Although normative aspects should be essentiahyotlaeory of
politeness, linguistic politeness research folloveeder paths that had
been opened up by linguistic pragmatics in the $9&0d 1970s. The
normative approach is usually held only implicidy grammar books
that deal with linguistic aspects of politenesshwitthe subchapter of
some grammatical category (e.g. the verbal modespronominal
address). Although the normative concept is ndelihto any particular



names and has produced no research traditionintgertant to mention
it here.

First, the traditional view most clearly establisitbe link bet-
ween idiomaticity and politeness because it focusethe social nature
of politeness phenomena. As social norms are byr@ahared collec-
tively (otherwise they would be only individual mes and could thus not
be recognized as such by the community), they nmestitably be
instantiated by recurring linguistic patterns. Rwoless is, in the tra-
ditional view, anticipated by the interlocutors andst clearly associated
with formality, appropriateness, “good” behaviourdaother evaluative
lay notions of politeness. Thus, the normative apph has no reason
either to restrict linguistic politeness to mani&®ns in concrete con-
texts or to deny the existence of politeness foamudltogether. As al-
ready said, it rather takes politeness as a regolamunicative goal and
deals with it as a part of the connotative mearhgertain linguistic
categories, such as verbal modes, tense, aspectpmmal address,
modal adverbs, particles, nominal derivations (gignnutives), sentence
types, formulaic expressions (e.g. greetings, esgwas of gratitude),
and the like. Its method can therefore be constteteductive: the
normative approach towards politeness in languagetssfrom the
linguistic structure/device and ascribes a cenpailite meaning to it. The
problem with this procedure is that almost anyhafse devices can also
be used in contexts in which politeness is notane at all. For example,
it is not always polite to saplease to ask a question, to use the
subjunctive or passive voice or, in Slavonic largpsg to employ the
perfective aspect.

2. The pragmatic appr oach
The termpragmatic approachrefers to the first linguistic theories of
politeness that developed on the grounds of Sp@etiheory (Austin
1962) and the Theory of Implicature (Grice 1975us#n’s view of
speech as social action made it possible to integvaliteness pheno-
mena into linguistic pragmatics as an aspect ofacerspeech acts.
Grice’s theory of Conversational Implicature gaweerto the idea that
politeness should be described in terms of contiersd maxims. In the
following, a brief outline will be given of the cal assumptions and the
most important exponents of the pragmatic View

The first to mention here is Robin Lakoff (1973975, 1979),
whose original aim was to establish pragmatic rtited would operate
alongside the syntactic rules postulated by geiveréihguistics. She did
so by juxtaposing a politeness principle to thec€an maxims, arguing
that in most cases in which the Gricean maxims weskated, this was
done in order to abide by the maxim of politeness. Lakoff is not
aiming at conducting empirical research but at fdating a theory
that can account for the violation of the Griceamxims and that will
identify pragmatic rules of competence, it is salident that she does
not engage in providing terminological and methodadal tools for
investigating given instances of speech in regaitié¢ occurrence and
make-up of politeness devices. She does, howevérast implicitly



assume that there must be certain linguistic megnshich the three
rules can be accounted for in verbal communicafienptherwise the
maxim of politeness could not be implemented thiholagguage.

Geoffrey Leech’s approach (1977, 1980, 1983) isesonat more
sophisticated and embedded in a general theoryragnmatics. Like
Lakoff, Leech (1983) assumes a politeness prin@plerating alongside
Grice’s cooperation principle and consisting of esal politeness
maxims. What is essential in Leech’s concept is ahsumption that
degrees of politeness can be measured by valuesscalich as, for
instance, an indirectness scale, a cost-benefié scal a social distance
scale. Politeness appears thus to be a gradabtactw@stic of certain
types of speech acts.

The most famous and most frequently applied apjbroic
linguistic politeness is indisputably Brown and lreson’s (1978, 1987)
face-theory. Like Lakoff and Leech, Brown and Lesan start from the
assumption that Grice’s theory is basically righd aiew politeness as a
major reason for deviation from the conversatianakims. Face is seen
as a twofold aspect of human identity, namely pasiand negative face:
positive face refers to the fact that individuaé®d to be integrated and
accepted by the community, negative face relatethéoindividual's
wants that her/his actions be unimpeded by the aamitgn(cf. Brown
and Levinson [1987: 129]). Brown and Levinson reghuman inter-
action as potentially face-threatening — and poéigs as a means to
reduce that threat. Although their original modeludes five different
politeness strategies, it is the twofold typolodypositive and negative
politeness that has proved most fruitful. Posippaditeness refers to the
politeness efforts that are directed at the interor's positive face
wants; negative politeness is in return paid to ribgative face of the
interactants. The importance of the distinctionwesn positive and
negative politeness for linguistic politeness tlyewill be discussed in
more detail in Section 4.

As regards the issues addressed in this paperpridgmatic
theories are characterized by a rather uncritindlanconscious attitude.
The authors usually give examples and/or compiiatiof allegedly
polite communicative strategies and rank them asenoo less polite.
This proceeding betrays the fact that the pragnaproaches implicitly
assume the existence of context-independent pokanings. However,
this attitude is not overtly discussed and remaassricted to the idea of
politeness strategies which are heterogeneouslieimgnted by certain
stylistic devices, different communicative genrkisds of speech acts,
use of certain linguistic forms, etc. Accordingthe second issue, the
question of how politeness formulae are structurediot addressed at
all. As the notion of “politeness strategies” rensarather unspecified
and is inconsistently applied both to speakers’ roomicative strategies
(e.g. be indirect) and to the linguistic means Ilyolv these strategies can
be implemented (e.g. use downgraders), the pragmpfiroaches do not
distinguish appropriately between those two thiagd consequently do
not focus on the relationship between them.

In sum, one can say that the normative and pragnagfproach
start from opposite points, but come up with themaaesult. The nor-



mative approach starts from the linguistic meand attributes polite
meanings to them. The pragmatic approach, on thiary, departs from
abstract speaker’s strategies of politeness antd#s certain linguistic
means to them. Both trains of thought result in géissumption (be it
explicit or implicit) that phenomena of linguistipoliteness can be
described context-independently and that linguipbtteness is shaped
by specific linguistic means. It is claimed heratthoth assumptions are
essentially correct. The normative and pragmatipr@gches’ mistake
lies in the fact that they are not concious of rttessumptions, which
makes them blind to the consequences thereof. iad pointed out
above, both the normative and pragmatic view tagxplain why any of
their allegedly polite means can also be employed dompletely
different communicative purposediccordingly, they fail to establish a
stringent notion of politeness formulae and to dgvea theoretical
framework to analyse them systematically.

3. The post-pragmatic approach

Post-pragmatic theory on linguistic politeness i®stn prominently
represented by Richard J. Watts (e.g. 2004 [2QIR]5), other adherents
are Sara Mills (2003) and Miriam Locher (2004; Lecrand Watts
2005). It is characterized by its dynamic view ablifgness, thus
emphasizing the fact that politeness is not onlyicgrated ex ante
(normative view) or only inferreéx post(pragmatic view), but also
negotiatedin situ by both speaker and hearer. The dynamic notion of
politeness in the post-pragmatic model is cleagpased to the rather
static norm- and strategy-based concepts of pel®nit is due to the
discursive and disputable nature of politeness thast-pragmatic
theorizing has come to the conclusion that linguistructures are not
and cannot be polite in themselves. In other wopdéiteness formulae
do not exist. This attitude is clearly reflectedime fact that Watts (2004
[2003]) only refers to the existence of conventlaea linguistic patterns
as “expressions of procedural meaning” (2004 [2008P) which are
“open to the attribution of politen€$$2004 [2003]: 217). The politeness
of linguistic structures is, on the contrary, camed of as a potential
interpretation of the hearer; polite meanings are,other words,
dependent on the evaluation of interlocutors intaterand singular
speech events. While this assumption may be saitabthe grounds of a
general theory of social practice, it is unsatisyiin linguistic terms.
This is so because it fails to establish categdmesgvhich incidences of
linguistic politeness can be investigated. By radgiqoliteness to the
realm of concrete and, therefore, varying contaktsgcomes impossible
to do linguistic politeness research on a mesaonacro-level of analysis
(Terkourafi 2008). From the post-pragmatic point of view, politenes
phenomena can be described linguistically onlyemms of conversation
analysis, which is, by definition, a micro-levelpapach. Although it is
both necessary and highly promising to investigtie discursive
construction and negotiation of polite meaningsairthentic commu-
nication, the discursive approach of post-pragmatieory leaves
linguistic politeness researchers who want to nasseimptions about the



systematics of linguistic politeness practicallyptyshanded: as polite-
ness is designed as a possible aspect of condtetances, it becomes
nearly impossible to establish linguistically basedercultural com-

parisons of politeness standards. It is, by the,vdaye to this lack of

macro-level applicability that empirical politenesssearch is still do-
minated by pragmatic theory, especially by the frwork of Brown and

Levinson.

The post-pragmatic view has, however, still one &ityantage
over the other politeness theories. It has succerdevercoming a great
theoretical problem of politeness theory, namely #imtithesis between
social and individual aspects of politeness. Whiile other approaches
had been focusing on either the social-prescripfinermative view) or
the individual-creative (pragmatic view) aspectpoliteness, post-prag-
matic theory holds that politeness actually medidietween the social
and the individual, i.e. that it is a means of oigeng, maintaining and
negotiating interpersonal relationships. It will §ikown below that it is
on the basis of this function of politeness thayatematic analysis of
linguistic politeness can be established.

4. Thefunction of politeness

All three approaches ignore the question of whakesaa linguistic
formula a politeness formula: the normative andypratic approaches do
not recognize the importance of the question bupbi take the polite
meanings of “polite linguistic means” or, respeelyy “politeness
strategies”, as a given. The post-pragmatic approac the other hand,
deals with the problem but comes to the disputableclusion that there
is actually no link between linguistic means anel plolite meanings they
are attached to in actual speech. Consequentlylimgnyistic device can
— under particular circumstances — be considerétk pahich means that
there is no way to make general assumptions abeutstructure and
make-up of politeness devices in a given langu@get, again, results in
the denial of the existence of politeness formalé@gether.

Let us now try to refute the Wittgensteinian notadrihe absolute
context relativity of polite meanings. Althoughistwidely accepted that
contexts plays a decisive role in the assessmehngiistic politeness
phenomena, native speakers of a given languagdlyuBod it quite easy
to classify sentences according to their degregaditeness without
asking for any further contextual informatfofrurthermore, it is highly
plausible that an utterance like “could | have soweder, please” is
usually considered more polite than “give me sonagewi. It has been
argued by the opponents of the non-contextual @gprthat there can be
found (or rather, invented) contexts in which “abulhave some water,
please” is not interpreted or/and intended asedtibr example, a person
P could utter this sentence in a situation whemgilltbe interpreted as
rather impolite, e.g. when her/his interlocutohighly busy (obviously
too busy to comply to P’s request) or in a higharking position (and
therefore expects P to get her/his water herseifeif). Or else, it could
be that P simply utters the sentence with an umdiie maybe even
angry intonation (maybe because s/he has alreddydas number of



times). Of course, all of these circumstances malf eccur in natural
communication. However, they are specific and rathmprobablé®. In
the same vein, the post-pragmatic approach ardussekpressions of
rudeness can appear to be non-rude in certairtisitgae.g. among close
friends. Still those instantiations of fake-rudenesould hardly be
attached the label “polite” by any of the interloms.

To resolve this problem, theorists who support tdea of
contextual independence of polite meanings hawedated the notion
of abstract contex{Escandell-Vidal 1996: 643). Abstract contexts are
grounded in the individual's experience and knogadf how a given
situation is usually dealt with. In cases where further contextual
information is absent, individuals tend to intetptke situation as a
default situation in which the given utteranceteseotypically produced.
This proceeding is plausible and apt to accounterempirical finding
that individuals are capable of ranking statemant®rding to the degree
of politeness without any detailed contextual infation.

However, the concept of default contexts could dreect even if
politeness formulae were politeness formulae sinpglyause of conven-
tion. Regardless of the structural make-up of pokss devices, the
speakers of a given language would simply learn #wod know that
certain linguistic patterns are usually to be ipteted as polite in a ste-
reotypical situation.

If this were the case, there would be no basis émal reason)
to investigate the formal and semantic charactesisof linguistic
politeness devices and the relationship betweersetltwo dimensions
and pragmatic variables. However, the range olulistgc means that are
— even across languages — associated with the sskpneof politeness
does not seem to be completely random and merelyectional. On the
contrary, it seems that some linguistic means aseertikely to perform
politeness duties than others. While it is lessstjarable that politeness
formulae are motivatesemantically(for example, the salutatiqgpodbye
goes back t&od be with youin which the semantic motivation was still
manifest) andoragmatically (by the situation in which they occur), the
motivation for the use of certain linguistiorms is somewhat less
obvious. It is exactly this threefold motivationmsliteness formulae that
linguistic politeness should engage in becauseratngses to provide
insights into the interrelation of extra-linguistmultural motivations and
linguistic, structural motivations of linguistic lfeness phenomena.
Such an analysis could eventually lead to conchssabout potential uni-
versalities in linguistic politeness.

To my knowledge, the only theory of linguistic pgehess to
really focus on the problem of the interrelationiveen polite contents
and politeness structures was formulated by Ehth@@D2). Ehrhardt
discusses normative and pragmatic theories andearthat they both
implicitly assume a relationship between linguistamms and polite
contents. Although in his view this is essentiatyrect, he holds that
both accounts fail to explicitly investigate thatationship by asking the
question ofwhy some linguistic forms are more likely to be used f
politeness matters than others. After examiningesphlenomena that are
of a traditional interest to politeness studieshsas pronominal address,



verbal modes, tenses and particles, he concluddsthie reason why
those means are an essential part of politenedgstis to be found in
both their literal meaning (which is metaphoricalgxtended for
politeness purposegnd in the concrete contexts in which they occur
(Ehrhardt 2002: 198). He thus tries to reconcike tlontextual and the
non-contextual approach.

Ehrhardt (2002: 221) also introduces the notiohHiiflichkeits-
indikator (‘politeness indicator‘). Politeness indicatorse ahe formal
linguistic means that constitute politeness forrauld is important to
note that politeness indicators are linguistic gatees (grammatical
categories, for example) that can be part of pudigs formulae.
However, politeness indicators may in other circtamses just as well be
ordinary expressions of tense, mode, other modahings, etc., or serve
other communicative purposes than politeness (¥pression of real
uncertainty, anger, affection, and the like). gmitivist and functionalist
terms, this view can be illustrated by the notiérraalial categories, i.e.
categories that consist of a rather stable cenitite fwzzy boundaries on
their periphery. In most cases, the polite aspé¢h® category will be
centred towards the periphery, while in some casesay even be
considered the very core of it (consider, for insg the particlplease
which stereotypically functions as a politenesgipia).

As Ehrhardt’s approach is basically theoretical, dees not
engage in developing a tool for empirical studieBnguistic politeness.
He does nevertheless give us a few hints of hovin sutool could be
conceived by pointing out the major function ofifgiess as a means of
conducting cooperative relational wotk Ehrhardt (2002: 237) even
notes that the only valid basis for investigatimgglistic politeness
phenomena lies in that common function.

To exploit the notion of relational work in politess research
fruitfully, it is necessary to identify the roleahpoliteness performs in
relational work in more detail. As will be shown the next section,
politeness research has already provided an anewigs question.

In linguistic theorizing on politeness, the ideattpoliteness has
the function of regulating interpersonal relaticastually is not new.
However, before the emergence of the post-pragntlagiories (among
which we can now count Ehrhardt's contribution, )tabe central
function of politeness was usually only hinted arenor less obviously.
According to Ehrhardt (2002: 237), it is argued ehéhat politeness
phenomena can only be described on the basis bffiihation as this
seems to be their only common denominator. Thatig it is promising
to take a closer look at that function.

First of all, it needs to be pointed out that tledkof relational
work that politeness engages in is essentisdigial i.e. that politeness
operates on the level of social relations (nottdeast to a greatly lesser
extent, for example, in intimate ones, where othed less regulated
pragmatic parameters than politeness come into).plEyis aspect is
neglected even by the post-pragmatic approachegoliteness. The
relational work performed by politeness devices ttaus also be referred
to as the regulation of relations of social dis@nthis is, however, a



metaphor, as distance in politeness formulae catobeeived of only in
a non-literal sense.

Reading through both older and more recent cortidbs to
linguistic politeness theory, we find that thoughtsout the distancing
function of politeness are almost omnipresent. Rostart, consider
Brown and Levinson’s distinction between positivedanegative
politeness. The two terms actually refer to thecfiom of politeness
either to overcome (positive politeness) or to @&h or maintain
(negative politeness) social distance. The fact ithevas those two of
Brown and Levinson’s original five types of poliess strategies that
earned most attention is probably not accidentaérd are a number of
dual typologies that can be interpreted analogotslyBrown’s and
Levinson’s: Scollon and Scollon (1981) refer torédstgies of in-
volvement and independence”, Rathmayr (1996) inited the
distinction between “Solidaritats- und Distanzhgitkeit” (“politeness of
solidarity” and “politeness of distance”), EhlichOQ5: 82-89) talks about
the metaphorical use of kinship terms to overcowaas distance. In
House (2005: 18), the distinction between two bdsitnan needs,
namely “coming together” versus “noli me tangeredncbe found.
Nekvapil and Neustupny state that

The central theme of politeness is how sociocultgigtance between
interactants is reflected in communication and hitvis shaped by it.
(Nekvapil and Neustupny 2005: 247-248)

But even before Brown and Levinson, the presencethef
distance metaphor is striking. Brown and Gilman6{)introduce a
duality of “power and solidarity” in their famoususly on pronominal
address. And Lakoff's (1973) rules of politeness ba interpreted in the
same vein as well: The ruldsn’t imposeandgive optionsan be seen as
payment to negative face wanig, friendlyconsiders positive ones.

It is now necessary to focus on the notion of matapFor a real
metaphor it is essential that relations are noy dransferred from one
dimension of experience to another (in our casatjaprelations are used
to characterize social relations), but that new mmegs are attached to
those relations. In our case, it seems plausilaledistance and closeness
are attached to certain value systems, and thaetlalues are culture-
specific. Insights of modern cognitive linguistieslp us understand the
process of attaching meaning to metapHoBistance can most plausibly
be associated with difference, for things at aadise are very often
different from us (or, at least, not accessibl®wo senses to be figured
out as different or similar and therefore conceieéds different rather
than similar). In a second step, distance/diffeeentay be associated
with strangeness and unfamiliarity. Analogouslypseiness is in our
world linked to similarity and familiarity. The ubktration of social rela-
tions as a spatially motivated metaphor makes ssiate to understand
why both positive and negative values can be atth¢b both distancing
and proximity devices in different cultures. Thasdification of cultures
according to their favoring distance or closensssxactly what has been
done in a lot of empirical and comparative intetaal studies on
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politeness (e.g. Sifianou 1992; Pavlidou 1994; Wharka 1985; Rath-
mayr 1996a, 1996b; Schlund 2009).

The above statements have served to establishetgutation of
social distance relations as a central functiopaliteness. By referring
to the concept of metaphor, it has been arguedtiteamajor function of
politeness, i.e. the regulation of social relatiops, was to be interpreted
as a means of establishing closeness and distateedn individuals.
Both closeness and distance are culturally deteungoncepts that are
associated with certain, but different, cultureesfi@ positive and
negative values. Closeness, as associated withasisniand familiarity,
can thus be loaded with positive connotations ire @ulture (e.g.
intimacy, sincerity) while another culture most iigsly values distance
as a way of accounting for individuality and vayielt can further be
assumed that the distancing preferences of a giwétmre will be re-
flected in the pragmatic, semantic and formal magesf the linguistic
politeness devices that this culture produces.€Bb this assumption, it
will be necessary to find a method of analysis thdt enable us to
determine whether a given linguistic means is telbssified as a device
of distance or closeness.

One further remark needs to be made about distévicie there
is naturally only one dimension of closeness, tioeshsions of distance
are possible. Horizontal distance refers to théadie relation between
equal interlocutors, vertical distance, on the othand, refers to
hierarchical social relations. Although not madeailh the politeness
theories mentioned above, this is a very imporpamnt. Lakoff (1975),
for instance, accounts for this fact with her tlo&k typology of
camaraderie, distance and deference cultures.

After showing that the distinction between politshief closeness
and politeness of distance is well-motivated arstifjed, we can now
pass to the question of what the functionalist metrof analysis
proposed here could be like.

5. Functional analysis of politenessfor mulae

Before demonstrating the functional analysis adiext&ere, we need to
focus on the notion gboliteness formulaUp to now, the term has been
used without any further explanation in this aetjche assumption being
that the reader has a common sense understanditige oford that is
sufficient to follow the lines of argumentation.

As has already been pointed out, the expressiofingtiistic
politeness is to a great extent linked to idiomgtiand convention. This
is even more the case on the macro-level of arsalysi which, by
definition, only idiomatic and conventionalized rlents (i.e., recurring
elements) can be accounted for. All formulaic egpiens which are
stereotypically used as a means to conduct soelational work co-
operatively can be called politeness formtiaA politeness formula can
be fully formulaic or only semi-formulai and it can consist of one
single world or a whole sentence (examples wilglwen later on in this
section). Any other linguistic means that will mteéreotypically, but only
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occasionally be used as a politeness device onsa-noe micro-level of
analysis will be referred to agaliteness form

A further comment needs to be made on the link &etw
politeness formulae and politeness indicators.t®&wdiss formulae are
(often, not always) made up of politeness indicgtoe. linguistic means
that are suited to indicate polite meanings. As @omfunction of
politeness is to reflect relations of social dis@nit is argued that
politeness indicators (and, consequently, politenesmulae) can be
classified according to their metaphorical distagadr nearing potential.
The metaphorical potential of politeness formulaa be examined in
three dimensions: the formal, semantic and pragn@ithensions. The
pragmatic dimension asks for the circumstancesmuntizh a politeness
formula is usually employed. In the case of ap@egit is important to
ask in which situations a culture expects the apmiog formula to
occur. Pragmatic variables such as the degree wh-mnlation that
preceded the apology, the hierarchy between tleelacutors, etc., have
to be considered here to interpret the pragmattofain regard to its
distancing or nearing potential. The semantic dsien is concerned
with the semantics of the formula, even if they dndeen obscured by
processes of pragmaticalisation. The German reiggefbrmula bitte
(‘please’) has developed froioh bitte dich/Sigliterally: ‘Il am begging
you’), which can be interpreted as a means of dafa, thus originally
metaphorizing vertical distance. The most intengstiand probably
mostly disputed, dimension of analysis is the fdrrdemension. In
accordance with Ehrhardt (2002), it is assumed tleesome linguistic
forms are more suitable to indicate politeness thidwers. The relation
assumed between the content and form of politefioesailae is thus one
of iconicity: distancing devices will reflect disiee on a formal level,
and nearing devices will reflect closeness on mé&bievel, respectively.
The stereotype semi-formulaic politeness formulatter a request in a
service encounter is ‘I would like’ + direct obje@this formula consists
of two formal politeness indicators, namely thebatmode subjunctive
and the sentence focus @go (and not, as in other languages in
comparable situations, aalter). Both indicators can in our model be
interpreted as distancing devices. The followingleavas designed to
illustrate this method of analysis.

Dimension of | 5rmg semantic pragmatic
analysis

What is the formal

make-up of the What is the In which situations

does the PF occur?

formula, which content of the .

. ; By whom is it used
morphological constituents of the and towards
and/or syntactic PF?

whom?

means are used?

It may occur that for a given politeness formulaisi not pro-
mising to conduct the analysis on all three levielshe case of one-word
formulae, formal analysis may be unfruitful; in thease of fully
pragmaticalized formulae a semantic analysis sel®s promising.
However, if the assumptions made above are coffi@attional analysis
will work on at least one level of analysis.
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6. Conclusion: what the functional perspective can add to theory and
empirical research

The aim of this contribution was not to introduceother theory of
linguistic politeness but to add a new perspedivéhe already existing
theories. It was argued that the major functiopaiteness existed in the
maintenance and regulation of social distance,capumnt consistent not
only with post-pragmatic but also with pragmatiedhzing. To justify
this view, the metaphorical motivation of sociastdnce was discussed,
showing that distance relations are metaphoricattgched to cultural
values and that linguistic politeness reflects ¢heaslues. In a second line
of thought, it was argued that politeness reseahduld not be reduced
to studies of singular incidents of natural speéci that politeness
should be accounted for on a macro-level of analiyst, with politeness
formulae being the main category of analysis. Toigon of the absolute
context relativity of linguistic politeness was shreplaced by the notion
of abstract contexts (Escandell-Vidal 1996). It wlasn argued that the
make-up of politeness formulae was motivated fumetily, i.e. by the
distancing function that was assumed to be cefdraboliteness in the
first place. The functional motivation was expectedbe traceable not
only on the pragmatic and semantic, but also onftinmal level of
analysis. The inclusion of the formal level wasvddjor importance as it
is shown on this level that linguistic means thanstitute politeness
formulae are not arbitrary but motivated. E.g., plassive voice can be
functionalized for politeness purposes because at imeans of changing
the focus of an utterance; verbal modes, advenbaglifiers and particles
can be functionalized because they seemingly tarnké proposition of
an utterance into the realm of potentiality; thefe@eaive verbal aspect (in
Slavonic languages) focuses on the semelfactive@atf an action, etc.
It is basically on the formal level that the questof why some linguistic
structures seem to be more closely attached ttepes than others can
be answereld.

The method advocated here is probably not the erdy to
describe PF systematically. However, an advantdgéhe functional
account lies in the fact that it aims at includadgkinds of phenomena
associated with linguistic politeness research.,(dagms of address,
greetings, apologies, requests) that are usuadlgted separately in
linguistic politeness research. Second, the funetigperspective is not
merely descriptive. By linking the pragmatic, setaand formal make-
up of politeness devices with cultural value systemn explanative
aspect is added to the description. The contributivat studies on
linguistic politeness can make to the vast fieldcoftural studies thus
becomes even more manifest. Finally, the functigeakpective allows
for an explanation of why the formal make-up ofif@rless formulae is
dominated by (usually the marked member of) certaitegories while
others do not play a stereotypical role here. Algio not “polite in
themselves”, those linguistic categories add to ‘ppaiteness default
value” (Escandell-Vidal 1996: 643) ascribed to gwiteness formulae
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that they are a part of. As such, they must be @eladged the status of
an object of investigation in any empirical studylimguistic politeness.

Notes

The wordmeansis used here in a most general sense, referrisgrtmntic, formal
and pragmatic aspects of the linguistic inventory.

% The labels given to the different approachesriguistic politeness here must not
be confused with the labels given elsewhere. Fstairce, Terkourafi (2005) does
not discuss what is called the normative or traddi approach here, but refers to
the Gricean paradigm as “traditional” instead. Trécean accounts, however, are
here referred to as “pragmatic accounts”.

® Remember that the pragmatic approach correspantset“traditional view” in
Terkourafi's terms (2005).

* The interested reader is referred to one of theamaus overviews of the different
streams of thought in linguistic politeness thedysuccinct, yet highly informative
survey of both the pragmatic (traditional) and post-pragmatic (modern) view of
politeness can be found in Terkourafi (2005). Fitreo overviews consult Fraser
(1990); Held (2005 [1992]); Watts (2004: 47-116020xi-xlvii).

® As Grice’s ideas had been known in linguistic leiscsince the end of the 1960ies,
Lakoff could base her thoughts on Grice as earlL®&3, well before the official
publication of his article in 1975 (cf. Watts 200&xiv).

® The discussion betrays once again the westermethiricity of politeness theory.
Of course there are some languages in which pebtermatters actually are
grammaticalized (e.g. Japenese). As those languagesot European, they tend to
be ignored by western mainstream research. Nevesthdt holds for the languages
of the western hemisphere that politeness is gpammaticalized category and that,
even in languages where it is, a lot about polgeneemains open to concrete
intentions and interpretations.

" In the original, Watts talks about “politeng'ssby which he means lay inter-
pretations of politeness.

® While Terkourafi (2005) holds that approaches witpness on any level of
granularity (i.e. macro-, meso- and micro-levelg &qual, | assume a hierarchic
order between the three levels. As the macro-lanelysis serves as the basis for
the lower levels, it must be considered superotditmthem.

° A survey on linguistic politeness in Serbian andri@an, carried out among
German and Serbian native speakers, supports #sismation: all of the 120
participants addressed the question in which therevasked to rank propositionally
identical sentences with regard to their degregotifeness and did not seem to have
any particular difficulties with their task (cf. Bland 2009: 92-101).

19°A special point has to be made about irony. Irsigtes, by definition, the
contrary of the speaker’s actual intention. As sticl ironic use of linguistic means
could serve as a counter-example for anything aam tbus not be offered as
evidence of the contextual approach to politengitiser.

' To my knowledge, Ehrhardt (2002) actually wasftre to conceive of politeness
as a medium of relational work. Watts, who is ulyuabnsidered the creator of the
concept, developed his view one year later. Thearavhy Ehrhardt’s contribution
did not receive wide attention in internationalglinstic politeness research is
probably due to the fact that he published only mo@ograph on the topic, and that
the language of the monograph is German. The lf@tttévo researchers formulated
two very similar theories of politeness indepenbeaf each other even increases
the plausibility of their concept.

12 For further information on the cognitive linguisframework cf. Janda (2006).

13 Of course, address forms also belong to the redlpoliteness formulae as they
represent the highly conventionalized usage of nah@nd pronominal forms.
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 The similarity to Watt's (2003: 186-200) distirani between formulaic and semi-
formulaic expressions of procedural meaning is obsi The differences between
the two kinds of politeness formulae and the twadkiof expressions of procedural
meanings are that politeness formulae exist inddgretty of their actual use in
natural speech, and, consequently, that it is pessd compile an inventory of the
most current politeness formulae of a given languag

'3t is worth noting here that it is usually the #ed member of a category that is
assigned a “polite potential” (e.g. past and futereses, passive voice, modes other
than indicative, perfective aspect). This is prdpatiue to the characteristic of
politeness as some kind of extra-payment to therpersonal function of language.
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