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POLITENESS AS A LANGUAGE CATEGORY

The article analyzes politeness as a complex system of communication strategies aimed at achiev-
ing harmonious, effective and conflict-free communication, which is a regulator of communicative
behavior of interactants. These strategies determine the choice of means of verbal and nonverbal
communication. As a result of clearly defined methods and techniques of object cognition in terms
of the theory of linguistic communication and pragmalinguistics, an attempt to describe politeness
as a linguistic category based on the structure of the communicative act is made. Attention to the sci-
entific research, which serves as a conceptual basis for a comprehensive, thorough study of the lin-
guistic manifestation of courtesy and features of implementation of its strategies, is paid. It is proved
that the use of verbal means of expressing politeness is determined by the pragmatic parameters:
who speaks, to whom, for what purpose, how, under what conditions and with what effect. Therefore,
the characteristics of communicators, their intentions, verbalization of communicative strategies
and tactics, scope and perlocutionary effect are relevant for the analysis of language indicators func-
tioning. Taking into account the communicative and situational aspects, the grammatical indicators
of courtesy, which are based on the strategies of positive and negative politeness: morphological
category of vocative and dative cases, category of personality, interstitial category of person, mor-
phological verb categories of tense, method and type and syntactical categories of predicative denial
and questioning, are distinguished. It is stated that politeness as a language category is character-
ized by national and cultural specificity, which is implemented not only by the formulas of language
etiquette, but by strategies and tactics of influence, their verbalization, which exist in a particular
communicative culture and which regulate interaction. It is emphasized that all verbal and non-ver-
bal language units are aimed at achieving effective communication. The article describes of a suc-
cessful communicative process management with the help of language indicators of the category
of politeness, which characterizes it as a pragmatic strategy, aimed at influencing the intellectual,
volition and emotional spheres of the addressee.

Key words: politeness, category of politeness, communicative act, language indicators, commu-
nication strategies, communicative tactics.

Statement of the problem in general and its
connection with important scientific tasks. The
level of polite communication often affects
the behavior of interlocutors more than the substantive
content of speech. The purpose of polite behavior is
to convince the partner of a positive attitude towards
him and cause the same feedback. At a personal
level, a feedback should be personal, at a social level
it ought to be formal. N. Formanovska postulates:
“politeness is an ethical category, abstracted from
specific people, which is reflected in the language,
which, for linguistics of course, is worth studying”
[1, p. 77].

Analysis of recent research and publications
that have laid foundation to solutions to

the problem. Communication as a type of human
activity is included in social relations. When
choosing the language of polite communication,
an addresser takes into account the rules
and norms of communication culture, i.e. a design
of polite speech develops in accordance with
ethical norms that govern the speech behavior
of a particular linguistic and cultural community
speakers. A thorough and accurate scientific
description of a particular language does not do
without grammatical and lexical rules concerning
the differentiation of interlocutors in terms of their
social status, gender and age. Clarifying the role
of these rules in the general description of language
represents a complex linguistic problem.
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Courtesy as a language category has repeatedly
attracted the attention of researchers [2—4 and others].
Linguistic description of politeness is a component
of all aspects of its research, although the behavioral
approach remains dominant until these days. Most
scholars consider politeness as a demonstration
of respect for the addressee by the speaker, politeness
is considered to be a moral quality of communicators
who adhere to the external manifestations
of respectful communication (formal courtesy)
and internal (friendliness, kindness, sincerity)
[5; 6; 7; 8]. N. Zhuravlyova emphasizes that “the
combination of external and internal displays allows
language politeness to be an important regulator
of communication” [8, p. 9].

Linguistic politeness is important in terms
of pragmatics and grammar of any language, because
it is one of the central categories of linguistic
pragmatics, which demonstrates the relationship
between communicative partners. Politeness is
implied when, in the process of stylistic variation,
preference is given to a statement that takes
an addressee into account more and represents respect
for him. This concept is defined by the following main
parameters: social nature, interlocutors’ competence,
compliance with the rules of the game, insincerity
and verbalization [8, p. 33-34].

The representation of politeness in the Ukrainian
language is of particular interest, because it
almost does not consider the possibility of social
relations representation between communicators
with grammatical means, and if indicated, then, in
fragments [8; 9; 10; 11 and others]. The lack of study
of theoretical and practical issues of verbal means
of expressing politeness in the Ukrainian language
studies indicates the need for their refinement.

Extraction of previously unsolved parts
of the general problem to which this article
is devoted. A researcher of a courtesy category
R. Gushcha notes that before describing language
politeness it is important to remember that this
phenomenon cannot be considered in terms of three
traditionally accepted branches of semiotics, since
semantics studies the connections between language
signs and reality, syntactics describes the connection
between signs themselves, and pragmatics studies
the connections between language signs and native
speakers, thus, politeness, the meaning of which is
to demonstrate the relationship between participants
of interaction, does not belong to any of these fields
[12, p. 47]. Linguistic politeness should be analyzed
as a component of an utterance meaning, which is
influenced by a communicative situation (connection
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with semantics and pragmatics) and which is
realized by means of language (connection with
the grammatical system of a language). Language
politeness, N. Zhuravlyova emphasizes, “It is the art
to express the inner respect we feel for another person
by external signs” [13, p. 7].

Therefore, politeness is considered as a language
category, the content plan of which is determined by
the semantic components of polite communication
(respect, friendliness, parity), and the plan
ofexpression is delivered by communicative strategies
and tactics implemented by language tools that affect
communication effectiveness. It is also important
for our study to answer the question: how a clearly
defined communicative intention can be realized with
the help of language units.

Formulation of the article goals (task
statement). The purpose of the article is to analyze
the approaches to the communicative-pragmatic
category of politeness in the scientific literature,
as well as the specifics of linguistic representation
of the category of politeness.

Distinguishing of the main features of the study
with a full proof of the obtained scientific results.
Politeness is aimed at the appropriate use
of language indicators and adherence to strategies
and tactics of communicative behavior, traditions,
rules and norms of a particular ethnic group in order
to successfully communicate. O. Zemska classifies
politeness to implicit categories of communicative-
pragmatic nature, which represents itself at different
levels of language [14]. That is, it is not only about
stable, repetitive, routine formulas, but broader
phenomena, which we qualify as indicators. The
term indicator (from the Latin indicator — index),
borrowed from the natural sciences, was introduced
into pragmalinguistics by J. Austin, and developed
and supplemented by J. Searle. It is used to denote
verbal and nonverbal means that demonstrate
certain linguistic phenomena, primarily functional.
O. Pocheptsov notes that the rules of a language
functioning unit as an indicator are determined
by the following features of the illocutionary act:
a) an illocutionary act is carried out by a speaker;
b)anillocutionary actisrealized duringanactofspeech;
¢) an illocutionary act affects the addressee of speech,
as it has a certain intention and communicative
orientation [15, p. 37]. By indicator we mean those
linguistic means (lexical, grammatical) with which
a speaker, manipulating the sphere of rational
and emotional, implements strategies of positive
and negative politeness to achieve a communicative
goal. In the process of communication, they perform
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a regulatory function, designed to manifest politeness
and influence an emotional and volition sphere
of a man.

Indicators of politeness, which demonstrate
asocial and psychological distance of communicators,
as well as realize a communicative intention
of interlocutors, are widely presented in the Ukrainian
language. V. Shinkaruk and M. Teleky note that
courtesy in the Ukrainian language studies is
“represented by language means of different levels:
1) communicative-semantic groups — intentional
expressions, communication stereotypes that reflect
nationally specific manifestations of politeness;
2) morphological (modal and pronoun words,
predicates, conjunctions, particles, exclamations,
forms of a person, a number, tense, manner,
type of verbs); 3) syntactic (allocution, sentence
constructions of different types); 4) wordbuilding
(formations with diminutively hypocoristic suffixes);
5) phonetically graphic (intonation, author’s
punctuation marks); 6) stylistic (emotionally
expressive and subjectively evaluative components
of words and sentences meanings)” [16, p. 113].

A system of language indicators that demonstrate
relationships between people is implemented in
the Ukrainian language at all levels and distinguishes
grammatical, lexical and stylistic means. This
distinction is complicated by their close connection,
when the semantics of a word may impose
restrictions on the use of grammatical forms, while
grammatical categories, in its turn, affect the actual
choice of lexical means. To construct a stylistically
correct statement, it is necessary to coordinate
grammatical and lexical indicators of politeness. In
the process of communication, interlocutors hardly
notice language indicators when they are present,
but immediately notice their absence, because they
feel discomfort in contact. Proper performative
specificity of polite speech behavior requires
describing grammatical indicators in the categories
of linguopragmatics, analyzing and comparing means
which actualize illocutionary power of utterances.

Modern linguistics is characterized by increased
attention to the field approach in the study of language
categories. G. Shamienovaemphasizes that “politeness
is structured and can be represented in the form
of a communicative-pragmatic field” [17, p. 5]. The
researcher understands the communicative-pragmatic
field of politeness as the unity of content, tactical
planning and form. The field of politeness is organized
by the interaction of language tools of different levels
(lexical, wordbuilding, morphological, syntactic), in
particular, special actualizers of politeness, established

communication formulas, clichéd constructions
that promote the expression of politeness [17, p. 9].
O. Bondarko emphasized the importance of studying
the functional-semantic field of politeness, noting
that “it is necessary to pay attention to such non-
traditional (for the study of Indo-European languages)
aspects of functional-grammatical description,
as an expression of courtesy. The connections
of politeness expression with grammatical categories
(in particular, a person, a number, a method)
are obvious, although this phenomenon differs
from the described functional-semantic fields by
the pragmatic nature of functions” [18, p. 44].
N. Formanovska, studying language etiquette and its
relation to the functional-semantic field of politeness
as a systemic semantic association, concludes that
language etiquette as a sum of situational-thematic
associations of communicative units that function
to establish, maintain and finish speech contact with
an interlocutor, and the structural-forming complex
belongs to the functional-semantic field of politeness,
the core of which in some languages, such as Japanese,
Korean, can be a grammatical category. This field
of politeness intersects with the field of motivation,
that in the Ukrainian language is realized in situations
of singular and plural imperative forms opposition:
Cioani! — Cidaiime!; imperative and various means
of indirect speech acts registering: JJonomooicims! —
Yu ne mozciu 6 Bu meni donomozmu?; sometimes
perfect and imperfect form: 3auunime sixno, 6yov
aacka! — 3auunsiime gikno, 6y0b aacka! On the basis
of a well-formed conceptual base N. Zhuravlyova
concludes that the Ukrainian epistolary politeness
of the XIX — early XX centuries has a clearly
defined structure. It represents a functional-semantic
field, which consists of two etiquette macrofields:
lexical-semantic and lexical-phraseological, which
are divided into several microfields [19]. Thank to
latest achievements of ethnical linguopragmatics
and communication studies a successful attempt
of complex analysis of diverse and factual material is
made. In addition to this, it is convincingly proved that
usage of language stereotypes for marking courtesy
in a written discourse of famous people turns into
creativity or, as a scientist says, poetry.

The realization of politeness in language is
something more than the usual use of individual
units in specific communicative situations, it is the
construction of these situations. Courtesy, as one of the
forms of national mentality demonstration, is closely
related to the structure of language, it explains
the behavior of a linguistic personality. Politeness is also
the linguistic realization of a communicative intention
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of a speaker, planning and modeling a communicative
strategy with the help of language indicators in order
to achieve effective communication. The system
of language tools is diverse and can be described in
terms of politeness potential. Following T. Larina
[20]; P. Brown, S. Levinson [21], authors believe that
the basic mechanism of human relationships is based
on the opposite actions performed by interlocutors in
the process of interaction: approaching — distancing.
Every language has a distinguished set of language
indicators of different levels for expressing politeness
which represent a system of oppositions, positive
courtesy — negative courtesy, in particular.

The essence of politeness is to reflect a relationship
between participants of communication with
the help of language indicators. It is important not
only to describe the constituent elements of politeness
formulas meaning, but also to study the situation
of their use and demonstrate a speaker’s attitude to
an addressee. R. Gushcha emphasizes that politeness
as a category of language is closely related to ¢
situation of dialogue, or rather ¢ situation of direct
communicative contact [22, p. 52], and therefore
is always realized where language means indicate
participants of interaction, for example, personal
pronouns, interrogative and imperative forms, etc.
So, the question Yu ne moeau 6 Bu 3auunumu 8ikHo?
is not only an act of request, in such a way a speaker
demonstrates their politeness (avoids a direct
request in order to preserve the negative image

of a communicative partner). Under the same
conditions the statement 3auunims eixno! is an act
ofneutralrequest, the speaker does notshow politeness.
It is quite correct in terms of grammar, but given
the pragmatic rules may be inappropriate (perceived
as impolite). It often depends on the communication
situation and a relationship between communicators
to whom a speaker can order or simply hint, and who
should be politely asked.

The use of courtesy indicators is governed by
the following rules:

a) actually linguistic, which regulate the choice
of lexical means, grammatical categories, syntactic
constructions among functionally close or
synonymous;

b) social, requiring to use language units in
accordance with the social status of interlocutors;

c¢) situational, which demonstrate the corres-
pondence of language indicators and communicative
situation, its tone and atmosphere.

Conclusion to the study and prospects for further
exploration in this direction. Thus, any language is
represented by a wide repertoire of language tools
that allow to demonstrate distance and implement
strategies of positive and negative politeness. The
research is an attempt to distinguish, analyze, describe
and systematize verbal indicators of politeness, their
communicative-pragmatic potential and semantic
modification, which is also a prospect for the analysis
of language units in the future.
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Bonaornikosa A. I1., Tanoups I. M., Yepuumos B. B. YBIYJIUBICTb AK MOBHA KATEI'OPIA
Y ecmammi 30iiicneno ananiz ygivaugocmi sik CKAaOHOT cucmemu KOMYHIKAMUSHUX Cmpameziil, CNpiMO8aHUx
Ha OOCSCHEHHS. 2apMOHIIH020, epeKmusHo20 ma Oe3KOH@AIKMHO20 CHIIKY8AHHS, WO € pe2yismopom

KOMYHIKamueHoi noeedinku inmepaxkmaumis. L[i cmpameeii eusnauaroms 6ubip 3acobie eepbaibHol

ma HeeepOanbHOI KOMYHIKAYIl. YHACIIOOK YimKO OKPECIeHUX Memodie I NPUiomMis Ni3HAHHS 00 €Kma 3 no2usidy
meopii MOBHOI KOMYHIKAYIL ma npasmaninesicmuku 3peanizo8ano cnpody Oonucamu Yeiuiugicmo sik MOGHY
Kamez2opito Ha OCHOBI CMPYKMYPU KOMYHIKAMUBHO20 akmy. 36epHeHo y8azy Ha HAYKO8I pO38IOKU, WO CIY2YIOmb
KOHYenmyanivHolo 6a3010 01 KOMNJIEKCHO20, IPYHMOBHO20 6USUEHHS. MOGHOI maHighecmayii esiunusocmi
8BIUNUBOCTI OeMePMIHO8AHE NPASMAMUYHUMU NAPAMEMPAMU. XIMO 2080PUMb, KOMY, 3 AKOIO Memoio, K CaMe,
3a aKux ymos ma 3 skum epexmom? Tomy pereganmuoio 0N AHANIZY DYHKYIIOBAHHS MOBHUX THOUKAMODIE
€ Xapakmepucmuka KOMYHIKAHMIG, IXHIX iHmeHyil, eepOanizayis KOMYHIKAMUGHUX cmpamezii i maKmux,
chepu eoacusanmsi ma neproKymueHozo egexmy. bepyuu 0o yeaeu xomymikamuenuil ma cumyamugHuil
acnexmu, pO3pI3HAIOMb ZPAMAMUYHI NOKA3HUKU GUPAJICEHHS BBIYAUBOCMI, AKI 3ACHOBAHI HA CMPAmMe2isax
peanizayii no3umueHol ma He2amueHoi G8IUIUBOCMI; MOPHON02IUHA Kame2opis KIUYHO20 M 0d8albHO20
BIOMIHKI6, Kame2opis NePCOHANbHOCHI, MINCUACTUHOMOBHA Kame2opis 0cobu, MOp@onociuni Oie€cnigHi
Kamezopii yacy, cnocoby ma 6uody, CUHMAKCUYHI Kamezopii npeouKamueHo20 3anepeyests ma RUMAaIbHOCHI.
Aemop KoHcmamye, wo 8IUAUBICMb AK MOBHA KAME20pis XApAKMepu3yemvCsa HAYiOHATbHO-KYIbIMYPHOIO
cneyu@ixoio, siIKa peanizyemvpCs He auuie GOpMYIAMU MOBHO20 emUKemy, aie Cmpameiamu i makmukamu
enusy, ix eepbanizayicro, AKi € 8 KOHKPemHili KOMYHIKAMUGHI Kynomypi ma sKi pezynioioms 63acMo0iio.
Baoicnueo, wo sci eepbanvhi ma HeeepOanbHI MOGHI 0OUHUYI CAPAMOBAHI HA OOCSACHEHHS eeKmueHOCmi
cninkysanns. Mooicna 2o6opumu npo Kepy8aHHs YCRIUHUM KOMYHIKAMUBHUM HPOYECOM 3d O0NOMO2010 MOBHUX
iHOUKamopis xame2opii 86IUIUBOCII, WO XApaKmepusye ii K NpazmMamuyny cmpamezeilo, Moy Ha memi
6NIUG HA THMENEKIYATbHY, BOTbO8Y U eMOYIliHYy chepu adpecama.

Kniouosi cnoea: ysiunusicme, xamezopisi 66i4IUBOCMI, KOMYHIKAMUGHUU aKM, MOGHI IHOUKAMOpU,
KOMYHIKAGMUGHI cmpamezii, KOMYHIKAMUGHI maxkmuxu.
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