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THE LINGUISTIC REALIZATION OF «<NEGATIVE POLITENESS»
STRATEGIES IN ENGLISH VERBAL DISCOURSE
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The article deals with the notion of «negative politeness» within the context of Anglo-Saxon cultural ethos and considers
its linguistic realization in the English language. The article reviews a substantial part of the research on linguistic polite-
ness, with the objective to examine the principles and practices of current politeness strategies in the English verbal dis-
course. The paper extends the validity of Brown and Levinson’s politeness theory with reference to the Anglo-Saxon «pro-
totypical «negative face» culture with a strong emphasis on indirectness and politeness in interpersonal communication.
Using the framework of cultural concepts to link theoretical work on cognitive linguistics, and research in cross-cultural
pragmatics, this article posits the hypothesis that «negative politeness», which is «avoidance based», is dominant at the
English communicative behavior. «<Negative politeness» is viewed as a set of conventionalized tactics, intended to preserve
the hearer’s personal autonomy, certain emotional distance, deference and regard for territory. The objective is to find
out which conceptual and communicative dimensions determine the speaker’s choice of «negative politeness» strategies
and how these dimensions trigger the selection of specific form types and correlate with their semantic and grammatical
features. The sequential linguistic realization of selected «negative politeness» strategies is analysed by adopting a radical

function-to-form approach to the matter.
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ntroduction. Linguists and anthropologists, con-

sidering the culture-communication correlation
issues, have long recognized that communication is
always culturally bound [1; 3; 4; 7; 9]. Its efficient
implementation requires compliance and aptitude for
learning cultural differences, as well as social interac-
tional and pragmatic norms, determining the choice
of specific communication strategies, tactics and pat-
terns which constitute the conversational style of the
target language community, formed by cultural val-
ues and reflecting them.

Communication is not only the transmission of in-
formation. In Grice’s view, part of successful com-
munication is «to mutually understand and employ
politeness strategies for the given situation in order
to acknowledge social relationships, maintain harmo-
ny, and understand the real meaning of the language
used» [7, p. 41]. In this sense, politeness can be viewed
as one of the social phenomena that regulates the in-
terpersonal communication, whose purpose is to con-
sider others’ feelings, establish levels of mutual com-
fort, and promote «rapport» or «save face» [6, p. 349].

Recent Research Analysis. Politeness has been
given a great deal of attention in various fields: an-
thropology, linguistics, pedagogy, psychology [2; 4; 5;
6; 7; 9]. In pragmatic linguistics, Grice’s Cooperation
Principle, J. Searle and J. Austin’s Speech Act Theo-
ry have long remained its anchor points. For the last
20-30 years dozens of articles and manuscripts have
appeared on «politeness» theory [4; 6; 7; 9] whose au-
thors study the ‘politeness’ category as the system of
ritualized communicative strategies, aimed at a com-
fortable, conflict-free interaction in compliance with
social ethics, and, therefore, determining the choice
of appropriate tactics and linguistic devices. In 1987
P. Brown and S. Levinson proposed a politeness mod-
el which analyses politeness in two broad groups with
reference to Goffman’s construct of «face» («public
self-image that every person wants for himself in
interaction» [6, p. 23]: positive politeness (intended
to avoid giving offense by highlighting friendliness)
and negative politeness which is «avoidance based»
[7, p. 146] (ensuring that the speaker will not inter-
fere with the addressee’s freedom of action by show-
ing deference). Consequently, positive politeness is
concerned with demonstrating closeness and affili-
ation, while negative — with distance and formality.
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P. Brown and S. Levinson suggested that the commu-
nicator’s choice of strategies (positive and negative
politeness, or bald on record and off-record) depend
on distance, power and level of the imposition. As
power, distance and imposition increase, individuals
will use higher level strategies. In other words, po-
liteness theory suggests that «negative politeness»
strategies are more polite than positive ones.

According to P. Brown and S. Levinson’s polite-
ness theory, the Anglo-Saxon culture is oriented to-
wards «negative politeness». It is not surprising for
the community where personal autonomy (privacy)
appears to be one of the most important cultural val-
ues. Granting this fact, it seems that delving into the
nature of this strategy can be of great interest and
help to researchers and practitioners.

So, the focus of this article is «negative polite-
ness» strategy and its linguistic realisation in the An-
glo-Saxon verbal discourse. Using the framework of
cultural concepts to link theoretical work on cognitive
linguistics, and research in cross-cultural pragmatics,
this article posits the hypothesis that «<negative polit-
ness» regulates the English communicative behavior,
eliciting the preferred rapport tactics and linguis-
tic means within the conceptual framework of the
English culture. The objective is to find out which
conceptual and communicative dimensions determine
the speaker’s choice of «negative politeness» strate-
gies and how these dimensions trigger the selection
of specific form types and correlate with their se-
mantic and grammatical features.

The topicality of this study is due not only to the
growing interest to pragmatic researches of language
and especially politeness category in view of develop-
ing international cooperation, but also to the lack of
comprehensive description of linguistic realisation of
politeness strategies in the English language. There
is a need in investigating the specific communication
categories in their correlation to cultural values, so-
cial interactional norms and mental identities.

Presentation of the basic research material. There
is a claim that a society can be identified in terms of
a unique «ethos» which is manifested in the strate-
gies and patterns which constitute a conversational
style that can be thought of as a «summation of the
social norms tied to a linguistic and cultural frame-
work» [5, p. 713]. Brown & Levinson characterize the
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Anglo-Saxon ethos as a «prototypical negative face
culture with a strong emphasis on indirectness and
politeness in interpersonal communication» [4, p. 160].
Cultural differences in communication and politeness
system can be understood in the context of culture
specific social relations, cultural values and concepts.

The basic premise of the Anglo-Saxon cultural
tradition, which is considered individualistic, is ego-
centric personal autonomy. Each person is viewed as
one having the inalienable right to autonomy, who
can’t stand interference and imposition on others and
show tolerance and deference for individual identi-
ties. The notion of personal autonomy in the English
language correlates with the special concepts of «pri-
vacy» and «distance».

‘Privacy’, defined as «the right to the freedom
from intrusion or public attention» [2, p. 43], is «one
of the country’s informing principles», in J. Paxman’s
view [9, p. 117-118]. Echoing him, Larina T. asserts
that, ‘personal space (privacy) is sacred in the English
culture; so, any intrusion into privacy is the most fla-
grant breach of communicative norms» [2, p. 234].
The reason is «the want of a Speaker that his action
be unimpeded by others» [6, p. 156], i.e. the desire to
save his «negative face», that includes being indirect,
not being open, being apologetic, being avoidant, be-
ing uncertain, and being professional. These catego-
ries correspond to Brown and Levinson’s «negative
politeness» strategies of «being indirect, hedging, be-
ing pessimistic, minimizing the imposition, being def-
erential, and being apologetic» [ibidem, p. 167].

Byrnes, using the methodology of starting from
stereotypes suggests that English conversational style
«is weighted towards «negative politeness» strategies
[8, p. 86], i.e. toward more indirect approaches which
highlight avoiding imposition by providing options for
the recipient. She characterizes the British conversa-
tional style as subtly «negative», i.e. deferential. She
hypothesizes that such conversational style allows the
individualism which the British favor ideologically, in
that respect for the individuality of others protects
one’s own by maintaining reciprocal respect. P. Brown
and S. Levinson call «negative politeness» strategy
the «heart of respective behaviour» [7, p. 129]. As no
other strategy, it helps the English to smooth over
the differences in a talk, and therefore, it results in
successful and comfortable communication.

Many researchers agree that the notions of in-
directness and politeness play a crucial role in the
negotiation of «face» during the relisation of speech
acts of requests [2; 3; 4; 6; 8]. According to Brown and
Levinson’s «politeness theory» [4], requests are intrin-
sically face-threatening speech acts (FTAS), since, by
making a request, the speaker infringes on the re-
cipient’s «negative face». One way for the speaker to
minimize the imposition involved in the request is to
employ indirect (referring to contextual preconditions
necessary for its performance as conventionalized in
the language) strategies rather than direct ones.

On a linguistic level, the range of available linguis-
tic means to manipulate the imposition and soften the
impact of the request involves a set of lexical (word
choice, interpersonal and emphatic markers, hedges
and down-toning expressions), grammatical and syn-
tactical mitigators (modals, active and passive voice
forms, interrogative constructions, subjunctive mood,
etc.). Modality plays a very important role in the lin-
guistic realisation of «negative politeness» strategies.
Modal verbs in English are strong indicators of the
degree of politeness inherent in a request. They help
to avoid «the appearance of trying to control or im-
pose on the hearer» [7, p. 156] and, therefore, seem

to be more polite. There is, above all, the system of
modal verbs — can, could, may, might, must, ought to,
will, would, shall, should and quasimodal verbs have
(got) to, need to, had better.

Could, might, would in interrogative construc-
tions are much milder than can, may, will and are
employed to make request/offers, critical remarks
sound less imperative and direct: ‘Could you please
bring me...’; ‘Will /would you do that for me?’; ‘How
would you feel about doing... whatever?’ The English
use them in interpersonal communication to avoid di-
rect expression of their will. They are involved in nu-
merous ‘fixed’ polite formulae as patterned construc-
tions — conditional, subjunctive and interrogative.

Modal verbs are often preceded by various hedg-
es (‘I don’t know’) or mental verbs (see) which make
request more tentative and polite, followed by a sup-
positional clause: ‘I don’t know if you could give me a
ride here to the closest gas station or if you would be
able to tell me how um to take a taxi or something to
get there’. The patterns ‘would + say, call, think’ (‘I'd
say.../I’d think..."), or ‘would + like /prefer’ (‘I'd like
to.../ I'd prefer...) which are more common in wishes
and offers make them more polite. In requesting for
advice: ‘There’s something I'd like to ask you to do’;
‘T'd like to know you opinion/what you think about
this’ they imply respect for the person asked.

The use of conditional or subjunctive forms to
convey an indirect request seems to be the preferred
strategy to produce a politeness effect: ‘If I were you,
rd..’; ‘It would be better if...’; ‘It would be good/
nice if you could do...” This kind of an internal mod-
ification may serve as a distancing tactic to express
deferential politeness.

A number of researches [2; 3; 15] suggested in-
cluding in the set of linguistic elements, express-
ing modality, modal expressions be able, be going to,
modal adjectives and adverbs necessary /necessarily,
probable /probably, possible,/possibly, presumably,
definitely, perhaps, and some parentheticals I think,
I believe, I'm sure: ‘Is this film worth seeing? — Yes, I
think so’; ‘Perhaps you’d better not do that/ It might
be better for you not to do that’; ‘I don’t think I can/
I'm afraid I can’t/ I don’t really agree with you’'.

The speaker might also try to reduce the size of
imposition of the request and use past-tense and fu-
ture-tense verb forms that distance the speaker from
the subject of request/question, shifting the latter
somehow into past or future and, so giving freedom
in choosing responses. Instead of very imperative
‘Leave the room’; ‘Join us in five minutes’, correct
English would be ‘You will need to leave the room’;
‘Will you join us in five minutes?’ or ‘I was wonder-
ing if I could talk to you....’; ‘I was really hoping if I
could have the weekend free’. The past indefinite and
continuous forms make the request seem less direct
and urgent.

The continuous-tense forms make requests/ques-
tions sound as casual remarks, and intentions or of-
fers tend to be less demanding. Compare: ‘Will you be
leaving this afternoon?’ (enquiring about one’s plans);
‘Are you going to leave this afternoon?’ (pressing for
a decision) and ‘Will you leave this afternoon?’ (re-
quest/ordering).

The other ways of distancing in English are un-
derstatement and overstatement. Both tactics are in-
tended to make communication emotionally neutral,
polite and natural.

Understatement tends to reduce the significance
and the importance of what is actually said, and aims
to carefully treat the interlocutor and his/her feel-
ings. When it comes to something very intimate, del-
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icate (sharing one’s feelings/impressions, announcing
gravy news), or, on the contrary, something very
negative (negative attitude, complaints), we employ
understatement strategy. In such situations, the main
goal is to keep a friendly talk, avoiding any discom-
fort and uneasiness of the utterance: ‘I am mot too
well at the moment’ instead of ‘I'm very ll’; ‘It’s not
good enough’ instead of ‘It’s wvery bad’, etc. Some
scholars interpret this strategy as «Language of Dou-
blespeak» [2, p. 55]. The «weight» of the utterance
and the severity of imposition on the hearer can be
regulated with different mitigating devices:

1. Devices that nullify undesirable emotions when
making an excuse or apologizing, and help to conceal
despise (just, a bit /a little, only; somehow, somewhat):
‘She could give a little more attention to details’.

2. Fillers (a kind of, a sort of, so to speak, more or
less, ete.): ie. items that soften the directness of the
utterance: ‘You see, I kind of borrowed your son’s car,
so to speak, it worked more or less alright but then
suddenly the engine sort of ceased to work’.

3. Verbs of intention (to be inclined, to tend, to in-
tend): ‘He tends to be rather critically minded lately’
instead of ‘He criticizes everyone lately’.

4. Negation as a way of realising the significance
of the utterance is presented in three constructions:
direct negation, hidden (implied) negation and double
negation. The direct negation relates to the verb, or is
transferred to the verb of thinking (transferred nega-
tion), or can be expressed with non-assertive words.
The direct negative construction tends to replace the
emotionally-coloured word in the positive construc-
tion by choosing a more neutral synonym: ‘It’s not
too exciting’ instead of ‘It’s dull’; ‘I'm mot quite clear
on...” instead of ‘I don’t understand’; ‘I'm not particu-
larly fond of snakes’ instead of ‘I'm afraid of snakes’.

The hidden negation can be presented «implicitly»
in positive sentences by replacing the direct nega-
tion with negative adverbs (hardly, barely, scarcely)
or adverbs minimizing the significance (few, little),
or appropriate verbs and participles (fail, lack): ‘He
barely touched his drink’ instead of ‘He didn’t touch
his drink’.

When negative words with negative prefixes or
prepositions are used in negative sentences, we deal
with double negation: ‘He doesn’t look unfriendly; he
is not likely to be devoid of human weaknesses’ (= ‘He
looks friendly and human’).

Overstatement, unlike wunderstatement, exagger-
ates and enhances what is said to produce a positive
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effect in spoken and conversational discourse. The
English apply it when praising, expressing sympathy,
thanks and gratitude, or apologizing, etc. The strat-
egy of overstatement employs a number of hedging
and intensifying devices with adjectival or adverbial
modifying functions: emphatics and amplifiers how,
so, too, extremely, terribly, awfully, much, exact, to-
tal are common in positive and exclamatory sentenc-
es, expressing praise or complimenting: ‘You were a
great help, and I am really thankful’; ‘Thank you for
a most lovely party!’; ‘All those extremely funny sur-
prises!’; ‘That was very considerate of you!’.

Another way to exaggerate the significance of the
utterance is to employ emotionally-coloured, semanti-
cally positive verbs love, hate, or adjective great, aw-
ful, silly with intensifying function. In answer to an
invitation such as ‘Would you come to our place for
dinner next Friday?’ the English version is ‘I'd be de-
lighted / glad /I'd love to’. A few simple phrases will
suffice for most situations (bothering someone, bump-
ing into someone, having forgotten something, giving
unintentional offence): ‘I'm (so/really) sorry, please,
excuse me’; ‘I hate to bother you during the lecture,/I'm
awfully sorry to interrupt your lecture but... .

In the same vein, the English are inclined to fol-
low the rules of a small talk. Trying to win the in-
terlocutor, they say what the former would love to
hear, exaggerating their merits and their weakness-
es and showering praises and compliments. On the
whole, speakers of English lingua cultures use the
«addressee’s positive evaluation» strategy more often
(e.g. It looks gorgeous /fantastic /wonderful /superb/
fabulous!) than Ukrainian or Russian speakers.

Research Findings. To sum up, the preference for
conventional indirectness and elaboration in «nega-
tive politeness» strategies, which prevail in every-
day encounters, reflects the importance of personal
autonomy in the Anglo-Saxon culture. The English
seem to place a higher value on privacy, cultural
norms demand a more «distant and formal system of
behavior» [3, p. 240].

Culturally-specific politeness strategies form a
culturally distinct interactional communicative style.
In interpersonal communication the English style is
indirect, deferential. It can be called Hearer-oriented.
The main emphasis is put on the form of the ut-
terance and on softening the imposition. It manifests
itself on different linguistic levels — lexical, gram-
matical syntactical (modal verbs, understatements,
overstatements, nominatives, etc.).
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Axcrorina T.B.
JHimporeTpoBChKMIT HaIlioOHAJMBbHMI yHiBepcuTeT imeHi Osecsa 'omuapa

MOBJEHHEBI 3ACOBI PEAJII3AIIL CTPATETTI «<HETATHIBHA BBIYWJIVBICTD»
B AHIJIIVICLKOMY BEPBAJIbHOMY JUCKYPCI

Anoranis

JocnimxeHo KaTeropilo «HeraTMBHA BBIUJIMBICTB» B KOHTEKCTI aHIVIOCAKCOHCBKOI KyJbTYPHOI Tpamuiii Ta BUSBJIEHO
JIHTBOKYJIBTYPOJIOTiYHY crenndiky (PyHKIIOHYBaHHA JIHIBICTMUYHMX 3ac00iB BUpasKeHH: AaHOI KaTeropii B aHIJiiichKii
MoBi. B pamkax mocsimsxkeHb 1o kareropii MoBHOI BBiuIMBOCTI B pobOTi BMBYEHO HPMHIMIIM Ta INPaKTUYHE 3aCTOCYBaHHHA
CyYacHUX CTpaTeriii BBIUIMBOCTI B AaHIJIICBKOMY CJIOBeCHOMY nmuckypci. B axocti ob6’exra nmocaimsxeHHA B poboTi
POBIJIAHYTO OCHOBHI moJIo’KeHHA Teopii BBiummBocti Bpayna 1 JleBincowma, 1o pmaso mifcraBy mma kiacudirarii
AQHIJICBKOI KYJIbTYPU AK «HETaTUBHO-JIMKOI», OPIEHTOBAaHOI HA YXWMJIbHICTD i BBIUJIMBICTE B MisKOCOOMCTICHII KOMYHIKAITii.
Y KOHTEKCTi OCTiKeHb 3 KOTHITMBHOI JIIHTBICTUKM Ta MIMKKYJIBTYPHOI KOMYHIKaIlil KaTeropia «HeraTMBHOI BBIYJIMBOCTI»
IpejicTaBJeHa AK KOMYHIKaTVBHa CTpaTerid, CIpAMOBaHa Ha Te, 1100 IIPOJEMOHCTPYBATM CIIBPO3MOBHMKY BM3HAHHA
710ro 0cobmcTol He3aJIeyKHOCTI, BiCYTHICTH HamipiB 3 GOKy MOBIIA IIOPYIINTU ICHYIOYI KOPAOHM, IOKA3aTy AVCTAHIHIO
Mi’K CIIIBPO3MOBHMKAaMIM, i, TaKMM YMHOM, IIPOJEMOHCTPYBAaTM IIOBary OIMH JO OJHOro. ¥ cTarTi 3pobisieHO crpoly
[IpoaHaJli3yBaT MOBJIEHHEBI 3aco0M BUpasKeHHA KaTeropil «HeraTuBHOI BBIWJIMBOCTiI», 1 POBIJIAHYTM OCOOJIMBICTB IX
(bYHKIIIOHYBaHHA B MOBI.

Kumo4oBi cjioBa: KOMyHIKaIlisA, MOBa, KyJbTypa, TEOPiAd BBIYJIMBOCTI, «HETATMBHA BBIUJIMBICTBb», «IIO3UTVBHA BBIYJIMBICTb».

Axkcoruna T.B.
JHenponeTPOBCKMUIT HAVIOHAJILHLIN yHUBepcuTeT nmeHnu Ogecsa ['onuapa

A3BIROBBIE CPEJCTBA PEAJUSAIIVIN CTPATEI'MN
«HETATUBHAS BEMJINBOCThb» B AHIVIMIICKOM BEPBAJIbHOM JIVICKYPCE

AHHOTAIUA

VlccoenoBaHa KaTeropus «HeTaTMBHAA BEXKJVMBOCTb» B KOHTEKCTE AHIJIO-CAKCOHCKOV KYJIbTYPHOV TPaIyiliUy U BbIABJIEHA
JIMHTBOKYJIBTYPOJIOTMYECKas crieruduika (PYHKIVMOHNPOBAHNUSA JMHIBUCTUYECKNUX CPEJCTB BbIPAsKEeHNUA JaHHOW KaTeropmn
B aHIVIMIICKOM #fA3bIKe. B paMKax JCCJIeOBaHMII 110 KATErOpuu SA3bIKOBOV BEMKJIMBOCTM B CTAThbe M3YYEHbI IIPUHIIIBI
Y IpaKTU4YecKoe IIpVMMeHEeHJe COBPEMEHHBIX CTpaTeruii BEe)KJVBOCTM B aHIVIMIICKOM CJIOBECHOM AMCKypce. B KauecTse
00'beKTa MCCIIeOBaHNA B paboTe PacCMOTPEHbBI OCHOBHBIE [T0JIOYKEHNS Teopun BeskanBocTy Bpaysa u JIeBuHCOHA, 4TO JaJI0
OCHOBaHMe I KJACCU(PMKAIMM AHTJIMICKON KYyJbTYpPbl KaK «HEraTUBHO-JIMKOI», OPMEHTMPOBAHHOI Ha YKJOHYMBOCTb
M BEKJVMBOCTH B MEKJMYHOCTHON KOMMYHUKAIUM. B KOHTEKCTe WCCJIe[OBAaHMII I10 KOTHUTWBHONM JIMHTBUCTUKE U
MEeXKKYJIbTYPHOM KOMMYHMKAIY KaTErOpUA «HEraTUBHOM BEKJIMBOCTY» IIPEJICTaBJIeHa KaK KOMMYHIUKATUBHAA CTPATEr,
HalpaBJIeHHadA Ha TO, YTOOBI IIPOJIEMOHCTPMPOBATb COOECeIHUKY IIpU3HAHME €ero JIMYHOM He3aBMCUMOCTM, OTCYTCTBUE
HaMepPEeHNMIT CO CTOPOHBI TOBOPAILIET0 HAPYIINTD CYIIECTBYIOIIE IPAHNI[bI, [I0KAa3aTh AVCTAHIIO MEXKIY CoDeceJHNKaMuI, I,
TakuM 06pasoM, IPOIeMOHCTPMPOBATh yBaskeHMe APYyT K Ipyry. B craTbe c/ieslaHa MONBITKA IPOAaHANN3MPOBATh A3BIKOBBIE
CpeICTBa BBIPAKEHN KATETOPUY «HETATUBHO BEIKJIMBOCTIL», M PACCMOTPETH 0COOEHHOCTh X (PYHKIMOHNPOBAHNUA B PEYNL.
KuaroueBble ciioBa: KOMMYHMKAIMA, A3BIK, KYJIbTypa, TEOPUA BEIKJVMBOCTI, «HETaTUBHAS BEKJNBOCTb», «IIO3UTUBHAA
BEIKJIMBOCTb>.
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