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ABSTRAKT

Bakald&ska prace se zabyva vyjadanim lingvistické zdwdlosti v diskurzu a to

Vv porovnani jejich pouziti muza Zen. V teoretickéasti jsou objasiny pojmy gender a
sex, genderova identita, role a stereotypy, soostisinezi jazykem a genderem. Déle je
piedstaven jev zdvdosti a tvde, nasleduji vyznamné zdWostni strategie. Poslednim
bodem teoretickésasti je pak studium vztahu mezi zdbosti a genderem. Napini
analytickécasti je korpusova analyza sasného diskurzu vyt¢eného z Americkych a
Britskych televiznich talk show. Jsou porovnavaimgyvistické prostdky vyjadujici
zdvailosti muzi a Zen. Nakonec je uvedeno srovnani vysleaiezi Ameréany a Brity

jednotlivych gendei.

Klicova slova: gender, zdiitost, diskurz, analyza diskurzu, tygednani ohroZujici t¥a
zdvailostni strategie, genderové stereotypy, gendazydge

ABSTRACT

The bachelor thesis deals with expressing linguipbliteness in discourse comparing
males’ and females’ usage. The theoretical partrie=s gender and sex, gender identity,
role and stereotypes, relation between language gaemdler. Moreover, terms such as
politeness phenomenon and face are clarified, disasesignificant politeness strategies.
The last point of theory is politeness linked wgdnder based on the studied literature. The
analytical part consists of current discourse csfipased analysis of American and British
television talk shows. It provides the reader wi#hcomparison of linguistic means
expressing politeness used by males and femalesllysia comparison of results between

American and the British speakers of each gendmaide.

Keywords: gender, politeness, discourse, discoarsdysis, face, face threatening act,
politeness strategies, gender stereotypes, gentigrgaage
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INTRODUCTION

“My dear boy, no woman is a genius. Women are aoigive sex. They never have
anything to say, but they say it charmingly. Womepresent the triumph of matter over
mind, just as men represent the triumph of mina owerals.”

Oscar Wilde, The Picture of Dorian Gray.

Oscar Wilde, a significant focentury Irish writer states what is widely consatbto be a
verity; unlike males, females appear “charming”’both behavior and speech, and sharing
their grace with the world is considered to bertimeission. On the other hand, males are
regarded as hierarchically higher entities thathdowork but do not care much as to what
is said and even less how it is said. Or is itsoit

This kind of phenomenon, i.e. gender in relatiathwanguage, is an interesting field
for many sociolinguists and myself which has re=ilin the dedication of my bachelor
thesis to such a topic. My main focus will be omdgr and politeness.

This bachelor thesis is divided into two part®adty and an analysis. In the theory |
will introduce gender, its determination, gendeniikies, roles and stereotypes as a basis
for understanding other related gender issues, asdender language differences which
are described in relation to previous researchoi®#y, the politeness theory is mentioned
whereby | will also mention politeness and reldfade”, the contrary to politeness, which
Is impoliteness, following with several significgmliteness strategies. Such knowledge of
both, genders and politeness, will make it posgiblgroceed and see how these two issues
are linked together. The analysis involves carryinga corpus-based research on usage of
expressions of linguistic politeness between maled females within contemporary
discourse. Additionally, | will compare each gensleresults regarding American and
British speakers.

The results will consequently answer the questbether females, as Wilde claims,

really tend to be politer or whether they break giereotype.



TBU in Zlin, Faculty of Humanities

11

THEORY
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1 GENDER

Speaking of gender, it is described simply as “Dedither male or female” (Macmillan
dictionary). But this definition is too shallow @hacking. Terms such as gender and sex
should necessarily be explained here. Even thooth fefer to a male-female distinction,
it is widely accepted thaexis based on biological conditions, i.e. physid@racteristics.
Neverthelesggenderis a social construct, often discussed in the figlsociolinguistics.

Wardlaugh (2006, 316) mentions that thbsalogical differencedetween sexes are
guite unequivocal. The core is in genetics; femalesgiven two X chromosomes while
males have only one chromosome X in addition toYorearomosome. Universally, males
have less fat and more muscle than females, ayeger and weigh more. Each sex also
has specific voice characteristics. It has beea ptsved that females live longer which
might be based on the fact that females tend te déferent socialization practices, status
and roles in society and thus a different job. Worageragely earn only 77 percent in
comparison to the earnings of men in developed tcesn whilst in third world countries
this percentage is only 73. That strongly indicatesjuality of genders. (Wareing 2004,
76-77)

As far asgenderis concerned, according to Segal (2004, 3), “gersl&aken to refer
to a culturally based complex of norms, values, badaviours that a particular culture
assigns to one biological sex or another”. He atsmduces the termsexualitywhich is
unlike sex and gender lodged to a more individealinotion rather than in an area of
culture, principles and norms. Valdrova (2006, éyalops Segal's notion of gender by
claiming that it is a social issue; one is influeddy outside factors.

A great influence on gender studies had the fesnimovement which started in the
last century and was held in several waves. Thenistrtheory brought about new gender
formulations and feminist linguistics. (Mills 2003)

| should remember that gender also has an impogiace within the field of
grammar. In English there are three genders: FemiriMasculine and Neutral. Animate
entities differ according to their sex and therefdhis phenomenon is called natural
gender. Similarly there is grammatical gender whiglbased on the variation of noun.
(Yule 2006, 76)

1.1 Gender identity

Gender identity demonstrates self-awareness ohdimidual being either female or male

(possibly none or both of them); does not have goidentical to sex identity. Gender
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identity is connected to a particular cultural daguage context in society and is shaped
by degrees, related to one's experiences (Vald260&, 6-7; Shuvo). Shuvo sums up that
“gender identity, in nearly all instances, is sdintified, and as a result of combined

inherent and extrinsic or environmental factors”.

Although people usually think in a bipolar way, iashere is only male and female
gender identity with no exception and in a negaiway which means attributing the other
gender (being a female because of not being a amalerice versa), the contrary is the case
(Valdrova 2006, 7). These “other” genders are oftembinations of different gender and
sex identities as same as sexuality. Despite ttietliat these are not the main interest of
this thesis | find it relevant to mention them abardinates that would deserve own works.
Then, it used to be said that homosexuality idadtgender. But neither male-female nor
homo-hetero distinction was sufficient hand in hamith societal development, while
understanding sexuality as an identity rather tih@logy. There are nine or more
discussed sexualities in Euro-American countriesefosexual male, heterosexual female,
homosexual male, homosexual female, bisexual ngdexual female, transgender FtM
(Female to Male, hetero- or homosexual), transgeMté (Male to Female, hetero- or
homosexual), intersexual. Transgender refers toeesop who feels captive in a
biologically different gender than his/her gendderitity; this includes cross-dressers,
drag-queens, drag-kings, male femininity, femaleceuadnity, transsexuals. In addition the
term Queer is given for the concept of gender andia variations in relation to people
acting sexually differently. Euro-American cultusesaid to be quite accepting of those

“nonstandard” genders currently. (Valdrova 2006569

1.2 Gender role and stereotypes

Unlike identity, gender roleis defined as “the outward manifestations of peatity that
reflect the gender identity... and is manifestethiwisociety by observable factors such as
behaviour and appearance” (Shuvo). Jordan (20@®), ates that it is an unwritten set of
appropriate rules for female and male behavioun wetation to certain society or culture.
People are taught how to behave since childhookl thé assistance of surroundings such
as family, school, media etc. These inform childwdren they act well, as is expected of
them, and warn when they are not following the triglitterns of conduct. Not following or
accepting their gender role is then considerecetbdrd. One of the tools is language, e.g.
saying to children what girls/boys do and do nof{aldrova 2006, 10-11). Another very
conspicuous way is via clothing; to circumscribenogender, boys often wear hats and
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pants whereas girls wear skirts and scarves in mdgires. With females it is usually
connected to wearing jewellery. In some societiaggtiters are taught to do female
oriented duties, chores, cleaning and taking cargoonger siblings. Sons, on the other
hand, are assigned to take care of animals, sdwusehold (Jordan 2004, 520-521).
Furthermore, colours that often gender pointersrls gvear pink, boys wear blue, not
conversely (Yule 2006, 222).

This leads us t@gender stereotypesn other words “beliefs about how men and
women differ in their psychological make-up“(BesD04, 11). Gender roles and
stereotypes overlap, so Brannon suggests that ggentes are defined by behaviours, but
gender stereotypes are beliefs and attitudes abastulinity and femininity” (Brannon
1996, 160). Brannon (1996, 169-175) also mentioaseral studies whereby the
conclusion reveals that males are connected withe ratereotypes than females who in
turn connect them with negative stereotyping. Idioh, both males and females apply
stereotypes to others, but for themselves theyaddesitate to make exceptions. Below is
a list of stereotypical traits of men and womeratched to descriptions from Rosenkrantz
et al. (1968) as provided in Brannon (1996, 1974).

Then, males are:

* Aggressive

* Not uncomfortable about being aggressive

* Adventurous

» Competitive

* Unemotional

* Hide emotions

* Not excitable in a minor crisis

* Able to separate feelings from ideas

e Dominant

» Skilled in business

* Know the ways of the world

* Act as leaders

» Self-confident

* Ambitious

*  Worldly

* Never cry
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* Not dependent

* Direct

* Think men are superior to women

* Not conceited about appearance
Speaking of females, their traits are:

* Religious

« Aware of feelings of others

« Gentle
* Tactful
e Quiet

* Neat in habits

» Strong need for security

e Do not use harsh language
By and large, also other mentioned sources agreé fdmales are stereotypically
considered to be emotional, gentle and nurturingred&s males are seen as aggressive,
strong and rational. One of the upward charactesiss related to language to which the

next chapter is dedicated.

1.3 Gender and language

Apparently, the relation between gender and languags been the interest of many
sociolinguists since the second half of the lasttuy and is still ongoing, with new

approaches and research. The main topic is, acgptdi Wardlaugh (2006, 315), “the

connection, if any, between the structures, voaaird, and ways of using particular
languages and the social roles of the men and wavherspeak these languages”.

However, what is agreed upon is that there areerfamtors that have to be taken into
consideration in such studies; namely age, sotaals¢ culture and ethic, religion, sexual
orientation, education and job.

Contribution that is extremely influential in thild is the work of Robin Lakoff,
especiallyLanguage and woman’s pla¢&975), which is often discussed and at the same
time criticised without diminishing its importandder approach to gender and language is
based on social inequity, i.e. language is seXistates (2012, 91) calls this approach
“social constructionist” which is followed probablby most of the researchers. Secondly,

there is the “dominance approach” and thirdly “eliéince approach”.
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That females talk more is a mere stereotype, disasdhe fact that they abundantly
“gossip, chatter, nag, rabbit, yak and natter”, keae males do not (Wareing 2004, 86).
Napoli (2003, 138) broadens this list on six claishe studied in the literature: “1. Men
interrupt women more than vice versa, 2. Men igribe topics that women initiate in
conversation, 3. Men do not give verbal recognitdrihe contributions women make to
conversation, 4. Men use more curse words and edanguage than women, 5. Men use
more nonstandard forms (such as “ain’t”) than wom@&nMen are more innovative,
accepting language changes more readily than wénBen.these statements often lack
support by reliable researches which are ofteneaisly other speakers” properties and
social background.

However, the claim that females talk too much araale than men has been disproved.
In most occasions males actually talk more. Hol(@898, 42-49) mentions research in the
United States by James and Drakich, then in Newardaby Franken. The first one
observed male and female discourse in differenagdns with clear deference that males
spent more time talking than females. Similarlyartken’s study of interviews confirms
that claim. This may be linked with gender identityd thus social status, i.e. males are
considered to be hierarchically higher and conseftyy¢éend to be given more time for
their utterances, especially on formal or busiressasions. On the other hand, females
spoke more in non-formal relaxed contexts, werati@iship-focused and spoke a in more
supportive ways. This fact is probably connectethue stereotype of gossiping; males
gossip too but clearly in a different way, handvand with actuality that their target topics
are different than females’ in connection with féenbehaviour for the sake of gender
identity and role.

Deborah Tannen discusses, that due to the factsnsgleak a language of status and
independence whereas females focus on connectibimamacy; their communication is
cross-culturally similar and thus it is not easge resumes that the appropriate way to get
on well with other gender members is to have aretstdnding of their activities, attitudes
and language behaviour. (Wardlaugh 2006, 328)

Concentrating on the lexical level, there is aigsatble asymmetry in English. For
examplemanrefers to male gender but alsersonin general, including females. Specific
kinds of asymmetry consist of marked and unmarlezthd, e.gwaiter refers to male
gender but is used also for females, even thougretls feminine expressiomaitress
This may lead to women statuses being disparageeriain situations. Another case is

titing; whereas for males there is onMr., females are divided intMiss/Mrs./Ms,
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depending on their marital status. The choice péwicular one may be difficult, e.g. for
divorced women, and signalizes again the inequalitgenders (Wareing 2004, 77-80).
Besides that, Lakoff (1973) points out that femalsg, unlike males, more colourful
vocabulary; names of colours suchraguve, aquamarine, magenta, lavendes well as
empty adjectives liksweet, adorable, charming, divinetc. (Wardlaugh 2006, 318-319).
Yule (2006, 223-224) states that there are fundgahéifferences in word/sentence-form
choice within each social class speaking of genBemales usually prefer the higher-
prestige form, such atalking rather thantalkin’ or | saw it rather thanl seen it*
(grammatically incorrect form).

Sociolinguists also examined differences betwssne-gendeandcross-gender talk
In a same-gender talkemales focus on self, relationships, feelingsnifa and home,
whereas men are more likely to discuss sports eaxtipal pursuits, often in an aggressive
and competitive manner. b cross-gender conversatioboth genders reduced the topics
that would be otherwise talked about with same ger@ivardlaugh 2006, 324-325).
Zimmerman and West (1975) produced a research ertapping (“transition errors”) and
interrupting (“violations”) and found out that imoss-gender interactions males broadly
interrupt females, the percentage in their studg @b 96, whereas females interrupted
males rarely. In a same-gender conversation tltknfys were balanced (Zimmerman and
West 1975, 115-116). According to Coates (201298}l -this study is an example of
dominance approachAnother feature is indirect speech which is psefy used in same-
gender talk among females while in male same-geintenaction is a quite common direct
speech act. Besides that, question tags are miane wttered by females with the intention
to express their own opinions. The next cross-gerpeperty is related tdback-
channels’, such as the usage of “wordgeéh, reall®) or soundshimm, oh by listeners
while someone else is speaking” (Yule 2006, 224)y2@tles use them less frequently and
in the meaning that they are agreeing but femasestbem more frequently and in the
sense that they are listening (Wardlaugh 2006, .3Pffis back-channel support is often
accompanied by “nodding, smiling, frowning and bthesy body language including
gestures and body posture” (Wareing 2004, 88).

Speaking ofpolitenessn relation to gender which is inherently one oé tiscussed
properties in this area of language varieties, |l fwcus on this phenomenon in chapter 4,
immediately after providing findings on the polie=s theory and strategies in the next two

chapters.
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I would like to point out that in spite of thissearch the results are solid, they refer to
general truth in society, which, from my view shibide taken into consideration when

interacting.
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2 POLITENESS

Most people understand what is meantbsnmon politenesgiowever, giving a definition
or going into details may differ.

Yule (2006, 119) suggests that “we can think dft@oess in general terms as having
to do with ideas like being tactful, modest anderi@ other people”. Furthermore he adds
that the term “face”, which is discussed in thetngaragraph, is often considered to be
essential in linguistic politeness. Therefore, fgoless can be defined as showing
awareness of and consideration for another persacés. (Yule 2006, 119)

Leech (1989; in Urbanova 2002, 23) offers a semple “The more words you use,
the more polite you are”. Despite the fact tha ot a sufficient description of politeness,

it reflects the real usage of politeness meansinvilagmatics.

2.1 Notion of face

As mentioned above, “face” for many linguists isracial term in the field of politeness.
As far as etymology is concerned, the roots of faeein Asia, in ancient China. It was
used for as a metaphor which indicated one’s cheriatics and qualities, abstract items,
e.g. “honour, respect, esteem, the self, etc.” (§\2203, 119-120)

Mills (2003, 58) points out that there are somiedénces in notions of this term
according to different authors. On the one handi@af’s “face” purpose is “to describe
the self-image which the speaker or hearer woldd’ I{Goffman, 1967, 1999/1967; in
Mills 2003, 58), while Brown and Levinson claim th&ace is something that is
emotionally invested, and that can be lost, manei@ior enhanced, and must be constantly
attended to in interaction” (Brown and Levinson 897%6). To sum up, face is
pragmatically one’s self-image that others are etqueto recognize. As for an English-
speaking context, interactants should identifyrthelative social distance. (Yule 1996, 60-
61)

We think of two subcategories of face: negatived positive. Yule (2006, 119-120)
warns that the meaning of “negative” is only théoagm of “positive”, not “bad”. Positive
face is characterized as “the individual's deshmat ther/his wants be appreciated and
approved of in social interaction”, while negatiaee is “the desire for freedom of action

and freedom from imposition”. (Watts 2003, 86)
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2.2 Face-relating acts

Yule (1996, 61) states that people simply act s they are respected, especially their
face wantswhich are their expectation and self-image, tapecific. In addition, there are
two face-relating acts differentiable. The firstigace-threatening adFTA), which is by
Yule described as a threat uttered by a speakether individual's face wants. Other
definition says that FTA is considered as “any &etpal or non-verbal, which threatens
the way in which an individual sees her/himselfivauld like to be seen by others” (Watts
2003, 274). The second one asface-saving ac{FSA), thus speaker’s lessening any
possible threat to another's face (Yule 1996, 6Ipnsequently, when threatening
someone’s face appears, it is necessary to dowade-not primarily carrying about who
enforced that (Goffman 1967, 27).

Face-relating acts are the basis for one of thst imfluential politeness research, by
Brown and Levinson (1978, 1987) and will be disedss the following chapter. They
“view politeness as a complex system for softerface-threatening acts” (Brown and
Levinson 1978, in Watts 2003, 50).

2.3 Impoliteness

Adjacent to this, | list the ternmpolitenesswhich is often discussed in connection with

politeness. In contrast to politeness, impolitengssually distinguishable more easily.
“Emotions are key to impoliteness” suggests Cutip€p009, 19). He says, correctly |

suppose, that behaviour is really important whileking of impoliteness and dependent

on cultural perception in social context. In difet disciplines impolite behaviour is

referred to as aggressive, rude, offensive, abySluipeper 2009, 13, 17).
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3 POLITENESS STRATEGIES

Apparently, most of the first linguistic theoriesaat politeness were created in the second
half of 20" century and are being developed till present. Mafyhem are based on
pragmatics, which studies the meaning of speakgtsrances. These theories are, not
surprisingly, closely related to the politenesgrdgbn itself, as in the previous chapter.
Paul Grice’'s works (1957, 1975) were one of thetfibased on pragmatics and
became greatly influential. His theory was followeg Robin Lakoff's “generative
semantics” approach (1973, 1975, 1977, 1979). $amebusly, Penelope Brown and
Stephen Levinson’s strategies (1978, 1987) arelasirto Geoffrey Leech’s work (1983)
which is essential in linguistic politeness. Otlkentemporary approaches tend to choose

any of these theories and develop them furthemllysim the form of criticism.

3.1 Grice’s cooperative principle
Herbert Paul Grice was one of the first linguist®o built his theory on the principles of
pragmatics and whose work is said to be highlyumritial. The so calledGricean
approach” says that an inferring meaning is nearer the éss@me, more crucial than the
speaker. His studies generally focus on the meaimingerbal utterance, with respect to
semantics of certain language and speakers intentio

Mills (2003, 37) reacts to Grice’'s assertion thHas strategy is the basis of
conversations, which interactants should followtisat they can understand each other.
This strategy is calle@ooperative Principlen which Grice describes foaonversational
maxims: Maxim of Quantity, Quality, Relation and riviar. He proposes that some or
more maxims might be added, e.g. Maxim of Politenesich inspired Robin Lakoff and
Geoffrey Leech to formulate them. According to Maxof Quantity, the speaker should
share with the hearer only the necessary informatiad nothing more. Maxim of Quality
conveys that conversation participants should sdy what is believed to be true, with
reliable evidence at best. Regarding Maxim of Ratatinteractants are supposed to share
only relevant information within a particular comsation. The Maxim of Manner, finally,
states not to use ambiguous expressions, unnegesshosity and to express oneself in an
orderly way. (Grice 1975, in Watts 2003, 56-58)
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3.2 Lakoff's conversational-maxim approach

Robin Tolmach Lakoff is another extremely influahtsociolinguist. She focused on
gendered language differences and characterizedvéfieknown “women’s language”,
which | mention in 1.3 and 4. Nonetheless, | wolikeé to focus on her politeness
approach.

Urbanova (2002, 40) claims that human behavioasgential in communication. Such
behavioural principles that should be followed ea#ed the cooperative principle and the
politeness principle. The cooperative principle \wascribed by Grice (see 3.1) and Lakoff
provided the second one, the politeness princadeyou can see in the table below. As a

unit, Lakoff calls this integrated set of rules tReagmatic Competence”.

Pragmatic Competence (PC)
Rules of politeness

Be clear. Be polite.
Rules of conversation (=Grice’s CP) Rules of politeness
R1: Quantity R1:Don’t impose.

Be as informative as required. Be no mpre

informative than required.

R2: Quality R2: Give options.

Only say what you believe to be true.

R3: Relevance R3: Make a feel good — be friendly.
Be relevant.

R4: Manner

Be perspicuous. Don’t be ambiguous. Dgn't

be obsecure. Be succinct.

Table 1: Lakoff’s rules of pragmatic competence (#4/2003, 60)

Regarding “pragmatic well-formedness” of utterancake 1Don’t imposemay be formed
as formal politeness, consequently by complex granstructures, often connected with a
hidden meaning. Rule &ive options on the contrary, might be expressed as informal
politeness, short sentences with simple structgr@snmar and lexical means. Finally, rule
3 Make a feel goodk usually formed as intimate politeness. (Urban®002, 43-44; Watts
2003, 60-61)

Watts (2003, 60) points out a weak point of thedelpnamely that there is a high

possibility of violating Grice’s rules of convergat when following rules of politeness.
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Lakoff therefore suggests fulfilling the Cooperatiprinciple rather than politeness if a
conflict appears.

3.3 Leech’s politeness principle
Geoffrey Leech is well-known due to his comprehemsstudies about pragmatics,
including politeness.

Leech also reacted on Grice’'s proposal that hisp€mative principle should be
broadened by maxims of politeness. But unlike Lgkbéech is interested only in the
“principles of interpersonal rhetoric”(Watts 2003, 64). His politeness principle corssist
of six maxims, each with two rules related to miizimg the cost and maximizing the
benefit to a speaker or an addressee:

1. Tact maxim (in impositives and commissives): mirdencost tather & maximize

benefit toother

2. Generosity maxim (in impositives and commissivesinimize benefit toself &

maximize cost teelf

3. Approbation maxim (in expressives and assertive#)imize dispraise obther &

maximize praise obther

4. Modesty maxim (in expressives and assertives): mae praise ofself &

maximize dispraise ajther

5. Agreement maxim (in assertives): minimize disagresnbetweerselfandother &

maximize agreement beweselfandother

6. Sympathy maxim (in assertives): minimize antipabgtweenself and other &

maximize sympathy betweeelfandother(Leech 1983, 132)
To quote, “in conversatiorself will normally be identified withs, andother will typically
be identified withh; but speakers also show politeness to third mariidio may or may
not be present in the speech situation... The impoetaof showing politeness to third
parties varies”. (Leech 1983, 131)

3.4 Brown and Levinson’s strategies
It is nearly impossible not to analyze Brown andiheon’s politeness theory further, as it
is widely accepted as a milestone. Even thouglstdarnered much criticism, their work
still remains extremely influential in this field.

Their theory is based on the term face and FTAchvis described in the previous
chapter. As a result, the theory is often calletlace-saving” theory of politenegdVatts
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2003, 85). Watts also adds that their face is quiitelar to Goffman’s. There is a visible
likeness to Grice’s Cooperative Principle, as vaslin Leech’s and Lakoff’s strategy, even
though their approach is different. (Watts 2003, 86

Brown and Levinson constructed in their essay @adM Person” who is a speaker or
hearer, intentionally fluent, whose language andress is natural. This Model Person is
accommodated by two particular properties, which rationality and face. Rationality is
stated to be “the availability to our MP [Model Ban] of a precisely definable mode of
reasoning from ends to the means that will achittmse ends” (Brown and Levinson
1987, 58). Model Person’s face means to be freetdn and imposition and respected by
others, thus leading to positive and negative fasein 2.1. Speaking of satisfying face
wants; this can be achieved only by other’s actiwsh#e both MPs want to remain in each
other’s face. Brown and Levinson claim that theagee would not maintain the hearer’s
face in case of no recompense. Some of these @wastastially threaten face, hence FTA.
The speaker will also try to reduce a FTA in cdsa the speaker wants to do the FTA
with peak effectiveness that is not stronger ttengpeaker’s want to maintain face of the

hearer or speaker. (Brown and Levinson, 1987, 58-60

Circumstances determining
choice of sirategy:

Lesser
A 1. without redressive sction, baldly
4 A
4 _ onrecord i . 2. positive politeness
= 9 *,
l.f“ ", N
:-5 Do the FTA * with redressive action
c 8 B
= . % i s .
E: «’/ 4, off record ~3. negative politeness
-l =
i‘

5. Don't do the FTA

T
Greater

Figure 1: Brown and Levinson Strategies (Brown bhedinson 1987, 60)

Brown and Levinson offer five strategies, as irufg 1l above. With higher threatening of
speaker’s or addressee’s face adjacent to the epeakoice of strategy grows, meaning a
strategy with a higher number in the given list\abwould be chosen. As a result, we may
consider FTA more threatening than it practicaflydue to the fact that the Model Person

would not follow a less risky strategy. (Brown dmel/inson 1987, 60)
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As far as the choice of a particular strategyoiscerned, Brown and Levinson (1987,
71-76) suggest that in the same situation one wobtibse the same kind of strategy as
any other simply because a rational agent is inesoonditions able to estimate certain
advantages or payoff as well as relevant circunestgmafter choosing any strategy. One
should take into consideration “the social distdnttee relative power” and “the absolute
ranking of impositions” of interactants in many tauks. These factors are part of the
weightiness of an FTA.

The following is a personal mediation of how Brownd Levinson (1987, 68-71)

describe their super-strategies in figure 1.

3.4.1 Don'tdo the FTA
This strategy is seen as the most polite one. Bramth Levinson (1987, 68) assert that a

wise person tends to evade FTA or at least do besit to minimize the threat.

3.4.2 Off record

Taking into consideration the FTA, firstly a perduass to decide whether to go record

or off record Going off record means not directly expressing actor’s intention teat
he/she evades responsibility for doing an FTA. @ dther hand, an addressee may not
discover the tidings and interpret the speakerteramce differently to his/her intention.
This strategy includesmetaphor and irony, rhetorical questions, understagnt,
tautologies, hintslone indirectly.

3.4.3 Without redressive action, baldly

Quite the opposite is goingn record which refers to a clear expression of the actor’s
intention. There is again a choice whether toveith redressor without redressBrown
and Levinson (1987, 69) state that strateghout redressive action, baldipeans “doing

it in the most direct, clear, unambiguous and csmevay possible”. The speaker should
not use this FTA strategy if there is a possibibfyrevenge from the hearer that might
seriously be a threat to the speaker. Therefore fecommended to act baldly only in
particular conditions: a) interactants wordlesgiyeg that doing so is necessary or simply
better for the sake of both; b) e.g. offers, requests, suggestiondere the speaker’s
sacrifices and threat to an addressee’s face drsigmficant; c) the addressee is in any

hierarchy enormously placed in a lower position.
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3.4.4 Positive politeness

On the contrary there are two strategies wétressive action: positive politeneasd
negative politeness‘Redressive action” is described as “action thates face to the
addressee” and the speaker shows that there rgargion to threat the hearer’s face and is
also aware of the hearer's wants (Brown and Levin$®887, 69-70). The difference
between them is what kind of face is being empleasi&Sopositive politenesappears in
case that addressee demonstrates his/her positoee fpositive self-image”. In this
strategy attitude is important, especially the kpea. The Speaker should let the hearer
know that he/she treats him in a friendly way, asperators, having “common ground”,
showing respect, assuring interest in fulfillingetihearer's wants, which minimizes
possible face threat as well. For that, Brown aegithson (1987, -129) offer fifteen sub
strategies: “1. Notice, attend to H (her/his insé&se wants, needs, goods, etc), 2.
Exaggerate (interest, approval, sympathy with H)n8nsify interest to the hearer in the
speaker’s contribution, 4. Use in-group identityrkeas in speech, 5. Seek agreement in
safe topics, 6. Avoid disagreement, 7. Presuppasss, assert common ground, 8. Joke to
put the hearer at ease, 9. Assert or presupposeléahge of and concern for hearer’s
wants, 10. Offer, promise, 11. Be optimistic thet hearer wants what the speaker wants,
l.e. that the FTA is slight, 12. Include both S &dn the activity, 13. Give or ask for
reasons, 14. Assert reciprocal exchange or titafiorl5. Give gifts to H (goods, sympathy,

understanding, cooperation”.

3.4.5 Negative politeness

Finally the last strateggegative politeneswhich is in relation with the hearer's negative
face, its redress. The basis is on avoiding with goal being to show the addressee
speaker’s respect, recognition and assurance #isid is not the one who will encroach
with the addressee’s negative face. The approaghampgear quite formal and restrained.
While following this strategy, the stratagems oftesed are “apologies for interfering or
transgressing, hedges on the illocutionary forcehef act, impersonalizing mechanisms
(such as passives)” (Brown and Levinson 1987, 70-Also “conventionalized
indirectness” is used in order not to be defeatethhtural tension” to gon recordor off
record Furthermore, Brown and Levinson (1987, 129-210yile an exhaustive list with
explanation and examples of ten sub-strategiessigthe hearer’'s negative face: “1. Be

conventionally direct, 2. Question, hedge, 3. Bsspmristic, 4. Minimize the imposition,
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Rx, 5. Give deference, 6. Apologize, 7. Impersa®als and H, 8. State the FTA as a
general rule, 9. Nominalize, 10. Go on record asrirnng a debt, or as not indebting H".

3.5 Expressions of linguistic politeness
Certain linguistic expressions are connected witlitgness. They are widely considered to
soften the language or utterance and distancingce®v There are more typologies,
however, | would like to introduce House and Kasptaxonomy (1981, in: Watts 2003,
182-186). In my opinion, it consists of a broadgamf politeness tools and reflects many
mentioned approaches and strategies.

In table 2 you can see a list of House and Kasparguistic expressions alongside
structural categories with examples. A brief dggmn of each is expanded upon:

Politeness markerare expressions that show the speaker’s respdcthanchoice of
further cooperation on an addressely-downsare said to be “syntactic devices” which
“tone down the perlocutionary effect an utterarsckkiely to have on the addressee”. They
are divided into subcategories, which you can sethé table above. Nextpnsultative
devicesare understood as structures that challenge theethdor further cooperation.
Another category of linguistic expressidredgesdo not inform about the exact amount or
content but gives the addressee choice to keepdivai will. Lakoff (1975) adds that they
lower the authority of a statement. Byderstaterst confers to the usage of a phrase that
is an adverbial modifier or an adverb instead & thterance’s propositional matter.
Downtonerssoften the utterance and thus have polite effecadaressee. Moving to
committers their purpose is to make the degree of the spsagemmitment lower to the
content of certain utterance. Another strategforswarningwhich is often implemented
by many structures that should invoke a widely ptax principle that the speaker is about
to belittle or pay a compliment to. Speaking of aatically empty phonetic material filling
pauses, they are suggested to be referred toesisators By using scope-staterghe
speaker expresses his/her personal view about #temthat is discussed. To conclude
there are agent avoiders, which impersonalize el tlue agent in propositional utterances
and consequently divert the hearer’s criticism tgemeralized agent, often realized by
passive structures. (Watts 1993, 182-184)
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Name of Examples
Category Subcategories/Description
Politeness Please, if you wouldn’t/don’t mind
marker
imperative + tag question withClose the door, will you/would you?
modal
Play-downs | past tense | wondered if.., | thought you might...

progressive aspect + past ten

sd was wondering whether..., 1 wa

thinking you might...

S

interrogative + modal verb

Would it be a good idea ..., could wej..

negative interrogative + mod

verb

alWouldn't it be a good idea if..

couldn’t you ...

Consultative

Would you mind..., Could you ...

at,

Nt,

devices
Hedges Kind of, sort of, somehow, somewh
more or less, rather, and what have y
Understaters A bit, a little bit, a second, a mome
briefly
Downtoners Just, simply, possibly, perhaps, really
Committers | think, I believe, | guess, in my opinig

n

Forewarning

Far be it from me to criticize, but...

you may find this a bit boring, but.|.

you're good at solving computg

problems

Hesitators

Er, uhh, ah

Scope-staters

I'm afraid you're in my seat, I'm
disappointed that you couldn't..., it w

a shame you didn't...

Agent

avoiders

People don'tdo ...

Table 2: House and Kasper’s typology of linguistkpressions signalizing politeness
(1981; in Watts 2003, 183-184)
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4 GENDER AND POLITENESS

Now, when both terms gender and politeness areagga and given theory background, |
will place them into a common context. Foremostduld like to comment on some
linguistic expressions indicating politeness (seB) 3n relation to gendered language
differences. | will then provide integrated reséaaad perceptions on this topic.

Based on gender identity and language differe(@es chapter 1), females are often
marked for using polite structures and more comgtite than males. Females do so while
searching to foster solidarity in order to sustoial relationships, whereas males usually
move others to drive. Making compliments is incldide the forewarning strategy.
Nevertheless, genders also act vice versa. (Waydla006, 324-325). As far asliteness
markersare concerned, females tend to use phraseplieseandthank youmore often
than males in conversations (Wardlaugh 2006, 3@28reing (2004, 88) also mentions
epistemic modal forms that “indicate explicitly trepeaker’s attitude towards their
utterance.” The purpose is again to avoid confiintl disagreement with the outcome of
seeming polite. A further category with a similan€tion aredowntoners Studies propose
that the female usage of them is higher than malesaddition, Lakoff (1975) suggests
female speech includes many “super-polite forms Would you mind, thusconsultative
devices and also question tags. Wareing (2004, 88) dagfsih some researches females
were proved to use moteedges For example Lakoff's theory of “women’s language”
agrees on this utterance.

Consequently, female language is stereotypicdifracterized to be more “tentative”
and thus connected with usage of tag questiontersss or hedges, which proved Carli
Linda’s research in work-related communication (I99n the other hand, Steffen and
Eagly (1985) “found that high-status persons wessumed to use a more direct and less
polite style, and were also thought more likelygton compliance by using this style.” (in
Thimm 2003, 531-532). People in lower positionsdtém be concerned more with face-
saving and also perceived talks of their supemarteis as more direct and thus less polite.
As a result, “the higher the status, the more tiegwl less polite the style of talk was
perceived to be” (Thimm 2003, 531). This findingmdmstrates that females can, and
actually are, the same or even less polite tharesnadgarding speech style. This claim
confirms the research of Thimm (2003, 537) and belleagues in a work-related

environment centered on linguistic expressions, elgnhedges, intensifiers, softeners,
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vagueness, emotive and technical terms. The fisdegmgwed that male and female usage
of them was very balanced.

An opponent of such research and results is Sdia. I8he argues that politeness is
not easy to understand and is in fact very mudtilt Politeness should be viewed as set of
strategies or practices rather than a choice aélslei utterances, from her point of view
(Mills 2003, 9). Mills supposes that many peoplepexially females, actively oppose and
decline the discussed prejudices.

I would like to refer to the findings of Zimmermand West (1975) that males
interrupt females in conversations as highly dettin Interrupting, in my opinion, can be
viewed as impolite. However, this phenomenon wasdoonly in cross-gender interacting
and thus probably reflects rather the conceptiorbahg hierarchically higher than a
proper politeness feature.

To sum up, as politeness perceptions differ, gatdpoliteness does so too. Often it
IS not easy to determine which factors of intenatstavere the most influential in speech
because each individual is a set of certain chanatts and background. Although the
premise of prejudice that females are more polintmales is supported by numerous
studies, newer research contests this view. Acagrth this research, the crucial condition
is one’s social status rather than gender. | wsufiport this claim by mentioning the fact
that throughout history, higher social status wsesoaiated only with males which were the
basis for gendered language stereotypes but watbrtlgoing societal development females
were given the chance not to follow traditional denroles but to enforce themselves and
thus become equal or even superior to some majesaki#ig of politeness, this would
convey that females, equal to males, are not reduor expected to act and speak over-
politely.
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5 DISCOURSE ANALYSIS

This section will focus on a non-fictional discoerspecifically on expressing politeness.
The aim is to compare female vs. male ways andethal of expressing politeness. For
that | have decided to follow and observe lingaigkpressions indicating politeness as
provided by House and Kasper (see 3.5), in padiqobliteness markers, play-downs,
consultative devices, hedges, understaters, dowrgpncommitters, forewarning,
hesitators, scope-staters and agent avoiders.

Moreover, | will compare the results between Amani and British speakers.
Therefore there will be four observed units: M/UKMa&les from the United Kingdom),
M/US (Males from the United States of America), K/Females from the United
Kingdom), F/US (Females from the United States wfefica).

Owing to numerous previous research in which i$ agreed that females tend to use
polite devices more than males, | presume thatinvithis research it may be the same,
which is my first hypothesis. On the other handstrad this significant research was held
in the 20" century in different social circumstances. Nowagayith the extension of
communication possibilities, especially via theehmiet, and trends of preferring quantity to
quality of the information exchanged, there is aguossibility that female and male usage
of politeness might be more or less equal, which alao proved in an environment where
females occupy the same social status as maleaki@geof the cultural-related task, i.e.
politeness of Americans vs Britons, | would assuthe British speakers use more
politeness expressions. This hypothesis is basedeoworldwide common perception that

inhabitants from the United Kingdom are mostly @mative and dearly polite.

5.1 CORPUS

| have decided to create a corpus of several ®t@vitalk show transcripts. Furthermore,
in order to come to the appropriate results, bathessex and cross-sex conversations are
incorporated in a balanced quantity. As already trapad in the theoretical part, I am
going to work only with two traditional genderse.imales and females, other described
genders would be worth focusing on in other woikst that reason no homosexual or
transgender utterances are included so as notdleadithe findings. The analysis will not
focus on jobs or education but on a large corputemad which in turn should give us an
overall view. Nevertheless, we should be awardeffact that people starring on tv shows
are usually members of the middle or higher clabdemvorking class fellows appear

rarely, except reality-shows, documents, reportBational broadcasts. As a result, | will
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use namely: The late show with David Lettermany &iing Live, Jimmy Kimmel Live,
Showbiz Tonight, The Jonathan Ross Show, Piers 8orgonight, GMTV Sunday
Programme, The Rachael Ray Show, The Oprah Win8bgw, Joy Behar Show,
Lorrraine Kelly GMTV, The Wright Stuff Extra with &by Logan. All the samples are
dated in the last decade.

To summarize this analysis to come | am studyiregusage of politeness expressions
within impromptu discourse of the middle and upmass adults who are clearly
heterosexuals; the samples consist of 7 M/US, 7TKMIUF/US, 7 F/UK speeches.
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6 MALE VS. FEMALE EXPRESSING OF POLITENESS

Before presenting the results | have to say tlatihd the whole process of collecting data
and observing people’s speech behaviour very irdtiki@ and revealing. What was
significantly visible was each speaker’s persopalitd thus their tendency to speak in a
different, unique way. Generally speaking, the ltssconfirmed the first hypothesis, i.e.
females are more polite in the sense that theym@e linguistic expressions signalizing
politeness of the typology by House and Kaspetalihe 3 you can see the exact collected

numbers for each category.

Category Male Female

Number Percentage % Number Percentage %
Politeness markers 14 4 15 3
Play-downs 0 0 2 Minimal
Consultative devic 13 4 20 4
Hedges 33 9 41 8
Understaters 26 7 25 5
Downtoners 126 35 157 32
Committers 68 19 137 28
Forewarning 7 2 8 2
Hesitators 73 20 87 17
Scope-stater 1 Minimal 0 0
Agent avoider 3 Minimal 6 1
Total 364 100 498 100

Table 3: Male vs. female expressing of politeness

Males uttered 364 polite expressions altogetheereds females 498, which is 37% more.
| suppose this difference, on the one hand, is kigbugh to prove that females in their
speeches really tend to be more polite. As indicaarlier, there were few exceptions
where males used uncommonly many polite expressvante few females did not follow
the stereotype and spoke very abruptly with minimuotite utterances. Despite this fact,
some utterances were used within multiple phrasesmbinations of more categories.
The percentage is listed for each males’ and feshaésult separately. Consequently,
both genders used mostly downtoners in a similasuant) at 35% and 32%. Second place
differs; In males the chart follows the hesitatocategory with 20% outcome as their

results, but females used committers with 28% scQther categories that genders
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performed in the same way in, was their usage obultative devices and forewarning.
The remainder of the observed phenomena revealddtlibre were no big differences
except committers which females used more withstteee of 9%. That is well-visible in
figures 2 and 3. | would suggest that the diffeeeimcfemales’ double usage of committers
beside males’ usage might be due to the fact émalies stereotypically feel that they have
to point out that their utterances are simply tlogimions which may not be true, but still
avoiding any possible attack against them, andatomant to offend anybody but rather
keep friendship and good relations.

M Politeness markers
M Play-downs

M Consultative devices
M Hedges

M Understaters

M Downtoners

M Committers

M Forewarning

4 Hesitators

M Scope-stater

Figure 2: Male expression of politeness
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Females

M Politeness markers
M Play-downs

M Consultative devices
M Hedges

M Understaters

M Downtoners

M Committers

M Forewarning

k4 Hesitators

M Scope-stater

Figure 3: Female expression of politeness

Adjacent to this, | have also noted the usage ofesback-channelyou knowwell, yeah
respectively. Even though these are not includedHause and Kasper's typology, |
decided to include them because as already meudtionthe theory, they often signalize
understanding, friendly behaviour and signal thasitpve politeness. The findings agree
with the previous research and show that femates them more, 163 in particular,
whereas only 119 males, i.e. 37% less than femBkrmales usegeahsixty nine times,
you knowfifty seven timesyell thirty seven times. Males uttered mosilgll, fifty times,
thenyeahthirty five times and/ou knowthirty four times.

In the following eleven subchapters | will commeant give a few examples on each

observed category.

6.1 Politeness markers

The aim of this tool is to express esteem to thiressee while cooperating and showing
interest in the dialogue. Male and female usagem@® or less equal, with 4% and 3% in
comparison. Precisely in numbers it was fourteahfdteen respectively. There was only
a very slight difference denoting that at this ldweth genders express politeness similarly.
In my opinion, females do not tend to over-use éhescause this device does not justify
them and their utterances.

[M/US] So when you recognize that, you're right, this isational security crisis we're
talking about.

Nevertheless, the most frequently used omdeiase
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[F/US] Please welcome back to our show, from CSI — Margéderger!
[M/US] Please, have a seat!

| would assume that another politeness mark#raek you | have noticed that when
the topic of interactants is personal and hardati about, there were multiple heartfelt
thank yous, by both males and females. Similarkbzhannels signalizing understanding
increased.
[F/UK] Thank you both for coming in and talking to us. Elike, you know, like everyone

else | just hope for a happy ending one day. Thank very much indeed and we’ll be

thinking of you. Thank you so much.

Besides this, | believe that congratulating shaybgear too. It shows the speaker’s
enthusiasm of the addressee’s success.

[M/UK] Congratulations on the huge success of Housea ltressive hit, isn'’t it.

6.2 Play-downs

I have found only two play-downs as described anitleld into categories by House and
Kasper. | suppose that the reason might be thaetpblrases and structures are not used
commonly among people with similar status thesesdBgth were spoken by females.
[F/US] We've been chatting it up, and we thought thataibidience might like to get in on

it.

[F/UK] I just wondered if you in anyway can have any ebrtormal life three years on.

6.3 Consultative devices

Consultative devices, as | identified them, weredusy males and females equally, both of
4% score. Comparing the exact results, male usdesagrequent by one third, confirming
the claim that females use supra-polite structurehese examples the addressee is being
involved in further cooperation:

[M/UK] So do you think, with those two wo have been.....?

[M/US] Yes, so you would not be a “Vogue” model todayhtf?g

[M/UK] Would you mind just taking one off, just one?

[M/US] And | have to ask you, how giddy were these expedéaders to be on the boat

with a super model taking these fashion photos?

[M/UK] OK. Can I just finally ask you,... is that somethypog would support as well?

By the utterance downwards deference to the asieleeand the question expresses
interest in the addressee’s experiences and higeans achieved.
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[F/UK] I can’t imagine what to equate that to but presuimabwhole world opened up for
you. What was that like?

6.4 Hedges

When using hedges, the speaker does not want topaosculars and that leaves the
addressee a spare place for their own will. Thiegmry was used by males and females
similarly regarding the ratio in each gender. Felyi, females’ usage was higher by a
quarter. Looking at the particular hedging phrasesble 4, it is visible that males used
sort of mostly, females on the contrakind of Usage of other phrases is rare. There are a

few examples below.

Male Female
Number Percentage % Number Percentage %
Kind of 14 43 23 56
Sort of 15 45 15 37
Somehow 0
Somewhat 1 0
Rather 3 9 1 2

Table 4: Male vs. female usage of hedges

[F/UK] And now I'm_kind of a mixture of that really.

[M/UK] ... I want to know what’s going on with these UFQégsdwise the president gets to
look at those sort of things.

[F/UK] And | don’t think people want political positioningomehow sort of .. occupation
of the centre ground...

[F/US] I'd rather quit.

6.5 Understaters

Understaters, which are sometimes regarded aseodtby some other sources, were used
more by males, but in only 2%, speaking in exachlpers the difference was only one
sample/participant. Both males and females usedlynadlittle or a little bit. Provided

below is a table elaboration of all observed phsdskowed by some examples.
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Male Female
Number Percentage % Number Percentage %
A bit 8 31 10 40
A little (bit) 14 54 14 56
A second 3 11 1 4
A moment 4 0 0

Table 5: Male vs. female usage of understaters

[M/UK] Ye...er...it was a little bit awkward at the beginning at that time I think..
[F/UK] ... and the Tory press are giving Cameron a bit fv€a ride.
[M/UK] Hold on_a second.

6.6 Downtoners

By using downtoners the speaker adjusts the immathe hearer and provides more place
for other considerations. This analysis reveals thia is the category at the top of usage
by males and females too. However, female usageeeed male by a quarter. Table 6
communicates each observed downtoner. At the diestce it is visible that the males’
scale is quite larger, no female ugmabsiblyor perhaps Another difference is that males
in majority usedust, with females usingeally.

Male Female
Number Percentage % Number Percentage %
just 65 52 72 46
possibly 2 2 0 0
perhaps 4 3 0 0
probably 12 9 6 4
really 43 34 78 50

Table 6: Male vs. female usage of downtoners

| have noticed that downtoners can be used to sindevest or surprise in what the
addressee has just uttered with an indication oft\icr additional cooperation as a back-
channel. Possibly in question with no need of athelowords or syntactic formulating,
pragmatically it is clear, as in:

[M/UK] Really?

Downtoners may be also a good tool to emphasiagtment.
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[M/UK] Dr. Mehmet Oz is here with a studio audience andstijans that only he can
really answer.

Also some expressions are used several timeshtaner the effect on addressee even
more:
[F/UK] I just feel really comfortable with myself..
[F/UK] | mean, he’s really really clever.

6.7 Committers

Committers are one of the most widely used devicesoften the language and thus make
a polite effect on the hearer. Female usage wa$igber than males’ speaking of ratio.

The comparison of the exact registered samplesaleemsage was twice as frequent,
which is the biggest difference in this study anploasible explanation is provided at the
beginning of this chapter. Focusing on the exacasds, a rather significant difference is
apparent, from my point of view, due tameanwhich is used very often by females,

whereas in males it is significantly less, namé§%, as in table 7. However, the most

used one i$ think.

Male Female
Number Percentage % Number Percentage %
| think... 48 71 64 a7
| believe... 3 4 1 1
| guess... 5 7 8 6
| mean... 12 18 63 46

Table 7: Male vs. female usage of committers

Here are again listed some examples.

[F/UK] I mean, there’s nothing they could do about it.

[M/US] And 1 guess you're prepared for any temps.

Sometimes] think is even more stressed by adding operddpin syntactic words

[F/UK] Well 1 do think we’ve got to move forward on this.

6.8 Forewarning

Compliments are identified by House and Kasperoaswarnings and | have concluded
that the percentage of usage in both genders eg@aldDespite the fact that there is no
given pattern for them, it may be difficult to dettéhem in others if the further background

is unknown.
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[M/US] ... you did that great Mercedes-Benz commerciakedahis commercial.
[M/US] Whose idea was it to have your campaign managerkNBdock smoke in that
...that wonderful ad your guys made?
[F/US] You look hotter than ever!

Even though the compliment in the utterance rigiow is not addressed right to the
addressee but his wife, | suggest that it stittdies the addressee.
[M/UK] You must not have the kind of control you havehen grogram in your house
because she’s [addressee’s wife] a strong womalm? hu

In the following example a compliment with a comddl committed mean with an
understatea little bit. The question tag at the end seems to be a peddemarker.
[M/US] You didn’t complain about one thing. Was he beirggh | mean you had to

complain a little bit, no?

6.9 Hesitators
Hesitators, thus phonetic material with no lexafport, are in spontaneous, non-prepared
speech used quite often; 20% in males and 17%nmalés. In some situations hesitators
provide time for further thinking such as what &y ©r how to formulate the sentence,
while on the other hand, in case of back-chanres shows understanding and support.
As provided in the theory, females usually use themxpress listening and support, while
males rather agree on what other interactants. ttter most commonly used by females
waser(m)with the amount of fifty eight, followed bgh with the amount of ten. Similarly,
males preferrecer(m) thirty five times andoh sixteen times. Other examples avew,
mmm, ah, awww, ph, huh,.uh
[F/US] Wow, amazing

Multiple usage of this category might be distnagtin certain situations, but simply
both the speaker and addressee should, or hageabwith that.
[M/UK] ...and_er,_er, trying to_er think of ...just constarways where we could improve

things.

6.10 Scope-staters

| find this linguistic device quite effective, espaly, for example, while negotiating.
Opinions are expressed clearly, taking the cumpenposition into account. Nevertheless, it
was used only once, by a male. It might be caugetihd type of discourse, the analyzed

corpus which, was mostly in a free friendly envirant.



TBU in Zlin, Faculty of Humanities 42

[M/US] I know to you it’s a distraction but to me it's tife. (reaction:l understand...)

6.11 Agent avoiders

Agent avoider is a device which impersonalizes dgent and thus does not leave the
pressure on an addressee. It is usually fulfiliegdssives or usingeople somebodtc. |
have not identified any passive structure with thispose. Althouglpeoplewas used
often, occasionally in the sense of meaning hunmiitiess with no certain person in mind;
this was used several times as an intended avoadingentioning agents.

The following utterances may have been mentione@lation to specific people, but
by impersonalizing it is criticism deflected andisithoughts are expressed in a polite way,
without FTA.

[F/UK] I'm really intrigued by some people’s interpretats what | do.
[M/US] Although | heard from_somebody | spoke with at ‘i$pdllustrated” just

yesterday..
[F/US] Well, you know, when | was a fashion model, a faghion model — this was like

15 years ago — certain designers would bind my steedown with Ace bandages.

[M/UK] Yes, who are you thinking of [people not connedtedheir emotions]? I'm
thinking of a couple of people! ..erm.. never mind!
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7 USVS. UK EXPRESSING OF POLITENESS

Although focusing on differences in speech of Ammems and Britons is not the subject of
this thesis, | have decided additionally to comphee findings of males from the United
States versus males from the United Kingdom, thedirfgs of females from the United
States versus females from the United Kingdom taed earlier. The reason is not only
that | find it interesting, but also to determinbether the commonly perceived statement
that the British are far more polite than Americamdrue or not. Consequently, | will
provide the findings of each observed category lannefly compare overall the results in
two following subchapters.

| would like to mention a “myth”, as Algeo (199876) calls it, that Americans ruin
English. The British claim it and the Americans adim But based on cultural and
development differences, further changes in langusttpuld not be surprising. Certain
changes are confirmed, e.g. in spelling, vocabulayntax, pronunciation. Calling these
changes to be really ruining English or not is thaneach one’s perception (Algeo 1998,
176). Nevertheless, | would prefer calling sucHedé@nces to be simply different and not

bad or ruining. Then, politeness is likely to be @i those phenomena.

7.1 Males comparison

At the first glance the difference is significaibhe number of politeness expressions used
by males from the United Kingdom is 71% higheraVvé to admit that | was expecting that
my hypothesis will be approved, but not by suchgadifference. However, both of these
groups uttered downtoners the most and secondliates, and thirdly commiters. Then,
certain preferences for choosing a particular egnatremains, as you can see in table 8,

figure 4 and 5.

Male/US Male/UK
Number Percentage % Number Percentage %

Politeness markers 12 9 2 1
Play-downs 0 0 0 0
Consultative devic 6 4 7 3
Hedges 9 6 24 11
Understaters 9 6 17 8
Downtoners a7 35 79 35
Committers 24 17 44 20
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Forewarning 5 4 2 1
Hesitators 25 18 48 21
Scope-staters 1 Minimal 0 0
Agent avoiders 2 1 1 Minimal
Total 131 100 224 100

Table 8: Males from US vs. UK expressing of poldss

There is quite a significant difference in the wsafpoliteness markers. M/UK used more
politeness expressions; this category was used imerigéan males six times more.
Similarly, also forewarning was uttered once moyeAmericans. What came to my mind
as possible reason is that these categories cafidoted by one’s want, e.g. one would not
thank or please anybody as same as to give a aomliif they do not want to. These
create friendly environments and it is, as far &ndw, usually said that Americans are
open and friendly, whereas the British are congeand do not “open” themselves so
easy.

On the contrary, hedges, understaters, downtoaedshesitators were used once more
by the British, which in my opinion, it again comfis my hypothesis. By these devices
they distance which is natural in their culturalckground. Americans act far more
masterful, believe in themselves and do not fezinded to lower their utterances in effect,
but rather confidently share their truth.

Males/US

M Politeness markers
M Play-downs

M Consultative devices
M Hedges

M Understaters

M Downtoners

M Committers

M Forewarning

4 Hesitators

M Scope-staters

i Agent avoiders

Figure 4: Males from US expressing of politeness
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Males/UK

0 120 M Politeness markers
M Play-downs

M Consultative devices
M Hedges

M Understaters

M Downtoners

M Committers

M Forewarning

4 Hesitators

M Scope-staters

i Agent avoiders

Figure 5: Males from UK expressing of politeness

7.2 Females comparison

Female comparison of used linguistic expressiogsadizing politeness that is similar to
males in comparison, thus British females used rpoliéeness expressions than American
females with a 49% difference, as table 9 revefdsires 6 and 7. All females used
downtoners, followed by committers and finally hasrs. That is why | would again
suggest that females have the same preferencédarecof certain strategies, differs only
the amount which may be cultural-based.

Female/US Female/UK

Number Percentage % Number Percentage %
Politeness markers 8 4 7 2
Play-downs 1 Minimal 1 Minimal
Consultative devic 9 5 11 4
Hedges 15 8 26 9
Understaters 6 3 19 7
Downtoners 60 30 96 32
Committers 50 25 87 29
Forewarning 3 1 5 2
Hesitators 45 23 42 14
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Scope-staters 0 0 0 0
Agent avoiders 3 1 3 1
Total 200 100 297 100

Table 9: Females from US vs. UK expressing of pobiss

Some features are similar to the findings as in uch as categories which develop
relationships tend to be used more by American kesn&Regardless, the difference of
usage concerning politeness markers was very sligtiter devices were more or less
similar, except understaters, downtoners, and coensiiln my view the reason is the
same as in males comparison, thus cultural andpalbased.

Females/US

M Politeness markers
M Play-downs

M Consultative devices
M Hedges

M Understaters

M Downtoners

M Committers

M Forewarning

4 Hesitators

M Scope-staters

i Agent avoiders

Figure 6: Females from US expressing of politeness
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Females/UK

03 1 M Politeness markers
M Play-downs

M Consultative devices
M Hedges

M Understaters

M Downtoners

M Committers

M Forewarning

4 Hesitators

M Scope-staters

i Agent avoiders

Figure 7: Females from UK expressing of politeness

These results lead me to a question why the diftexrdoetween males in comparison to
females is bigger. | think that even though thetethiStates is a nation of inhabitants who
are friendly, proud, masterful and confident, tlieynot use distancing devices so much,
whereby female inhabitants unlike males still hthe2inner tendency to do so due to their
gender role. On the contrary, the British speakerge different values, culture, education
in conservative spirit. Based on this cultural lggokind and gender-related findings, it
makes sense that F/UK is the most polite one obbserved categories.
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CONCLUSION

The core of this bachelor thesis is a study of geatid politeness in discourse. In order to
create an analysis it is necessary to be awaieeatheoretical background. Consequently,
the list of studied literature is provided withihet theoretical part. After gender and
politeness are described each on their own, pretetiedies of both in relation is given,

which is actually based the hypotheses for th@Walg analysis in this thesis.

As a result, the analysis focuses on discoursengradults of middle and upper class
from the United Kingdom and the United States. Thepus consists of television talk
show transcripts and linguistic expressions sigivadi politeness as defined in theory. The
results agree with the most, traditional, reseactieus females discourse is more polite
than males’. On the basis that the second hypathieat either gender’s style of speech is
more or less equal in certain circumstances wagmotd in this research but | dare claim
that even in such a developed society, gender evkestill far from equal in daily life. If
gender roles were on an identical level, femalesllvanot tend to use more polite
expressions. However, not considering the amounittefred polite phrases, males’ and
females’ choice and preferences of the describetjodes also differ.

The additional comparisons between American antisBrmales or females confirm
the hypothesis of the general perception that ttigsB are considerably more polite than
Americans. Then, both UK genders are more politmpared to United State speaker.
Whereas American males are one half less polite thair British counterparts, the
difference in female comparison was lower. In additthe tendency to prefer a certain
category of polite expressions remains the same.

As far as the usual non-professional environmgigbncerned, Oscar Wilde was right
and as he mentioned over hundred years ago, femalkke males speak really
charmingly.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

While writing this thesis and collecting data | folother interesting facts and related
topics that | unfortunately could not include dwethe limited extent of this bachelor
theses. | would however like to mention them a®meoendations for further potential
research and academic works.

As stated earlier, | focused on the two traditioganders, i.e. males, females,
heterosexuals with other common feminine or maseulieatures as stereotypically
expected. Nevertheless, | think it may be ratheallehging to study any language
phenomenon of other genders, such as those ofrghiesbian identities or transgender. |
would suggest comparing their speech to one anatieicontrasting it with average male
and female speech, while analyzing common featanesdifferences and whether each
gay and leshian speech is more feminine or mascuhinthe stereotypical sense of the
word.

While studying the impoliteness phenomena, | foangossible interesting further
study regarding taboo words. What might be studgedboth uttering and perceiving,

possibly in relation to aspects such as gendetyreubr age.
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