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Annotation: Our article discussed in detail the principles of effective speech
communication, and the general rules of polite theory, and described the definition of polite concepts
and how to end a conversation. The article contains specific theoretical and practical methods of
expressing politeness in different languages concerning the linguistic-cultural traditions of the
category of politeness relevant in these languages, using the material of phrases containing a polite
pause in business speech. The most commonly used politeness theories and this critique highlight some
of the trends that will help develop good-natured research in the future.
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Since 2005, the Journal of Politeness has served as a scientific experimental field for
interdisciplinary and international studies in the field of politeness: over the years, it has published
around 130 articles devoted to different aspects of research into communicative-pragmatic categories
of politeness and impoliteness (rudeness). In the rather long history of the study of linguistic politeness,
three phases can be distinguished: a) The first phase, called Graisian, comprises works based on the
basic principles of the Linguophilosophie of P. Grais and J. Austin. This phase includes the classic
politeness theories of R. Lakoff, P. Brown and S.

Levinson, and J. Leech; b) The second stage refers to the discursive postmodern direction in the
study of linguistic politeness. This approach emerged in the early 1990s as a response by many
linguists to various shortcomings and drawbacks of P. Brown and S. Levinson's Universal Politeness
Theory identified in the 1980s; c) The third stage is related in recent years, a literal turning point in
the study of linguistic (im)politeness towards the sociological (interaction) approach has influenced
further research in this field of sociolinguistics. Scholars began to consider politeness as a
fundamental aspect of people's socio-communicative interaction. With its universally recognized
value, the Universal Theory of Politeness rises above most other theories and is a guiding star for
scholars studying the phenomenon of politeness through examples of interactions between
communicants. It is characterized by a depth of penetration into the essence of human behavior that is
not characteristic of any other theory of politeness [14, pp. 9-10]. Let us briefly consider the main
shortcomings of classical theories of politeness: 1) The ontological status of politeness is not well
defined in all models. 2) The definitions of politeness presented there are characterized by several
limitations and are determined by rationalistic principles. H. The phenomenon that politeness seeks to
avoid is of interest to S. Levinson, whose shortcomings include: 1) assertion of their generality 2)
analysis of individual speech acts of the author out of context 3) dialectical but not dynamic
understanding of the central ones. The author's concept of the social face, coupled with the European
understanding of the basic categories of politeness and threat to the social face, which from the
point of view of
representatives of collectivist Asian cultures (China, Japan, Korea) implies a wrong understanding of
the authors of this theory of some speech acts, e.g. the theory, since the authors pay too much attention
to the social faces of the addressees, but not to the addressees of the statements 6) Near-total ignorance
of situations of aggressive, abusive, or rude communication behavior. A certain weakness of the
universal politeness theory, according to S. Mills, is that while data can be found that confirm the
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adequacy of Brown and Levinson's theory in analyzing politeness in the communication process, this
model can only consider instances of the manifestation of explicit communication the participant, open
courtesy. Defining politeness is not easy, but we believe it is possible to isolate those utterances that
participants perceive as polite or impolite. While we welcome the development of terms like
relationship work and relationship management, we still think politeness is a term we will continue to
use despite its problems. We all define politeness differently due to our different perspectives. In the
essays we've written for this collection, we all define politeness and rudeness, but here are some of
those definitions. Sara Mills defines politeness as follows: To me, politeness has to be defined in two
different ways. Beginning with Watt's (2003) notions of politeness]l and politeness,2 we need to
recognize that the way we as polite theorists define politeness is not necessarily how interactive ants
use the term. As a person, when dealing with other people, I use politeness to refer to behavior that I
see as a sign of concern for others and that fits into broader social norms and shows respect for them.
I often use it to indicate some unusual behavior. For example, if I were to characterize someone as a
polite young man, I would characterize the general social attitude of young men as problematic.

So we need to be aware of the role that politeness plays in indexing social status and how communities
of practice can include or exclude people through the use of particular styles of politeness. From this
theoretical perspective, there is no simple definition of politeness, but for me, politeness consists of
linguistic choices that negotiate the indexing of social status and that attempt to include or exclude
members of social groups. Jodie Clark's definition also relies on a distinction between politeness and
politeness2. In their view, politeness2 can be defined as the moral imperative to respect the boundaries
at different levels of social structures, and politeness as the discursive argument about how that respect
should be manifested or where those boundaries should be drawn. Jonathan Culpeper defines
politeness as: (a) an attitude consisting of certain positively evaluating beliefs about certain behaviors
in certain social contexts (b) the activation of that attitude by those certain contextual behaviors (c) the
actual or potential description of those behaviors in context Terms behaviors and/or the person who
produced them as polite, courteous, considerate, etc. Polite cultures are social groups that share similar
attitudes towards politeness, ie they share an ideology of politeness. Verbal politeness refers to verbal
or behavioral material used to elicit polite attitudes. Politeness strategies (plans of action to achieve
politeness effects) and formulas (forms of speech/behavior to achieve politeness effects) are
traditionally associated in part with contexts in which politeness attitudes are activated. Rudeness,
although its execution involves significant differences from politeness, can be defined in a similar but
opposite way: it includes negative attitudes that are activated by behaviors in the context associated
with the person who associates them with the metalanguage of rudeness (e.g., rude, impolite, etc.)
Louise Mullany views im/politeness as an ongoing, evaluative process that one can interact with and
actively engage in, rather than something static in every interaction. She maintains the importance of
the face as a valuable analytical concept, integrating notions of the personal face and the face of social
identity into her analytical framework. She sees rudeness ratings and judgments appearing in all
discourse. This may involve judgments that shift between different language events, as our perception
of interactants is part of an ongoing process that evolves and is maintained over time and in different
contexts. Not surprisingly, given their many projects together, Bethan Davies and Andrew Merrison
have very similar views on issues of politeness that their idea of politeness may not match that
expressed by general users of the language. Likewise, we must also recognize that our courtesy
judgments (as researchers) are as ideological as those of non-linguists: we cannot hide behind

the theory's justification. As can be seen from the definition, each of the levels of speech is
characterized by the presence of politeness markers. At the lexical level, preference is given to the
normative vocabulary. Universal politeness is not only clichéd standard phrases but also such
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positively emotionally colored words as fine, nice, good, please, friendly, happy, very good, etc. On
the grammatical level, whole, complete sentences are used, with the right grammar. The forms of
politeness are realized through the grammatical form of the subjunctive, the question of positive and
negative constructions, and modal verbs. At the phonetic level, clarity and thoroughness of full
pronunciation, moderate tone volume, and the use of prosodic pleasantries are required. The
classification of politeness has found fairly wide use in linguistics, however, there is no common view
among researchers on how to define the very concept of politeness in terms of linguistics. There are
three stages in the study of the phenomenon of linguistic (im)politeness, the social complexity of this
multifaceted phenomenon has not yet been fully elucidated, and no unified, clear theory has been
proposed for conducting research in this area of human relationships. Nonetheless, scholars are striving
to develop more sophisticated theoretical models with increasingly rigorous consideration of a broad
communicative context, including the social histories of both communicants. In our opinion, it will
not be superfluous to study this phenomenon, taking into account the theoretical foundations of link
ecology, since sociolinguistics, pragmalinguistics and link ecology easily find a common basis in the
analysisof both eco-friendly language without coarse language (V.I. Jelviss concept ) and then finding
a language in which, due to various factors, including those of the addressee and the addressee, is not
ecological under normal conditions, the vocabulary clogs the language, but this is not always clear due
to linguistic expressions of rudeness. Every highly qualified person must know how to speak
beautifully and politely in order to be understood and accepted as he is. In our opinion, this is how our
society, human morals, culture and the language we speak will develop.
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