
Chapter II
Politeness Strategies and Representative Speech Acts
2.1. 
Pragmatics

Pragmatics can be explained as a sub-field of linguistics that studies how context contributes the meaning. According to Yule (1996: 3), pragmatics is a field studying the speaker’s meaning, examining meaning according to its context, performing the study upon the meaning communicated purposely or accidentally by the speaker which exceeds the spoken meaning, as well as studying the form of expression based on the social distance between speakers engaged in a certain conversation. Because pragmatics studies those matters,  Yule (1996: 82)  also describes pragmatics as a study on hidden meanings, or meanings received not merely from the used words and structures (semantics and syntax) but also from the situation of the utterance and how the situation affects the meaning communicated by the speaker.

Leech (1983: 6) observes pragmatics as a field in linguistics which is related to semantics. According to Leech there are three kinds of relationship between pragmatics and semantics those he explains as follows:

1. semanticism, in which pragmatics is seen as a part of semantics
2. pragmaticism, in which semantics is seen as a part of pragmatics

3. complementarism, in which semantics and pragmatics are seen as two fields those are complementing one another

Pragmatics divided into two divisions that is the one using social point of view in which pragmatics is related to the speaker’s meaning and the one using cognitive point of view in which pragmatics is related to the interpretation of the utterance (Thomas, 1995: 2).
2.2. 
Speech Acts


Speech acts was first being observed and researched In the mid of the twentieth century, and since the particular time speech acts becomes an important matter in the fields of linguistics, philosophy, psychology, law, literature, and much others.

Speech act theory was pioneered by Austin (1911–1960) by his statement that language can be used to perform acts through the differentiation between constantive and performative utterances. The statement is based on his observation that a lot of language usages have linguistic appearance in the form of fact-stating while they are actually not. Austin stated his point of view in his book entitled “How to Do Things with Words” in which he viewed language as a kind of social activity 
2.2.1.
Speech Acts Theory

Yule (1996: 47-53) states and explained speech acts as actions performed by utterances. Fundamentally, speech act theory is based on the idea that during the uttering of a speech there might be a condition in which the speaker does not merely speak but do an action as well. This kind of utterance is termed as performative speech in order to differentiate it from constantive speech which has true or false value.

The very important element in the study of speech act is the speech situation, that is the situation that raises the speech, this is in accordance with the opinion that speech situation is the cause and speech is the result (Rustono, 1999:25).

In daily communication processes often appears condition in which an utterance shows its meaning indirectly. The condition causes the real meaning of the utterance cannot be understood without understanding the speech situation, thus the analysis on the speech situation is very crucial in pragmatics (Rustono, 1999:25).

In relation to this matter, Leech (as quoted by (Rustono, 1999:26-29) stated that there are five components in speech situation those are the speaker and the hearer, context, goal, speech act as a form of action or activity, and speech as the product of verbal action. Leech elaborated the five components in more detailed as follows:
a. The speaker and the hearer
The speaker is the person who speaks, or in other words the speaker is the party who states a pragmatic function in a communication. On the other hand, the hearer is the target of the speech. There are several aspects related to this matter those are age, gender, social and economical backgrounds, education, and the level of intimacy between the speaker and the hearer.
b. Context

Speech context covers all physical (ko-teks) and social (context) aspects relevant to the speech. In pragmatics, the term context refers to all background knowledge understood by both the speaker and the hearer, therefore it is very useful for the hearer in comprehending the speaker’s meaning.
c. Goal

The goal of the speech is the intention of the speaker in performing the speech. In this relationship various kinds of speech can be used to communicate the same intention as well as various kinds of intention can be communicated by the same speech.
For example, the utterance “Good morning” can be used by a speaker to greet a person he or she meets in the morning. In other occasion, when spoken with certain tones and in certain situations the utterance “Good morning” can be a sarcastic remark for a late-comer (Wijana, 1996:11).
d. Speech act as a form of action or activity

Uttering a speech can also be seen as performing an act. In this point of view, uttering a speech is doing an action just like punching, kicking, and so on, and the difference lies merely on the part of the body used in performing the act (Rustono,1999:28).
e. Speech as the product of verbal action

Speech is a result of the action of expressing words or language. Furthermore speech can also be classified into verbal and non-verbal acts.
2.2.2.
Representative Speech Act


There are five kinds of speech act those are declarative, expressive, commisive, directive, and representative. The writer hereby presents short explanations on the five kinds of speech act as stated by Yule:
1. Declarative

Is the kind of speech act resulting change in short time by utterance alone (Yule, 1996: 53).
2. Expressive

Is the kind of speech act which has the function of stating something felt by the speaker, including psychological statements such as happiness, sadness, hate, pleasure, and sorrow (Yule, 1996: 53).
3. Commissive

Is the kind of speech act performed by the speaker in order to bind him or her self to future actions. Some functions of this speech act are promising, threatening, rejecting, and pledging (Yule, 1996: 54).
4. Directive

Is the kind of speech act performed by the speaker with the intention to make his or her conversation partner does something. For examples, this kind of speech act can be performed in forcing, ordering, instructing, warning, and permitting (Yule, 1996: 54).
5. Representative

Is the kind of speech act that states the speaker’s belief on the truthfulness or wrongfulness of things. This kind of speech act might take forms of the speaker’s statement of a fact, confirmation, conclusion, and also description (Yule, 1996: 53).

Representative speech act is the kind of speech act that binds the speaker on the truthfulness of his or her statement. This act sometimes also termed as assertive speech act. Searle mentioned that some of the utterances belong to this kind of speech act are stating, prosecuting, confessing, reporting, pointing, witnessing, and speculating (Searle, 1969: 12).

In Principles of Pragmatics, Leech (1983: 205) explained that verbs in representative/assertive speech act commonly appear in the construction ‘S verb (…) that X’, in which S is the subject and X refers to a preposition such as affirm, allege, assert, forecast, predict, announce, and insist.
2.3.
Politeness

Politeness theory can be explained as a theory that explains/studies avoidance of face violation which is resulted by the Face Threatening Act (http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Politeness_theory).

Language politeness is related to rules on social, esthetical, and moral in performing speech act (Grice 1991: 308). In relation to this, Brown and Levinson (1987: 60) classifies politeness into five categories those are bald on record strategy, positive politeness strategy, negative politeness strategy, off record, don’t do the FTA/Face Threatening Act.
2.3.1.
Bald on Record Strategy


According to Brown and Levinson (1987: 69-70), bald on record strategy is the strategy of using FTA applied in order to state something clearly. Brown and Levinson (1987: 95) mentions that the main reason of choosing this strategy is because the speaker wants to perform FTA with the maximum scale of efficiency possible.

Moreover, Brown and Levinson (1987: 95-99) explains that one of the sub-strategies in this division is without minimizing the FTA. This sub-strategy is used in a condition where the speaker feels that he or she has greater power than his or her conversation partner and also in a condition where the speaker does not have any interest of cooperating with his or her conversation partner. For example, in a street accident involving A and B occurs the following utterances:
A: “Hey! Watch out when you’re driving!”
B: “What? You didn’t give any sign before turning!”
In the above dialogue, both A and B do not have any intention of cooperating therefore they speak with the strategy of not minimizing FTA in order to insult each other that leads to anger and conflict.
2.3.2. 
Positive Politeness


According to Brown and Levinson (1987: 101), positive politeness strategy is the strategy of performing FTA by saving the conversation partner’s positive face. In doing this strategy the speaker gives impression that he or she has the same will or intention with his or her speaking partner in order to demonstrate the positive relationship between him or her and his or her conversation partner Brown and Levinson (1987: 101).

Brown and Levinson (1987: 103-129) further explains that this positive politeness has several sub-strategies. The writer hereby presents the understandings of the sub-strategies found in this research:
a. The speaker exaggerates interest, agreement, and sympathy toward his or her speaking partner, which is done by giving intonation and emphasis through the utterance (Brown and Levinson 1987: 104). For example, in a television program presenting a mother who lost her son the host says: “Your telephone number has been publicized, hopefully there will be good news about your son”. With this utterance the host shows his sympathy by wishing good news about the missing person. The effect resulted from the utterance is the pleasant feeling of gaining sympathy.
b. The speaker avoids possible disagreement of the hearer by showing agreement Brown and Levinson (1987: 113). For example, in a dialogue between the representative of the law enforcers and the representative of a society whose demonstration was dismissed by force by the police, the society’s representative owns video evidence of police officers’ repressive acts in the incident. In response to this, the representative of the law enforcers says: “We will always act justly and we want the evidence to be examined as well by the Human Rights Commission”. With this utterance the police representative shows agreement that his speaking partner may also present evidence supportive to his statement, and this results in the decrease of the disagreement scale between the two parties.
c. The speaker tries to involve the hearer in a certain activity. The examples of the application of this sub-strategy in English are the using of the word we and the using of the word let’s (Brown dan Levinson, 1987: 127). For example, this sub-strategy is used in a dialogue between the representative of anti-corruption commission and the representative of the parliament. In the occasion, the parliament representative says: “Rather than blaming each other, let’s struggle together against corruption”. The speaker uses this sub-strategy in the particular utterance, resulting the sense of togetherness between the party he represents and the party represented by his conversation partner.
2.3.3. 
Negative Politeness

Brown and Levinson (1987: 129) explains negative politeness strategy as the strategy applied by the speaker with the intention to save the hearer’s negative face thus the hearer’s liberty can be maintained. In performing this strategy, the speaker admits and esteems the hearer’s negative face.

Furthermore, Brown and Levinson (1987: 129-211) classifies negative politeness strategy into ten sub-strategies as follows:

a. Sub-strategy 1: The speaker uses expressions indirectly. The aim of doing this is to avoid violation on the hearer’s face (Brown and Levinson, 1987: 132). The example of this sub-strategy’s application is reprimanding by talking about other person who does the same mistake with the hearer. 
b. Sub-strategy 2: The speaker uses limitations (Brown and Levinson, 1987: 145). For example, this sub-strategy is used in a conversation where the speaker uses (a) difference(s) (of ethnicity and religion, for examples) to put barriers between himself and the hearer.
c. Sub-strategy 3: the speaker acts pessimistic by being careful and limits his or her optimism (Brown and Levinson, 1987: 173). For example, a speaker can deliver questions in suspicious tone on the discussed matter.
d. Sub-strategy 4: The speaker minimizes burdening the hearer by lessening the threat on the hearer’s face (Brown and Levinson, 1987: 176). For example, during an interrogation a police officer who previously puts a lot of pressure gradually softens his manner.
e. Sub-strategy 5: The speaker states his or her respect to the hearer (Brown and Levinson, 1987: 178). For example, this sub-strategy is applied by using prepositions that put the hearer as the older party.

f. Sub-strategy 6: The speaker apologizes (Brown and Levinson, 1987: 187). The example is when someone wants to interrupt other person’s activity and starts his utterance with an apology.

g. Sub-strategy 7: Not mentioning the speaker and the hearer (Brown and Levinson, 1987: 190). For example, this sub-strategy is applied by talking about other party (not the speaker or the hearer) in communicating something.
h. Sub-strategy 8: By stating FTA as a common social convention (Brown and Levinson, 1987: 206). The example of this sub-strategy is talking about a certain social norm practiced by the speaker or the hearer.
i. Sub-strategy 9: The speaker puts his or her statement in nominal (Brown and Levinson, 1987: 207). This sub-strategy can be applied by using nominal in one’s utterance.
j. Sub-strategy 10: The speaker explicitly states that he or she has or has not done good deed to the hearer (Brown and Levinson, 1987: 210). The example of this strategy is when a speaker explicitly mentions that he did something voluntarily therefore the hearer does not have to feel burdened. 
2.3.4. 
Off Record Strategy

Off record strategy as explained by Brown and Levinson (1987: 211) is the strategy in which the speaker performs FTA indirectly. This is done by letting the hearer decides how to interpret the speaker’s utterance. According to Brown and Levinson (1987: 213-227) there are fifteen sub-strategies in off record strategy, those are:
a. Sub-strategy 1: The speaker gives clue by stating the reason behind the action (Brown and Levinson, 1987: 213). For example, this sub-strategy is applied when a person is explaining his reason of doing something.

b. Sub-strategy 2: The speaker associates clue by mentioning something associated on the requested action to the hearer (Brown and Levinson, 1987: 215). For example, this sub-strategy is applied when a speaker requests something to the hearer by talking about other thing related to his request.
c. Sub-strategy 3: Assuming the meaning of the speaker (Brown and Levinson, 1987: 217). This sub-strategy can be done by including a guess in one’s utterance.
d. Sub-strategy 4: The speaker states less than the truth, done by limiting attributes those are implying unpleasant matters (Brown and Levinson, 1987: 217). For example, this sub-strategy can be applied by hiding some parts of the fact related to the discussed matter.
e. Sub-strategy 5: The speaker states something exaggeratedly. This is done by dramatizing the real condition (Brown and Levinson, 1987: 219). The example of the application of this sub-strategy is telling an incident in a dramatized way.
f. Sub-strategy 6: The speaker repeats an utterance without adding clarity, by stating patent and important truth (Brown and Levinson, 1987: 220). This sub-strategy is applied for example when a speaker talks about a factual thing.

g. Sub-strategy 7: The speaker uses contradiction by stating the truth and persuading the hearer to agree (Brown and Levinson, 1987: 221). The example is by stating a factual truth in order to make the hearer agree on something.

h. Sub-strategy 8: The speaker satirizes by communicating something in a way which is indirect and contradictory to the real condition (Brown and Levinson, 1987: 221). The example is when a speaker talks about something opposing the real happening to satirize the hearer.
i. Sub-strategy 9: The speaker uses aphorism or metaphor by hiding the true connotation of the utterance (Brown and Levinson, 1987: 222). For example, this sub-strategy is applied when a speaker communicates something by using other thing.
j. Sub-strategy 10: The speaker uses rhetorical question, by stating question to do the FTA (Brown and Levinson, 1987: 223). The example is when a speaker states a question which does not need to be answered.

k. Sub-strategy 11: Ambiguous utterance (Brown and Levinson, 1987: 225). The example is when a speaker says something that can be interpreted in more than one ways.

l. Sub-strategy 12: The speaker camouflages the object of the FTA or disguising the violation (Brown and Levinson, 1987: 226). The example is when a speaker does not mention the violation done by his or her speaking partner.
m. Sub-strategy 13: The speaker does over generalization in order to avoid FTA, by stating common rules (Brown and Levinson, 1987: 226). This sub-strategy is applied for example when a speaker avoids to talk on a specific matter. 
n. Sub-strategy 14: Substituting the conversation partner by directing FTA to other person/party who is impossible to be violated (Brown and Levinson, 1987: 226). For example, a speaker can puts the blame on other person who is not present in the place where the conversation takes place.

o. Sub-strategy 15: The speaker does incomplete revealing by using ellipsis (Brown and Levinson, 1987: 227). The example is when a speaker cuts down the utterance to make it incomplete.
2.4.
The Relationship between Politeness Strategy and Representative Speech Act

In this sub-chapter the writer presents references significant to the relationship between politeness strategy and representative speech act. In this part the writer does not include the examples for they have been included in the Introduction.

Ismari stated that the successful application of politeness strategies will create a politeness condition that enables an interaction happens without embarrassment for both the speaker and the conversation partner (Ismari, 1995: 35).

In reality, the relationship between the conducting of politeness strategy and a speech act can be observed by using politeness scale. There are three kinds of politeness scale those are Leech politeness scale, Brown and Levinson politeness scale, and Robin Lakoff politeness scale. 
2.4.1.
Leech Politeness Scale


Politeness scale as explained by Leech (1993: 194) involves consideration upon five aspects those are Cost Benefit Scale, Optionality scale, Indirectness scale, Authority scale, and Social distance scale. 
1. Cost-benefit scale, is a scale in which the aspect refers to the amount of advantage and disadvantage caused by a speech act.
2. Optionality scale, is a scale in which the aspect refers to the number of option(s) communicated by the speaker in a speech act.
3. Indirectness scale, is a scale in which the aspect refers to the level of direct or indirectness of the meaning in a speech act.
4. Authority scale, is a scale in which the aspect refers to the social relationship between the speaker and the hearer involved in a speech act. The more the social distance is, the speech act will tend to be more polite, and otherwise.

5. Social distance scale, is a scale in which the aspect refers to the level of social relationship between the speaker and the hearer. The closer the social distance is, the speech act will tend to be less polite, and otherwise.
2.4.2.
Brown and Levinson Politeness Scale

Brown and Levinson proposed a politeness scale that involves three aspects as follow:
1. Social distance between speaker and hearer, significantly determined by parameters of age, gender, and socio-cultural background. 

2. The speaker and hearer relative power or also termed as power rating, is a scale which is based on the asymmetric position between the speaker and the hearer. 

3. The degree of imposition associated with the required expenditure of goods or services or also known as rank rating, is a scale which is based on the relative position of the other speech acts. 

2.4.3.
Robin Lakoff Politeness Scale

Robin Lakoff also proposed a politeness scale which involves three aspects. In Robin Lakoff’s politeness scale, the three aspects are formality scale, hesitancy scale, and equality scale. 
1. Formality scale, is the scale which states that in a speech act all parties involved should maintain the formality and the standard distance.
2. Hesitancy scale or also known as optionality scale, is a politeness scale which states that options in a speech act should be given by both parties involved.
3. Equality scale, is the scale which states that both parties involved in a speech act should be friendly and consider speaking partner as a friend. 

2.5.
Face Threatening Act

The discussion in this study focuses on the application of politeness strategy in representative speech act. Consequently, the writer feels the need to present references related to Face Threatening Act since the understanding upon it will be very useful in the analysis.

In communicating a speaker will always tries to save the ‘face’ of his or her conversation partner. Brown and Levinson (1987: 61) explained face as personal image owned by each individual. Goffman (1967: 5) explained face as a positive social value which is stated by a person effectively for him or her self in accordance to the way assumed by other party(ies) has been used in a particular contact.

Brown dan Levinson (1987: 61) elaborated that there are two kinds of face those are the positive face which is the want of every individual to be understood, and the negative face which is the want of every individual to be free from disturbance.

This explanation is in line with Rustono (1999: 68-69) who explained positive face as the face referring to individual’s self image that desires the individual’s action, possession, or belief, to be good and pleasant. On the other hand, Rustono explained the negative face as the face referring to the individual’s self image that desires to be respected in the way in which the speaker is free to do an action or from the obligation of doing something.

In relation to the concept of face, Brown dan Levinson (1987: 65-68) mentioned the utterances those tend to be unpleasant and they termed them as Face Threatening Act (FTA). In other words, FTA can also be explained as the kind of utterance that causes the lost or violation of the speaking partner’s face.
Brown and Levinson (1987: 65) further explained that there are two kinds of face threatening act those are the positive FTA and the negative FTA. The positive FTA includes command, request, suggestion, advise, warning, threat, challenge, offering, promise, compliment, and the expressions of negative feelings such as hatred and anger (Brown and Levinson, 1987: 65-66). On the other hand, Brown and Levinson explained the positive FTA to include disagreement, criticism, underestimating or embarrassing, complain, anger, accusation, insult, and conflict (Brown and Levinson, 1987: 66-67).
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