bevgosmao baboborgob bs3oTo bsdg@yzgmm
5383%0 5 Josmndg 3sbnbgde Jomym 9b5do:
396 -3mMabo 3g90bL3gd@ogs

ds60bg mggodg

gb 658630 goboboemogh 389396 0dob F9bobgd oy Hodrpgboco 89bgc -
o 3obbb3ogg8memos 3obmbgdo bmposmma@o bobobogol boFod bodgdyzgem
0989839 (bbbo) bogstronggemmBo. gobosbemodgdgemo bsdgdyzgemm ogdgdo Jotr

00 3G N0 0689M0H(300056 65[953989800. 330939 Gotrgds Fbmemma
%3969006 39bgtmem bond6gd0g. 3dsByd0om 3ombgetmgdo gozgmms bmio-
st Jbgendo. 998980 99H0bMSs BommgbmdEog Fgosmgdydl.

doGomso bsdogdm boBg3zgdo: 09350006mB8s; Lmioscnmto bobg;
benggosena@o Loboborgol bsTodo bsdgdyzgemm osgddgdo; 3sbmbgdo; a96-
®©IM0; JosEBmemo gbo.

1995 §gmb 06306y 3mxdsb3s godmgdzgybs mgmtos bmosma®o bo-
bolb gbobgd [amedsbo 1955], 5oz obodsdo dobzs @eobg boBGMAL
53539 ©935Dg. ob 068 gegLol Lagsbl Focdmomagbos IMegsmo 33emg-
30bmgob Fmgdolb go63s3cmmdsTo. s, gb 06@gegbo 3ogs NRO™
a50boMs dob Fg3ga, Mo dGOMBIs s mg306LmbAs godmsodszgybal
90mdm0ogz0 33ema3s 1978 Famb [d6ombo s mg306Lmbo 1978] 83039 Ls-
300bdg. 3500 PoMImoaobgl mogebosbmdol LMo gangdo, MmIgmocs
300 mobobdo Mboggtbommeos. 3ol Bgdmgg ¢Modtogzo 33mags dgoddbs
33 Logombdy, HMIgmms boffomo dom 53608 03900s S dmgoi 3o dom
3096 FomBmmagbom mgmtosl 3obsgtzmdos [3omo... 1986; 2005; s39)-
dm@m 1988; dom 1994; oégobo 1990]. Bombgmsegse 930bs Mm@ Hod o
B90ddbs 3gtrdme a9bgcobs s bmzosma®o Labol 3m3dobszosdyg. gb
6030 FoemBmowagblb Lmzosma® Lobgbs s ggbwg®dg Lmommaob-
a30L@ e 3960L3gd@ogolL Jommm g6s3n. ,,Hmagmt Rsbl dmgogHmo
@botro bmgosmemo bobol Fgbobsehnbgdmoen mebosymmoamos obggg
Omgmig hzgbo Bmaswmo dmmbmgbomgds Bgz306s6mhmbma Lobg” (3obm-
bo 1996:115). 33mags asbobomagl dotrmms ool o9 o6 Lmzosme-
60 Labob Bgbo®hmbgdol Mbstho Msbosymmomo s sbggzg 3mmENOH-
moE 3ob306MHmdgdmmo. 3ol 09 56 0535D05bmMdolL LM gangdol
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mb03gMbommdol mgmtos sbggg gotgobo Ladstrmggmmbogol BGmam®
3NGNMoLbmgoL? 50056 M9 56 3sbnbgdo bmzosmanemo Lsbobmgol Ls-
808 Lodg@y39em 2d&gddY 8bIMNmIE b3groBeznMo Jobonm ,39-
&9hm—agbogcmnm” 0b@gmod30080? 83 3ombggddg 3sLmbo Fgodmgds
35039L IbmenmeE ©obgmMLol sbsemodol gdamd. doybgmsegem odabs,
3bamodol 3MmEgbo Mmdogd@ndse 3hmonddonmo 0dbgds bmemmem
053dmmgbodg obgmo sMbgdomo Bod@meMal gomgomabfobgdol Bgdwga,
OmamMoEss 3mGgJbEPsmacmds, Lognszondo 3mb&adudo, Bmbamo
30bs, 3mb@adbdnsm Mo 9ngd@9de s bbg.

dmeom gobgobommo bofyzgdo 36003-8o0dob sbosmo 533980l ¢rg-
3mEBog0sb gho gho Jomomym smbdg [sbomo s339d0; Bnbomsgo—2;
20:00; sg30b@m, 3; 2011].

693mEOE 570 568 0-Lobo@sMomm 306Hmdgddg dombgmmol dsdstTo,
Los o6 960b oEmmo d3oEMo LobodsMonmo bmMdgdo. 3owMgddo
Bobl, B3 Logzgdo 3OMENIGId0 o6 0bobgds do0ge®To. dsdMrImMdomo
Ldgbol H93mbrgb&o Fgzo0mbzedg mm HoGm3 56 0bsbagh bmeé b dscso-
396030 (3bgm ©™gl, 30mMmmAL Moz30 3503sMMNMML s 5ddMBL, BMI Ms-
doom 3OmENd@0 0bsbgds s(3035630 s Ibmmme Mol 3obdsgmmdsdo
39dmogdgm, Mo Mo Fgndmgdgmos 3sb szeotamb Logmsbemobsm-
30L gLbogdmbm mz0Lgdgdo.

A (d): Go@m™3 56 0bsbogm bmer b do3035630?

B (3): B3gb bm& b modom do30396 30 gobsbogm, s pmobom godma-
39d3L. Fgpdmagdgmos [bmeso] gosndegb by LFGsBsw. bambo yory-
mmdb o 33symuomos.

dogdmdomo Lggbob 3meHgb3mbrogbdo dodszsiEo Mgbdmbogbdol
,0035809M" Labgl (negative face) ¢9gdbolb bagmbgl moz3sb0sbmd0L 3oM-
53060 (on-bald) bE®s@gaool dodstrmngol gdom. Mgb3mbogbdo (300-
mmdlb o6 Fggemobmb ,bmEosma®o Labob “ Mmndis ob Bgodmgds godmB-
boogl godgoggmo, GmIgmoi oM 03o3L ofgbgdmem LsboGetonm
B 3dgdl. 5dob Jonbgosgswe, semg93L batobbol dogdbodlb s 53mdlL obgm
65dgb Go3 Lodstrommgl o6 Fggbedsdgds — boizgdo 3Omond@gdo bma
30030mo® 35Masgl Lo3ggd mzgobgdgdl Logbgdo Gedmogbodg Lssmals
356353mmdsTo. ol o ©og395830dMdL oGl ob o Me@m3 oMRggl
35340390 93 gdsb — Logsdme asbsibomb obgmo Gymomo, Mo
939mbomzolb sbg 3boos? skl My 96 330l dodgdo ob Boddo, M3
3m69b3mbogbdo Jomos o9 ob, HMI gowsogdol JoxFTygdmmds Lady-
3946ms, o mM0gg 900o? sbgmo smmazo3Nmmds gom(3gdsl 0fz93L.
6gd0bdogco ,MoEombomnmo 53968 0"  dob sgomdg Jodgdor Lbgzs
539L osbobgmgds. dGembol s mggzobbmbol dogé FomBmmagbo-
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Mo 5350056md0l LGE®SGJangdo [dMombo & mggz0bbmbo 1987] gi3¢d-
6gds MoE0mbomae a505FYy39@0mgdgdl, Hm3gmoi o6 ghagds dgdmm
dmgdyne dogomooml. 8dgeb 3odmdmobstg, Lonb@gMgbmes asgogmm
30Dg%0, M3@M3 gobs MbdmMbogb@®ds sbgmo oMsEombsmnmo ©s -
LB onmo 3sbybo. OHmgme(z dgdmo Imsgdnm LomdscBo Rsbl, Jomds
3m6gb3mbogb@ds dobo dsdszszo Mgbdmbrogb@ ol Lmizosmnmo Labol
Bgemobgol Log®mombol dgg8 mosygbs dogdbodsemmeo botobbom — boge-
cme dobo bmEosemyMo Lobolb Bgmebzsed Jgodmgds asdmofgos sbgmo
3mmya03nco 3sbabo o9 Gohstro Mm@Lolb Lodyzgdh gogomgsmabfo-
bgdo — ,30M©s306M0 Londsto (on record baldly) s bmiosmadmo babob
L5F0To Lsdg®yzgmm 59&gdol yggmobsoto Bgbomdgals (redressive action)
356939 30dmygbgds ammobbdmdl mow obgl bmgosmymo bsbobomgol
©5 9bws 0ymb g3sdmygbgdmmo Ibmmme 35d0b Mmmabsei sMgbo@ol
Legosmydo Labol Fgmobzol dobodsmyGo Mobgo sMLYdMAL® [gm@bo
2003:8].

030bomzgol, Hm3 godmaMoibmm Ggmg30dool Bog@mMGo s 3sg0-
amo Lofobosmdmgam LJgbol FomdmIoagbggmo Fothdmowagbl o
369 350530 Y398 BoJ@™ML, go5bsmodgdamo nym Lo@nsEos of Laws
399960 s M3gee@mmo 56 ¢Jdbols bLogmmbgl GHgldmbogbdl. obsemo-
Bobongol smgdagmos Ggomado 0bGghsgdizool bsFy39®gdo x39Mgo0b
396gMmmo LomdMmgdosb Lowsi 0b6&ghegdizool Imbsfomggdo Lbgs-
sbbgs Lo@meEonmo 3m33mbgb@gdoom Lbgswsbbgs sbsgmdmog xanxnl,
Legosmy® 3mDdoz0sL 309393698006, s Lbgosbbgs batolbboo bos-
bmdgdo 56056, ghmo—ghmo domasbo sbogbl obgmo Godogmo Logey-
3300l omnb@Gomgdsl, Mdm3gmoi Joomym Mgommdsdo bJomMow brog-
ds — atdgmmo 030, y39ms meg0lb kML gmmegds, ghmo—ghmo Jomo
mEogme doeol. 8dsgg M0a8o dwgmdo dsdozoEo 3om0dosbgdmmo do-
3ommoglb 0Mod (off the record)/3s8030b(3930L (deference) LGMsGgansl
5 d05603693L Jomds@mbl, ™3 dobo NBmadgdo soMmmas s MdmI ob
Mbs omdGOMbogl moz30lL saomb.

353535(30: JomdsBmbm! o9 yggme M0gaB3o gogsgsto!

Jomo: Bbmmmm Gomoisl 33ombog [Bmmatgb] s ogndmubogdo
6oab.

35353530 LobMaL JomdsGmbL o3 ¢3065L3b9m3s s0(335L Fabgdo
5 53539 @OML LmmosBMdSL ¢bowadL sbsthgbgdl MHogBo dogmal
53 Jomdo@dmbol gotms. gEmmoghommdol 3ogdbodol pethmgggom s 306-
53060 LEOGga00l M300056 sEYdom Bods3530 Logmmbal ¢gdbals
boggomot Metymauom ,bobgl* (negative face) s 93539 adom sdmoghgdl
3oL 068 gbz0sl. Jomds@mbo magol dbtog bgosgh s, ™I ,d060—Lm-
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305 ©0“ ®a9Bo LFMMgE 03 35353530096 ghmaw dobo Fobssmdwgans
(93 ®amnL L,Fomdmewagbl), bgdwgds dobo ,osgdomo Labol® (positive
face) 303560 Fodmbyem LagOmbgl, dogsd dobo Fgdmamdo bodogo dob
mofymzom bobgb LogmHmbgBo s3gdL Fo®dmmddnmo Jodgdom. gb Go-
309900 (39399, ML ,b9d0L” LG gans (volition strategy) Bgdmeols
0535930 [mmbabgmudo 1995:74].

donbgosgsw Dgdmo Imgdnemo dsgsmomabs, dbgsgbo Jgdmbzggg-
3oL LESBOLEGOINHTs SbomM0BTs LodoMobdotm Fgrogagdo Imagis. Mg-
smaé 06@9cMagd0e8o 35 dbgagbo Godolb Fgdmbggzol Gomogbmdmogo
Bgomgds asbbomamo oym, Mmwabsi 14 Joemolb gotrymazomo bebg do-
353530Lgsb Fodmbymo Log®mmbol d399 ©o 6 Jomo sbggg dodogaol
doge Jggddbomo omgdoma bobob Lagmbob Jggd ogym, sbggg asobbo-
o 0ym Jgdombzggzgdo, Lowsi 9 38303530L Potrymnomo bsbg Jomols
3096 Fggdbomm LogMmbgdo oym s 6 3ods 3030 30 ogdomo Labolb Log-
6okl gggd (ob. gbeomgdo 1 s 2). yzgms gb 3gdmbggzs Foerdmocagbl
B98mbg9393L, MHmgbsi BbbggM3mb gdndgds Logstmo Lobols sba bm-
3osmaeo Lsbol b Jgmobge.

3bomodabgsb Jomgdmmo Bgogagdol dobgogom MR™m oo oS-
3500MdS 5MLdMBL 0dobLs, HMI Jomagdds Mgogo®gds dmobrnbmb bgdol-
dogto 030l Lobob Log&mmbol sLgdmdol Fgdmbggzsedo Mmogbsi gb
dmeol 353535(30Lgsb s BHBMIgmoa odormagh 358030L39d0b LGESE -
a0sb (ob. bMomgdo 3 s 4). 3o®mgdds shzgbs, H®m3 Jgwmgagdo Igbsd-
mgd9emos 04mb Hoogsmamon asblbzeggdnmo Mdmmgbsi 0dsgg bgb-
05 Jmeob LomdMgdos gobbomgols Lagsbo, Mo o3 3gmggol asbbomgols
™d09d&L o6 Fomdmowggbl.

sbGocmo 1.
Jomams 35bnbgdo 3535 3530b Joge gsbbmezogmgdam bbba-by

Jomoms 3sbgbgdo  vs. 3odszoims 3sbigbgdo

m3obabs 0030 9903039
@otymazomo bbb (14) 10 4
sgdomo bLLs (6) 3 3
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sb&ocemo 2
353535300 35bebgdo Jomol doge gsbbmdogmgdamm Lbbs-dg

35353530 3obmbgdo  vs. Jomos 3sbbgdo

m3obabs ™30 Fgo3o3s
@otymz0mo bbbs (9) 5 4
sgdomo bLLs (6) 2 4

330l Ygdamd 30g3 MM gombzsmo Ygmas  moomgymo ghomo
30006300 s domo Logotonom 3sbnbgdom (0b. 3bG0OMgdo 3 s 4). 3o6-
390 3ombgoto (0b. 3bGomo 3) Imoisgos 300bzsL Mbos gs0dstrommml
09 56 353535380 0530 ML Jomo ol ,aom3srmnmgdgm® bode-
530090 bgogzL s sMFINbML Mebsdmbomdemg dob g mmEMBgmmdsTo
(Bgg0mbgs 1) o 3sLgbobdagdemmds sommb s dobo swgdomo bobg
Logtobol g3g98 hosgomb (Fggombgs 2). gmerg goombgsto (bomo 4)
Lo3oMob3otms 3otggmob, Lowsi Jomos bmosmadmo Labol b Bgmab-
30L 3m@gbion®o dbbggm3mo. Mgbdmbrogb@gdl s6 Jmbosom dmzgdnmo
Lo@moE0co b 3mb@gdbEMsmuto Bmbo. 30639 JombgstBo 67 MgL-
3mbg@0wsb (32 35353530 3 35 Joema) 22 383535330 306390 356056~
&0 506h0s, 3580b BMgLs bmmmE sbs®Rgbds 10 dods3o(38s so®hos
3gmeg 356056@0 30639 300063560 T0. Mo Fggbgds dgmeryg 300bgoMUL,
356 Fgd0ga0n Fggagdo Imagzie (0b. gbMomo 4).

sbGocmo 3.
30639mo gombzsmolb got0sbGms bEsgobGozn®o dmbsiodgda
35605680 1 356005680 2
(%) (%)
Joemo 2.85 97.14
303535330 68.75 31.25
sb®ocemo 4.
dgmbg 3oombzsmob 3560568ms LGsGobGoznco dmbszsdgdo
3560560 1 35605680 2
(%) (%)
Jommo 22.85 77.14
353535330 0 100
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EBG0mgdol 1 s 2 Imbo3gdgdobgsb goblbgsggdom bEomgdols 3
5 4 B909agd0lb dobgogom 3s3s35(3900 (30m™d9b LmEosmma®o Labol
b (,Lobolb“) gbsBmbgdsl 3sBob HMEgbsi bodmoEos 330l Lsdmsmgdsl
0dmg3s s MHMEYLLG bogstmm dom Labgl Logmmby o6 gdndegds. 3o-
60L306 06&gMsd0s LaFgsmgdsl sdmygsl dom godmezemabmb domo ,ds-
35353960 domomRmgds” s ,dMomIgdgmo” Jomo bs3nmat ,bodstrom-
m930“ s Inbmb.

bgdmom Foerdmeoagborm bGomgdBo dmgdnmo yzgms LEsGOLEo-
31060 3mbs3gdob dombgosego Loob@ghgbmes ogmgbgb o9 s 33emg-
30L Fggagdo LogotmggmmBo LmEosmymo 0b@ghadioobogol L3g-
3080396 d3mbgdsl. 3obmbol dobgwzom ,ymazgem gbol gbodmgdgmos
a05Rbgl aot339mmo bgdbo godmogmobmb bbgomdgdo dosmanxmgdols
o6 bvmos®mdol LggdmTo ob mMoggdo ghmow, Mm3gemo Soblbgds
3060b306 NON0gHNMdGdTo domonBmgdol b bmmopsmdolb niowe-
gl 36033bgmmdsdy Mgnghgbioom s ymggmo oMol dmmbmgboemg-
30 bosmgmo gobsmlb BHmame bgosgl ol 83 gemmogmhomdsl” [3sbmbo
1996:124]. gbsdmgdgmos oy s6s gb sbg ogmb Jorormmo gbols Bgdmb-
393990337 Fgdgan sbsmodol mgmEoymo Logmdzmol FTystrm mozm-
%305 [mozmeo 1979; @obgbo 1996:140] OmM3gemds Jgdmagmogads 3mdv-
Bogogoydo 3m33989biEool mmbo gmzmbo: dsbdomoal, 3s8030b3930b,
33bsbog & s Lobowol. dsbdomdg Bm3mbo — dmboymdcmal doge Lomd-
0ol 8938930, 38960 Bobgks sB3MMbMBL s ,030FMm398L* Abdgbgmb.
3obdomo bbgosbbgzs 3mm@En®sBo Jgodmgds Lbgomsbbgs ,Logmdob®
0ymb. Mo 9zem ,obemmb doofgglb* Imbondég dbdgbgmobzgbh wutm
3505m0s M0bgo ssMmzomb Mebsdmbendmol ,306Mswo bogMg: bbgs-
©obb3s 3G NEOL FomdmIowmagbgmb aoblbbgezgdmmo ,dmdob bogezg
5d30% ,Lbgob B go@mmnsdg Igdds ymggmmgol Lobosdmgbm o6 seob.
5356 Bgodmgds aodmofzomb (33momgds Hm3mobmgobsi dgmeg dbs-
g 3o o6 560b 96 Fg¢ddbsl Logmombyg Lobgl o6 mgom-Fgxelgdsl,
s M5ds3 dgodmgds godmofgomlb gueoEbymaol ob mbgdbammdal
a6dbmds 56 gemobmb bmgosemneo bsbob “ [momabmbo 2007:64]. 0b-
&96gbob Logsbb FomdImewmagbl gogogmo bgdmm blbgbgdmmo ,30Msw0
Loge 930" gges 0f393L 9 o6s 3HMENGMOLmgol sdsbsbosmgdgm
30LbgdlL g3oMgE0b agbogtnm LomdmgdTo. oMo Loghgdo Jggers
365335 mmo m35mbsdMobom godmfzgmmos bmiosmuemo bsbobogol
L530To Lodg@yzgmm og&gd0m, HMIgmbss B03ysgoco LoxdEMal mos3m-
30Lgymmo Jodbbal, Lobgmaw 398030L(393s, oGMM39393Y. s e hzgb
3039439900 dogglb moRosb o gamxdsbowsb, d®onbbs s mggz06LmbL
s fmmol bodlb Bgdwamd, Logmmby oMo Loghgdo Jgdmols Lbgs
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360x89M0s gamms Jbdgbgmol otygmauomo babol Fgmobgol LogGmbo-
Lo — goboEboo 3830560l NRmMgdgdls s GgModmmosdyg, Lyyezomo
094mb ®s30Lb98smo bbgolb dogh mogbdmbggmmo sBMgdaLasb, o6 5gdgb
3608369mmds LfmGo o9 dssto. ,&9bogbios godmoygbm ¢atymezo-
00 §030L M935b05bMmdoL BMMIgdo (negative politeness), s bodo gonbas
dbdgbgemol maz30byBmgdsdyg, Jgodmgds ebsbmmo ogmb Gmams 3o-
&030Lgdolb LEMGgans® [ommo 1996:66]. 30M3gmo MG Bmznbobasb
aobbbgoggdom ,odbsbsgmMo® stmomgmudor meb brogglh gesobogmm
»5653FOMImnA” 3M0b6(30390L, s 935830 MbsdsO NRMgdgdocm
B93meoobs.

65O ™Iol obofyolBo @oldmm Jgzombgzadg 3sLybol gobozgdec,
30%563gfmbomo 0gdbgds aodmgoggmomo x3gbmdgbo, Gm3gmbsi swgo-
mo 3L Jotonm gbsdo — ggboamg. bogyas 3gbsaomy ooy gbes-
Bo bogdomm LoymEsmmgdms ,30Mso bLoghzob* mgombsd&oboo — dsb
8gdmos 3sdmogmobmlb Modrgboe 39brgMmen 6 3umENOYmar
©5d9b@memo Jgodmgds oymb dobo godmygbgds gbsdo, Mo Joowmm
abol mé Lbgosbbgs 3mmalow ymaxl. mogsm Lodyzs wbozsmmyMos,
Mogob Jgudmgdgmos dobo 9dzo3omgb@ol 3mgbs bgdolbdogm Lbgs
96530, 35806 BMgLsi oL mzom Joomm gbsBo Medmeogbodg gdazo-
35mgb®o dmgdmggds — Igbo Fotndy, Igdmaggmyg. on Lo@ygol obGm-
605L JOMbmmmaomMom 1396 393939000, gbsbagom, HmA ol 5mboTbsog-
©5 5 5mb0dbsgl ,a9000935“—L (ssbemmgdomo 3603369cmmds) dogcsed
mgbomgmdon gb bodygs axdm gl dmoiegh, Mo Imggzgosbgdom
33 bLESG05T0 0gdbgds gobbormmmo. Jormmm-0bamabn®o mgdbozmbgdo
a5bLodMacMaggb dob Bmamd3 ,a00bm3; ggmeyas’ dob gydmos bIbodg-
0ol 39b6di0ol gbermmagdsi s Bgbdobml godmbomdzedl mogedosbo
9emxgMo. Jogbgosgs 5dobs, eOHmbmeb ghmswm bodyzsed Jgodobs 3owgs
39360 Lbbgs 36093b9emmds s BMbd(0980¢.

o9 bLodyzsl ,3965335m" 83Bmom Lgdgdew dsm Bmeol smImgs-
Bgbo B930ga 3603369mmdgdL: 698 dmIgo Rsggbsigmm gsbsgo®mdo®
(36033bgmmds Im39dnmos ssbmmgdom). mgom bobmgzos dob Foab-
Bo ,,3b5& 3N Lo Yyzems s godmbosmgdzsdms 3Mgdmmo” 3g3megodmdL
8990293 ©gB0b030gdL: 3935309M9; Fgbo Fondg; magb Jgdmagama. sd3g
aobgobomagm dmgogcom abgo dogomomls, Hmdgmo bo@ygsl ,a9b6s(339-
mg“ Bg0io3L.

dogoemooo 1.

bmd doromsmos, agbsigemg? — Imbomdmyg dodotrmagh swgdoomo
&030b »g5b0sbmdsl (positive politeness) s ,,0600850 0cmbmgl msobb-
3Amdsb o Lo®ygs »,a9b53335mg" IMmEOLEYdINMo© dImJdgrgdl s godm-
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bongdgodl 335893L Bsomostmdolb genxzghl, Gm3gemoi domosb 3asogl
obmgbol gmMIsl — momgmb—os dmboyndeg Lobmgl mobsdmbodamagl
05905663mb ol Jogh gsdmmddnm sBML. Mmd3s, godmbsmgdzsdol 0d3-
0353055 bdgbgmb moglh dmsbzomb dobo oD s 5339 ML gsdo-
M0SOHNMO 5 MBOMO GmMbom 330MmgdL 3o53mbscmdgsedl, Mo LondMal
dgmeg dmbsfomabzgh 500l dodstromema. dsb Jggdmos ghmmmmanmsw
»000dobmb” s LLobmgmb® 3owgi. gb Lo®ygs 0dMmoMgdnmow 0y
3M3d0bs(300T0 godmygbgdymmo bgdobdoge Lbgs gsdmbomgdgzsdmasb od-
™33 9839J8L, Hm3gmbsi Bgndmos Jbdgbgmo ImIstronmlb got3zgmmo
sBMgd0obmgal. Bodgdo 3o ob sc0l, Hm3 gb Lo@ygzs 0fg93L Lbgewsbbgs
Sbmzososl, Hmogbsoi bofobssmdmgam Ldgbmsb dodstrmgdsdo godm-
099b9ds.

dogoemomo 2.
(893535330 gnhoBo aodgmagem Joml dodseronsgl)

d: 39bo33omy!
J: Omame dgoszm?!

B9dmo dmEgdnmo dsgsmomo (dsgsmomo 2) a30h39b93l, o9y Bm-
am® Bgndemos 9o bLo@yzsb Jgodobmlb sdLmmaEmEmaw 3obLbgsggdnmo
3603369mmds o BMbdos, Hmmabsi Lodysgonto 3mbGgdu@o, Bm-
byco 3mebs s 3mb@adb@nemamo gxgd@gdo PHMogHhomddgwgdsdo
3me0sb. bodyzs 3gbsigamyg dogomomdo 2 Imddgwgdl Gmams dodst-
030b gmEMIs, MdM3gembsi oMol bobosmo odglb, dogcmed gucoiba-
4mxzgmo gmemdss Jomo dbdgbgmobogol. Bgbomdzol gocgdg (on-bald),
306Hs30600 mEmBs, dog®med 5dmJdgEgdnmo ogdomo Godolb mogse-
B05bmdol 3006303907, s 3odmygbgdmemo 3odszs30bmgol LEHmosw
aEbm Jomob dodothon 0mgdl ,mbodlb* Lobgl, GmIgmoi ogmgbl dsds-
39606 Imfmbgdol doemolb o6 3obo Lbgmemolb aotmgzzgmmo bsFomgdols
30356 Joromm Mgommdsdo. godmbomgdzsdo 3godmgds Rosomgomml
mbogomaé dmgmgbow, Mowash ob Bgodmygds ,sgdndermb” 3bdgbgmals
©5JB0m @S NYotymBoom bobgbsi ghmeOHmMmsw — mGo bofobssmdwmg-
am, bmgosmy®o Lsbobmgob bLoBoTo bodg@yggmm og@olb botrggo. bLody-
3% 83965339mg 0dmmoMgdnmor g35dmygbgdabsl, omggm togado, gdund-
6905 ©ogd00 Labgl s VYaNm3gdgrYmRL Jorrolb 0MYdNmIdgdL ©s
a0dmbo@ogl 935803(3999mmdsl dob dodotrm. 3ol gdwmaga 30 Logto-
bab 9ddbol Jomal Metrygmaom bsbgl Lobm@dm/bsgmom@om Jdgogdoom,
0n3dis Jobo mEPs gMmastHumos.

»OM5mbo s mgz306Lbmbo [1978] [1987] 383039096, BMI Brgsma
068 960d30530 g35dmbscndzsdgdol dogh Fomgdmmo gm&3gdo Fgodmg-
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35 0gmb obsbymo dmaméi mobazob@méo LoBymomagds, GmIgmogs
53959mBomgdl 05bs5MLgdMm s bJoMow 3mbxmoddnd Mot ymazomo
Lobobs (byegomo mogo ©s56gdmb) s agdomoa Labobs (byegomo
9439033 3mofFmbmb) dmmbmgbomgdsl. s30b Fgogasm ssdosbgdo b3o-
o S33xMB0bgdgb 35dmbs@mb Lagmmato LyMgomgdo s sdBMGdo oSG
— 306005306 369 0M0ds®. ,0M0dYMS 330mgdgemo baByermgdss
MEO009HNMEJd0L ©obedystgdmom s NMmmoghomdsdo dsbdoemals Ig-
Loddbgmo, o 3oMmed0M M35380Mgds dGSMbobs s ™mgz0blmbals
509300 S MoymBom LabgL [obgbo 1996:178]. dombgosgsm 53abs,
©9dmcs Gobgbol dogém blgbgdmmo 139bm3gbo IgbedsdobmdsBo dmemals
asbbobomggmo Lodygzol BMbJE0sLmsb ghmo godmbszmolol gotes.
Lo@yzolb agbsazsmy 30dmygbgds o6 3MolL 0MHdo BMMIoL Megedbosbm-
35. 3060gdoom, 0b Mo s 303060 03rgbse, Modmgbsmsi gb Igbod-
mgd9emos (ob. dsgomoomo 2).

3obabo 3b3gbgmols BbEIN®SE (0b. sgsmomo 2) mezes3g300m0 Jobssm-
Loboos. Jomo 53x%md0b93L d5B0bzg 93dgbsw M3sbimbmb sdozgsol 3mdgb-
&ML 5 J0560T6mL bmosmneo 98039&0L s Mgg35Ddg. dobo (Joemol)
3obmbo 83539 EOHML Jotrmmmo gombobmzgol sdsbsbosmgdgmo I@eMo-
bos, §39960L, Hm3gmoi sm3mbagmumo bmEosmamo s 3MmEnGOHamo
Bm63g80l IJmbgs, s 83 bmM3gdol sdtmgggo odszsEo Imbondmgs,
donbgosgse 0dobs, Hm3 géo Jgodmgds dmadsgl ,ogdomo gm®dol
035005bmdol dJmbg  3mm@ENMob 338 gam®nsBo (positive-politeness
culture) dmgos© [mmbalbzmado 1995: 69].

3ogoemomobgeb 2 goblbgeggdom dotoggmo dodsgoso sMsbmwgl
30dsmmogl dgmerg 3o30353L Lodygom agbsagemyg Gmd gggo o6 Tg-
0@9bmb dob LydbysmyE MB0gbE (30530, Mbrsi dobo MmEMogbdsos
3633003090 0gmb bobsdgomgBo. MHowash Jomggmo geobmgal
OmamO 3 3nm@amobmgol  dombgnmo Lbogstm bmgosmamo Labob®
360336gmmds 9Bcm owos 306y ,06030095mAMobs” [omdm@o
1988; 8om 1994].

5939 Mbos 93mboBbmm, M3 33magzol sbsmobabogol Logotm
0535098000 dsoLamol Imbadmzgdmom s 0dol goboggdswm Medwgbsw
35bLbgo39dmmos g96gMal mgombadmobom Lo ygol ggbsigemyg smd-
3o Jotorem 96530 godmz0mbgs Ro@otms bmzosmaé JugmBo Facebook.
95 gb3mbrogb@nwsb Ibmmme 10 dsdsgsio d00hbygl, ™3 bLodyss ag-
bogomg gmom@ ol LoTMomgdss, MmIgmbs doMomsws Jommsb do-
3o gdsdo 0ygbgdgb. 8 Jomo xodemdl, dmd gl Lodgdeto bgdbos. 28
Jomo godmmdlL, M3 gucsiEbdygmazgmos, Gmogbsi gb Logygs gbdob
303535(30L bE0ESb. ML3mMbogbdms MAMOgmgbmds RodOHMdL, Hm3
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Lo@yzsLmab ggbsgemyg 3m3d0bo30880 gmo s 0g03g 3odmbomgdgsdals
068 9b00b 0mgdds sdm3ngdmmos obgo 3sGemabagzol@ne Lodmsmg-
390dg Mgz 96 sbemagl godmmddol 3G mgbl, Hmam®aiEss 0b@m-
boos, dobgomo, §mbo s Lbg. bysmo 1 s 2 330h39693L g9bog®mm
Lbgomdalb Lodygs agbsgoma—L smddolb batrolb3o.

35806 Gmegbais Lodyss 3gbsEzsmy 0dmggs BgumoiEbdymugm ©s
B @ob bobosmol 3gmbg 9539d@L Jommsb dodstrmngdsdo aobbssmo-
693000 35306 Bmegbsi ol Fotdmmdzogh dsdozgso, ob godmgds go-
dmygbgdamo 0dbsl bEmosw 3obLbgsggdmmor Jomol dogé dsdsgsi-
036 303560 gdsB0 (0b. dogsemomo 3).

dogoemoomo 3.
353535(30: bm3 o6 Fgdmagz0gmwgdomn?
Jomo: 39 0g3gblb 30693933 3oMasm 39Mnmdoa, 3gbsgomg!

Lodyzs 39bs3gomg aodmbomgdzodlb 3@ gdl sbsdmbandmaligsb
399(3bmgdol gmagdl. dmbondeg dosb03bgdl dbdgbgeml, HM3 dmgzsto
53 m6L Mol gosomobs s, Hm3 Imboydmyg Joemol ,,306s0 Logk-

39" Mbos 0gmb ,,oEnmo? gutm g@oi, Jomo Imboymdmg 5dxmdobgdl
5033350 dobo ,,domomBmMadMmHogo“ 3mdons s 93335M® NYRMM g oo
mMobemmgogds ,393060LGNO* 3mBoosl. Bgbo FoM0dg-b s Fgdmagg-

mg-b, 39bs335emg-b Joonm gdzogomgb@gdl dbasgbo g89d&o gz o6
NRBMm LoM 3LEYMOs: Bo dmsemomo bod, gbo Focody.

[[] smo6@ob bsByomgds
B Lobm@dm gm®ds

Bgmerobymazol gmMds

B ubso

boy@smo 1. Jomob dogh bo@ygob agbsigomyg smdds
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[] smot@ob bsBgsmgds
B2 Lobm@dm gm®ds

BancoEbymaol gméds

B usso

boy@smo 2. 3sds3530b dog® bogygolb ggbsisgsmyg scmdds

sb6Gocmo 5.
bo®ygolb agbszomyg 3sdmygbgdol Mommgbmdemogo
@3 396G gme Jgratgds

Jomol dogc 30303530L ogc

353mygbgdnmo 353mygbgdnmo
(%) (%)
Joemo 61 39
353535330 72 28

Lo@yzsb agboigomg sbggg Igmdmos gosdmogmmlb otmbools s ao-
3obbomoggdol 939980 Lowsi Mozl 39bgtmmo bbgomds o6 ohgbl: 6o
F330960 dgogbat, agbsigamy’

Lo yzsd ggbosizemg NBcd™ dg@owe gobomEeto LyyMsmo oggobe-
& 03 3odmzomgol Jgdggy M™3gemos goggmws o3 bo@ygolb godmygbyg-
3oL Igbobgd. bmzosmymo Jugmo LsFgsmgdsl odmggs aodmgzgmobogl
8980930 — Joyybgsegem 03 Bogd@obs, Hm3 godmgombam Joemms MIGeg-
mgbmds (0b. byGomo 1) dooRbggl, GmI Lo@yzs agbsigsmyg dodsrmngol
B9neo(3bIYMBgmo BMMIss. mMogg Lgbolb Fomdmdawagbemgdo godem-
396, ®m™3 ob s dobo gdgozomab@gdo dotromsmoe godmoygbgds Joemg-
dob dogé (ob. 3bEomo 5).

939 B93mm Imgdnmo oL GoE0s, 3BG0mo ©s domBo sbobe-
o dmbo(398980 309 m0mgdL 9bol godmygbgdol ggbog®mmm Lbgomdgddg
Joomm gbsBo. Jomol dogh godmygbgdymo ,965" boboommgds MRt m
39&o© gImEogMo s MegEs330m0 dmbgdoom, 3sbLsgmmegdom 3530k,
Omgbsg 3oo Fodstrm 93mddgomgds bmzosmymo Lobobomgob LsBoBo
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Lo39BY39™ 53@gd0. domo gdu3sbLoyMo 3oemzgbnmmds Mtm bowo
bogds, Hmoabsg dom Lbobg“l Logemby gdndegds (360d3bgmmds o6
3J3L ©o®gdomo s YsMymR0mo) bogstmm. dmgogho FgdmbzgzsBdo
B9a30dmos Jodgdgdo s30b6sbmm Mobmgl ob@mEM0sBo — dmgzgemgbgdds,
cm3gmoi dgmzg Lonambob LodsemzgmmTo gomsMgdmms Jomagdo
mxbgdol Jomhgbomem sd30s. Logstme ,Labob* bag®mmbgBo hsgwmgds
obggg bog®mmbgl ¢ddbol 3o Boge LodnBom sgomgdol FgbstRmbg-
35L. 9308 M3 Jomgdo (300mmdgb MHg39G o300 gosnMBobmb, s6¢9) ,Labg”
Bg0bosehMbmb. gotms odobs, o9 33m935d0 sbobeem Imbs(39393L ao-
300035m0obFobgdom Jomgdo mxtm dg@ Lmiosmumo Lobobmgolb LeBo3
Lo39BY39e™m 3dB9dL SbMM(309mmgdgb oMy ods30(3900. 35T0b Bmg-
Lo 3585353900 NBRO™ 3g@oe Me3dg3939dMmo 360sb s 398 935d93
MRO® 09300000 go©s0sb. JgmMgl dbGog, 358535(398L odgm &9brogb-
30d ©330985300L 3osMAgbol bg@bgdl dodsmrmmb oy LagsGmmdsl
36 3g3L saomO. Mogo Johmym gbsl goshbos beBnomgdgdo godmbe-
BMb domonnmgds s bmmosmds ghmo s 03039 FmMIom, Hmdg-
oz LagoBronome 305608693L 3ol dmdbommdsbs s 963 sMbgdymo
3653350 033mm03530980L bLodromgdg. FoGemgdamo asdmzombgs
a30h39698L, M3 dMombobs s mgz0bbmbols mgmEool Mbogg@Mbommds
Bgodmgds gLodsdobmdsTo Immommgl Bggmemgdcog, osozn® 3man-
6035305L06, oG93 NROM LION3NMMBNMO Sbomodo gzsodmagb Ig-
©9390L, H™3gmo ghmo bL3gE0R03NE0 JNMENGOL dobsbosmgdgmos.
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Some Specifics on Ftas and Responses to Them in Georgian:
A Cross-Gender Perspective

Marine Levidze

This paper examines research investigating gender-different responses to Face-Threaten-
ing Acts in speech acts in Georgia. The speech acts under analysis in this paper are ex-
tracts from actual Georgian interactions. The research is conducted only on cross-gender
conversations. Surveys based on quantitative comparisons have been made on a social
network for additional support of the results.

Key Words/Identifiers: Politeness; Face; FTA; Responses; Gender; Georgian.

In 1955 Erving Goffman published his theory of face [Goffman 1955] and
in doing so gave rise to numerous works on the topic. It has for years been
an object of interest for much research. However, interest has increased since
Brown and Levinson published their research on the subject in 1978 [Brown &
Levinson 1978]. These gave a set of politeness strategies claiming that they are
universal. Since then much research has been conducted on the subject, with
some criticizing the theory [Longcope 1995; Eelen 2001] and some giving a
whole new spin to it [Hill et al., 1986; 2005; Matsumoto 1988; Mao 1994; Tracy
1990]. However, little has been done on the combination of gender and face-
work in particular. This paper presents a sociolinguistic perspective on face
and gender in Georgia. “It seems that some of the skills needed for face-work
are innate, as in our general need to maintain face” (Hudson 1996:115). This
research examines whether it is innate and culturally conditioned as well. Is
the theory of the universality of politeness strategies applicable to Georgia as
a culture? Are responses to face threatening acts gender-different in Georgian
cross-gender interaction? The answers can be given only after we analyse the
discourse. However, the process of analysis can only be objectively productive
when some essential factors are taken into consideration, such as co-textual
and situational contexts, background knowledge and contextual effects, etc.

Let us take a clip from a prime-time news report on a Georgian TV chan-
nel [Prime-Time News report, Rustavi-2, 20:00, August, 3, 2011].

Report on insanitay conditions at Marneuli Market, which is not tightly
regulated. Shots reveal food-products out of refrigerators on a hot day. On being
asked why meat is on display, a male respondent tries to justify this by claiming
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that the product had been kept in the refrigerator over night and was taken out
only during the day, and that meat cannot spoil in the time it is displayed for sale.

A(F): “Why do you keep the meat out of the refrigerator?”

B(M): “We keep the meat in the refrigerator all night and take it out only for
a day. Meat can not be spoiled so quickly. People buy it and they are satisfied”

The female correspondent threatens negative face of the male respon-
dent by exercising an “on-bald” and “on-record” politeness strategy. The latter
chooses not to give into this threat with the risk that he might appear like a
salesman who does not observe established rules of sanitation. However, the
salesman flouts the quality maxim by declaring something that does not cor-
respond to the truth: — that food products can easily spoil in the heat within a
few hours if not kept cool. The thing that leaves us puzzled is why the salesman
chooses to tell a lie that is so evident to everyone? Is what matters the fact that
the correspondent is a woman, or the fact that the programme is broadcast
publicly throughout the country, or both? Such a nonsequitur seems surpris-
ing. Any rational agent in his place would make a different excuse. Politeness
strategies given by Brown and Levinson [Brown & Levinson 1987] are based
on rational decisions which can not be fitted to the example given above.
Therefore, it is interesting to know why a person would give such an irrational
and absurd answer. Obviously, in the conversation above, the female corre-
spondent exposed her male respondent to the maximum extent of face threat:
the public exposure of the salesman’s face threat could easily account for his
non-sequitur if we follow Richard Watts - “To go on record baldly and commit
the FTA without any redressive action clearly involves the greatest amount of
face-threat and should therefore only be used as a strategy if there is a minimal
risk of threatening the addressee’s face” [Watts 2003:8].

In order to exclude the TV factor and to find out whether or not the op-
posite sex factor was the key turning point, a situation with no exposure of the
respondent to a cameraman was picked. For this analysis, extracts of recorded
cross-gender conversations were taken from actual interactions with partici-
pants from different age groups, social positions, with different levels of ac-
quaintance and in different settings. One of these illustrates a typical situation
that occurs in Georgian reality. In a long line with many people waiting for
their turn, a woman jumps the queue. A man standing in the line gets annoyed
and resorts to an off-record/deference strategy by hinting to the woman that
his rights have been violated and that she should return to her place.

Male: kalbatono! ak kvela rigshi vdgavart! “Madam, we are all standing in
a queue here!”
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Female: mkholod raghatsas vkitkhav molares da davubrundebi rigs, “Tll
just ask the cashier something and get back in line”

The man requires the rules be observed by the woman while showing his
solidarity with the others with the line, except for her. By flouting the relation
maxim and avoiding a bald-on strategy he threatens his own negative face but,
at the same time, he emphasizes his intention. For her part, the woman, seeing
that the “mini-social” group with a male (as its “voice”) is against her, gives
into surrenders to the positive face threat but her next move puts her negative
face under threat by making an excuse. This is a case where the “volition” strat-
egy comes into play [Longcope 1995:74].

However, a statistical analysis of similar cases yielded contradictory re-
sults. Quantitative comparisons of 35 cases of a similar type of actual interac-
tion were analysed with 14 females under a negative face threat coming from a
male and 6 females with a positive face threat, also coming from a male, while
9 males were under a negative face threat from a female and 6 under a positive
face threat from a female (see Tables 1 and 2). All the cases represent to the
victim face threats with public exposure.

According to the results obtained from this analysis, women are more likely
to respond to either face threat whenever it comes from a man embarking on
a defensive strategy (see Tables 3 and 4). The data revealed that they became
fiercer in defending their positions once when they felt they were under public
scrutiny. However, results may turn out to be radically different when the same-
sex conversations are reviewed, which is not the focus of the present research.

Table 1.

Female response to FTAs performed by a male

Female response/non-response vs. Male response/non-response

responded abstained
Under a negative FTA (14) 10 4
Under a positive FTA (6) 3 3
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Table 2.
Male response to FTAs performed by a female

Male response/non-response vs. Male response/non-response

responded abstained
Under a negative FTA (9) 5 4
Under a positive FTA (6) 2 4

Later, two further questionnaires were made up with one question each
and their possible answers (see Tables 3 and 4). The first (see Table 3) included
a question as to whether a man, caught red- handed by a woman, should make
excuses and take a chance at convincing his interlocutor of his truthfulness
(Question 1), or take the blame and face a positive face threat (Question 2).
The second questionnaire (see Table 4) was the reverse of the first one, with a
woman as the potential victim of face threat. Respondents were not given any
situational or co-textual background. In the case of the first questionnaire, out
of 67 respondents (32 male and 35 female) 22 men went for the first option,
whereas the other 10 men chose the second option for the first questionnaire.
As for the second questionnaire, it yielded the following results (see Table 4).

Table 3.
Statistical data of option choice for the 1st questionnaire
1st option 2nd option
(%) (%)
Female 2.85 97.14
Male 68.75 31.25
Table 4.

Table 4. Statistical data of option choice for the 2nd questionnaire

1st option 2nd option
(%) (%)
Female 22.85 77.14
Male 0 100

In contrast to the data in Tables 1 and 2, the results from Tables 3 and 4
reveal that men seek to save face whenever the situation gives them the loop to
do so but with no face threat from the public. Face-to-face interaction enables
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them to exercise their masculine power and impose their “truthfulness” on a
female “prosecutor”.

Despite all the statistical data provided in the tables above it is interest-
ing to know whether the research produced results of any culturally-specific
nature to social interactions in Georgia. According to Hudson “every language
might be expected to have some way of signalling differences in either power
or solidarity or both, which could be explained by reference to the extreme
importance of both power and solidarity in face-to-face relations between in-
dividuals, and the need for each individual to make it clear how they see those
relations” [Hudson 1996:124]. Is it possible that this is the case with the Geor-
gian language? The source of the theoretical basis for the following analysis
is Lakoff, who suggested [Lakoft 1979; Tannen 1996:140] that there are four
principal foci of communicative competence: distance, deference, camaraderie
and clarity. Distance is a speaker’s intrusive manner of speaking that frightens
off and “intimidates” the hearer. Distance can be “of various lengths” in differ-
ent cultures. The closer the speaker is to the hearer the higher the risk of burst-
ing the interlocutor’s “privacy bubble”. Representatives of different cultures
have various sizes of “bubble”. “The incursion into the other’s space may not be
welcome. It may involve an adjustment the other is not prepared to make, or a
threat to face or self-esteem, and this may cause offence, or embarrassment, a
loss of face” [Widdowson 2007:64]. The focus is to find out whether the “pri-
vacy bubble” encroachment produces cultural-specific responses in cross-sex
conversations.

“Bubble” bursting in a pragmatic sense is caused by face-threatening acts
leading us to flout Lakoffean targets of conversation (deference). And if we
follow the thread from Leech and Goftman, with Brown and Levinson next
and so on, bubble threat is nothing but a threat to the hearer’s negative face:
a claim for one’s rights and territory, a desire to be free from others imposing
ideas, whether right or wrong. “The tendency to use negative politeness forms,
emphasizing the hearer’s right to freedom, can be seen as a deference strategy”
[Yule 1996:66]. Unlike the first two targets camaraderie follows the last Grice-
an cooperative principle (clarity) by “playing on equal grounds”.

To answer the question stated above, it would be reasonable to investigate a
phenomenon occurring in the Georgian language, that of genatsvale. The word
genatsvale in the Georgian language is noteworthy in terms of the “privacy bub-
ble”, and there is more to it than this: it can reveal how much gender- or culture-
specific its usage might be, dividing the Georgian language into two different
poles. The word itself is unique as it is impossible to find its equivalent in any
other language, while it has several equivalents in Georgian itself (sheni chirime;
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shemogevle). If we trace the word back into history it denoted something like
“please”, but there is much more to it nowadays than that, as will be discussed
below. Georgian-English dictionaries define it as a word meaning “please”. It may
function as an adverb adding a polite tint to the utterance. However, over time
the word acquired many other meanings and functions as well.

By ‘dismantling’ the word genatsvale into sememes in Georgian we can
observe the following meanings encoded in it: “Let me replace you in trouble”
(approximate translation). Tedo Sakhokia in his book of “Collection of Figura-
tive Words and Sayings” gives the following definitions: gemagiere; sheni chir-
ime; tavs shemogevle, “Let me replace you, let me take all your trouble away,
let me take care of you (approximate translation). Hereby, some examples con-
taining the word genatsvale are analyzed.

Example 1

- khom martalia, genatsvale? “It’s right, isn’t it?” (approximate transla-
tions). The speaker exercises positive politeness by “asking agreement” from
the hearer. Here it acts as an interjection and adds a shade of familiarity to the
utterance, a kind of request form as if the speaker is asking the interlocutor to
agree with his statement. However, the undertone of the utterance is to impose
the idea of seeking agreement on the hearer and at the same time being a term
of endearment for the other party. It can simultaneously “order” and “ask” The
word used in isolation or in combination with any other utterance produces
an effect that can take the hearer to a certain stream of thinking. The reason
is that the word generates different associations when used to address the op-
posite gender.

Example 2

(A male addresses a woman passer-by in the street)

M: genatsvale!

F: rogor bedavt?! (“How dare you say that?”)

The example above illustrates how one word can acquire an absolutely dif-
ferent meaning and function when situational context, background knowledge
and contextual effects come into play. The word genatsvale in Example 2 func-
tions as a flirtatious but offensive form of address for a female hearer. The form
with no redressive action, bald-on, though formally operating on positive po-
liteness principles, used in reference to a female who is completely unknown
to the man, takes a ‘nasty’ form of showing a masculine liking for a woman or
certain parts of her body in Georgian reality. The utterance can also be con-
sidered as unique for it can threaten the hearer’s positive and negative face at
the same time, a kind of mixture of two opposite FTAs. The word genatsvale in

3odmbo 3, 2011 245



3o60bg mygady

isolation threatens, first, the hearer’s positive face by ignoring her values and
showing disrespect to the woman and then, threatening her negative face by
making a complimentary/flirtatious move, vulgar though in its form. Brown
and Levinson ([1978]1987) argue that the form taken by utterances in actual
interaction can be seen as the linguistic means of satisfying the coexisting and
often conflicting needs for negative face (the need to be left alone) and positive
face (the need to be approved of by others). As a result, people often prefer to
express their wants and opinions off record - that is, indirectly. Indirectness is
a necessary means for serving the need for rapport and defensiveness, associ-
ated respectively with Brown and Levinson’s positive and negative face. [Tan-
nen 1996: 178]. However, the phenomenon mentioned by Deborah Tannen
corresponds to the function of the word in question with one exception. The
usage of genatsvale is not an indirect politeness. On the contrary, it is as open
and direct as it can be (see Example 2).

The response from the hearer’s side (see Example 2) is of a defensive na-
ture. The woman would rather clamp down the man’ reaction by focusing on
the violation of social etiquette. Her response is at the same time character-
istic of Georgian ethos, with the country still being the inheritor of eastern
social and cultural norms, so much violated by the male speaker, in spite of the
fact that the nation can be categorized as a “positive-politeness culture” on the
whole [Longcope 1995:69].

In contrast to Example 2, a Georgian male would never address another
man using genatsvale for fear of being considered to be a homosexual, whether
the latter is true or not, such an act would be avoided, since for the Georgian
nation as a culture, the importance of Maoean “social” face is much greater
than the “individual” one [Matsumota 1988; Mao 1994].

To provide some additional support for the research analysis and to un-
derstand how gender-different the perception of the word genatsavle is in
Georgian, a survey was conducted on the social network Facebook. Out of 95
respondents only 10 men think it is a flirtatious word mostly applied to in ref-
erence to women. 8 women think it is a complimentary word. 28 women think
it is offensive when it comes from a man. A near majority of the respondents
think that perception of the intention of one and the same utterance combin-
ing genatsvale depends on paralinguistic means accompanying the process of
utterance such as intonation, stress, tone, etc. Figures 1 and 2 show the gender
disparity between the extents of perceiving the word genatsvale.

While the word genatsvale produces an offensive and flirtatious effect on
women when uttered by a man, it can be used in a completely different way by
a woman used in reference to a man (see Example 3).
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Example 3

Male: khom ar shemogviertdebit? “Won't you join us?”

Female: me tqvens gareshets kargad vertobi, genatsvale! “I'm doing fine
without you!”

The word genatsvale adds a shade of alienating oneself from the inter-
locutor. The speaker gives a hint to the hearer that the space between the two
speakers has been trespassed upon and that the “bubble” of the female speak-
er “must” be secured. Furthermore, the female speaker wishes to protect her
“power” stance, thus inclining herself to a somewhat “feminist” position. sheni
chirime and shemogevle, Georgian equivalents to genatsvale, can also act in the
same way as genastvale or in a more sarcastic way: ra motslili xar, sheni chirime,
“You are so free of all kinds of activities and troubles.
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Table 5.
Quantitative and gender comparison of genatsvale usage
used by females used by males
(%) (%)
Female 61 39
Male 72 28

The word genatsvale can also reinforce an irony or banter effect with no
gender difference: ra chkviani mqavkhar, genatsvale, ‘How clever you are!’

The word genatsvale gave a more surprising picture after the survey on the
usage of the word. The social network Facebook enabled the following revela-
tion: despite the fact that the majority of women surveyed (see Figure 1) think
the word genatsvale is an offensive means of address both gender representatives
consider it and its equivalents to be mainly uttered by women (see Table 5).

All the illustrations and tables given in this paper and the data reflected in
them point to sex differences in language use in Georgia. Female language is
characterized by a more emotional and defensive nature, especially when FTA
is exercised on them. Their expansive personality becomes more vivid when
their face’ is threatened (no matter whether positive or negative) publicly. In
some cases we can find the roots of the reasons for this in recent history, when
events in Georgia in the twentieth century turned them into breadwinners. A
public threat to their ‘faces’ might threaten their chances of holding on to their
jobs. They, therefore, do their best to save face. Besides, following the survey
results, they do more FTAs than males, whereas, males tend to be more re-
served and rarely go on the offensive. On the other hand, men have a tendency
to save face when there is no public exposure. The Georgian language itself
has means to express power and solidarity with one and the same form, which
probably indicates its flexibility and the richness of the pragmatic undertones
in the language. The survey reveals that the universality of the theory of Brown
and Levinson might be applicable to ordinary dyadic communication, but a
more scrupulous analysis gives results that may be characteristic of specific
culture.
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