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“Received Pronunciation is a standard form of pronunciation of British English based on the speech of the educated 
population of the south of England; used as a pronunciation standard” [9]. Thus, it is RP, as a standard pronunciation, 
that is taken as the basis for determining phonetic, semantic and syntactic differences in other regional and social 
dialects of the English language. Nevertheless, one of the most common views on RP sees it as a social dialect. 

However, when it comes to the term ‘standard’, the following points made by various linguists should be taken 
into account: 

1) speech is standard when it is common in everyday use among people; 
2) speech cannot be accurately measured and there is no absolute standard for pronunciation. Pronunciation 

varies from region to region, from class to class, and from individual to individual, subject to regional, social, and 
individual differences accordingly. There are only options that are acceptable in the country, and those that are not 
acceptable. In other words, the standard pronunciation is not fixed and unchanged [1;18-23]. The norm and its 
variability are in a state of constant interactions and condition each other.  

At the same time, variability, being an integral property of the norm, does not lead to the emergence of a new 
entity, but only introduces some changes into the existing one while maintaining its main characteristics. For example, 
the well-known phonetician D. Crystal holds the point of view that standard English is a variety of the English 
language, a combination of linguistic components that perform a specific function that is different from other ones. 
You can call it an English dialect or English of a special type, as it lacks any regional cultural background [4;101]. 

According to R. Shay and D. Preston, all types of regional pronunciations are variants of the standard 
pronunciation, and the dialects themselves cannot be considered as non-standard varieties of the language, because 
they contain standard and non-standard variants within themselves [6; 1976]. There is no consensus among scholars 
on how to classify English territorial dialects, since their boundaries are inconsistent, and the language standard, in 
turn, has a huge impact on their phonetic and lexical structure.  Among the main reasons for regional variation, the 
following stand out: the vastness of the territorial distribution of the language, the influence of local dialects, the change 
in the social base of native speakers of the literary language and the temporary preservation of the former local speech 
skills associated with it, and others. Norm and territorial variants not only coexist, but also interact. The factor of 
territorial variability of the literary norm depends on the historical period in the development of the literary language, 
as well as on the modern language situation.  

Thus, the study of sociolinguistic aspects makes an important contribution to understanding the essence of the 
linguistic phenomenon of variability. Variation is a fundamental property of a language as a system and its 
phonological subsystem in particular. In the language system itself, there are already several ways of expressing the 
same content. Determination of the most correct variant for a given situation is included in the tasks of the norm. 
Variability is inherent in the norm due to historical variability, but at the same time, the norm also acts as a limiter to 
the processes of variation and determines the boundaries of variability and the inventory of options. All of the above 
is proved by the fact that British English is not a homogeneous, monolithic state, but includes a wide range of dialects.  
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EXPRESSIONS OF LINGUISTIC POLITENESS   

F.E. Yuldasheva, assistant teacher, Bukhara State University, Bukhara 
 

Annotatsiya. Ushbu maqola lingvistik xushmuomalalik sohasini va ingliz ilidagi xushmuomalalik 
formulalarining tarjima qilinishini o'rganadi. Lingvistik xushmuomalalik ifodalarini ingliz tiliga tarjima qilishga 
harakat qilinadi va me'yoriy va lingvistik xatti-harakatlarning aksi sifatida xushmuomalalik tushunchasi ta'riflanadi 
va muhokama qilinadi. 

Kalit so’zlar:  lingvistik xushmuomalalik, tarjima qilish qobiliyati, lingva-pragmatik, ijtimoiy qadriyatlar, tilga 
xos, madaniyatga xos. 

Аннотация. В данной статье исследуется область языковой вежливости и переводимость формул 
вежливости на английский язык. Предпринимаются попытки перевода выражений лингвистической 
вежливости на английский язык, а также определяется и обсуждается понятие вежливости как 
отражения как нормативного, так и языкового поведения. 

Ключевые слова: языковая вежливость, переводимость, лингвопрагматика, социальные ценности, 
языковая специфика, культурная специфика. 
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Abstract. This  article  investigates      the      area      of      linguistic politeness    and    the    translatability    of     
politeness     formulas     in     English.  Expressions    of    linguistic    politeness    are attempted   for   translation    
into    English    and    the    concept    of    politeness as   a   reflection   of    both    normative    and    linguistic    
behavior    is    defined and discussed. 

Key words: linguistic politeness, translatability, lingua-pragmatics, social values, language-specific, culture-
specific. 

 
Politeness is the practical application of good manners or etiquette so as not to offend others. It is a culturally 

defined phenomenon, and therefore what is considered polite in one culture can sometimes be quite rude or simply 
eccentric in another cultural context. While the goal of politeness is to refrain from behaving in an offensive way so as 
not to offend others and make all people feel relaxed and comfortable with one another, these culturally defined 
standards at times may be manipulated. The relevance of the study is due to the growing interest of linguists in the 
problems of interpersonal verbal interaction and the psychology of speech behavior of native speakers. Much attention 
is paid to the study of speech etiquette, the functioning of conventional phrases and the degree of their clichés, 
especially in cultural and comparative terms. However, these aspects are only the essence of explicit or conventional 
politeness (R. Ratmayr).  Implicit or individual politeness, consisting in respecting the maxim of politeness, 
implemented by various strategies of courtesy and diplomacy, has not been studied enough and, undoubtedly, should 
be the object of closer attention of linguists. 

There has been a great deal of interest in politeness in pragmatics, and just as definitions of pragmatics vary, so 
too do definitions of politeness. Not only is the term used in different ways, but the term itself is not defined. Indeed, 
as Watts, Ide and Ehlich (1992a: 3) observe: “One of the oddest things about politeness research is that the term 
“politeness” itself is either not explicitly defined at all or else taken to be a consequence of rational social goals such 
as maximising the benefit to self and other, minimising the face-threatening nature of a social act, displaying adequate 
proficiency in the accepted standards of social etiquette, avoiding conflict, making sure that the social interaction runs 
smoothly, etc[1]. 

Another difficulty is pointed out by Kasper (1994: 3206), noting the different meanings of the term in ordinary 
parlance and pragmatics. In the former, … ‘politeness’ refers to proper social conduct and tactful consideration for 
others, whereas in the latter,… ‘politeness’ as a technical term in linguistic pragmatics refers to a broader, substantially 
more democratic concept. Since the object of pragmatic inquiry is linguistic action, ‘politeness’ as a pragmatic notion 
refers to ways in which linguistic action is carried out – more specifically, ways in which the relational function in 
linguistic action is expressed [2]. 

LoCastro (1990: 252) points out that the term “politeness” is frequently confused with related folk terms like 
“etiquette” and “manners” and it has folk meanings that are not clearly distinguishable from its more technical or 
formal meanings. Indeed, the definition of “polite” in Collins COBUILD English Language Dictionary (1987) is in 
line with the folk meaning of the term, in the sense of referring to good manners and social correctness [4]. 

Politeness is not only viewed from the speaker, but it also viewed by the interlocutor. It makes many experts 
has different perceptions about politeness. Leech (1983) stated that politeness is one of pragmatic perspective.  He 
begins by establishing two pragmatic systems: pragmalinguistics and sociopragmatics. Pragmalinguistics includes the 
speakers’ intentions and illocutionary acts. Hence, it refers to the more linguistics application of politeness. Meanwhile, 
sociopragmatics refers to how the speaker wants to be perceived socially.  

Moreover, politeness could be defined as means of expressing that are used in conversation that has specific 
roles depending on the participant. Fraser and Nolen (1990) define politeness as a conversational contract that has a 
set of rights and obligations that participants must follow and can be negotiated and rearranged during a conversation. 
It meant that the conversational contract is based on the expectations of the members involved in a conversation and 
determined by the participants. Someone who is polite has good manners and behaves in a way that is socially correct 
and considerate of other people’s feelings. Polite describes things that you say or do simply because it is socially correct 
to do or say them, rather than because you mean them sincerely [5]. (Collins COBUILD English Language Dictionary, 
1987: 1109) 

Asking other people to do things is known as making a request. Requests take  many different forms and may 
be very polite, moderately polite or not very polite (rude). When a speaker wants the interlocutor to commit to some 
future action, it means of a request. According to Svartvik cited in Marzita (2009) request can be mentioned as the act 
to ask your hearer whether he is willing or able to do something”. In politeness patterns in request, there are two types 
of request. The first one is syntactic realization, and the second one is lexical realization. In Britain “politeness” is 
typically used to describe negative politeness, which is presumed to be “a good thing.” In this respect, I believe that 
the Japanese translation of “politeness,” teinei, also has a similar connotation. According to Hori (1986), the Japanese 
concept of “being polite” includes only negative politeness. These views of politeness coincide with what Watts et al. 
(1992a) have termed “first-order” politeness in their scheme in which they distinguish between the folk and pragmatic 
definitions of the term, the latter being “second-order” politeness in their classification [6]. Second-order politeness is 
located within a theory of social behaviour and language use, and is not equated with any moral or psychological 
disposition towards being nice to one’s interlocutor. It is in this pragmatic sense that I will use the term.  For the purpose 
of this study, I take politeness to refer to the use of communication strategies intended to maintain mutual face and to 
achieve smooth communication, taking into account human relationships [7]. The promoting and maintaining of 
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politeness calls for displays of appropriate behaviour. What is considered to be appropriate varies from situation to 
situation and culture to culture, while personal values and tastes may also influence judgements of appropriateness. 

In the set of speech strategies for implementing the principle of politeness, proposed in the Brown - Levinson 
theory, two basic types can be distinguished - propositional and modus strategies. Propositional strategies prescribe 
the expression of some content (proposition), for example, attention to the interests of the addressee, an indication of 
extraordinary circumstances, etc., which can be done using speech etiquette formulas as well as in any form. 
Fashionable strategies determine how to convey arbitrary content that is commensurate with the requirements of 
politeness. Propositional and modus strategies stand out in strategies and positive, politeness and negative. The whole 
space of polite communication is divided into two areas: the establishment and maintenance of friendly relations, on 
the one hand, and the mitigation of damage caused by various speech acts to the “face” of the addressee, on the other. 
The use of various mitigating strategies is required only in the second case. The establishment of friendly relations is 
achieved through the action of positive maxims, which have less weight compared to negative maxims. The field of 
negative politeness, on the contrary, is tightly regulated by all maxims. It can be concluded that the Principle of 
Politeness to a greater extent functions precisely in the field of negative politeness, where mitigation and compensation 
of damage from various speech acts are required. 

To conclude, we can say that in a sense, as suggested by Mills (2009: 1058)    “cultural norms are mythical; the 
nation, whatever we take that to mean, cannot speak    with one voice, according to one view of what is appropriate or 
inappropriate [8]. At any one time, there will be a range of different norms or notions of appropriateness    circulating 
within the Communities of Practice and within the culture as a whole.”  In the process of social interaction, people 
communicating inter-culturally produce    polite, impolite and neutral utterances [10]. But when people of different 
cultures   communicate with each other, they employ different codes of politeness which leads    to cultural differences. 
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ПОСЛОВИЦА КАК ЖАНР ДИСКУРСА 
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Annotatsiya. Maqolni nutq janri deb hisoblagan holda, biz maqolning bir-birini to'ldiruvchi ikki tamoyili: 
o'ziga xoslik va uning boshqa janrlardan farqli tomonlarini ko’rsatishimiz kerak bo’ladi. O`ziga xoslik tamoyili 
sifatida maqolning mavzu mazmuni, uslubi va tuzilishi jihatidan o`ziga xos omillarini qayd etishimiz lozim. Bu omillar 
maqol nutqining janrini aniqlashga imkon beruvchi me'yor, qoidalarni tashkil etadi. Farq qiluvchi tamoyiliga ko‘ra 
esa maqolni boshqa janrlardan, xususan, turdosh janrlardan ajratib turuvchi mustaqil janr ekanligini asoslab berish 
zarur. Tafovut, shuningdek, janrlarni belgilovchi omillar, ya'ni tematik mazmun, uslub va tuzilishga ko'ra ham amalga 
oshiriladi. 

Kalit so'zlar: til, nutq akti, nutq, ko'p sonlilik, xilma-xillik, cheklovlarning o'zgaruvchanligi, turmush tarzi. 
Аннотация. Рассматривая пословицу как жанр дискурса, мы должны доказать, что пословица есть 

условность, заключенная между двумя взаимодополняющими принципами: принципом тождества и 
принципом различия. В качестве принципа тождества необходимо отметить характерные факторы 
пословицы с точки зрения ее тематического содержания, стиля и структуры. Эти факторы составляют 
нормы, правила, позволяющие определить жанр пословичного дискурса. По принципу различия необходимо 
обосновать, что пословица является самостоятельным жанром, отличая ее от других жанров, в 
частности родственных жанров. Различие также проводится по факторам, определяющим жанры, а 
именно по тематическому содержанию, стилю и структуре.  

Ключевые слова: язык, речевой акт, речь, множественность, неоднородность, вариативность 
ограничений, образ жизни. 

Abstract. Considering a proverb as a genre of discourse, we must prove that a proverb is a convention between 
two complementary principles: the principle of identity and the principle of difference. As a principle of identity, it is 
necessary to note the characteristic factors of a proverb in terms of its thematic content, style and structure. These 
factors make up the norms, rules, allowing to determine the genre of proverbial discourse. According to the principle 
of difference, it is necessary to substantiate that the proverb is an independent genre, distinguishing it from other 


