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ABSTRACT 

This article explores common colloquial molds and their role in the realization 

of politeness strategies in contemporary English discourse. The study is conducted 

within the framework of pragmatics and sociolinguistics, focusing on how everyday 

conversational expressions contribute to maintaining social harmony and managing 

interpersonal relations. Relying on the politeness theory developed by Brown and 

Levinson, the paper analyzes the use of positive politeness, negative politeness, off-

record, and bald on-record strategies in spoken English. Particular attention is paid 

to such linguistic devices as modal verbs, indirect requests, hedging expressions, 

inclusive forms, and compliment strategies, which serve to mitigate face-threatening 

acts in communication. The findings demonstrate that colloquial molds function not 

merely as informal speech elements but as effective pragmatic tools that enhance 

communicative efficiency and politeness. The study emphasizes the importance of 

pragmatic competence in English language learning and intercultural 

communication. 

Key words: pragmatics, politeness strategies, colloquial molds, spoken English, 

pragmatic competence, indirect communication 

ANNOTATSIYA 

Ushbu maqolada zamonaviy ingliz tilida keng qo‘llaniladigan common 

colloquial molds (kundalik nutqqa xos qolip iboralar) va ularning politeness 

strategies (muloyimlik strategiyalari) doirasidagi pragmatik funksiyalari tahlil 

qilinadi. Tadqiqot pragmatika va sotsiolingvistika doirasida olib borilib, til 

birliklarining muloqot jarayonida ijtimoiy munosabatlarni tartibga solishdagi roliga 

alohida e’tibor qaratadi. Maqolada P. Brown va S. Levinson tomonidan ishlab 

chiqilgan muloyimlik nazariyasiga asoslanib, ingliz tilida uchraydigan positive 

politeness, negative politeness, off-record va bald on-record strategiyalarining 

kundalik so‘zlashuv nutqida qanday ifodalanishi misollar orqali yoritiladi. 

Shuningdek, modal fe’llar, bilvosita so‘rovlar, hedging vositalari, inklyuziv iboralar 

va iltifot shakllarining muloqotdagi yumshatuvchi vazifasi ochib beriladi. Tadqiqot 

natijalari ingliz tilini o‘rganishda pragmatik kompetensiyani rivojlantirish 
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muhimligini ko‘rsatadi hamda kolloquial nutq shakllarining nafaqat norasmiy, balki 

kommunikativ samaradorlikni ta’minlovchi vosita ekanini asoslaydi. 

Kalit so‘zlar: pragmatika, muloyimlik strategiyalari, kolloquial nutq, kundalik 

ingliz tili, face-threatening acts, pragmatik kompetensiya 

АННОТАЦИЯ 

В данной статье рассматриваются распространённые разговорные 

модели и их функционирование в рамках стратегий вежливости в современном 

английском языке. Исследование выполнено в русле прагматики и 

социолингвистики и направлено на анализ языковых средств, обеспечивающих 

гармоничное межличностное общение. На основе теории вежливости П. 

Брауна и С. Левинсона анализируются стратегии позитивной и негативной 

вежливости, а также косвенные и прямые способы речевого воздействия в 

повседневной английской речи. Особое внимание уделяется модальным 

глаголам, косвенным просьбам, смягчающим выражениям (hedging), 

инклюзивным формам и комплиментам как средствам снижения 

коммуникативного напряжения. Результаты исследования подтверждают, 

что разговорные модели выступают важным прагматическим инструментом, 

способствующим эффективности и вежливости общения, а также 

формированию прагматической компетенции изучающих английский язык. 

Ключевые слова: прагматика, стратегии вежливости, разговорная речь, 

английский язык, прагматическая компетенция, косвенная коммуникация 

INTRODUCTION 

In recent decades, the study of language has increasingly shifted from purely 

structural analysis to the investigation of language as a tool of social interaction. 

Within this paradigm, pragmatics and sociolinguistics have paid particular attention 

to how speakers use linguistic resources to manage interpersonal relations, express 

attitudes, and maintain social harmony. One of the central concepts in this respect is 

politeness, which plays a crucial role in regulating communication and preventing 

potential conflict in everyday discourse. 

Politeness in language is closely connected with the notion of face, understood 

as an individual’s public self-image. As Brown and Levinson argue, many speech 

acts inherently threaten the interlocutor’s face and therefore require the use of 

specific politeness strategies to mitigate their impact. These strategies are not limited 

to formal or institutional discourse; on the contrary, they are especially prominent in 

colloquial speech, where speakers rely on conventionalized everyday expressions to 

achieve communicative goals in an indirect and socially acceptable manner. 
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In contemporary English, such expressions are often realized through common 

colloquial molds, including routine formulas, hedged requests, modal constructions, 

indirect questions, inclusive forms, and conversational softeners. Although these 

linguistic units are typically associated with informal spoken language, their 

pragmatic function goes far beyond stylistic informality. Colloquial molds frequently 

serve as effective instruments for expressing politeness, reducing imposition, and 

negotiating social distance between interlocutors. 

Despite the growing body of research on politeness strategies, the pragmatic role 

of colloquial molds in English communication has not always received sufficient 

attention, particularly in the context of applied linguistic studies. Many language 

learners tend to focus primarily on grammatical accuracy, while pragmatic 

competence especially the ability to use polite colloquial expressions appropriately 

remains underdeveloped. This gap often leads to communication breakdowns or 

unintended impoliteness, even when grammatical structures are used correctly. 

The present article aims to explore common colloquial molds in English and 

analyze their function within different politeness strategies, namely positive 

politeness, negative politeness, off-record, and bald on-record strategies. By 

examining authentic examples from everyday spoken English, the study seeks to 

demonstrate how colloquial expressions contribute to the mitigation of face-

threatening acts and enhance communicative effectiveness. The findings of this 

research are expected to contribute to a deeper understanding of politeness as a 

pragmatic phenomenon and to highlight the importance of incorporating colloquial 

politeness strategies into English language teaching and learning. 

Theoretical Background 

The concept of politeness occupies a central position in pragmatic and 

sociolinguistic studies, as it explains how language users manage social relationships 

through communication. Politeness is not merely a matter of etiquette or social 

norms; rather, it represents a complex linguistic mechanism that allows speakers to 

minimize conflict, express respect, and maintain interpersonal harmony. In this 

regard, politeness is closely linked to the pragmatic interpretation of utterances within 

specific communicative contexts.1 

One of the most influential frameworks in politeness research is the theory 

proposed by P. Brown and S. Levinson, which is grounded in the notion of face. 

According to the authors, face refers to an individual’s public self-image that every 

member of society seeks to maintain. Brown and Levinson distinguish between 

positive face, which reflects the desire to be approved of and appreciated, and 

                                                           
1 Levinson S. C. Pragmatics. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1983. 420 p. 
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negative face, which represents the desire for autonomy and freedom from imposition 

(Brown, Levinson, 1987)2. Since many speech acts such as requests, commands, 

refusals, and criticisms inherently threaten either positive or negative face, speakers 

employ politeness strategies to reduce the potential threat. 

Brown and Levinson identify four major types of politeness strategies. The first 

is bald on-record, where the speaker performs a speech act directly and without 

mitigation, usually in situations where social distance is minimal or urgency is high. 

The second type, positive politeness, is aimed at satisfying the hearer’s positive face 

by expressing friendliness, solidarity, or shared values. This strategy is frequently 

realized through informal language, compliments, inclusive pronouns, and colloquial 

expressions. The third type, negative politeness, focuses on respecting the hearer’s 

negative face by minimizing imposition, often through indirectness, modal verbs, 

hedging, and apologetic forms. Finally, off-record strategies involve indirect hints 

and implicit meanings, allowing the speaker to avoid direct responsibility for the 

face-threatening act (Brown, Levinson, 1987). 

In addition to Brown and Levinson’s model, G. Leech’s Politeness Principle 

provides an important complementary perspective. Leech emphasizes the role of 

conversational maxims such as tact, generosity, approbation, modesty, agreement, 

and sympathy, which regulate polite behavior in discourse (Leech, 1983)3. Unlike 

Brown and Levinson, who focus on face management, Leech highlights the balance 

between self-oriented and other-oriented behavior in communication. These maxims 

are particularly relevant for understanding how politeness is embedded in routine and 

conventionalized expressions in everyday speech. 

From a sociolinguistic standpoint, politeness strategies are highly context-

dependent and influenced by factors such as social distance, power relations, and the 

degree of imposition. As Holmes notes, polite language choices reflect speakers’ 

sensitivity to social norms and interpersonal expectations within a given community 

(Holmes, 2013)4. Consequently, politeness cannot be analyzed independently of its 

social and cultural context. 

Within this theoretical framework, colloquial molds can be viewed as 

conventionalized linguistic forms that function as pragmatic tools for expressing 

politeness in everyday interaction. These molds include routine formulas (e.g., Would 

you mind…?), hedged statements (I was just wondering if…), modal constructions 

(could, might, would), and inclusive expressions (let’s, we). Although such forms are 

                                                           
2 Brown P., Levinson S. C. Politeness: Some Universals in Language Usage. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 

1987. 345 p. 
3Leech G. N. Principles of Pragmatics. London: Longman, 1983. 250 p 
4 Holmes J. An Introduction to Sociolinguistics. 4th ed. London: Routledge, 2013. 512 p. 
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often associated with informal speech, they play a significant role in implementing 

both positive and negative politeness strategies5. Their conventional nature allows 

speakers to convey politeness efficiently without extensive cognitive effort, making 

them especially prominent in spontaneous spoken discourse. 

Overall, the theoretical approaches discussed above provide a solid foundation 

for analyzing common colloquial molds as integral components of politeness 

strategies in English. By combining face theory, politeness principles, and 

sociolinguistic context, this study seeks to demonstrate that colloquial expressions are 

not merely stylistic variants but essential pragmatic resources for successful 

communication. 

METHODOLOGY 

The present study employs a qualitative descriptive methodology grounded in 

the principles of pragmatic and discourse analysis. This methodological approach is 

particularly suitable for investigating politeness strategies and colloquial molds, as it 

allows for an in-depth examination of language use in natural communicative 

contexts rather than relying solely on quantitative frequency data6.  

The research data consist of authentic examples of contemporary spoken 

English, including everyday conversational exchanges, routine formulaic expressions, 

and commonly used colloquial constructions. These examples were selected from 

established linguistic sources, spoken discourse samples, and illustrative dialogues 

frequently cited in pragmatic studies. The focus was placed on utterances that 

perform potentially face-threatening acts such as requests, suggestions, refusals, and 

directives, as these speech acts typically require politeness mitigation 7. 

The analytical framework of the study is primarily based on Brown and 

Levinson’s politeness theory, which classifies politeness strategies into four main 

categories: bald on-record, positive politeness, negative politeness, and off-record 

strategies 8. Each selected example was analyzed according to this classification in 

order to determine which politeness strategy is employed and how colloquial molds 

contribute to its realization. In addition, Leech’s Politeness Principle was used as a 

supplementary analytical tool to explain the pragmatic motivation behind 

indirectness, mitigation, and conventionalized politeness forms9. 

                                                           
5 Yule G. Pragmatics. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1996. 138 p. 
6Creswell J. W. Qualitative Inquiry and Research Design: Choosing Among Five Approaches. 3rd ed. Thousand Oaks: 

SAGE Publications, 2013. 448 p.  
7 Yule G. The Study of Language.5th ed. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2014. 340 p. 
8 Brown P., Levinson S. C. Politeness: Some Universals in Language Usage. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 

1987. 345 p. 
9 Leech G. N. Principles of Pragmatics. London: Longman, 1983. 250 p. 
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The procedure of analysis involved several stages. First, colloquial molds were 

identified within the selected utterances based on their structural and functional 

features, such as the use of modal verbs, hedging expressions, inclusive pronouns, 

and routine polite formulas. Second, the pragmatic function of each mold was 

examined in relation to the communicative context, taking into account factors such 

as social distance, power relations between interlocutors, and the degree of 

imposition involved. Finally, the examples were interpreted in terms of their 

effectiveness in mitigating face-threatening acts and maintaining interpersonal 

harmony. 

To ensure analytical validity, the study adopts a context-sensitive approach, 

recognizing that politeness strategies cannot be interpreted in isolation from social 

and situational variables. This perspective aligns with sociolinguistic research 

emphasizing that language choices are shaped by cultural norms and interactional 

expectations10. The qualitative nature of the study allows for flexible interpretation 

while maintaining theoretical consistency through the use of well-established 

pragmatic models. 

Overall, the methodology applied in this research enables a systematic and 

theoretically grounded analysis of common colloquial molds as pragmatic devices for 

expressing politeness in English. By combining discourse analysis with classical 

politeness theories, the study provides reliable insights into the communicative 

functions of everyday spoken language. 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

The analysis of common colloquial molds in contemporary English discourse 

reveals that such expressions play a significant role in the realization of politeness 

strategies, particularly in everyday spoken interaction. The findings demonstrate that 

colloquial language is not merely an informal variant of speech but a functional 

pragmatic resource that enables speakers to manage interpersonal relations 

effectively. 

The results indicate that negative politeness strategies are most frequently 

realized through colloquial molds involving modal verbs and hedging devices. 

Expressions such as Could you…?, Would you mind…?, and I was just wondering 

if… are widely used to reduce the level of imposition and show respect for the 

interlocutor’s autonomy. These forms correspond to Brown and Levinson’s notion of 

negative face, as they explicitly acknowledge the hearer’s right to refuse or negotiate 

the request [1]. The frequent occurrence of such constructions confirms that 

indirectness is a central feature of polite communication in English. 

                                                           
10 Holmes J. An Introduction to Sociolinguistics. 4th ed. London: Routledge, 2013. 512 p. 
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At the same time, the study reveals that positive politeness strategies are 

commonly expressed through colloquial molds that emphasize solidarity and shared 

social identity. Inclusive pronouns (we, let’s), informal address forms, and friendly 

conversational routines (That’s a great idea, You know what I mean) serve to reduce 

social distance and create a sense of mutual involvement. These findings support the 

view that colloquial expressions are particularly effective in reinforcing positive face 

by signaling friendliness and cooperation 11. 

The analysis also shows that off-record strategies are frequently realized 

through indirect hints and vague statements in colloquial speech. Utterances such as 

It’s a bit cold in here or This report is quite long allow speakers to imply a request 

without stating it explicitly. Such strategies enable speakers to avoid direct 

responsibility for the face-threatening act while still achieving their communicative 

goals. This result aligns with Leech’s Politeness Principle, which emphasizes the 

preference for indirectness as a means of maintaining politeness in sensitive 

communicative situations 12. 

Interestingly, bald on-record strategies were found to be relatively limited in 

everyday polite interaction and were primarily used in contexts of close social 

relationships or urgency. Even in such cases, speakers often soften direct commands 

with minimal colloquial markers such as please or friendly intonation. This suggests 

that complete absence of politeness mitigation is rare in contemporary English 

discourse, reinforcing the idea that politeness is a default communicative norm rather 

than an optional feature. 

From a broader perspective, the results highlight the strong relationship between 

colloquial molds and pragmatic competence. The ability to select appropriate 

colloquial expressions according to context, social distance, and communicative 

intention appears to be crucial for successful interaction. This finding has important 

implications for English language teaching, as it indicates that learners must acquire 

not only grammatical knowledge but also pragmatic awareness of how politeness is 

encoded in everyday speech 13. 

In discussion of these findings, it becomes evident that colloquial molds 

function as conventionalized politeness devices that reduce cognitive effort while 

ensuring communicative effectiveness. Their routinized nature allows speakers to 

respond quickly and appropriately in spontaneous interaction. This supports the 

                                                           
11 Brown P., Levinson S. C. Politeness: Some Universals in Language Usage. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 

1987. 345 p. 
12 Leech G. N. Principles of Pragmatics. London: Longman, 1983. 250 p. 
13 Yule G. Pragmatics. Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1996. 138 p. 
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argument that politeness strategies are deeply embedded in the structure of everyday 

language use rather than being external social additions. 

Overall, the results confirm the theoretical assumptions of Brown and 

Levinson’s politeness model while also extending them by demonstrating the central 

role of colloquial language in the practical realization of politeness strategies. The 

findings further suggest that neglecting colloquial molds in pragmatic analysis leads 

to an incomplete understanding of how politeness operates in real-life 

communication. 

CONCLUSION 

The present study has examined common colloquial molds and their role in the 

realization of politeness strategies in contemporary English discourse from a 

pragmatic perspective. The analysis has demonstrated that colloquial expressions are 

not merely features of informal speech but function as essential communicative tools 

that enable speakers to manage interpersonal relations and maintain social harmony 

in everyday interaction. 

The findings confirm that the majority of politeness strategies in English 

particularly negative and positive politeness are frequently realized through 

conventionalized colloquial forms such as modal verbs, indirect requests, hedging 

expressions, inclusive pronouns, and routine polite formulas. These linguistic devices 

effectively mitigate face-threatening acts by reducing imposition, expressing 

solidarity, and allowing interlocutors to negotiate social distance in a socially 

acceptable manner. Off-record strategies, realized through indirect hints and implicit 

meanings, further illustrate the importance of indirectness as a core principle of polite 

communication in English. 

The study also supports the theoretical assumptions proposed by Brown and 

Levinson, as well as Leech’s Politeness Principle, by providing practical evidence of 

how politeness strategies operate in real-life spoken discourse. At the same time, the 

research extends these theoretical models by highlighting the central role of 

colloquial molds as routinized pragmatic mechanisms that facilitate efficient and 

polite interaction. Their frequent use suggests that politeness in English is largely 

automated and embedded in everyday language practices rather than being 

consciously constructed in each communicative situation. 

From an applied perspective, the results emphasize the importance of 

developing pragmatic competence alongside grammatical competence in English 

language learning. Insufficient awareness of colloquial politeness strategies may lead 

to unintended impoliteness or communicative failure, even when linguistic accuracy 

is achieved. Therefore, incorporating common colloquial molds and politeness 
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strategies into language teaching materials and classroom practice can significantly 

enhance learners’ communicative effectiveness. 

In conclusion, the study demonstrates that common colloquial molds constitute 

an integral component of politeness strategies in English and should be regarded as a 

key area of pragmatic research. Further studies may expand this research by 

exploring cross-cultural differences in colloquial politeness or by conducting corpus-

based analyses to examine the frequency and variation of these strategies in different 

communicative settings. 
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