Politeness is Dead

A Socio-Linguistic study by Marta II and Marta II1

Introduction

Politeness theory was proposed by P. Brown and S. Levinson in the late 70s. It
focuses on the original notion of politeness, which Mary Henningsen describes as
»efforts on redressing the affronts to a person's self-esteem of effectively claiming
positive social values ." The central concept of the theory is based on the idea of the
face, understood in terms of sociology. Face "is something that can be lost,
maintained, or enhanced. "Every person lives in a world of social encounters,
involving him either in face-to-face or mediated contact with other participants [...].
The term face may be defined as the positive social value a person effectively claims
for himself by the line others assume he has taken during a particular contact". It is
generally in every participant’s interest to maintain each others’ “face™ "The
combined effect of the rule of self-respect and the rule of the considerateness is that
the person tends to conduct himself during an encounter to maintain both his face
and the face of other participants." The actions by means of which people cooperate
in maintaining a face are called “face-work.”

Brown and Levinson, inspired by Goffman’s work, especially the part dedicated

to the ,face-work,” developed their own theory that one's face is categorized into



two forms: positive and negative. “Positive face” refers to the positive, consistent
“self-image” or personality claimed by interactants, including the desire that others
appreciate and approve of this image. “Negative face,” on the other hand, refers to
any speaker § right not to be imposed upon and the right to be independent of the
social world. To quote Brown and Levinson, "negative face: the want of every
“competent adult member” that his actions be unimpeded by others. Positive face:
the want of every member to be desirable to at least some others”.

“Face” can be defined as the self-image during the action of speaking. During
any interaction, the faces of both interlocutors are threatened or can even be
damaged. Because of that, Brown and Levinson are forging the term ,face-
threatening act,” FTA. As Anna Zurek points out, ,to be polite does not only mean
respecting other people’s rights; politeness should also protect the message's sender,
to be specific - their social image”. We can divide the FTAs into negative FTAs and
positive FTAs.

It goes without saying that speakers who want to reach their aims cannot do
without FTAs. Politeness, as Brown and Levinson define it, consists of a set of
strategies that serve to minimize the risks to “face” or “self-esteem” whenever a
speaker commits a “face-threatening act.” They argue that politeness strategies
follow from the human ability to reason and find means to achieve one § ends. The
question is how to perform the FTAs. There are various ways, depending on the

context of interaction, the speakers' social relationship, and the amount of



imposition that the FTA entails. To carry out an FTA, a speaker may select one of the

four following strategies (here very shortly about strategies)

Motivation

We have chosen this topic thanks to its close ties to sociolinguistics. We explored
other options before pursuing this research, which resulted in weak connections to
the course. We think Politeness Theory is a fascinating topic. It helps us look closer
into everyday conversations and appreciate all the linguistic techniques applied by
every person. We do not talk explicitly about it, as it is usually considered “common
sense” and something built off intuition. This inspection will allow us to grasp the

foundation of human communication and language as a sharp instrument.

Dead Souls

To showcase the application and usefulness of the Politeness Theory, we must
choose an appropriate case study to base our research on. For that purpose, we
decided Nikolai Gogol’s satirical masterpiece - Dead Souls. This exemplar of 19th-
century Russian literature takes place in at the time, contemporary Russia.
Chichikov, a mysterious man, visits a small provincial town with a single goal of
acquiring the souls of the dead surfs. He displays the most extraordinary moral rot,
yet through many of his shady exchanges, we discover his incredible skill at

communication and getting the sweet end of a deal. Thanks to its satirical style, Dead



Souls is a perfect example of how politeness can be wielded in a multitude of ways

and across social hierarchies.
Politeness in Russian

In this chapter, we shall discover how Dead Souls explores the applications of
politeness theory in social situations of 19th-century Russia. To efficiently illustrate
the usage of face theory, we will go over ten examples of conversations selected from
the novel using qualitative and quantitative reasoning. Firstly, we will analyze each
excerpt individually, explicitly focusing on context, sentence structure, word choice,
dialogue construction, and speech patterns. This first approach should give us a
better in-depth understanding of self-esteem dynamics in conversations and how
social values are presented. This would apply to such concepts as “losing face” or
“saving face.” Secondly, we will take a numerical approach by giving each selected
passage an absolute score of one to ten. One would signify complete impoliteness,
and ten would indicate an extraordinary application of the politeness theory. This
methodology will help us compare the same passages from different languages
objectively. In this paper, we are only focusing on comparing Russian and Polish. Let

us start exploring the excerpts.

First passage. Chapter II.



— Cpenaiite MUJIOCTb, HE GECIIOKONTECH TaK [AJISI MEeHS, s [TPOIAY 1ocjie, — rOBOpus YNINKOB.
— Her, I[1aBes MiBaHOBUY, HET, Bbl TOCTh, — FOBOPUJI MaHMJIOB, ITOKa3bIBasl €MY PYKOIO HA [BEPL.
— He 3arpygusaiiTecs, IoXaylyincTa, He 3aTpyaHanTecs. [lokanyicra, mpoxoauTe, — roOBOpUJI
YM4YUKOB.

— HerT yX u3BUHUTE, HE AOMNYLIY IPONUTHU 110331 TAKOMY IIPUSITHOMY, 06pa30BaHHOMY I'OCTIO.
— ITouemy x obpazoBaHHOMY?.. [ToxkasnyiicTa, IPOXOJUTE.

In this hilarious passage, we see how Chichikov and Manilov argue about who
will be entering through the door first. The term arguing might be even too extreme
to use in this case. They are blockading each other by letting the other one pass
through first as a sign of friendly courtesy. Chichikov aims to get in Manilov’s good
grace to close a deal with dead souls further, whereas Manilov is a sentimental man
by nature. This scene is funny by how overly polite they are, which makes analyzing
this excerpt even more enjoyable.

Chichikov starts by asking Manilov to indulge him by not worrying about him.
In this first section, Chichikov immediately performs a negative face-threatening act,
such as making a request, therefore dealing damage to the hearer, Manilov. Even
though negative face-threatening acts are defined as obstructing the interlocutor’s
freedom of action, Chichikov uses the request to perform a positive face-threatening
act, where he takes damage by bringing the status of his well-being down.

Manilov takes an offensive response on the counter by stating that Chichikov
is his guest; therefore, he must go through the door first. Notice that Manilov also
used Chichikov’s full address - Pavel Ivanovich, indicating that he wishes to bring

serious attention to his statement. We just witnessed an exchange of negative face-



threatening acts, which is expected in this case, where both are attempting to
request something from each other, like going first. Manilov also performed a non-
verbal gesture, such as pointing toward the door, which only exemplifies his intent
on letting Chichikov pass first. We must notice that this exchange by Manilov, even
recognized as forward, is still perceived as polite.

It follows Pavel Ivanovich taking damage to himself in his positive face by
apologizing and then dealing damage to Manilov’s negative face by stating he would
not let such an intelligent and pleasant man walk behind him. His description of
Manilov is an act of kindness, as saving face and bringing Manilov up in the
exchange’s hierarchy. In Russian, Chichikov not only describes Manilov but prepends
it with “rakomy,” which acts as an amplifier to the following adjectives.

Manilov recounts Chichikov’s description of him by asking why he called him
educated, which could be seen as his positive face-threatening act, where he
damages himself by losing face. Finally, this passage showed a great example of
mutual exchanges of face-threatening actions, where both sides consistently take
damage to respond to their interactor’s advances. Numerically, this passage receives

a score of nine out of ten.

Second passage. Chapter II.



— A Bune-ry6epHaTOp, He IpaB[ia Jiu1, KAKOW MUJIBII YeJI0BEeK? — cKasasl MaHWIIOB, OIISTh
HECKOJIbKO IIPULIYPUB IJ1a3a.

— O4eHb, 0YE€Hb JOCTOMHBIN YeJI0BEK, — OTBedaa YMIUKOB.

— Hy, nossosibTe, a Kak BaM ITOKa3ascs noauLerMmericrep? He rpaspa v, 4TO O4€Hb IPUATHBIN
YeJI0BEK?

— UpesBbI4aliHO NPUATHBIN, Y KaKOW YMHBIN, KAKOM HAYMTAHHBIN YeJI0BEK! Mbl Y HETO
[IpoUrpajy B BUCT BMECTE C IIPOKYPOPOM U MpefcenaTesieM MauaThl O CAMbIX IMO3LHUX
[IETYXOB; OY€Hb, OYE€Hb JOCTOVHBIN YEJIOBEK.

— Hy, a kakoro Bbl MHEHUS O JK€He NosnuelMerictepa? — npubasuna Manunosa. — He npasna
Y, Ipeo6e3Hast >KeHIHa?

— O, 3T0 0Ha U3 JOCTOMHENIINX KEHIIUH, KaKMX TOJIBKO S 3Hal0, — OTBeYayl YNYMKOB.

This passage follows swiftly the first one. Manilov and Chichikov are currently in the
former’s residence, having supper with tea and discussing the town’s government
figures and municipalities. The whole conversation does not seem to involve any
direct damage to either the hearer or the speaker; instead, it follows a lengthy yet
flattering description of each person they mention. However, it does indirectly save
the face of each interlocutor. By praising another person for their qualities and
characteristics, one can keep their face by associating with such a figure, also
showing their abilities to recognize characters’ qualities.

Interestingly enough, none of them even thought of criticizing any people
mentioned. When Manilov wants to hear Chichikov’s opinion on someone, he asks
him about them in a positive affirmation, “isn’t he a lovely person,” which leaves Pavel
Ivanovich no choice but to agree and contribute the qualities expressed. This is a
necessary exchange, as it is how Chichikov is personally acquainted with the most
critical figures in town, which only grants him more credibility and status by

association.



The way that Chichikov describes those people is the most exaggerated. For
example, talking about the chief of police, he describes him as “oyeHp, o4yeHb
IOCTOVHBIN yesioBekK,” by using the double “ouens.” It is usually only used once and
in cases to show extreme affection toward something. Repeated amplifier usage
might seem childish, yet it works very, very well in this case. Not only do they
describe people by their qualities, but they also note them as the best they ever had
the pleasure to meet, such as “7ocTONHENMNX KEHIIMH, KAKUX TOJIBKO s 3Ha10.” Only

for the lack of direct politeness actions, this excerpt receives a six out of ten.

Third passage. Chapter IV.

— Hy, nocsymaii, 4T06 fokasarh Te6e, UTO S BOBCE He KaKOW-HUOYIb CKaJIbIPHUK, 51 HE BO3bMY
3a HUX Huuero. Kynu y meHst xepe61ia, 51 Tebe Jam ux B IpUiady.

— ITomuyii, Ha YTO XX MHe kepebel? — ckazayn UYM4MKOB, U3YMJIEHHBIN B CAMOM JieJjie TaKUM
NIPEIJIOKEHUEM.

— Kak Ha 4T0? 112 BeJp 51 32 HEro 3arjIaTuj JecsTh ThICSY, a Te6e OTHAl0 32 YeThIpe.

— Jla Ha 4TO MHe >Xepebel? 3aBofa 51 HE JePKy.

— Jla nocsymaii, Tl He IOHKMMAEIlb: BeJlb 51 C T€6s1 BO3bMY TEIlePb BCETO TOJIBKO TPU THICSUH,

a OCTaJIbHYIO THICSIYY Thl MOXKEIIb 3AIIJIATUTh MHE I1ocJle. — Jla He Hy)KeH MHe Xxepebel, bor ¢
HUM!

The context for the third passage differs dramatically from the ones before
with Manilov. In this chapter, Chichikov is dealing with another soul owner -
Nozdrev. He is a rash man and a bully; precisely for those reasons, it is a true struggle
for Chichikov to advance in his shady business. In comparison with Manilov, Nozdrev

is a much more irrational man.



Nozdrev is no gambler to miss an opportunity if he smells one appearing right
before him. While Chichikov is trying to close his deal, the unreasonable soul owner
swiftly pushes his value onto Chichikov in attempting to sell him a stallion with dead
souls. It's directly damaging Chichikov's negative face, as he is almost forced to
purchase a stallion that he doesn’t need or want. One could reply with a straight-
forward “no” or similar; however, it might shut down the dead souls' purchase, so
Chichikov asks him why he would need to get a stallion. In his repertoire, Nozdrev
pushes forward the offer by outlining the financial profit for Chichikov, as he bought
it for ten thousand and is ready to sell it for four thousand instead. It's an act of losing
one face to score a profit.

Chichikov stays firm to his statement regarding the necessity of a stallion for
him instead of refusing the offer as his agenda hangs on the weird machinations put
forward by Nozdrev. Nozdrev offers him to pay the first three thousand in advance
and later pay the remaining thousand to sweeten the deal. This passage is an
excellent example of applying the politeness theory and face strategies to save or
salvage a bargain, especially with incoherent and pushy entrepreneurs. This passage

will receive a score of eight out of ten.

Fourth passage. Chapter IV.



— DKOM Thl, IPABO, TaKoii! C TOOOH, KaK sI BUKY, HeJIb3s1, KaK BOTUTCS MEX[y XOPOIINMU
Ipy3bsIMU 1 TOBApMILLAMU, TaKOH, 11paso!.. Ceityac BUIHO, YTO IBYJIMYHBIN Y€JIOBEK!

— Jla 4TO Xe £, Jypak, 4To JIM? ThI IOCYAM CaM: 3a4€M K€ TPUOOPETaTh Belllb, PEMIUTEIbHO IJIs]
MEHS HEHYXXHYIO?

— Hy yx, noxanyiicra, He roBopu. Teneps s 04eHb XOpolIo Te6s 3Hat. Takas, npaBo, pakasus!
Hy, nocsymaii, xouelb MeTHeM 6aHYUK? S IOCTaBJIIO BCEX YMEPUIUX Ha KapTy, IapMaHKy
TOXeE.

In a concise amount of time, an already strained duologue between Nozdrev
and Chichikov heats up even further. The impatient soul owner blows up by accusing
our protagonist of his untrustworthiness and double-faced nature. However, this
kind of treatment is not called for, all resulting from polite refusals from Chichikov
to buy his horses and stallions. Even with his face strategies, our shady dealer uses a
bald on-record technique of asking whether Nozdrev takes him for a fool to buy
something he has no interest in nor use for. To smoothen the interaction, we see
how Chichikov attempts to minimize the threat to the hearer’s positive face by
setting his direct annoyance with received offers in the form of a question. Nozdrev
realizes that this leads to the end of any deal; to save it in any way possible, he soothes
it over by proposing another deal - gambling it away. There isn't much politeness
involved, except for attempting to save both faces from a value that will never

happen. Therefore, it gets a score of three out of ten.

Fifth passage. Chapter V.

— Y rybepHaropa, OGHAKO X, HelypeH CTOJI, — cKazajyl YN4MKOB.

— Jla 3HaeTe J1y, U3 Yero 9TO BCe TOTOBUTCS? Bbl €CTh HE CTAHETE, KOTA y3HaeTe.

— He 3Hal0, Kak IpUTOTOBJISIETCS], 00 3TOM 5 HE MOT'Y CyJJUTb, HO CBUHbIE KOTJIEThl U pa3BapHasi
pb16a ObLIM IPEBOCXOHBI.

10



— DTO BaM TaK [10Ka3ayock. Benb 51 3HaI0, YTO OHU HaA PBIHKE MOKYINAIT. KylUT BOH TOT KaHaJIbsl
1I0Bap, YTO Bblyumsics y PppaHIy3a, KOTa, 06JIEPET €ro, J1a U IIOJAET Ha CTOJI BMECTO 3aila.
— Oy! KaKy1o Thl HEIPUSITHOCTb FOBOPUIIb, — CKa3zasa cynpyra CobakeBuya.

After an irritating interaction with Nozdrev, Chichikov visits a new soul owner
- Sobakevich, a strong, silent, and economical man. Compared with Manilov, he
would inquire deeper into Pavel Ivanovich’s underlying motives and angles, making
closing the deal more complicated. He would also be more sensible and battle-
trained in sales than Nozdrev. This calls for new strategies.

This excerpt is similar to the second passage, where we are in the middle of
supper. However, even though the setups and topics are similar, the flow of the
conversation is entirely different. Chichikov attempts to save face by indirectly
raising his status and credibility by bringing up and discussing his acquaintances with
the town’s elite. To his surprise, Sobakevich is not of a high opinion of all the people
that Chichikov uses as examples, which results in an inverse effect that he was
expecting. We also must notice that our protagonist realizes he has to be more
reserved with Sobakevich; instead of describing the governor’s reception as “the best
I have ever had the pleasure to receive” or something similar that he would use on
Manilov, he states that “it’'s not bad.”

Even for the reserved praise that Chichikov gave to the town’s representatives,
Sobakevich does not hold back on calling all of them thieves and liars. Even going as

far as claiming all their dishes are prepared using second- or third-rate ingredients,
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which completely nullifies any praise Chichikov tried to extend. Throughout this
conversation, even with our shady hero applying all the courtesy strategies to let the
landowner warm up toward him, it results in the opposite effect. It is an excellent
example of using politeness theory when the interlocutor does not reciprocate.
Sobakevich is so uncooperative that even his wife reprimands him for his nasty

allegations. This passage gets a score of five out of ten.

Sixth passage. Chapter V.

— UYro X, pa3Be 3TO [Jis1 Bac Joporo? — npousHec CobakeBUY 1 IOTOM IIPUOABUIL: — A KakKas
ObI, OMHAKO K, Balla 1jeHa?

— Mos nena! Mel, BepHO, KaK-HUAOYb OIIMOJIACh UM HE TIOHMMAEM JpyT APyra, M03a0buIx, B
YeM COCTOUT NpeIMeET. £ rojaraio ¢ CBO€# CTOPOHBL, T10JI0Ka PYKY Ha CcepzLe: 110 BOCbMU
TPUBEH 3a Aylly, 3TO caMas KpacHas LeHa!

— DK KyJla XBaTUJIU — 10 BOCbMU I'PUBEHOK!

Succeeding in a sale with Sobakevich might take everything Chichikov can
offer. As expected, the stern soul owner starts aggressively haggling and raising the
prices to the roof, therefore testing how much money Chichikov is willing to put on
the table. This is a prime example of a negative face-threatening act, as our dead
souls' trader is getting forced to get into a deal that is not beneficial to him. A
confrontation follows, where the two of them start arguing regarding the pricing and
whether it is justified by the underlying product, the souls of the dead serfs.
Chichikov attempts to smoothen the interaction by minimizing the imposition,

implying he would not go lower than eight hryvnias for a soul. This is an example of

12



positive politeness, where he emphasizes his goal of avoiding imposition on the

hearer, Sobakevich. This passage gets a five out of ten.

Seventh passage. Chapter VI.

— DT0 68l ewe ciasa bory, — ckasas [In0MKUH, — A3 JIMX-TO, YTO C TOTO BpEMEH!U [0 CTa
IIBaAIIaTy HabepeTcsl.

— Bnpasgy? Llespix CTO IBafLaTh? — BOCKIMKHYJ UMYMKOB U AAKE Pa3UHYJ HECKOJIBKO POT
OT UByMJIEHUS.

— Crap 1, 6aTIOIIKa, YTOOBI JITATh: CEIbMOM JeCsATOK XUBY! — ckasai [lmomkuH. OH, Ka3anoch,
obuescs TaKuM MOYTU PaJOCTHBIM BOCKIMIIaHMEM. YMYMKOB 3aMETUJI, 4YTO B CAMOM JieJie
HENIPWINYHO N10J00HOe 6€3y4acThe K Yy)KOMY I'OpIo, 1 IOTOMY B3Z,OXHYJI TYT >K€ U CKa3aJl, 4To
cob0JsIe3HyeT.

In this sad chapter, we meet Plyushkin, a compulsive hoarder who is not
complacent with his lot in life and is miserable daily. This is the first example when
Chichikov fails at keeping both the friendly and professional courtesy he had toward
people he encountered before. His greed and poshlost’ get the upper hand over him
when he replies excitingly to the tragedy of a man losing over a hundred and twenty
serfs in a short amount of time.

Plyushkin is fast to notice his misplaced happiness that he even takes offense
because of it. Our sleazeball lost face by getting too excited over the possibility of a
great deal. Recognizing the missed strategy, he quickly recuperates from his
indecent indifference to someone else's grief by sharing his condolences. The
societal status of his interlocutor also influences why Chichikov made this misstep.

His previous partners: Manilov, Nozdrev, and Sobakevich, were wealthy and well-

13



respected amongst the townsfolk, whereas Plyushkin is simply a failed landowner
who doomed his serfs to their demise. Because Chichikov recovered in the end, this

excerpt gets a score of two.

Eighth passage. Chapter VI.

— Tosnbko, 6aTONIKa, paiu HUILIETHI-TO MOEM, y>Ke NTaJIu Obl IO COPOKA KOTIeeK.

— INourenHenmui! — ckazan YMYMKOB, — HE TOJIBKO 10 COPOKaA KOIIEEK, 110 ISITUCOT pybei
3ar1aTwl Obl! C Y4,0BOJIBCTBUEM 3aIIaTUI Obl, IOTOMY UTO BMXKY — ITOYTEHHBIMH, 0OPBIi
CTapUK TEPIIUT 110 IPUINHE COOCTBEHHOI'O JOOPOLYLINSL.

— Aen Bory, tak! ei1 bory, nmpasna! — ckasas [IJOIIKWH, CBECUB TOJIOBY BHU3 U
COKPYLINTEJIBHO [TOKa4yaB ee. — Bcé oT mobpopymusl.

— Hy, BuguTe 11, 9 BAPYT OCTUTHYJ Balll XapakTep. MITak, moyemy X He [1aTh Obl MHE I10
NATUCOT PybJieii 3a Oylly, HO... COCTOSIHbSL HET; 110 IISITY KOII€EK, U3BOJIbTE, TOTOB [IPUOABUTD,
YTOOBI KaX1ast fyla 06011ack, TAKUM 00pa3oM, B TPULLATE KOTIEEK.

— Hy, 6aTio1ka, Bojis Balla, XOTb 10 IBE KOIIEWKY [IPUCTETHUTE:

In this part, we observe how politeness strategies can be used toward
unethical means, such as Chichikov buttering Plyushkin up and swindling him out of
dead souls for almost nothing. Plyushkin damages his positive face in his
impoverished situation by underselling himself and pleading for Chichikov to pay
forty kopeks per soul. In his true fashion, the protagonist calls Plyushkin the most
venerable and swears that not only would he pay forty kopeks per soul but would
give out give hundred rubles thanks to his good nature and bonhomie character.
However, none of those statements are true to Chichikov’s conscience. It is all
strategically plotted to get the older man back in his good grace and force an unfair

deal onto him. Getting Plyushkin all excited, keeping him dealing damage to himself
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and his status, finally, Chichikov makes the final statement that he would pay up by
the highest price, only if he had the fortune to do so. Instead, he would pay thirty
kopeks, which was more than two magnitudes lower than what he promised the older
man. Accepting the inevitability of the deal and damaged face, Plyushkin is ready to

take the value at the lowest price. This passage will receive a score of nine.

Ninth passage. Chapter VII.

— Jla BBI BCerjia CaBUIMCh 3I0POBbEM, — CKa3aJl IpeJiceaTesb, — U ITOKOMHBIN Ball 6aTionKa
OBLJT TaKKe KPETKUM YeslOBeK.

— Jla, Ha MeBeIs OIuH XakuBaj, — oTBevyas CobakeBUY.

— MHe KaxeTcs, OGHAKO X, — CKazaJjl IIpeficenaTesib. — Bbl Obl TOXKE [10BAJINIIN MeABe,

ecyy Obl 3aXOTEJIN BBIUTU IIPOTUB HETO.

— Her, He noBamo, — orBeyas Cob6akeBuY, — MOKONHUK OblJI MEHS MTOKPEMYe, — U,
B3[,0XHYBIIH, IPOJOJKaL:— HeT, Tenepp He Te JoAu: BOT XOTh X MOSI )KU3Hb, UTO 34 KU3Hb?
TakK Kak-To cebe...

Let us refreshen us a little bit. This passage will explore the politeness between the
town’s elites. The chairperson in this excerpt flatters Sobakevich by praising his
father’s health. This works in the framework of a negative face-threatening act, as
the chairman expresses his sentiments about the hearer’s and his father’s health by

stating they could even topple a bear. This gets a score of seven out of ten.

Tenth passage. Chapter IX.

— Jla, oiHaKo e, HAllJIUCh HEKOTOPbIE 4aMbl, KOTOPbI€ ObLJIYM HEPABHOIYIIHBI K HEMY.

— S, Auna I'puropbseBHa? BOT y>K HUKOTA Bbl HE MOKETE CKa3aTh 3TOr0, HUKOTIA, HUKOrja! —
Jla 51 He roBopIO 006 Bac, Kak OyITO, KpOMe Bac, HUKOI'O HeT.

— Huxorpa, nukorga, AnHa I'puropresHa! [103BosIbTE MHE BaM 3aMETUTD, 4TO I OYE€Hb XOPOLIO
cebs 3Halo; a pa3Be CO CTOPOHBI KAaKUX-HUOYIb MHBIX 1aM, KOTOPbIE UTPAIOT POJIb
HEJOCTYIIHBIX.
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— Vx uzBunure, Codbs ViBaHOBHA! YK [TO3BOJITE BaM CKa3aTh, YTO 32 MHOU MOIOOHBIX
CKaH[AaJIbO3HOCTEN HUKOIZA €l1e HE BOAWIIOCh. 32 KEM I PYTUM Pa3Be, a YK 3a MHOU HET, YK
MO3BOJILTE

MHe BaM 3TO 3aMETUTh.

— OTuero e Bbl 001J1e/IUCh? Bellb TaM ObUIM U IpYrue JamMbl, ObUIY JaXKe TaKUue, KOTOpble
IepBble 3aXBaTWIU CTYJl Y IBEpEl, YTOObI CUIETh K HEMY I100JIMKe.

Finally, in this last passage, closer to the end of the novel, we get to a conversation

between two most esteemed town ladies.
Politeness in Polish

In this chapter, I am going to analyze nine passages from ,Dead Souls” by
Nikolai Gogol, translated to Polish by Wiktor Dluski. My goal is to find out what
linguistic means the translator used to express politeness. These means are primarily
linguistic, but as we know - the language does not exist in the void. Therefore, I am

taking into account also cultural factors.
Passage I

1) - Blagam pana, niechze sie pan tak dla mnie nie krepuje, wejde za panem - mowit Cziczikow.
2) - Ach, nie, nie, drogi panie, pan jest gosciem - mowit Manitow, wskazujac reka drzwi.

3) - Niechze pan si¢ nie krepuje, prosze sie nie krepowac. Prosze przej$¢ - méowit Cziczikow.
(4) Nie, prosze jednak wybaczy¢, ale nie pozwole przej$¢ za mng takiemu przyjemnemu,
wyksztatconemu gosciowi.

(5) A czemuz to wyksztatconemu?... Prosz¢ przejsc.

(
(
(

The passage above presents a short discussion between Chichikov and
Manilov. They are trying to convince one another to enter the door first. The
situation is very uncomplicated and does not require extreme politeness used by
both characters. The dialogue starts with Chichikov saying , Blagam pana, niechze

sie pan tak dla mnie nie krepuje, wejde za panem”. The first thing we should pay
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attention to is the usage of the ,pan” form. There is no ,Vy” form in the Polish
language, understood as a means of expressing politeness towards the interlocutor,
as it is in Russian or Czech. Polish ,Wy” can be used only in its basic grammatical
form - indicating 2nd person of Plural. Therefore, the same level of politeness as in
Russian while using the ,vy” form is attained with the form of ,Pan/pani.”

Another factor making the above passage polite is using certain verbs to stress
the degree of goodwill. The first sentence starts with the word ,btagam,” English , I
beg.” There is no other reason than stressing politeness in using the strong
expression of ,btaga¢” instead of, more natural here, ,prosze” (Eng. ,please”) or even
»=nalegam” (Eng. ,Iinsist”). ,Prosze¢” is used in line (3) twice. In both sentences we can
observe the construction ,Prosze” + infinitive (,prosze przejs¢”). The same
communication would be maintained using the form , prosze” + imperative (,prosze
przejdz”); however, the first version is considered more polite. The reluctance to use
the imperatives and employing other forms instead is also one of the ways of showing
respect and politeness in the Polish language.
The other language technique applied in the passage above is using the intensifiers
instead of imperative. The particle -ze (,niechze”) or -z (,czemuz”) are making the
statement firm, but in the way, much more polite than using a simple imperative,
which operated here could be considered rude.
Other factors making the passage polite are certain adjectives that refer directly to

the good features of the interlocutor (line (4) - ,przyjemny,” ,wyksztatcony” - Eng.
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»nice,” jeducated”) and extralinguistic, cultural factor - a reference to the traditional
hospitality and highest position of the guest (line (2) - ,pan jest gosciem”). We can
also indicate the set phrase ,prosze wybaczy¢, ale...” (line (4)), also traditionally used
as means of expressing politeness.

Numerically, this passage receives 10 /10.

Passage II

(1) A wicegubernator, prawda, jaki to mity cztowiek? - powiedzial Manitow, znow z lekka
Mruzac oczy.

(2) Bardzo, bardzo godny cztowiek - odrzekt Cziczikow.

(3) No a, za pozwoleniem, jaki sie panu wydat policmajster? Prawda, ze to bardzo przyjemny
cztowiek?

(4) Nadzwyczaj przyjemny i jaki madry, jaki oczytany cztowiek! GraliSmy z nim w wista razem z
prokuratorem i prezesem sadu do najostatniejszego piania kogutow. Bardzo, bardzo godny
cztowiek.

(5) A jakiego jest pan zdania o Zonie policmajstra? - dodata Manitowa - Prawda, Ze to
nadzwyczaj uprzejma kobieta?

(6) O, to jedna z najgodniejszych kobiet, jakie w ogdle znam - odpowiedzial Cziczikow.

In the passage, we can observe the continuation of the first dialogue between
Chcichikov and Manilov. They are discussing other people, the crucial figures in
society.

As the primary way of expressing politeness, we can again acknowledge using
the form ,pan” instead of the direct form ,ty.” Using ,pan” indicates basic respect
between two sides of the conversation and that both sides keep the conversation
polite. Also, once again, we can point out using certain positive adjectives as one the
indicators of politeness - ,przyjemny,” ,oczytany,” ,madry” (sentence (4)) - ,nice,”
»widely-read,” ,smart.” The new mean used in this particular passage is employing

the superlative - in the sentence (6), Chichikov describes the policeman’s wife as
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»najgodniejsza” = ,the most noble.” Using a superlative here is a way of expressing
politeness and respect; there is no justification for using it in any other meaning.
Objectively, we cannot say if the policeman’s wife is or is not the noblest woman in
the world. This exaggeration’s goal is exclusively being polite. The other linguistic
technique is the repetition - in the sentence (2), it would definitely be enough if
Chichikov said only ,,Godny czlowiek” (Eng. ,A noble man”) or even ,Bardzo godny
cztowiek” = ,very noble man.” Adding seemingly redundant repetition is another
means used to express politeness. The exact role has the word ,,nadzwyczaj,” an old-
fashioned way of saying ,extremely” - in this case, once again, a kind of exaggeration
used to show politeness.

Numerically, this passage receives 9 /10.
Passage III

(1) No wiec postuchaj, zeby ci dowies¢, ze zadnym liczykrupa nie jestem, ja nic za nich nie
wezme. Kup ode mnie ogiera, ja ci dam dusze na doktadke.

(2) Zlityj si¢, na co mi ogier? - powiedziat Cziczikow, zaiste zdumiony takg propozycja.

(3) Jak to na co? Przeciez ja za niego dziesig¢ tysiecy zaplacitem, a tobie go oddaje za cztery.
(4) Ale na co mi ogier? Stadniny nie trzymam.

(5) Postuchaj, nic nie rozumiesz: przeciez ja od ciebie teraz wezme tylko trzy tysigce, a ostatni
tysigc mozesz mi zaplaci¢ poznie;.

(6) Ale mnie ogier niepotrzebny, Bog z nim!

The passage above is a dialogue between Chichikov and Nozdarev. What is
noticeable at first sight is an entirely different character of the conversation
compared to the dialogue with Mamilov. The main difference is conducting the
exchange using the ,ty” form - the ,pan” form is absent; instead of the sides of the

dialogue, use the forms of 2nd person of Singular. This leads to the conclusion that
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politeness is on a lower level in this particular passage than in previous ones. We also
can observe using the imperative instead of form ,prosze” + infinitive (,postuchaj”
instead of ,prosze postucha¢” or ,kup” instead of ,prosze kupi¢” in sentence (1)).
Another factor lowering the level of politeness is the resignation from the conditional
mood when asking for a favor or expressing doubt. In line (4), Chichikov says, ,Ale na
co mi ogier?” using no conditional. If he wanted to be polite, he would use the second
conditional, a widely used means to make the statement less direct, hence - more
polite. Directness itself is considered rather impolite - the interlocutor is making no
effort to make the other side feel better, using smooth words. There is a vivid
example of such behavior in line (5) - Nozdarev says: ,,Postuchaj, nic nie rozumiesz
(...)” - Eng. ,Listen, you don't understand a single thing.” If Nazdarev wanted to
maintain a high level of politeness he would probably say ,,Obawiam si¢, ze mnie zle
zrozumiate$” = I am afraid you did not understand me”.

At the same time, we cannot say that this dialogue is impolite - it is direct and
between people who do not need to use the ,pan” form between each other because
their relationship is close, not because of being impolite.

Numerically, this passage receives 7/10.
Passage IV

(1) Ech, naprawde, co z ciebie...! Z toba, widze, nie mozna, jak wypada miedzy dobrymi
przyjacioimi i towarzyszami, taki z ciebie naprawde...! Teraz wida¢, ze ty dwulicowy jestes!
(2) Ale co ty, czy ja duren jestem czy jak? Sam pomysl: po co kupowac¢ rzecz, ktora mi catkiem
do niczego nie jest potrzebna?
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(3) No, juz ja cie prosze, nawet nie mow. Teraz to ja juz ciebie bardzo dobrze znam. Po prostu
szubrawiec z ciebie! No wiec postuchaj, chcesz, rozegramy banczek. Postawi¢ wszystkich
zmartych na karte i katarynke tez.

This passage continues the dialogue between Chichikov and Nozdarev. The
conversation does not go directly where Nozdarev wishes, and he is frustrated. This
frustration is well seen in the low level of politeness. Still, as in the previous passage,
they address each other using the form of ,ty.” What is new in this passage is using
the words unquestionably impolite - ,szubrawiec” = rogue is almost calling names.
Also, using the adjective ,dwulicowy” = double-faced points out a flaw directly. What
also draws attention is the syntax - sentences are not grammatically correct, are not
thought through, and the syntax is reversed, which may indicate indignation. In the
line (1) Nozdarev says ,Teraz widac, ze ty dwulicowy jestes!”. According to the rules
of Polish syntax, the verb should be put before the adjective, and there is no need to
indicate the subject (ty). The sentence constructed this way is received as impolite.

In line (3), we can observe using the imperative ,nie méw” - ,don’t say
anything.” Asking people to stop talking is generally considered rude, along with
imperative form,; this message is even stronger.

Numerically, this passage receives 3 /10.

Passage V

(1) U gubernatora jednak stot jest nie najgorszy - powiedziat Cziczikow.

(2) A wie pan, z czego oni to wszystko przyrzadzaja? JeS¢ pan nie bedziesz, kiedy si¢ dowiesz.
(3) Nie wiem, jak sie przyrzadza, o tym wypowiadac sie nie moge, ale kotlety wieprzowe i ryba
z wody byty doskonate.

4) To sie panu tylko tak wydawato. Przeciez ja wiem, co oni na rynku kupujg. Kupi ta kanalia,
kucharz, ten co si¢ u Francuza wyuczyl, kota, obedrze ze skory i poda na stét zamiast zajgca.
(5) Fu, jakie ty nieprzyjemnos§ci mowisz! - powiedziata matzonka Sobakiewicza.

21



In passage V, we listen to the dialogue between Chichikov and Sobakevich.
We can observe a fascinating interaction - while Chichikov decides to keep his
words polite and measured, Sobakevich is far more direct and is not very careful
about his comments. They keep using the ,pan” form, which naturally indicates a
high level of politeness. However, in line (2), we experience very unusual use of this
form. Sobakevich says ,Jes¢ pan nie bedzie, kiedy sie dowie” instead of definitely
more polite ,Kiedy pan si¢ dowie, nie bedzie pan (tego) jadt”. Sobakevich uses the
vocative form of ,pan” along with the verb with the ending of the 2nd person of
Singular, which is polite only on the surface. Sobakevich is also very direct in his
statement, which is considered impolite, as we stated earlier. In section (4), he
dismissively responds to Chichikov’s opinion, saying, , To si¢ panu tylko tak
wydawato” - he does not even try to say ,you were wrong” in a friendly way.
Sobakevich also uses the universally considered rude words, like ,kanalia” = ,scum.”
Chichikov, on the other hand, is trying to remain polite, elevating the level of

politeness in this dialogue.

Numerically, this passage receives 5/10.

Passage VI

(1) A czy to dla pana za drogo? - spytat Sobakiewicz, po czym dodat - A jaka, powiedzmy,
bylaby panska cena?

(2) Moja cena! My sie chyba jako$ pomylilismy albo nie rozumiemy si¢ wzajemnie,
zapomnieliSmy na czym sprawa polega. Ja ze swej strony uwazam, reke ktadac na sercu:
osiemdziesigt kopiejek za duszg, to najprzyzwoitsza cena!

(3) A to dopiero, osiemdziesiat kopiejek!
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In this passage, we can observe that Sobakevich’s attitude changes. He begins
being more polite, which proves, for example, using the conditional while asking
about opinion: ,jaka bylaby panska cena?”. Also, asking the interlocutor for an opinion
is an expression of politeness itself. Also, Chichikov remains polite, although he
seems to be frustrated. In section (2), he does not address his statement directly to
Sobakevich. He does not say, ,You were wrong, or you don’t understand me” instead,
he is using the forms of 2nd person of Plural, making an impression that is not only
Sobakevich’s fault but that they are in this situation together: ,My si¢ chyba jako$
pomyliliSmy albo nie rozumiemy si¢ wzajemnie” = ,We probably both were wrong or
we do not understand each other.” Putting words this way makes the communication
smoother, with no direct attack or accusation.

Numerically, this passage receives 6 /10.

Passage VII

(1) Gdyby tak, to jeszcze chwala Bogu - powiedziat Pluszkin - Niech mnie licho, ze od tamtego
czasu do stu dwudziestu sie zbierze.

(2) Naprawde, cate sto dwadzie$cia? - zawotat Cziczikow i az usta troche otworzyt ze
zdumienia.

(3) Za stary jestem, ojczulku, Zeby Igac¢: sibdmy krzyzyk mam na karku - powiedziat Pluszkin.

Passage VII is a dialogue between Plyushkin and Chichikov. Plyushkin in the
social hierarchy is situated lower than Chichikov, which is reflected in their
conversation. Plyushkin uses towards Chichikov the vocative form - ,ojczulku,”

which may be an indicator of respect. Chichikov, for the first time, is not extremely
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polite - he cannot hide his excitement, while in the face of Plyushkin’s tragedy, the
politeness would require him to act differently.

Numerically, this passage receives 3 /10.

Passage VIII

(1) Tylko, ojczulku, dla nedzy mojej juz dalibyScie po czterdzie$ci kopiejek.

(2) Najszacowniejszy! - powiedzial Cziczikow - Nie tylko po czterdzie$ci kopiejek, ale i po
piecset rubli bym zaptacil. Z zadowoleniem bym zaptacit, bo widze: szacowny, zacny starzec
cierpi z powodu wlasnej zacnoSci.

(3) A jak Boga kocham, ze tak! Bog widzi, ze prawda - powiedziat Pluszkin, zwiesiwszy glowe i z
zatroskaniem nig kiwajac - Wszystko z zacnosci.

(4) No, sam pan widzi, ja panski charakter od razu przejrzatlem. No, wiec czemu bym miat nie
dac po pigecset rubli za dusze, ale...majatku nie ma. Po pie¢ kopiejek, prosze¢ bardzo, moge
dodag¢, tak zeby kazda dusza w ten sposdb wypadta po trzydziesci kopiejek.

(5) Ale, ojczulku, z faski swojej, cho¢ po dwie kopiejki dorzuc.

In the passage above, we can observe how politeness can be used for
somebody’s benefit and to achieve their goals. Chichikov is being very friendly and
polite to Plyushkin to get what he wants. Discussing linguistic means he is using, we
definitely can indicate the usage of conditional (section 2). He is also referring to
Plyushkin’s features, using positive adjectives to describe him: ,szacowny,” ,zacny” =

»noble”, ,worthy”. Chichikov also uses the superlative in the vocative form when he

'77 '77

addresses Plyushkin - ,Najszacowniejszy!” = , The most noble!”. They are not using
the ,pan” form under the same conditions - only Chichikov does that. In contrast,
Plyushkin calls him in the diminutive form of ,0jczulku,” which may indicate his lower
position.

Numerically, this passage receives 8 /10.

Passage IX
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(1) No przeciez pan zawsze stynat z dobrego zdrowia - powiedzial prezes - i §wietej pamigci
ojczulek panski byt krzepkim cztowiekiem.

(2) A tak, sam na niedzwiedzia chodzit - odrzekt Sobakiewicz.

(3) Wydaje mi si¢ jednak - powiedzial prezes - Ze pan tez by niedzwiedzia powalit, gdyby
zechciat p6js¢ po niego.

(4) Nie, nie powale - rzekt Sobakiewicz - Nieboszczyk ode mnie mocniejszy byt. - 1
westchnawszy, mowit dalej - Nie, teraz ludzie juz nie tacy, no cho¢by i moje zycie, co to za
zycie?

Passage IX is a dialogue between two prominent, equal people - Sobakevich
and the chairperson. As it is easy to predict, they are keeping the form of ,pan” in
their conversation in such a situation. In this passage, besides only-linguistic means
of expressing politeness, we can observe how the chairman is trying to please
Sobakevich by mentioning his father and listing his features. He also uses the phrase
»Swietej pamieci” (=Eng. ,,Of blessed memory”), a traditional word being used to show
respect for the dead. By referring to Sobakevich’s late father, showing respect to him,
and finally comparing Sobakevich to him, the chairman tries to make his interlocutor
good.

Numerically, this passage receives 7/10.

Comparative analysis

This chapter is fully dedicated to analyze and compare how, and to what extent, the
level of politeness was maintained in the original text and translation.

In the table below, we compare the subjective level of politeness using the
numerical scale. The maximum point is 10 (=extremely polite), the minimum is O

(=extremely impolite)
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et 5k Original text Translation Difference
Passage | 9 10 1
Passage 11 6 ) 3
Passage 111 8 7 -1
Passage IV 3 3 0
Passage V 5 5 0
Passage VI 5 6
Passage VII 2 3
Passage VIII 9 8 -1
Passage IX 7 7 0

Let us perform a statistical analysis to see whether we can conclude a
significant difference between the scores above. Let us assume present a null
hypothesis of the translation average score matching the original text, and the
alternative hypothesis would state that it does differ. We will use the difference
scores above and assume William Gosset’s sample t-test statistical hypothesis test
under the null hypothesis proposed above. ' We have 9 passages, which means we
have 8 degrees of freedom; call it v. We compute the mean and standard deviation of
the differences to be ¥ = 0.44 and s, = 1.24, respectively. Using Student’s t-test

statistic, we find the t-value,
x—0 0.44

Sx - .
ler1 s

~ 1.065.

Using the t value of 1.065, we can find its respective p-value to determine whether

the change in politeness was significantly observed in our sample. > We find,

! Student’s t-test distribution for sample statistics, en.wikipedia.org /wiki/Student's_t-test
2 The importance of p-value to the null hypothesis, en.wikipedia.org /wiki/P-value
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p=2%xPr(T[v=8]=t) =2 xPr(T[v = 8] = 1.065) ~ 2 x 0.147 = 0.294.

This concludes to be a 29.4% confidence rate of politeness scores differing in a major
way; therefore, we fail to reject the null hypothesis. We observe that in both the
Russian and Polish versions of Dead souls, politeness scores are significantly similar.

There are a few conclusions we can draw from the presented data. The general
conclusion is that the fluctuations between our subjective impressions are rather
little - usually no more than +/- one point. This is undoubtedly proof that the
translator successfully transferred a certain level of politeness from one language to
another.

In Passage I, we are facing the highest level of politeness from all of the
presented examples. However, the same goal is achieved by using different means.
As a part of the Russian way of expressing politeness, Manilov is addressing Chichikov
using his patronym - Pavel Ivanovich. This, translated to Polish, would be confusing
since the Polish language does not use patronyms. Still, the translator had to
maintain the same very high level of politeness. To do that, he decided to use the
addressative form of ,,szanowny panie” - which is not a part of direct translation but
serves as a great substitute in terms of politeness. Using the form ,pan” is a natural

choice in Polish conditions as well.
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Passage 1II is the one where we assessed the level of politeness with the most
difference. Sandy, when deciding to give this passage 6 out of 10 points, writes about
the lack of direct politeness actions in the original text. In Polish translation, the level
of politeness maintains very high - using a lot of positive adjectives (also as
superlatives) and a kind of exaggerated kindness makes this particular passage may
seem more polite in Polish than in Russian.

In passage III, we both assessed as very polite. In the Polish version, the
dialogue remains polite even without the form ,pan” - but because of the lack of this
form, I decided to subtract one point on my scale. My subjective, native-Polish
speaker opinion, which, however, stems from the experience of using Polish in both
formal and informal ways, is that resigning from ,pan” form is making a whole
conversation less formal. Even if it stays polite, the level of politeness is lowered
because of lacking formality.

Passages IV and V, we both decided to score with equal points. Passage IV is
one of the dialogues we assessed as least polite. In Polish translation, the translator
decided to use the form ,ty” instead of ,pan”, but, as I pointed out above, this alone
is not enough to make the conversation impolite. The other factors taken into
account while assessing this passage as impolite were pejorative epithets (in both

versions, like ‘mypak’ or ‘duren’) and intensive use of imperative. As an interesting

28



discovery, I would like to indicate the reverse syntax in the Polish version, which is
making the whole communication almost rude. In Passage V, we both point out
extralinguistic factors as a reason for lowering the level of politeness in the dialogue.

In Passage VI, one of the factors present in both language versions and making
them more polite is the presence of conditional. Conditional, hence making the
statement less firm, apparently is one of the reasons why we both decided that this
particular passage deserves to be described as ,polite”, even though the sides of the
dialogue are arguing.

Passage VII we both decided to assess as ,rather impolite”, giving it only 2 /10
and 3/10. What is interesting is that what decided to give this passage such a low
note are not strictly linguistic factors but the fact that Chichikov is being happy
because of the Plyushkin’s loss. In both cultures, Russian and Polish, such behavior is
received as very impolite.

Passage VIII and IX, once again, we assessed almost equally. Both in the
Russian and Polish versions, we observe the usage of similar linguistic means, which

make the dialogues polite on a comparable level.

Conclusion

The main goal of the analysis of the particular passages of ,Dead souls” was to

examine and compare how politeness is expressed in two languages - Russian and
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Polish. By ,how” we mean what factors - both linguistic and extra-linguistic - were
used to maintain the same level of politeness in both versions of the novel.
Moreover, as the socio-linguistic part of this research, we decided to analyze
mentioned passages with regard to politeness theory.

The main conclusion seems to be the fact that the linguistic and cultural
factors which make the particular expressions being received as polite or impolite
are similar in both languages. As main factors we indicated, among others, using
positive adjectives, using conditional, avoiding using imperative, and using proper
syntax. However, due to different cultures, some of the cultural aspects of politeness
could not be translated directly. The most vivid example is the fact of using
patronyms in Russian culture, which are completely absent in Polish conditions. The
translator decided that the same role in maintaining the level of politeness expressed
by using patronyms may play using the form ,pan”, often followed by ,szanowny’.

The main conclusion of this project seems to be the fact that expressing
politeness in two different languages (even if being close to each other genetically)
is not only a matter of language but also culture and other non-linguistic factors. At
the same time, it is possible, taking into account all possible differences, to transfer
the same level of politeness from one language to another, using the means (again,

both linguistic and extra-linguistic) proper to this particular language and culture.
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