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Abstract

Research on politeness has flourished since Brown and Levinson's (hereafter B&L) classical (1978, 1987) definition of
politeness theory, and has extended to current research on impoliteness. However, there is a knowledge gap in the area of
Teaching and Learning Politeness (hereafter TLP) in second language acquisition.This paper aims to identify this gap, by
tracing the roots of research on TLP since 1975, to explore how past research has impacted current trends, and then focuses
on the position and relevance of TLP in the local Australian curriculum, in the area of intercultural competency, benchmarked
in reference to the Common European Framework of Reference (CEFR). The synthesis of the literature in this paper will
elicit the challenges in TLP and potentially result in a clearer direction in the area of second-language research on politeness.
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1. Introduction

Politeness is commonly defined as the necessary means to maintain good social, interpersonal relationships and is vital for
everyday communication (Liu, Vol¢i¢ Zala, & Gallois, 2019) in an intercultural context. While this commonly recognized
definition is straightforward, the research on politeness is diverse, ranging from sociolinguistics to psychology. The nature of
politeness is complex, and, while language educators look for grammatical competence and communicative competence,
there is no 'politeness competence' that can be measured objectively, as different individuals may have different
conceptualizations of politeness (Mills,2003; Dewaele,2008; Taavitsainen, Jucker, & Schneider, 2012; Pizziconi, 2015), and
may have different reactions to the same behaviour in a given situation.

In the last two decades, politeness research has shifted toward a focus on impoliteness (impoliteness output strategies to
determine traits of impoliteness), beginning with scholars such as Culpeper (1996), and later Bousfild and Locher (2008);
Kecskes (2015); Culpeper, Haugh & Kadar (2017); and Huang and Brown (2017). Culpeper (2005) adopts Tracy and Tracy's
(1998) definition of impoliteness as the intentional offensive act of speakers "perceived by members of a social community"
(Tracy and Tracy, 1998, p.227). Kecskes (2015) thinks this definition is especially appropriate in the intercultural setting
because it is the conceptualization of impoliteness according to the common norms of communication even between different
intercultural social groups. Research has also been dominated by the discursive approach since Eelen (2001) proposed a
model of politeness with three central tenets: argumentativity, historicity and discursiveness (Kecskés, 2014). However, the
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main concern within scholarship that is critical of this approach is that the discursive turn in (im)politeness research is non-
predictive. The discursive approach is highly varied and does not provide "a global model for the analysis of politeness"
(Mills, 2017, p. 15). B&L's (1987) classical politeness theory may therefore still provide insights where contemporary
research on (im)politeness falls short.

Politeness is one of the most researched areas in contemporary pragmatics (OKeeffe, Clancy, & Adolphs, 2012).
However, "Pragmatic manuals too seem to encourage a decontextualized understanding of matters of politeness” (Bella,
Sifianou &Tzanne, 2015, p. 84) and "much less work has focused on the teaching aspect” (Pizziconi and Locher, 2015, p.3).
Pizziconi and Locher (2015) list some of the inadequacies or one-sided approaches in politeness research circles such as Bou
Franch and Garcés-Conejos Blitvich's (2003) confined theoretical approach. Other examples are Matsumoto and Okamoto's
(2003) as well as Brown's (2010) limited approach to reviews of instructional material. Some empirical studies have been
conducted by scholars such as Ishida (2009) and Tateyama (2009) on metapragmatic awareness, but these are still
incomplete.

The publication of the first book on teaching linguistic politeness in 2015 by Bella and Tzanne is a welcomed effort in
this limited research area. It shows that scholars have begun to focus on TLP as a vital area of research. The authors
emphasize that linguistic politeness must be explicitly taught because "unlike native speakers who may be socialized into
politeness in their native language, learners of foreign languages will have to learn how to behave politely” (Bella, Sifianou
& Tzanne, 2015, p. 23). Despite the need for a more comprehensive approach to teaching politeness in language classrooms,
the authors summarise the lack of research on TLP in present language education, despite the growth of research on
politeness:

Despite the tremendous expansion of research on politeness over the last thirty-five years and impoliteness
more recently, comparatively little has been done on the teaching of politeness. This state of affairs raises
several issues including the possibility and the ways of teaching politeness. (Bella, Sifianou & Tzanne, 2015, p.
23).

There are several reasons for the lack of teaching politeness in language classrooms, and also research on TLP. In the area
of teaching and learning Chinese language, Lu (2015) attributes the lack of research on TLP to how politeness is taught in
language classrooms, identifying three main factors. Firstly, the avoidance of teaching politeness in the Chinese classroom is
due to inadequacies in the teachers' pragmatic knowledge. Secondly, common misuses of politeness strategies in second
language learners is prevalent but is mostly ignored by educators. Thirdly, the over-emphasis on grammar and vocabulary in
most instructional resources overshadows the need to teach politeness language usage. Bardovi-Harlig (2017) identifies
similar ongoing challenges in the area of Instructed Second Language Acquisition (ISLA), such as "lack of authentic
pragmatic input in teaching materials" (Bardovi-Harlig, 2017, p. 228) and "lack of instructor knowledge" (Bardovi-Harlig,
2017, p. 228). In addition to Lu's (2015) and Bardovi-Harlig's (2017) observations, another important aspect that is often
overlooked is that many language educators and researchers are native speakers, for whom politeness conventions may be
‘transparent’. That is, native language teachers are often unaware of the intricacies in the knowledge of the language, and how
second language learners require explicit instruction on aspects that seem obvious to native teachers. They would thus tend to
rely on the resources available to them. For instance, Economidou-Kogetsidis (2015) advocates the need for explicit email
instruction in English as a Foreign / Second Language as a means of effective pedagogical intervention.

Research has shown that the problems outlined in the area of TLP have still not been sufficiently addressed. The
challenges are undeniable; LoCastro (1997), for example, observes the lack of 'politeness competence' in Japanese learners
and speakers of English, and Bella and Tzanne's research articulates the difficulty in identifying methods to determine
linguistic competency in the area of politeness. Isosédvi’s (2020) study shows that non-native speakers reacting to different
cultural politeness norms.The shortcomings of teaching politeness in language classrooms are of course, fuelled by the
inadequacies of teaching resources for TLP, as outlined by Pichastor (1996), which are still prevalent in the present-day
context. Ismail, Aladdin and Ramli (2014) quote Pichastor (1998) that, "the main concern in language textbooks is whether
politeness strategies are presented in a manner to facilitate the understanding of the concept" (Pichastor,1996, p. 4). As
mentioned above, regarding the lack of pragmatic knowledge among language educators (Bardovi-Harlig, 2017), teaching
resources are an important guideline that direct the teacher's practice. An example is provided in Ismail, Alladin, and Ramli's
research on English and Spanish language textbooks; the authors outline in their findings the lack of explanation in the
textbooks regarding politeness usage and the absence of politeness strategies presented contextually.

2. Evolving research on TLP and Australian and European Frameworks of Reference

Having examined some of the background challenges in TLP, it is essential to look at how the field has evolved and to
trace subsequent attempts at resolving these challenges. Some scholars have adopted B&L's politeness theory, and some have
modified the theory to suit pedagogies in the classroom. Gomes de Matos' research in 1975 is an early attempt to address the
topic of teaching and learning politeness. Her paper' politeness Pays' highlights the 'Think and Choose an Opening' section on
polite English dialogue in an EFL (English as a foreign language) textbook and the applicability for teaching linguistic
politeness in the classroom. The instructions in the textbook demonstrate to teachers the steps in guiding students to select the
most polite, next polite and least polite dialogue sentences to use in specific situations. Gomes de Matos' (1975) paper also
draws attention to the teacher's manual with the addition of two sample questions as well as subsequent guidance for
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teachers. Gomes de Matos' (1975) work is essential, as there is evidence that there have been early attempts among writers of
textbooks and teacher's manuals to highlight the importance of teaching linguistic politeness. The presentation of the
resources is adequate and precise, and it serves as a valuable reference for language teachers and textbook writers.

There was a long gap in research on TLP since Gomes de Matos' (1975) work, until Pichastor's 1996 study, the latter of
which adopts a general framework of communication, using Sperber and Wilson's (1986, 1995, 2011) principle of relevance
— the effective strategies employed by the addressee, and situational, cultural and contextual differences. At the same time,
Pichastor (1996) states the inter-relatedness between the politeness principle (Grice 1975; Leech 1983; Brown & Levinson,
1987) and the principle of relevance in the understanding of politeness strategies. The importance of the study lies in the
incorporation of politeness theories and the emphasis on Fraser's (1990) ‘appropriateness' in a conversation, taking into
account the various factors in a conversational discourse such as power and status, as well as cultural factors.

Pichastor's (1996) study is the first to focus on "appropriateness™ in politeness-teaching and learning and may have
influenced future scholars, given their similar emphasis on ‘appropriateness' in the area of teaching and learning politeness.
One example is Meier (1997) "Teaching the universals of politeness?" where Meier proposes "Politeness as appropriateness"
(p.24), and continues "1 propose that the most useful working definition of politeness for second /foreign language pedagogy
is that of appropriateness.” (Meier, 1997, p. 24).

Other recent examples of scholars engaging the term ‘appropriateness' include Bou-Franch (2003), Bella, Sifianou and
Tzanne (2015) and Savic (2018). Meier's suggestion to replace the term 'politeness’ with ‘appropriateness' is also shared by
Bou-Franch & Garces-Conejos (2003), but Meier (1997) differs from the latter in her view on B&L's politeness theory. Meier
(1997) articulates the problems in Brown and Levinson's (1987) politeness theory. First of all, the notion of politeness is not
well-defined. However, Levinson (1983) has previously admitted that pragmatics is a notion that is hard to determine (Grant,
2011) and until the present day, there is still no common consensus on the definition of politeness. Meier (1997) also
highlights the problems in Brown and Levinson's definition of positive and negative face-wants across cultures, as mentioned
by other scholars such as Matsumoto (1988). Another problem is the universality of indirect speech acts across cultures as
articulated by House and Kasper (1981). However, Bou-Franch & Garces-Conejos' (2003) methodological proposal for
teaching linguistic politeness, on the other hand, does not concur with Meier's views on the B&L model, stating that the
classic theory is still relevant from a socio-cognitive perspective on the use of language (p.6). Bella, Sifianou and Tzanne
(2015) do not refute the usefulness in the adoption of the term ‘appropriateness'. Instead, they argue that the change from the
term 'politeness’ to ‘appropriateness' could result in more confusion, as, citing Culpeper (2011), 'appropriateness' denotes a
broader spectrum of meaning than politeness. For example, inappropriate speech does not always equate to impolite speech.
Furthermore, they caution that it is not solely the "avoidance of inappropriateness” (Bella, Sifianou & Tzanne's, 2015, p. 30)
that defines 'appropriateness' in TLP, just as the notion of politeness is not precisely the opposite of impoliteness. For
example, impoliteness is mostly expressed verbally in the Greek culture, but politeness usually expressed in non-verbal
action (Sifianou & Tzanne, 2010).

Although there is a difference in how scholars define politeness, Meier's study can be considered the first complete work
on teaching politeness (in the context of teaching Spanish as a second language). She proposes three groups of cultural
awareness-raising activities, which address "causes of pragmatic failure and negative transfer" (p. 26) due to learners'
interference of their mother tongues—for instance, adapting textbook conversations to raise learners' awareness on the
various social settings and contexts.

Besides discussion concerning ‘appropriateness', and Meier's valuable study employing this term in her investigation of
the teaching of politeness, B&L's politeness theory continues to be at the centre of ongoing discussions. Although there has
been much debate on the universality of the theory and Anglo-Saxon perspectives over the last 40 years, it is still considered
by many scholars to be the "most significant" theory in this field (Eelen, 2001: p. 3; Leech, 2005: p. 1; LoCastro, 2012, p.
137) due to its well-structured model. In the area of TLP, B&L's politeness theory plays an important role, although scholars
share different views. The discursive approach in politeness research, as outlined in Eelen (2001), has added new insights to
the area of TLP, which are as valuable as B&L's findings (Pizziconi and Locher, 2015). However, the discursive approach to
the prominent politeness and impoliteness research in the Western academic scene has been criticized in recent years by
scholars such as Kecskés (2014), Haugh (2008), and Kadar (2009). Their main concern, as mentioned earlier, is that the
discursive turn leans towards a non-predictive approach, and thus B&L's politeness theory still holds prominence due to its
more structured approach. Further research into both approaches could further expand the field of TLP.

Apart from a focus on ‘appropriateness' and B&L's (1987) politeness theory, speech acts have been another area for
investigation among researchers in the area of TLP. For example, Shih's 1999 work on Chinese politeness (the first study of
its kind) examines a cross-cultural study of conversational politeness in Chinese and English as a foreign language, in the
context of conversational politeness and foreign language teaching. The study makes a systematic comparison of politeness
rules and strategies used in the Chinese and English language. Although the study does not explicitly outline methodological
steps in its analysis, its exploration of the linguistic strategies commonly used for politeness, and cases of polite language
usage (forms of address, compliment responses, greetings, and requests and rejections) suggests important implications for
the teaching of politeness in the Chinese and English foreign language classrooms. The area of speech acts in politeness-
studies is still an important field for investigation among current scholars, as touched upon later in this paper.
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Communicating, Socialising

4.9 identifying levels of politeness, respect and formality likely to influence the effectiveness of interactions across
languages in diverse contexts, for example seeking assistance, engaging with people of different ages or authority.

-- making a judgment on how to address and refer to others, for example, whether to address a stranger as jiejie
(older sister) or ayi (auntie) in Chinese and how they would be addressed in English

8.2 Plan and arrange multicultural projects and events with peers that would benefit their school and local community
[Key concepts: politeness, respect, compromise]

-indicating agreement and disagreement in polite ways and expressing gratitude for time and services provided

10.1 participating in discussions and expressing personal opinions on issues relevant to contemporary youth,
displaying levels of politeness or assertiveness as appropriate to the context,

10.2- discussing issues, suggesting alternative solutions and making decisions using levels of formality and respect
appropriate to audience and purpose,

-Plan and negotiate actions to contribute to their local and global community and suggest alternatives in —
-interactions with local organizations [Key concepts: politeness, proactivity/initiative]

- displaying respect for ideas of others in interactions, agreeing to disagree, or negotiating to achieve agreement,
Socialising, Translating

8.8.- Identify how contextual cues in Chinese texts and interactions assist with understanding and apply this
knowledge in simple translations [Key concepts: politeness symbols, linguistic landscape]

-interpreting key ideas from Chinese to English with explanation of the contexts and customary way of using fixed
phrases, for example, discussing what Chinese parents would say to their child when dropping them off at school as
the Chinese version of 'Have a good day'; what is the English version of jiayou; and why people say jiayou at a
Chinese sports event.

- interpreting interactions in Chinese between peers or in texts (for example, viewing a segment of a movie),
including both the meaning of the dialogue as well as comparing culturally determined manners or behaviour.

- using etiquette phrases within an appropriate context and discussing whether the translation of 'sorry' should be the

same in context, 'duibugi - rangyirang' and 'duibugi - wocuole.'

Years 7 and 8 Achievement Standard

-... In class discussions in English, they recognize and describe diversity within the Chinese spoken and written
language and express their own understandings of Chinese cultural values which influence and are reflected in
everyday communication, for example, respect, politeness and the importance of family.

Understanding/Systems of language/ Reflecting

10.11 identifying and responding to intended and unintended meanings reflected in interactions, for example,
noticing contradictions between what is being said and the posture, movement, gesture and expression of participants
('How do | seem interested when | am not?', 'How do | interpret participants' real meaning?', 'Are they just being
polite or are their words genuine?’)

10.14 analyzing features of texts in formal domains, for example in articles: including titles, placement of author,
organization into introduction, body and conclusion; in formal letters: making a comparison with aspects of personal
letters such as salutations, politeness.

Pizziconi and Locher (2015) also mention the importance of the intercultural aspect in teaching politeness, citing O'
Keeffe's, Clancy's and Adolph's (2011) exercises and tasks for learning English as formulaic and lacking in intracultural
perceptions of (im)politeness and contextual information. However,

O'Keeffe's, Clancy's and Adolph's (2011) proposed way of teaching positive politeness, negative politeness, and other
politeness markers are based on Brown and Levinson's politeness theory. The intercultural aspect of teaching politeness
could be applied using the approach as a springboard. Indeed, the significance of Intercultural Communicative Competence is
emphasized in the curricula for language teaching in Australia, with politeness listed as one of the goals under the category of
Intercultural Communicative Competence. Intercultural understanding is, however, a "relatively recent addition to Australian
school curriculums” (SCSA, 2018), and therefore the exact nature of its place in TLP is still being formulated. Intercultural
understanding capability is defined against the definition of culture outlined in the article’ Shape of the Australian
Curriculum: Languages' (ACARA, 2011) as involving: "a complex system of concepts, values, norms, beliefs and practices
that are shared, created and contested by people who make up a cultural group and are passed on from generation to
generation. Cultural systems include various ways of seeing, interpreting and understanding the world. They are constructed
and transmitted by members of the group through the processes of socialization and representation” (ACARA, 2011, p. 16).
Moreover, in the same article, intercultural understanding is defined according to Scarino, Dellitt and Vale (2007) as:
"...assum[ing] an integral connection between language and culture, acknowledging language as the primary means through
which people establish and exchange shared meaning and ways of seeing the world" (ACARA, 2011, p.16). Based on this
definition, intercultural understanding as taught in the Australian curriculum focuses on sharing, creating and contesting
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different cultural perceptions and practices, and supports the development of a critical awareness of the processes of
socialization and representation that shape and maintain cultural differences.

In line with this definition, below is an example of a table outlining the skills that are required in the area of politeness
under the heading of Intercultural Communicative Competence, adapted from the Australian Curriculum: Languages Chinese
(revised), Chinese for L2 Foundation to Year 10 Sequence, published in 2013.

Tablel. Adapted from "The Australian Curriculum: Languages Chinese (revised), Chinese for L2 Foundation to Year 10
Sequence," ACARA, 2013 (http://docs.acara.edu.au/resources/F-10_Australian_Curriculum_Languages_-
_revised_Chinese_- Nov_2013.pdf 2013).

Similarly, according to a commonly referenced benchmark for teaching and learning second languages — the Common
European Framework of Reference (CEFR) for language skills assessment (Council of Europe, 2001) — politeness
conventions are classified as one of the essential aspects of teaching (Hyland & Paltridge, 2011; Bella, Sifianou & Tzanne,
2015). A 2018 update of the CEFR Companion Volume with New Descriptors classifies politeness as a B1 level descriptor
(table below) on the scale of Politeness Conventions (p. 124).

Table 2: CEFR Companion Volume with New Descriptors (2018, p. 124).

ACTING AS INTERMEDIARY IN INFORMAL SITUATIONS (WITH FRIENDS AND COLLEAGUES)

Can communicate in clear, fluent, well-structured (Language B) the sense of what is said in (Language A) on a wide range
Cc2 of general and specialised topics, maintaining appropriate style and register, conveying finer shades of meaning and
elaborating on sociocultural implications.

Can communicate fluently in (Language B} the sense of what is said in (Language A) on a wide range of subjects of
C1 personal, academic and professional interest, conveying significant information clearly and concisely as well as explaning
cultural references.

Can mediate (between Language A and Languace B), conveying detalled information, drawing the attention of both sides
to background information and sociocultural cues, and posing clanification and follow-up questions or statements as
necessary.

Can communicate in (Language B) the sense of what i said in a welcome address, anecdote or presentation i his’her
B2 field gven in (Languace A), interpreting cultural cues appropriately and giving additional explanations when necessary,
provided that the speaker stops frequently in order to allow time for him/her fo do so.

Can communicate in (Language B) the sense of what is said in (Language A) on sukjects within his’her fiekds of interest,
conveying and when necessary explaining the significance of important statements and viewpoints, provided speakers give
clanfications if needed.

Can communicate in (Language B) the main sense of what is said in (Language A) on subjects within his’her fiekds of

interest, conveying straightforward factual information and explicit cultural references, provided that helshe can prepare
B beforehand and that the speakers articulate clearly in everyday language.

Can communicate in (Language B) the main sense of what is said in (Language A) on subjects of personal interest, whilst

following important politeness conventions, provided that the speakers articulate dearly in standard language and that

helshe can ask for clanfication and pause to plan how to express things.

The focus on additional language learners is essential, because what would be considered ‘cultural norms' in a first
language community would include some understood values around politeness, expressed through register or lexicon.
However, additional language learners, on the other hand, bring their cultural backgrounds and semiotic experiences to
language learning. These experiences are usually inculcated, with politeness practices arising from these language and
cultural experiences. Students, therefore, need to be taught how to interrogate and encounter politeness in the language and
culture from different perspectives. Kecskes (2014) emphasizes a similar point concerning intercultural impoliteness, noting
that "impoliteness may work differently in intercultural interactions than in L1 communication" (p.43), and that
"interlocutors may sometimes be unaware of impoliteness because it is conveyed implicitly or through paralinguistic means
that function differently for speakers with different L1 backgrounds" (p.43). Diaz's (2013) languaculture (Agar, 1994)
approach in looking at language and culture may similarly be integrated in the area of TLP. Her "interculturally aware
vision" (p. 25) to "communicate confidently in culturally appropriate ways, in a variety of contexts and settings" (p. 24), and
the empirical evidence outlined in Chapter 3 of her 2016 study, help to close the gap between language and culture pedagogy
in language-teaching. This is achieved through her examination of the positive and negative outcomes of the pedagogic
intervention paradigm, and the conceptual discussions, empirical accounts, and case studies outlined in both her 2013 and
2016 works.

3. Teaching approaches and resources

The brief exposition above on current research and teaching shows the emerging role of TLP in second-language
acquisition. In the area of teaching approaches, scholars have suggested three main models in various second-language
learning settings: an eclectic approach, a reflexive approach, and an interactional approach. The eclectic approach proposed
by Bella, Sifianou and Tzanne (2015), with reference to B&L's (1987) classic theory, equips teachers and learners with
explicit, practical steps and activities in the teaching of Greek as a second language. Ramos-Gonzélez and Rico-Martin
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(2015) propose a reflexive teaching approach (reflexivity) for teachers as a methodological guide in the teaching of Spanish
as a foreign language, whereby the teachers practise to reflect upon and subsequently improve their teaching practice (Stingu,
2012). Haugh and Chang (2015) propose an interactional approach (Haugh 2007; Haugh 2015; Kadar & Haugh 2013)
whereby learners learn through authentic interactional data as an effective way to raise the awareness of multiple
understandings of im/politeness between learners' first and second language politeness systems.

Alongside these teaching approaches, scholars specifically propose the inclusion of a pedagogical framework for the
teaching of (im)polite behaviour in the classroom, as outlined for example in Culpeper's and Haugh's 2017 guide, The
Palgrave Handbook of Linguistic (Im)politeness'. Yoon & Brown (2018) similarly present a contemporary multiliteracies
paradigm to teaching Korean multimodal (im)politeness. Their approach highlights the importance of situating language use
within socially complex multimodal contexts.

Apart from situating TLP within different teaching approaches and frameworks, the effectiveness of teaching resources in
TLP is another area of research examined by TLP scholars. Nijakowska (2013) discusses linguistic politeness notions
presented in English as a Foreign Language methodology textbooks. Babicka and Nevaftil (2016) investigate the presentation
of politeness conventions in ten English coursebooks for advanced English learners and compare polite expressions and
phrases against different social contexts. Specifically, concerning the Australian curriculum for teaching Chinese as a second
language, inadequacies in teaching resources are revealed in the latest report commissioned by the Australia-China Relations
Institute (ACRI) in 2016. It states that teaching resources "are not tailored to the Australian context and are often in
contradiction to the principles of the Australian Curriculum for Languages." (ACRI, 2016). That is, current teaching
resources focus on how one should speak, behave, and act exclusively within a localized Chinese setting, without taking into
account the diversified settings outside of China (and in this case, specifically Australia) in which the Chinese language is
used [examples comparing Chinese and Australian contexts]. Lu's (2017) investigation of three Chinese-as-a-foreign-
language textbooks based on conversation models further strengthens arguments concerning the explicitly Chinese nature of
Chinese language resources in general for foreigners, claiming that they demonstrate “inconsistency between linguistic
proficiency and nativity" (p.66). Another example is Nodoushan's (2012) study, which highlights that textbook authors create
straightforward conversation models intentionally focusing solely on grammar and usage instead of real-life conversations.
There is a consensus, therefore, among TLP researchers, that language teaching resources often do not take into account the
diverse cultural settings in which the target language is used, nor real-life models in which forms of politeness will be used.

Other teaching resources examined by scholars include authentic teaching resources such as television programmes and
emails. Ramos-Gonzalez and Rico-Martin (2015) present a descriptive study of five television series broadcast on the
Internet as a resource for the teaching of Spanish as a foreign language.

The teaching resources at the disposal of TLP educators are therefore diverse, yet require appropriate teacher input to
realize their full potential in the teaching of politeness to second language learners, as Bou-Franch and Garces-Conejos'
(2003) point out. Their study outlines methods that may still be applicable in the present-day context of teaching and learning
linguistic politeness in that, besides highlighting the notion of "appropriateness™ (p.7) and implementing "awareness-raising
tasks" (p.7), lessons can be "complemented by pragmatic knowledge provided by the teacher (p.7)". The difference between
Meier's (1997) proposal and that of Bou-Franch and Garces-Conejos (2003) is that the latter proposes the addition of the
pragmatics component and advocate making politeness theory more contextually relevant. Bella, Sifianou and Tzanne (2015)
also agree to the use of 'appropriateness' but disagree with Bou-Franch and Garces-Conejos (2003) in the use of the terms'
positive politeness' and 'negative politeness' in B&L's politeness theory, when teaching linguistic politeness in the classroom.
Bella, Sifianou and Tzanne's (2015) proposal of teaching politeness can be seen as a further extension of Bou-Franch and
Garces-Conejos' (2003) proposal, providing several suggestions for educators teaching different levels such as low-
intermediate and the intermediate levels. The addition of explicit examples and activities also serve as useful
recommendations for teachers. For instance, providing learners with authentic samples of telephone conversations learning
about accepting and rejection in requests, through a series of discussion questions such as the interlocutors' relationship and
the context of the conversation.

Recent studies on TLP, though limited, exhibit the emergence of this field across different genres in various second
language settings and encourage further research by scholars and exploration by teachers.

4. Conclusion

Politeness is the necessary means to maintain good social, interpersonal relationships and is vital for everyday
communication. Linguistic competence in the context of a complex, globalized environment presents new challenges for
language educators. This paper has traced the roots of TLP in second language acquisition and examined its present state and
challenges. TLP is an emerging area within the fields of second-language acquisition and politeness studies. Current
scholarship on TLP focuses on traditional methods of examining speech acts; various teaching approaches; teaching
frameworks and investigations into teaching resources.

To prepare learners for effective communication in international contexts, it is necessary to establish how politeness is
expressed in modern language and investigate how politeness practices are best taught and learned. Specific examination of
references to TLP in the Australian in the global context (the latter measured against the CEFR) points to a clearer direction
for further development of TLP in the area of second-language acquisition.
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