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Abstract

Yousef, Heba Shawkat. A Sociolinguistic Study of Terms of Address in
Businesses in Jordanian Arabic. Master of Arts in Linguistics, Department of
English Language and Literature, Yarmouk University, 2012. (Supervisor:
Prof. Yousef Bader).

The present study investigated the impact of social setting, occupational

rank, age, gender, educational level and place of residence on the choice of terms

of address in business (e.g. banks and companies) in Jordanian Arabic dialect. It

also attempted to find out general patterns under which the used address terms can

be classified. In addition, variation in the use of terms of address according to

social characteristics of interlocutors was studied. Both observation of naturally

occurring language and a Discourse Completion Test (DCT) were used.  The

subjects of the (DCT) included 70 males and 71 females ranging in age between 23

and 52. The data obtained from both the observation and the (DCT) were

categorized under four headings depending on the interlocutors’ status difference

and the formality of the situation. The data were analyzed through a Chi-Square

Test ( α = 0.05 ) to verify whether differences in subjects’ social variables played a

statistically significant role in the choice of terms of address in different situations.

The results of the study revealed that the main address terms used by

Jordanian subjects were first name (FN), title+first name (TFN), attention getters,

tecknonyms and kinship terms+tecknonyms. These terms functioned in four dyadic
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patterns: unequal/formal, unequal/informal, equal/formal and equal/informal.

Moreover, terms of address were governed mainly by the interlocutors’

occupational rank, age and gender in addition to the formality of context.  In

addressing superiors, status was an overriding factor in choosing terms of address

in both formal and informal situations, while in addressing subordinates or equals,

age was more significant than status in determining terms of address. Furthermore,

tecknonyms were used more frequently by males, while kinship terms+

tecknonyms were only used by young females. Educational level and place of

residence seem to have no influence on the choice of terms of address. Finally,

variation appeared to be a predominant characteristic in the use of address terms,

changing in persons and situational contexts.

Key words: Terms of Address, Communicative Competence, Politeness, Social

Power, Business Communication.
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Chapter One

Introductory Background

1.0 Introduction

The present thesis handles the topic of terms of address. Hence, it is

of great benefit to introduce basic concepts which are useful in dealing with

terms of address. The communicative functions of language, politeness

theory and terms of address usage in business communication are

discussed.

1.1 Communicative Functions of Language

Human language is widely held to perform two fundamental

functions: the affective or social function that is intended to establish or

reinforce social relations and the referential or informative function in

which the emphasis is to influence the thoughts rather than the actions of

interlocutors (Hudson, 1985:109). However, according to Hymes (1974),

language serves a wide range of other functions which can be categorized

as the following:

1. Expressive utterances such as “I am feeling great today.”

2. Directive utterances such as “Close the door.”

3. Referential utterances such as “The library opens at 8.”
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4. Metalinguistic utterances such as “‘Hegemony’ is not a common

word.”

5. Poetic utterances such as “A poem or a rhyme.”

6. Phatic utterances such as “Lovely day, isn’t it!”

Holmes (1995:287) implies that the first three functions are very

fundamental. However, she believes that the phatic function is also

essential, especially for sociolinguists who believe that language is not

simply used to convey referential information, but also to encode

information about social relationships. Holmes (1995:1) states that

“Examining the way people use language in different social contexts

provides a wealth of information about the way language works, as well as

about the social relationships in a community”. Language choices are

influenced by the social context in which they are used including who we

are talking to, how well we know them and whether they are socially

superiors or inferiors. The topic of discussion,  who hears us, where we are

talking as well as the present state of interlocutors’ mind are all related

factors.

The notion of “context” is incorporated in Hymes’ (1979) description

of communicative competence which is defined as “the overall underlying

knowledge and ability for language use which the speaker-listener

possesses” (ibid: 13). Hymes (1979) states that a language learner gets the
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ability of communication not only by acquiring grammatical sentences, but

also by acquiring appropriate use. He states:

“he or she acquires competence as to when to speak,

when not, and as to what to talk about with whom,

when, where, in what manner. In short, a child

becomes able to accomplish a repertoire of speech acts,

to take part in speech events, and to evaluate their

accomplishment by others”. (p.15)

Sociolinguistic studies focus on the significance of communication

in its social context. Thus, communicative competence is oriented towards

social determinants of language use, which leads to the formulation of the

concept “sociolinguistic competence”, which is defined as “the knowledge

which underlies people’s ability to use language appropriately” (Holmes,

1995: 370). The appropriate use of language is essentially informed by

social variables such as formality, status and distance. Other social

dimensions are also involved such as age, gender and regional origin.

Canale and Swain (1980) provide an outline of the contents and

boundaries of three classes of competence or “systems of knowledge”

which are included in the theory of communicative competence:

grammatical competence, sociolinguistic competence and strategic

competence. Sociolinguistic competence has to do with the extent to which
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utterances are produced and understood appropriately in different

sociolinguistic contexts depending on contextual factors such as status of

participants, purpose of interaction and norms or conventions of

interaction. Canale and Swain (1980:27-30) state that appropriateness has

two dimensions: meaning and form. Appropriateness of meaning concerns

what one does in particular situations and what communicative functions or

acts may be expressed. They add that sociolinguistic competence is divided

into two relatively distinct components: sociocultural and sociolinguistic.

The former concerns the appropriateness of the strategies selected for

language performance in a given context taking into account the culture

involved, age and gender of speakers, their social class, occupation, status

and their role in interaction, whereas the latter concerns speakers’ control

over the actual language forms used to realize certain speech functions such

as “sorry” or “excuse me” as well as speakers’ control over the formality

of the utterance from most intimate to most formal.

Dittmar (1976) asserts that linguistic codes are not the only

component of communicative competence, which also includes a whole

repertoire of psychological, social and pragmatic strategies. He argues that

the elaboration of communicative competence and the identification of its

components give sociopragmatics the role of determining what speakers

need to be able to communicate effectively in culturally significant settings.
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In discussing the divisions he makes within pragmatics: general

pragmatics, pragmalinguistics and sociopragmatics, Leech (1983:10)

defines general pragmatics as “the study of the general conditions of the

communicative use of language”. However, sociopragmatics concerns the

sociological interface of pragmatics where there are more specific “local”

conditions on language use. He suggests that there are general principles of

interaction present in all societies, deciding exactly what they are and what

resources a language has for applying them belongs to general pragmatics,

while investigating how particular speech communities apply these

principles in day to day use and what the social conditions on their use

belong to the realm of sociopragmatics. According to Leech (1983), the

cooperative principle and politeness principle are the main principles of

sociopragmatics since they function variably in different cultures,

communities and social situations.

Considering the cooperative principle, speakers have to use various

ways to have an accurate and an effective conversation such as talking in

audible voices, using a language that their listeners recognize and selecting

the appropriate linguistic forms and utterances. Grice (1975: 44-46)

suggests a general cooperative principle that controls the way that a

conversation may develop between a speaker and a hearer. He classifies the

principle into the following four maxims:
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1. Quantity: a contribution should be as informative as is required for the

conversation to proceed. It should be neither too little, nor too much.

2. Quality: speakers should be truthful. They should not say what they

think is false, or make statements for which they have no evidence.

3. Relevance: speakers’ contributions should relate to the purpose of the

exchange.

4. Manner: speakers’ contributions should be perspicuous: clear, orderly

and brief, avoiding obscurity and ambiguity.

These maxims, as Brown and Levinson (1987: 94-95) state, “are

intuitive characterization of conversational principles that would constitute

guidelines for achieving maximally efficient communication”.

The other branch of sociopragmatics is politeness principle.

1.2 Politeness Theory

Politeness is a socio-cultural phenomenon based on the social values

and norms of a particular community. Holmes (1995:285) reports that

politeness is “culturally determined”. That is, what might be considered as

a polite behavior in one culture might be impolite in another one. She

defines politeness as “taking account of the feelings of others” (ibid: 296).

Lakoff (1973) as well as Leech (1983) view politeness as a social

device to avoid conflict in human interaction. One important point that
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Leech stresses in his theory of politeness is the importance of the speaker’s

communicative goal. He focuses on a “goal-oriented” speech situation in

which speaker uses language in order to produce a particular effect in the

mind of hearer (Leech, 1983:15). According to him, the speaker should

always act in the best interest of others and try to minimize the chance of

not doing so.

Brown and Levinson’s (1987) concept of politeness concentrates on

the idea that any kind of linguistic acts seeks to avoid a face threatening

act. By ‘face’, they mean “the public self- image that every member wants

to claim for him” (Brown and Levinson, 1987:61). They propose two main

strategies for performing linguistic acts, namely, positive and negative

politeness. Positive politeness refers to the strategies that speaker uses to

express solidarity, intimacy or equal status with addressee. Taking terms of

address as an example, Brown and Levinson (1987:107) state that terms of

address can be used as a method of stressing common ground between

speaker and hearer indicating that they share specific wants, including

goals and values. Generic names, diminutives and endearments are

examples of address forms that involve the function of claiming in-group

solidarity as a ‘positive politeness strategy’. By contrast, negative

politeness refers to the strategies used by speaker to express social distance
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or status deference. The use of titles, for example, to refer to addressee can

be regarded as a negatively polite strategy (Holmes, 1995:297).

The choice of appropriate polite expression in a given context

depends on a number of factors which Brown and Levinson (1987) have

reduced to a simple formula: P = Distance (D) of speaker and hearer, the

relative power (P) between them and the absolute ranking (R) of the

imposition in the particular culture.

Politeness can also be observed in language. According to Holmes

(1995:296), being linguistically polite involves the interlocutors’ choice of

the appropriate linguistic form depending on their relationship while

talking to each other.

Watt (2003:1) defines ‘polite language usage’ as “ the language

which contains respectful forms of address like “sir” or “madam” or

displays certain polite formulaic utterances like “please” , “thank you”,

“excuse me” or “sorry”.

According to Braun (1988:49-51), there are different meanings of

linguistic politeness. Linguistic politeness can be defined in terms of

adequacy. For example, a term of address can be considered as adequately

polite if it is in agreement with the situation, the relationship of speaker and

addressee and the social rules of a certain community. Linguistic

politeness, as Braun suggests, can also be defined as the high position of a
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form in a hierarchical arrangement of variants. For example, the address

term “sayyid” “Mr.” is classified as highly polite in the address system

regardless of the situation.

Fraser and Nolen (1981) suggest that what make a certain expression

polite and/or impolite are the conditions that determine the use of such an

expression, not the expression itself.

1.3 Terms of Address

Oyetade (1995:515) defines address terms as “words or expressions

used in interactive, dyadic and face to face situations to designate the

person being talked to”. Braun (1988:7) claims that “often they [terms of

address]designate the collocutors, but not necessarily so, since their lexical

meaning can differ from or even contradict the addressee’s characteristics”.

Leech (1983) considers terms of address as an important formulaic

verbal behavior as they signal transactional, interpersonal and deictic

ramifications in human relationships.

In the present study, ‘terms of address’ refer to vocatives, i.e., terms

of direct address to call persons, such as names, titles or a combination of

these. It also includes linguistic means of opening interaction or attention

getters such as “marħaba” “hello”.



10

Fasold (1990:3) notes that people use language in subtle ways to

define relationships, to include themselves as part of a social group and to

establish the type of “speech event” in which they are participating. These

relations can be observed readily in the selection of address terms. Thus,

address terms are part of “complete semantic systems” having to do with

social relationships.

Braun (1988:258) believes that terms of address have lexical

meanings, but what is more important is that there are always some social

meanings encoded in these terms of address. The social components consist

of speaker-addressee social relations, which can be one of power or

solidarity and the level of formality imposed by the situation of interaction.

About the relationship of literal meaning and social meaning of

address terms, Braun (1988:257) states that “there are various degrees of

semantic content in forms of address ranging from a clearly identifiable and

independent lexical meaning to absence of any ‘literal meaning’ due to the

fact that the respective word is not used as a descriptive term of reference”.

However, when a certain word is used as an address term, it is mostly

because of its lexical meaning that qualifies it to be used as an address term

in certain situations.

Studying forms of address in most languages, Braun (1988) claims

that they concentrate on three word classes: pronominal, verbal and
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nominal. Pronominal forms of address are pronouns referring to the

collocutors. Mainly, they include second person pronouns such as English

“you” and French “tu” and “vous”. Studying address forms in Jordanian

Arabic, Braun (1988) finds that the dialectal second person pronoun “inta”

(masculine), “inti” (feminine) and “intuu” (plural) are the main pronominal

forms in the Jordanian data. Verbal forms of address are verbs in which

reference to the interlocutors is expressed such as inflectional suffixes of

second person pronoun. Braun (1988:8) adds that frequently such verb

forms are redundant, that is, they are accompanied by a pronoun or nominal

forms. However, in languages where the use of subject pronouns is not

obligatory, the verb can be the only bearer of the interlocutor reference. For

example, in the sentence “wein ruħ-it?” “Where did you go?” the verb

“ruħ-it” “ went” constitutes a form of address, for the inflectional suffixe –t

(second person singular) is the only element expressing reference to the

interlocutors.

For the purpose of this study, nominal terms will be discussed since

they comprise the most diverse types. Pronouns and other terms are not

included.

1.4 Categories of Address Terms

Nominal terms of address include a wide range of categories such as

personal names of address (John), titles (Mr.), occupational terms (doctor),
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kinship terms (father), religious terms (ħaa ) “pilgrim” and polite or

respectful terms (madam).

1.4.1 Personal Names

“Names are prototypical terms of address” (Parkinson, 1985:43). In

this sense, names can be used either alone or in combination with other

terms. According to Parkinson’s (1985) study of variant address terms in

Egyptian Arabic, personal names usage produces a broad three-way

distinction; each of which is associated with a particular social meaning or

function: If a speaker chooses to address a person using name alone, this

reflects a relationship of intimacy or inferiority on the part of addressee and

lack of “kulfa” “formality”, while using name with another address term

such as a title reflects acquaintance but also involves distance or respect.

The last option is to use an address term alone which reflects no

acquaintance, distance and “kulfa” “respect/ formality”. In general, well-

known addressees receive names alone, while totally unknown addressees

receive other terms of address that the speaker thinks to be appropriate

according to the situation.

In terms of Brown and Gilman’s (1960) model of solidarity/power

axes, personal names alone are most common in situations in which

speaker is speaking across and in which he/she is intimately acquainted

with addressee or when he/she is speaking down and at least in some way
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acquainted with addressee. Names with other terms are common when

speaker is speaking across or up to addressee with whom he/she is

acquainted but not intimate or when addressee is of a higher rank.

Accordingly, it seems that the strongest constraint in using personal

names versus other terms is the specific relationship and degree of

acquaintance between participants. Wardhaugh (1986:267) notes that

“knowing or using another’s first name is, of course, a sign of considerable

intimacy or, at least, of a desire for such intimacy”

In addition to the relationship of participants, other variables such as

interlocutors’ age, gender and occupational rank are all related factors. For

instance, Slobin et al. (1968), after interviewing (87) employees at four

levels of management in insurance firm, report that the subjects address

everyone at the same level or lower level by first name. Different social

factors are involved in choosing first names as an address term such as age

and social status. Slobin et al. (1968) also conclude that age was less

important than occupational status for determining first name usage. The

kind of the relationship between interlocutors and the formality of context

should also be taken into account.

1.4.2 Titles

Titles (Ts) are considered as respectful terms. Yassin (1977:227)

states that “the use of titles presupposes a social distance between speaker
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and addressee and the degree of this distance is revealed by the choice or

non-choice of titles”. He implies that if the social distance between the

participants is minimal, the use of the title is reciprocal, and if the distance

is maximal, the use is nonreciprocal; for example, a student will not get a

title from his teacher.

Many titles are work-related, in the sense that a person earns the

right to receive the term because of a degree he/she holds or because of the

occupation he/she is engaged in, for example, “doctoor” “Dr.” or

“muhandis” “engineer” which can also be combined with first names

(Wardaugh, 1986).

Yassin (1977) finds that occupational names exhibit different

features in terms of being combined with other forms of address:

associability with first name (FN) and associability with other respectful

forms. Occupational names can be associated with a preceding (FN), for

example, “yaa Ali innajjaar” “Ali, the carpenter” or a following (FN),

for example, “yaa doctoor Ali” “Dr. Ali”. Yassin (1977) concludes that

occupational names which follow (FN) are typical forms of low-prestige

occupations, while occupational names which precede (FN) are typical of

high prestige occupations and more formal ones. An example of their

association with other respectful forms is “yaa sa aadit ilmudiir” “Your

Honour, the manager”.
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Griffin (1999) points out that occupational titles such as “Doctor”

and “President” as well as military ranks such as “General” are clear

reminders of social roles. Use of a title may indicate that the speaker

acknowledges the addressee’s role or that the speaker expects the addressee

to live up to the expectations associated with the role. He concludes that

occupational titles are meaningful words since the features associated with

the terms help to identify the person.

Titles could also be used fictively, for example, “ ustaað” “school

teacher” could be extended to address a stranger who looks educated

(Braun, 1988:181). So the addressee’s social status seems to be the most

important social factor that determines the use of such titles.

Ervin-Tripp (1972:230) remarks that a priest, physician, dentist or

judge may be addressed by title alone, but a plain citizen may not. In these

cases, if the name is unknown, the only option of address form that is

available is “sir” and “ma’am”. Using titles to address others show

inequality in power and less intimacy and less familiarity such as when

inferiors address superiors at work or when students address professors at

lectures. These are the main findings that Brown and Ford (1964) and

Slobin et al. (1968) come up with. In using titles with last name (LN) for

addressing others, rank precedes age, that is, if the addressee was of a

higher rank, the age juncture would not enter into the decision regarding
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the manner in which the individual was addressed (Ervin-Tripp,1972:20).

According to Yassin (1977), values are more strongly linked to ascribed

attributes such as age than to achieved attributes specially among

predominantly Kuwaiti gatherings. However, if a Kuwaiti enters into a

market situation or a work situation that includes Kuwaiti and non-Kuwaiti,

occupational status prevails over ascribed attributes such as age.

1.4.3 Terms of Respect

Terms of respect or polite terms are considered to be of utmost

importance since they are used to deal with people politely. They allow

speakers to show respect for addressee, to mark their relationship to

addressee and, at the same time, to shape the social context for the rest of

communication (Parkinson, 1985:180). Some of the terms that are included

in this category are equivalent in many ways to the English “Mr.” and

“Mrs.” in that they do not imply any specific profession and while

correlated to educational or occupational rank, they are not strictly limited

to one group. Various address terms may be used to show respect to

addressee such as:

- Sayyid “Mr.” is the most formal term of address for male addressee.

- Sayyidah “Mrs.” is used for married female addressee.

- Sitt “Mrs.” is a short form of Sayyidah, but is less formal than Sayyidah.
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- Madaam “Mrs.” is borrowed from English or French and is used to

show high degree of respect.

- aanisih “Miss” is used for unmarried woman.

- ustaað or ustaaz “school teacher” is extended from its literal meaning

as a school teacher to address someone who looks educated or to

lawyers. So it is used as equivalent to “Mr.”

The main constraint on choosing the above terms of address is

formality of context since such terms are mainly used to mark formality

and respect. Speaker’s social background and addressee’s occupational

rank or educational level are also relevant.

1.4.4 Tecknonyms

According to Braun (1988), there are some forms of address which

define an addressee as a father, a brother, a wife or a daughter of someone

else by expressing the addressee’s relation to another person. An example

of such forms is the Arabic “ abu + the name of the oldest son” “the father

of + the name of the oldest son”.  Parkinson (1985) states that tecknonyms

are used frequently in  Arab  communities since using tecknonyms is a

custom that is very deeply embedded into traditional Arabic culture in

which “great value is ascribed to the act of producing sons” (Parkinson,

1985: p. 123). Any father or mother would have expected to receive such

forms. Consequently, tecknonyms replace personal names of those fathers
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and mothers. Braun (1988) maintains that “tecknonyms are used as a means

of avoiding the addressee’s personal name”.

The most significant factor that regulates the use of tecknonyms is

age. Middle-aged or older people receive tecknonyms more often than

younger ones. It might be even considered disrespectful to address a

speaker, who has sons by first name. So that using tecknonyms is

considered as a sign of respect. Moreover, the use of tecknonyms versus

other forms of address is dependent on interlocutors’ relationship. Braun

(1988) claims that tecknonyms are more frequent among acquaintances in

order to express familiarity.

1.4.5 Kinship Terms

Braun (1988) defines kinship terms as terms for blood relations and

for affines. She finds that in Jordanian Arabic, kinship terms are the central

group of free forms, this is because such terms are widely used inside and

outside family. The family system in Arabic culture is associated with a

wide array of kinship terms which indicate the family relationships among

individuals. However, when kinship terms are used for addressing someone

who is not related to the speaker, this is called a fictive use of kinship

terms. That is, Kinship terms’ use has been extended beyond its primary

function to address someone who is not related to the speaker. For

example, address terms for father, mother, aunts, uncles and grandparents
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do not necessarily correspond to the biological kin with the addressee.

Persons, who are addressed as “ ammo” “uncle” or “xaaltuu” “aunt” with

whom there is no definite relationship, are approximately as old as the

speaker’s uncle or aunts. The main implication of the extended or fictive

use of kinship terms with nonrelatives is that it is a strategy of politeness

used to address old persons.

The use of kinship terms reflects the addressee’s age. However, the

speaker’s age and gender can also be reflected when used in what Braun

(1988) calls “address inversion”. According to her, address inversion is the

use of terms, mostly, kinship terms, which do not express the addressee’s

but the speaker‘s role in the dyad. For example, a mother addresses her son

as “mama” “my mother” or a father addressing his daughter as “baba”

“my father”.

1.5 Social Factors Affecting Address System

Whenever two people communicate, they have to choose the proper

term of address to reach an effective communication. Choosing the proper

terms of address is not arbitrary. It is governed by different factors limiting

our choices when addressing people Parkinson (1985). The following are

the most influential factors affecting address system in most languages.
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1.5.1 Interlocutors

Parkinson (1985) assumes that the structure of address system is

closely related to social variables defining speaker, addressee and their

relationship to each other. The speaker’s as well as the addressee’s social

status, occupational rank, age and degree of intimacy are the most

important social factors which constrain address terms usage especially in

business communication.

1.5.1.1 Speaker Related Factors

“An address variety is part of the voluntary or involuntary self-

presentation of speakers” (Braun, 1988:24). So speaker’s characteristics

have to be taken into consideration when choosing a specific term of

address. From the different social factors related to speaker, occupational

rank seems to be an overriding factor in the use of address terms especially

at work place. For example, speaker with the higher occupational status has

the privilege of being addressed with (T), while addressing his/her

subordinate with (FN). Brown & Ford (1964:456) assume that if there is a

conflict between a young executive and an older janitor, it will be speaker’s

occupational status that takes precedence. That is, the janitor will be called

by (FN) and he will address the executive by title and last name (TLN).

However, in a study of Japanese business communication, Watanabe

(2004) concludes that employees call each other or refer to each other by
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(FN) regardless of speaker’s hierarchical position in the company. He

interprets it as an indication of strong solidarity within the company. In

terms of speaker’s age, Okamura (2002) gives an example of two British

males in their 50s who said that when they were young, they called their

boss by (TLN), but as they got older, they used (FNs).

Studying Egyptian Arabic, Parkinson (1985:220) finds that speaker’s

age is relevant in choosing one term rather than another. For example, he

finds that some terms, like “ usta” “master” and “ afandi “sir” (according

to Parkinson translation), are going out of fashion with younger generation.

Regarding educational level and regional origin of speaker, Braun

(1988), in her survey of Jordanian Arabic bound forms of address, finds

that the selection is partly dependent on the social background of the

speaker. For example, the use of T pronoun “inta/inti” “you” can

characterize the speaker as rural, lower class or little educated, which is not

always true in these days.

1.5.1.2 Addressee Related Factors

Besides making judgments about speaker’s social variables to choose

appropriate address terms, addressee is also required to categorize

him/herself in order to choose a term. These judgments include addressee’s

age, occupation, social class and gender. For example, one important term

frequently used in Jordanian Arabic is “ħaadg” “pilgrim” to address older
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people in general whether they have undertaken the pilgrimage to Mecca or

not.

In terms of addressee’s occupation or social status, most of the

studies on address terms such as Brown and Ford (1961), Ervin –Tripp

(1972) and Dickey (1997) conclude that superiors receive (T) or (TLN),

while subordinates receive (FN) regardless of age or degree of intimacy,

especially in formal situations such as work place.

1.5.1.3 Speaker-Addressee Relationship

Parkinson (1985:219) claims that “it is in the realm of speaker-

addressee relationship that the axes of power and solidarity come into

play”. The addressor can estimate interpersonal distance from the addressee

by comparing the relative power, measuring frequency and quality of

contact and weighting emotional involvement between the addressor and

the addressee. The interpersonal distance between the interlocutors is closer

if the difference in relative power is smaller. If the contact is more frequent

and extensive and if the involvement of the two is shared at affective level,

as a result, a less polite form of language may be acceptable. In general,

observing the amount of politeness such as the use of terms of address

expressed in a given communication can reveal the interpersonal

relationship between the two people involved in communication.
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1.5.2 Context

Context in language use is very important since linguistic and social

behavior not only has to be appropriate to interlocutors, but also needs to

be suitable for particular occasions. In other words, language varies not

only according to the social characteristics of the speaker and addressee,

but also according to the social context in which they find themselves

(Parkinson, 1985:254).

Levinson (1983:54) asserts that “the single most obvious way in

which the relationship between language and context is reflected through

the phenomenon of deixis”. One important category of deixis is social

deixis which refer to social roles played by individual in a speech event.

Terms of address are an example of social deixis. Thus, in different social

contexts, different terms of address will be used.

Degree of formality is useful in assessing the influence of social

settings. For example, speech between individuals of unequal rank due to

status in organization, social class, age and some other factors is likely to

be less relaxed and more formal than that between equals. Even equals tend

to use formal address terms in formal situations. For example, the

appropriate way of talking to speaker’s brother will depend on his role in

the context. If he is acting as the judge in a law court then calling him Tom
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will be considered disrespectful, while at the dinner table, calling him

“Your Honor” would be equally disrespectful (Holmes, 1995:297).

Ervin-Tripp (1972) points to the importance of social setting in

address system. She refers to settings such as the court room, the large

faculty meeting or congress as ‘status marked situation’ where status is

clearly specified, speech style is rigidly prescribed and the form of address

of each person is derived from his/her social identity such as “Your Honor”

and “Mr. Chairman”. The decision as what term to be used depends on

whether personal friendships are apparent or whether they are “masked” by

the formal requirements of the setting.

Dickey (1997:23) reports that the rigidity of address terms usage in

some institutions is influenced by the formality of the setting. For instance,

he finds that a number of British faculty members used (TLN) to all

students in particularly formal settings such as meetings with

administrative officials and those teachers who normally used (TLN) to

students often switch to (FN) in informal settings or casual encounters in

which they were not actively engaged in teaching the students.

1.6 Power Relations in Business Communication

Brown and Gilman (1960:254) state that power is a relationship

between at least two persons and this relationship is nonreciprocal in the

sense that both cannot have power in the same area of behavior. This
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nonreciprocal relationship calls for a social structure in which there are

unique power ranks for every individual.

According to studies on conversation (Atkinson & Heritage: 1984), it

is assumed that speakers have equal social roles. However, it is obvious

that group and institutional membership of speakers and social inequality

introduce differences in control over the ongoing communication (Van

Dijk, 1996).

Institutional communication can be divided into external and internal

communication. Internal communication is a two-way communication that

takes place within a company and flows into two directions; horizontal and

vertical. Vertical communication is supposed to take place between

hierarchical positional people and involves both upward and downward

information flows, whereas horizontal communication involves

communication between people who do not stand in a hierarchical relation

with each other (Van Dijk, 1996).

In hierarchical structural organizations, there are differences in

member’s status and power. Traditionally, status refers to the rank or

importance of one’s position in a group, while power has been regarded as

any means or resource that one person may employ to gain compliance or

corporation from others (Secord & Backman, 1968). Such differences in

status and power create the “top to bottom” character of organizations.
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Even within one group, different members have varying degrees of status,

power and prestige.

Gibson (cited in Van Dijk, 1996:45) states that face and power are

two fundamental and inter-luted notions that shape interaction in business

communication. Face-threats seem to be interpreted by individuals when

they perceive others undermine their expectation. Individual’s face can also

be recognized as the social power bases held by his/her relationship

between interlocutors.

French and Raven (1960) provide an analysis of social power that

has become a classic model for classifying the forms of power applied in

organizational relationship. They define social power as “all kinds of

influence between persons and groups including those exercised in

exchange transaction” (ibid, 1960:115). This definition seems suitable for

workplace power relationships since workplace is prototypically a situation

in which employees and managers enact social exchange in many

interactions.

It is assumed that such control by the more powerful speaker may

extend to turn allocution speech act choice or topic selection (Van

Dijk,1993). However, the enactment of this control is not always static, but

may be challenged by the less powerful speaker. In other words, speech

choice is contextualized by various conditions or constraints of the social
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situation in general and by social relationships between participants in

particular. Also, it should be stressed that informal discourse may be

imbued with formal and institutional constraints.

Van Dijk (1993: 50) notes that “Institutional interaction signals a

multitude of power relations”. Participants in such interactions may follow

context dependent rules and norms of interaction, but they also have

different roles or positions including those of status or hierarchy.

Using power pronoun semantics as outlined by Brown & Gilman

(1960), Fasold (1990) notes that power relationships are given, in terms of

address usage, with the following characteristics:

1. That in which one member of the dyad has power over the other. In this

type of relationship, the interlocutors are not equal in status.

2. That in which the interlocutors are power equal.

3. That in which the interlocutors are power equal, but have no solidarity

relationship.

4. That in which the interlocutors are power equal and have solidarity

relationship, i.e., intimate relationships.

Address system constitutes an integral part of institutional etiquette,

since it is considered as a kind of emotional capital which may be invested

in putting others at ease and saving one’s face (Brown & Levinson,

1987:126). Goffman (1972:474) implies that “the rule of the conduct
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constitutes part of the etiquette of the group and imposes on each member

an obligation to conduct themselves in a particular way towards others”.

Terms of address form part of such practice as they are informed by rules

of conduct since they are markers of social interaction which make them an

important aspect of sociolinguistic etiquette.

1.7 Address Terms Usage in Business Communication

Power differentials in business interaction are expected to be

reflected in different forms of politeness such as terms of address. Greetz

(1960:168) notes that “a number of words may be made to carry, in

addition to their normal linguistic meanings, what might be referred to as

status meaning”. When these words are used in conversation, they convey

not only their fixed meaning, but also a connotative meaning concerning

the status of the person being addressed. Status can be expressed by the use

of terms of address.

Brown and Ford (1964), examining address terms usage by business

executives, discuss three dyadic patterns: reciprocal exchange of (FN),

reciprocal exchange of (LN) and the nonreciprocal pattern in which one

person uses (FN) and the other (LN). The two reciprocal patterns were

governed by a single dimension ranging from acquaintance to intimacy, the

nonreciprocal pattern was governed by two variables: age and occupational

status. They also find that there was a natural progression from mutual use
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of (LN) to nonreciprocal use of (LN)/ (FN) to mutual use of (FN).

Moreover, each step from acquaintance to friendship was initiated by the

person of higher status.

Slobin et al. (1968) study forms of address in business corporations

and find  that (FN) is used primarily when subordinates are addressed by

their superiors; conversely, (TLN) is used when talking to higher

managements, who communicate among themselves mostly on a first name

basis. These different forms of address appear to be more or less

independent of age differences. They do not only find more self-disclosure

among fellow workers, but find nonreciprocal disclosure to immediate

superiors. These results confirm the patterns established by Brown and

Ford (1964), that is, the greater the status difference, the greater the

tendency toward nonreciprocal address. However, unlike the findings by

Brown and Ford (1964), subordinates show more self-disclosure to bosses

than the reverse. That is, the use of (FN) in business contexts is not always

associated with greater familiarity and vice versa.

Concerning terms of address in organizations with more focus on a

set of discrete cues implicated in the behavioral expression of status,

Morand (1996) finds that the traditional norm was that subordinate

employees did not have the conversational right to address superiors by

(FN). He points out that the use of (FN) has gained a significant foothold in
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many companies. He suggests that naming is an important verbal index of

status relations and that there has been a pronounced trend in many

organizations toward status parity relative to naming.

Wardhaugh (1986) states that choosing the appropriate terms of

address in a hierarchical organization is a complicated matter because not

all organizations have a rigid address system as, for instance, the military.

The business world is a hierarchical organization, but does not have the

rigidity of military address system. He gives an example of a large

department store in which employees had a very good idea of how they

should address each other depending on the relative rank in the

organization, with status overriding any age difference. However, younger

employees tend to use less formal address terms than older ones, and

informal situations produced greater familiarity in address than formal

ones. What he also notes is that subordinates always seek to minimize

status difference, while superiors seek to maximize that difference. In order

to achieve such power relations, members of each group use address terms

as a resource in the resulting power struggle.

Holmes (1995:301) asserts that address system in Western societies

has changed overtime to place more emphasis on solidarity and less on

status. For instance, English secretaries generally use (FN) to bosses if they

have worked for them for sometimes. She also claims that this tendency
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towards solidarity is not the case in many Eastern and Asian societies, the

emphasis remains on status differences. The present study will examine

whether use of address term in Jordanian Arabic is determined by status or

by solidarity.

1.8 Statement of the Problem

Terms of address are problematic since their use is not predictable

from properties of the speaker alone or from properties of the addressee

alone but from properties of the whole situation in which interlocutors find

themselves. Formality of the setting, interlocutors’ hierarchical status, their

present emotional state and even the presence of out-group persons are all

situations that will be marked by different patterns of term of address

usage. Another considerable problem that emerges from the complexity of

communication in hierarchical institutions is the correlation between the

social variables that govern term of address usage, for example, what if the

superior is younger than the subordinate? Which will override the age

dimension or the occupational status one? What happens if a superior and a

subordinate have worked together for a period of time or develop a

friendship?  Which is given greater weight solidarity or distance?

Therefore, a successful communication requires an accurate use of the vast

range of choices for addressing others in various contexts.
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1.9 Purpose of the Study

The present study aims at describing terms of address in business in

Jordan. It tries to look for the sociolinguistic structure of Jordanian address

terms in business like banks and companies. Accordingly, this study

attempts to answer the following questions:

1. What terms of address are used by Jordanian employees in dealing with

each other? Do they use first names, titles, polite forms or any

combination of these?

2. What social factors are related in choosing one term rather than another?

3. What are the social meanings and usages of the Jordanian terms of

address used in business communication?

4. Is there a general system or certain dyadic patterns of address?

5. To what extent is variation employed?

6. Are there any tendencies of change, e.g., a tendency toward more

familiarity in address term usage in business?

1.10 Hypotheses of the Study

1. The setting and formality of context have an impact on the choice of

term of address usage.

2. Variations in address terms are influenced by occupational rank of

interlocutors.
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3. Variations in address terms are influenced by age and gender of

interlocutors.

4. Variations in address terms are influenced by the educational levels and

places of residence of interlocutors.

1.11 Significance of the Study

The present study is significant since it provides an example of how

some linguistic devices can be extremely important conveyors of social

information. Terms of address encode much information about

interlocutors and the kind of relationship between them. By investigating

the underlying social meanings of terms of address, the study indicates to

what extent Jordanian employees are aware of differences in the social

hierarchy. The study also provides suggested general trends of terms of

address used in business communication. Therefore, it intends to classify

instances of address terms into major patterns. Titles, first names and polite

forms are possible patterns for employees’ choice. The study assumes that

such general patterns may minimize any miscommunication that could be

involved when interlocutors are to be related on different dimensions of

relationship, that is, of intimacy or distance. Moreover, the repertory of

variant terms of address that the study introduces is supposed to give a

clear picture about the communication practice in business environment.

Therefore, anyone in such a situation will be able to adapt to such working
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environment by using appropriate address terms in order to maintain a good

working relationship and to conform to the Jordanian social protocol.

In addition, it would be important to see how different concepts of

address theory such as power and solidarity axes and reciprocity versus

nonreciprocity, as introduced by Brown and Gilman (1960), can be applied

to different cultures such as the Jordanian society and to what extent the

Jordanian address system in business can comply with universal tendencies

in address system.

1.12 Limitation of the Study

It is worthwhile to take into account the following limitations. First,

the population and sample of this study are limited to the province of Irbid,

a city in the north of Jordan. Therefore, the findings of this study may not

be generalized beyond this area. Second, the sample of the study is limited

to 15 banks and 5 companies. Although the sample is sizable, it is not large

enough for the results to be generalized to all Jordanian institutions.

Finally, no control was possible over the communication process which

occurred prior to and following the recordings.


