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Samiatics of paliteness

Kim, Sung-do

In this pgper we attempted to condruct a preiminary probleméatics of
politeness in preparing some epigemologica  dements of  politeness
gudies. In the introduction we dedared that the politeness concerns the
language, the body and the mind and by this complexity the politeness
phenomena needs an interdisciplinary perspective. In the next section we
discussed the conceptud  structure of politeness in digingushing its
synonymes and core meanings. Then we presented some detaled andysis
of mgor politeness theories et showed its ethnocentric limits. These
limits become conspicous in the comparaive episemology of politeness
we conducted in the next section. In the find section we tried to gpply
the Greimessian modd to the phenomena of politesse and showed its
moddity, aspectudity and axiology. In concluson, the politeness is a
samiotic object par excdlence.

' , ) , , politeness,
forms of life, Greémas, politeness theory
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