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Abstract

There are many differences in the understanding of politeness principle between China and the
West. Marriage research is a hot topic in social relations. From the perspective of marriage, we
study the connotation of politeness from the perspective of marriage, formulate a questionnaire to
collect data and conduct chi-square test with SPSS software, analyze the results of chi-square test,
compare the differences and relations of the definition of politeness principle between unmarried
and married groups in China, and re-compare the differences of politeness principle between
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China and the West. The differences between the unmarried group and the Western politeness
values tend to narrow compared to the married group.
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1. 5|15

ALSE 2 N BRiai 75 B r) SN 2 —, AR A S B AL AL U A G ) K ST
NET A NP EALS = B (L], ABEE, HrEAPE77 E K EAN R R S =428 TAR
AR RALSR I, (kL2 SOl R BhAs B 2R, BIELE A 2 O3, LS PR e I F AR e 4 —58um),
PG T2 LS SO R T XA R LA B AR, XS R AR AL RS SO AE B 75 3 R 1 o

AL TR — B, SIS 5 225K Leech 7E 1983 SE MBREAANEAR LM, B IR “AL30
JR” (politeness principle), (LFEHNE. TE7%: #4a. . BE. FEIESAMENI2]. El AN 2w E 7
1992 AP AR H T AR EAALIRAEN . 2 SN, BRI SORE. SRIE). A FATAEN, JF HLERI T Leech 1)
AL 0 0 e T AL SR U E N3] X AL SR AL S FURf 5 T SR AL FE A T 1), AEAIOT )
EAN—ERRE B I RSB 5, SRR 0 RN 2 R s i AR . 1258 A
BB, BEEAEERIINRIMED, AbrcaHZ oo, B4k, B SCas bRt 75 Ra ML 30t 70 g s
W I ZhaS ot oe, AL BB Fu s 1 B AR B i 21, SR, AL 3 5 B F088 4% ) 3 85 S0AE
TR, MAESHEIES 2 MEALSRN ERIE R 2RI G R &, R IEE S AR
M2 57 JE pIAt 22 DB R R (4] 35 =AU B ALS 0 BB TR N BR i B B R R, RIS &
B E I AAES A G R, AR T AR ENESMAMSERENTRRR, FKEHES
TR INEE RER, RKEERERE M gt BT AL R OE R [5].

HPALSIT R R =BG, NS E & 7 H AR 2 R T EALS R W e, BT
X PR ALS SR U ) 2 S AT LU ISR OC R R A B M, RO T 1 AR 4 2 A
AT, RERA S, WAL EE . AT B R AR GS ARERA St Bk s, A 5 4L
SO TR L R = A AR A . R E AT & A R R CUSI” 0 CKEE” . CUSTH” R
COER” R, AR T SO REFE 5] SCR 51 (CSSCH) A% A TIEAT O R nT AL A A, R
AT AR ] ] AT S U (R A 9T R T TR A K E AL s KRR R REBIRIL . RFER RER AR,
[ XSO 5 AL S A B EE A AT AR AL, BTk, DUEWPRGCA I S, il 7T R S AR
OS2 8 AR AL S0 5 U PR s 1 25 S ik 3R FRAS AR S B AL S A IR R g RS
PG 77 ALSE N P G AT X B, DU ALSE R 78 . UEE X A3 A S i

2. IR
2.1. fARTIR
T % AT FUCE 2, SR A% 346 0, R0 346 4, %4 2R 100%, Hrf R4S
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156 N, &5l AU 45%, 245190 A, A0 AH) 55%.
22. IRAZE

22.1. R BRAEDE

2021 4 10 H 23 H 19 i 18 437E4k BRI E & T KMt iR, T 2021 4 10 7 26 [ 10 i 26
SrWSEE 346 1A RO IR, YA S N AR R FE SZ U )L SRR B HROE . STHIKAP
H 88 5 I8 A S5 AN AS URR 1 55 B AR (v R, R BF 1) 255 10 2 1 0 5 1] /2 £ Richard, J. Che #1 Schmidt, R. W
[6]4 R B 4 b () Bt e iy, QIRHHEIFE. SaliE. HFESX. SEEY. WG, EERR
PR, WAE S FEE . R BIEERE. RBIER. E4BIENE RS HE 2. AR SR
BCTE LA H R AR IS R R 1 A TR B 1 I TR, E N2 Ui SR S i AR 1 Bk 2 1 15 B i 2R |,
S 1 N AIT 3 A7 565 AL IR S 0E 10 ARG AT LS AR AL 35 P9 IR 1) S (8] AT 18 2 20 A e

2.22. BEREEF

Wt A R R R GS N CAS NIRRT 45, Ui B I m Mo &, A EeRE AT, Atk
346 1 0] 3L BRI e B S A ZoRE H , N E NS . B 211 346 A 200 45 DL excel A& (1)
R T HHE, Soit AR USRS P A TEAA T TR ) 2 175 158 Ak 326 30— 0034 300 P 5000 5 i 11 B i A0
K, B9 RREEE S SPSS Rgtilt T R T KL .

223 FHRAK

MR 1 iF B R R UTE, DU IR IS WAR GL S FTHR P AR I 2 75 2 3 (o = 0.05) 9 f], 45 &
E AR OLTAUN N

1) fEt ik

Hy:p=0; p=0

2) IS

Ferp J R bR T E A B SPSS BAF T TS

3) HHATHRIEK

MRS R E K a =005 IHHEN=5, fFHR~ATHMARENZE: p=0.000. HT p=0.000<«,
BT AR 28 )58 Ho, U6 BATE AR 18 25 BAC B 2 IR 32 35 PR AH DG 1 o

CAIFIRE (1) 77 200 8 B R R (AT p ot A IR AT R, S 45 R : SR 5 H0E5
TAlE BESE A IR, R ORI R R S PO . IRAIBIE C R R E T
FHOCME, S0l fETa4a. R H BTG Z (B AAFAE 5235 AH O

3. IRGRE T4

% 1 8RS, #HE. S8, ZEZ%. ZERGH. WIRTEE. BRI IEE. #HE 45 FHi
W FEAEE IX LN RS S WR A AE BB A e R, FEUMAERIF 7 rR, A o 7 e AL 3R P R O B ARE )
AEEFRT “HINZE” I “THTF7 BERIERE L, AXIEESE., e EBE R, BERRriE
BN, A3 HT B FR ISR ALSR IR AR e, 5 1807 5 AL5R IR B BR AR TS LL .
3.1. BIER

mE 1, EEASRETARESRN, RIEZIHERZEFRE “IRBR7 , DEREm S, i
HEH CRWZEUCN” , TiEE COPREMER” ARG U A, CEhEERReZ e “i
YR, R RIEHBR R E” , EHF T e “RE” A “REIXFEAN” i,
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Table 1. Chi-square test of correlation analysis between marital status and different topics
= L AR S A EEREE X S TR AR

jr3 B R R T fE H BEVEE SETEARR
AR 23.032 5 0.000 2
& RliE 41.339 4 0.000 2
KA LA 25.140 4 0.000 52
25 IR 12.772 3 0.005 2
TR 1 97.412 6 0.000 &
T G T O 114 1 R 16.846 6 0.010 2
BB J5 I 24.569 2 0.000 P
BIZBIERRE 1.658 2 0.436 &
R g 2.224 1 0.136 &
A 27.381 3 0.000 =

St = 2d6%6 i

FRiLE! g g 30.88%
B, RIUXFEIAA. g3, 14.75%
51% BUMRRSE! 24 42% e 39.76% Al
TFEEE. . 27.19% 9304
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Figure 1. Responses of married or unmarried people to compliments

1. BEFREAINERENEE

£ H ATER FUES SCHCARIE T AOAL SR I, K8 3 BF T3 #1382 81 T Xk 25 SR o 8 5 S A T X R 471
OS] SBE, PG 5 SE AN E - [ 82 Ot A <Rt T e R OCSE R T S IR . X
AWLRAESE — P BUBUE E SR Y, AR5 . SR =BT S TR IT, s [7]55 24 AR
SCHRIY ST T B R AL I LR AT o (BRI A I A A e s & AT DA H Y
REEW, B, RISSZUE M OIS0 B M ALSURE W R B AR A AR AN R 35 =, R0 AL P i O B
25— Eﬁ&ikﬁ@“ FEARGSAN LS S2 5 b 3% “ IR I L A0 “ ARt ” BRI T —E X7,
RSS2 Y58 PG5 AL BB R (R, SER T B0 77 B RN ], T A4S 52 U5 2L %
GUNHCR S, XRETHEA A2 RN B AE, ﬁﬁﬂﬂ%ﬁﬂﬁ%%k%%%%
W AN PR, WWTEMSYTEMRINSEME “Hq7 R Cwm, Gl E LR N IR R 5 2
SRAREL E A R AT AT A H A

3.2. “EF” [G]RE

20 {20 50 AP T 245K E. Coffman f2th “1i+7 X — 8, iy, mWr2tasEd Al
ARy E SRS I IR A S ME, SR DR E BRI, 20 #4070 4ELIEE 2235 Brown & Levinson
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BT Coffman (1 “THF” WM T “HFEIS” o AT X 2 AR TR A, HAE i
0548 B QAT A BN IIBAF[8]. P EAE SR “HT 7 SR 4R AL, B DR 1510
HEALSCCC R B 35, “HT7 AR ER S MR GAE. ERP CET 7 i AR
ARZI S ZE SR, P05 N U SR 7 R 4838005 st o8 S 7 RS, an Rl =Ram 2 oAl i, =
RS AR S A P =30 T A REAE R T O H L, EX — R 4 AL SOVt PR AS AR AR L )
AR A AR, WilE 2, K RIS VS L R~ B AR, A CE2Uis e
FE MDA AR fo P =380, DUEoR A ORI, 4 T7X75 “Il7 o (EAERMRE, IR,
522 IR U 32 2 A TN SR 2 2 e 35 25 FEO0S O (R 3 B0 e 2 FHIEAVE — U, IR 7 SCAR RIS 1 2
HMANBHE w7 YR E, ARRERR A RSB E N ERERE AR T AR, AP T
5 ST ZE S IT U6 4/ o

_ 4231%
ox, rma. [ 55 o, .
iﬁ ., MBI
w e mvae. [ S 3%
2RAEUE, B, % 29.47%
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Figure 2. The number of re-invitations after a married or unmarried person has been refused

2. BIEERIEA T HIBRBEBEIRRY

SR, ARG V5H M OIS V58 6 5 R R AR R S I RGO thAT — @ =51, R
U 32 Y58 0 I B BB HR e, 1H CS 5205 2 A0 ARG 10 AR I H B A 1) S g AENI_E T PR USR] 2
RIS OISV H I TH BT AFak OIS W AR AN IR FE R SRR 45, 0 T30 RA AT
R HERL S I BB 45 3K A2 rp AR T DAAE (1 [ Bt 5 rp 2R EN R IR 422, w33 1) T 5%
IS KRR — KR, E PG A 2 A O R T RERA R, AR T BRI, A RE CRITER
A, B, EANRESIE TSR, TR Z VT E IR QIR XT3 57 45 0
SR AR AR 2 SR A B, TP N BB AT R AR A T ) SRR FE AR, s Wil
FTE R o KRB A N B AL SOV AT T T B A AU 2 A DA B EIAS A R (14 3)

4. &EE

2ot =AAL ST FEANAS WA R SCHR D S AR AR, LER R a5 AL S R AN TR 2R, 3
ALFE SR A ES AR R BT TR, SRR TN D 22 BOR IR 8 2 1) S AR 5, RIS
¥a N\ SPSS BAFREAT RITIK, A5 HASMIRDLS AR A A SRVE AT 25 AL, AL R R B, 2§
ViEAMARUSSZ V5 A P POALSU R M 2 R BRI 5 T “ 453288477 M “l 17 BB T BORER:, &
W2 VIE AL G Iz DN M “ghii 17 R EALSON, (HRAS A2 U5 & BALBIS 19 5 AL 300
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Figure 3. Chat topics avoided by married or unmarried people
3. BRI T R AIIIRIERE

ZEFRIBHAD o GO R, AR5 AR I AR S50 TR NI RSO 7 [ R AR R
ZE5E[10], FEPUJTUSIA, 1% R 4k 45 A IR0 R AT 1R BB TR M S E S5 AE N I —DIIR R, REXUS
FESSTA B 26— B 55 e MM Z G, AR A G RE Tt R DAL, v [ A A5 400 5% 2 R WA s 77 XL
TiSEE TRE TR LS5, Y SRR AR A o s T 440 D A2, S8I5C R AR RZEXTT A4
U IR B RERE AN B ok ZORIE ) SRR [11], S A5 R ZERUT AL 2 B o BELDR S AR B T AR UE I 7= 2 4
R, AZF R (SR R BEAR BUAE B S A2 b, S Aoxt A SeAL 350U A [ < R — R oR AR 22 A AL S0
o, U T CSAURISAE B AR AL ZE TR . AU 73 M A 4 RS v [ A 2 A B X AL 3R
W R, b E AR A C A REA VAR RO GEAL SO [ ST (B 2 R AL SO A7 AE —
MBS AT A, XA DORBS AR AR M AL SO AN TG 5 At 2 BIALSOW A 22 B T 4 /N, XA o
[ 207 AL 2R EN RIT R, A BT X AhDUE A S5 SU AT T R ASHIT T4 B IR AT A0 1) £
FEALER S 2 R FU3R 1 — T BB, WAL IR 5 R, AT ZE N BHIER A 48 T 3
B%.
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