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Abstract

Adjacency pair is one of the language features to make utterances more polite as it creates
turn-taking, which means that none of participant dominates. Adjacency pairs also create
functions of phatic communication as stated by Padilla Cruz. According to Levinson, there
are nine patterns of adjacency pairs, and most could be found in utterances. The data were
taken from 24 students’ phatic utterances, and they were chosen because all participants
are classmates. COVID-19 pandemic has forced them not to meet each other for almost 2
semesters, yet they show their closeness and solidarity. After all the data were analyzed
using the qualitative method, it can be concluded that there are 7 adjacency pairs: Question-
Answer, Offer-Accept, Taking leave-Taking leave, Summons-Answer, Request for
information-Grant, Request-Apology, and Greeting-Greeting, and most of them have phatic
functions of communication. Using adjacency pairs employs politeness strategies and
negative and positive politeness strategies from Brown and Levinson. Negative politeness
strategies found are: Be conventionally indirect, Question, hedge and Quality-hedges, while
positive politeness strategies found are: Offer, promise, Include both S and H in the activity,
and Give gifts to H. One of adjacency- pairs, and phatic utterances’ functions is to maintain
politeness though the students are classmates with close social distance and equal power,
they perform politeness strategies to keep their social relations. The appearance of
politeness strategies shows that no matter how informal utterances are, closeness and
politeness must stay together.
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INTRODUCTION

Verbal communication is one medium that has been endlessly discussed
since there are a lot of magic things to be dug deeper and deeper. One verbal
communication discussed in the research is students’ phatic utterances as a
result of the adjacency pairs use. During the COVID-19 pandemic students have
not met each other for more than a year, nor have they met somewhere outside
campus because most of them live in different towns, yet they show their
closeness and solidarity in their utterances before the online-class begins.
Actually what they are talking about is not something serious, even they
sometimes make jokes, and they are filled with longing to do excited things
together, still they maintain politeness. Parts of their utterances sometimes do
not share something important, and they have phatic functions. Padilla Cruz
(2005) claimed that the phaticity of an utterance may be established by some
factors and one of them is the occurrence in a particular conversational phase
being part of an adjacency pair. From Padilla Cruz’s statement, it can be drawn
that parts of students’ utterances in the present research can be called phatic
utterances. Phatic communion then, later it becomes phatic communication is
described as ‘communication between people which is not intended to seek or
convey information but has the social function of establishing or maintaining
social contact’ (Richard & Schmidt, 2013, p. 432) here, students used adjacency
pairs to show positive and negative politeness strategy. Daniels and Crystal
(1992, p.415) define adjacency pair as a unit of conversation that contains an
exchange of one turn each by two speakers’. For example, when speaker asks a
question to hearer then, the latter will respond it. On the other occasion if
speaker offers something, hearer may accept or refuse it in a good way. Though
social distance among the students is symmetric, they try to avoid face
threatening acts (FTAs), especially within the pandemic, they do not want to
make any conflicts. By applying adjacency pairs, students try to maintain
politeness. The aims of this study are to find out the types of adjacency pairs
and phatic utterance functions mostly used in students’ utterances and another
aim is to analyze politeness strategies found in students’ utterances.

Some research has discussed politeness in phatic utterances and
adjacency pairs as we can see below:
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The first is from Padilla Cruz (2007). In his research entitled: ‘Phatic
Utterances and the Communication of Social Information: A Relevance -
Theoretic Approach’, he offers an approach using relevance-theoretic that can
make participant transmit and recover information about politeness in phatic
utterances. By using this approach, speaker can communicate strongly and
weakly at the same time. Moreover, hearer also can do as the speaker does and
combines it with other contextual assumptions to gain contextual effects. In his
paper, Cruz explains relevance theory in phatic utterances very clearly.

Next, Maros and Rosli (2017) wrote their research entitled: ‘Politeness
Strategies in Twitter Updates of Female English Language Studies Malaysian
Undergraduates’. The research aims to contribute to the field of politeness and
English language studies in Twitter updates to find out the most politeness
strategies used. After having been analyzed using Brown & Levinson’ politeness
theory, the 776 Tweet updates produced by the 9 female active users for 2
months, it shows that the Politeness strategies appear: bald on-record (33%),
positive politeness (37%), negative politeness (7%), and off-record (7%). This
research also assumes that positive politeness is used because the nature of
Twitter encourages interpersonal communication and expression among the
users.

Then, Bagheri et al. (2017) revealed a study: ‘aha, ok, alright’ as Phatic
Talk: An Analysis on Opening in Multilingual and Multicultural Clinical
Consultation’. The study analyzes six phases of clinical consultation, but it more
focuses on the opening phase since it is considered to be the most primary care
consultation between doctors and patients. It is believed that within
consultation especially in opening phase, patients feel nervous and not
comfortable because of his/her diseases; therefore, it will be good if doctors
start with a small ritual talk before processing to the main point, that is patients’
complaint. The phatic talk could be as opening, welcoming or greeting to break
the ‘excitement’ belongs to patients so that they will feel more comfortable and
create rapport between doctors and patients. In this study the use of ‘aha, ‘oK,
and ‘alright’ as phatic talks are found many times.

The last, Kazemi and Azimifar (2019) conducted research on adjacency
pairs by comparing the use of them in Computer Assisted Language Learning
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(CALL) to virtual classes. The result shows that there is no difference in the use
of adjacency pairs in both classes compared to ordinary conversations. The
most pattern of adjacency pairs appear mostly in both classes is Question -
Answer.

From the previous paper/research having been reviewed, none of them
discusses adjacency pairs, politeness strategies and phatic utterances
simultaneously. In this research, the writer aims to bridge the gaps by
employing adjacency pairs with their functions of phatic communication, and
politeness strategies.

Some theories are used in the present research among other is pragmatics.
The term pragmatics was coined by Morris, a philosopher of language (1938) in
order to label the science of relation of signs to their interpreter. Then, Ferrara
(1985, p.138, cited in LoCastro, 2013, p. 5) defines pragmatics as ‘the systematic
study of the relation between the linguistic properties of utterances and their
properties as social action’. Pragmatics has been divided into two main
frameworks, and one of them is the early Anglo-Saxon framework of pragmatic
study put forth mostly by philosophers of language who were interested in
utterance rather than sentence meaning (Muller et al 2014, p.18 cited in
Blitvich & Sifianou 2019, p. 3). As a branch linguistics pragmatics is viewed from
different approaches to maintain and focus on the use of language in social
interaction and its effect that occurs to participant (Plaques & Julian, 2017).

Phatic Utterances

Malinowski introduced the term phatic communion which later it
becomes phatic communication or phatic utterances (1923) as this: phatic
utterance is considered as a small talk because it does not produce serious talk.
However, it has a significant function to build social relation. It can be said that
the concept of phatic utterance is ‘a type of speech in which ties of union are
created by a mere exchange of words’, or more pithily as ‘speech
communication used to establish social relationships’ (Malinowski, 1923, p.
315). Furthermore, Malinowski reveals that phatic utterances have social
function that might “overcome the strange, unpleasant tension caused by
silence' and/ or to create an atmosphere of sociability and personal communion
between people (Malinowski, 1923 cited in Zegarac & Clark, 2014, p.12)
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Realizing the significance of phatic utterances function in social
relationship, Jakobson (1960) then, observes and divides it into six: emotive,
connative, referential, phatic, metalingual and phoetic. Those derive from
Malinowski’s concept of phatic communion and Buhler’s three language
functions: expressive, appellative and representative. Jakobson claims the
phatic function of language is function of language which emphasizes on the
contact’s presence between speaker and hearer in communication.

Some linguists who have given the contribution to the development of
phatic functions are: Malinowski, Jakobson, Buhler, Leech, Cook, Holmes,
Kridalaksana, Coupland, Richard etal, Saunders, O’ Sullivan, Mey, Renkema,
Abercrombie and many more. Those linguists then, wrap their ideas into twelve
functions of phatic communication. The theoretical framework is sketched out
in the chart below:

Theoretical Framework of Phatic Communication

Malinowski's Biihler's three language functions (1934)
phatic communion (1923)  expressive, appellative, representative

. /

Jakobson's six language functions (1960):
Emotive

Connative
Referential
Phatic

Metalingual
Phoetic

!

phatic communication:
Richards et al. (1985); Leech [1983], Cook [1989], Holmes [1992], Kridalaksana [1994, 2004],
O’Sullivan et al. [1994], Renkema [1994], Schiffrin [1994], Abercrombie [1998],
Verschueren [1999], Coupland [2000],), Mey [2001], Saville-Troike [2003]

!

12 functions of phatic communication: (1) breaking the silence, (2) starting a conversation, (3)
making small talk, (4) making gossip, (5) keeping talking, (6) expressing solidarity,
(7) creating harmony, 8) creating comfort, (9) expressing empathy,
10) expressing friendship or camaraderie (11) expressing respect, (12) expressing politeness
(Jumanto, 2006; 2014, p.9)
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Adjacency Pairs

Adjacency pairs are utterances produced by two successive speakers in
such a way that the second utterance is identified as related to the first one as
an expected follow up (Richards and Schmidt, cited in Shen, Xia, 2010). The next
definition of adjacency pairs comes from (Heritage, cited in Wooffitt, 2011) who
defines that the term adjacency pair is a sequence of two utterances which are
adjacent, produced by different speakers, ordered as a first part and second
part and typed. Thus, a first part requires a particular second, or range of
second parts. The next definition of adjacency pairs is from Yule (1996, p. 77
cited in Mudra, 2018, p.4) He states that adjacency pairs are systematically
produced in at two utterances by the speaker and the hearer respectively. Sacks
et al. (1974) identified adjacency pairs as major turn types. Some patterns of
adjacency pair are: Greeting-Greeting, Question-Answer, Complaint-Denial,
Request-Apology, Request for information-Grant, Offer-Accept, Summons-
Answer, and Taking leave-Taking leave.

In this research, the present writer only writes those found in students’
utterances. By using adjacency pairs, every participant will create turn-taking.
Turn taking refers to the process by which people in conversation decide who
to speak next (Ghilzai, 2015). The next definition of turn taking conveys that
turn taking in conversation not only helps us apportion the floor, but also
provides a symbolic function of helping the interactants to define their
relationship (Wennerstorm & Siegel, 2003). Turn taking also shows that
participant maintains not only social interaction but also politeness.

Politeness

Politeness is a significant aspect of pragmatic competence. Mills states that
politeness is ‘the expression of the speakers’ willingness to minimize face
threatening carried by certain threatening acts toward another’ (Mills, 2003, p.6
cited in Karimnia, 2018). William Folley, an anthropologist mentions politeness
as ‘a battery of social skills whose goal is to ensure feels affirmed in a social
interaction’ (Folley, 1997. p. 270 cited in Kadar & Haugh, 2013. p.4) The two
statements cover that politeness has a significant role to make participants of
utterance feel comfortable as politeness is the soul to appreciate each other.
Some linguists also stated their theories of politeness and among other is taken
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from (Lakoff 1975, p. 640) her notion of politeness is viewed as conversation
that is conflict-free with interlocutors being able to satisfy each other’s needs
and interests by means of employing politeness strategies ... Meanwhile
(Brown & Levinson, 1987, p. 1) state that'.. politeness, like formal diplomatic
protocol (for which it must surely be the model), presupposes that potential for
aggression as it seeks to disarm it, and makes possible communication between
potentially aggressive parties’. From Lakoff and Brown and Levinson’s theories
of politeness, it can be concluded that politeness employs to mitigate
confrontation occurs in utterances and to avoid FTAs.

Brown & Levinson'’s theory of politeness (1987) consists of three basic
notions: Face, Face Threatening Acts (FTAs), and politeness strategies. Face is
the public self-image that every member of a society wants to claim for himself.
The concept of face refers to a social representation of a person reflecting the
respect, regard or confidence others have in them which person in question is
conscious or aware of himself or herself (Goffman, 1972, p. 5 cited in Qi, 2017,
p.3) Theory of face from Goffman, then was developed by Brown & Levinson
(1987) by stating that there are two kinds of faces which a person has as a
public, namely positive face and negative face. Positive face is in which people
want to be approved in a social community whereas negative face is in which
people want to be appreciated. Another basic notion is Face Threatening Acts
that defines as acts that infringe on the hearer’s need to maintain his/herself-
esteem. If there might be a tendency to threaten someone’s positive or negative
face, we can minimize it by using politeness strategies. Brown & Levinson
(1987, p. 103-132) divide it into two, namely: negative and positive politeness.
Negative politeness strategies aim at hearer’s negative face wants to describe
expressions of restraint, formality, and distancing. On the other hand, positive
politeness strategies aim to express solidarity and familiarity. To decide which
strategies that are going to choose, there is a social variable with social power
(P), social distance (D) and ranking of imposition (R). Negative politeness will
be used if the power of participants is not equal, and the social distance is not
symmetric, so the rank of imposition is mostly low. Positive politeness
strategies are chosen if participants have the same power, and symmetric social
distance. Hence, the rank of imposition is not as low as negative politeness
strategies, yet they are polite.
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RESEARCH METHOD

This research uses qualitative research as the result of data analysis is in
descriptive forms. According to (Berg & Lune, 2014, p.8 cited in Wang, 2018)
‘Qualitative research properly seeks answers by examining various social
settings and the groups or individuals who inhabit these settings’. Shakouri
(2014) then adds that qualitative research is concerned with non-statistical
methods of inquiry and analysis of social phenomena; moreover, Creswell
makes those two theories of qualitative research clearer by completing that
qualitative research is designed to explore grounded theory, ethnography,
historical research and content analysis (Creswell, 2009 cited in Haradhan,
2014) From those theories, we can conclude that the most suitable method
used in this research is qualitative because the data show the various social
settings through students’ utterances coming from different places and the
result of analyzed data does not involve complicated calculation.

Participants of the research are the sixth semester students of the English
department, Politeknik Negeri Bandung. They come from 2 classes and the
number of them is 50, 27 students are from 34, and 23 are from 3 B. The sixth
semester students were chosen as they have known each other for 4 semesters,
and surely they studied in the same classes before COVID-19 pandemic occurs.
They did a lot of activities in campus; hence, they experienced a lot of things
together that make them close and have solidarity. The process of collecting the
data started from asking the students to make utterances in pairs with free
topics they chose. Free topics were given as they never meet each other face to
face due to pandemic. First they conducted their utterances orally and recorded
theirs. The next was they typed what they had uttered, and then, the head of the
class sent his classmates’ utterances via https:// drive.google.com. After all the
data had been received, the present researcher downloaded and printed them
out. There were 24 utterances collected. From the 24 utterances, it can be seen
that the chosen topics are almost similar for examples: on line games,
homework/assignments, pets, Korean dramas, sharing problems, and how they
miss to attend to offline lessons. The next step was reading those utterances
several times each to identify types of adjacency pairs, and to find out phatic
functions. After finishing it, the process of analyzing was commenced to relate
the types of adjacency pairs with the politeness strategies found.
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

From theoretical framework of phatic communication chart (Jumanto,
2006; 2014, p. 9), it presents that Malinowski’s phatic communication and
Buhler’s three language functions have inspired Jakobson to develop both into:
emotive, connative, referential, phatic, metalingual and phoetic. The develop-
ment made by Jakobson is well-known as Jakobson’s six language functions.
One function, that is phatic, later expanded by some linguists into phatic
communication. Phatic communication has 12 functions namely: breaking the
silence, starting a conversation, making a small talk, making gossip, keeping
talking, expressing solidarity, creating harmony, creating comfort, expressing
empathy, expressing friendship, expressing respect, and expressing politeness.

After analyzing the 24 students’ utterances, there are seven adjacency pair
patterns created within the process of sharing the idea among them to maintain
social relations. Those are: Greeting-Greeting, Taking leave-Taking leave,
Question-Answer, Offer-Accept, Request-Apology, Summons-Answer, and
Request for information Grant. From parts of each pattern, some of the phatic
functions come up.

Greeting-Greeting pattern has function of phatic communication that is,
starting a conversation by greeting another participant. It only found 3 times
out of 24 utterances (2%). Here, we can see the beginning of the utterance:

H: ‘Hey...

K: ‘Hey, you'?

H: ‘How are you man? ‘You good’?

K: ‘Yeah...1am good’

The next adjacency pair found in utterances is Taking leave-Taking leave.
This adjacency pair usually appears when both participants want to end their
communication. The function of phatic utterance here is to break the silence

because the speaker does not know what to say anymore. It can be found 20
times (13.6%). Below is an example of the utterances:

Z: ‘The series are interesting and amazing,’ ‘... Stay healthy’

A Ok...bye’
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Another adjacency pair found is Question-Answer, and it contains an
expressing respect. This pattern found mostly among the other patterns. It is
found 48 times or (32.6%), and four of them shown below:

HY: ‘Hey, I bought something, can you guess?’
RT: Thave no ideas, [ am sorry’
Y: ‘T***** will you save it carefully ?

T: ‘Sure...

The function of phatic communication starts when RT says ‘sorry’ and in
the second utterance it occurs when T agrees on doing something for Y. This
type of adjacency pair is mostly found in students’ utterances. The question-
answer pattern creates negative politeness strategies, and one of them is Be
Conventionally Indirect which is found 48 times (42.9%). According to Searle ..
for a request to be felicitous (successful), the addressee must be thought
potentially able to comply with the request, the requestor must want the thing
requested, and so on (Searle, 1969 cited in Brown & Levinson, 1987, p. 132).
Though they are class mates, yet they maintain politeness by using indirect
requests ‘can’ and ‘will’, and they are to minimize the imposition of utterance
because in this strategy the speakers met opposing tensions.

The two other of Question-Answer patterns with different negative
politeness strategies, and two functions of phatic utterances are found in these
utterances: creating harmony and expressing empathy. DT creates harmony by
thanking HT while KP encourages HT that the pandemic will be over next
semester.

HT: ‘Can you remember the file, tell me, will you?’ “Thank you’
DT: ‘I will, thank you also for reminding me’

AP: ‘Will we be graduated on line or offline?

KP: I think, our graduation will be online’

AP’ Come on, don’t say so. Don’t you want to graduate offline? ‘I guess, we can
be graduated offline’

KP:’ I hope so. I absolutely believe that pandemic will be over next semester’.
We hope for the best’
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The utterances above still use Question-Answer adjacency pair, but they
produce another negative politeness strategy that is, Question, hedge. We can
see it when WI uses tag-question ‘Tell me, will you? which means ‘1 wonder
whether you can tell me.’

We can also dig a different negative politeness strategy from the second
utterance that is quality hedges. It is found 40 times or (35.7%). The quality
hedges found are: ‘I think’ and ‘I guess’ uttered by KP and AP. KP also uses a
quality hedge: ‘I absolutely believe...” According to Brown and Levinson (1987),
quality hedges such as: ‘I think’, ‘I guess’ are used for expressing the situation
when the speaker does not fully take responsibility for the truth of his
utterance, or the speaker hesitates to the truth of his utterance. On the other
hand, the use of ‘I absolutely believe...” shows speaker’s commitment to the
truth of his utterance (Brown & Levinson, 1987, p.164; Coates, 2014).

The next adjacency pair is Offer-Accept. It is used by speaker to offer
something to hearer, and he accepts it. This pattern is found 28 times (19%),
and it contains expressing friendship of phatic utterance function as Z
encourages A to be keen on watching series to forget her ex.

Z:'What's wrong with you?’

A: ‘Uh, Tjust broken with my boy- friend, and this is a terrible situation’ How
could I forget him?’

Z:’ Try to watch movies or series then.’ ‘There are a lot of good movies and
series or even Korean dramas’

A ButI am not into Korean movies and stuff”’ ‘I think I will not like it’

Z: You try it ‘First, it is difficult for you to forget your ex, but I am sure, you will
forget him soon’

From the utterance above, there is a positive politeness strategy, Offer,
promise. It is mostly found in offer-accept pattern of adjacency pairs. According
to Brown & Levinson (1987) the function of this strategy is to redress the
potential threat of some FTAs. S might choose to emphasize his cooperation
with H in different way. He could claim that (during a specific sphere or
relevance) whatever H wants, S wants for him and will assist to achieve. In the
utterance above, Z as hearer offers A, who acts as speaker to watch movies to
forget her ex, and A agrees to do that. This strategy appears 24 times or (33%).

REGISTER JOURNAL - Vol 14, No 2 (2021) 253



R. P. Trihartanti, S. J. Septiyan

The next pattern of adjacency pair is Summons- Answer. It is found 18
times or (12.2%) This pattern mostly happens because the internet connection
is unstable, so speaker or hearer should summon his partner several times to
make sure that they are still with him. This pattern has starting a conversation
function of phatic communication.

S: ‘Freex Pk Hello.... F¥*** Can you hear me?

F: Yes, S**** I can hear you’ ‘The connection sometimes is bad’

The next adjacency pair is Request-Apology pattern. It happens if speaker
requests hearer to do something, but the latter refuses to do it by saying ‘sorry’.
This pattern creates expressing empathy phatic function, and it begins when R
wishes S gets better soon.

R:' Theard that S***** is sick. ‘Can we make a video call with her?’

FNo, sorry....  think that we can’t do it now.’ ‘Someone said that she infects
from C******'

R: ‘Give my regards’ I hope she will be better soon’

Request-Apology patterns appear 12 times or (8.2%). There is also Be
Conventionally Indirect ‘Can we make a video call with her’ and another
negative politeness strategy is Quality hedges’ I think’ that shows the speaker’s
hesitation.

The last pattern of adjacency pair found is Request for Information-Grant.
It will perform if speaker asks Hearer to give information, and hearer provides
it. It is found 18 times or (12.2%). Expressing respect of phatic utterance’s
function occurs when M says sorry for not going to Z's house now:

M: Z*** do you still remember my laptop that I bought with you before

pandemic?’

Z: ‘Of course, I remember well.’ After you bought it, you treated me meatball.
‘Let’s do it again soon’

M: "Oh, my God, we never know that pandemic will attach us.’ There is a
problem with my laptop, and [ want to go there to serve it

Z: ‘M do not make yourself in trouble. My neighbor is good at serving
and repairing laptops’
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M: ‘Will do’, but sorry, perhaps two months later’ ‘I do not want to make your
family worried because it is still pandemic.’

The utterance above shows that M requests for information to Z, and he
provides it. There are 2 positive politeness strategies, and the first is Include
both S and H in the activity. This strategy shows an inclusive ‘we’ when S
intends to involve ‘You' and ‘me’. Speaker can ask for the cooperative
assumptions and redress FTAs. ‘Let’s in English is an inclusive ‘we’ (Brown &
Levinson, 1987). This strategy shows up 28 times or (38.9%).

Another positive politeness strategy is Give gifts to H. M as speaker knows
that he may satisfy Z's positive-face want as hearer. In this situation M gives Z
gifts by showing his understanding that he will not go to Z' house now. This
politeness strategy occurs 20 times or (27.8%).

From the result above, we can see that some parts of the students’
utterances with the adjacency pair patterns function as phatic communication,
such as: expressing respect, expressing empathy, expressing friendship, starting
a conversation, and breaking the silence. From those parts of phatic utterances,
it can be seen that they do not share the idea, so they are in line with
Malinowski’s statement that phatic communion is not used to exchange the
idea, but it aims to create bonds in a social society (1923). Jumanto (2014)
analyzed phatic communication among English native speakers with the
primary data were taken from interview. He concluded that all phatic
utterances among them are in line with Malinowski’s phatic communion
theory, Buhler’s expressive, and appellative functions of language, also
Jakobson’s phatic function of language theory, and Halliday’s interpersonal
function of language. Jumanto’s research results 12 functions of phatic
communication for creating ties of union. Kulkarni (2014) states that phatic
functions are obviously established to initiate utterances, commence
communication and interaction.

On the other hand, Rahardi (2017) disagrees with Malinowski’s theory
that phatic functions are’ a mere exchange of words’. According to him, culture-
specific phatic communion is different from Malinowski’s theory. Having
applied the pragmatics and sociolinguistics theories including the theories of
contexts and phatic communication, Rahardi finds out that phatic functions can
be employed to reveal speaker’s meaning, be it informative and other functions.
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Yan (2010) conducted research on adjacency pairs found in phatic
utterance. She focuses on politeness in the three patterns of adjacency pair:
Greetings, Compliments and Directives, and she tried to find out how male and
female make differences in applying those adjacency pairs. Yan compares how
males and females express their politeness in their phatic utterances, yet the
politeness strategies are not discussed as the present researchers do.
Meanwhile Tsui (1985) only discusses the use of adjacency pairs among male
and female students. She merely stresses on the least adjacency pair patterns
found that is, Greeting-Greeting, and the mostly used is the Question-Answer.
The finding on the use of adjacency pairs is almost similar to the present
research.

Unlike the previous research, the present research involves adjacency pair
patterns in students’ utterances. Adjacency pairs are chosen because some
parts of their utterances can create phatic functions as declared by Padilla Cruz
(2005). Those adjacency pairs employed by the students have phatic functions
and their aims are to express respect, solidarity, and empathy. Comparing to the
research conducted previously, the present research does not only emphasize
on either adjacency pair or phatic utterances. It strongly, focuses also on the
appearance of politeness strategies both positive and negative. Those strategies
show that participants with equal social power, social closeness, solidarity, and
familiarity remain polite in building their social relations.

The results of this research are concluded on the 3 graphs below:

Graph1
Adjacency Pairs Found in Students’ Phatic Utterances

ADJACENCY PAIRS

8.2%
13.6% .‘ S
12.2% '

2.0%

19.0% 12.2%

= Questiun - Answer Greeling - Greeling
Summons - Ansywer Offer - Accept
® Request For Information Grant ® Taking leave Taking leave

W Request -Apology
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Graph 2
Negative Politeness Strategies Found in Students’ Phatic Utterances

NEGATIVE POLITENESS STRATEGIES

4

21.4%

35.7%
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Graph 3
Positive Politeness Strategies Found in Students’ Phatic Utterances
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CONCLUSION

From the result, it can be concluded that adjacency pairs found in the
students’ utterances have certain phatic functions, and those functions build
phatic utterances. Some of the functions are not found such as making gossip
and expressing politeness. Making gossip is not found because during the
pandemic it is difficult for them to do that. While, expressing politeness phatic
function is not conveyed since it is discussed from different point of view.
During the pandemic, students’ relationship is not as close as it was before the
COVID-19 spreads. Hence, they try hard to make their friendship warm and
polite through their phatic utterances to show their solidarity and closeness.
The use of negative politeness strategies is to show respect, while positive

REGISTER JOURNAL - Vol 14, No 2 (2021) 257



R. P. Trihartanti, S. J. Septiyan

politeness strategies is to express degree of solidarity, familiarity and
sometimes informality. However, both politeness strategies found are to avoid
face threatening acts (FTAs). The appearance of politeness strategies in
students’ phatic utterances using adjacency pair patterns have never been
discussed in the previous research. So, it will share the new insights to all. For
the next research, this kind of topic could be developed by adding respondents
from different study programs, so it might increase the occurrence of politeness
strategies and adjacency pairs.
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