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Abstract: With the ever-growing development of artificial intelligence,
communication and argumentation processes are no longer limited to face-to-
face and computer-mediated communication with other humans. They now
involve communication with machines. This fact has given rise to chatbots,
computer programs trained to produce human-like communication through the
use of highly specified algorithms. The aim of this study was to determine
whether a chatbot has been trained in accordance with positive and negative face
wants, which were a part of the politeness theory introduced by Brown and
Levinson. More specifically, the aim was to determine whether positive and
negative politeness strategies would affect the quality of answers a chatbot
produces. The chatbot was asked 10 questions in total, grouped into five sets of
questions that prompted answers followed by argumentation. Each set contained
two questions on the same topic, one question asked utilizing positive politeness
strategies, and the other question asked using negative politeness strategies. The
results show that 1) there were no significant differences in the answers given to
the two types of questions, 2) the chatbot did not select only one type of
politeness strategies, 3) more elaborate answers to one of the questions from the
sets were produced in relation to the topic of that question rather than the
politeness strategies. The most dominant argumentation structure is based on
coordinative arguments, with causal schemes appearing most frequently. All of
the answers are acceptable in the sense that they give coherent arguments for a
standpoint, except for one answer where the opposite standpoints were provided.

Keywords: argumentation, politeness theory, positive and negative politeness
strategies, chatbot, artificial intelligence

1. Introduction

With the constant development of computer software and artificial
intelligence, everyday communication has shifted from being exclusively
face-to-face toward computer-mediated conversation, and now we can
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even conduct a fully-fledged conversation with Al-based computer
programs known as chatbots. The term chatbot, or chatterbot, was first
introduced by Michael L. Mauldin in 1994 (Molnar and Sz(ts 197). It is
defined as a computer program that, in a conversation, responds like an
intelligent entity (Khanna et al. 277). A chatbot can recognize and
interpret human language through the information fed to it (Khanna et
al. 277). More precisely, it relies on a Knowledge Base as a set of
questions and answers triggered according to certain keywords noticed
in a conversation (El Azhari et al.).

The first chatbots appeared during the mid-20th century, with two
notable examples being ELIZA, from 1966, which played the role of a
psychotherapist, and ALICE (Artificial Linguistic Internet Computer
Entity), from 1995 until 2000 (Molnar and Sz(ts 197). Nowadays,
chatbots have wide applications spanning various fields, including
media, healthcare, medicine, and education, with a predominant
interest in language learning. The 2020s are characterized by a great
deal of research on the topic of communication between chatbots and
humans. Additionally, novel variants of such programs are produced
with different purposes, but also to ensure that more reliable
information is obtained for a chatbot conversation (Mavrodieva 23).

Current research is interested in the argumentation abilities of Al-
powered chatbots, as seen in Section 2.3. More precisely, it is mostly
interested in the processes through which chatbots are trained to
produce argumentative answers. This paper is interested in the other
side of the coin. Namely, the aim is to determine the quality of the
argumentation produced by a chatbot, as related to the use of different
politeness strategies.

2. Theoretical framework

2.1. Argumentation theory

The main interest of argumentation theory lies in the term
argument. Here, argument has a specialized sense and refers to the
process of giving reasons for the support or criticism of a claim, also
known as a standpoint, which can be questioned or doubted (Walton 1).
A successful argument, thus, means that good reasons to support or
criticize a standpoint are stated. Walton (1) continues that this process
implies two sides being involved in an argument which takes the form of
a dialogue. A dialogue represents a “type of goal-directed conversation
in which two participants (in the minimal case) are participating by
taking turns” (Walton 2). Thus, it is suitable for the argumentative
processes where one side puts forward reasons for supporting a claim,
while the other side offers their reasons for doubting this claim.
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Dialogues, besides arguments, can also be in the form of explanations,
instructions for doing something, etc. Parties must take turns in a dialog
so that argumentation is successful (Walton 1-2).

As defined by Walton (1), argumentation is a dynamic process in
which arguments are connected for a certain purpose in a dialogue. Van
Eemeren and Henkemans (1) offer the following definition:

Argumentation is a verbal, social, and rational activity
aimed at convincing a reasonable critic of the acceptability of

a certain opinion by advancing one or more propositions

designed to justify that standpoint.

More precisely, argumentation happens as a response or
anticipation of an opinion difference, either real or merely imagined.
Argumentation, however, does not have to take the form of a fully-
fledged dispute or a conflict. It can include cases when the other party
only doubts a standpoint. The moment the defense of this view is not
shared by all parties, argumentation comes into play. It is, of course,
presumed that the other party has not been convinced yet when
arguments are put forward. Otherwise, argumentation would be
pointless (Van Eemeren et al. 2). Additionally, argumentation is a
“communicative and interactional act complex” and, for its success, the
rational reasoning of a judge, or here, the party doubting a standpoint,
is of the utmost importance (Van Eemeren et al. 7).

According to its structure, argumentation can consist of single,
multiple, coordinative and subordinative arguments (Van Eemeren and
Henkemans 55). In single argumentation, in the most basic case, a single
argument is given for the defense of a standpoint, or several single
arguments can be combined in different ways. Multiple argumentation
includes alternative arguments for the same standpoint, without them
being dependent on one another. Coordinative argumentation is a set
of arguments that must be taken together to defend a standpoint
successfully. Finally, in subordinative argumentation, the defense of a
standpoint is made in layers. Namely, each of the arguments is
supported by an argument on the lower level (Van Eemeren and
Henkemans 55-60).

As regards the argument scheme, it represents how the argument
and the standpoint are connected. There are three types of
argumentation schemes: symptomatic, causal, and argumentation
based on analogy (Van Eemeren and Henkemans 83-84).

Argumentation in artificial intelligence has proved to be a very
important topic. This interaction found its way into areas such as law,
medicine, e-government, debating, etc. Nowadays, research is pointed
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towards the production of certain persuasion systems, which would
help in everyday decision-making. In the further work of integrating
argumentation with artificial intelligence, there are plans to develop
artificial agents communicating with other agents, just as two humans
can argue about a particular standpoint (Atkinson et al. 34-35).

2.2. Brown and Levinson’s politeness theory

In most general terms, as defined by the Online Cambridge
Dictionary of English, politeness is “behaviour that is socially correct and
shows understanding of and care for other people’s feelings”.?
Politeness has been exhaustively researched in areas such as
sociolinguistics, pragmatics, applied linguistics, anthropology,
conversation analysis, etc. (Brown and Levinson 2). It is indeed a topic
producing very different opinions. Some see it as a superficial
characteristic of human language (Leech xi). Others, however, including
Leech (ix), see it as a deeper phenomenon essential for human
communication. Namely, politeness is a social phenomenon expressed
largely through language, present in human behavior from the earliest
childhood. Thus, we believe that politeness, as an essential
characteristic of human communication, also has to be present in the
interaction with Al, especially to increase its credibility and
trustworthiness.

Brown and Levinson’s view on politeness is based on the notion of
face as introduced by Goffman in 1967. Namely, face represents a public
image every member of society claims for themselves, or, more simply,
how they want to be seen by others. To prevent face loss, that is
humiliation and embarrassment, people cooperate and assume other
people’s cooperation in maintaining face in interaction. If a person
threatens somebody else’s face, then they risk having their own face
threatened, and, thus, face maintenance is in everybody’s best interest
(Brown and Levinson 61).

Instead of seeing face as a set of social norms and values, it is rather
treated as basic wants desired by every member of society. Therefore,
face wants can be seen as negative face and positive face. Negative face
does not necessarily imply anything bad, but rather a want of an
individual that their actions are unimpeded by others. In other words,
other society members are to respect this individual’s independence so
as not to threaten their face, and this is a politeness of a more formal

! Information retrieved from

https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/politeness, accessed on
12 April 2024.
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kind. On the other hand, positive face means that an individual’s wants
should be accepted and shared with at least someone (Brown and
Levinson 62).

Besides expressing positive or negative on-record politeness, off-
record politeness is also possible, based on a communicative act to
which it is not possible to attribute one clear communicative intention
(Brown and Levinson 211). A set of strategies is offered for each type of
politeness (Brown and Levinson 91-227). Since this paper is interested
in positive and negative on-record politeness, only those strategies will
be mentioned. Positive politeness includes the following strategies
pointed at the individual whose face is to be saved:

1) Notice, attend to their interests, wants, etc.

2) Exaggerate interests, approval, sympathy with them

3) Intensify interest to them

4) Use in-group identity markers

5) Seek agreement

6) Avoid disagreement

7) Presuppose/raise/assert common ground

8) Joke

9) Assert or presuppose knowledge of and concern for their wants

10) Offer, promise

11) Be optimistic

12) Include both us and them in the activity

13) Give (or ask for) reasons

14) Assume or assert reciprocity

15) Give them gifts (goods, sympathy, understanding). (Brown and

Levinson 103-129).

Negative politeness toward somebody else’s face wants is achieved
through the following strategies:

1) Be conventionally indirect

2) Question, hedge

3) Be pessimistic

4) Minimize the imposition

5) Give defense

6) Apologize

7) Impersonalize us and them

8) State the face-threatening act (FTA) as a general rule

9) Nominalize

10) Go on record as incurring a debt, or as not indebting them.

(Brown and Levinson 129-211).

—_— — — ~— ~— ~—
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Before the appearance of interaction with Al, politeness theory,
besides face-to-face communication, found its way into computer-
mediated communication (CMC) between humans. The main interest in
this area is rooted in determining how classical postulates of different
politeness theories, developed before CMC evolved, can be applied to
this specialized way of communication, along with all of its
characteristics. For example, one of the topics covered is how politeness
is achieved where non-verbal cues are not as obvious or are completely
invisible, unlike in face-to-face communication (Taleghani-Nikazm;
Pratama).

2.3. Previous research

As for more recent research in the area of positive and negative
politeness strategies use, a lot of research was based in the EFL
classroom. One such type of research was done by Mahmud, who was
interested in the way university students of the English literature
program in Indonesia utilize politeness strategies in the language
recorder during their presentations. The conclusion was that both
positive and negative politeness strategies had often been used by the
students. Saleem and Anjum wanted to determine whether there exist
certain differences in politeness strategies used by Pakistani Urdu
speakers as compared to British speakers in apologizing. According to
the results, Pakistanis mostly use positive strategies, with the British
using a combination of the two.

An attempt to study politeness within argumentation was made by
Ferencik, who looked at whether interruption in radio call-ins can always
be considered impolite. The findings were that in certain situations
interruption in the argumentation process was seen as a discursive
device. More precisely, interruption appears to constrain the other
party’s options, to control the content size of the talk, and, possibly,
exercise power.

Before the increasing development of communication with Al,
there was also a lot of interest in how politeness functions in computer-
mediated communication, namely, the communication happening
between human beings with the help of a computer. Therefore, Park
(2008a, 2008b) set out to see what kind of politeness strategies were
used in online peer groups. The results showed that since peers had
already been acquainted with one another, they attempted to achieve
even more social closeness through the use of mostly bold-on-record
speech acts or positive politeness strategies. Wardoyo was interested in
CMC in YouTube comments and realized that the politeness strategies
used were usually influenced by an already existing comment.
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Additionally, it appeared that the higher the level of disagreement was,
the impoliteness became higher.

In studying the importance of politeness in human-machine
interaction, through the literature review on this topic, Ribino concluded
that, on the one hand, socially competent machines were more
acceptable, while, on the other hand, once people interacted with
machines sending social clues, people themselves implemented basic
social norms and rules, partially in need of retaining their own positive
face. Similarly, Burton and Gaskin set out to determine whether the level
of politeness towards intelligent digital assistance would in any way
affect human-to-human interaction in terms of politeness. The finding
showed that, even though digital assistants were personified to a lesser
degree, the interaction type with them would not affect the politeness
levels existing in face-to-face human communication.

Most of the interest in Al language-related issues is based on the
process of training Al, primarily chatbots, to produce human-like
language. For example, Mukherjee, Hudecek and Dusek worked on
training a chatbot to increase politeness in dialogue models.
Furthermore, Dietz, Kakas and Michael proposed that the importance of
training machines in argumentation leads to the development of
human-centric Al. Chalaguine et al. were determined to train a chatbot
in a persuasive argumentation to see whether persuasion produced by
Al would affect people’s beliefs about healthy lifestyle choices. The
findings were such that arguments addressing the user’s concerns have
a more positive impact on changing their attitudes. Herbets de Sousa et
al. believe that for a chatbot to produce successful argumentation, it
must be trained to and, subsequently, it must be able to recognize
argumentation schemes or patterns. The research, however, showed
that chatbots can recognize only a limited number of argumentation
schemes.

Mavrodieva, in analyzing human-machine rhetorical
communication, concluded that chatbots are not sufficiently developed
to give argumentation based on critical thinking and to transfer general
information into popular language since they cannot use figurative
language. Finally, Hinton and Wagemans, interested in how persuasive
GPT 3 is, realized that an argument created by a chatbot is often
unacceptable.

Analysis

3.1. Methodology

This research is based on the analysis of the answers provided by a
chatbot. The questions were expected to be followed by argumentation.
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As regards the questions, the analysis included ten questions divided
into five sets. Each set contained a pair of questions on the same topic,
one structured with negative politeness strategies, and the other with
positive politeness strategies. Five question sets were interested in 1)
whether using Al is beneficial; 2) whether Al is useful in scientific
research; 3) whether it is important to train Al in argumentation; 4)
whether politeness is important in communication with Al; and 5)
whether politeness is important in the argumentation process.

The chatbot that served as a tool in this research is TalkAl?, a free
chatbot service, utilizing ChatGPT 3.5 technology. As regards the
appearance of this program, it most closely resembles a text-messaging
application. More precisely, a space for inputting questions and requests
can be seen at the bottom of the screen. The remaining part of the
screen is where the results produced by the chatbot are seen. In this
research, those were argumentative answers.

The aim is to determine whether the questions that have the same
meaning but different forms according to either positive or negative
politeness strategies lead to different answers produced by the chatbot.
In relation to this, the research focuses on 1) the similarities and
differences between the answers given to the questions with the two
types of politeness strategies; 2) the types of argumentation structures
and schemes; and 3) the acceptability of answers in the sense that
coherent arguments for a standpoint were given.

3.2. Chatbot answer analysis

The first pair of questions was interested in looking into the
chatbot’s standpoint and the following argumentation as regards the
issue whether using artificial intelligence is beneficial. The question
designed in line with negative politeness was based on utilizing an
indirect speech act and hedging to lower the expectations we had from
the chatbot. The question had the following form:

Q1n3: Do you mind telling me whether there are benefits to

using artificial intelligence?

The answer was in the form of a list, rather than a concise answer.

2 Talk Al: https://talkai.info/, accessed on 10 May 2024.

3 Q1n and Aln refer to the question structured according to the negative
politeness strategies and the answer to that question respectively. Q1p and
Alp, on the other hand, stand for the question based on the positive politeness
strategies and its answer. The numbers would change based on the number of
the general question/topic being referred to.
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Aln: Sure! There are several benefits to using artificial
intelligence technology, including:

1. Improved efficiency and productivity: Al can perform
repetitive tasks much faster and more accurately than
humans, saving time and increasing productivity.

2. Cost savings: By automating tasks, Al can lead to cost savings
by reducing the need for human labor and increasing
efficiency in processes.

3. Enhanced decision-making: Al can analyze and process large
amounts of data quickly to provide insights and
recommendations for making more informed decisions.

4. Personalization and customization: Al can help businesses
personalize their products and services to better meet the
needs and preferences of individual customers.

5. Enhanced customer service: Al-powered chatbots and
virtual assistants can provide instant support to customers,
improving the overall customer experience.

6. Predictive analytics: Al can use predictive analytics to
forecast trends and patterns, helping businesses make more
accurate predictions and better plan for the future.

Overall, the use of artificial intelligence can help businesses
and individuals streamline operations, make better decisions,
and improve overall efficiency and effectiveness.

The characteristic of this answer is that, first of all, it can be seen
that the chatbot noted our usage of negative strategies and gave a
positive reaction by means of the expression sure. Then, it goes straight
to the argumentation of why Al is beneficial. As for the argumentation
structure, even though it might be assumed that this argumentation
consists of multiple arguments, with each accounting for the benefits of
Al, this structure is rather made of coordinative arguments, as all of
which are needed for persuasion, having in mind the beliefs commonly
held towards Al. As far as the argumentation scheme is concerned, the
chatbot relies on the causal scheme as each of the arguments offers the
cause or the reason why using Al can be beneficial.

The chatbot was asked the same question again, but this time
structured using positive politeness strategies, in this case, an in-group
identity marker, the inclusive we. The question had the following form:

Qlp: Can we collectively benefit from using artificial
intelligence?

This question yielded an answer that differed in form as compared
to the answer given to the negative politeness question.
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Alp: Yes, we can collectively benefit from using artificial
intelligence in a variety of ways. Al has the potential to
improve efficiency in various industries, streamline processes,
provide more personalized services, and even contribute to
solving complex problems such as disease diagnosis, climate
change, and resource management. By harnessing the power
of Al, we can create new opportunities for economic growth,
innovation, and overall societal advancement. However, it is
important to also consider the ethical implications and
potential risks associated with the widespread adoption of Al
to ensure that its benefits are realized in a responsible and
sustainable manner.

The first difference that can be noticed is that this answer is not
merely a list, as is the case with negative politeness, but an answer
characterized more by everyday conversational style. In this answer, the
standpoint that using Al can be beneficial is stated in a single yes.
Another significance is that arguments represent more generalized
benefits, unlike the list with specified areas where Al can be helpful. The
argumentation structure is here based on coordinative arguments, with
each argument having a causal scheme. Additionally, the positive
politeness led to the chatbot offering a warning of possible Al misuse.

The second topic the chatbot was questioned about was related to
the possible assistance of Al in scientific research. The question posed in
line with negative politeness strategies again relied on the combination
of hedging and indirect speech.

Q2n: Perhaps you could tell me whether artificial
intelligence can be helpful in scientific research?

The answer provided by the chatbot was not presented as a list but
as a paragraph resembling an everyday communicative style.

A2n: Yes, artificial intelligence can be very helpful in
scientific research. Al can assist researchers in analyzing large
amounts of data, identifying patterns, making predictions, and
even suggesting new hypotheses to pursue. This can help
accelerate the pace of scientific discovery and lead to new
breakthroughs in various fields. Al tools can also help
automate repetitive tasks, freeing up researchers to focus on
more complex and creative aspects of their work. Overall, Al
has the potential to revolutionize the way scientific research is
conducted and to drive innovation in many disciplines.
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Within this argumentative answer, a standpoint, that Al is helpful
in scientific research, is given directly. As far as the structure is
concerned, two of the arguments, analyzing large amounts of data and
automating the research process, are in coordination. The first of the
two arguments is further followed by a subordinative argument
supporting it. As regards the scheme, the arguments are causal. Finally,
a generalized conclusion is proposed.

The question on the same topic, in line with positive politeness
strategies, included noticing the chatbot’s effort to answer our
questions, and a slight exaggeration to show appreciation for the
previous answer.

Q2p: That was an excellent answer. How about telling me
whether artificial intelligence is helpful in scientific research?

This question was followed by an answer that was not strikingly
different from that to a negative politeness question.

A2p: Artificial intelligence can be extremely helpful in
scientific research. It has the ability to process huge amounts
of data much faster than humans can, making it a powerful
tool for tasks such as analyzing complex datasets, identifying
patterns and trends, and even formulating hypotheses. Al can
also assist in drug discovery, genomics, and other areas of
research where large amounts of data need to be analyzed and
interpreted. Overall, artificial intelligence has the potential to
revolutionize scientific research by accelerating the pace of
discovery and enabling breakthroughs that may not have been
possible otherwise.

As previously mentioned, this answer does not differ much from
the negative politeness answer. The standpoint is presented directly but
mirrors the exaggeration from the question with the adverb extremely.
The arguments are characterized by the coordinative structure, with the
final argument being an overall conclusion of the whole argumentation
process. As for the scheme, the first and the concluding arguments are
causal. The second argument, however, does not point to the causes for
Al benefits in scientific research but suggests the areas where it might
be helpful. Since Al is characterized by the ability to analyze large
amounts of data, this might be seen as a symptomatic argument, rather
than a causal one, or one based on comparison.

In the third set of questions, our interest was based on the
importance of training artificial intelligence in quality argumentation.
Quality argumentation is based on the premises relevant to support a
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standpoint, which are individually acceptable, and which are together
sufficient enough to defend a standpoint (Blair 87). In the question
rooted in negative politeness, hedging strategies were used. This
included being pessimistic, a question tag and the form I suppose.
Q3n: | don’t suppose you could tell me whether training
artificial intelligence in quality argumentation is important,
could you?

This question yielded a three-paragraph answer, unlike the
majority of the previous answers containing a single paragraph.
A3n: Training artificial intelligence in quality
argumentation is important for several reasons. Firstly, it helps
Al systems to better understand and engage in complex
reasoning and decision-making processes. By teaching Al how
to craft and evaluate arguments effectively, we can improve
its ability to analyze information, consider different
perspectives, and make more informed choices.
Additionally, quality argumentation training can help Al
systems to communicate their reasoning more clearly and
persuasively to human users. This is crucial for building trust
and collaboration between humans and Al, as it allows for
better communication and understanding between the two
parties.
Overall, by investing in training Al in quality argumentation, we
can improve the capabilities and reliability of Al systems,
leading to more efficient and ethical use of Al technology in
various industries and applications.

In this answer, the standpoint is given indirectly as important
reasons for its defense are stated. This means that the standpoint is
identified in the argumentation process where the reasons for the
importance of training Al in quality argumentation are given. There are
two coordinative arguments, each followed by a subordinative
argument, further reassuring the audience about this standpoint. It can
be assumed that the arguments have a causal relation with the
standpoint that training Al in argumentation leads to different benefits.
Similarly to the three previous answers, a general conclusion can be
drawn from this answer. However, what is peculiar in this particular
answer is that the chatbot uses the inclusive we to refer to humankind,
while the Al, including this chatbot, is referred to by it. This example
shows that the chatbot is trained to resemble a human being, thus,
referring to Al by it.
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The positive politeness question is made by employing an in-group
identity marker and the strategy of being optimistic.
Q3p: Hey buddy, | hope you can tell me whether it is
important to train artificial intelligence in quality
argumentation?

The answer, however, was not as extensive as that given to the
question rooted in the negative politeness strategies.

A3p: Yes, it is important to train artificial intelligence in
quality argumentation as it can help improve the overall
accuracy and effectiveness of Al systems. By teaching Al to
reason and formulate coherent arguments, it can better
understand and respond to complex information and provide
more insightful and nuanced solutions to problems.
Additionally, teaching Al to engage in quality argumentation
can help prevent biased or erroneous decision-making, leading
to more reliable and ethical Al systems.

Again, the standpoint that the training of Al in quality
argumentation is important is expressed by a single yes. The structure
of the arguments is coordinative, with the first argument proposing
more general benefits. The scheme, as in all of the previous answers, is
causal since the arguments state what Al training in argumentation can
lead to.

The fourth topic regarded the importance of politeness in
communication with Al. The negative politeness question was based on
an indirect speech act and pessimism.

Q4n: Wouldn’t it be a bother to tell me whether
politeness is important in communication with artificial
intelligence?

The answer is not so elaborate, and the argumentation seems
contradictory.

A4n: Politeness is not essential in communication with
artificial intelligence as they do not have feelings or emotions.
However, maintaining a respectful and courteous tone can
help create a more positive and productive interaction.
Ultimately, the level of politeness required may vary
depending on the context and the specific goals of the
conversation.
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Here, it appears that the standpoint is not in favor of implementing
politeness in communication with Al. This is supported by a single
symptomatic argument that Al has no feelings or emotions. What
follows is the conjunction however, and a casual argument supporting
the opposite standpoint. Finally, the answer shows that the chatbot is in
favor of both using and not using politeness, depending on the context
and the situation of the context.

The positive politeness question was developed by means of
ellipsis. It was followed by a more coherent answer.

Q4p: Mind if you tell me whether politeness is important
in communication with artificial intelligence?

The answer the chatbot gave to this question seems more
elaborate and better structured compared to the question using
negative politeness strategies.

A4p: While politeness is not necessary in the same way it

is when interacting with other humans, it is still important to

treat artificial intelligence with respect and courtesy. Being

polite can help foster a positive interaction and build trust
between you and the Al. Additionally, being courteous in your
communication can improve the overall experience and make

it easier for the Al to understand and respond to your

requests. Ultimately, while not required, using polite language

when interacting with artificial intelligence can help create a

more pleasant and effective exchange.

Even though it is stated that treating Al with politeness is not a
prerequisite, the standpoint given here is that it is indeed important to
do so. The standpoint is supported by causal coordinative arguments,
without giving arguments for the opposing standpoint. In this case, the
chatbot appears to be able to “understand” the communicative roles as
it refers to the audience, that is the reader of the question, with the
pronoun you.

The final topic was based on the importance of utilizing politeness
in the argumentation process. The strategies employed in the negative
politeness question were based on apologizing, hedging and an indirect
speech act.

Q5n: I’'m sorry for asking many questions, but would you
mind telling me whether politeness is important in the
argumentation process?
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The question is followed by the answer in which a reaction to one
of the negative strategies can be noticed.

A5n: It's okay to ask questions! Yes, politeness is
important in the argumentation process. Maintaining a
respectful and courteous tone can help establish a
constructive dialogue, foster understanding, and avoid
unnecessary conflict. Politeness can also help to create a more
open and receptive atmosphere, making it easier for both
parties to listen to each other's perspectives and reach a
mutual understanding or agreement. In argumentation, it's
essential to be assertive and confident in presenting your
thoughts and ideas, but it's also crucial to do so in a respectful
and considerate manner.

Firstly, the chatbot reacts well to the apology for many questions,
pointing out that it is not bothered. The standpoint in favor of politeness
being important in the argumentation process is clearly stated. It is
followed by two coordinative arguments with a causal scheme. What
seems like the final argument is rather only the repetition of the
standpoint defended, with the argumentation process described in
more detail.

Through seeking agreement and presupposing common ground,
the positive politeness question interested in the importance of
politeness in argumentation was created.

Q5p: How about politeness in argumentation? Is it
important to be polite in the argumentation process?

A question utilizing positive politeness strategies seemed to have
produced a more elaborate answer on this topic.

Ab5p: Yes, it is important to be polite in the argumentation
process. Politeness helps to maintain a respectful and
productive dialogue, allowing for a more constructive
exchange of ideas. Being polite shows that you value the other
person's opinion, even if you disagree with it, and helps to
build mutual trust and understanding. Additionally, a polite
approach can help to de-escalate tension and prevent conflicts
from becoming personal or hostile. Ultimately, being polite in
argumentation can lead to more effective communication and
better outcomes for all parties involved.

In this case, the chatbot produced the answer with a clearly stated
standpoint that politeness is important in the argumentation process.
This standpoint is very well supported with four coordinative
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arguments, each referring to what using politeness in argumentation
can cause (maintaining a respectful and productive dialogue, showing
that you value the other person’s opinion, de-escalating tension and
preventing conflicts). Compared to the answer given to the negative
politeness question, this one is more elaborate and offers more detail,
thus, providing a more persuasive response.

Discussion

The analysis shows that there are no significant differences in the
responses to the two types of questions. Firstly, the chatbot products do
not seem to vary much in argument structure. All of them contain a
standpoint, either direct or indirect, with a set of arguments, usually
coordinative, supporting the standpoint. On some occasions, we
received even a generalized conclusion of the argumentation process.
Secondly, neither positive nor negative politeness appeared in every
answer. However, more coherent and elaborate answers depended on
the topic of the question. Just to illustrate, the first three questions,
interested in 1) whether using Al is beneficial, 2) whether it is useful in
scientific research, and 3) whether it is important to train Al in
argumentation, seem to have received more quality and elaborate
answers to the negative politeness questions. The fourth question
concerning politeness in Al and the fifth question concerning politeness
in argumentation had more coherent answers where positive politeness
strategies were utilized. This was also confirmed by the chatbot itself in
the answer to the fourth question based on negative politeness
strategies (see A4n). Namely, the chatbot answered that politeness
directed towards Al depends on the context and the expected goals of a
conversation.

As regards the argumentation type, most of the argumentation
structures seem to be based on coordinative arguments rather than
multiple independent arguments. The reason for this is that the topics
covered in this research are important and highly applicable to the area
of Al. More specifically, since the chatbot wrote that the public does not
fully appreciate the benefits of Al, as seen in A3n and A4p, it seems that
the chatbot “understands” the need for listing all of these arguments as
necessary to support its standpoints. Two instances of subordinative
arguments appeared in the answers to the questions containing
negative politeness strategies. The majority of arguments had a causal
scheme as they explained what each standpoint would lead to. Only two
arguments were symptomatic. Finally, nine out of ten answers were
completely acceptable in the sense that they gave coherent arguments
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for a standpoint. Only once, in answer A4n, did the chatbot shift from
its standpoint toward the opposing standpoint.

5. Conclusion

This research showed that the chatbot is capable of producing
quality argumentation when it gives answers to the questions based
both on positive and negative politeness strategies. Furthermore, the
TalkAl chatbot did not select answers in accordance with negative or
positive politeness strategies. Rather, it can be concluded that the
answers depended on the topic of interest. To illustrate, when asked
about the benefits and the usage of Al, the chatbot produced better
answers to the questions utilizing negative politeness strategies.
Moreover, once the topic shifted toward the importance of politeness,
the questions with positive politeness strategies led to more elaborate
answers. Coordinative argumentation was the most common type of
argumentation, and as regards the argumentation scheme, causal type
was the most frequent type of argumentation. Except for one case
where the chatbot provided contradictory standpoints toward the same
question, all of the remaining answers were coherent.

There are, of course, some limitations to this research. First, it was
based on short instances of communication with a chatbot. Future
research can give further insight into long strings of conversations with
Al to determine possible reoccurrences in argumentation and politeness
patterns. Second, the research was interested in a single version of a
chatbot, TalkAl, based on Chat GPT version 3.5. Further studies can also
compare either different chatbots or multiple versions of a single
chatbot to see whether there are certain advances in the usage of
politeness within an argumentative conversation with Al. Finally, the
interest of this research was directed towards the analysis of language
produced by Al. Extensive interdisciplinary and transdisciplinary studies,
which would combine both linguistics and IT sciences, should be
conducted to first enhance the Al's ability of politeness and
argumentation, as important features of human communication, to
come as close as possible to the human ability and then analyze the
language produced, not only from the pragmatic point of view but also
from any of the other linguistic disciplines.

Although this is a small-scale study, it can serve as a starting point
for those interested in how politeness strategies function in
argumentative communication with Al. Additionally, it might present
inspiration for further research in the process of training Al to produce
argumentation as close as possible to that of humans and in the
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importance of politeness not only in Al argumentation but in Al
communication in general.

Works cited:

Atkinson, Katie et al. “Toward Artificial Argumentation.” Al Magazine 38.3
(2017): 25-36. https://doi.org/10.1609/aimag.v38i3.2704

Blair, J. Anthony. Groundwork in the Theory of Argumentation. New York:
Springer, 2011. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-007-2363-4

Brown, Penelope and Stephen C. Levinson. Politeness: Some Universals in
Language Usage. Cambridge: Cambridge up, 1987.
https://doi.org/10.1017/CB09780511813085

Burton, Nathan and James Gaskin. ““Thank You, Siri”: Politeness and Intelligent
Digital Assistants.” AMCIS 2019 Proceedings 5 (2019): 1-10.

Chalaguine, Lisa Andeevna et al. “Impact of Argument Type and Concerns in
Argumentation with a Chatbot.” IEEE 31% International Conference on
Tools with Artificial Intelligence (ICTAI) (2019): 1557-1562.
https://doi.org/10.1109/I1CTAI.2019.00224

Dietz, Emmanuelle, Antonis Kakas and Loizos Michael. “Argumentation: A
calculus for Human-Centric Al.” Frontiers in Artificial Intelligence 5 (2022).
https://doi.org/10.3389/frai.2022.955579

El Azhari, Khadija et al. “Chatbots in E-learning: Advantages and Limitations.”
Colloque sur les Objets et systémes Connectés — COC’2021 (2021).
hal.science/hal-03593713

Ferencik, Milan. “’Doing Interrupting’ as a Discursive Tactic in Argumentation:
A Post-Pragmatic Politeness Theory Perspective.” Brno Studies in English
35.2 (2009): 145-163.

Goffman, Erving. Interactional Ritual: Essays in Face-to-Face Behavior. New
York: Doubleday, 1967.

Herbets de Sousa, Luis et al. Using Chatbot Technologies to Support
Argumentation. 16th International Conference on Agents and Artificial
Intelligence (ICAART 2024) (in press).
https://kclpure.kcl.ac.uk/portal/en/publications/779cf43f-2f97-4b9f-
9902-9d49367b097c

Hinton, Martin and Jean H.M Wagemans. “How persuasive is Al-generated
argumentation? An analysis of the quality of an argumentative text
produced by the GPT-3 Al text generator.” Argument & Computation 14
(2023): 59-74. https://doi.org/10.3233/AAC-210026

Khanna, Anirudh et al. “A Study of Today’s A.l. through Chatbots and
Rediscovery of Machine Intelligence.” International Journal of u- and e-
Service,  Science and  Technology 8.7 (2015): 277-284.
http://doi.org/10.14257/ijunesst.2015.8.7.28

Leech, Geoffrey. The Pragmatics of Politeness. Oxford: Oxford UP, 2014.
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:0s0/9780195341386.001.0001


https://doi.org/10.1609/aimag.v38i3.2704
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-007-2363-4
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511813085
https://doi.org/10.1109/ICTAI.2019.00224
https://doi.org/10.3389/frai.2022.955579
https://hal.science/hal-03593713
https://kclpure.kcl.ac.uk/portal/en/publications/779cf43f-2f97-4b9f-9902-9d49367b097c
https://kclpure.kcl.ac.uk/portal/en/publications/779cf43f-2f97-4b9f-9902-9d49367b097c
https://doi.org/10.3233/AAC-210026
http://doi.org/10.14257/ijunesst.2015.8.7.28
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780195341386.001.0001

Journal of Language and Literary Studies

Mahmud, Murni. “The use of politeness strategies in the classroom context
English university students.” Indonesian Journal of Applied Linguistics 8.3
(2023): 597-606. https://doi.org/10.17509/ijal.v8i3.15258

Mavrodieva, Ivanka. “Linguistic and Rhetorical Features of Dialogue on
Rhetorical Topics between a Human and Chatbot GPT.” Rhetoric and
Communication Journal 56 (2023): 22- 45,
https://doi.org/10.55206/CIKP7841

Molnar, Gyérgy and Zoltan Sz(its. The Role of Chatbots in Formal Education.
IEEE 16" International Symposium on Intelligent Systems and Informatics
—SISY 2018 (2018): 197-202. https://doi.org/10.1109/SISY.2018.8524609

Mukherjee, Sourabrata, Vojtéch Hudecek and Ondrej Dusek. “Polite Chatbot: A
Text Style Transfer Application.” Proceedings of the 17th Conference of the
European Chapter of the Association for Computational Linguistics:
Student Research Workshop (2023): 87-93.
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2023.eacl-srw.9

Park, Jung-ran. “Linguistic Politeness and Face-Work in Computer-Mediated
Communication, Part 1: A Theoretical Framework.” Journal of the
American Society for Information Science and Technology 59.13 (2008a):
2051-2059. https://doi.org/10.1002/asi.20916

Park, Jung-ran. “Linguistic Politeness and Face-Work in Computer Mediated
Communication, Part 2: An Application of the Theoretical Framework.”
Journal of the American Society for Information Science and Technology
59.14. (2008b): 2199-2209. https://doi.org/10.1002/asi.20926

Pratama, Hendi. Linguistic Politeness in Online Communication. Semarang:
LPPM Unnes, 2019.

Ribino, Patricia. “The role of politeness in human-machine interactions: a
systematic literature review and future perspectives.” Artificial
Intelligence Review 56.1 (2023): 445-482.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10462-023-10540-1

Saleem, Tahir, and Uzma Anjum. “Positive and Negative Politeness: A Cross-
Cultural Study of Responding to Apologies by British and Pakistani
Speakers.” International Journal of English Linguistics 8.5 (2018): 71-86.
https://doi.org/10.5539/ijel.v8n5p71

Taleghani-Nikazm, Carmen. “Politeness in Computer-Mediated
Communication.” The Encyclopedia of Applied Linguistics. Ed. Carol A.
Chapelle. Malden, MA: Blackwell P, 2013. 4858-4863.
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781405198431.WBEAL0918

Van Eemeren, Frans H. and A. Francisca Snoeck Henkemans. Argumentation:
Analysis and Evaluation. 2™ ed. New York: Routledge, 2017.
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315401140

Van Eemeren, Frans H. et al. Handbook of Argumentation Theory. Dordrecht:
Springer, 2014. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-90-481-9473-5

Walton, Douglas. Fundamentals of Critical Argumentation. Cambridge:
Cambridge UP, 2005. https://doi.org/10.1017/CB0O9780511807039

175



https://doi.org/10.17509/ijal.v8i3.15258
https://doi.org/10.55206/CIKP7841
https://doi.org/10.1109/SISY.2018.8524609
https://doi.org/10.18653/v1/2023.eacl-srw.9
https://doi.org/10.1002/asi.20916
https://doi.org/10.1002/asi.20926
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10462-023-10540-1
https://doi.org/10.5539/ijel.v8n5p71
https://doi.org/10.1002/9781405198431.WBEAL0918
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781315401140
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-90-481-9473-5
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511807039

176 Folia linguistica et litteraria

Wardoyo, Cipto. “Contagiousness of Politeness on YouTube.” PARADIGM:
Journal of Language and Literary Studies 2.2 (2019): 139-148.
https://doi.org/10.18860/prdg.v2i2.7752

Online sources:

“Politeness.” Online Cambridge Dictionary of English. Web. 12 April 2024.
https://dictionary.cambridge.org/dictionary/english/politeness

TalkAl. Web. 10 May 2024. https://talkai.info/

MNOGA LICA CETBOTA: UPOTREBA POZITIVNIH | NEGATIVNIH STRATEGIJA
UCTIVOSTI U ARGUMENTACISKOJ KOMUNIKACHI SA CETBOTOM

Sa konstantnim razvojem veStacke inteligencije, procesi komunikacije i
argumentacije vise nisu ogranic¢eni na komunikaciju izmedu ljudskih bica, uZivo,
ili uz pomo¢ racunara. Oni sada ukljucuju i komunikaciju sa masinama. Ova
¢injenica dovela je do razvoja cetbotova, racunarskih programa obucenih da
komuniciraju na nacin slican ljudima kroz upotrebu visoko specifikovanih
algoritama. Cilj ovog istraZivanja bio je utvrditi da li je ¢etbot obucen u skladu
sa pozitivnim i negativnim strategijama uctivosti, koje, kao deo teorije uctivosti,
prvi put spominju Braun i Levinson. Preciznije, cilj je bio utvrditi da li ove
strategije uticu na kvalitet odgovora koje éetbot daje. Cetbotu je postavljeno 10
pitanja ukupno, podeljenih u 5 grupa pitanja koja su zahtevala odgovore
pracene argumentacijom. Svaka grupa brojala je po dva pitanja na istu temu,
jedno sastavljeno uz pomo¢ pozitivnih strategija uctivosti, a drugo uz pomoc¢
negativnih strategija. Rezultati pokazuju da 1) nema znacajnih razlika u
odgovorima na dve vrste pitanja, 2) Cetbot se nije opredelio za jednu vrstu
strategija uctivosti, 3) opsirniji odgovori na jedno pitanje iz grupe dati su na
osnovu teme kojom se pitanje bavi, a ne na osnovu strategija uctivosti.
Najdominantnija struktura argumentacije zasniva se na koordiniranim
argumentima, dok je kauzalna shema najceséa. Svi odgovori Cetbota su
prihvatljivi u smislu da daju koherentne argumente za odredeno stanoviste,
sem jednog odgovora u kome su data suprotstavljena stanovista.

Kljucne reci: argumentacija, teorija uctivosti, pozitivne i negativne strategije
uctivosti, Cetbot, vesStacka inteligencija
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