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Abstract
Modes of address between speakers in Sweden and the UK differ from each other, yet both
countries are influenced by similar mass media and aspects of globalization that otherwise
generally lean towards linguistic convergence. Survey data from students and teachers in UK
and Sweden has revealed some noteworthy differences. Even though these are two Western
European countries with rather similar cultures and conventions, their address systems have
developed in relatively diverse ways. Therefore, this study aims to highlight the
sociolinguistic aspects in the chosen languages, and how they play a role in the usage of
address modes and referential terms in the two countries, primarily in schools, but other
contexts are also considered. The purpose of the study is to establish how conventions
regarding modes of address and referential terms vary between the two countries studied, and
whether claims made following previous research satisfactorily account for such differences
that might exist. Following a review of existing studies, primary qualitative research was
conducted which involved interviewing students and teachers in Sweden, and this revealed
which expectations and preferences are similar, and which differ, between the countries.

This study concluded that less formal modes of addressing in schools and other institutions
are favoured in Sweden, whereas the UK generally adopts stricter forms of address, with
hierarchical differences evident within the same institutions. This reveals one aspect of how
the discourse norms and sociocultural climates in the UK differ from those in Sweden.
Swedish discourse norms appear to have been more influenced by globalization and mass
media than the UK, and national culture and values appear to have a greater influence on the
discourse norms in the UK.
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1. Introduction
This essay will investigate how English people and Swedish people use address terms and
referential terms in formal and less formal situations and why they use them the way they do.
With the aid of a survey, it will seek to answer the following research questions:

1. What are there any social factors affecting the usage of modes of address and
referential terms, and if so, what kind of factors are they?
2. To what extent can any similarities or differences be identified in terms of address
usage between the two counties?
3. What kind of expectations and preferences exists regarding this subject?

The kind of social factors involved, as described by sociolinguists, will also be considered
including politeness, distance, respect or status. Results from the two nationalities will be
compared and contrasted and possible insights provided by the results into linguistic
similarities and differences into the respective cultures discerned. The research will begin by
defining and explaining sociolinguistic and pragmatic phenomena such as honorifics, address
terms and referential terms. Previous research regarding how address terms in England and
Sweden were used around the mid-20th century will be demonstrated in order to compare it to
the collected data presented in this essay regarding how address terms are used in the 21st
century in England and Sweden. Politeness theory as expounded by Brown and Levinson
(1987) will be one of the main analytical tools applied in seeking to explain the motivators
behind address terms as they are manifest in British English and Swedish culture.

The essay will mainly concentrate on address and referential usage in the schools in Sweden
and England; however, other institutions and situations will also be regarded such as
interactions that occur in hospitals, banks and within families. First, this essay will investigate
the usage of modes of address and referential terms in terms of social practice. This essay will
seek to determine what expectations and preferences exist regarding this subject. Second, the
essay will include a brief research study in which teachers and students will be interviewed in
England and Sweden regarding address and referential terms. How the English and Swedish
perceptions differ from each other when they make use of address and referential terms is
3

another issue this essay will seek to explore. Lastly, there will be a comparison between the
usage of referential and address terms, and an investigation into how they are similar as well
as differ from each other.
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2. Theoretical background
2.1 Meaning of address usage and referential usage
Dickey (1997) writes about the meaning of words in terms of addressing and referring, and
she points out that meaning must be determined by usage. She distinguishes between the
“referential meaning” when using a word in non-address context to refer to a third person, and
the “address meaning” which relates to using a word in directly addressing an interlocutor.
The “lexical meaning” includes both the referential meaning and address meaning. When
using personal names, the determination will be more social than lexical. To clarify, if
someone were to address a person named Henry as Henry, Mr. Henry or Dr. Henry, it would
be socially determined just as if the same person were to refer to Henry with any of these
different names. “The difference in meaning with which sociolinguists studying addresses are
concerned is thus a difference between referential and address meanings. Madam in its
referential meaning can be used to designate a brothel-keeper, while it is polite in its address
meaning” (Dickey, 1997, p. 256). Moreover, students might refer to their teacher as Stuart
when talking about him, whereas they would address him with Mr or Dr or Professor +
surname for social reasons such as politeness or social status. Dickey writes “A pragmatic
study of the actual relationships between forms of address and forms of reference is thus in
order” (Dickey, 1997, p. 257). Dickey (1997) conducted a survey on the relationship between
forms of address and reference on family interactions and academic interactions. In the
academic interactions, she made a division between teachers and students:
Most teachers used FN in addressing their students, regardless of whether the
teachers were graduate students or senior faculty members or of whether the
students were graduate or undergraduate. The exceptions were a few older
faculty members in both Britain and America who reported using title and last
name (TLN) to students, at least until a personal acquaintance was established.
A number of British faculty members used TLN to all students in particularly
formal settings, such as meetings with administrative officials, and those
teachers who normally used TLN to students often switched to FN in informal
settings or casual encounters in which they were not actively engaged in
teaching the student. (Dickey, 1997, p. 263)
A similar survey will be used in this essay; however, it will consider the factors that play a
role in why people use the address they use.
5

2.2 Address terms-definition

Findlay (1998) defines and elucidates the meaning of “forms of address”. He states: “Forms
of address are specific terms or phrases used to express social and personal orientations
among people who are communicating.” (Findlay, 1998, p. 2) As with a range of other
linguistic features, address usage varies in diverse cultures, countries and languages, and some
forms of address exist in one language but not in another. Findlay provides examples of some
address terms used in different languages. The English pronouns she, her, he and his are
common pronouns in standard English and other countries such as Sweden and Germany, but
they do not exist in, for example, Hmong, a language which instead makes use of genderneutral pronouns (Findlay, 1998).

The usage of address terms is not determined only by what language is spoken or in what
country or region a person lives; a wide range of other factors affect the usage of addressing
and, since it falls within the domain of sociolinguistics, a number of social and sociolinguistic
factors determine forms of address and reference. In terms of codes and rules in language,
Findlay (1998) presents a social code, uncovered by ethnolinguistics, that seems to recur in all
languages, which is the code that reinforces whether the relationship between members are
either informal or formal. This code-system is used to indicate either social closeness or social
distance. When there is an intention to create or re-state social distance, formal address terms
are used by the members involved. Likewise, when social closeness is desired, the members
involved use less formal address terms. (Findlay, 1998)

Another factor that appears to play a key role in the choice of address terms is respect.
Findlay introduces an ethnolinguistic study by Shirley Fiske, which considers how Navajo
women who live in Los Angeles, California address different people:
“[…] some Navajo speakers use last names (family/clan names) when
addressing elder and personal first names when addressing peers. Also, when
younger speakers address elders, generational kin terms (mother, father,
grandmother, grandfather) are added to the clan names to acknowledge
generational differences between the speakers (even to unrelated elders).” (in
Findlay, 1998, p. 2).
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A clear social factor in this study, reinforced by Fiske, is age, and how these people use
address terms as social markers for age, and to signal respect. When the usage of formal
address terms towards the elders occur, it appears to be a strategy of showing respect to them
in many cases. Respect is not only marked in addressing elders; it is demonstrated for other
types of social relations such as in occupations and within educational institutions. However,
age and respect have been proved to have a close relationship with each other. Findlay
illustrates this by pointing out how the Cheyenne of the American plain use certain address
term to indicate age and respect:

“[…] when addressing relatives, kin terms are often used in conjunction with age indicators.
Na?niha means elder brother. A relative degree of respect is conferred upon an elder.
Conversely, na:sima means younger brother and implies a lesser degree of status.” (Findlay,
1998, p. 3)

It is thus evident that respect plays a significant role across diverse cultures in the choice and
usage of address terms. Norrby and Wide (2015) provide a brief introduction on how address
terms are used in relation to social relationships, and they point out that address terms are
used to create social distance or closeness. The choice of address terms is determined by the
situation, and who is involved in the conversation, and it is related to social status. An
example is given by Norrby and Wide (2015) on how social distance can be regulated through
the choice of address term:

“For example, one and the same person can be addressed by different interlocutors such as
Sue, Susan or Ms Smith, revealing different levels of familiarity and affinity with the
addressee. Similarly, getting somebody’s attention with Hey you or with Excuse me, Madam
would most likely be interpreted very differently in terms of politeness and formality.”
(Norrby & Wide, 2015: p.2)

Norrby and Wide (2015) mention the concept of the T/V distinction. This term is used to
describe how many languages use address terms as tools to create social solidarity or,
conversely, social distance. The “T” stands for the French word tu (which means close), and
7

“V” stands for the French word vous (which implies distance). This is the concept that is used
in most languages with the common strategy where formal address forms are used when the
aim is to create social distance, whereas informal address forms are used to achieve solidarity
and social unity.

2.3 Honorifics

A noteworthy term related to the use of address terms, respect and status is the term
honorifics. Findlay (1998) provides a brief explanation of the term:

“In all human societies polite or formal forms of address are used when people of high status
are being addressed. Highly formal and polite forms of address are called honorifics.”
(Findlay, 1998, p. 86)

To clarify, honorifics is the term used for the higher status address terms, such as the formal
expression used by title + last name as in Professor. Anderson or Dr. Hagenblad. Agha
(1994) investigates the concept of honorifics and politeness, and he notes that politeness in
relation to honorifics differs from country to country, and that the politeness in one honorific
expression does not apply to all languages. “Comparing honorific phenomena in English,
Japanese and Korean, Hijirada & Sohn note that the same honorific expression may be polite
in certain contexts, but impolite in others” (Agha, 1994, p. 288). He continues with the
discussion regarding honorific registers, where he concludes that, in languages with a
developed honorific register system, no utterance can be regarded as socially neutral:

“It appears that in languages containing elaborate register systems, virtually any act of
speaking is evaluable for social consequentiality in a manner much more transparent to native
speakers than in languages which lack such formations” (Agha, 1994, p. 288).
A native speaker of a language containing an elaborated registers system seems to be more
conscious about the socially non-neutral speech acts whereas, in languages with less
elaborated honorific systems, speakers are less aware of this feature.
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Irvine (1985) investigates the subject of status and style in language and she encompasses
honorifics, where she associates honorifics with respect. She demonstrates earlier approaches
on this, where the honorifics are categorised in terms of to whom they express respect: the
addressee, the referent or the bystander. These approaches have shown that the results are
different from one language to another: “Javanese court language expresses respect on all
three axes, while European languages use honorifics only when the addressee is referent at the
same time (i.e. in pronouns and imperatives)” (Irvine, 1985, pp. 573-574). However, Irvine
emphasizes that there is a serious lack of data on the use of honorifics, and that this could be
affecting the results of these earlier approaches:

“For example, it seems possible that the typology described above, which appears to show

that honorific systems do not express respect for addressee unless they somehow also express
respect for referent, may reflect investigators' predilection for the referential more than an
empirical fact.” (Irvine, 1985, p. 574)

2.4 Address usage in England

Dickey (1997) discusses address terms and referential terms, and she outlines how these are
used in academic interactions and in interactions between family members in the UK. She
presents a case study on this and the results reveal that the majority of the teachers address
their students with their first names. However, some exceptions were noted where some
elderly faculty members addressed them with title and last-name (e.g. Miss Anderson) until
they had made a closer acquaintance to the students. In some cases, the address use of title +
last-name were used continually in certain circumstances, such as meetings. Some teachers
who used title and last name when addressing their students switched to first name in less
formal circumstances where teaching was not involved (Dickey, 1997). Regarding referential
terms among the teachers, the majority used first names while talking about their students.
They referred to the students by using their first names regardless of with whom they were
interacting. The teachers who addressed their students with title + last name also referred to
their students by using title + last name. The most common referent term used by teachers for
their students appears to be the student’s first names. In particular circumstances, such as
9

meetings and administrative officials, the referent term used was, just as the case with address
terms, title + last name (Dickey, 1997). It appears that title+ last name is the more formal
usage of address and referential terms, whereas the first name is the less formal usage of the
terms. However, another term is mentioned by Dickey that can be used as a gradable term
between those term mentioned earlier: first name + last name. Dickey explains: “[…] FNLN
[first name + last name] could be used as an intermediate level between FN [first name] and
TLN [title + last name].” (Dickey, 1997, p. 264)

English has one address-pronoun only, which is you. It can be used as a personal pronoun, as
in “I agree with you”, and it can also be used as a vocative, as in “You, you, and you – follow
me”. Formentelli (2009) explains the common usage of this pronoun:

“The usage of the unique second-person pronoun you in standard English is generally
associated with an idea of neutrality and can be considered a strategy of avoidance available
to speakers as they are not obliged to express any overt stance of respect or familiarity
towards their interlocutor.” (Formentelli, 2009, p.182)

When social solidarity is the aim, address terms such as mate or buddy are common terms
used as well as first names, whereas when social distance and formality is wished for, address
terms such as sir or madam are customarily used (Clyne, et al., 2009). Clyne, Norrby and
Warren (2009) discuss the development of address usage in England, where they state:

“Recent developments in British English address practices include an increasingly
widespread use of first names in work contexts and service encounters, possibly influenced by
patterns in American English, and the spread of endearment such as mate.” (Clyne, et al.,
2009, p. 4)

However, in contrast to Swedish, formal usage of address is still present in English in a
number of circumstances. In British schools, as demonstrated by Dickey above, the teachers
generally address their students with their first names. As for the students, Clyne, Norrby and
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Warren (2009) demonstrate, they use the title Mr or Mrs + last name when addressing their
teachers; however, in a few circumstances they would address their teacher with their first
name:

“In some schools, sixth form (12th grade) students could use FN [first name] to the teachers.
And sometimes there was the ‘cool teacher’ who permitted all the students to address them by
their FN, with dubious consequences:” (Clyne, et al., 2009, p. 94)

Students who had had a teacher who allowed them to address him by his first name were
interviewed and asked about their relationship with this teacher. Some answered that they had
a different relationship to this teacher and it was more personal than with the others. They
were asked if they respected this teacher less than the others, where one of the interviewed
said that it was rather the opposite: they respected this teacher more. Some students said that,
as a consequence of being allowed to address teachers by their first names, they felt able to
take liberties with the teacher (Clyne, et al., 2009). In the debate, it became apparent that
respect is a contributing factor in the choice and use of address terms.
Previous research has indicated how teachers in British schools address their students with
first names and the students would address their teachers with titles + last name. In English
universities, it appears to be reciprocal addressing rather than non-reciprocal addressing as for
the schools. Clyne, Norrby and Warren (2009) explain the standard manner of addressing
between academic staff and students in English universities, where they state that there is a
symmetrical use of the interactors’ first names. Students and teachers would address each
other with their first names. This type of reciprocal address usage between the interactors is
similar to Swedish address usage in schools and universities, which is discussed below in this
essay. As with the address system in Swedish universities, the English system has undergone
a radical change from before late middle of the twentieth century until the time of writing,
where both students and the academic staff use a formal reciprocal usage of honorifics:

“At English universities students traditionally (before the late 1960s) addressed academic staff
by title (Prof or Dr but not both) or Hon + LN [last names], if they did not have a title, and
staff responded with hon (Mr or Miss) + LN.” (Clyne, et al., 2009, p. 99)
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Sifianou (2013) outlines the importance of how globalisation and local culture affect the
usage off addressing, and how one mode of address can be viewed as polite in one culture, but
impolite in another. She exemplifies this by referring to the Swedish company IKEA, in
which the expectation is to address addressees with singular pronoun-forms in both their
Swedish branches and those outside Sweden. In Sweden, this is not an impolite mode of
address, but it might be interpreted as impolite in other countries with other cultures and
discourse norms. Sifianou (2013, p. 88) notes:

“As is well known, pronominal distinctions are common strategies which may convey
politeness and distance or intimacy but they are highly culturally bound and inappropriate use
may cause offence.”

Further, she points out that globalisation is not the only influence on local norms and, despite
the fact that informality has emerged as a widespread convention in a number of speech
communities, it has not emerged in all places (Sifianou, 2013). In addition, Sifianou (2013)
explains negative politeness and positive politeness, where the first term is the kind that
relates to formality and respect, whereas positive politeness: “operates through the use of
directness and informality, whose linguistic realisations are often associated with
presumptuousness, linguistic optimism and even lack of politeness” (p.89). The latter form is
commonly used in mass media and in the U.S society and, as a result of this, positive
politeness may be perceived to be increasing in other cultures and societies.

2.5 Address usage in Sweden

Norrby, Wide, Lindström & Nilsson (2015) describe a study on Swedish address terms and
how they work in medical environments. They explore the usage of verbal cues, and
investigate how these work in relation to how people make common ground or social
distance. They conclude that the verbal cues are used when people in some form of interaction
or a meeting are unfamiliar to each other’s speech expectations, and wish to ascertain the
extent to which they share common characteristics, and what those may be: “[…] initial
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encounters between strangers it is important for the interlocutors to establish whether the
other party is the ‘same’ or ‘different’ […]” (Norrby, et al., 2015, p. 123). Verbal cues
includes addressing, which is one of the main subjects of this essay. To summarise Norrby,
Wide, Lindström and Nilsson’s key finding, verbal cues such as addressing are used in
Swedish and other languages to elaborate whether speakers make social solidarity or distance
with each other.

The use of addressing in Sweden has changed substantially in the period between the mid
twentieth century and the time of writing, and the degree of formality of addressing appears to
have been a steady decline. The indefinite pronoun “man” which is the Swedish equivalent for
“one”, was diligently used and passive questions were used instead of direct questions:

In the past 50--60 years the Swedish address system has undergone a radical
shift from a high level of formality characterised by the ubiquitous use of titles
and avoidance of direct address altogether, e.g. by the use of passive
constructions (Vad önskas?, ‘What is desired?’), the indefinite pronoun man
(‘one’) and other impersonal constructions and third person reference (Kan jag
hjälpa damen? ‘Can I help the lady?’,Vad tror doktorn det kan vara? ‘What does
the doctor think it could be?’). (Norrby, et al., 2015, p. 124)

Clyne, Norrby & Warren (2009) investigate the history and development of address in four
European languages. Swedish is one of the languages that are included in this study, where
they reinforce the fact that Swedish has undergone a radical change in the language from a
prominent level of formality to a greater level of informal language. In the second decade of
the 21st century, the type of pronoun used in addressing in Swedish is (du), which has
basically replaced the second-person plural form (ni) that was used as a formal way of
addressing a person. The formal form (ni) is still use in Swedish; it is, however, far less
common than it used to be, and it is related to negative connotations after it was used as a way
of addressing a person lower in the hierarchical scale who may have lacked a title. The
informal pronoun (du) is used in the majority of the interactions in Sweden (Clyne, et al.,
2009). In the middle of the twentieth century, children were expected to address their parents
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and other older people in third person, whereas in the twenty-first century they would use the
first name or the pronoun (du). In school institutions in Sweden, titles were used just as they
are still used in England:

“[…] children were expected to address older people in their third person, e.g.
‘Vill tant Anna/farbror Sven ha kaffe?’ using the addressee’s first name in
combination with tant (‘auntie’) and farbror (‘uncle’), no matter whether they
were relatives or not. Teachers were addressed by Fröken (Miss) or Magistern
(the equivalent of Sir in English).” (Clyne, et al., 2009, p. 8)

This type of formality was used in the Swedish address-system until the middle of the
twentieth century, when it started to be replaced by less formal addressing such as first names
and the pronoun (du). After the mid-twentieth century, the address form (du) became the type
used in most situation in Swedish and it has evolved into a commonly-used term which does
not indicate solidarity and social closeness in the same way it did in the mid-twentieth
century. Until the middle of the twentieth century, the pronoun (du) was used only in
exceptional circumstances between interlocutors who knew each other on a personal level,
and they used this mode of address as a social marker for solidarity and equality. (Clyne, et
al., 2009)
Clyne, Norrby and Warren (2009) refer to a study on the use of addressing between teachers
and students in Swedish schools, where it is evident that most of the students use first names;
however, a small group said that they still use the titles Fröken (Miss) and Magistern (Sir)
when addressing their teachers. Clyne, Norrby and Warren (2009) present a debate where two
younger participants and two older participants discuss the usage of address terms, and it
appears to be a shared opinion that it is a generational question and that respect plays a role in
it. In Swedish Universities during the middle of the twentieth century, a common addressusage was for the students to address their teachers with the title Professor (Professor) + last
name, or by only the definite form Professorn (the professor). In the twenty-first century this
form of addressing in Swedish universities is extremely rare. Instead, students and teachers
most commonly use first names when addressing each other in contemporary use (Clyne, et
al., 2009).
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2.6 Theory of politeness
A wide range of scholars and linguists investigate the topic of addressing in relation to
politeness. Wood and Kroger (1991) introduce Brown and Levinson’s theory of politeness
which includes the concept of negative and positive face, and they explain the definition and
origin of this concept:

“They originate in Durkheim’s (1915) classical distinction between the sacred and the
profane. The sacred domain embraces the expressive activities designed to reaffirm
periodically the unity, solidarity, and moral authority of the group. The profane concerns the
practical activities needed to ensure the survival of the collectivity.” (Wood & Kroger, 1991,
p. 146)

The sacred is related to the positive face; the positive face is related to aim for social
solidarity and connections, whereas the negative face is connected to the aim for
independence and distance. Wood and Kroger (1991) connect these concepts to address terms
and, as explained previously in this essay, address and referential terms are closely related to
respect, politeness and indications of social relationship. The concept of positive face and
negative face in relation to address terms is reinforced by Moghaddam, et al, (2013), when
they explain what Akindele pointed out:

“By appropriate use of address terms, people identify themselves as part of a social group
while an inappropriate choice of address ceases good interaction. They function as an
indicator of interlocators’ social status as well as their social distance, showing their emotions
to the other side and a means of saving one's face (Akindele, 2008).” (cited in Moghaddam, et
al., 2013, p. 55)
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Negative face

When a person wishes to mark distance and deference which relates to the negative face,
certain choices of address terms can be used such as, for example, Sir, Miss or Mr/Miss + last
name. Furthermore, different types of address terms can be used in various circumstances
since there is more than one type of distance, and one of these is horizontal distance. This type
of distance occurs between two equal individuals who use reciprocal addressing to each other,
such as when a person meets a stranger and they both use the title Mr + last name when
addressing each other (Wood & Kroger, 1991). Another term related to distance is
impersonalisation:

“Distance can be created in other ways, for example, through impersonalisation.
Impersonalisation in this sense is the denial of individuality. For example, the use of ‘Sir’
identifies the hearer only as a member of a category (all adult males) rather than a unique
individual (Mr B. Mapheus Smith.)” (Wood & Kroger, 1991, p. 147)

Thus, no personal names are used in impersonalisation. Instead, impersonal addressing is used
by only using a title, which keeps the personalization absent. For instance, when woman who
is called Emma is addressed with “Miss” rather than “Emma” or “Miss Emma”, her name is
left out and the addressing becomes less personal than if one of the other two options had
been used.
Positive face

The positive face, which is the converse of the negative face, is related to social closeness,
memberships of discourses and social solidarity. Instead of impersonalisation, the positive
face concerns individuality and personalization. When formal titles and address forms are
used in relation to the negative face, first names and informal address forms are used in
relation to positive face. In this category belong address terms such as nicknames, first names
and kinship terms. Wood and Kroger assign these terms as identity markers, and they explain
this as follows:
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“The mutual use of first names signifies that speaker and hearer ‘belong’ as does the use of
‘sister’ in feminist discourse and the use of ‘brother’ among unrelated blacks. Terms of
endearment (e.g. ‘darling’) are the ultimate indices of closeness and intimacy.” (Wood &
Kroger, 1991, p. 147)

Whether positive or negative face is in focus when addressing, it is evident that addressing
involves some sort of social relation in most cases.
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3. Methodology
The research undertaken in this essay mainly focuses on addressing and how it is used in
schools in the UK and Sweden. However, it will also contain some data on how it is used in
other circumstances such as occupations and within families. Referential terms are included as
well, although the major part of the investigation will be concerned with address terms. The
main research of the study consists of a detailed meta-study on previous work on this subject.
The meta-study presented in the theoretical background chapter is specially focused on the
UK and Sweden. Moreover, a brief research project undertaken by the author will be
presented as a supplement for the meta-study. The research project collects some primary data
from the countries mentioned, and its purpose is to test the applicability and validity of the
theories and previous research as they apply to these countries.

The research project was first intended to consist of eight interviews in each country, where
four of them were designed for the students and four for the teachers. The interview questions
were formulated and designed in a Word document. They were then transposed onto two
questionnaires: one for the students and one for the teachers. Once the questionnaires had
been drafted, they were forwarded to a British teacher in England where they were
subsequently distributed to interviewees at the school where she works. The questionnaires
were intended to be answered by the interviewees, and then returned by email for use in the
meta-study. The same questions used in the English school were translated by the author into
Swedish and incorporated in another questionnaire. This was then forwarded to a Swedish
upper secondary school for completion by a corresponding group of interviewees. It was
intended that the responses given in the questionnaires from both countries would be analyzed
and compared to each other with a view to establishing what similarities or major differences
exist between them. The main purpose of the interviews is to obtain data which indicates how
referential and address terms are used in social practice between students and teachers, both in
schools and outside of schools, in England and Sweden. It should be noted that the interviews
conducted in England were lacking three participants to answer them, and therefore only five,
instead of eight, interviews were received from England.
The major part of the questionnaires consists of quantitative questions combined with some
qualitative questions regarding the interviewees’ own attitudes and behavior with regard to
the subject. The quantitative questions concern how the students make use of address and
18

referential terms with their teachers in situations both in school and out of school. It also
consists of various questions on how they make use of address and referential terms in
situations such as with bank staff and medical personnel. The students were asked questions
concerning their own expectations of address terms, such as how they prefer or expect to be
addressed in certain circumstances, for example by their doctor or by bank staff. As an
example, one such question put to the students in the survey was: “How would you address
your parents’ friend?” and a series of alternative answers was offered, including first name,
Miss/Mr. + last name and other address term/terms. The teachers’ questionnaires in Sweden
were answered under the same conditions as those of the students. The teachers’ questions
mostly concern their preferences and expectations as addressees. Moreover, some questions
explore the teachers’ experiences of address terms, such as whether they have been addressed
with any unexpected address terms; if they reported that they had, they were asked to recall
how they reacted to that. The majority of the questions regarding how the teachers are
addressed by their students are designed to be quantitative, offering a limited range of
possible answers. An example includes a question regarding how they expect to be addressed
by their students in class, followed by various options of address terms such as
Mr/Miss/Mrs/Ms + last name. The questionnaires also contain open questions, and these are
present in order to allow the teachers to express their thoughts freely regarding address and
referential terms and thus provide any additional, qualitative data which might otherwise be
overlooked.
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4. Result/Analysis
This chapter will contain the results of the research project conducted in the UK and Sweden.
It will relate, in detail, all the answers of the questions from the interviews in each country.
Furthermore, as the results are presented, they will be discussed and analyzed throughout the
chapter and, at the end of this chapter, the results from the two countries will be analyzed and
compared to each other. The chapter will be structured with the Swedish answers first,
starting with the teachers’ interviews followed by the students’ interviews. Then, the English
results of the interviews will be presented, and these will be listed in the same order as the
Swedish results.

4.1 Sweden
Teachers

In Sweden, the teachers’ answers on the quantitative questions were significantly similar. On
the question where they were asked how they prefer to be addressed during class, all the
teachers answered that they preferred to be addressed by their first names. The results were
the same on the question regarding how they expected to be addressed outside school, where
all the teachers gave the answer first name. First name was also the answer from all four
teachers on the question how they expect to be addressed by a person serving them at a bank.
On the question regarding how they would choose to address the bank clerk, one participant
answered first name + last name, whereas the other three replied first name. The question as
to how they would address their doctor yielded different results. Two of the participants
answered that they would use first name when addressing their doctor, the third person
answered first name + last name and the fourth one answered Dr. + first name. Based on
these results, the majority would use first name when addressing their doctor; however, the
use of title + first name appears to be used still by some Swedes. All four of the teachers
answered first name on the question regarding how they would expect to be addressed by their
doctor. Three out of four answered that they were addressed by first name + last name when
receiving a letter from institutions such as the hospital or the bank, and one of them answered
first name. This might vary between municipalities and institutions but, most of the time, the
receiver would be addressed by first + last name in letters from formal organizations. In one
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of the qualitative questions, the teachers were asked if there are any occasions where they
would permit or expect their students to address them with any other form of address,
whereupon one participant replied:
“Some students have made nicknames for me, as variants of my name or epithet
which marks that I am like a ‘leader’ to them, e.g. Chief, boss, caliph etc. As
this has occurred as a friendly and playful way I allow this to continue as I
consider this to create a good climate between me and the students.” (Male
teacher, 28 years old)

These modes of address seem to be a frequent feature among teachers and students in Swedish
schools, as two more of the teachers answered that they were sometimes addressed with
nicknames. One of them answered that he is addressed with nicknames on some occasions,
and he stated that he was “OK” with that if it was not a negatively loaded nickname. A
negatively loaded nickname can be described as a nickname that is used for humiliation and
degrading1.

The teachers were asked if they had experienced any situation/situations where they were
addressed with a form they did not expect and, if so, how they reacted to that. One of them
answered: “When I had to undergo surgery, one of the doctors addressed me with Mrs + last
name” (Female teacher, 61 years old). Reflections were not pointed out. This is a rare mode of
address in Sweden and, in most cases, the doctors use first name when addressing their
patients. Clyne, et al. (2009) explain: “Nowadays T is also used among colleagues and to
superiors in traditionally formal and hierarchical workplaces such as hospitals, the police
force and courts of law” (Clyne, et al., 2009, p. 105). Clyne, et al. (2009) use T as a reference
to the T/V distinction where T means close rather than distant, and in Sweden that means
using the first name or the pronoun you. Another teacher who answered to the question above
wrote:
“There are occasions where representatives from companies and organizations
have addressed me in a more formal way than I have expected, for instance, Mr
+ last name. This has often made me reacted negative as I have interpreted it as

An example of a this would be the epithet “pig” used as a derogatory term for “police
officer”.
1
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way too flattery. The prevalent principle in Sweden is to address each other with
“you” and first name, and when anyone is deviates from this I interpret in most
cases as if they have some type of hidden agenda.” (Male teacher, 28 years old)

The use of first names and “you” are so common in Sweden that, when someone is using the
formal modes of address, it can create a negative atmosphere or reaction. This does not
always have to be the case. For example, if there are two people from the older generation
within the same high-status occupation, it might be perfectly appropriate to use title + last
name. One of the teachers answered: “No. It might happen that young people in stores and
places like that uses NI (second person plural form), but I find that contrived.” (Male, 62
years old). The address form ni can be interpreted differently and, while young people today
might use it when addressing elders to indicate respect, the elder might interpret it as
inappropriate or sometimes rude. The reason that some might find ni unsuitable is based on
the way it was used during the mid-twentieth century:

“The pronoun ni had attracted negative connotations for many speakers as a result of having
been used to address someone lower in the social hierarchy, addressing a person who lacked a
title, who in turn would have to give the title back to his/her interlocutor (Ahlgren 1978)”
(Clyne, et al., 2009, p. 8).

Usually, the misinterpretation between two interlocutors, when this mode of address is used,
happens due to the lack of knowledge of the meaning of the word. The addressee, usually a
young person, might believe that the term ni is a formal and polite way of addressing their
elders, whereas the elders in turn find it impolite or inappropriate. It can also, as with the case
with the 62-year-old teacher, be interpreted as “trying too hard” or being “fake”. Clyne, et al.
(2009) reinforce the fact that ni is mostly used by younger people when addressing older
people, and usually in situations such as in a shop:

“This result supports the claim that V is making a re-entry into service
encounters – the ‘new ni’ where (usually young) shop assistants address their
(usually older) customers by V (Mårtensson 1986). The majority of the
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informants in Gothenburg who reported having been addressed by V also
mentioned however that such address caused negative feelings.” (Clyne, et al.,
2009, p. 110)

The teachers were asked what factors they thought play a role in the usage and choice of
address terms, whereupon one of them wrote:

“I believe a main factor is what type of culture one lives in and comes from, and how
common practice this is in these cultures. Another factor could be to show the receiver respect
and that this person should not interpret him/herself humiliated from the addressing.” (Male
teacher, 28 years old).

He mentions respect, which is one of the main factors mentioned in previous research
conducted on this topic. Culture, as he points out, is indeed a contributing factor. Culture
affects the use of language in several ways and it affects address terms as well. In Swedish
culture, the use of title is mainly absent, whereas in England it is used continuously in school
and other institutions. Another answer to the question above is: “Formal or informal situation,
rank” (Female teacher, 54 years old). Social rank and the level of formality in a situation
appear to be contributing factors to the choice of address terms and they have a connection to
the T/V distinction. In Sweden, however, formal address modes are rarely used at the time of
writing and informal modes are preferred in most circumstances.

The teachers were asked what factors they think affect the use of referential terms, and the
answers are similar to the ones on the same question regarding address terms:

“Here too I believe that culture plays a big role, but I also think that one important factor is
the power relationship between the interlocutors. An example of this could be how colleagues
talk about their boss on the lunch-break, versus how they address their boss when he/she is
present” (Male teacher, 28 years old).

23

It appears that, depending on the situation and who is absent or present, the choice of address
and referential terms can vary. The 54-year-old female teacher wrote: “The situation – if it is
formal or not and status, rank.” This answer is linked to the 28-year-old male’s answer,
where a formal situation can be when the line manager is present, and an informal situation
can be at the lunch-break, where the colleagues have conversations when their manager is
absent. In most situations in Sweden, people use first names but, on some rare occasions, a
title might be used. When a title is used, it involves factors such as status, respect, age or
distance. The woman who answered that she, in some cases, was addressed with ni, explained
that it typically occurs in situations such as in a store. The teachers answered that “the
situation” plays a significant role in the usage of address terms. The situation above is a clear
example of this: when a person who works in a store is trying to be polite and indicate respect
to elders, he or she is more likely to use formal modes of address.

Students

The students between 16-18 years old all gave the same answer as to how they would address
their teachers in class, and the answer was the teachers’ first name. All four of the students
would use their teachers’ first name as a referential term when talking about them in school.
However, on the question on what referential term they would use for their teachers at home
in their families, two of the students answered, “The teacher in that subject” (Female student,
17 years old) and “My ‘subject teacher’.” (Female student, 16 years old). The two other
students answered that they would use their teachers’ first names in both situations when
referring to their teacher. This shows that, in some cases, the usage of referential terms varies
for the students depending on the situation and the people that are present. When the young
adults are at home with their families, they avoid using their teachers’ first names, since their
parents might not know their teachers whereas, when in school with their classmates, they use
their teachers’ first names when referring to them since their classmates know the same
teachers. On a question on how the students would address their teacher outside school, such
as in a grocery store, they all answered that they would address their teacher by first name.
This shows that all the students would address their teachers with their first names on any
occasion. The usage of address terms between students and teachers does not change
depending on the situation, but the usage of referential terms does. The referential terms
appear to be used differently depending on which interlocutors are involved in the interaction.
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If parents hear their children mention a name, they might not know if they are talking about
another student or a teacher; therefore, a reason why some students use “subject teacher” as
referential terms could be that they want to make sure that the hearer correctly interprets the
intended referent.
When the students were asked how they would address their doctor, three of the students
answered first name. One student answered Dr. + last name. The majority of all answers to
this question (including the teachers’ answers) would use first name; however, some would
still make use of the title + first name/last name. All students answered that they expected
their doctor to address them with their first name, which is the same result for the answers on
the teachers’ questionnaires. Three out of four students would address a bank clerk by first
name, and one of the students would use last name. A bank is a place which is more formal
than, for example, at home or at a grocery store; however, in Sweden most people address
others by their first name at such places. Four out of four students expected staff at a bank, as
well as their doctor, to address them with their first name. It would be rare for a person who
works at a bank or a hospital to address a client/customer with anything other than their first
name in Sweden. In the questionnaire, the students were also asked how they are addressed in
a formal letter from such as the hospital, bank or school, where four out of four answered first
+ last name. Perhaps if they received a letter from a less formal sender, the first name would
be the address form used. To clarify, one of the reasons they are addressed with first + last
name could be that the senders of the letters come from formal institutions. First + last name
indicates a higher degree of formality than only first name.
The students were asked how they would address one of their parents’ (a grown-up) friends,
whereupon four out of four answered that they would use first name. The results from the
questionnaires prove that the most common address form used in Sweden is first name, and
this is also reinforced by Clyne, et al. (2009). Additionally, the students were asked what
factors they believe affect the choice of mode of address, upon which one student replied:
“Relation to the person and depending on what that person wants me to say” (Female student,
16 years old). Another answer was “Relation, position, country, demand.” (Female student, 17
years old). These answers reinforce the fact that people choose to use different forms of
address depending on the situation and the circumstances. Moreover, a negative cause can
appear when a formal address form is used in a situation where it is not expected or when a
less formal address form is used in a formal situation. People within a culture and society
learn to understand these “rules” and know what expectations and hidden “codes” exist in
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their culture. The students were also asked what factors they believe affect the usage of
referential terms, and one of the girls responded with: “Depending on if the person knows
who it is I am talking about or not” (Female student, 16 years old). This is the same person
who used “subject teacher” rather than the teachers’ first name as a referential term when
talking about her teacher at home in her family. One of the students answered: “Simple
explanations, briefly, relation and acquaintance” (Female student, 17 years old). The other
two students answered that they did not know.
4.2 England
Teachers

When asking what address form the teachers would expect to be addressed with in class by
their students, the two female teachers answered Miss and the male teacher answered Sir. The
exact same answers were reported on the question on how the teachers would expect to be
addressed by their students outside school, e.g. at the grocery store. The teachers were asked
if there are any occasion/occasions where they would expect or permit their students to use
another name. One of the teachers said “no”, whereas another teacher elaborated and
answered: “Many students do know my first name. I would not be offended if they did use my
first name, however based on experience they do say Miss and I expect this is down to habit.
(I have been called mum a few times by accident)” (Female teacher, 29 years old). Another
answer reported was: “Possibly if students were mature/older” (Male teacher, 32 years old). It
appears, based on the last answer, as if age plays a significant role in the usage of address
terms. The male teacher uses the word “mature”, which probably has to do with respect as
much as with age.
The teachers all answered that they would address bank staff with their first name, and two of
them would expect a reciprocal mode of address from the bank staff. One of the teachers
however, answered that she would expect to be addressed with Miss/Madame from a person
who serves her at a bank. On the question regarding how they would address their doctor, all
the participants answered Dr + last name. This differs from the address usage in Sweden,
where most of the people would address their doctor with first name. Regarding the question
how the teachers themselves would expect to be addressed by their doctor, two of the teachers
answered first name, whereas the third one answered Sir. Furthermore, on the question as to
how they were addressed in a formal letter, two of interviewees answered Mr/Miss/Mrs/Ms +
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first and last name, and the third participant answered Miss/Ms + last name. When comparing
this to formal letters in Sweden, the differences reported are the titles. Moreover, titles are
rarely used in Sweden at the time of writing, whereas they are still used frequently in
England.
The teachers were asked if they had, at any occasion/occasions, been addressed a way they
did not expect, and how they reacted to that. One of the teachers wrote: “Yes, only a few
occasions; I may have relaxed if the situation became less formal. I have never taken offense
if I was not addressed formally.” (Female teacher, 29 years old). The other two answers to this
question were simply a “no”. Moreover, the participants were asked what factors they believe
affect the use of address terms, which upon one of the teachers wrote: “Tone and how I speak
to the students.” (Female teacher, 27 years old). Another teacher answered: “Formalities,
relationships, authorities, respect, status.” (Female teacher, 29 years old). The 32-year-old
male answered: “relationships and formalities”. On the same question regarding referential
terms, two of teachers answered that they believe the environment affects the usage of
referential terms. Moreover, “situation”, was another answer supplied in response to this
question.
Students

The students between 16-18 years old in England all answered that they would address their
teachers with Miss/Sir. When referring to their teachers, the students answered that they
would use their teachers’ last names both in school and at home with their families. The two
students interviewed answered that they would address their teachers with Miss/Sir if meeting
them outside school. On the question regarding how they would address their doctor, one
student answered Dr + last name, and the other student answered: “just doctor”. They both
answered that they expect their doctor to address them with first name. The students were
asked how they would address a person who serves them at a bank, upon which both of them
said that they did not use a name at all. Furthermore, the participants were asked how they
would expect a person who serves them at a bank to address them, whereupon one student
replied: “Don’t expect them to know my name” (male student, 18 years old). The other
student answered first name. The students were asked how they were addressed in a formal
letter from e.g. the bank, hospital or school. To this question, one of the students answered
that she was addressed with Miss/Mr + first + last name, and the other student answered that
he was addressed with first + last name.
27

The female student gave the same answer as two of teachers on this question, which shows
that the majority are addressed with Mr/Miss/Mrs/Ms + first and last name.
The students were asked how they would address their parents’ (adult) friend/friends,
whereupon both answered first name. This indicates that the mode of address usage varies
depending on the relationship between the interlocutors. The students would not address their
teacher with first name in school or outside school, whereas they address their parents’
friend/friends with their first name/s. The relationship between students and teachers includes
certain rules and expectations in terms of address usage, such as students’ usage of titles when
addressing a teacher. With regard to the students questioned, the relationship between them
and their doctor was of a similar character and elicited the same responses.
The students were asked what factors they believe might affect the usage of address terms.
One student said: “It depends on who you are talking to” (Female student, 17 years old), and
another student said “If you know the person. Who the person is.” (Male student, 18 years
old). As with some of the teachers’ answers to this question, these answers show a
correspondence with the nature of the relationships. Moreover, the type of relation a person
has with another person significantly influences the choice of mode of address. Two
interlocutors speaking with each other use address terms differently depending on whether
they know each other, how they know each other and what type of relation they have to each
other. On the same question but in relation to referential terms, one of the students did not
think there were any factors that affect the usage of referential terms while another student
answered: “It may help you to feel more comfortable towards that person.” (Female student,
17 years old).
The expectations teachers have regarding their students’ modes of address to them differs
between England and Sweden. As the results show, the Swedish teachers do not expect their
students to use titles when addressing them, which is something that has changed historically.
This contrasts with England, where the teachers do expect their students to use titles when
addressing them. This is more formal than just using the first name, as the students do in
Sweden. First name and you are the most common types of address modes in Sweden, and
sometimes the teachers allow their students to use nicknames for them, but only if it is
indicated with respect, and if the teacher has confirmed their acceptance of the nickname.
Nicknames were not mentioned in the British answers in the questionnaires, where the natural
modes of address were reported to be Sir/Miss.
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5. Discussion
The purpose of the primary research this essay describes was to discover how modes of
address and referential terms are used in the UK and Sweden, and to test the applicability of
the theories presented on the collected data from this research. In order to achieve this, three
research questions have been formulated and these are as follows:
1. What are there any social factors affecting the usage of modes of address and
referential terms, and if so, what kind of factors are they?
2. To what extent can any similarities or differences be identified in terms of address
usage between the two counties?
3. What kind of expectations and preferences exists regarding this subject?

In answer to the first question, it was established that the factors are relation, respect, distance,
closeness, status, age, politeness and situation. First, it has become evident from the research
that one of the crucial factors in assigning modes of address is the relation and relative status
of the interlocutors. If two interactors know each other on a personal level, such as there being
links or affiliation with family members, the choice of address term will in most cases be
informal and personal. To clarify, the choice of address term is determined by the relation
between parties involved. Second, respect and age have, in previous studies, been proved to
play a significant role in this matter. In the Theoretical Background chapter, above, Clyne, et
al., (2009) demonstrate that children in Sweden, up until the mid-twentieth century, had to
address parents and other older people in third person, which is an indication of politeness and
respect (2009:8). This can be compared to the results in the meta-study presented under the
Result/Analysis chapter, where some Swedish participants explained that they are sometimes
addressed with ni by young people working in retail jobs. This is an indication of respect to
the elder from the cashier, and it is similar to the way in which, for example, Navajo speakers
use addressing in relation to age and respect, showing that there are commonalities across
unrelated speech communities. Moreover, the research conducted in the meta-study above
confirms Dickey’s (1997) findings, as mentioned in the Theoretical Background, where
British teachers and students address each other in a non-reciprocal way. Her results are
strongly similar to the results presented from this essay’s research study and show that
teachers address their students with their first names and students address their teachers with
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Miss/Sir. These results reinforce the view as proposed by Wood and Kroger (1991), i.e that
people make use of addressing as a way of marking social distance or social solidarity, also
known as the T/V distinction, as explained above in the Theoretical Background chapter,
above. The way people interact with each other and make use of the language is thereby
dependent upon several sociological aspects. These aspects can, for example, include the
relation the interlocutors have with each other and what type of relation or connection they
want to achieve. An example of a sociological aspect could be an individual who wants to
identify with a certain group or a person, or to distance themselves from a group or a person.
All these social interactions involve linguistic tools for the interlocutors to use to achieve the
social relationship they wish to create or maintain. This includes not only linguistic tools such
as address terms, referential terms and choice of words, but also non-linguistic
communicative devices such as such as body language, facial expression and, for example, the
tone of voice.
The meta-study conducted in this essay also accords with the aspects positive face and
negative face in the Theory of Politeness as expounded by Brown and Levinson (1987). These
aspects regard the way that interlocutors vary their choice of address terms, depending on to
whom they are speaking, to mark membership of the same “group” and/or to create formality
and distance (Wood & Kroger, 1991, p. 146). For instance, the students would not address
each other with Miss or Sir because they are in the same social group in terms of such as age,
status and situation, and are thus their equals. This distinction in address mode is also an
expectation from the teachers and it appears to be norms of the British discipline and protocol
in schools. There are also other, non-linguistic strategies in UK schools which are intended to
create distance between students and teachers, such as school uniform requirement, and the
fact that students are ordered to stand up when a teacher or other adult enters a classroom.
Meanwhile, in other western European countries, the aim appears to be to minimize social
distance between teachers and students in schools. In Swedish schools, for instance, students
are not required to wear uniforms and there is no obligatory dress code. These linguistic and
sociological aspects highlight a substantial cultural difference between the UK and Sweden in
terms of attitudes to authority and discipline, which are heavily enforced and made manifest
in the former society, while social distance, closeness and solidarity are emphasized in the
latter. This different social ethos between the two countries is applied to compulsory
education but not in further or higher education, where informality and a more egalitarian
learning environment is the norm in both.
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The second research question seeks to identify the similarities and differences between
Swedish and UK schools in terms of address modes used by teachers and students. Previous
research has been conducted on the usage of address terms in schools in both Sweden and
England separately, and these studies are combined with the supplemented meta-study in this
paper to provide the following answers to this question. Overall, the preferences and
expectations in England are that students address their teachers with a title and the teachers
address their students with first names. In Sweden, the most common mode of address is
using first name when addressing each other in almost all circumstances. To clarify, generally
when people meet for the first time they use first name, and no honorifics are involved in the
interaction. However, there are a few expectations to this whereby honorifics followed by a
surname may be used in formal circumstances. Examples of these occasions can be at a
meeting with a doctor, which is evident in the study above, or in a formal bank meeting.
However, in most cases the usage of honorifics is limited, and people generally use first
names. In the UK, on the other hand, first names are reserved for friends, families, children
and other personal relationships. Otherwise, first names in the UK are mostly used when the
interactors involved consent to such usage explicitly or by implication, whereas in Sweden
they are expected to be used in most occasions. Furthermore, in Swedish culture people
usually introduce themselves by holding out their hand while saying their first name, which is
taken as a permission to address them by their first name. This differs from how people
introduce themselves in the UK, where using first name is not taken for granted. Instead, an
invitation of using first name is more common, such as “please call me Amanda”. However,
this research shows that schools are a microcosm of this situation. In short, in Sweden first
names are the address and referential terms for the teachers in all occasions, whereas in the
UK in most cases children are required to use expressions of deference such as Miss/Sir or
honorifics + surname such as Mrs Smith or Mr Smith. Children, unlike the teachers, are likely
to be referred to and addressed by their first names. However, boys may be referred to by their
surname, and this is especially the case for boys in higher class private schools and public
schools rather than state schools.
In terms of preferences and expectations, it can be stated from the evidence produced that in
Sweden it is no longer common to use titles, whereas in England they are still used frequently
in schools and other institutions. While in Sweden it would be considered odd to use titles in
most occasions, it would be considered odd, or perhaps rude, to not use them in England.
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These are social conventions associated with politeness, and it would in some cases be
considered inappropriate not to follow them. In the survey conducted for this essay, one
British teacher stated that she would not be offended if she were to be addressed with her first
name by her students, whereas another British teacher declared that she would not allow her
students to address her with her first name. Conversely, a Swedish teacher who reported being
addressed with Mr + surname by representatives from companies and organizations and, as
he did not expect this, he reacted negatively. He found it too deferential and became
suspicious rather than flattered. It appears to be up to the individual whether it is inappropriate
or not to deviate from social conventions in terms of modes of address and personal
references, but these exist in both the UK and Sweden, and they take visibly different forms
which are markers of cultural differences between the two societies.
Lastly, from the data obtained, differences in Swedish and British schools in terms of address
terms have been identified. The mode of address is not reciprocal in British schools. This is,
as evident above, different from the address usage in Swedish upper middle schools where
first names are used between both teachers and students. This might be an indicator of a
difference beyond the merely linguistic, namely a wider cultural difference between the two
countries. The UK appears to seek to maintain a both a hierarchical difference and a
divergence in terms of what is considered appropriate register when it comes to public
institutions, while Sweden has a strongly egalitarian culture and so such distinctions are
blurred or erased. Informality and positive politeness, which are sociolinguistic phenomena
explained in the Theoretical Background, have increased in numerous cultures, and it is
emerging as a discourse norm in these cultures. This appears to be caused by globalization
and mass media, and a trend towards a more “casual” speech is increasing. As described in
the chapter mentioned above, both external and local forces influence the local discourse
norms. The spread of positive politeness and informality are more overt in Sweden than in the
UK, but, as claimed by Sifianou (2013), the use of positive politeness is increasing in the UK
too. However, in institutions such as schools in the UK, the negative politeness is maintained.
This manifests that globalization and mass media exert influence on certain cultural
discourses, but not on all cultural or local discourses. Some discourse norms are still
maintained, and some have been influenced by norms from mass media and globalization.
Address terms and, to a lesser extent, referential terms, make this difference palpable. It must
be mentioned that informality, which is associated with positive politeness, does not have to
indicate impolite behaviour. Whether informality is impolite or polite is dependent upon the
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cultural and social context it is used (see Theoretical Background, page 9). To summarize, the
local discourse norms in institutions and other organizations have an influence on the usage of
address terms, and even if global trends affect discourse norms in various cultures, some
subcultures and speech communities still maintain their norms and conventions.
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6. Conclusion
The aims of this study were to discover the differences and similarities in the usage of address
and referential terms in Swedish and British schools, and what type of cultural and
sociolinguistic aspects might affect the usage of it. To accomplish this, some theoretical
approaches were explored, including the Theory of Politeness and the influence of
globalization on cultures and language. Further, a survey was conducted which comprised
interviews with students and teachers in upper secondary schools in Sweden and the UK,
regarding their usage of addressing and referring in schools and other situations.

It is evident from the research regarding address and referential terms as discussed in the
Theoretical Background chapter that they are closely related to the concept of social distance
and social closeness, and a conclusion can be drawn that this theory is used in a number of
languages with the usage of address terms. How these terms are used, however, differs
depending on the prevailing culture having regard to the country concerned. Moreover, from
this research, a conclusion can be drawn that the address system in England and Sweden have
developed independently of one another to some degree, at least since the middle of the
twentieth century. The use of language in both countries has become less formal over the
years. English speakers in the UK have, to some extent, more formality in their address usage
at the time of the research than Sweden. The two languages’ address systems are similar to
each other; however, the result of this study revealed how they are used differently at the time
of writing. Both countries’ languages are influenced by mass-media and local culture, and this
is apparent in usage of address modes and referential terms. Furthermore, one of the key
findings of this research is the way identity, culture and hierarchical differences are being
reflected in the language, and they are usually unspoken and perhaps unconsciously applied
conventions between interlocutors. This becomes apparent when personal addresses and
references as an aspect of language usage is studied in detail, such as with this research.
The data obtained in this study aligns with previous research and it can thus be concluded that
there are several social factors affecting the usage of address and referential terms in the UK
and Sweden. Further research may be conducted to compare other languages in different
countries, and not only two countries within western Europe. For instance, further research on
other countries such as the USA and the UK could be informative, and a comparison between
these two countries regarding address and referential terms is suggested. The research
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described in this study could be extended to establish whether Sweden in typical among other
European nations in terms of address and referential terms, and to identify differences that
might exist. Then, it would be possible to determine what these possible differences reveal
about other basic cultural differences and similarities. Moreover, another suggestion for
further research could be to establish how the aspects of address and referential terms could
be related to other aspects in education, such as class control, attendance and performance.
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