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ABSTRACT
This study pays attention to the use of politeness expressions in banker-customer interactions in Yenagoa metropolis of Bayelsa state due to the paucity of such studies in interactional Pragmatics and politeness studies. Its objectives include an explication of the nature of politeness behaviour by bankers and customers as well as the factors responsible for such behaviours, how co-interactants interpret them as well as the impacts of context on politeness behaviour so observed. Data for the study are sixty purposively sampled interactions between bankers and customers. Using the Lim and Bower’s model of Face Theory and Locher and Watt’s Relational Work Theory, the data was subjected to descriptive analysis. Among the findings of the research are as that politeness is targeted as a main ingredient in banker-customer interactions and the onus rests more on bankers to manage conflict and flip talk back to the polite end of the relational scale. Customers are, in most cases found practing impoliteness while retaliation is rare from bankers. While politeness behaviour is cyclical, breakdown of communication is rare as the need to achieve goal of interaction is often enacted to bridge potential breakdowns occasioned by impoliteness. The study recommends further inquiry into the role of familiarity among bankers in politeness behaviour. Thus, the study aims to register itself as a significant contribution to the corpus of works in Pragmatics which have come to be known as Politeness Studies.
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INTRODUCTION
1.1 Background to the Study	
The growth of the financial sector in the 21st century has been a remarkable one with robust evolutions in areas often termed aids to trade – advertisement, transportation and majorly communication. In fact, the proliferation of business organisations offering financial services has created such a heightened level of competition which has marked the financial sector out as, arguably, the most competitive industry of the 21st century. The level of competition has thrown up several issues including a hot battle to retain customers and be seen as the most customer-friendly among others. Banks have especially been in the centre of this competition as they occupy a unique space in the financial sector. 
Most predominantly, banks represent the face of the financial world as its transactions are mostly reliant on direct contact with the majority of customers of the financial sector. Unlike the insurance houses or stockbroking firms, banks see a sea of customers daily requiring services like cash deposits, cash withdrawals, ATM card collection and a myriad of other issues relating to day-to-day financial activities of individuals and businesses. In many cases, customers visit banks to resolve issues encountered with their accounts, they come complaining, sometimes raging and posing potential risks of fracas and confrontation with the bankers.  
Given the direct and frequent contact between bank staff and customers of all types, it becomes pertinent to pay some scholarly attention to the use of language in such interactions. In fact, there is a wide gap in scholarship examining how talk between customers and bankers are sustained long and effectively enough for information to get sufficiently exchanged and for conflicts to be efficiently resolved. While customer-banker transactions are targeted at various forms of transactional motives including withdrawals, deposits, transfers and documents exchange, the transactions attracting the most attention are to be found in conflict resolutions often carried out in the customer service sections. This is due to the fact that such interactions are longer, more engaging and carrying the most potential for varying forms of language use including potential impoliteness and outright conflict and confrontation as mentioned in the foregoing paragraph. The data for this study will therefore necessarily include complaints and several forms of expression of grievances.
Bank inscriptions overtly displayed in the auditoriums, and tacit rules of the business, portray the customers as the more powerful participant in transactions and customers are frequently observed invoking this statement about ‘customer being king’. Yet, bank staffers obviously occupy a somewhat more powerful rung on the hierarchy given their position as the custodians of the solutions to the customers’ problems. Such situations create a potential ground for clashes, making a study of politeness behaviour in such interactions potentially interesting. Bank staff have been sanctioned and customers have been arrested on grounds of inappropriate use of language and failure or refusal to use certain forms of politeness in banking premises. As a tool, politeness can be used in these business environments to measure participants’ desire to sustain, further widen or bridge the “distances” that exist between them and other participants in these environments (Scollon and Scollon, 2001; Thomas, 1995).
Obviously, even when we can argue that language is the tool in use, we cannot deny the fact that adaptations must occur to cater for the features of language and paralanguage that have been marked as customer service language which are most often formulaic and always expected in the transactions (Parasuraman et al, 1988). The thrust of this paper includes an examination of what form politeness takes in banker-customer transactions as bankers try to ensure quality service delivery? Is it always expected as a one-sided effort from banker to customer or the banker also holds expectations of politeness from the customer? 
The answers will be expected to ensue as the discussions of bankers and customers in the Yenagoa metropolis of Bayelsa state are subjected to analysis and used as basis for conclusion on the nature of politeness in banker-customer interactions.
1.2 	Statement of the Problem 
This study is necessitated by a need to unravel more deeply how, through politeness practice, conversations are maintained for a length of time sufficient to communicate important ideas and opinions and how fairly lengthy conversations and interactions are sustained by interactants in customer-banker interactions. Often times, customers carry on as ‘kings’ and expect their rudeness to be accepted as appropriate behaviour in the bank. As part of their training, bankers are expected to be polite always. Yet, as humans, they also have concerns for their own face and self-esteem. This fact makes such interactions worth some intense study. Therefore, it becomes pertinent to study how such interactions are sustained and how confrontations and chaos are avoided enough for the opinions to get exchanged effectively and complaints to get resolved amicably.
Admittedly, pragmatic and sociolinguistic theories of politeness have been applied by several studies to examine the use and impact of politeness in human interactions. However, there is a need to focus on bankers and their customers in Nigeria which present dynamic and interesting communicative patterns that continuously call for scholarly attention. Scholarly inquiries abound on transactional interactions. Arua (2015) has paid attention to post office service in Ibadan metropolis while Kuang Chin Hei et al (2013) examine the use of politeness by front counter staff in some Malaysian private hospitals. A few examples of studies also exist in banking transactions, among which is Rhama’s (2016) examination of politeness strategies of bank customer service officers at Bri banks. Most of the aforementioned studies in the literature have examined politeness from the perspective of one end of the interactions rather than holistically from the angle of both participants in the conversations. This study is predicated however on the need to examine both ends of the interactions. 
As yet, only few studies have focused banker-customer interactions while fewer still have directed focus to the Yenagoa metropolis as most studies have concentrated on other metropolitan communities like Lagos and Ibadan. This study is necessitated by the need to focus some scholarly attention on the politeness dimension of interactions between bankers and customers further South of Nigeria in order to account for the peculiarities of that cultural group as a community within the Nigerian banking community.
1.3	Research Questions 
Among other things, in order to achieve the objectives, the study shall attempt to ask and provide answers to the questions:
(i) How do participants in banker-customer interactions negotiate politeness?
(ii) What politeness strategies are used in these banker-customer interactions?
(iii) How do participants in banker-customer interactions process and respond to politeness?
LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1 	Conceptual Framework
2.1.1 	General Views on Politeness
Politeness has often been conceived in its most basic sense as generally capturing a sense of socially acceptable conduct and behaviour worthy of being seen as polished (as against crude). Politeness is however a culturally defined phenomenon, as what is considered polite in a given culture might be perceived as quite rude, unacceptable or outright strange in another culture. In a broad sense, politeness is employed to make all parties in interaction relaxed and comfortable with one another. 
While several scholars have over the years made submissions on what politeness is, each having a universally acceptable standard as its aim (see Leech, 1983; Brown and Levinson, 1989; Watts, 2003; Jemmy, 2007), it has however been found that politeness – both in expression and in reception – is likely to remain relative as some of the findings have failed woefully to prevail across time, space and societal strata. Some studies (see Beeching, 2002; Lakoff, 1976) posit that women tend to use (more) politeness formulae than men but such a claim when critically viewed and when empirically tested may not stand as women are at the same time likely to be more confrontational and abrasive in either intra-gender or inter-gender discourse. It is therefore a very slippery ground that researchers in the language (of politeness per se) and gender nexus tread. A better verifiable and more reliable study would therefore take only a situation-specific and descriptive rather than prescriptive stand, associating politeness with factors of circumstances (context of situation and context of culture) within which the disparities of gender, class and status are concretely brought to bear on language use.
2.1.1.2 Politeness as Face Recognition
The initial literature used in the study of politeness to create the theoretical framework was Goffman’s (1967) work on the notion of ‘face’ found in Hudson (1996). The notion of ‘face’ concerns itself with the idea that people present themselves in a certain manner and by what others do it is possible by a number of means to either offend that manner or to not do so. In conversational situations, the theory can be applied by realizing that what you actually say can affront the others’ ‘face’ and is a choice whether to do so or not depending on the situation you find yourself in. Goffman’s theories can be linked similarly to the Eastern idea of ‘face’ as in keeping face in front of others’. What this entails is not showing a weakness in front of others and similarly not threatening or exploiting others’ weakness yourself. The way in which this has contributed to the present study is that it is possible to examine the data not only by the linguistic factors alone, but also at an extra-linguistic level also. In short, relationships between participants are examined and the level of affront caused by a certain speaker to another can be gauged.
 Looking back to the previous work by Goffman (1967) on the notion of ‘face’, more recent studies into this area can be found in Brown and Levinson (1987). Brown and Levinson took Goffman’s earlier ideas further and applied it to their ‘politeness strategies’ and ‘model of politeness’ (see also Mesthrie, Swann, Deumert and Leap, 2000). In this, they explained that there are certain ‘politeness strategies’ to use as to not offend and save others’ ‘face’ when participating in a conversation. ‘Positive’ politeness implies an approval from another participant as in having a first name basis rapport with a superior, ‘negative’ politeness implies a wish to not impose upon or not to be imposed on oneself, as in referring to a superior as ‘Sir’ or ‘Mr’. A further explanation of this pragmatics of politeness is found in Stockwell (2002).
2.1.1.3 Facelift for Face: Refining Brown and Levinson’s Facework
Arguably, the most comprehensive review of face theory was undertaken by Lim and Bowers (1991) in a more contemporary and less rigid analysis of what constitutes politeness. Lim and Bowers (1991) take face a step further by expanding the bi-partite classification of positive and negative face of Brown and Levinson (1987). The positive face is expanded into two faces, viz; fellowship face and competence face which are made to tally with Leech’s politeness maxims of approbation, agreement, generosity and sympathy. The aspects to be catered for, according to the theory, include:
(i) Fellowship face: solidarity, affection, understanding and co-operation. Thus, such expressions either linguistic, paralinguistic or extra-linguistic, that express thoughts resembling “I’m with you on this”, “I agree with you”, I love you”, “I get what you are saying” and the likes, would be treated as taking cognizance of the hearer’s positive face and therefore polite while the direct opposites of such either overtly or covertly expressed would appear as impolite as it would have threatened the bearer’s positive face.
(ii) Competence face: Here, emphasis is based on the hearer’s need for recognition, positive evaluation, respect for their ability and approbation. Here, polite expression would include “yes, that is correct”, “you are so good at that”, I know you are able to handle this” while such expressions like “you are wrong” or “you are at fault” or “you can’t handle this” would be threatening to the competence face.
The negative face is retained as one but loses its nomenclature to the more self-explanatory term “autonomy face” which is related to the tact maxim of Leech (1983). In its clearest term, it holds that a participant in an interaction does not want to be imposed upon. No one feels good when told “you have to do that now” except there is enough contextual indication which reflects a tacit or overt negotiation of approval for such imposition. Issues of negotiation shall be reviewed later under Sociopragmatic Interaction Principles (spencer-Oatey and Jiang, 2003) and Conversational Contract (Mills, 2005).
Essentially, autonomy face relates to the desire to be independent, to not be imposed upon, bossed around or even manipulated. Such a need might however become problematic and end in a clash with the positive face. In other words, a hearer might (mis)interpret a speaker’s attempt at being nice to them by praising their looks and abilities (competence) as grossly insincere or even hypocritical and therefore manipulative (threatening their autonomy face) and thereby impolite (see Crawshaw and Harrison, 2004) as a result of differences in perception about what is pretty or good or cultural values about praise. This highlights some of the cultural issues encountered in theorising about politeness and remains one of the major grey areas that politeness theorists grapple with especially when they dare to take a prescriptive/proscriptive rather than a descriptive stance.
2.1.1.4 Face Negotiation and Rapport Management
Among the models of politeness analysis that have evolved from the stretching and continued interrogation of the face theory are face negotiation, face management and rapport management which have been employed in a number of studies (Odebunmi, 2005; Warner-Garcia, 2014 and Spencer-Oatey, 2005).
The basic thrust of rapport management and face negotiation as theories is an explanation of how interactants maintain the progress of talk irrespective of factors, including impoliteness, which might act as impediment to the talk. Oyadiji (2016), citing works of Glenn (2003), Goffman (1967), Haakana (2010), Warner-Gracia (2014) and Spencer-Oatey (2005) opines that people employ strategies that could help them to bypass obstructions to their predefined goals of conversation - phatic or semantic. They also employ these devices to not only maintain conversation but to keep it within the desired tone.
He cites Warner-Garcia (2014) whose work centres on ‘coping laughter’, a strategy which he equates with ‘lol’ or smiling emotions in Computer Mediated Communication, as utilized to manage the face-threatening relational aspects of disagreements rather than to deal with the actual content of disputes (Warner-Garcia, 2014, p. 1, Oyadiji, 2020). The relevance of this study to the present study is quite deep and readily observable as banker-customer interactions presents, maybe even more, situations of talk breakdown, disagreements or failure to come across as polite which interactants are wont to repair or manage from either end of the encoder-decoder spectrum. 
For Ting-Toomey (2005) a person’s face is their claimed “sense of favourable social image in a relational and network context”. Facework, based on her model, is thus a cluster of communicative behaviour which a person choses as a means of enacting self-face and by extension to observe, threaten, or save the other’s face. Her works thus revolve around the investigation of intercultural conflict styles emanating from content, relation and identity. The content and identity aspects hold more relevance for this study as it seeks also to interrogate the perception of politeness by participants based on their notions of acceptability of issues raised as well as their perceptions of the other participants’ competence based on their looks, ethnicities and face-orientations.
2.3	 Empirical Review
In the banking sector, the whole range of business activities and generation of income are closely related to its customers. Customers are demanding and they often become critical of the quality of the services and products provided for their experience, thus maintaining customers becomes an important issue. To retain customers and to protect and sustain long-term customer interest, banks need to maintain an ongoing relationship with their customers. One way to do that is to understand the needs of bank customers, thereby serving them satisfactorily, but to do that, banks try to improve their service quality. Parasuraman et al (1985) state that service quality is a differentiator and the most powerful and competitive weapon and it is a strength of leading service firms. 
Many studies have been conducted on the need to understand the nature and dimensions of service quality and to enhance customer loyalty across many different service settings and countries (Robinson, 1999; Behara, Fisher & Lemmink, 2002; and Ladhari, Ladhari & Morales, 2011). However, the results indicate that the service quality (SERVQUAL) model and its measurement scale are changing in conformity to the different types of service or country. The five dimensions (tangibles, reliability, responsiveness, assurance and empathy) of the service quality approach developed by Parasuraman, Zeithaml, and Berry (1985) appears to be less universally applicable (Gilmore, 2003). Expanding on that, Bahia and Nantel (2000) develop a bank service quality model containing six dimensions (effectiveness and assurance, access, price, tangibles, service portfolio, and reliability) for retail banking needs. Conversely, Guo, Duff, and Hair (2008) propose four dimensions (reliability, human capital, communication and technology) to capture service quality in the Chinese banking sector. This phenomenon seems to suggest that what constitutes as dimensions of service quality differ from sector to sector, and from country to country. 
For the purpose of their study, Siew-Peng and Moghavvemi (2015) further modified the service quality model so as to assess the level of service quality in the Malaysian banking sector. In this model, the convenience, online banking and price dimensions are included so as to measure their impact on service quality. Consequently, the dimensions applied in the service quality model that is adopted for the study are tangibles, empathy, reliability and security, convenience, online banking, and price.. 
Obviously, studies just reviewed are not linguistic or pragmatic studies. Their significance only contains in the implications they hold for a deeper understanding of the banking sector and how even players within the sector place a lot of emphasis on communication as a tool for service delivery and customer retention. The next group of studies in this review will focus on the contributions of linguists and pragmaticians to service delivery as a way for this study to assert its place among this corpus of studies.
In the words of Arua (2015), “although politeness has been well researched in political, medical, media and commercial transactions, it has not been well considered in the area of service delivery in the post offices in Nigeria where it is perceived that the staff exhibit unfriendly attitude to customers”. Her study therefore explored politeness in service encounters in the post offices in Ibadan metropolis with the view to establishing the existence of politeness in the transactions in the establishment, identifying politeness strategies used and highlighting the contributions of job satisfaction, domestic problem, gender, educational status of staff and the appearance of customers to the exhibition of politeness during transactions. The study was carried out within a combined theoretical framework of genre classification propounded by Eija Ventola, Suzzane Eggins and Diana Slade, which focuses on the optional and obligatory stages during transaction, Lim's and Bowers' facework theory that locates nuanced polite expression orientations and Spencer-Oatey’s rapport managements which categorises rapport strategies. Five post offices from the five local government areas within Ibadan metropolis were randomly selected. Her findings, contrary to the belief among many Nigerians that post office staff were generally impolite, a high degree of politeness was established in the staff’s interactions with customers. Although some impoliteness existed, the degree did not affect the transactions. Both the staff and the customers made use of ‘solidarity’, ‘approbation’ and ‘tact’ politeness strategies. The staff frequently used covert ‘solidarity’ expressed by silent acceptance and readiness to offer service. Customers on the other hand, engaged overt solidarity strategies such as ‘agreement’, ‘cooperation’ and ‘greeting’. ‘Thanking’ was the main approbation strategy; and ‘please’ and implied ‘need’ were used as ‘tact’ strategies when making requests and clarifications. 
Ayeni (2014) whose inquiry is closer to the milieu explored in this research explored the communication strategies employed by service providers in Nigeria banks to gain new and retain their old customers. He attempted to explicate this by looking at the discourse features inherent in banking interactions. The researcher predicated the impetus to undertake the study on of the uniqueness exhibited in banking and business discourse. He argued that while one could easily have drawn a conclusion that, as expected of every business interaction, the banking interaction would be without fuss because of the training employees receive on human relations, but his findings revealed that this is not always the case. 
Although the smallest in population and one of the least in land mass in Nigeria’s Niger-Delta, Bayelsa State remains a key cultural and economic factor in Nigeria. Its capital city, Yenagoa, remains one of the fastest-growing in the region which holds at least 25% of the 200 million Nigerian population in nine states including Abia, Akwa Ibom, Bayelsa, Cross River, Delta, Edo, Imo, Ondo and Rivers states (Emaziye et al, 2012). The foregoing list however remains a fluid configuration as there are member states belonging outside the South-South geopolitical zone which has been generally considered as the home of the oil-rich Niger Delta. Yet, there is a commonality of riverine characteristics and evidence of linguistic and cultural affinity across the region. Besides the presence of ethnic groups like the Ijaw, Igbo, Urhobo, Isoko, Efik and a host of others, the Niger Delta is mostly united by a unique English pidgin dialect, which in most communities, has been creolized and have been noted to be the first language of several speakers. It is such cultural and linguistic factors that hold the most significance for this study. 
While a number of studies have examined dimensions of language use including politenesss, few studies have concentrated on the aspect of politeness while there is a relative dearth of such studies on banker-customer interactions in the region and in Yenagoa metropolis.
In Ewurum and Chukwu (2021), attention was given mostly to the flouting or violation of politeness maxims in the discourse of agitation about the Nigeria’s Niger Delta region. Using Nollywood eco-films in English as its primary source of data, the study examined samples of interactions reflecting obvious deliberate violation of the politeness maxims. It based its theoretical orientation on a complementarist merger of the Politeness maxims of Geoffery Leech and Jenny Thomas (see Leech, 1983 and Thomas, 1995). An obvious gap created by the study in scholarship is the neglect of maxim-compliant interactions which might yield significant insights into the factors behind the disparity in interactants’ politeness behaviour in the context under study. The present study pays attention to both polite and impolite exchanges in order to substantiate any claim it makes about interactants’ choice of politeness behaviour. Further, in order to achieve a more robust inference, it adopts a less-prescriptive stance about politeness by seeking to explicate the entirety of factors of behaviour recognizing or threatening face rather than limiting these to the flouting of maxims.    
2.2	Theoretical Framework:
              
              As earlier discussed, this study approaches the analysis of data from an eclectic dimension albeit its bias for Face Work and Relational Work. Presently, we attempt an exploration of relevant theories that form the fulcrum for the analysis.
 	Face Work and Relational Work Theories
In addition, Face work and Relational work are the two contiguous paradigms which also form the pivotal theoretical framework for this study. The framework shall be fed into by the various pragmatic theories of politeness earlier discussed, including Lim and Bowers’ Face theory, Sociopragmatic Interactional Principles, and Rapport Management. However, there is to be a heavy reliance on the bias for politeness as a negotiated conversational contract since the interactions investigated in the study are best considered as negotiated transactions where interactants present (rather decide to conduct themselves) with hidden, pretended or new identities. This knowledge compels co-interactants to simply interact with one another based on the available identity projected or based on representations made accessible to them by the factors of contexts in the interactions. The choice of Relational work as a theory is necessitated by the observation that participants in the sampled population more frequently belong to the group of those seeking goal achievement above phatic interaction as more prevalent in everyday interactions. They therefore invest more in the progress of interaction than in expectations of linguistic politeness (Locher and Watts, 2005). 
This study is in alignment with Locher and Watt’s (2005) opinion about facework as hardly sufficient as a model to study politeness in conversation given the true nature of politeness itself as merely a part of what facilitates interactions. Face work, in their opinion, accounts for mitigation of face-threatening acts but cannot entirely account for the specific situations where politeness does not constitute the adopted norm of conversation. They thus propose a “relational work” model to cater for the “work” interactants invest in negotiating relationships with others including what is polite, what is impolite or what is merely acceptable behavior in talk”. The adaptation of this model in order to fit into the framework for the proposed study becomes imperative in the light of its observed capacity to cater for parts of the interactions exhibiting apparent impoliteness yet treated as acceptable communication patterns and seem to be strategies aimed at advancing the chats under investigation. It also more accurately explicates exchanges displaying linguistic politeness facetiously but which are adjudged as impolite/unacceptable in the chats due to their markedness in certain environments (p 15).  
1.8. 	Research Methodology
The study focuses on interactions between bank staff and customers. Given the different angles to such interactions and the need to include varieties in order to achieve a broad base of data which can represent banker-customer interactions fairly accurately, the data for the study were collected from different departments of the banking halls: Customer Service cum Complaint Resolution Unit, Counters (Deposit and Withdrawals) and Marketing Unit Inquiries. In total 60 participants including 30 male and 30 female staffs of different banks within the age range of 25-65 were drafted to participate in the study. Focus was both on the moves by bank staff as well as the customers irrespective of which party initiates the conversations. Due to the exigencies of security concerns and limitation of technology however, attention was mostly on linguistic data thus forcing a major limitation as videos could have contributed immensely in accounting for extralinguistic features like kinesics and physiognomy. Where necessary however, the researcher attempted to replicate paralinguistic features like tone, speed of speech and other paralanguage forms (as captured in the voice recordings) which have significance for the study.
 A purposive sampling technique was applied as conversations devoid of significant implications for politeness analyses were discarded while sixty conversations were selected from all the samples collected irrespective of the particular bank it emanates from.
 1.8.4	Method of Data Analysis
The analysis of the data was done within the framework adapted from Face and Relational work. In line with the objectives of the study, emphasis was on categories observed in terms of patterns of politeness behaviour and strategies of politeness in a bottom-up approach where the analysis and interpretation precede the inference. An emic interpretative procedure which refuses to base interpretation of situations on the researcher’s preconceived notion of expected behavioural pattern was emphasised. Thus, interpretations of politeness were allowed to proceed from the local norms of the conversations and the banking industry rather than expectations of the researcher or the larger society.  

1.8.5	Research Instruments
For the purpose of this research, the major research instrument was observation. To achieve a richer and more varied data set, the observation was done through participatory observation, observatory participation as well as non-participation. Basically, a cell phone was deployed to record every interaction (based on prior permission) between the customer and staffers before transcription for analysis.

DATA PRESENTATION AND ANALYSIS
3.1 	Facework in Interactions
Face as reviewed earlier revolves around the concept of expected behaviour from co-interactant which is based on the person’s projected self-image. Facework is therefore the sum total of all such considerations, behaviours and acts with their effects on the explication of politeness in an interaction. As the analysis will portray, Facework accounts for a larger percentage of the dimension of politeness in the data. Although competence face seems to have some level of predominance, fellowship and autonomy faces also feature prominently in the data.  
3.1.1 	Fellowship Face Recognition in Banker-Customer Interactions
There is sufficient evidence in the data collected (with an overwhelming 80%) suggesting fellowship face recognition as the most commonly selected pattern of behaviour. In each case, there is a linguistic act coupled with kinesics to achieve face recognition/observance as the customers always move closer to the bankers before opening their move. Physiognomy plays a key role in most of these exchanges as well. In this case, performance of fellowship face observance is achieved via smiles and a somewhat relaxed face in each opening move of the sampled exchanges. There is however more attention to the linguistic behaviour in his analysis given the design of the study. As reconfigured by Lim and Bowers (1991), fellowship face is recognised when each of such behaviour here identified is performed including but not limited to acts assuring the co-interactant that they are accepted and can be associated with. The commonest forms of behaviour in the data sample found to redound on fellowship face include greetings, handshakes (not as common), physical closeness to the co-interactant, smiles and nods indicating approval/attention/agreement and other such approving behaviours which directly interface with Brown and Levinsons’s (1989) Positive Face.
Interaction 1, interaction 4, interaction 5 and interaction 6 all feature varying degrees of fellowship face recognition through the strategies of greetings, title use and role apportionment. Although an interruption, interaction 6, presented below, ends up as a polite exchange largely due to the customer’s face-threat mitigation through an endearing title for the banker. In the Nigerian formal sector culture, the use of “sir/ma” is deemed appropriate and often favoured while its non-use can be interpreted as rude, bossy or even confrontational (Arua, 2011). In this particular interaction, while the customer receives no verbal response commensurate with the use of “sir” as offered, the lack of reciprocity is taken in good faith as long as the specific goal of interaction (service) is achieved. Here, the goal is to have the ATM issue solved as the banker appropriately demonstrates willingness to.
                             Interaction 6
Customer: (interrupting an on-going transaction) Good morning, sir.
Banker: Morning.
Customer: I want to collect money with my ATM but is not working. (SIC)
Banker: Please fill this form.

There is a heavy reliance on mutual contextual beliefs (cf Bach and Harnish, 1979) to arrive at the interpretation of politeness in this group of data and this interaction in particular. While the customer holds the belief that the “form” is a step towards the solution he needs, the banker is seen making an expected move in the ‘order’ to fill it out. Co-operation is thus achieved and the two co-interactants are satisfied with the outcome of the exchange. 
3.1.2 	Greetings as Politeness Strategy in Banker-Customer Interactions
Greeting features prominently in the data and constitutes a major strategy for achieving rapport in the conversations. Except for interaction 42 which opens without a greeting and that was later supplied, interaction 3 that was taken over from another banker and interaction 60 which is more vociferous and involving a number of customers in some form of heated argument, every exchange opens with a move recognising the co-interactant’s fellowship face via a form of greeting. Interaction 5 below exemplifies how greetings embody the introduction of a polite exchange.
                                   Interaction 5
Customer: Good morning, sir.
Banker: Morning. How are you doing?
Customer: Fine.
Banker: What is your complaint?
Customer: Ehnn…It was POS transaction…fund…that failed. Have confirmed is three weeks now and have fill the form and print it. (sic)
Banker: Is it a Mastercard?
Customer: No o.
Banker: Was it a POS or bank ATM?
Customer: POS. Have fill the form and why is it delaying?
Banker: The way it works, it is an interbank engagement and we don’t have total control over most of the other side and we may need to get in touch with the bank where the POS banks it. That’s why.
Customer: But have confirm it.(sic)
Banker: Yes. Confirming failure is different from reimbursing the bank to pay you. It is what might be causing the delay. He’s going to collect your details and follow up to know the status of the transaction at every point so one can know where and who is delaying it.
Customer: Is he on leave?
Banker: No. He’s not feeling too fine.
Customer: Because I need that money.
Banker: So sorry about … He’s going to confirm it now. Just give us your account number so that we can work on it.

As observed in this data sample, greeting constitutes the foundation of a polite interaction. The choice of the pattern “good morning, sir”, “good morning” or simply “morning” may be argued to be mostly due to the context of culture where banking activities are carried on formally: all bankers are formally dressed up in suits, everyone speaks English and almost everyone is in a hurry to get things done and move on to some to some more pressing aspects of life. There is, therefore, hardly any expectation of more elaborate greeting patterns that could have implications for politeness as in other contexts. Even the curt and ‘titleless’ greeting “morning” is observed as appropriate and, therefore, well-received as politic behaviour in the banking context being investigated. 
Conversely, the few samples of exchanges displaying overt impoliteness were observed to have opened without any form of greeting. This has a bidirectional implication: one, the speaker threatens the listener’s fellowship face by prating a bias that the listener does not deserve to be respected/greeted/deferred to. Two, the speaker threatens/loses their own competence face by portraying themselves as ill-mannered, impolitic, harsh or angry at best.  In most cases, this last strategy of face negotiation becomes a factor for the choice of impolitic, dismissive and uncooperative behaviour from bankers and other customers to a customer as the case may be. Interaction 60 below captures such instances.
                             Interaction 60
Customer 1: More than an hour. Kilode!(why?)
Banker 1: I told you to hold on for me.
Banker 2: But did you explain to him why you asked him to hold on?
Banker 1: Yes. I told him it’s not his turn yet; they came before him.
Banker 2: Do you want to apologise to him?
Banker 1: It’s not yet his turn.
Banker 2: Then whose turn now?
Banker 1: This person.
Banker 2: Who? Which person’s turn?
Banker 2: This person has been on the file since yesterday.(sic)
Customer 2: Yes. I was here before you.
Banker 1: Oga, he’s here before you.
Custome 3: Even I was here before you.
Banker 1: He knows now.
Banker 2: So sorry… sorry on his behalf.
Customer 1: No problem.
Banker 2: Alright.

Observably, there is a frantic attempt by banker 2 to save customer 1’s face or effectively repair the threat to his face by banker 1 and the other customers. This volley of Face Threatening Acts has stemmed from the initial refusal of customer 1 to perform the expected face observance ritual of greeting and rather opening the transaction with a complaint and face threat. Banker 1’s reference to him as “oga” should, in the light of the tone of conversation, be interpreted as pejorative and a further escalation of retaliatory face threat. Given our initial observation of how every other exchange opening with greetings panned out, a more conciliatory tone, a greeting or some role-apportionment to observe the banker 1’s fellowship face would have redirected the trajectory of the conversation.
Greeting, in the data above, serves as a signal for a friendly, convivial and polite interaction. On the one hand, the speaker sends it out as a form of antenna to feel out the co-interactant’s predisposition as well as an invitation/white flag. The listener on the other hand receives it, reciprocates either with a greeting of their own or a positive response to the co-interactant’s need and ends up upholding the micro-cultural norm negotiated in the conversation. As the diagrams below would portray, the samples demonstrate a pattern of exchanges that reach the goals of conversation only when greetings serve as politeness strategy to initiate conversation. 

Fig 2. The Cyclical Flow of Banker-Customer Interaction
Conversely, an interaction opening with a query or challenge tread the borderline of pragmatic failure except where sufficient conflict management and face repair strategies are deployed. A few interactions (like interaction 42 with an excerpt given below) in this set demonstrates interlocutors employing a self-check via ‘reparative greeting’ as a means of redirecting conversation from conflict to goal achievement. Goal achievement is ultimately attained as long as repairs are made but is unattainable where the interlocutor insist on counter-challenges and queries as portrayed by the left axis of the second diagram above.
Interaction 42 (Excerpt)
Banker: What did you say?
Customer: Sorry. Good morning.
Banker: Morning.
Customer: I’m here for schedule.
Banker: Which schedule?
Customer: Ehhhm. This ehhmmm… Christmas good news from one of your staff, Mr Haruna…….

Obviously, the customer has made a demand or query which the banker refuses to acknowledge; instead, reacting with a checking move which might actually be due to lack of audibility of the customer. The customer however interprets this check (as the researcher is tempted to) as a demand for a greeting which he immediately supplies for the conversation to take off smoothly.
3.1.3 	Titles and Role-Apportionment as Politeness Strategy in Banker-Customer Interactions
Fellowship face recognition, as discussed in the foregoing section plays a central role in service encounters and business interactions. Much akin to findings about the use of unsavoury titles, name-calling and role allocation to perform impoliteness (Oyadiji, 2016; Locher and Watts, 2012), there is ample evidence in the banker-customer interactions sampled that mutual fellowship face recognition is achieved via expressions that accord respect and seniority roles/superiority to the co-interactant. In interaction 4, an obviously agitated customer has approached a different banker as he felt abandoned by the first banker in the context. To sway the conversation into a linguistically cordial trajectory given the obvious loss of face occasioned by the delay to the customer as well as the threat to the first banker’s competence face (interpretation of which is retrievable form the intention of the customer to take his case elsewhere), the banker resorted to the use of deference in the form of the title “Sir”. This strategy is latched on to by the customer who refers to the banker as “my boss”.
Interaction 4
1st Banker: Hello, Sir. Good morning.
Customer: Hi, My boss (Our emphasis)
1st Banker: How are you doing?
Customer: Fine.
1st Banker: Who is attending to you?
Customer: She.
1st Banker: What is the issue?
Customer: Statement of account.
1st Banker: Statement of account… how long have you been here?
Customer: Just a little minutes (laughs)
1st Banker: But you can hold on. They have been looking at it for you.
Customer: Okay,
1st Banker: Ebuka, why is I taking time?
2nd Banker: I’m about done.
1st Banker: Okay?
Customer: Alright.

As evidenced by the choice of politeness strategy, the customer performs an obvious neglect of the second banker’s competence face but gets away with it by redirecting his goal-achievement bid through the 1st banker via the instrumentality of the role-apportionment strategy. “Bro”, another role-apportionment term plays a complimentary role in endearing co-interactants to each other en-route goal achievement. Interaction 47 is set against the background of another potentially explosive interaction. While the customer looks tensed and obviously agitated, the banker (in the foreground of the interaction) apportions to him the role of a brother. This role-apportionment is further consolidated by the relaxed tone negotiated going forward in the interaction.
Given the official context that obtains in the banking sector, especially in a banker-customer interaction, a detour into pidgin is a signal to a brotherly treatment which the customer readily accepts. Goal achievement is thus made accessible to the banker (in the background) whose interaction with the customer had been headed for the rocks due to the customer’s insistence on being attended to on his own terms. The bridging of the spatial and linguistic distance is an obvious strategy of fellowship face recognition which ensures that conversational goal is achieved and interaction succeeds.
Interaction 47
1st banker: Bro, sorry. Good afternoon.
Customer: Good afternoon.
1st banker: How are you doing?
Customer: Fine.
 1st Banker: Wetin happen?
Customer: I went to POS on the 30th of this month. They debited my money with three thousand Naira without money.
1st banker: Okay. But he’s attending to you , right?
Customer: No.
2nd banker: You know some people are here before you.
2nd banker: I’ve given him some forms to fill (to 1st banker)
1st banker: But you have filled the form. (to customer)
Customer: Yes.
1st banker: Okay. When he’s done with that person, he will attend to you. No vex. Shey?
Customer: I have another things to do. If is form he go give me na. I will go there and do it.
1st banker: He needs to attend to one person at a time. So, sincere apologies. 


Interaction 1

Banker: Sorry, sir. I hope they are attending to you.
Customer: No.
Banker: Please attend to him
Banker: Chief, what did you come for?

Besides such informal/semi-formal role-apportionment strategy, interactions in banker-customer interactions samples also maintain the formal context to practice fellowship face recognition by addressing others as “Sir or Ma”. In interaction 31, likewise, presented below and most others (over 80% of the interactions) the choice of Ma/Sir/Madam as titles for co-interactants signify an intention to recognise fellowship face and have a smooth transaction.
Interaction 31
Banker: Good afternoon, ma.
Customer: Please, I am looking for Madam Benny.
Banker: Madam Benny? Is she expecting you?
Customer: Yes.
Banker: Okay…Just enter the hall and ask of her office. They will direct you.

Being the one in need of non-statutory service, the customer in this interaction signals fellowship face recognition and obviously achieves her goal which is to get a direction to his desired official. It is safe to argue as well that his selection of a title associated with politeness/respect or politic behaviour in the customer’s world (information retrieved from cultural context of customer) redounds on the banker’s face. While banker would have expected other bankers to select a first-name basis interactional pattern (especially among colleagues of equal power symmetry) such a behaviour would be construed as rude, bossy, patronising and thus impolite from a customer who is expected to act officially and politely in reciprocity to the banker’s code of polite conduct.
In interaction 22, fifty percent of the sentences contain vocatives “Sir” or “Ma” and signals an ultra-polite interaction. Despite the density of requests and directives which might pose a threat to the customer’s autonomy face, the transaction is highly successful as all the threats are mitigated via title use which signals an intention to be close, friendly and unimposing on the co-interactant. As demonstrated below, the female banker invites – initially – The male customer into a ritual of fellowship face recognition via titles.
Interaction 22
Banker: Good afternoon, sir. You are welcome to Zenith Bank.
Customer: Good afternoon, Ma.
Banker: Sir, please sit down. What kind of account do you want to open?
Customer: Savings.
Banker: Savings account…Are you here with your I.D card and NEPA bill, Sir?
Customer: I am here with my I.D. card, Ma. But I don’t have my NEPA bill here.
Banker: Oh! You’re not here with your Nepa bill? Alright, Sir. Let me get you the form for you to fill. Then, did you come with the initial deposit, Sir?
Customer: How much, Ma?
Banker: Two thousand Naira only, Sir.

Interaction 11 (Excerpt)

Customer: They said they send me an e-mail…
Banker: Ehn ehn? Check it now. Do you have soething you’re still doing upstairs, Precious? After you took the form, you just left.
Customer: He said I should take the form.
Banker: Your card will soon be ready.
Customer: Alright, Sir.
Banker: Take your card and choose you pin at the ATM. Do you know how to do it?
Customer: Yes.
Banker: Congratulations.
Customer: Thank you.

While the selection of first-name basis interaction by the banker in interaction 11 would have been interpreted as face-threatening to the customer, the opposite pole selection of a formal tone and deference entailed in the title “Sir” via-a-vis the smoothness and ultimate success of the transaction is indicative of either or both of a personal relationship between the banker and customer or/and an asymmetry of power due to age or status (beyond the banker-customer context). The customer, Precious, is overtly expressive of her positive disposition to the instructions and demands emanating from the bankers regarding her ATM card collection and therefore does not seem to lose face throughout the interaction.
3.3. 	Competence Face Recognition in Banker-Customer Interactions
Another angle from which politeness behaviour can be explicated as observable in the data is competence face recognition. Albeit to a lesser degree compared to fellowship face recognition, there is yet ample evidence of banker observing customer’s competence face and vice versa. Being the second paradigm in Lim and Bower’s (1991) tripartite classification of Face, competence face is also part of the reconfiguration of Brown and Levinson’s (1983) Positive Face. Most of the instances of this dimension of Face is performed via strategies of agreement and solidarity (in the data) in which individual case the co-interactant is found practising praise of the other’s abilities, knowledge and behaviours. In over 10% of the data, an interactant says “thank you”, “I appreciate”, “I agree”, “you’re right” and other statements indicating willingness to appreciate the co-interactant’s actions including words and language use (Speech Acts). 
In interactions 2, 3, 4, 39, 47 and 60, the data demonstrates to varying degrees the use of “sorry” and “thank you” to accept culpability for customer’s complaints or to appreciate banker’s offer of solution and achievement of goals of interaction. In 47, the banker agrees with the agitated customer on his insistence on service by apologising while proposing an excuse for the other banker’s inability to provide service as/when demanded. 
Interaction 47
1st Banker: Bro, sorry. Good afternoon.
Customer: Good afternoon.
1st Banker: How are you doing?
Customer: Fine.
1st Banker: Wetin happen?
Customer: I went to POS on the 30th of this month, they debited my money with three thousand Naira without money.
1st Banker: Okay. But he’s attending to you right?
Customer: No.
1st Banker: You know some people are here before you?
2nd Banker: I’ve given him some forms to fill.
1st Banker: But you have to fill he form.
Customer: Yes.
1st Banker: Okay, when he’s done with that person, he will attend to you. NO vex shey?
Customer: I have another things to do. If it’s form, he go give na, I will go there and do it.
1st Banker: He needs to attend to a person at a time. So, sincere apologies.
Customer: No problem.


4.2. 	Conflict-Management and Face-Loss Repair as Politeness Strategy in Banker-Customer Interactions
The data reveals a substantial amount of moves which are interpretable as attempts to manage conflict. Statistically considered, 10% of the data – exactly six interactions of the sixty sampled demonstrate heated conversations including arguments, criticisms and some level of grandstanding. Yet, an absolute 0% of the interactions can be classified as ending in conflict or an abortion of interactional goals. This success rate is conveniently an absolute function of the deployment of various communicative strategies that we interpret as conflict management – an umbrella term operationally deployed in this study to cover instances of communicative behaviour geared at face-loss concealment, face-negotiation as well as face-loss repair.
Face-loss repair is mostly applied through strategies including but not limited to apologising, reparative greeting, agreement and solidarity. In four of the instances, a different banker initiates the face repair mechanism which ends up successful in 100% of the instances. In one instance, the customer initiates the repair while in another one of the instances under analysis, a banker initiates repair of customer’s face after threatening it himself. In interaction 59, customer’s claim of delay by banker threatens her competence face. While it is difficult to retrieve enough information from the context to arrive at a conclusion that customer meant the accusation or intended it as a joke, the use of conciliatory laughter (Oyadiji, 2016) douses tension and repairs the face loss occasioned by the accusation. The expression “wonderful” by banker is interpreted as recognition of relational investment emanating from customer via the laugh rather than a response to the ‘faux’ accusation. The laughs/smiles carry enough signals for the move to be construed as a joke and face-negotiation strategy. Interaction 59 is presented below.
Interaction 59
Customer: Why are you delaying me?
Banker: Who is delaying you so that we can handle it?
Customer: You (laughs).
Banker: I’m just asking so I can’t probably be the one delaying you.
Customer: (laughs)
Banker: Wonderful. So what’s the issue?
Customer: I want to change my phone number.
Banker: Change your phone number for how many hours? That’s an aberration to our service here.
Customer: I’ve been here for one hour.
Banker: Ah! One hour? Please call Praise for me. It’s quite unfortunate and we’re very sorry. When you said it’s me, I was wondering because I didn’t see you in mu office. Why would someone delay you for one hour when you’re the best and only customer we have?
Customer: (Laughs)
Banker: The lady will attend to you. I’m very sorry.
Customer: Okay. Thank you, ma.
Banker: No problem at all. 

In interaction 60 (presented in a previous unit), conversely, the repair to face emanates from a third party (banker 2) who attempted to repair face loss occasioned by another banker to the customer. While there is a possible interpretation of collateral face threat to the first banker’s competence and fellowship face, the eventual achievement of transactional goal between customer and banker validates the success of the strategy. In interactions 39 and 30, a different banker apologises, queries first banker and takes sides with customer as reconciliatory and face-loss concealment moves. In interaction 44 however, the banker repeatedly apologises to the customer as a face repair strategy having obviously previously threatened their competence face.  
4.3  	Autonomy Face Recognition in Banker-Customer Interactions
Barring the few (though pretty significant) instances of hedging as discussed in section 4.1.3 of this analysis, autonomy face seems to feature to a lesser extent in the data sample. A reconfiguration of Brown and Levinson’s (1979) negative face, Autonomy face is described by Lim and Bowers (1991) as the interactant’s desire for their actions and desires to remain unimpeded. To this end, interactants wish to act only according to their plans and desires rather than according to the demands and commands of their co-interactants. One of the ways interlocutors avoid the performance of FTA to autonomy face in other contexts have been found to include indirectness, hedging and giving options. The interactants in our data sample tend to however be more direct, use hedges to a lesser degree but sometimes give options. This seeming negligence of autonomy face is foregrounded in the study and has been analysed as a feature of transactional communication due to factors of urgency, need to avoid ambiguity and vagueness and to ultimately get the goal of interaction accurately over the line.
To a large extent, the suspension of autonomy face can therefore be interpreted as a negotiated norm of conversation in banker-customer interactions like many service encounters (Arua, 2013). On one hand, the customers are hardly guilty of FTA as they are often invited into conversation directly. However, their appearance in the contexts has already signalled a need to be attended to. Given the fact that banker’s obligation is to accord customer some attendance to their need, they are interpreted as politic by demanding such service. Banker, on the other hand, tries to solve customer’s problems by issuing stings of directives which customer expects anyway (as a conversational contract) and is willing to adhere to in order to have the needed solutions. Autonomy face is therefore suspended by mutual cooperation in order to accelerate goal achievement. 
In interaction 31 presented below the instruction to “just enter the hall and ask of her office…” is accepted as co-operative behaviour rather than imposing and bossy; and therefore politic behaviour in the context given that customer himself initiated it by seeking directions.
Interaction 31
Banker: Good afternoon, ma.
Customer: Please, I am looking for Madam Benny.
Banker: Madam Benny? Is she expecting you?
Customer: Yes.
Banker: Okay…Just ente the hall and ask of her office. They will direct you.

Below, likewise, is an excerpt from interaction 11 demonstrating a string of commands.
Banker: Your USSD code abi? *966# Take. You write an instruction stating that…ehm…you mistakenly entered your pin three times. It was your USSD account blocked for us to unblock it for you. Write your address here. Write our own here. The manager, Zenith bank, Sanni Abacha Express Way. Write your address here. Husbulik? Which person’s house in Husbulik? Mr so and so person in Husbulik.
Customer: God bless you.
As observed, the customer demonstrates an absolute willingness to obey every instruction couched in imperative terms (illocution of commands). The level of agreement/compliance is demonstrated linguistically in the response “God bless you” as well as in the actual perlocutionary performance of the actions required. This willing suspension of autonomy face needs pervades the interaction and underscores our interpretation that though treated as kings in the setting, customers are willing to be ordered around and told what to do in order for transactional goal to get achieved.
5.2. 	Conclusion
This study has examined (im)politeness in banker-customer interactions in the Yenagoa metropolis of Bayelsa State, Nigeria. It found that interactions in this domain are largely polite while cases of impoliteness are hardly allowed to persist. It has established also that Facework and Relational Work are tools that can adequately cater for inquiries into politeness behaviour in this domain. The analysis has taken into account the three dimensions of Face with deep insights from Relational Work in banker-customer interactions. Of the 60 interactions sampled, 52 (well above 80%) demonstrate a commitment to politeness and politic behaviour while the remaining 8 (less than 15%) demonstrates instances of confrontation, altercations and disagreement. Yet, all 60 interactions ended in sufficient goal achievement albeit in diverse ways. The data showed sufficient evidence of willingness to employ co-operative behaviour by both bankers and 60 customers. However, there is a level of disparity in terms of relational investment: while the bankers use more conflict resolution attempts and agreement to keep the trajectory of interaction focussed on the goals, customers invest more in the willing suspension of their autonomy face needs to achieve such goals.
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