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| ABSTRACT 

Language is a human communication tool consisting of words, grouping of words, phrases, and sentences, used in both spoken 

and written forms. Language, in sociolinguistics, serves as a means of representing social status and plays a crucial role in 

defining a society’s cultural identity. Language style refers to the way individuals adjust their language as per the situation, the 

person engaged, and the topic of conversation, otherwise known as cultural and situational contexts. This research aims to 

identify the language styles used in the film Enola Holmes and explore the elements influencing the language style used by 

characters in the film. This study employed a qualitative methodology incorporating Martin Joos’s theory to examine various 

language styles and Brown and Levinson’s theory to identify the determinants of language style selection. Based on the findings, 

the predominant language style used was casual (64.4%), followed by consultative (21.6%), intimate (11.2%), and formal (2.4%). 

It concluded that language styles are influenced by various events and personal factors. Formal language helps establish 

boundaries among interlocutors, allowing individuals to enhance their likability and social image using positive face strategies 

whereas informal language, viz. casual, consultative, and intimate styles, is used to communicate with friends or family members 

in casual, everyday situations. 
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1. Introduction  

Language is a fundamental aspect of human cognition, enabling individuals to communicate thoughts, concepts, wishes, emotions, 

and encounters through written or spoken means (van Berkum, 2019; Wiltschko, 2022; Zong & Zhen, 2021). It also emerges, as per 

the systemic functional linguistics perspective, as a type of social semiotics that functions within the certain situational and cultural 

context (Fomin & Ilyin, 2019; Liu, 2014). Human lifestyles in diverse social groups and regions potentially impact language use, 

particularly language variation, in modern times (Huang & Wu, 2023). Language variation is a complex and multi-faced 

phenomenon, involving discrepancies in structure and meaning within and among languages due to numerous sociocultural 

aspects (Bassiouney, 2020; Walker, 2021). Language style, as part of language variation, highly relies on the importance of audience 

design, which suggests that speakers modify discourse to suit listeners, highlighting social environment and identity (Bell, 1984, 

2007; Coupland, 2007). It is crucial to recognize changes in language style according to different circumstances and conversational 

partners. This involves using structured language in professional settings and a relaxed tone in casual ones. Understanding cultural 

norms and actively listening to your conversational partner ensures respectful and effective communication, leading to more 

successful and meaningful exchanges. 

 

Language style can reflect an individual’s personality and emotions (Langley, 2017; Semin et al., 2002). The language style in a 

formal situation differs from that in a casual setting. Each individual possesses a distinct language style that plays a crucial role in 

facilitating mutual understanding in social situations. Martin Joos (1967) categorizes language use under five distinct styles: frozen, 

formal, consultative, casual, and intimate. The use of these five linguistic styles is adapted based on the circumstances, the 
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interlocutors, and the subject matter under consideration (Beade, 1968). For instance, during a speech in a ceremonial address, the 

language employed is the formal and rigid style known as the frozen language style; meanwhile, during a lecture in a class, a 

lecturer often employs a formal language style in the conversation. In a family setting, a father converses with a mother using an 

intimate language style to demonstrate their close and intimate relationship; so does lovers address each other through the use 

of personal addressing terms, such as “dear” and “my love”. In a more relaxed and informal setting, interlocutors often use a casual 

style to highlight simplicity, cultural and social adaptability, and familiarity so as to ease interlocutors to understand and apply in 

daily communication (Debora, 2013). 

 

Joos (1967) further defines language style as a continuum ranging from high to low convenience, which varies depending on the 

circumstances. His book The Five Clocks explores the different degrees of formality in both spoken and written language, 

categorizing them into five distinct styles: (1) frozen style, a rigid and unchanging language style that is exclusively used in highly 

formal and significant events like religious ceremonies or inauguration ceremonies; (2) formal style, employed in formal and 

important situations, adhering to the patterns and rules of grammar in standard English; (3) consultative style, oriented towards a 

professional or semi-formal atmosphere; (4) casual style, used in everyday life, in comfortable and relaxed situations, such as 

conversing with family and friends; finally, (5) familiar or intimate style, privately used by individuals sharing very close interpersonal 

relationships, such as parents, children, close friends, and lovers. This nuanced approach, incorporating these five language styles, 

provides valuable insight into how language adapts to various social contexts, enhancing our understanding of effective 

communication in diverse environments. 

 

The universally acknowledged reason for this variance in linguistic style is the meticulousness with which interlocutors articulate 

their thoughts. In formal settings, it is more likely to be mindful of language choices and are more likely to adhere to the preferred 

and informed cultural conventions. A multilingual speaker has the ability to manipulate several linguistic variations and selects the 

appropriate level of discourse based on the specific audience being addressed (Ting, 2001; van Compernolle, 2017). So as to create 

a welcoming impression, we may deliberately adopt an informal manner as conversing with unfamiliar individuals. In relation to 

this subconscious adaptation, we instinctively modify our speech to become more akin to our conversation partner in terms of 

lexical choices, acoustic-prosodic features, and discourse-level elements (Danescu-Niculescu-Mizil & Lee, 2011; Hirschberg, 2008). 

These two techniques provide insights into the significance of language in constructing social connections and expressing the 

interlocutor’s personal identity. 

 

Another salient theory that is a part of the language style in conversational discourse is that of politeness (Brown & Levinson, 

1987). The theory of politeness focuses on correcting insults to self-esteem and promoting positive norms in social interactions. It 

includes the sociological concept of face, which includes positive and negative face, face threatening and saving acts, on-off 

records, and positive and negative politeness strategies (Borris & Zecho, 2018; Kornielaieva, 2019; Miller-Ott & Kelly, 2017; Yusny, 

2013). The concept of face in politeness theory is not about the literal meaning of face but rather the image or self-image one 

wants to be recognized in the social eye (Sifianou, 2011). A positive face is used when someone has the motivation to be liked and 

considered part of a social group, aiming to maintain a good image in front of the public. Hastings and Castle Bell (2018) details 

the concept of positive face into three categories, namely character, social, and status face, by considering protective strategies 

adopted, types of face threats, corrective strategies, and pejorative labels. 

 

If a positive face is employed to get approval from others, a negative face tends to exhibit more self-centered behavior. Having a 

negative face does not inherently imply something negative. This strategy is intended for individuals who desire solitude or wish 

to avoid requests and obligations that are intended to please others (Zhang, 2021). Put simply, one desires to avoid feeling 

obligated or encumbered to comply with the desires of others due to their words or requests. Note that in this context, the terms 

“positive” and “negative” do not pertain to the conventional notions of good and bad. Rather, they both denote a state devoid of 

any form of evaluation or judgment (Haugh & Bargiela-Chiappini, 2010). Positive face emphasizes the concepts of solidarity and 

equality, while negative face emphasizes the concepts of respect and caring (Arundale, 2006). Negative face is not inherently 

inferior to a positive face, and vice versa. It refers to the desire for freedom from restrictions and influence imposed by others, 

which is reinforced by communication that emphasizes autonomy, independence, and personal resilience (Samp, 2015). 

 

A Face-Threatening Act refers to an activity threatening someone’s expectations as of how their public perception or image 

emerges (O’Driscoll, 2007; Silalahi, 2018). Face-threatening activities typically involve making forthright statements without 

considering the impact on the other person’s reputation or self-image (Putri & Nurita, 2021). For instance, if someone intends to 

admonish by saying, “please lower your voice as it is highly disruptive,” then this would be considered an FTA. Conversely, when 

someone minimizes the likelihood of harm to others’ reputation, this activity is referred to as a Face-Saving Act (Eriksson et al., 

2015). As demonstrated in the following sentence, “sorry, I'm trying to study; may I request some personal space to concentrate 

on my studies?”, as an individual employs a face-saving act, it diminishes the influence of external threats on their reputation or 

the expectations of others. Furthermore, on record is a method where we explicitly express our wishes to the interlocutor, such as 
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asking for help when we forget to bring a notebook. This method is face-threatening and burdens the interlocutor, making it 

difficult to understand if the request is an order (Pichonnaz et al., 2021). Off record, on the other hand, does not directly express 

the speaker’s wishes to the listener, allowing the other person to ignore the speaker’s words (Félix-Brasdefer, 2005). 

This study aims to firstly identify the language styles employed in the film Enola Holmes (Bradbeer, 2020) and secondly analyze 

the function and purpose of the chosen language styles utilized by the key characters in the film based on Brown and Levinson’s 

politeness theory (1987).  

 

3. Methodology  

This study employed a descriptive qualitative method to examine the language styles found in the film “Enola Holmes” (Bradbeer, 

2020). Qualitative research is characterized by its descriptive nature, as it primarily concentrates on the process, meaning, and 

comprehension derived from words or descriptions (Awasthy, 2019; Nassaji, 2015). It focused on identifying and categorizing 

different sorts of language styles based on specific sentences. The data were derived from the first film of the Netflix “Enola 

Holmes” (Bradbeer, 2020) based on the novel by Nancy Springer. The narrative revolves around the exploits of the youngest sibling 

of Mycroft and Sherlock Holmes as she embarks on a quest to trace her mother’s whereabouts. The film was selected for this study 

due to its setting in the late Victorian era. It is intriguing to analyze the language styles employed by characters in the film in 

different situations. This is due to language dynamics and the choice of words used during the era that differs from the present 

day. The data collection and analysis in this study consisted of several phrases, viz. 1) identifying the film by carefully watching it 

on the official Netflix platform; 2) analyzing and categorizing the dialogue in the film into a data table that includes different 

language styles based on Martin Joos’s theory; 3) examining the factors influencing the use or selection of language styles using 

Brown and Levinson’s politeness theory; lastly 4) presenting the representative data accordingly.  

 

4. Results and Discussion  

After collecting the data, this study found 4 types of language styles in film, i.e., consultative style, formal style, casual style, and 

intimate style. Of the four language styles, the casual style was the most widely used or predominant style, followed by consultative, 

intimate, and formal ones. The following table presents the details of the data. 

 

Table 1: Language Styles in the Film Enola Holmes Season 1 

Language Style Data (Dialogue) Percentage 

Casual Style 161 64.4% 

Consultative Style 54 21.6% 

Intimate Style 28 11.2% 

Formal Style 7 2.4% 

Total 250 100% 

 

From the analysis results of 250 conversational data, there were four language styles used in the Enola Holmes Season 1. The table 

above shows that the most common style used is casual as much as 161 data or 64.4%. The second is consultative language style 

as much as 54 data or 21.6%. The third most language style is familiar style as much as 28 data or 11.2%, and the last is formal 

style as much as 7 data or 2.4%. The following section elaborates on several representative samples along with factors influencing 

the interlocutors in choosing a language style. Firstly, the prevalence of a casual linguistic style in the film indicates that the 

characters often express their acquaintance with each other in situational contexts that are often amicable and resemble regular 

everyday conversations, emphasizing aspects of mutual respect for one another (Purba et al., 2021; Putra et al., 2024; Turnip et al., 

2021). Secondly, consultative and imitative styles indicate that the conversations that occurred in the film range from an intimate 

relationship among interlocutors, such as among Holmes’s family members, to professional and semi-professional ones. Lastly, 

the formal style frequently occurred during the formal interactions, highlighting politeness, respect, and self-dignity. 

 

3.1 Formal Style 

Formal language style is appropriate for formal and significant occasions, adhering to the grammatical patterns and rules 

established by the standards of a language. It is characterized by explicit description, detachment, and accuracy in favor of reducing 

ambiguity and context-dependence. It typically features prepositions, adjectives, and nouns (Heylighen & Dewaele, 1999). The film 

Enola Holmes, released in 2020, incorporates formal linguistic patterns throughout three key scenes: as Mycroft Holmes seeks to 

enroll Enola in a personality school, as Miss Harrison instructs her students, and as Sherlock Holmes paid a visit to see Enola 

Holmes. The following dialogue illustrates the data for the formal style: 

Mycroft: “A motor car. How delightful, Miss Harrison.” (Bradbeer, 2020, 0:12:09 – 0:12:11) 
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Miss Harrison: “Well, I am an educator, Mr. Holmes. I like to keep ahead of the times.” (Bradbeer, 2020, 0:12:12 – 0:12:16) 

This situation occurred in front of the Holmes family house. Mycroft and Miss Harrison were old friends; however, in this situation 

Mycroft used a formal style by addressing her Miss Harrison. In addition, Mycroft welcomed her as a teacher and himself as the 

guardian of his sister, Enola Holmes. Politeness is a principle in every interaction, and interlocutors are bound to it every day either 

consciously or unconsciously. Based on the Brown and Levinson’s politeness theory (1987), Mycroft in this conversation used a 

positive face to demonstrate his politeness towards Miss Harrison. He wanted to appear polite as well as friendly so as to be liked 

and appreciated by others in social aspects, especially from his interlocutor, Miss Harrison. Mycroft’s desire encouraged him to use 

a more formal language style in order to gain a good image as a man with dignity. The use of formal language between Mycroft 

and Miss Harrison demonstrates that on particular occasions, especially in the formal one, interlocutors tend to demonstrate their 

politeness through a positive strategy aiming to earn mutual respect dignity, and maintain faces. Such strategy is often manifested 

through the use of formal addressing terms or honorifics, which is closely related to face preservation (Ide, 2005). 

Mycroft: “Oh, Miss Harrison, I am so grateful for your kindness.” (Bradbeer, 2020, 0:15:02 – 0:15:05) 

Miss Harrison: “Mr. Holmes, It’s an honor.” (Bradbeer, 2020, 0:15:07 – 0:15:09) 

Mycroft: “I shall bring her tomorrow myself.” (Bradbeer, 2020, 0:15:10 – 0:15:12) 

The situation takes place in the Holmes’ parlor in which Enola asks her older siblings, especially Sherlock to persuade Mycroft not 

to admit her to Miss Harrison’s personality school. Miss Harrison thought Enola would actually go to her school and got along 

with her. Nevertheless, Mycroft did not want Miss Harrison to take his sister right away and therefore told her directly his wish. In 

this situational context, Mycroft still used formal language style to show his gratitude for Miss Harrison’s help in dealing with Enola. 

The word grateful primarily refers to a formal situation, as well as the use of the word shall which is more polite and formal than 

that of will. In this occasion, Mycroft used the negative face approach—it does not necessarily mean a bad thing. Unlike the positive 

face which tends to adjust the desire to be accepted, liked, or appreciated in a social environment, the negative face prioritizes 

personal desires which gives more freedom that is not imposed by others on him (Arundale, 2006). From the conversation, it can 

be inferred that Mycroft wished to escort his own sister and his statement cannot be contested by Miss Harrison. He maintained 

a formal style of language to maintain politeness as a dignified person and preserve his negative face before Miss Harrison. 

 

3.2 Consultative Style 

Consultative language style refers to semi-formal situations or within the scope of professionalism at work, which is often 

characterized by short responses, complete structure, standard signals, and polite utterances among interlocutors. In some 

situations that occur, the consultative style is found in several scenes, e.g., as the Tewksbury family looks for her, as Enola disguises 

herself and offered services to the Tewksbury family, or as Sherlock talks to the maid in his house. The following dialogue illustrates 

the data for the consultative style: 

Police Commander: “He’s not on the train.” (Bradbeer, 2020, 0:21:30 – 0:21:32) 

Tewksbury’s uncle: “Of course he’s on the train! You simply haven’t looked properly.” (Bradbeer, 2020, 0:21:32 – 0:21:35) 

Police Commander: “Sir, I’ve had my officers search this train from top to bottom.” (Bradbeer, 2020, 0:21:35 – 0:21:38) 

The situation takes place at the railway station where the Tewksbury family was looking for Enola who disguised herself. The 

language style used by Uncle Tewksbury is consultative style. The consultative style is also known as the semi-formal style used in 

professional situations, e.g., in the example above, the conversation took place between a member of a noble family and the Police 

Commander guarding the station. The word Sir was used to mark politeness in the consultative style used by the Police Commander 

to Uncle Tewksbury. In this context, Uncle Tewksbury used the face threatening act (FTA) approach. This approach was used by 

not giving the listener a choice or not paying attention to the listener’s view of the speaker by bluntly stating his wishes (O’Driscoll, 

2007; Pichonnaz et al., 2021; Silalahi, 2018). However, on the negative side, the Police Commander was in a difficult position to 

decide or reject Uncle Tewksbury’s wishes. The Police Commander used a consultative style to maintain professionalism at work. 

This dialogue illustrates that the FTA used by Uncle Tewksbury indicates asymmetrical power relation—Uncle Tewksbury put 

himself higher in power position than Police Commander. However, such asymmetrical power relation occurs due to 

professionalism in lieu of social hierarchy. The FTA demonstrated by Uncle Tewksbury is also manifested through the use of direct 

imperative addressed to the Police Commander, viz. in this case so as to demand the Police Commander to look or search properly 

the whole train. 

Sherlock: “So now we’ve lost them both. I presume they have no clue as to where she’s gone, Mrs. Lane?” (Bradbeer, 2020, 0:28:56 – 

0:29:00) 

Mrs. Lane: “No, they found her bicycle.” (Bradbeer, 2020, 0:29:01 – 0:29:03) 

Sherlock: “Planted so as to send us in the wrong direction.” (Bradbeer, 2020, 0:29:04 – 0:29:05) 

This situation took place in the Holmes family house. The conversation involved Sherlock and Mrs. Lane who is the maid of the 

Holmes’ house. The language style used by Sherlock was consultative style as it occurred in semi-formal conditions. In addition, 
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Sherlock still respected Mrs. Lane’s position as a worker as well as being older than him. Sherlock used positive politeness strategy 

as talking to Mrs. Lane, a woman maid who works in his house. To gain approval from the interlocutor, this approach suggests that 

the speaker uses utterances that the interlocutor would like to hear to make him agree or justify the speaker’s opinion (Sifianou, 

2011). Through this approach, Mrs. Lane was freer to respond. In this case, apart from wanting to ask for approval of the opinion 

conveyed by him, Sherlock also used a consultative style to still respect Mrs. Lane’s position or profession in his house. Different 

from the previous data, this dialogue illustrates that a consultative style can accommodate not only an FTA but also a positive 

politeness strategy, i.e., maintaining the interlocutor’s positive face. Despite potentially asymmetrical power relation intertwined 

between Sherlock and Mrs. Lane due to professional demand, i.e., Sherlock as the employer and Mrs. Lane as the employee, the 

positive politeness strategy preferred by Sherlock in this dialogue demonstrates that he aims to respect and gain justification 

politely from Mrs. Lane as to the Enola’s whereabout. 

 

3.3 Casual Style 

The casual style employs simpler language that is appropriate for everyday interactions, including those with family members, co-

workers, and friends (Putri et al., 2023). It often highlights simplicity, cultural and social adaptability, and familiarity so as to ease 

interlocutors to understand and apply in daily communication (Debora, 2013). The film prominently features a casual manner, 

particularly evident in the interactions between Enola and Tewksbury. Several instances in the film showcase the use of this 

language style, including Enola’s retrieval of her two brothers at the train station, her encounter with Tewksbury, and the contact 

between Enola and Edith, a friend of Enola’s mother, to name a few. The following dialogue illustrates the data for the casual style: 

Tewksbury: “Who the hell are you? Look, I believe our recent brush with death deserves me at least a name.” (Bradbeer, 2020, 

0:30:10 – 0:30:15) 

Enola: “Enola Holmes.” (Bradbeer, 2020, 0:30:15 – 0:30:16) 

Tewksbury: “Holmes…Like Sherlock?” (Bradbeer, 2020, 0:30:18 – 0:30:20) 

Tewksbury’s language style is casual. The situation occurred after Enola and Tewksbury had escaped from the pursuit of a hitman 

on a train. Casual style is a language style used in a normal setting, suitable for conversations with friends or sometimes family. It 

can also be used with strangers to show friendliness. The approach used by Tewksbury is on-record which can also be considered 

as a face threatening act (FTA). By going on record, a speaker can make the listener believe that he is an honest person and give 

trust to the listener, but Tewksbury’s request left Enola with no other choice but to answer. Tewksbury used a casual language style 

because he thought that he and Enola could become friends due their same age and seeing the fact that Enola was an ordinary 

person. He tried to communicate more casually with Enola through an on-record approach where Tewksbury directly asked Enola’s 

name so as to get to know her better. The use of swearing who the hell to address Enola further illustrates that a casual style can 

accommodate various linguistic features, including swearing, slang, colloquial, to name a few, in favor of cultural and social 

adaptability and familiarity between Tewksbury and Enola. The swearing in this context is rather used to demonstrate equal relation 

between them. Such equal relation is further enforced by the direct on-record requested by Tewksbury in regard to Enola’s identity. 

Enola: “Hmm. I’ve been thinking. You need to disguise yourself a little. How do you feel about your hair?” (Bradbeer, 2020, 0:32:00 

– 0:32:04) 

Tewksbury: “I’ve never cared for it. Cut it off with a Knife. Of course, you will. Who taught you how to sharpen it like that?” 

(Bradbeer, 2020, 0:32:05 – 0:32:20) 

It occurred as Enola and Tewksbury were still on the run and spent the night in the depths of the forest before continuing their 

journey back. The language style used is casual. In the casual style, it demonstrates some casual and simple expressions signifying 

that they were in an informal situation. In the graphological form, the word I have which is shortened to I’ve is one of the markers 

of informal style. The approach used by Enola is a positive politeness strategy in which she gave a reason so as to get the idea 

whether Tewksbury, who is her counterpart, wanted what she wanted. This strategy directs the counterpart to cooperate insofar 

as there is a good reason. To reduce the FTA, Enola made a statement that Tewksbury should disguise himself to escape pursuit 

and not be easily recognized by others. Further, she also asked Tewksbury’s opinion whether he cut his hair as a small change to 

his striking appearance. Enola’s remark made Tewksbury think her reasoning was good and Tewksbury replied that she didn’t mind 

the haircut. Similar to the previous data, this dialogue concisely highlights the simplicity feature in the dialogue structure indicating 

that both interlocutors intentionally communicate in the equal or symmetrical term under the informal situation. 

 

3.4 Intimate Style 

The intimate style is used entirely in private settings involving interlocutors with close relationships, such as with family members, 

close friends, or lovers (Handayani, 2023; Octaviani & Purwarno, 2021). The intimate style has no social barriers, making the 

dialogue comfortable. Normally, the intimate style is characterized by nicknames or personally intimate addressing terms, e.g., oh 

dear, dear, brother, mother, father, to name a few. Based on the data analysis, the intimate style was mostly used between Mycroft 
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and Sherlock as brothers who are very close and between Enola and Eudoria, her mother. The following dialogue illustrates the 

data for the intimate style: 

Mycroft: “You haven’t given our name in the search for her?” (Bradbeer, 2020, 0:37:34 – 0:37:36) 

Sherlock: “Of course not. I don’t want anyone knowing our business any more than you do.” (Bradbeer, 2020, 0:37:36 – 0:37:40) 

Mycroft: “Oh, don’t worry, little brother. She may have escaped us for now, but I have the best police officers in London looking for 

a child matching her description. And they will find that stupid little girl and bring her back to us.” (Bradbeer, 2020, 0:37:42 – 0:37:55) 

The situation took place in a public library where Sherlock and Mycroft were reading a newspaper. The language style used by 

Mycroft to his brother is an intimate one, characterized by the use of nickname little brother in his sentence. In addition, the 

relationship between Mycroft and Sherlock was quite close since they, as a family, often spent time together compared to Enola 

who spent time only with her mother. In this situation, Mycroft used a positive politeness strategy, aiming to give or ask for reasons. 

Mycroft wanted to make sure that Sherlock had the same reason as his, i.e., not to look for Enola by putting the name Holmes so 

that no one would find out about the problems in their family. Furthermore, Mycroft also used a way of affirming that he and 

Sherlock were on the same side—both wanted to find the runaway Enola. The strategy used is characterized by the choice of 

deictic personal pronoun us as a statement that Mycroft also had the same goal as Sherlock, i.e., to find Enola. The epithet little 

brother in the dialogue illustrates the extent of the relationship these two have, viz. the intimate relationship between family 

members. 

Mycroft: “You are a strange fish, little brother.” (Bradbeer, 2020, 1:50:14 – 1:50:16) 

Sherlock: “And you’re a tank one, older brother.” (Bradbeer, 2020, 1:50:14 – 1:50:16) 

This situation occurred in the town hall as Sherlock, accompanied by Mycroft, awaited Enola’s arrival after solving the clue given 

by Sherlock; however, Enola chose to disguise herself and not meet the two of them. In this context, Mycroft and Sherlock both 

used an intimate language style characterized by using nicknames and idioms thrown at each other so as to tease. Their approach 

is a positive politeness strategy in which they both used jokes to reduce the FTA (Aporbo, 2022; Suyami et al., 2019). Jokes are 

used to emphasize that the speaker and the listener have the same background knowledge and values. In addition, jokes are a 

basic technique of positive politeness (Brown & Levinson, 1987; Gunawan & Tjitrakusuma, 2021). In this situation, Sherlock wanted 

to show that he also understood what Mycroft was trying to say of him; therefore, he responded with a joke as well. A strange fish 

is an idiom that means “someone is very unique, eccentric, strange, crazy, to name a few”. Mycroft said this to Sherlock to tell his 

brother that he had a view where Sherlock possessed a very strange mindset. Meanwhile, the idiom of the tank spoken by Sherlock 

to Mycroft is more of a psychological trait. Tank here means that “someone has an aggressive, confrontational, angry, rude, and 

pushy nature”. This kind of expression can only be said to the closest people, such as family members or close friends. This such 

conversation best describes that both used an intimate language style. 

 

3.5 Politeness Playbook: Navigating Language Styles and Politeness in the Movie 

The film predominantly featured a casual linguistic style, where characters expressed their acquaintance in amicable situations, 

emphasizing mutual respect (Purba et al., 2021; Putra et al., 2024; Turnip et al., 2021).  In several dialogues, the negative face 

prioritizes personal desires, giving more freedom than imposed by others. The interlocutors used utterances that the counterpart 

would like to hear to gain approval or justify their opinion. This approach highlights the importance of respect and politeness in 

social interactions (Arundale, 2006). Furthermore, the second predominant style, i.e., informal styles, suggests that the characters 

prioritize maintaining close, personal connections over formal social boundaries. The use of casual and consultative language styles 

indicates a preference for communication that fosters friendliness and approachability, rather than strict adherence to formal 

etiquette (Debora, 2013). Each language style is used as per the situation, the interlocutor, and the topic being discussed—

otherwise known as sociocultural aspects (Bassiouney, 2020; Walker, 2021). After understanding the three main factors, the 

politeness strategy, then, will follow consciously or unconsciously so as to maintain image and politeness which become a principle 

of life as humans living in groups. 

Politeness strategies used in the film incorporates two types, i.e., positive and negative one. Positive politeness is a strategy 

employed to mitigate the impact of actions that may harm one’s reputation and uphold the listener’s positive self-image. This 

approach entails being mindful of the recipient’s desires and mitigating any possible risks. Studies have identified various positive 

politeness strategies, including exaggerating interest, seeking agreement, avoiding disagreement, and joking (Borris & Zecho, 

2018; Damayanti & Mubarak, 2021; Gunawan & Tjitrakusuma, 2021). Meanwhile, negative politeness entails demonstrating self-

control (Culpeper & Demmen, 2011) and deference (Pompeu, 2021; Wood & Kroger, 1991) towards the listener’s preference to 

avoid feeling overwhelmed or saddened. Research has identified multiple strategies in this regard, such as employing indirectness, 

utilizing address terms and honorifics, posing questions and hedges, minimizing imposition, offering apologies, and showing 

deference, all of which are influenced by factors such as social distance, power dynamics, and cultural norms (Ide, 2005; Nurlayli & 

Widyastuti, 2022; Suyono & Andriyanti, 2021).  

 

5. Closing Remarks  
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The Enola Holmes season 1 film employed four distinct language styles, viz. formal, consultative, casual, and intimate. The casual 

style was widely employed in everyday conversations with family and friends, making it the most prevalent choice. The use of these 

styles was mainly influenced by Brown and Levinson’s politeness theory, which underscores the importance of demonstrating 

respect and maintaining boundaries in communication among interlocutors. The film predominantly employed a casual style, 

which is more prevalent in the interactions between Enola, Tewksbury, and her family. Furthermore, the second predominant style, 

i.e., informal styles, suggests that the characters prioritize maintaining close, personal connections over formal social boundaries. 

The use of casual and consultative language styles indicates a preference for communication that fosters friendliness and 

approachability, rather than strict adherence to formal etiquette. Each language style is used as per the situation, the interlocutor, 

and the topic being discussed—otherwise known as sociocultural aspects. The formal style was infrequently used, only occurring 

when Mycroft enrolled Enola in a personality school and Sherlock paid a visit to the school. The film’s utilization of language styles 

was majorly shaped by diverse circumstances and individual motivations associated with courtesy. Eventually, this study concluded 

that formal language helped establish boundaries between the speaker and the listener, allowing individuals to enhance their 

likability and social image using positive face strategies, whereas informal language, viz. casual, consultative, and intimate styles, 

was used to communicate with friends or family members in casual, everyday situations. 
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